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Israel as “Jewish and
Democratic” — Revising

the Sacred Formula

ne of the most significant ten-
sions faced by contemporary
Israel is between the commit-

ment of most Israelis to the Jewishness
of the state, on the one hand, and their
commitment to the democratic prin-
ciples of the country (as they under-
stand these principles), on the other
hand. The legal scholar David Kretz-
mer summed up this dilemma suc-
cinctly: “As a democratic state Israel must
serve the needs of all its citizens; as the
state of the Jewish people its function is
to pursue particularistic goals.”1

This tension is at the center of what
could be described as a full-fledged Kul-
turkampf, a political struggle about the
very essence of the state fought in Is-
rael for the last three decades.2 In some
ways, this tension between loyalty to
the demands of universalistic democ-
racy and the tenets of a particularistic
nationalism (that is, Zionism), has been
present in the Zionist movement from
its very beginning.

Universal and Particular

The contrast between “universalists”

and “particularists” among early and
late Zionists has been somewhat over-
emphasized by liberal interpreters of
Israeli politics. Although this often was
part of an effort to demonstrate that
their camp was less nationalistic than
it actually was, the distinction between
the two approaches has at least some
merit.

Thus, the dual commitment to the
principles of democracy and to the Zi-
onist agenda has been incorporated
into official documents forming the
Israeli state. The foundational Decla-
ration of Independence of May 1948,
for example, asserted that Eretz Yisrael
was the birthplace of Jewish people,
and declared a Jewish state in Palestine,
promising that it would be open to the
immigration of Jews from all countries
of their dispersion. At the same time,
this document promised the develop-
ment of the country for the benefit of
all its inhabitants, and committed the
new state to the “full social and politi-
cal equality of all its citizens.” Several
Israeli Basic Laws explicitly enshrined
the notion that Israel is “Jewish and
democratic,”as did a number of rulings
by the Israeli High Court of Justice.
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There is hardly a question that the
tension inherent in this dual commit-
ment will continue to dominate Israeli
politics for many years to come, and
that it will affect the most important
questions facing the state. These in-
clude the future of the West Bank and
Gaza, the relations between Jews and
Palestinians inside Israel, and the sta-
tus of organized religion (particularly
Orthodox Judaism) within the Israeli
polity.

The Israeli Duality

The dual commitment inherent in
the Israeli political reality has led Israel
to adopt, since its establishment, both
“Jewish” and “democratic” policies.
Such policies, however, have often col-
lided, and are likely to continue to col-
lide even more severely in the future.
Acting Jewishly, the state sponsored the
immigration of millions of Jews under
a controversial Law of Return (1950),
acquired lands specifically in order to
“Judaize” the country3 and especially
areas inhabited by Arabs (e.g., the Ga-
lilee), developed an educational system
designed to inculcate Jewish values,4

adopted Jewish myths and symbols,5

and granted special status and recog-
nition to Orthodox Judaism.

Acting democratically, the State of
Israel established an elected legislature
and conducted orderly elections at reg-
ular intervals, adopted most (although
significantly not all) Western freedoms,
enacted Basic Laws (although, signifi-
cantly again, not a constitution or a bill
of rights) to regulate important aspects
of public life, recognized an indepen-

dent judiciary, and allowed vibrant and
open debate on most political issues.

Despite those significant democratic
achievements, recognized by some of
the most prominent political analysts,6

Israel’s democracy has been problem-
atic in several areas, mostly because of
its particularistic commitments. The
largest minority within the state, Pal-
estinian Arabs who are Israeli citizens
(or “Israeli Arabs,” as they are often
known), have not been able to achieve
full equality, either as individuals or as
a group.  Systematic discrimination has
been noted in numerous areas, includ-
ing education, employment, housing,
land purchasing, immigration and citi-
zenship.7

Civic Equality

Despite some improvements in the
conditions of the Arabs,8 it is hard to
maintain that Israel is moving deci-
sively toward civic equality.  Although
the Supreme Court recently decreed
that road signs must also be in Arabic
(an official language in Israel, along
with Hebrew), and on occasion has
taken even more meaningful positions,
majority-minority relationships have
deteriorated since the outbreak of the
Al-Aqsa intifadah and the riots that
resulted in October 2000.

Israel’s dual commitment to Jew-
ishness and democracy impacts not
only on  Arab-Jewish relations, but also
on relations within the Jewish major-
ity. Many so-called secular, non-reli-
gious or non-observant Jews deeply
resent the continuous interference of
the Orthodox establishment in their
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lives, interference rooted in the so-
called Status Quo Agreement of 1947
and enshrined in several pieces of Is-
raeli law. In terms of Western standards
and, increasingly, worldwide standards,
religion is unusually intrusive in Israel.
If freedom from religion, along with
freedom of religion, is one of the fun-
damental values of modern democracy,
Israel’s democracy is flawed indeed.

Moreover, since the establishment of
the state, some ultra-Orthodox groups
have enjoyed special privileges in vio-
lation of democratic principles, par-
ticularly equality before the law (see
below). Thus, not only have yeshivot
received generous financial allocations
of public funds, but in 2002 the Knes-
set approved, officially and legally, the
exemption of their students from mili-
tary service.

Critical Questions

The frequent, ongoing collision be-
tween the state’s commitment to de-
mocracy and the Jewishness of the
majority — defined religiously, ethni-
cally or ideologically — raises several
critical questions as to the relationships
between the two:
• Is the dual commitment itself oxy-
moronic in the sense that Israel cannot
possibly be truly democratic while its
majority is loyal to its Jewish agenda,
especially in view of the existence of a
large non-Jewish minority?
• If we reject the proposition that Is-
rael cannot be both democratic and
Jewish, the question is, how can it
achieve both goals?  If we assume that
not every mix of “Jewish and demo-

cratic” meets the minimal requirements
of democracy, we need to identify an
acceptable balance between these two
value systems.
• Is the real choice for Israel between
being a fully democratic Western state,
where religion and ethnicity are priva-
tized and all citizens are treated equally
(both as individuals and as groups) and
being an ethnonational polity or, un-
der the best of circumstances, “ethnic
democracy”?9

• If religion is not privatized, as it is in
democracies that have not established
state-religion separation, how can it be
“contained” in a manner that guaran-
tees equality to those citizens who do
not belong to the majority?

Political and Scholarly Camps

Insofar as the Israeli public is con-
cerned, three major camps are discern-
able in relation to the “Jewish and
democratic formula.” The first camp,
on the particularistic end of the spec-
trum, believes that Israel ought to be
committed primarily or even exclu-
sively to its Jewishness. While it gener-
ally recognizes democracy as a desirable
common good, it views it as second-
ary.10

This position is common among na-
tionalists, and especially in religious
circles. The position of the particular-
ists can be summed up by two propo-
sitions: a) the requirements of democ-
racy and the interests of the Jewish
people are sometimes incompatible; b)
if and when such incompatibility oc-
curs, the interests of the Jewish people
and their state (Israel) should prevail.
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While the State of Israel has never
formally accepted this position — in
fact, it denied it by consistently main-
taining its equal commitment to both
Jewishness and democracy — most Is-
raeli governments to date have argu-
ably adopted this position, most of the
time. Steps toward a more balanced ap-
proach have been hesitant at best, al-
though the Supreme Court’s March
2000 ruling on the equal rights of land-
purchasing by Arabs in Israel consti-
tutes a significant move toward a more
balanced approach.

Either/Or?

The second camp among Israelis ar-
gues that Israel must decisively and
openly choose democracy over Jewish-
ness. While people who belong to this
camp agree with their right-wing op-
ponents that democracy and Jewishness
constitute often incompatible value sys-
tems, they prefer democracy to Jew-
ishness on the grounds of universalism.

Within the second camp, we find,
in fact, two political solutions to the
Jewishness-democracy tension. Some
analysts support the transformation of
the “Jewish and democratic” state into
“a state of all its citizens,” a formula
that would presumably turn Israel into
a typical Western liberal democracy,
with equality of all citizens as individu-
als and state neutrality toward all of its
ethnic and religious groups. Other ana-
lysts within the second camp would
support full equality of individuals
(“liberalism”) but insist that, in addi-
tion, the state must become an Arab-
Jewish binational entity, where power

is shared by the two national groups.
This camp includes Arab intellectuals
such as Azmi Bishara, Asad Ghanem,
and Nadim Rouhana, but also Jewish
analysts such as Baruch Kimmerling,
Ilan Pappe, Yoav Peled, and Oren
Yiftachel.11

The largest camp in Israel endorses
the definition of the state as “Jewish
and democratic” on the basis of three
main arguments: a) Israel’s commit-
ments to Jewishness and democracy are
fundamentally compatible; b) Israel
has, in fact, kept both of its commit-
ments; c) the “formula” is a reasonable
compromise between two competing
forces.12

Necessary Conditions

My thesis is that while historically
Israel’s democratic record has not been
particularly good,13 especially in regard
to the broad and substantive require-
ments of modern, Western, liberal de-
mocracy (see below), in principle, “Jew-
ishness” and democracy might be com-
patible — but only if the ethnonational
nature of the Israeli state is significantly
curtailed, and the democratic require-
ments are maximized and enhanced
even more fundamentally.

My inclination is to endorse a solu-
tion by which the old formula of the
Israeli state — often called “ethnic de-
mocracy” — is completely discarded
and replaced by a new formula based
on symbolic attachment to the state’s
Jewishness, but with the elimination of
all material manifestations of ethnic
discrimination. Put differently, only
substantive equality of all citizens as
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individuals and groups can guarantee
Israel’s future as a genuine democracy,
a condition that has not been achieved
to date.

I believe that my proposal for change
is required in view of the fact that the
old formula has demonstrably failed,
and that it is even less likely to main-
tain stability and enhance justice in the
future. The violent clashes between
Arabs and Jews in October 2000 are,
possibly, a sign of things to come.
Moreover, intellectual and liberal circles
in Israel (including the state’s Supreme
Court in its Katzir decision of March
2000 and other rulings) have now
come to recognize that new ideas for
strengthening Israel’s democracy are
needed.

Defining Democracy

All arguments about the compatibil-
ity of Israel’s Jewishness and its democ-
racy depend, to a large extent, on what
precisely one means by “democracy.”
As “an essentially contested concept,”14

“democracy” is open to numerous defi-
nitions. A particular problem in regard
to Israel’s democracy is that many ana-
lysts do not define precisely what they
mean by democracy. The discussion on
how democratic Israel can be despite
its Jewish commitment is not very fruit-
ful unless we are clearer as to the re-
quirements of democracy and apply
those requirements rigorously to the
Israeli case.

First, it is important to view democ-
racy not as an absolute (that is, a polity
either has it or not), but as a continu-
um. The question is, how much de-

mocracy does a polity have? Secondly,
we should adopt a broader position on
what constitutes democracy.  Thus, I
am uncomfortable with approaches
that identify democracy with a set of
“liberties” that are guaranteed through
formal procedures and institutions,
despite the fact that this is the essence
of the position taken by some promi-
nent analysts.15 Third, my approach to
democracy is hierarchical: it identifies
the requirements for democracy by
going from lower (that is, less demand-
ing) requirements to higher (more de-
manding) levels.  Such an approach
allows one to deal not merely with the
issue of whether a country is or is not
democratic, but to what extent it is
democratic. It thus facilitates a discus-
sion of the quality of a country’s de-
mocracy.

This three-pronged approach leads
me to offer this definition of democ-
racy: A fully-fledged democracy must
meet the following progressively
tougher requirements:
a. Conduct regular, fair and free elections
in order to establish the rule of the ma-
jority (a minimalist requirement);
b. Legally protect the fundamental free-
doms of all citizens, including speech and
assembly, as well as freedom of and from
religion (a mid-range requirement);
c. Guarantee equality of all individual
citizens and social groups before the
law, as well as in practice (a maximalist
requirement).

Mixed Record

In the case of Israel, the record has
been rather mixed. Moreover, most of
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the problems in terms of the quality of
Israel’s democracy stem directly from
the country’s adherence to its “Jew-
ishness.” In terms of the first require-
ment, since its establishment, Israel has
conducted, on the whole, regular elec-
tions freely and fairly. Nevertheless, the
tension between Jewishness and de-
mocracy has been manifested when
parties judged to be running against the
Jewish or democratic nature of the state
were banned by the Supreme Court,
by the Knesset, or by the Central Elec-
tion Committee.  A recent decision by
the Supreme Court allowing two Arab
parties to run in the 2003 elections de-
spite allegations that they have chal-
lenged Israel’s “Jewishness” suggests
that Israel might be liberalizing in re-
gard to the first requirement of democ-
racy.

In regard to the second requirement
of democracy, the Israeli record is sig-
nificantly weaker. First, the various
freedoms and liberties given to Israeli
citizens are yet to be codified in a con-
stitution, a bill of rights, or any other
such comprehensive and protected
document. Secondly, while the state has
progressed enormously since 1948 in
terms of certain freedoms (e.g., free-
dom of speech, enshrined in the Su-
preme Court decision known as Kol
Ha’am), in regard to freedoms related
to the state’s Jewishness, as perceived
by Israel’s Founding Fathers and ever
since, the democratic record has not
been satisfactory. Thus, the State of Is-
rael is today extraordinarily intrusive
in regard to issues defined by it as “re-
ligious” but viewed in most other coun-
tries as matters belonging to a citizen’s

“private sphere.” The requirement for
Orthodox marriage under the supervi-
sion of the state-supported rabbinate,
for example, violates the worldwide ac-
ceptance today of civil marriage.

Seeking Full Equality

The most difficult situation, how-
ever, arises in regard to the third re-
quirement of democracy, equality of all
citizens before the law and in practice.
In terms of equality, particularly be-
tween national groups and their mem-
bers (that is, between Arabs and Jews),
the Israeli democracy has proven to be
flawed indeed. The main forms of le-
gal discrimination are to be found in
regard to the acquisition of citizenship
(where Jews are given an advantage
through the Law of Return) and the
acquisition of land, where non-Jews are
prevented from purchasing land held
by the state, roughly 93 percent of the
total area.16 The lack of full collective
rights to minority groups impacts nega-
tively on the individual rights of their
members,17 as shown in detail in sev-
eral books.[18] Chief Justice Aharon
Barak has called publicly for full equal-
ity for Arabs, stating that there can be
no true democracy in Israel without
it.19

The lack of equality stemming from
the state commitment to “Jewishness”
is, however, not limited to Arab-Jew-
ish issues. Thus, the imposition of Or-
thodox halakhic law in Israel leads also
to the discrimination of women as a
group and as individuals, and the state
has systematically privileged the Ortho-
dox population, a discriminatory prac-
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tice toward the secular population (e.g.,
special exemption from military ser-
vice, autonomous educational system,
generous allocations to yeshivot, etc.).

Moving Toward
Democratic Inclusion

If, in its best interests, and in order
to enhance long-term stability and
democratic justice, Israel must change,
how could this change be achieved?
Can the traditionally sacred formula
“Jewish and democratic” be salvaged,
or does it have to be completely dis-
carded as inevitably undemocratic?

In principle, if the Jewish majority
decides to create a more inclusive Is-
rael, it can move in two distinct but
practically linked directions. First, Is-
rael can move in what might be called
an integrative-liberal direction, dis-
mantling all discriminatory policies
toward the Arabs as individuals and
establishing a genuine liberal democ-
racy. Under this formula, Arab citizens
would be able to buy land anywhere in
the state, obtain jobs (including gov-
ernmental positions) in accordance
with their skills, and so forth. More-
over, discriminatory practices directed
against Arabs, such as organized cam-
paigns against selling them apartments,
would be eliminated.

Second, Israel could move toward a
more inclusive democracy by going in
a “consociational direction,” which
would involve enhancing the recogni-
tion and the protection given to the
Arab minority as a distinct national
group. Consociational arrangements
and public recognition already exist

within the highly diverse Jewish ma-
jority and they could be expanded to
the Arab minority.

Autonomy and Stability

Thus, Arabs could be given full-
fledged personal autonomy,[20] grant-
ing them direct control over the most
important aspects of their communal
lives (e.g., education). In fact, in the
interest of political stability in Israel,
“functional autonomy . . . may be nec-
essary to counter . . . support for terri-
torial autonomy or total separation.”21

Arabs should also be given a propor-
tional share of the national wealth; their
more moderate parties could be invited
to serve in the government; and their
symbols might be incorporated into the
country’s civil religion, so as to create a
common Israeli identity that is civic
and overarching.

While liberal and consociational
changes could ease the interethnic clash
within Israel, they are unlikely to turn
Israel into a binational project, a result
that the Jewish majority would never
accept. Such changes will merely rec-
ognize the already existing binational
reality of contemporary Israel and in-
corporate it into the country’s govern-
mental structure, thus increasing con-
gruence between society and polity for
the benefit of long-term stability.

A decisive action of the type dis-
cussed here could possibly give Israeli
Arabs a reason to identify with the state.
The continuation of a policy of dis-
crimination and exclusion would ne-
gate such a possibility.  The role of the
Israeli leadership in bringing about
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such a change is crucial. To date, we
have witnessed insufficient attention to
this problem.

Prospects for Change

The definition of Israel as “Jewish
and democratic,” heavily used by Is-
rael’s political institutions and accepted
by the majority, has not worked well
over the first 56 years of the state. The
term “Jewish” has been translated into
exclusivist, hegemonic control of the
majority in all areas. Short of declar-
ing Israel a halakhic state, the term
“Jewish” has been interpreted as broad-
ly as possible. The term “democratic,”
on the other hand, has been applied
rather narrowly: majority rule and fun-
damental liberal freedoms to all citi-
zens, but pointedly not political equal-
ity for minorities in what has become,
in effect, a “Jewish Republic.” There is
still no full recognition or protection of
minorities, and lack of equality on either
an individual or a group basis persists.

If the Israeli majority is determined
to maintain an Israel that is both Jew-
ish and democratic, the existing bal-
ance between those two components
might have to change so as to increase
decisively the weight of the state’s dem-
ocratic qualities, and proportionately
decrease the state’s “Jewishness,” espe-
cially in areas where such an overtly
particularistic definition is injurious to
the democratic quality of the state.
Such a transformation could be imple-
mented in a balanced and measured
manner, so as to maintain some, but
by no means all, of the traditional
formula’s components.

The Material and the Symbolic

On the basis of what principle could
such a transformation be effected? I
would argue that a polity might define
itself particularistically (as many poli-
ties indeed do) only insofar as such
definition does not result in the sub-
stantive and material discrimination of
members of the polity (that is, its citi-
zens). Self-definition that results in sys-
tematic discrimination is, by definition,
democratically unacceptable.

Inherent in my position is the argu-
ment that in the case of Israel, as in
numerous other cases, we need to
maintain a distinction between the
symbolic level (where the majority’s
particularism may prevail without se-
rious injury to democracy) and the
material level, where particularist fea-
tures of a regime result in real discrimi-
nation.

An Israel that eliminates all the par-
ticularist features that result in the dis-
crimination of non-Jews would still be
“Jewish” in several important ways. The
Jewish majority would be sustained, the
dominant language would remain He-
brew and the culture Hebraic and Jew-
ish, and most of the symbols accepted
within the Israeli society would con-
tinue to be rooted in the Jewish tradi-
tion.

Even the controversial Law of Re-
turn could survive the type of recon-
struction suggested here, especially if a
Palestinian state with its own law of re-
turn is established side-by-side with
Israel. Not only could the Law of Re-
turn be defended as a historical, col-
lective act of affirmative action taken
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by the international system toward the
Jewish people, but on the level of prin-
ciple, one can defend discrimination in
admitting people to the polity (a prac-
tice used by many nations). It is im-
possible, on the other hand, to defend
discrimination against individuals or
groups once they are already citizens:
Such discrimination negates the most
important principle of democracy.

The transformation of Israel into a
genuine liberal democracy via the
elimination of all forms of material dis-
crimination could be achieved without
endangering the overall Jewish charac-
ter of the state. Numerous countries all
over the world, after all, have an estab-
lished dominant culture, side-by-side
with minority cultures, but with no
substantive (let alone formal) discrimi-
nation against minorities or their mem-
bers. If the reform offered here is imple-
mented, the sacred formula “Jewish
and democratic” could survive, a re-
minder of an archaic, ethnically based
discrimination that has been passed on
Israel’s way toward genuine democracy.

Alpaiim 19, 2000, 78-105; Oren Yiftachel,
“The Concept of ‘Ethnic Democracy’ and
Its Applicability to the Case of Israel,” Eth-
nic and Racial Studies 15, January 1992,
125-136.
4. Yuval Dror, “From “Negation of the
Diaspora’ to ‘Jewish Consciousness’: The
Israeli Educational System, 1920-2000,”
Israel Studies Forum 18(1), Spring 2003,
58-82.
5. Yael Zerubavel, Recovered Roots: Collec-
tive Memory and the Making of Israeli Na-
tional Tradition (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1995).
6. Robert Dahl, Polyarchy, Participation and
Observation (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1971); Arend Lijphart,Democracy in
Plural Societies, (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1977); Arend Lijphart, Democ-
racies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consen-
sus Government in Twenty-One Countries
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984).
7. Kretzmer, op.cit.; Nadim Rouhana, Pal-
estinian Citizens in an Ethnic Jewish State:
Identities in Conflict (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1997). Discrimination
toward and neglect of the minority have
been recently noted by the Orr Commis-
sion, appointed to investigate the violent
events of October 2000, as well as by other
official Israeli bodies.
8. Sammy Smooha, “Types of Democracy
and Modes of Conflict Management in
Ethnically Divided Societies,” Nations and
Nationalism 8(4), 2002, 423-431.
9. Sammy Smooha “Minority Status in
Ethnic Democracy: The Status of the Arab
Minority in Israel,” Ethnic and Racial Stud-
ies 13(2), July 1990, 389-413; Sammy
Smooha, “Ethnic Democracy: Israel as a
Archtype,” Israel Studies 2, Fall 1997, 198-
241; Sammy Smooha, “The Models of
Ethnic Democracy: Israel as a Jewish and
Democratic State,” Nations and National-
ism 8(4), 2002, 475-503.

1. David Kretzmer, The Legal Status of the
Arabs in Israel (Boulder: Westview, 1990),
176.
2. Ilan Peleg, “Epilogue: The Peace Pro-
cess and Israel’s Political Kulturkampf,” in
Ilan Peleg, editor, The Middle East Peace
Process: Interdisciplinary Perspectives (New
York: SUNY Press, 1998), 237-263; Ilan
Peleg, “Israel’s Constitutional Order and
Kulturkampf: The Role of Ben-Gurion,”
Israel Studies 3(1), 1998, 230-250.
3. Oren Yiftachel, “Ethnocracy, Geogra-
phy and Democracy: Comments on the
Politics of the Judaization of Israel,”



The Reconstructionist Spring 2004  •  25

10. Yehuda Cohen, Who’s Afraid of a Jew-
ish State? A Constitutional and Ideological
Perspective (Tel Aviv: Lishkat Orchei Ha’din,
2001 [Hebrew]). Representing this line,
the late Chief Rabbi, Sholomo Goren, used
to remind his listeners that “democracy is
not mentioned in the Torah even once!”
11. Gahnem, Asad , Nadim Rouhana and
Oren Yiftachel, “Questioning ‘Ethnic De-
mocracy’: A Response to Sammy Smooha,”
Israel Studies 3(2), 1998, 253-267.
12. Ruth Gavison, “Jewish and Demo-
cratic? A Rejoinder to the ‘Ethnic Democ-
racy’ Debate,” Israel Studies 4(1), 1999, 44-
72; Ruth Gavison, Israel as a Jewish and
Democratic State: Tensions and Chances (Tel
Aviv: Hakibbutz Ha’meuchad, 1999 [He-
brew]); Ruth Gavison, “A Jewish and
Democratic State: Political Identity, Ide-
ology and Law,” in Barak-Erez, ed., 1996,
169-222.
13. Ian Lustick, Arabs in the Jewish State:
Israel’s Control of a National Minority (Uni-
versity of Texas Press, 1980); Kretzmer,
1990; Rouhana, 1997.

14. W.B. Gallie, “Essentially Contested
Concepts,” in The Importance of Language,
Max Black, ed., Prentice-Hall, 1962, 121-
146.
15. Dahl, op.cit.,1971.
16. Baruch Kimmerling, “Jurisdiction in
an Immigrant-Settler Society: The ‘Jewish
and Democratic State,’ ” Comparative Po-
litical Studies 35, December 2002, 1120.
17. Ibid., 1124.
18. Lustick, 1980; Kretzmer, 1990; Rou-
hana, 1997.
19. Freedom House, Freedom in the World:
The Annual Survey of Political Rights and
Civil Liberties, New York, annual. Also:
Freedom House Country Ratings at http:/
/www.freedomhouse.org/ratings.
20. Sammy Smooha, Autonomy for Arabs
in Israel? (Givat Haviva: The Institute for
Israeli Arab Studies, 1999 [Hebrew]).
21. Alan Dowty, “Is Israel Democratic?
Substance and Semantics in the ‘Ethnic
Democracy’ Debate,” Israel Studies 4(2),
Fall 1999, 1-14, 12.


