Ofri Ilani’s main argument is captivating and inspiring precisely because it seems to entail a paradox. Ilani suggests abandoning the prevalent liberal-secular call to neutralize the religious-theological component of Zionism – a largely failed endeavor – and instead to embrace the concept of chosenness, using it to develop a humanistic-Zionist politics. Any other path, Ilani argues, is doomed to failure, because “the signifier ‘Israel’ is in fact a theological concept, which includes by definition the idea of chosenness.”
Ilani’s argument deftly evades conventional discussions about the complex relationship between religion and nationhood in Judaism and Zionism to focus instead on the idea of chosenness, a concept shared by both the secular and religious conceptions of Israel and more deeply reflecting its exceptionality.[footnoteRef:1] While the attitude toward chosenness is patent from a religious perspective, any attempt to explain Israel from a secular context falls into a trap. Thus, for example, Israel’s founding father, David Ben-Gurion, an opponent of the rabbinic establishment, sought to color Zionism in shades of secularism and modernism. Ben-Gurion hoped to detach Zionism from an Orthodox conception – so much so that it began to resemble “Canaanism.”[footnoteRef:2] Nevertheless, when forced to explain the significance of a modern State of Israel, he had trouble expressing a vision without resorting to the “historical uniqueness of our nation.”[footnoteRef:3] 	Comment by Author: Or peoplehood	Comment by Author: ומשקף באופן עמוק את היותה מקרה ייחודי
Was not sure I completely understood your meaning. Correct? 	Comment by Author: Do you mean the “Canaanite movement” 	Comment by Author: Or exceptionality – here and elsewhere [1:  See for example: Eliezer Don-Yehiya and Charles Liebman, Civil Religion of Israel: Traditional Judaism and Political Culture in the Jewish State (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983); Shlomo Deshen, Charles S. Liebman, and Moshe Shoked, eds., Israeli Judaism: The Sociology of Religion in Israel (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 1995); Yochi Fischer, ed., Hilun veHiloniyut: ‘Iyunim Bein-Tehumi’im [Secularization and Secularism: Interdisciplinary Perspectives] (Jerusalem: Van-Leer, 2015).]  [2:  Anita Shapira, “Ben-Gurion and the Bible: The Forging of an Historical Narrative?” Middle Eastern Studies 33, no. 4 (1997) 645–674.]  [3:  David Ben-Gurion, “Yihud veYiud” [“Exceptionality and Calling”], Lecture on the education of the army and the nation, April 6, 1950, Speeches Section, Ben-Gurion Archives. ] 

The distinction between “chosenness” and “historical uniqueness” is a fine one, and falls neatly into Wittgenstein’s concept of a “family resemblance” within “a complicated network of similarities” overlapping and crisscrossing.[footnoteRef:4] The question, of course, cannot be limited to how Israel can be understood; it must also address how Israel is viewed by others. Ilani cites Zygmunt Bauman, who coined the term “allo-Semitism” to describe a position that views Jews as different, but without a necessarily negative or positive connotation, a mixture of anti-Semitism and philo-Semitism, attributing this attitude to the idea of chosenness. Paraphrasing Buaman, Johannes Becke further expanded the concept to coin the term “allo-Zionism,” using it to describe the way Zionism is studied and understood as an exceptional and unique phenomenon eliciting inexplicable and diametrically opposed responses of hostility and admiration.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe, P. M. S. Hacker, and Joachim Schulte (West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009) 36e, §66.]  [5:  Johannes Becke, “Beyond Allozionism: Exceptionalizing and De-Exceptionalizing the Zionist Project,” Israel Studies 23, no. 2 (2018) 168-193. ] 

If anti-Semitism and philo-Semitism indeed emerge from a shared perspective of Judaism and Zionism as an “other”, then today the scale is tipping, as Ilani correctly observes, in favor of philo-Semitism. Ilani’s text, which seeks to replace Israel’s right-wing regime – which has controlled Israel for almost four decades uninterrupted – with a humanistic ideology, in many senses provides an insightful and illuminating interpretation of Benjamin Netanyahu’s extended tenure as Prime Minister. Israelis – who can sense that their state is a source of admiration and are cognizant of the power it has amassed in the Christian-West – attribute this success to their leader, an idea Netanyahu is careful to emphasize in his speeches. In September 2016, Netanyahu proudly declared to the UN General Assembly: “What I’m about to say is going to shock you: Israel has a bright future at the UN.”[footnoteRef:6]  	Comment by Author: What kind of power? Political power? Influence?  [6:  “Full text of Netanyahu’s speech at 2016 UN General Assembly,” The Times of Israel, September 22, 2016: 
https://www.timesofisrael.com/netanyahus-full-remarks-at-un-general-assembly/] 

Ilani notes that philo-Semitism is not limited to the Christian-West. He adduces the example of Japanese culture, as well as Israel’s developing relationships with China and India as evidence of the potential for admiration of Israel among members of emerging Eastern states. I would note an additional factor that may reinforce the trend of philo-Semitism in the future. In his new book, In Search of Israel: The History of an Idea, Michael Brenner points to the importance of the lost ten tribes. According to various assessments conducted in Africa and Asia, there are groups today, with members numbering more than a million people, who identify, in one sense or another, with the Jewish people, viewing themselves as descendants of the mythical ten lost tribes of the First Temple Era. As Israel grows stronger, it is quite likely that the affinity to Judaism among these groups will develop into an aspiration to immigrate to Israel, or alternatively, lead to the establishment of new Jewish centers that will strengthens Israel’s position in the developing world.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Michael Brenner, In Search of Israel: The History of an Idea (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2018) 16.] 

The continued blossoming of philo-Semitism seems all but inevitable. This being the case, Ilani wonders how Zionist successes can be channeled into a humanistic politics. His suggestion is roughly equivalent to the saying: “If you can’t beat them, join them.” In other words, because the Jewish-Zionist story cannot be divorced from the motif of chosenness, it should not be opposed. Rather, the motif should be intensified, and also broadened to include the Palestinians, who have, against their will, become part of the Jewish story, part of the Chosen People. On the one hand, Ilani’s approach resembles that of Judith Butler[footnoteRef:8]: he maintains that Judaism should be viewed as an idea, as a social-epistemological category which can incorporate various groups and adapt to the vagaries of history. On the other hand, Ilani’s adoption of the concept of chosenness stands in opposition to Butler’s approach; Ilani, unlike Butler, believes that cultivating the particular, in an ideological sense, is a prerequisite for solidarity and universal obligation.   [8:  Judith Butler, Parting Ways: Jewishness and the Critique of Zionism (New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2012).] 

I believe that Ilani is correct. As argued by Terry Eagleton, to overcome chauvinistic nationalism, one should not flee from it or alienate oneself from it, critiquing it from without. As Eagleton sees it “to have it and to feel it, is the only way to end it. If you fail to claim it, or to give it up too soon, you will merely be cheated, by other classes and other nations.”[footnoteRef:9] What Ilani does not address, however, is how his proposal can be implemented in practice. His retreat from the liberal-secular position should be followed by a discussion of how to convince today’s Jews, those living in Israel as well as those supporting it from the Diaspora, that Palestinians should be recruited into the ranks of the Chosen People. 	Comment by Author: check if this word appears in the original. [9:  Terry Eagleton, Nationalism, Colonialism, and Literature (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1986) 23.] 

It should be recalled that, at the end of the day, a discussion of the concept of chosenness is a clever and more accurate dissolution of the broader terms of “religion” or “theology.” I do not think that the change can be affected without a fresh approach to the concept of religion. I do not mean in the halakhic sense, but rather in a more Buberian sense – religion as “religiosity” and spirituality.[footnoteRef:10] For unlike the common fear that religion and nationality in Israel will be fused into a single volatile entity, A.D. Gordon, one of the “prophets” of Socialist Zionism, put it well when he said: “The greater the depth of the human spirit, the less it is able to be at peace without religiosity.”[footnoteRef:11] Only through a renewed approach to religion – treating it as spirituality, a belief in the numinous, a means of transcending the quotidian – will it be possible to neutralize the particularistic-chauvinistic element entailed by the motif of chosenness. Only by addressing religion, can Jewish existence be justified, and only thus can one propose an alternative to an identity formulated upon territorial ownership. In short, only religiosity can provide the necessary energy to implement such a change. 	Comment by Author: Or: deconstruction	Comment by Author: מחודש [10:  Martin Buber, “Jewish Religiosity” in On Judaism (New York, NY: <<Publisher needed>>, 1989) 70.]  [11:  A. D. Gordon, “HaAdam VaTeva” [Man and Nature] in <<Hebrew Transliteration needed>> Gordon’s Writings, vol. 2 (Tel Aviv: Zionist Library, 1957) 122.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Against this backdrop, I wish to offer a review of the changing attitude of the founder of the Revisionist movement, Ze’ev Jabotinsky, who began his path as a radical liberal-secularist only to later turn toward religion.[footnoteRef:12] To a great extent, Jabotinsky’s changing attitude toward religion can be understood against the backdrop of the difficulty the liberal-secular Zionist camp had in realizing its humanistic ideas in Europe in the 1930s. [12:  The definition “radical secularist” I take from the typology proposed by Yuval Jobani who distinguishes between three forms of Zionist secularism that developed in the first half of the twentieth century: the radical model of Jewish secularism; the pluralist secularists; and the religious model of Jewish secularity. See, Yuval Jobani, “The Lure of Heresy: A Philosophical Typology of Hebrew Secularism in the First Half of the Twentieth Century,” The Journal of Jewish Thought and Philosophy 24, no. 1 (2016) 95-121.
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