1. Spirituality can serve as a substitute for territory, since it guides the individual beyond the concrete and the mundane. The strength of the religious approach can evolve into a willingness to compromise in the practical sphere, and in this case – regarding sovereignty or territory, to share the desire to share the sublime essence of Judaism, and hence to enable compromise to be regarded as a moral accomplishment rather than defeat.
(Needless to say, the perception of religion in its spiritual sense is strongly reflected in the Protestant definition of the term. Accordingly, and ironically, we could argue that the transfer of this Protestant approach to Judaism could be the best way to mitigate the confrontation between Jews and Muslims in the context of the conflict. Be this as it may, it would appear that Jabotinsky addressed the spiritual dimension in the same sense as was intended by Buber and A.D. Gordon).

2. Ilani addresses his proposal to the secular-liberal public, and it does not contain any element of spirituality. However, Jabotinsky’s treatment of religion may complement this proposal, since it also takes into account the worldviews of the conservative and right-wing public that is unwilling to abandon the religious component of its identity. Thus Jabotinsky seeks to maintain Jewish religious particularism, albeit while converting it into a moral position intended to promote humanistic and inclusive politics. 

3. Before presenting the development in Jabotinsky’s attitude to religion in his latter years, and in response to Ilani's proposal, it is important to clarify that Jabotinsky, too, did not directly discus the concept of “chosenness.” He did discuss the development of a religious position in response to the political upheavals and moral crisis that occurred in Europe in the 1920s and 1930s. However, there is an affinity between the “politics of chosenness” and the position advocated by the founder of the Revisionist movement. The reason for this is, firstly, that it is impossible to disconnect the idea of chosenness from its religious roots in Judaism (although this idea has also been adopted in the modern era by secularized national movements).[footnoteRef:1] The second reason is that in both cases there is an attempt to move toward the universal while relinquishing the attempt to maintain the particularistic distinction. It is also important to distinguish the Utopian dimension that characterizes Ilani’s proposal, in contrast to Jabotinsky’s more model attempt to draw on the religious dimension in order to ensure a moral position. However, I would suggest that Jabotinsky is at the very least proposing here one step, preliminary but fundamental, toward the realization of a more grandiose vision.  [1:  	Eliezer Schweid, “Ra’ayon Ha’am Ha’nivhar ve’Haliberaliyut He’hadash” [Neo-Liberalism and The Idea of Chosen People], (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 2016), 15-32.] 


Moreover, Jabotinsky’s developing attitude toward religion is important in its own right as part of the discussion of his aspiration to build a humanistic politics. It reflects the manner in which the founder of Revisionism actively sought to draw on the religious component, in the sense of a religious and spiritual approach, in order to soften the inherently chauvinistic dimension of particularistic nationalism and the damages of secularization as revealed in the post-humanist positions of both Fascism and Marxism. The interesting aspect of his position, and one that has not yet been highlighted in the literature, is the manner in which it contradicts the use of religion by Jabotinsky’s heir, Menachem Begin, in order to accentuate the chauvinistic dimension of Jewish nationalism.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	Avi Shilon, “Menachem Begin's Attitude toward the Jewish Religion.” The Middle East Journal 70.2 (2016), 249-274.] 


4. The most important insight Talal Asad offers in the context of our discussion lies in his emphasis on the affinity between religion and secular liberalism. He argues that a key characteristic of the secular era is due to recognition of the fact that the stories in the scriptures that shape consciousness are merely myths. Yet this recognition does not prevent secular liberalism from drawing on these myths, including the belief that all humans were born equal and have natural rights – a myth that itself draws from a religious source and seeks to promote human “salvation.”
“I take up fragments of the history of a discourse that is often asserted to be an essential part of ‘religion’ – or at any rate, to have a close affinity with it – to show how the sacred and the secular depend on each other...That, too, is the case with recent statements by liberal thinkers for whom liberalism is a kind of redemptive myth.”[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	Talal Asad, Formations of the Secular: Christianity, Islam, Modernity, (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2003), 27.] 

Asad is important for our discussion since he offers an explanation of the change that ostensibly occurred – as I will describe below – in Jabotinsky’s attitude to religion. That is, he helps explain how someone who in his early years wrote against religion and religious institutions in the name of a secular-liberal worldview later found religious inspiration to be a tool for securing humanistic values. An appreciation of the connection that already exists between liberalism and religion can enhance our understanding as to why Jabotinsky chose to encourage the adoption of the religious dimension in order to secure the same moral values he advocated in the name of liberalism.

5. Although Israel’s founders saw their creation as a secular and democratic state, it is impossible to understand Israel – and certainly the conflict – in isolation from the religious context.

6. In my opinion, one of the main reasons why the religious approach developed by Jabotinsky has been overlooked by his researchers lies in their desire to position him according to a dichotomy between religion and secularism.

7. Although free will does not necessarily contradict the need to observe the commandments (and indeed the opposite may be the case), Jabotinsky’s emphasis on free will and his rejection of divine authority were intended to reflect his rejection of the world of rabbinical Judaism.

8. It is important to note that Mendes-Flohr does not dismiss Leora Batnitzky’s claim[footnoteRef:4] that while until the eighteenth century the Jews regarded themselves, and were regarded by others, as a distinct ethno-religious community, the Emancipation obliged Modern Orthodoxy and Reform Judaism to define Judaism as a religion. However, he argues that precisely in order to reinforce the perception of Judaism as a religion, discussion of theology – which is liable also to challenge religion – was abandoned in favor of issues of identity drawn, as noted, from the spheres of sociology and psychology.  [4:  	Leora Batnitzky, How Judaism Became a Religion, Princeton University Press, 2011.
] 


9. Jabotinsky’s admiration of the Church for its moral capacity to overcome ethnic and national identities strike at one of the focuses of the theological debate between Judaism and Christianity. However, this position also suggests the thread that can connect his position of Jewish religiosity to the humanistic potential of the “politics of chosenness.” Jabotinsky seeks to join forces with the Christian world through the shared Jewish religious dimension – not with the intention of abandoning his unique identity but precisely as a manifestation of his Jewish identity.
Jabotinsky’s comments were made against the background of the rise of Fascism, Marxism, and Nazism, and he does not discuss spirituality as part of the recipe for a moral solution to the Jewish-Palestinian conflict. However, his approach could offer a potential opening for such a connection, based on a common religious and spiritual approach, between Jews and Muslims.
We might be able to find an allusion to this possibility in a comment Jabotinsky made about Islam that is somewhat unusual against the background of all the other subjects he addressed. The comment, which has been largely overlooked, was published under the title “On Islam – A” in 1923. Jabotinsky sought to counter fears among Jews and in the West that “Islamic fanaticism” could emerge if the British helped the Zionists secure their state. He offered a historical review of the wars in which Muslims have been involved, and concluded that “…the Muslims are, in fact, the same humans of the twentieth century as the peoples of Europe… Around thirty years ago, it was commonly accepted that in the Orient religious fanaticism is not merely blended with nationalist fanaticism but exceeds it… This legend has remained potent regarding Islam… [But] Islam, like any other religion of the same moral level, is a great and positive moral force.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	Zeev Jabotinsky, “Haderech El Ha’Revisyunism Ha’Zioni” [The Path to Revisionist Zionism], (Tel Aviv: Jabotinsky Institute, 1984), 183-187.] 


10. In conclusion, the development of Jabotinsky’s attitude to religion deserves discussion in its own right. Most scholars have positioned him either as strongly secular or as a “born again” adherent of religion, due to their loyalty to the outdated dichotomy between religion and secularism. The result is that the scholarly literature has failed to address a unique position among Zionist leaders that sought to shape the affinity to religion in the context of a religiosity that does not demand observance of the commandments, due to the need to enhance the moral dimension in both the private and collective domains. His position is particularly interesting since, contrary to the prevailing approach among the secular-liberal camp to which he belonged, he was not deterred by the connection between religion and nationhood. On the contrary, he argued that this connection could soften nationalistic chauvinism – a possibility that contrasts vividly with his successors’ use of religion to amplify the nationalistic dimension. In principle, he believed that the spiritual dimension offered by Judaism and Christianity can serve as a barrier to the brutality and chauvinism that were exposed in the secular regimes of Europe in the 1930s. Although he did not address Islam at this point, he considered it a religion with profound spiritual potential.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Jabotinsky was not a philosopher of religion, and his emphasis on spiritual religiosity is not in itself original. He was influenced by the prevailing attitudes of his time, and since he did not directly discuss the idea of chosenness, I cannot present him as a direct response to Ilani. However, his position can be seen as an important contribution to the discussion Ilani develops, both because the idea of chosenness is derived from the religious idea, and because while Ilani addressed the secular-liberal population, Jabotinsky also turns to the conservative and right-wing public. He does so on the basis of the same position that aspired to a humanistic politics, departing from (yet preserving) the particularistic as he heads for the universal.
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