How the dichotomy between “us good guys” – the Herut movement, and “them bad guys” – MAPAI – was used as a rhetorical strategy in Menahem Beginʼs speeches

Abstract
In this paper we discuss how the late Israeli Prime Minister Menahem Begin used the division between “good guys” (members of his own Herut movement) and “bad guys” (members of the MAPAI opposition party) as a vital rhetorical device with which to transmit his political messages, to advance his ideological positions, and to sharply criticize his political opponents. The paper’s central assumption contention is that divisions in Begin’s speeches are based on an implied positioning of him and his followers as torchbearers of Jabotinsky’s vision, people who transcend personal interests and are willing to sacrifice themselves for their country. This is in contrast with Ben-Gurion’s followers – members of the MAPAI party – who are seen as self-interested and traitors.
It is worth noting that, to a large degree, Begin structures his own position indirectly and by means of implication in focusing on the shameful behavior of his political rival and attacking his ethos. Begin categorizes Ben-Gurion and his followers in an unflattering position, and in so doing creates an implied contrast between him and his rivals. Furthermore, in some examples, Begin positions himself directly by means of an explicit contrast between him and his rivals by emphasizing his military past, as a soldier who is not afraid to sacrifice his blood for the homeland and its people. In establishing his self-positioning at all levels, the past, the present, and the future, whether directly or indirectly, Begin relies on his personal experiences, which are replete with noble qualities, such as personal sacrifice and combating the enemy while avoiding civil war. He does with the clear knowledge that Begin’s past reflects moral superiority over Ben-Gurion and his followers. We can say that Begin constructs his direct and indirect self-positioning by attacking Ben-Gurion’s ethos and presenting him as self-interested and as unwilling to sacrifice for the Jewish people. 
במאמר זה על תורת המיצוב, תופעת הפוליפוניה והמושג אתוס. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I didn’t know what you wanted to do with this sentence, so I left it here. I think it should probably be deleted.
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1. Introduction 
In this paper we discuss how the dichotomy between “good guys” (members of his own Herut movement) and “bad guys” (members of the MAPAI opposition party) is reflected in the speeches of Israeli Prime Minster Menahem Beginʼs speeches. We shall show how Begin used thise dichotomy contrast to advance his own political and ideological positions and to emotionally manipulate the positions of his addressees’ positions. Following the founders of positioning theory, Van Langenhove, Harré, and Davies, we shall also example how Begin aims to position himself and his followers as fearless patriots, willing to sacrifice themselves for their country, in contrast with members of the MAPAI party and their leader Ben-Gurion, who are driven merely by self-interest. Furthermore, we will rely on the phenomenon of polyphony and address the works of Bakhtin and Kristeva.  	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I would include references here as well as say a bit more about why you’ll do that - for what purpose?
Menahem Begin, Israel’s sixth Prime Minister and Nobel Peace Prize laureate, strove in his public career to bring about change in Israeli society, from the time he headed the Irgun underground resistance organization and fought to free his homeland from British rule (1944-1948), followed by a his parliamentary career in which he acted to strengthen Israeli democracy and promoted human rights (1948-1983). The high point in his career was his term of in office as Prime Minister (1977-1983) (Begin’s PathBar-Yosef 2023: 11). His actions left a unique imprint both on history and on his fellow activists. As commander of the Irgun, he showed to way to struggle how to fight against the British occupation, while on the domestic front he repeatedly managed again and again to prevent the rivalries among the various movements within the Jewish community to deteriorate into civil war.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Simply ‘fought’ would be simpler. 
During his parliamentary career, Begin was tireless in his efforts to promote human rights and the rights of the minorities in Israel. He initiated and carried through legislation that helped shape Israeli democracy. As Prime Minister, he instituted social reforms and acted to reduce economic inequality through economic reforms and social legislation, such as neighborhood renovation, minimum incomewage, and an expansion of tuition-free compulsory education. In the field of foreign and defense policy, he made possible the peace treaty with Egypt possible and ordered the attack on the nuclear reactor in Iraq. He also took steps to raise the status of Israel’s court system and to protect human rights. In addition, he was known throughout his career as a champion of the Jewish people’s right to its their homeland and a fighter for its territorial integrity (Bar-YosefBegin’s Path 2023: 11).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I think that’s what you mean.
 שכר מינימום, לא מינימום הכנסה

2. Theoretical framework
2.1. Positioning in discourse
Positioning in discourse is a discursive process by which an individual (or a group of individuals) utilizes linguistic means to position one or more dimensions of their identity in relation to the significant other with whom they are engaged in face to face, written, or online communication. This definition thus emphasizes that people may position themselves one way at one point of the interaction and later change their positioning. (Kupferberg 2016: 48). An early definition of positioning (Davies and Harré 1990) emphasized the role of the individual, who positions themself in relation to the significant other with whom they communicate. In a later definition of the positioning process (Van Langenhove and Harré 1999), the direction of the positioning came to be emphasized. That is, at times it is the discourse participants who position themselves, as the earlier definition highlights, and at other times, they are positioned by forces beyond their control (Korobov and Bamberg 2007). 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This isn’t clear. You say: 
בהגדרה מאוחרת יותר תהליך המיצוב (Langenhove & Harre' 1999) בא לידי ביטוי הכיוון של המיצוב. 
What do you mean by ‘כיוון'? It isn’t clear how the next sentence - referring to being positioned by forces beyond their control - captures that meaning. 
I take it you want to contrast ‘being positioned’ and ‘self-positioning’. But that doesn’t come across here. 
Certain scholars presuppose that we can study the construction of the self in discourse without being influenced by other presuppositions and earlier models. For example, discursive psychologists, who are not guided by models or theories, analyze discourse to evaluate how people position themselves and in so doing express who they are, their feelings, thoughts, and coping methods (Kupferberg 2016: 50).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is what you mean by פסיכולוגים דיסקורסיביים , right? 

2.2.1. Dividing the text into levels of positioning	Comment by Arnon Cahen: The next section is 2.2. Should this be 2.1.1. or do you want it to be 2.2. and the next 2.3?
In dividing the text to different levels of positioning, I will be addressing Bamberg’s (2004) model of discursive positioning. Bamberg suggests to ‘divide’ the narrative into different levels of positioning that would allow scholars to analyze how participants in some discourse position themselves, covertly or overtly, in relation to other participants. Focusing on the different levels of positioning allows scholars to identify, describe, and interpret, different aspects of the identity of the participants in the interactive discourse (Korobov and Bamberg, 2007). I will address two patterns of positioning: direct positioning and indirect positioning. In direct positioning, speakers position themselves through their speech acts, whereas indirect positioning is achieved through other participants in the discourse (Gitay and Levi 2019: 90). 
At each level of Bamberg’s positioning, the positioning can be either overt or covert. The first level, according to Bamberg, is the interpersonal level. Kupferberg (2016: 50-51) presents examples of both overt and covert positioning at the interpersonal level. In one example, an education student turns to his teacher and says: “I consider you as my psychologist.” This is an example of overt interpersonal positioning, as the student explicitly positions himself in relation to his teacher. Covert positioning is exemplified by a student at a college of education who did her practicum at the college. During an interview with the student, she relayed a significant story from her practicum, which led to a professional challenge. At one point, she was asked to act as substitute for one of the teachers in the school, who could not make it to work, without having enough time to prepare the class. At first, this teacher positions herself overtly in relation to her students with the figurative metaphor of a babysitter. The lecture she delivered ended up being very successful, the students cooperated and showed great interest in the material. As a result, the teacher expressed the students’ positioning in relation to the class by saying that “the students took it so seriously.” Covertly, she positions the students in relation to the teacher who presented the class, as she positions herself as a laudable teacher, who, due to her great skills, managed to instill interest and curiosity in her students and to elicit their active engagement. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Content note: Again, I don’t see any discussion of these levels in Bamberg’s texts (referenced here). Is this maybe  Kupferberg’s analysis of Bamberg’s work (a model or division into levels that she attributes to him)?
The second level of positioning is the positioning of the discourse participants in relation to significant characters from the past. Kupferberg (2016: 51) presents exemplifies such position through the example of a student named Yaron who, during his practicum, emphasizes his commitment to his future students through the figurative metaphor of a red line: “I think that one of my red lines will be my duty toward my students.” He adds: “When there are personal issues that are to be preferred, much more intensive, like the issue with my mother,[footnoteRef:1] I place them before everything.” Yaron summarizes his positioning relative to his mother at the level of his past experience and explicitly declares that he is willing to do anything for his mother.  [1:  His mother was hospitalized, which prevented him from going to work in his practicum at the college in which he studied education. ] 

The third level presented by Bamberg is the positioning of the discourse participants in relation to their socio-cultural community. This is an abstract positioning that relates to social and cultural values and norms that ground the significance of human beings. For example, in light of Bamberg’s division into levels of positioning, we can conclude that in the previous example Yaron positions himself covertly in relation to the values of Jewish culture, which emphasizes the value of honoring one’s parents (Kupferberg 2016: 51). 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: You said מנחים, but ‘ground’ sounds more accurate. The norms can’t guide the significance, though they may guide our attributions of significance. That’s why grounding seems more accurate here. 
It is worth noting that Bamberg’s model is missing explicit attention to the relations between the researcher and other research participants and also lacks reference to the future. Thus, here we will address these points as well. Discourse participants can position themselves by utilizing different locutionary means, including figurative language. The researcher, of course, conducts the process of identification, description, and interpretation of the participants’ different levels of positioning, both overt and covert, to show how the discourse participants position themselves, and can further relate his findings to other theories and practical considerations.  	Comment by Arnon Cahen: It wasn’t clear to me what you were trying to say here or how it was related to the above. 

החוקר כמובן מבצע את תהליך הזיהוי, התיאור והפירוש של רמות המיצוב של המשתתפים הן הגלויות והן הסמויות ולהראות כיצד המשתתפים בשיח ממצבים את עצמם , ויכול לקשר את ממצאיו עם תיאוריות אחרות ועם היבטים יישומיים. 

The previous sentence - re figurative language - also seems out of place. 

2.2. Polyphony
Polyphony means refers to the existence of multiple voices in the language of a single individual or, in other words, to the coexistence of several different voices in one speaker’s discourse. The voice, according to Bakhtin, represents the speaking individual, the mind, and so has its own volition and sound. A dialogue between different voices may infiltrate a single utterance and turn it intomake it polyphonic. Such an utterance represents two voices simultaneously, that of the speaker and that of another, or alternatively, one that expresses two distinct mental states of the same speaker (Bakhtin 1989).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Language or speech? If the latter, then it isn’t really any different from what you say ‘in other words’ so I would delete one of the variants.
 (Shukrun-Nagar 2018: 341-342).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I am not sure what to do with this reference. Is this just for the footnote?
Thus, the polyphonic utterance is a ‘hybrid creature,’ a mixture of two voices, two worldviews, two languages, and therefore also two meanings. The result is an implicit dialogue whose arena is the utterance itself; an unavoidable collision between the old, original, meaning of the utterance and the new meaning that a speaker bestows upon it in his discourse. Bakhtin relates this phenomenon to humorous, ironic, and parodic utterances, and exemplifies it in the polyphonic novels of Dostoevsky and Rabelais (Bakhtin 1989).[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  On this, see Shukrun-Nagar 2018: 341-342.] 

According to Julia Kristeva, who developed the theory of intertextuality, the linguistic text encodes all the semiotic meanings (historical, cultural, social, ideological, and psychological) that are relevant to its existence. Thus, it (rather than the writer or the reader) should be viewed as central to the process of the constitution of meaning (Kristeva 1986: 34-61).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This also seems out of place when talking about polyphony. Maybe it is relevant, but you should make it clear how so.

3. Methodology	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I worry that this section is lacking a discussion of the methodology. You have a description of the data you analyzed, but no discussion of your methods of analysis. I think reviewers would object to that. 
Begin’s most important speeches can be found in the archives of the Menahem Begin Heritage Center in Jerusalem. The archive contains Begin’s correspondence, his speeches, articles he wrote, and quotes from all periods of his political career. The archive contains more than thirty speeches. We carefully read all of these speeches as well as those found on the web and chose to focus on nine speeches in which the dichotomy between “us good guys,” – members of the Herut party, , and “them bad guys,” – members of MAPAI, is particularly salient. These speeches were translated from Hebrew to English by a professional translator, whose mother tongue is English. Below are the titles of the chosen speeches, the date on which they were given, their background and , the target audience of each speech, as well as their online links to them, and the dates when thesey were accessed:
Begin’s response to Dudu Topaz’s Chahchahim speech, June 28, 1981 (Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023)
The eElections to the tenth Knesset were held on June 30, 1981. Three days before prior to election day, on June 27, the Alignment, headed by Shimon Peres, held its concluding election rally in Tel-Aviv’s Kings of Israel Square. One of the speakers at the rally was actor and entertainer Dudu Topaz, who used the word ‘chahchahim’ to refer to oriental Jews. On the next day, the Likud, headed by Menahem Begin, held its concluding rally at the same place. Begin gave a rebuttal speech to Topaz’ “chahchahim speech.”, and iIt, too, came to be known as the “chahchahim speech,”, because the its main thrust of his speech was a venomous attack on Topaz’ words, in a manipulative attempt to garner the votes of Jews of oriental extraction descent, after the latter had been humiliated by Topaz’ use of the word ‘chahchahim.’ 
The word ‘chahchahim’ is a slang insult slur, which in the past was used to denote young men of Afro-Asian descent. The word implies rowdy and impolite behavior. When Dudu Topaz referred to Sephardi Jews as “chahchahim,” it was deemed very humiliating, implying that they are wild, misbehaved, and inferior to Ashkenazi Jews.
Naturally, Begin’s intended audience consisted first-and-foremost of supporters of his Likud party, but the speech was in fact addressed to all Israelis (Begin’s response to the “chahchahim speech”, June 28, 1981, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I suggest putting these at the top, before the description. If you’d rather it after the text, then move it to the end, not in the middle of the description. 
Support for the Likud party came mostly from voters of Middle Eastern and North African origin and residents of development outlying towns, a group population that felt that it was ignored during the reign of the Labor Party and that its voice was not heard. In contrast, Begin was openly sympathetic to them, even before he had become Prime Minister. (“Chahchahim speech”, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: You don’t need it twice.
Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the Reparations Agreement, January 7, 1952 (Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023)
The Reparations Agreement was aAn agreement signed between Israel and West Germany on Sept. 10, 1952, in Luxemburg. In accordance with this agreement, Germany gave Israel three billion West German marks between 1953 and 1965 to compensate Israel for the heavy burden of having to resettle a large number of penniless Jewish refugees who had been uprooted and had lost their possessions during the Holocaust because of the Nazis (Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the Reparations Agreement, January 7, 1952, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).
Begin gave this speech on January 7, 1952, in the course of a mass demonstration organized by his Herut movement in Zion Square, Jerusalem. The speech was sharplyextremely critical of the intention of the Israeli government, headed by the MAPAI party, to discuss the Reparations Agreement in the Knesset. The immediate target audience consisted of Herut supporters, but it was aimed at all Israelis. By inflaming his listeners in Zion Square, Begin wished to influence the Knesset. In the speech, Begin called the German negotiators s who were negotiation with the Ben-Gurion government “murderers of the Jewish people,”, although the horrors of the Holocaust took place during the Nazi period and not at the time of the negotiations. He accused them of having murdered one-third of the Jewish people. Begin clearly intimated that he was opposed to any negotiations with the Germans (Begin’s speech on the Reparations Agreement, January 7, 1952, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I think this goes without saying. Can be deleted.
Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959 (https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023)
Altalena was a ship acquired by the Irgun in the summer of 1947. The name iIts given name was given was the nom-de-plume of Zeev Jabotinsky’s nom-de-plume. The ship set sail to Israel in June 1948, with 920 immigrants on board as well as a large amount of military and medical supplies. It reached the Israeli shore during the first ceasefire of the War of Independence, some five weeks after the establishment of the state of Israel and three weeks after the Irgun had agreed to disarm and become integrated into the IDF (https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).  
In the course of the negotiations between the Irgun leadership, headed by Begin, and representatives of the Israeli government, before the ship reached Israeli shores, the government rejected the Irgun’s demand that 20 percent of the military equipment on the ship onboard should be given to Irgun units that were integrated into the IDF and to Irgun units in the Jerusalem region (which still retained their independence) (https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).
In the confrontation between IDF forces and Irgun fighters, sixteen Irgun soldiers and three IDF soldiers were killed. Dozens were wounded. Shortly afterwards, some 200 Irgun members were arrested in what the government called a “purge” operation. The Irgun was disarmed, and its members were integrated into the IDF. The issues raised by this affair, among them the need for a unified armed force, obedience to the government, and the principle of avoiding civil war, continue to be the subject of heated public and political debate to this day. In time, the events came to be known as the “Altalena Affair.” 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: How did we get to a confrontation after the government rejected the demands? I think another sentence here would be helpful. 
(https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%A0%D7%94, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: You shouldn’t be referencing Wikipedia. It’s also sufficiently common knowledge to not require referencing anyone. 
Menahem Begin spoke about the Altalena affair in the Knesset on January 12, 1959. In his speech he accused David Ben-Gurion, head of MAPAI, of collaboratingon with the British authorities. Ben-Gurion called on the Jewish community in Palestine to expel Irgun members from schools and the workplace, to refuse to shelter them, and to turn them in to the British police. Begin accused Ben-Gurion of having said that “to the extent that the British authorities and police are interested in uprooting terrorism, to that extent we collaborate with them.”. Begin also accused Ben-Gurion of fomenting civil war; according to Begin, his behavior in the Altalena affair proved beyond doubt that he was willing to fight against his own Jewish brethren, according to Begin (Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).
Menahem Begin’s speech on the arms deal with Germany, May 26, 1959 (Davar newspaper, June 25, p. 1, https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023)
In 1959 Israel signed a deal with West Germany to sell it Uzi submachine guns as well as a quarter of a million hand grenades, enough to meet the German army’s needs for a decade. The deal was approve by a majority of the cabinet, but when it became known, at the end of June, 1959, it generated a public debate and caused a crisis among the parties in the ruling coalition (Davar newspaper, June 25, p. 1, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).
On May 26, 1959, Menahem Begin gave a speech about the arms deal with Germany in the Knesset. In it hHe attacked Ben-Gurion and his government, accusing the Prime Minister of having betrayed the Jewish people by selling Israeli arms to the nation that was responsible for the death of a third of all Jews. Although the speech was given in the Knesset, he addressed all Jews in Israel and around the world (Begin’s speech on the arms deal with Germany, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).
 Begin’s speech following his victory over the Labor Party in the 1981 elections (Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023)
In On the evening of election day for the tenth Knesset, June 30, 1981, the TV sample predicted a narrow victory for the Labor Party, headed by Shimon Peres, who immediately began to celebrate his win, although one of his advisers had warned him that he should wait until his victory was confirmed. Begin mocked Peres for his premature celebration and asked: “What about the kiss that Rabin gave to Peres? He should return the kiss to Mr. Rabin.”. The speech’s intended audience was the voters of the Herut party (Begin’s speech after his victory over the Labor Party in the 1981 elections, from the Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, /https://db.begincenter.org.il, accessed September 26, 2023).
Begin’s speech on the hypocrisy of the Left, 1981 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WMAHEsI4-PA, accessed September 26, 2023)
Several weeks before the parliamentary elections of 1981, Begin gave a speech at an election rally of his party, the Likud, in which he warned against the Labor Party’s provocations, lies, and slanders. In the speech hHe derided the Labor Party, whose members, so he said, were ashamed to show their own party’s symbol, the red banner of socialism (Begin’s speech on the hypocrisy of the Left, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WMAHEsI4-PA, accessed September 26, 2023).
Begin’s speech in which he responded to the German Chancellor, 1981 (I could not determine the day or the month in which the speech was given; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_nZh_xjaEfE, accessed September 26, 2023)	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I think this was missing. It’s a new speech, no?
In 1981 the German Chancellor Schmidt accused Israel of “immorality” because it did not establish a state for the Palestinians. Prime Minister Begin rejected the charge of “immorality” against the Jewish people in the strongest terms. The Israeli Left immediately demanded that Begin apologize. Begin described the Left’s demand as sanctimonious. (Begin’s speech in which he responded to the German Chancellor’s accusation in 1981 that Israel was immoral because it did not establish a Palestinian state. I could not determine the day or the month in which the speech was given; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_nZh_xjaEfE, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I think that, like the other cases above, you should state who was the intended audience of this speech.
Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023)
The surprising results of the parliamentary elections of 1977 brought to an endended twenty-nine years of rule by the labor movement (under a variety of party names: MAPAI, Labor Party, Alignment). As the results became known in the early hours of the following morning, Begin arrived at his election headquarters and gave a speech to party activists (Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977;  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: In previous cases, you give a bit more detail about the speech and the intended audience. I think, if only for consistency, you should say a bit more here (and possibly also in the previosu one).
Begin’s speech after the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor in June, 1981 (Menahem Begin Heritage Center archive website, https://db.begincenter.org.il, for the video, see https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nDamQ5_Pd58, accessed September 26, 2023)
Begin perceived Saddam Hussein’s nuclear program as a real threat to Israel. Shimon Peres, then head of the parliamentary opposition, wanted Israel to exhaust all diplomatic avenues to prevent the building of Iraq’s reactor. But Begin, who was Prime Minister at the time, ordered the Israeli Air Force to bomb the reactor. The operation, which took place on June 7, 1981, was successful. Immediately after the bombing, Begin was accused of having approved the operation for political gain, since at the time Israel was in the midst of an election campaign in which Peres and Begin vied for the post of Prime Minister. In public opinion polls carried out before the operation, Peres’ Alignment list received considerably more support than Begin’s Likud, but afterwards the polls showed a change in public opinion. Alignment leaders were furious, and asked how Begin could risk the lives of more than a dozen pilots for political gain. The fact that the United States, Israel’s closest ally, aligned itself with the Soviet Union and supported a strong condemnation of Israel in the U.N. Security Council, was perceived served as evidence for the political foolishness of the operation. 
Was the reactor bombed out of political considerations? It is important to remember that had the operation failed, Begin would probably have lost the election. It is just as important to note that failure in this case was a very possible outcome, and that in fact the operation’s planners of the operation took into account considered the probability that some aircraft would be shot down.  
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nDamQ5_Pd58).
Begin gave the speech about the reactor bombing in June, 1981, a few weeks before the parliamentary elections. In it, hHe attacked the leaders of the Alignment party, who had claimed that the bombing was motivated by electoral considerations. He also accused them of having encouraged the American Secretary of Defense to delay the supply of F-16 fighters to Israel (Begin’s speech after the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor in June, 1981; https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed on September 26, 2023).
Begin’s speech on the peace treaty with Egypt in, March, 1982 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oe6aSsFmgwY, accessed on September 26, 2023)
In March, 1982, Begin gave a speech in the Knesset about the peace treaty with Egypt. In it, hHe defended the treaty vigorously, and argued that despite the difficulties and sacrifices involved, they were all to be preferrable to ed over war. Note that Begin was criticized not only by the rival Labor Party, but also by members of his own party. He was criticized mainly for agreeing to vacate the Sinai Peninsula and turn it over to Egypt. (Begin’s speech on the peace treaty with Egypt, March 1982:  https://www.facebook.com/mehazkim/videos/%D7%90%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A0%D7%95-%D7%A0%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%A2%D7%9C-%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9D-%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%95-%D7%A9%D7%96%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%95-%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%9A-%D7%9B%D7%9F-%D7%99%D7%A9-%D7%A7%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%91%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9D-%D7%99%D7%A9-%D7%99%D7%A9-%D7%9E%D7%9B%D7%90%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%91%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9D-%D7%99%D7%A9/380006895778052/, accessed on September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Again, should mention the audience, as per the above cases you discuss. 

In general, you should aim for consistency in form throughout the examples.
Speech by Begin in during the election campaign of 1981, June 1981 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ae0YxE2zDQA, accessed September 26, 2023)
On the internet we found In one of Begin’s election speeches, given during the 1981 parliamentary election campaign, . In it, he criticized the rule of the Labor Party. He accused it of favoritism and maintained that it had made the citizenry dependent on the party for its livelihood, in contrast to Begin who, when he came to power in 1977, liberated the people and did away with discrimination between groups (Speech by Begin in the election campaign of 1981, June 1981, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ae0YxE2zDQA, accessed September 26, 2023).	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Again, you should keep the same form as other examples and address the question of his audience. Maybe also consider giving some more context to the video. 

This is the place to also say something about the ideologies of the rival Herut and MAPAI parties, especially that of about the former, whose ideological positions are clearly reflected in Begin’s speeches and greatly influenced his political actions and the rhetoric of his speeches.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I’m not sure this is the place. I think it is better placed in the introduction. 
The Herut Movement was founded by Menahem Begin and his comrades in the Irgun, who considered themselves as the true heirs of Zeev Jabotinsky’s Revisionist Movement. They were active in the underground resistance and in the Beitar Movement, which served as the background from which they came emerged and as the social and political environment that shaped their views. As far as Begin was concerned, Herut was the political embodiment of the Zionist Revisionist movement. The Herut movement’s ideology includeds the homeland’s integrity of the homeland, gathering of the Diaspora, as well as social justice and personal freedom (Fuksman, 2017: 5).
MAPAI, on the other hand, was a leftist socialist party, created in 1930 by a union of the Young Worker (Hapoel Hatzair) and the Labor Unity (Ahdut HaAvoda) parties. MAPAI was the ruling party in Israel from the state’s founding in 1948 until it was overthrown in the elections to the ninth Knesset, in 1977. The Labor Party is, in a sense, MAPAI’s successor, ideologically and organizationally. MAPAI led the Israeli labor movement on a path of constructive socialism, which also took the achievement of national goals into account. In other words, constructive socialism combined pioneering socialist idealism with political pragmatism (Fuksman, 2017: 5).
A word is also in order about the period of British rule in Palestine. The British conquered Palestine from Turkey in the years 1917-1918. On November 2, 1917, the British government published the Balfour Declaration, which promised to establish a Jewish homeland in Palestine. The British occupation lasted thirty years, until May of, 1948. The first British administrators were army generals, Edmund Allenby and Louis Bols. This administration was replaced by a civilian government headed by the first High Commissioner, Herbert Samuel, who arrived in Palestine on June 30, 1920. On July 22, 1922, the British mandate over Palestine was approved by the League of Nations, based on the Balfour Declaration.[footnoteRef:3]:	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This too should probably appear in the introduction. [3:  See, https://catalog.archives.gov.il/chapter/british-mandat-period/] 

 https://catalog.archives.gov.il/chapter/british-mandat-period/


In his speeches, Begin takes care in his speeches is careful to try to convince his audience of the truth of his statements. In nearly every speech, he tries to persuade by evoking his own character traits, his past actions, in the past and his reliability, based relying on his impressive record as a Jewish fighter who was willing to sacrifice his life for the Jewish people. As we will see in the following chapterssections, Begin also relied on his biography to persuade his audience of the truth of what he was saying, and to differentiate himself and his Herut party from MAPAI and its leader Ben-Gurion, who not only did not risk his life for the Jewish people, but in fact went so far as to collaborate with the British police in its fight against patriotic Jewish forces.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is repetitive. Appears above. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This paragraph appears out of place, directly after the historical reminder. 

4. Findings
In aAll of Begin’s political speeches analyzed, the dichotomy between the “good guys” (members of his Herut party) and the “bad guys” (members of the MAPAI party) can be clearly discerned. This division is reflected through a variety of linguistic and figurative means. All involve Begin positioning himself and his people as the guardians of the national honor, who, unlike members of MAPAI, would never collaborate with the British authorities (during the British mandate period) nor revive ties with Germany, who would never support civil war, who would take care to promote the self-assurance of Oriental Jews, and who would never exploit Jewish blood or Holocaust victims in order to obtain compensation, unlike the members of MAPAI. Note that Begin uses all these arguments in order to incite his audience and manipulate their emotions in order to gain their trust.
[bookmark: _Hlk175115481]It is worth mentioning that, to a large degree, Begin structures his own position indirectly and by means of implication in focusing on the shameful behavior of his political rival and attacking his ethos. Begin categorizes Ben-Gurion and his followers in an unflattering position,[footnoteRef:4] and in so doing creates an implied contrast between him and his rivals. Furthermore, in some of the examples, Begin positions himself directly by means of an explicit contrast between him and his rivals by emphasizing his military past, as a soldier who is not afraid to sacrifice his blood for the homeland and its people. In establishing his self-positioning at all levels, the past, the present, and the future, whether directly or indirectly, Begin relies on his personal experiences, which are replete with noble qualities, such as personal sacrifice and combating the enemy while avoiding civil war. He does so from the clear knowledge that Begin’s past reflects moral superiority over Ben-Gurion and his followers. We can say that Begin constructs his direct and indirect self-positioning by attacking Ben-Gurion’s ethos and presenting him as self-interested and as unwilling to sacrifice for the Jewish people. [4:  For more on this, see Arad et al. 2018: 30.] 


4.1. Direct positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the past and that relies on explicit contrast with a political rival	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is much too long for a heading. You should cut it (and the following ones) significantly.
Maybe: Direct positioning with explicit contrast at the level of the past

The others can then be, for example: 
Implied positioning with implicit contrast at the level of the past
Begin draws a direct comparison between himself and his political opponent through an explicitly contrastive comparison. In so doing he overtly positions himself and his followers in relation to the homeland and sharpens the dichotomy between the “good guys” – him and his people – as against the “bad guys” – Ben-Gurion and his followers. Begin combines various rhetorical devices that all serve to establish this contrastive comparison and to strengthen his central argument. 
Begin and his followers’ personal overt positioning in relation to the homeland speaks for itself, in example (1): He is willing to sacrifice his blood and give up the most precious of all for the homeland, and he speaks in plural form. Note that in example (1) Begin uses the “not only … but” construction, consisting of two parts.: Part a: “"Not only did he not fight, not put his life, his liberty and his political dealings in danger for even a single day”"; part b – “"but called, and even tried, to annihilate the fighting Hebrew force in cooperation with the British police".” This construction is often used in political discourse as a means of persuasion. Its rhetorical function is to give emphasizes and precisifyon to the information that is being conveyed (Gitay & and Levi 2019). Use of this syntactic device enables allows Begin to expand the message he wants to convey to his addressees and to focus their attention on the second part, in which he provides information that is reliable (at least from his perspective) on the facts: Ben-Gurion ordered the shelling of Altalena, fully aware that Irgun fighters were on deck, in order to destroy the Jewish fighting force, in collaboration with the British police. Ben-Gurion is positioned in the second part as someone who does not shrink from civil war in order to promote his personal interests. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I think this discussion is misplaced. The examples, which are drawn from the speeches detailed above, should come before the discussion. At this point, the reader has no idea what you’re referring to.

I think this should be the case generally for your discussion below.
At the beginning of the example, Begin raises a rhetorical question, for which he then delivers an answer. Its role is to sharpen the contrastive comparison between him and his opponent, and thus position his political opponent where he desires. This solidifies the positioning of the addressee with respect to his shameful actions toward the homeland, and in contrast with Begin.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: You wrote בסוף הדוגמה, but I think you meant the beginning. Please check. 
The intensity of emotions that is formed through expressions such as, “battlefields,” “death cells,” “gallows,” and others contributes to the contrastive comparison, as these expressions reflect an enormity of spirit and extraordinary courage exhibited only by singular leaders.  
It is worth addressing the rhetorical syntactic repetition of location descriptions: in the resistance quarters, on the battlefields, in prisons, concentration camps, torture cellars, military courts, in death cells, and the gallows. Such location descriptions are the key to emphasizing the contrastive comparison. Furthermore, the rhetorical question “In the days in which we risked our lives, what did the head of MAPAI do?” is also a statement in its own right, which implies that there is no comparison between Begin and Ben-Gurion with respect to their contribution to the homeland and to the Jewish people. As such, Begin positions himself in relation to Ben-Gurion as a man with clear moral, leadership, and militant superiority. 
Begin’s direct appeal to Ben-Gurion with “what did the head of MAPAI do?” – the object of condemnation – creates a kind of one-way dialogue, in which the addressee is not actually supposed to participate, and in any case, not immediately and continuously.  This rhetorical strategy makes Ben-Gurion’s condemnation more dramatic and the contrastive comparison between him and Begin clearer and more effective. This is so, as through this direct appeal, Begin achieves two goals that strengthen the contrast between between him and Ben-Gurion simultaneously. First, the intention to persuade is hidden from the eyes of his real addressee, i.e., the public, and as such, the likelihood of receiving its acceptance of this contrast rises. The second goal is to denounce the direct addressee by, on the one hand, appealing to him directly and, on the other hand, delaying his response, which strengthens the addresser’s position and presents the direct addressee as reluctantly agreeing. Such a direct appeal is usually not meant to establish communication with the direct addressee; it is merely a rhetorical device for explicit denunciation, by which to persuade the public of the addresser’s position. The fact that the direct addressee is not meant to respond, at least not immediately, is proof that this is no true dialogue; that the addresser is uninterested in a response. The fact that Begin addresses Ben-Gurion in the third person reinforces the thought that he is uninterested in any dialogue with him. 
In example (2), Begin positions himself at the level of the past mostly with respect to transcendent values that he has always cherished. For him, there is nothing more immoral than engaging in civil war and take up Hebrew arms against Jews, unlike Ben-Gurion, who was not deterred from doing so against rival Jews while shamefully collaborating with British authorities. Though example (2) relates to a past event, a clear transition to future positioning can be identified: Begin positions himself relative to possible future events and declares that in no future circumstance would he raise arms against rival Jews.
The rhetorical syntactic repetition of the noun phrase “their vision” in the sentences “their vision is deep,” “their vision is historical,” and “their vision is classless” is meant to emphasize the predicate in these sentences, which marks the main ideological differences between Begin and Ben-Gurion: whereas the former’s political engagement is driven by a commitment to the general interests of all Jewish people, the latter is driven by narrow self-interest. As such, Begin positions himself as one who would always place the general Jewish interests above all else. 
In examples (3) and -(4) Begin is in the habit of ascribesing his sacrifices, triumphs, and achievements to all the heroic fighters for the nation’s cause, through the use of the first-person plural. While he thus distances himself explicitly, by pointing out that his sacrifices, battles, and victories were shared by all the Jews who fought for their nation, some of whom paid with their lives, this distancing in fact actually brings him closer to his fellow citizens. In other words, Begin with this in his rhetorical device, Begin distances himself from the victories, but by in so doing so he wins the citizen’s sympathy. 
Examples (3) and (4) reflect the coexistence of different voices in Begin’s discourse. At the overt level, he speaks of his own life, his modest situation, and thus positionsing himself as an authentic man of the people, rather than not an exalted political personage, a man who lives in the periphery (Petach- Tikva), who has not forgotten whence he came and is in no way superior to his electorate. At the covert level, he speaks with the voice of Jewish history, about his comrades in the Irgun and Lehi, who risked their lives every day for the Zionist cause, thus positioning them as authentic heroes and fighters for the Jewish people. Begin and his comrades came from the fighting undergroundresistance, where they did not fear the gallows or the torture chambers, nor did they avoid any hardship for the same sake of the victory of Zionism and of the Jewish people., This is in contrast to the people of MAPAI, who not only did not risk their lives for the Jewish people, but in fact fought against Jewish forces and did not even hesitate even to collaborate with the British authorities against the Jewish forces.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Maybe say that they reflect the polyphony in Begin’s discourse?	Comment by Arnon Cahen: I would add some heading here and then add a few sentences introducing the examples along with some explanation of why and how they were selected, out of the many speeches you focus on (something that should also appear in the methodology). 

(1)	In the days in which we risked our lives, what did the head of MAPAI do? Not only did he not fight, not put his life, his liberty, and his political dealings in danger for even a single day, but called, and even tried, to annihilate the fighting Hebrew force in cooperation with the British police.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959 https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php,	Comment by Arnon Cahen: You have this above already, when you introduce the speeches, I don’t think you need to add it in every example. I’d suggest you just leave the name of the speech and delete the rest.
accessed September 26, 2023). 
	
(2)	During that black November[footnoteRef:5] we said: “We will not go to civil war under any condition and despite all the provocations. Whatever happens. Our soldiers will not raise their arms against rival Jews. Their vision is deeper than that of their rivals. Their vision is historical. Their vision is classless. And such historical perspective demands that, whatever the price, a war of Jew against Jew, carrying Hebrew arms, must be prevented.” Again, we said, and we kept our word.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: In the original text you say that:
 ראש מפא"י לישוב העברי לגרש את חיילי צה"ל מבתי הספר
But I think you mean Irgun members not IDF. [5:  In November of 1944, the head of MAPAI called on the Hebrew settlement to expel Irgun members from schools, remove them from their workplaces, not give them shelter, and hand them over to the British police.] 

(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023). 

(3)	Jews, you have known me for forty years. I first lived in Petach-Tikva, in the Hassidof neighborhood,[footnoteRef:6] to fight for the nation of Israel.  [6:  A very modest neighborhood.] 

(Begin’s speech after the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor in June, 1981; https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed on September 26, 2023).

(4)	We did not come to this Knesset from a house of the wealth, from a life of comfort. My comrades and I came after a war that lasted for years. We were persecuted to no end, we were not left alone, prices were put on our heads. Detectives sought us throughout the land. We risked our lives twenty-four times a day.
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023). 

In eExamples (5) and -(6), Begin speaks with the historical Jewish voice of Jabotinsky’s disciples. The Iraqi nuclear reactor is perceived as an existential threat to Israel. Its destruction on Begin’s orders is considered a victory over the Jewish people’s mortal enemies and a victory of Zionism and Judaism. Begin thuis positions himself as the great protector of the Jewish people, who will not hesitate to take extreme steps, such as destroying the Iraqi reactor, in order to protect his nation, since even though, had the operation failed, he would have paid a personal price, with his career. The rhetorical syntactic repetition in eExample (5) emphasizes the fact that there no longer exists a nuclear reactor in Iraq and that the existential threat to the Jews has passed. The frequent use of the first person plural and the second person plural, as in “you will beget children,”, “we traveled a long way,”, “we risked our lives twenty-four times a day,”, etc., echoes the historical Jewish voice of Zeev Jabotinsky and his disciples.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Again - I think the examples should come before the discussion. 
In examples (7) and (8), Begin directly positions himself as a Jewish patriot who defends the national honor, while relying on Jewish collective memory of the Holocaust and of the antisemitic communist government that despised the Jews. The metaphor “death trains,” and the rhetorical question at the end of example (7) solidify Begin’s positioning as a Jewish patriot who defends the national honor, in complete opposition to Ben-Gurion.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is repetitive. I think you can just rephrase the sentence so:
This positioning is solidified, in complete opposition to Ben-Gurion, buy his usage of the metaphor “death trains,” and the rhetorical question at the end of example (7).

(5)	The Iraqi atomic reactor, that was about to prepare atom bombs, is no more, it does not exist. And now I can say to our beloved children: You will bear sons. 
(Begin’s speech after the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor in June, 1981; https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed on September 26, 2023).)

(6)	And now I wish to thank my friends, my comrades the underground resistance fighters of the Irgun and of the Lehi, my brothers, glorious heroes. We traveled a very long road, and they never ceased to believe that there will come such a day and such a night.
(Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(7)	We who saw our fathers being dragged into the gas chambers, we who heard the thudding of the wheels of the death trains, will we fear to risk our lives to prevent negotiations with the murderers of our parents? 
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952), https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).

(8) 	Yesterday evening there were many red flags in this place. Today there are already many blue-and-white flags. That is the moral, historical, and ideological difference between us and the Socialist West. I will speak about Communism. It is the flag of Jew hatred. It is the flag of concentration camps and oppression of the individual. 
(Begin’s response to Dudu Topaz’s Chahchahim speech, June 28, 1981), https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).

In example (9) Begin utters salvos of rhetorical questions in order to fix the message in his audience’s minds and to give his words the sound of absolute truth, making it difficult for his addressees to examine them critically. The rhetorical questions present the information that Begin provides as something on about which he and his listeners are agreed. Through these questions, Begin structures his self-positioning in relation to the security of Israel. His purpose here is to emphasize the message that no one is responsible for Israel’s security but Israel’s Prime Minister. It is by means of such questions that Begin channels the discussion in a direction that serves his interests. Such questions have a double objective: On one hand, they aim at to helping the addresser to organize his thoughts, and to focus the discussion on the issues of importance to him, and so provide him with an excuse to mention them, while on the other hand they attract the addressee’s attention, get him involved in the debate, focus his thoughts and cause him to become emotionally involved. In addition, such questions arouse tension and create expectations for answers among the addressees. The answer which that follows is in fact nothing but an orderly presentation of the addresser’s arguments, in this case Begin’s considered arguments why the German Chancellor’s proposals must be rejected (Gitay & and Levi 2019: 96-97).
The multitude of rhetorical questions in this example reflect the absurdity of the German Chancellor’s proposal for the establishment of a Palestinian state;, absurd because it comes from no other than a member of the nation that murdered one third of the Jewish people. Begin will not agree to accept advice from the German Chancellor. His rejection of such advice is based on both rational and emotional grounds. On the rational side, he argues that one cannot accept the claim that a Palestinian state would enhance the security of the State of Israel, when such a proposal comes from a member of the nation that humiliated the Jews and annihilated one-third of the entire Jewish nation. Such a proposal is considered by Begin to be immoral, hostile, and completely irrational. On the emotional level, Begin’s rhetorical questions echo the voices of the Jews massacred in the Holocaust and those of Holocaust survivors. It is a voice that rejects out of hand any proposal coming from the nation that committed the horrors of the Holocaust. This is an emotional rejection, albeit not Begin’s private, personal voice, but a combined, polyphonic voice which that echoes the voice of the Jewish people throughout history, in contrast to Ben-Gurion and his party, who are willing to collaborate with the Germans. Begin thus sees himself and his party as the preservers of the Jewish people’s national honor, unlike Ben-Gurion and his party, who collaborate with the Germans. For Begin, the reparations agreement constitutes a most shameful chapter in Jewish history.

 (9)	That person gives me advice, the German Chancellor? He knows about our security and I don’t? I was entrusted by the nation to preserve our security. That is my sacred duty. And he [(Mr. Schmidt, the German Chancellor]) gives advice, to me, to all of Europe and to the whole world how to force us to accept a Palestinian state. That is indeed an unheard-of hostile act. And from whom? From the son of the nation that bears the responsibility for murdering one-third of our nation. Something that has not happened since God created man and man created Satan. He will give me advice on how to maintain our security? He will leave us defenseless? He will make propaganda for a Palestinian state? Forgive me, gentlemen, I come from the fighting undergroundresistance . . . I’m not afraid of anyone. I’ll tell him the truth to his face. I have no reason to be afraid. We faced death every day. So, when he says things like that, I shouldn’t reply to him? I don’t know what happened to my people? I don’t know what happened to my family? I don’t know what happened to your sisters and brothers? What, I don’t know? After all that he will tell us to create a Palestinian state? In other words, put three-and-a-half million Jews in danger of death and extermination, and I won’t answer him? 
(Begin’s speech in which he responded to the German Chancellor, 1981)’s accusation in 1981 that Israel was immoral because it did not establish a Palestinian state. I could not determine the day or the month in which the speech was given; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_nZh_xjaEfE, accessed September 26, 2023).
 
4.2. Implied positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the past and that relies on implicit contrast with a political rival	Comment by Arnon Cahen: In the original it was 4.1.1, but I think it is more appropriate as 4.2. as it is at the same level as the previous 4.1.

Also, in the original you talk of מיצוב משתמע. Is this supposed to contrast with 4.1. where you talk of מיצוב ישיר? Because the contrast is then supposed to be מיצוב עקיף - so, that would be ‘indirect positioning’, rather than ‘implied’. You may be using those interchangeably (but I took them to be different).

Also, as with 4.1, this is much too long. I think you should cut it drastically. 
In the following examples, the contrastive comparison between Begin and Ben-Gurion is implied from a description of Ben-Gurion’s actions at the level of the past. This description relies on facts, and as such allows Begin to position Ben-Gurion as he wishes, and struction his own positioning in complete contrast. 
In examples (10)-(12), Begin positions Ben-Gurion’s decision to shell the Altalena, while Begin and his comrades carry out the injured, as a traitorous act reflecting the very depth of moral depravity. The metaphors “rain of bullets and shells,” and “mass grave,” in examples (10) and (11), respectively, point to the horror and to extraordinary cruelty exhibited by Ben-Gurion, strengthens this positioning, and intensifies the contrast between him and Begin. 

(10)	We took down our wounded under a rain of bullets and shells.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959), https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).

(11)	I was on the deck of the burning, shelled ship, which had become a mass grave, until the last moment.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(12)	In the Provisional State Council, you boasted and slandered, as our dead still cast before us, and said that the canon which you had ordered – with no prior warning – to shell a ship that was surrounded on all sides, was a sacred canon, whose place was in the Temple that would be rebuilt.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).)

In examples (13)-(15), One one can notice that Begin in examples 13-15 relied on the collective memory of Jews, both Ashkenazi and Sephardi, who had fought against the nation’s enemies, in order to structure his current political discourse and attack his political rivals. Begin stresses that all Jews, Ashkenazi and Sephardi alike, are brothers, heroes who sacrificed themselves for their nation. He expresses his disgust at Dudu Topaz, who used the anti-Sephardi slur “chahchahim” (example (13)) in a speech that became known as the “Chahchahim speech,”, delivered at a Labor Likud pParty rally, where his words were greeted with cheers. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: No?
Although the mass immigration to Israel in the first three years after the state’s establishment consisted of people from Asia, North Africa, Europe, and America in almost equal proportions, the Israeli government, headed by David Ben- Gurion of the MAPAI party, discriminated against Sephardi Jews. Some eighty percent of the latter were housed in transition camps,[footnoteRef:7] while most immigrants from Europe and America received permanent housing (mostly in the center of the country). [7:  Living conditions in permanent housing were significantly better than those in the transition camps.] 

Begin is fully aware that the transition camps are remembered by Sephardi Jews as a particularly traumatic experience, as a collective memory indelibly incised in their minds. He realizes that the great majority of Sephardi Jews will always vote for the Likud party in protest against what was done to them in the transition camps. He pours salt on their wounds by repeating to a Sephardi audience the racist comments ascribed to the rival MAPAI party, as an act of emotional manipulation in order to gain votes. Begin realizes that his political behavior polarizes the nation and increases tensions between Ashkenazi and Sephardi Jews, but considers this legitimate as long as it serves his political interests. In example (13) Begin exploits Topaz’s use of insulting terms in order to exacerbate the trauma of the transition camps and to pick on the bleeding wounds of Oriental Jewry.
In examples (14) and- (15), Begin implicitly positions himself as a symbol of Jewish pride, by describing Ben-Gurion’s actions as humiliating the nation. He describes the Israeli government’s approval of the reparations agreement as the worst of abominations. He retrieves an event from the collective Jewish memory: the murder of thirty-four Jews in a Jewish town by a Polish general. The victims’ families, which refused the Polish government’s offer of for compensation, serve as symbols of Jewish pride, symbols of national honor. Israel’s government should be inspired by these families and reject the reparations agreement.  
 
(13)	Last evening a young actor stood before one-hundred-thousand Labor people and said as follows: The chahchahim are in Metzudat Ze’ev. They are barely gatekeepers. Here, that is last evening, are the soldiers and commanders of the combat units. I’ll admit to you that until this morning I never heard the word “chahchahim” and did not know its meaning. But listen! When that what’s his name, Dudu Topaz, said that idiocy, his silly words, the entire audience that stood here yesterday cheered. Now I’ll tell Dudu Topaz whom he meant: Our Oriental Jews were heroic fighters in the underground resistance as well. Some of them were executed and until the last moment sang the “Hatikva,” to the world’s wonderment.
(Begin’s response to Dudu Topaz’s Chahchahim speech, June 28, 1981, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(14)	In 1919 a tragedy occurred in a remote Jewish town called Pinsk. A Polish general murdered 34 Jews in that city. The Zionist Council met in the city of Pinsk and declared: “If the bereaved families will receive compensation, they will be desecrating the martyrs’ memories and will themselves be cursed.”
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(15)	For many years Jews made arms for the Germans. To their dying day they were forced to produce arms for the Germans. What a nightmare! Again Jews are production arms for the Germans. But this time they are free. No one is forcing them to do so.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the arms deal with Germany, May 26, 1959, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).)

Begin frequently heaped scorn on his political rivals, in order to embarrass them and to stress amplify the great differences between his and their policies. His scorn occasionally took the form of insults and expressions of deep contempt. Example (16) contains very sharp words of scorn, bordering on personal insult and humiliation, of political rivals. In examples (16) and (17) Begin is most likely structuring his implicit position in relation to his political rivals from the Labor Party by humiliating them and undercutting their perceived greatness. In example (17), Begin disparages the speaker to whom he responds, as though he does not know his name nor that despicable word ‘chahchahim,’ which he made sure to pronounce as though he has never heard it before. In calling on Dudu Topaz, he splits his name into syllables and reads it slowly. Similarly in the case of the word ‘chahchahim.’ This is a deliberate pretense whose clear intention is to humiliate and disgrace. 
 
 (16)	As for Mr. Peres, he announced some three hours ago that he would be the next Prime Minister. But he was premature in his announcement. I don’t know what drove him. What about Mr. Rabin’s kiss? He has to give that kiss back.
(Begin in his victory speech over the Labor Party in the 1981 elections, July 1, 1981, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).) 

(17)	Last evening a young actor stood before one-hundred-thousand Labor people and said as follows: The “chah-cha-him” are in Metzudat Ze’ev. They are barely gatekeepers. When that what’s his name, Du-du To-paz, said that idiocy, his silly words, the entire audience that stood here yesterday cheered.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is already in (13), so it’s unclear that you need to repeat it here. Also, for some reason, the text isn’t exactly the same. I think you should check which version is accurate and leave only one. 
(Begin’s response to Dudu Topaz’s Chahchahim speech, June 28, 1981, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).)

In examples 13-15(18)-(20), Begin implicitly positions himself in relation to his political rival while relying on lexical choices that embarrass his rival and emphasize Begin’s moral superiority. Below we shall show that Begin’s lexical choices reflect both his personal voice and the historical Jewish voice, with the aim of highlighting the dichotomy between the “good guys” (members of the Herut movement) and the “bad guys” (members of the labor movement). 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Is this what you mean? We already talked about 13-15.
In eExample (18), Begin quotes Ben-Gurion, who uses the term “holy canon” for the canon that fired on the ship, and says that it will have a place of honor in the rebuilt Temple. In eExample (19), Begin describes the shelled ship as a mass grave. In eExample (20), he uses a crude curse to describe Ben-Gurion, for having signed the reparations agreement, accusing him of not having learned anything from the Holocaust. Begin belittles Ben-Gurion and uses litotes to present him as unworthy. Begin calls Ben-Gurion manyak (“maniac,”, an insulting epithet in contemporary Hebrew), thus demeaning the object of his criticism.
Begin denies the legitimacy of the attack on the ship, and that of the reparations agreement. He denies it at two levels. First of all, at the level of substance and logic: It is unthinkable to shell a ship on whose deck there are stand Jewish forces that fought against the British police CID and then to claim that the canon that fired the shells deserves to be immortalized in the future Temple. It is equally unthinkable that on Ben-Gurion’s orders Jewish soldiers would shoot at wounded Jews in the water as they try to flee. In the same vein, it is unthinkable to accept monetary reparations for the horrors committed by the Nazis against the Jews. Accepting reparations for this horror of horrors means granting atonement for deeds for which there is can be no atonement, for the Jewish blood that was shed in the Holocaust is too dear to be compensated for by money. Just as words are insufficient to describe the horrors of the Holocaust, so no money in the world can atone for them.
The other level is emotional, reflecting the historical Jewish voice that connects both events, the reparations agreement and the shelling of the Altalena: At the overt level, Begin describes the reparations agreement as a Holocaust, while at the covert level the description of the shelled ship as a mass grave evokes an association with the Holocaust. The connection between the spilling of Jewish blood on the ship and the destruction of the Temple is also covert. This creates an association between these events and other catastrophes in Jewish history. The message which Begin conveys is that these events are but a link in a chain of severe historical crimes against the Jewish people. The voice which that is heard in this context is thus not Begin’s private, personal, voice, but a polyphonic voice, in which the voice of generations of the Jewish people echoes. 

 (18)	In the Provisional State Council, you boasted and slandered, as our dead still cast before us, and said that the canon which you had ordered – with no prior warning – to shell a ship that was surrounded on all sides, was a sacred canon, whose place was in the Temple that would be rebuilt. We remind Ben-Gurion that when you spill blood you do not build a Temple. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This is example 12 (with one additional sentence at the end), I don’t think you need it again. Can’t you combine the discussions?
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).)  


(19)	I was on the deck of the burning, shelled ship, which had become a mass grave . . . 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: As above. This is example 11.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).  )

(20)	Thanks to Jewish blood, Ben- Gurion the little despot and great bastard (manyak), who does not give himself an account of the depth of the Holocaust and the seriousness of the danger, became Prime Minister.
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, Menahem Begin Heritage Center, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).)

Levi and Gvura (2016) discussed rhetorical syntactic repetitions in the speeches of the current Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Yair Lapid. They quote numerous researchers who addressed this topic. Landau (1988: 53) notes that political speeches often contain repetitions of whole sentences or of sentence constituents in various forms. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This seems better placed in a footnote. 
Begin repeats the same syntactic component, in order to fix the message in his listeners’ minds and to convince them of his views. He is aware that repetition can gradually erode opposition, or at least even convince those who have not yet made up their minds on the issue in question. Through the rhetorical repetitions, Begin focuses upon Ben-Gurion’s conduct and ideology, and as such, indirectly positions himself as having a completely distinct ideology. 
One of the Herut movement’s basic dogmas, from its inception, was the homeland’s territorial integrity. For this reason, Begin was very much opposed to a return to the Green Line, in contrast to Ben-Gurion and other people on the Left, who (at least at the time of Begin’s speech) were willing to do so. Ben-Gurion agreed to return almost to the Green Line, with the exception of Jerusalem and the Golan Heights, on condition that the neighboring Arab countries make peace with Israel.
The rhetorical repetition in eExample (21) reflects the ideology of the Herut movement, its members’ loyalty to the Land of Israel and their unwavering stand in the face of countries that international pressure them to change their mind on the matter of the Green Line border, in contrast to Ben-Gurion and others who were willing to compromise on this issue. The repetition also helps Begin to situate himself and his party on the right wing of the political map, and causes makes his statement to be perceived as more assertive.
In eExample (22), from a campaign speech in 1981, Begin in a campaign speech in 1981 notes that MAPAI is striving to return to power. He warns that this would mean a return to favoritism and promotion of personal interests at the expense of the public. The rhetorical repetition of “as if” denies any possibility that MAPAI would change its policies. Note that after Begin won the 1981 election, he claimed that the word “favoritism” disappeared, thus identifying himself and adherents of his party as people who put their personal interests aside in favor of the public interest, unlike the members of MAPAI.

 (21)	Our Jerusalem, which is our one-and-only capital for ever and ever. And the entire area in Judea and Samaria until the border that existed until June 4, 1967, the border that was called “the Green Line.” And I can reveal to you in all simplicity that the Green Line, too, has disappeared, does not exist, is no longer in force, will never return.
(Speech by Begin in during the election campaign of 1981, June 1981, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ae0YxE2zDQA, accessed September 26, 2023).) 

 (22) 	For years we were under a regime of favoritism. They ([MAPAI) ] want to return to that regime. As if we were not familiar with it. As if we did not experience it. As if the entire nation did not suffer from it.
(Speech by Begin in during the election campaign of 1981, June 1981, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ae0YxE2zDQA, accessed September 26, 2023). )

4.3 Direct positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the present and that relies on explicit contrast with a political rival	Comment by Arnon Cahen: In the original it was 4.2, but 4.3. seems more appropriate. 	Comment by Arnon Cahen: As before, this is much too long for a heading, and I recommend cutting it significantly.
The topics that Begin focuses on in structuring his direct self-positioning at the level of the present are, in essence, very similar to those he focuses on in his direct and implied self-positioning at the level of the past. 
The contrast between Begin and Ben-Gurion is especially striking in example (23) through his utilizing a barrage of words and phrases that emphasize the essential difference in their conduct: standing beside one’s nation vs. standing beside its enslaver; one who collaborates with the British authorities vs. one who rebels against them; one who initiates civil war vs. one who strives to prevent it at all costs; one who fights Jewish rivals vs. one who fights only the enslaver. These words and phrases are actually claims in their own right concerning the contrast between each man’s conduct, and the modal “indeed,” at the beginning of the sentence, suggests certainty about or commitment to the truth of these claims and provide them with strength and decisiveness. 
Begin’s choice to use the word “him” rather than to refer to himself explicitly might reflect a certain humility, and as such serve to position himself as humble in contrast with Ben-Gurion, whose arrogance did not prevent him from disgraceful acts, such as collaborating with the British Mandate to solidify his rule. The present tense verbs, such as “stands,” “collaborate,” and “begins,” reflect a constant flow and limitless sacrifice. 

(23) 	Indeed, Mr. Ben- Gurion, there is a big and huge difference between him who stands, at a fateful time for the nation, on the side of its enslaver, collaborates with them [i.e., the British authorities] and begins an internecine war against those who arose, rebelled, and fought against the enslaver, only against him, and prevented a mutual civil war and destruction at any price.
(Menahem Begin’s speech on the Altalena affair, January 12, 1959, https://www.palyam.org/OniyotRekhesh/hf_Altalena.php, accessed September 26, 2023).) 

4.4. Implied positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the present and that relies on implicit contrast with a political rival
Begin does not rely on either direct or implied self-positioning at the level of the present as much as he does on such positioning at the level of the past. 
Examples (24)-(26), once again, demonstrate the phenomenon of polyphony. In these examples, Begin speaks on at two levels. In eExample (24), Begin speaks with his personal voice at the overt level when he announces that during his term in office the citizenry will enjoy complete freedom, unlike the situation under the rule of MAPAI, during which the citizens depended on the government for their livelyihood and very existence. The other level is emotional, reflecting the voice of Jewish history. On At the covert level, Herut’s victory in the elections is implicitly compared to the Exodus of the Children of Israel from their state of slavery in Egypt. Begin iIn his victory speech, Begin takes his audience back to ancient Egypt. He glorifies his victory by creating a hidden emotional connection between this victory and the victory of the Jewish people as it they left its a life of slavery in Egypt and went from darkness into light. At this covert level, the MAPAI party is depicted as a party of enslavement and darkness, thus highlighting the sharp distinction between the two rival parties. 
In Eexamples (25) and (26), Begin at the overt level compares his victory to the triumph of the Zionist leader Jabotinsky, one of the most prominent champions of Jewish national revival who made every effort to promote the Zionist cause. In so doing so, Begin speaks with the voice of Jewish and Zionist history, placing his own victory in an existential light, because the victory of Zionism, whose high point was the establishment of a state for the Jewish nation, is the existential aim of Jews, embodying the will of the greatest Zionist leaders, with Jabotinsky at their head.

(24)	Israel is a free, democratic country, because its citizens are not slaves to the ruling Alignment but free citizens who determine their own fate according to their own consciousness, decision and conscience.
 (Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(25)	I give thanks to my sister, my teacher, who never ceased believing in the triumph of Zionism . . .
(Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023).)

(26)	Jabotinsky did not have the fortune to see the state’s establishment nor the transition that occurred today.
(Begin’s victory speech in the 1977 elections, May 16, 1977; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhHBKcAuhRA, accessed September 26, 2023).)

4.5.  Direct positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the future and that relies on implicit contrast with a political rival	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Was 4.3. originally 
Begin directly positions himself at the level of the future mainly relative to the establishment of certain diplomatic relations with the German government. In this way he constructs his contrast with Ben-Gurion. In example (27) and (28), Begin positions himself at the guardian of national pride, who avoids all contact with the murderers of the Jewish people, in contrast with Ben-Gurion, who he positions as a lowly politician who is willing to trample on the honor of the Jewish people, as Begin views such conduct as a betrayal of the Jewish people. In example (27) the metaphorical phrase “the sword of pogroms and annihilation” describes Ben-Gurion’s conduct as destructive and as bringing about total devastation. Similarly, the metaphor “mud” positions Ben-Gurion as a politician who is willing to drown the Jewish people in the mud and take them back to dark times. Additionally, Ben-Gurion’s conduct is described as an act of commerce through the metaphor of “profiteers,” as the reparations agreement was likened to trafficking in the blood of the Jews who perished in the Holocaust. These metaphors speak for themselves and certainly sharpen the contrast between Ben-Gurion and Begin.
In example (28), the metaphors “wolf pack,” “fangs,” and “claws,” describe the barbaric and animalistic behavior of the Nazi’s toward the Jews during the Holocaust, and thus reflects how low Ben-Gurion was willing to go to traffic in the blood of the victims of the Holocaust. The rhetorical question “And we should agree to this?” makes this a direct positioning of Ben-Gurion. 

(27)	True, we are still surrounded by enemies, but we have acquired the nation’s honor. And now you come, despotic profiteers, to destroy all that has been attained with our blood, and the nation will once again become mud, [victim] of the sword of pogroms and annihilation.
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).) 

(28)	Churchill devoted one-half of his book to a depiction of the blindness and idiocy that led to Germany’s rearmament and to World War II. Today he himself stands at the head of the parade to Germany’s rearmament and to World War II. Due to blindness, due to horrible fear, the Teutonic wolf pack is given back the fangs and claws that had been extracted from it. And we should agree to this? We will say that they are a nation, that they are capable of negotiation, that they will respect an agreement that America or England will sign?
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023).) 

4.5.  Implied positioning in relation to the homeland and moral values at the level of the future and that relies on implicit contrast with a political rival	Comment by Arnon Cahen: Was 4.3.1. originally 
As in the previous sub-section (4.4), Begin implicitly positions himself at the level of the future mainly with respect to international relations and agreements with the German government. Begin denies any possibility of negotiation with the German government, who murdered a third of the Jewish people. For him, it is an inviolable condition. He blames Ben-Gurion for negotiation with the killers of the Jewish people, which he takes to be a genuine betrayal and dishonor toward the victims of the Holocaust. In example (29) and (30) Begin relies on metaphors to structure his self-positioning and establish the implied contrast with the severity of the actions of Ben-Gurion, who is willing to trade with the blood of Holocaust victims. 
In example (29), the threat of disgrace that will forever infect the Jewish people as a result of the reparations agreement and tarnish their honor is described as a landmine that threatens to destroy everything that was built with Jewish blood. The rhetorical question in example (30) summarizes the distinction between Begin and Ben-Gurion with respect to the reparations agreement. 

(29)	Jews, representatives of the government of Israel, are about to sit at one table with the German murderers. I call on Mr. Ben- Gurion, do not do this deed. You are placing a landmine under the building of the House of Israel, which can explode on its inhabitants.
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023). 
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023). )

(30)	How will we be seen in the eyes of nations, when we go to the murderers of our ancestors and take money in exchange for their blood?
(Begin’s speech at the mass demonstration against the reparations agreement, January 7, 1952, https://db.begincenter.org.il/, accessed September 26, 2023). )

In example (31), Begins indirect positioning relies on humor, which reflects clear humiliation and ridicule of a political rival. 

(31)	Let (the Leftists) present this comrade of yours who stands before you, how he takes both his cheeks with his two fingers and almost squeezes them so that they will be red. Why? Because they are now ashamed to show the Socialist red color. Ashamed, afraid. So, they want me to be red.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Red represents the Socialist Leftist Labor Party. It is the color of Jew hatred. It is the flag of concentration camps and oppression of the individual.] 

(Begin’s speech about the hypocrisy of the left, 1981) https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WMAHEsI4-PA, accessed September 26, 2023).5 

Summary

As noted above, in almost all of Begin’s political speeches one can find a clear dichotomy between “we,” the “good guys,” members of the Herut pParty, and “they,” the “bad guys,” members of the MAPAI Pparty. This division is expressed through the use of a variety of rhetorical devices, all aimed at demonstrating that he and his comrades are the guardians of national honor, in stark contrast to MAPAI. 
It is worth mentioning that, to a large degree, Begin structures his own position indirectly and by means of implication in focusing on the shameful behavior of his political rival and attacking his ethos. Begin categorizes Ben-Gurion and his followers in an unflattering position, and in so doing creates an implied contrast between him and his rivals. Furthermore, in some of the examples, Begin positions himself directly by means of an explicit contrast between him and his rivals by emphasizing his military past, as a soldier who is not afraid to sacrifice his blood for the homeland and its people. In establishing his self-positioning at all levels, the past, the present, and the future, whether directly or indirectly, Begin relies on his personal experiences, which are replete with noble qualities, such as personal sacrifice and combating the enemy while avoiding civil war. He does so from the clear knowledge that Begin’s past reflects moral superiority over Ben-Gurion and his followers.
Begin iIn his speeches, Begin frequently attacks his political rival’s principles and credibility. He presents Ben- Gurion, the leader of the MAPAI Pparty, as a traitor who barters with the Holocaust victims’ blood for compensation from the German government. In so doing so, he maintains, Ben- Gurion betrays the values of Zionism, brings dishonor on the Jewish people and desecrates the dignity of the victims of the Holocaust. 
In Begin’s speeches polyphony appears again and again. Begin relies on polyphony to construct his individual position, both directly and indirectly. Thus, in eExample 20 (24), for example, Begin speaks with his personal voice at the overt level when he declares that during his term of office the citizenry will enjoy full democratic rights and will be masters of their own fate, in contrast to the period when MAPAI and its favoritism made the citizens dependent on the government for his their very livelihood. The other level is emotional, and reflects the voice of Jewish history. At the covert level, the description of the Herut party’s parliamentary election victory is compared to the Children of Israel’s liberation from slavery and their Exodus from Egypt. In other words, in his victory speech, Begin in his victory speech takes his audience back to when the Jews were slaves in Egypt and thus exalts his own victory, creating a link between this victory and the victory of the Jews who escaped slavery in Egypt. At this covert level, MAPAI is depicted as a party of enslavement and darkness, thus deepening the dichotomy between the two rival parties.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This paragraph already appears in pp. 39-40 (with some minor/inconsequential changes). It too should be revised dramatically. 

Specifically, your summary doesn’t need to repeat the discussion in the main text. It needs to draw everything together and suggest some conclusions and questions for future research. 
In his direct self-positioning, Begin exploits the Oriental Jews’ collective memory concerning of Oriental Jews regarding their traumatic experience of in the transition camps. He pours salt on this still-open wound and quotes racist comments ostensibly made by leaders of the rival MAPAI pParty. Begin is aware that through these emotional manipulations he widens the gap between Ashkenazi and Sephardi Jews, but considers it legitimate as long as it serves his political aims.
Begin directly positions himself as an authentic man of the people, not an exalted political personage, a man who lives in the periphery (Petach- Tikva), who has not forgotten whence he came and is in no way superior to his electorate. At the covert level, he speaks with the voice of Jewish history, about his comrades in the Irgun and Lehi, who risked their lives every day for the Zionist cause, thus positioning them as authentic heroes and fighters for the Jewish people. Begin and his comrades came from the fighting undergroundresistance, where they did not fear the gallows steps or the torture chambers, nor did they avoid any hardship for the same of the victory of Zionism and the Jewish people, in contrast to the people of MAPAI, who not only did not risk their lives for the Jewish people, but in fact fought against Jewish forces and did not hesitate even to collaborate with the British authorities against the Jewish forces.	Comment by Arnon Cahen: This repeats text in page 23, it should also be revised significantly. 
Begin also relies to a significant extent on the collective memory of the Holocaust in order to highlight the difference in political philosophy between the “good guys” of the Herut pParty and the “bad guys” of MAPAI. He treats the arms deal with Germany as a nightmare of such proportions that even a writer of fiction could not dream of it. True, Jews did produce arms for Germans during the Holocaust, but they were forced to do so. Begin is dismayed that Israelis are manufacturing arms for the Germans, who had exterminated one-third of the Jewish nation, and considers the arms deal with Germany as treason against the nation.
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