2. A European Fortress in the Levant
a. The Image of the “New Jew” in the works of Jewish Artists Living in the Land of Israel
“I saw in the Arab coachmen a direct line of expression, a visual semblance, leading back to our own biblical heroes […] I loved these Arabs more than the type of characters depicted by Shalom Aleichem.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  A citation from a 1973 interview with Nachum Gutman, in which he refers to his work in the 1920s, in Painting and Sculpture: A Quarterly for Plastic Art (Tel-Aviv: The Union of Israeli Painters and Sculptors, 1973), [Heb.]. Cited in Levite, The Story of Israeli Art (Tel-Aviv: Masada, 1980), p. 39 [Heb.]. ] 

Most scholars date the beginning of Jewish art history in the Land of Israel to the foundation of Bezalel, in 1906.[footnoteRef:2] Although Bezalel too has its roots and history, and Jewish artists had previously been active in Haifa, Safed, and Jerusalem,[footnoteRef:3] the establishment of this institution constitutes an important, starting point in the history of local Jewish art, thanks to the local style that its teachers and students endeavored to create during these years. According to Efrat, the practical style practiced by Bezalel artist identified art with functionality and action; these artists were not interest in “pure” art, in art for its own sake, but rather sought to combine creativity, artistic practice, and economy, so as to contribute financial solutions for the emerging state.[footnoteRef:4] Yet by the 1920s, central Jewish artists began to consider this style as “diasporic.” The artists who displayed modernist tendencies began to be known as the “Rebels.”[footnoteRef:5]	Comment by Noah Benninga: Addition; another option would be to clarify that you mean the history of Jewish/Western art? [2:  Ariel Hirschfeld, “Forwards: On the Concept of the East in Israeli Culture,” in Yigal Zalmona and Tamar Manor-Fridman, eds., Forwards: The East in Israeli Art, Exhibition Catalog (Jerusalem: The Israel Museum, 1998), [Heb.]; Yigal Zalmona, Boris Schatz, the Father of Israeli Art, Exhibition Catalogue (Jerusalem: The Israel Museum, 2006).]  [3:  Gideon Efrat argues that the history of arts and crafts in the Land of Israel began in as early as 1868 with the establishment of an arts and crafts school in Jerusalem by members of Kol Israel Haverim. See Gideon Efrat, “The First Beginning: Torah and Handicrafts,” Zmanim 103, (2008), pp. 4-13. ]  [4:  Gideon Efrat, “The Utopian Art of Bezalel,” in The Story of Israeli Art (Tel-Aviv: Masada, 1980), p. 17.]  [5:  The division into two dichotomic, sequential periods in the history of Israeli plastic art is commonplace in Israeli scholarship. The book The History of Israeli Art, published in 1980, has served, ever since its publication, as a basis for teaching the history of art in Israel. The name of the first chapter in the book, written by Gideon Efrat, and referring to the early Bezalel period, is “The Utopian Art of Bezalel,” and the following chapter, which presents the “Rebels,” is entitled “The 1920s: Exotic Dunes and Camels,” was written by Dorit Levite. See Benjamin Tammuz, Dorit Levite and Gideon Efrat, eds., The Story of Israeli Art (Tel-Aviv: Masada, 1980).] 

The “Bezalel School of Arts and Crafts” was established by Boris Schatz, a Bulgarian sculptor, whose life and work were shaped by the Jewish national revival movement that began gaining popularity towards the end of the 19th century. Schatz’s writings show that he was an ardent Zionist, and was on close terms with the central figures in the movement, among them Hertzl and Ehad Ha’am.[footnoteRef:6] His work was replete with images of national power, such as his statue Mattathias the Hasmonean (1894),[footnoteRef:7] who is figured trampling on the body of a Greek soldier.  [6:  Nurit Cohen Shilo, ed., Schatz’s Bezalel, 1903-1929, Exhibition Catalogue (Jerusalem: The Israel Museum, 1983), p. 33.]  [7:  Boris Schatz, Mattathias the Hasmonean, a zinc cast; the statue has been lost.] 

Following the fifth Zionist Congress (1901), Schatz approached Herzl with the idea of establishing a national academy for Jewish art in the Land of Israel. Restoring Jewish national culture was part of the Zionist motto from the movement’s inception, and this was the ideal that stood at the base of Schatz’s eutopia, and began to take shape in practice with the foundation of Bezalel.[footnoteRef:8] Anita Shapira describes the character of the Zionist movement at that time, arguing that “like many of its contemporary European movements, cultural, rather than national, aspirations were most pronounced in the early Zionist movement.”[footnoteRef:9] The teachers Schatz selected to work at Bezalel were drawn from the ranks of his colleagues in the Zionist movement. For its first two decades, the art created by Jewish artists in the Land of Israel barely criticized the Zionist project. Concerning the utopian vision behind Bezalel and its establishment art historian Gideon Efrat writes: “The explanation for the phenomenon of ‘Bezalel’ is to be found in the combination between utopian nationalism, utopian philosophy, and utopian social and artist practices; this blend was personified in the extraordinary figure of the man who envisioned, founded, and ran the institution – Boris Schatz. His work was a starting point from which effect a model, utopian society.”[footnoteRef:10]   [8:  Yigal Zalmona, “Eastwards! Eastwards? On the Concept of the East in Israeli Art,” in Yigal Zalmona and Tamar Manor-Fridman, eds., Forwards: The East in Israeli Art, Exhibition Catalog (Jerusalem: The Israel Museum, 1998), p. 49, [Heb.].]  [9:  Anita Shapira, “Herzl and the Ironies of History,” in Antia Shapira and Jehuda Reinharz, and Jay Michael Harris, eds., The Age of Zionism (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center, 2000), p. 11, [Heb.]. ]  [10:  Efrat, “Utopian Art,” p. 13.] 

Artist who trained at Bezalel set the artistic and visual tone in the Yishuv, and devoted their efforts to finding techniques and styles that would express Zionist ideals and their hopes for the redemption of the Jewish people. The image of the “New Jew” in all its varieties was given an extensive visual interpretation by Schatz and his staff of teachers. In all areas, the artistic production of Bezalel grew out of a discourse which fused ideology and aesthetics. According to Nurith Kenaan-Kedar, the main motifs at Bezalel were: “Jewish art and local archaeology, local vistas and landscapes, portraits Jews from different lands of origin, the lives of the pioneers, and biblical subjects. In these subjects, as well as in the desire to create objects perfect in their physical and material aspects, we may note a particular style of idealization.”[footnoteRef:11] The value of these works of art was dictated by the needs and values of the Zionist movement, and above all by its flagship project: the establishment of a national home for the Jewish people in the Land of Israel.  [11:  Nurith Kenaan-Kedar, “Modern Creations from an Ancient Land: Metal Craft and Design,” in The First Two Decades of Israel's Independence, Exhibition Catalogue (Tel-Aviv: The Eretz Israel Museum, 2006), p. 23, [Heb.].] 

The community of artists that gathered around Schatz in Jerusalem believed that it was serving the Zionist project by producing a new Zion that drew on its relation to the original Jewish homeland – this production amounted to symbolically occupying the locale, while emphasizing the ancient belonging to the land by adopting Oriental symbols, and a language of visual imagery that referred to the East. In Schatz’s utopian book, Jerusalem Rebuilt,[footnoteRef:12] the future Israel is described as a biblical land whose Jewish residents speak Hebrew, wear Oriental cloaks and capes, and call themselves by names taken from the ancient Jewish sources. Yet at the same time, these future Jews also lead a technologically advanced Western lifestyle. The style and content of this book, which Schatz wrote in Tiberias, bring to mind the writing of the members of the First Aliyah. With his characteristic utopianism, Bezalel tried to connect the Zionist narrative with the past roots of the Jewish nation, thereby producing politically enlisted art that was also a call to action. For example, Ze'ev Raban, who was appointed in 1914 as the director of the Illustration Department, designed and distributed posters intended to encourage Jews to make Aliyah to the Land of Israel, thereby enlisting his artist in the pursuit of the Zionist goals. In Raban’s illustration published as the cover of Schatz’s Jerusalem Rebuilt, Schatz is pictured sitting on the roof of Bezalel in Jerusalem, against the backdrop of Raban’s famous menorah, conversing with the biblical figure of Bezalel, who is cloaked in an Oriental galabeya (a traditional wide-cut garment, worn by both men and women) that incorporates elements of a Jewish prayer-shawl, or tallit.[footnoteRef:13] This illustration is an example of the manner in which Bezalel’s utopian vision led to the production of romantic, visual contents with Oriental ornamentation, including the adoption of various Oriental motifs. The illustration also attests to Schatz’s dominance in the school, whose artistic directions he dictated. [12:  Boris Schatz, Jerusalem Rebuilt: A Daydream… The First Book (Jerusalem: Bezalel, 1924), [Heb.]. ]  [13:  Ze'ev Raban, illustration for the cover of Jerusalem Rebuilt, circa 1924, pen and ink on paper, 27x26 cm., the Israel Museum, Jerusalem.] 

Bezalel’s conscripted utopianism utilized the Orient as a reservoir of images, props, and motifs that were taken as clear markers of the local, indigenous culture, but also as references to a mythical-historical past, and therefore as a realization of the return to national sources. This artistic style lasted until the early 1920s, when it was supplanted by art that mirrored contemporary European social ideals, particularly Cubism, Expressionism, and Primitivism.[footnoteRef:14] According to Dorit Levite, the influence of modernism translated into a unique local voice that included international aesthetic trends while expressing Zionist ideology. The Jewish artists almost completely ignored the near, diasporic past, of which one could still find traces in the utopian period in Bezalel. Instead, they chose to emphasize the distant past, bringing it into contact with the present: “Far more than it was authentically historical, the biblical figure with which the artist sought to associate himself was a blend of the contemporary Arabs and the traditional Jews.”[footnoteRef:15] According to Levite, Jewish artists who were active during the 1920s – Nachum Gutman, Israel Paldi, Reuven Rubin, Siona Tagger, Menachem Shemi, Arieh Lubin, and others – focused in their work on landscapes and the local Arab population, who, in their eyes, were more representative of a natural connection to the land than the Jews, who had only recently arrived from the diaspora. These artists, who sought to return to a “source” far beyond the diasporic past, favored exotic, seemingly natural, biblical depictions. They did away with any markers of Eastern European Judaism that were still to be found in the first generation of Bezalel artist, replacing them with the ideal of “Hebraism” (Ivriut), characteristic of Bezalel’s students.[footnoteRef:16] These were the artists known as the “Rebels,” who were active during the 1920s. Art produced at Bezalel is characterized by Orientalist ornamentation with a pronounced Art Nouveau influence, whereas art produced by Jews living in the Land of Israel in the 1920s we find images of Arab agricultural laborers and local landscapes, drawn in strong contours and with a modernist inclination for a simplification of form.  	Comment by Noah Benninga: Cut:

“in this decade the artistic style of Jewish artists in the Land of Israel was influenced by universal art trend” [14:  In 1982 there was an exhibition at the Tel-Aviv Museum of Art which reviewed the various artistic schools in the Land of Israel in the 1920s, including the manner in which the period artists understood the East. See Marc Scheps, ed., The 1920s in Israeli Art, Exhibition Catalog (Tel-Aviv: The Tel-Aviv Museum of Art, 1982), [Heb.].]  [15:  Levite, The Story of Israeli Art, pp. 33-38.]  [16:  For example, the artist Ephraim Lilien’s depicts the Jewish farmer in the Land of Israel with a beard and payot while wearing an abaya. See Ephraim Moses Lilien, A Jew Plowing, 1908, etching, The Tel-Aviv Museum of Art.] 

In the work of painters from the 1920s there are more depictions of Arab agricultural laborers (fallāḥīn) than Jewish pioneers. The fallāḥīn are mostly depicted in profile, from behind or from afar, in keeping with the Orientalist style that considered the inhabitants of the Orient as archetypical figures. For example, in Nachum Gutman’s A Landscape in the Sharon[footnoteRef:17] we see agricultural lands fringed with yellow sands. At the center of the work, painted in an almost infinitesimal scale, are four fallāḥīn: two are sitting in the shade of a tree, while another two are working in the field. The composition highlights the contrast between the lush, well-tended, green landscape, and the sandy dunes, that is, the emphasis is on the importance of manual labor and agricultural work, on productivity, and these positive qualities are attributed the Arab figures. In another painting by Gutman, The Sheaf Bearer[footnoteRef:18] (1926), an Arab woman holds a sheaf of freshly cut wheat in her arms, and an earthenware water jug at her side echoes the contours of her body. The woman is depicted in profile, and the size of her bosom and derrière are emphasized. In other period paintings the Eastern woman is depicted as mysterious, demure, and even scared – such as the women covered from head to toe in Gutman’s painting Orchards in Jaffa[footnoteRef:19] (1926). This dualistic perception of attraction and rejection, sanctity, and effervescent sexuality, is not surprising when we take into account the spirit of Orientalist Zionism that perceived the East as a primeval, mythical place, one that was also threateningly other in its alterity. That is, these paintings present Zionist passions (agricultural and manual labor, and the necessary techniques they entail) using local, clearly non-Jewish, figures: indigenous Orientals, or “New Jews.” These paintings reflect the influence of European art, and the artistic style of Orientalism on Jewish painters’ understanding of the exotic Oriental, both during the Bezalel utopian period and during the later Rebels period. The Bezalel artist painted Jews with Oriental attributes, while the Rebels painted the local Arabs. The image of the “New Jew” as painted in Bezalel was a mythical figure, who had gone through a metamorphosis aimed at rediscovering its roots and connections to the East by over-emphasizing physical characteristics and an Orientalist, ornamental style, whereas for the modernists the model for this figure was the pioneer, who proceeded to advance into the supposedly actual East until he vanished.  [17:  Nachum Gutman, A Landscape in the Sharon, the 1920s, oil on canvas, The Nachum Gutman Museum, Tel-Aviv.]  [18:  Nachum Gutman, The Sheaf Bearer, 1926, oil on cardboard, 72x63.5 cm, The Israel Museum, Jerusalem.]  [19:  Nachum Gutman, Orchards in Jaffa, 1926, oil on canvas, 60x81 cm, The Nachum Gutman Museum, Tel-Aviv.] 

Although the modernist artist who were active during the 1920s defined themselves as “rebelling” against Bezalel, their art served the same ideological purpose of inventing the figure of the “New Jew,” and promulgating its visual representation. The generation of the first teachers at Bezalel emphasized the importance of practical, educational, and pragmatic values, whereas the modernists of the 1920s and onwards referred in their work to Western artistic trends that were filtered through a local, Oriental prism to create a unique, independent, and regional style. Both trends expressed, through different visual means, the lively, contemporary public debate among members of the Zionist movement regarding the image of the “New Jew” and its relation of to the Orient. This figure was destined to fulfill the goals of modern nationalism and to become the bearer of its identity: the Zionist subject. Yet the characteristics through which the Zionist subject was portrayed were complex, and we must interpret its visual representations as part of the conflict and ambivalence within which it originally took shape. 
The artists, and among them the first Jewish photographers in the Land of Israel – particularly the members of the first Aliyot from Eastern and Central Europe – were close to the Zionist leadership, and enlisted in the Zionist project, actively serving its propaganda goals. Many photographs, illustrations, and prints in this style – produced by Jewish artists such as Abraham Soskin or Ephraim Moses Lilien, were printed in vast numbers, and the income they generated benefited the Jewish National Fund. In fact, the JNF approached nearly all the professional photographers working in the region at this time, and requested that they produce photographs; as a result, the JNF became the main producer of published material. This measure points to the fact that the value of art as a tool for the implementation of a national Jewish identity was well understood by contemporaries. This is the context of The Era of Zionism, a book that includes a collection of articles dealing with questions of culture and identity, and the changes introduced into the traditional image of the Jew as a result of the establishment of the Zionist ethos. The book discusses the interrelationship between the diaspora and the Land of Israel, and the attempt to redefine the Jewish identity as based on a connection to the Land of Israel. In the introduction, the editors highlight the enlistment of art to serve national, Zionist purposes, discussing the debate that developed surrounding this art many years after it first came into being: “The importance of the debates surrounding the cultural shifts that accompanied Zionism and the creation of secular literature in Hebrew increased, after these ceased to function as a kind of artistic aperitif for political actions.”[footnoteRef:20] Avner Holzmann also discusses the place of art in the (secular) Hebrew culture of Zionism’s originators. Holzmann refers to the awkwardness evoked by the discussion on the subject of Zionist culture that was raised during the Third Zionist Congress in Basel, in 1899: [20:  Antia Shapira and Jehuda Reinharz, and Jay Michael Harris, eds., The Age of Zionism (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center, 2000), p. 8, [Heb.].] 

“One of the reasons for this embarrassment was the seemingly deep gap between the positions of the different disputants regarding the connection of the new national culture to Jewish tradition, on the one hand, and to European culture on the other. While some thought that this culture should naturally continue the long line of Jewish tradition […] others, such as Joseph Klausner […] held that Zionism was the cultural successor of the Haskalah […] Between these two extremes stood those who searched for a via media, such as the scholar of Jewish philosophy, David Neumark, who turned to the Jewish past to extract the rarified organizing principles of the Jewish spirit that could serve as a common ground through which to bring the two camps together.”[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Avner Holzmann, “A Culture is Born: Hebrew Literature and the Culture Debate in the Early Zionist Movement,” in The Age of Zionism, pp. 155-156.] 

Jewish artists and photographers envisioned the Land of Israel as a place within which the biblical text was realized in combination with a modern, utopian, settlement movement and Oriental visibility. Thus, as opposed to the manner in which European artists ignored the tangible reality of the East, representing it only within Orientalist codes, Jewish artists in the Land of Israel created a particular genre of Oriental visibility which was blended with Zionist ideology. Boris Schatz referred to the commercial potential of art vis-à-vis the tourist market: artwork could become a financial tool by producing unique, sellable products for the European visitors. Schatz’s position shows that the Bezalel teacher were well aware of the Christian artistic traditions of depicting the Holy Land. In his 1906 guidelines to the running of his new institution, Boris Schatz wrote: “The Land of Israel is dear and holy to all nations, and therefore there is hope that its products will be easily sold, and particularly objects necessary for Jewish and Christian houses of worship […] Everyone is searching for a memento from the ‘Holy Land,’ some tasteful, well-made object.”[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Boris Schatz, “Bezalel”: Program and Purpose, (Jerusalem: unknown publisher, 1906), [Heb.]; Boris Schatz, Bezalel: Its History, Purpose, and Future (Jerusalem: Snunit, 1909), pp. 4-5, [Heb.].] 

The meeting between the elite of the first Aliyot and their new surroundings, and the manner in which they imbibed it, were expressed in art that had certain Oriental characteristics. However, this meeting also had certain, clearly Orientalist characteristics as well, in Said’s sense of the Western configuration of the East.  From David Ben Gurion’s writings we learn that he witnessed the formation of an Arab national movement:
“It is true that the Arab nationalist movement lacks any positive content. Their leaders are not concerned with educating the masses, or with its essential needs. […] But we would be wrong to judge the Arabs and their movement by our standards. Every people has the national movement of which it is worthy. The best indicator of a political movement is that it knows how to mobilize the masses. In this respect, we are clearly faced with a political movement. […] There are deficiencies and shortcomings in the Arab nature – as in any people – but the Arab is a man like us, and we shall address the good, the human, within him.”[footnoteRef:23] [23:  David Ben-Gurion, Us and our Neighbors (Tel-Aviv: Davar, 1931), pp. 156-159, [Heb.].] 

Despite Ben Gurion’s acknowledgement of the existence of local, Arab nationalism and an Arab nation, his understanding of the East is pronouncedly Western, ascribing no “positive content” to the Arab national movement. Nonetheless, before the ideological earthquake the Zionist movement suffered as a result of the 1929 Arab riots and the 1936 Great Arab Revolt, Ben Gurion never even considered a “state which does not have absolute, political, civil, and national equality  for all of its citizens and residents […] in a Jewish state an Arab may be elected as prime minister or president, if he is worthy of the position.”[footnoteRef:24] Ben Gurion also claimed that the meaning of Zionism was “our becoming once again” an Eastern people,[footnoteRef:25] and, consequently, the image of the “New Jew” was based on the manner in which the Zionists perceived the local, Arab population. [24:  David Ben-Gurion, In the Fourth Act (Tel-Aviv: Am Oved, 1971), p. 164, [Heb.].]  [25:  Yigal Zalmona, “Eastwards! Eastwards?” p. 48.] 

In this approach we can note an extreme, romantic idealization of the Arab, and of the concept of the Oriental. When taken together with typical Western Orientalism, this approach created a unique kind of Orientalism in the Land of Israel that was reflected in its political and artistic discourses. Yitzhak Ben-Zvi and David Ben Gurion even went so far as to assume that the Arab fallāḥīn had Jewish roots: “One thing is clear: the fallāḥīn do not descend from the Arab conquests […] The rural population they found was mostly of Jewish origin, though many had, outwardly taken up Christianity.”[footnoteRef:26]	Comment by Noah Benninga: Was:
“went so far as to assume that one could find the roots of the Jewish people in the Arab fallāḥīn” [26:  Yitzhak Ben-Zvi, The Land of Israel in the Ottoman Period (Jerusalem: The Bialik Institute, 1954), p. 196, [Heb.].] 

Zionism not only developed in parallel with modern, European, nationalist movements, but it was also anchored in a Europocentric self-conception of the “white man’s burden,” according to which the cultured Europeans would “save” the “uncultured East.” This was the manner in which Yitzhak Epstein called for co-existence between the two nations in the Land of Israel, emphasizing the Zionist contribution to the “backwards” Levant.[footnoteRef:27] In Herzl’s book Altneuland, the Arabs are often depicted from a European, colonial perspective as thanking the Jews for bringing progress and modernity to the Land of Israel. Anita Shapira sums up this point as follows: “They (the Jews) would create a European fortress in the Levant, this idea was to play a major role in the future of Zionism.”[footnoteRef:28] According to Shapira, Herzl’s perspective on the East was similar to that of other Europeans: [27:  Yaffa Berlowitz, Inventing a Land, Inventing a Nation: The Literature of the First Aliyah (Tel-Aviv, HaKibbutz HaMeuchad, 1996), p. 130, [Heb.].]  [28:  Shapira, “Herzl and the Ironies of History,” p. 15.] 

“With regards to Europe, and from its own perspective, Zionism was a movement of national emancipation. But in relation to the Middle East it was a European, colonial movement. […] When he drove by carriage from Jaffa to Jerusalem, did Herzl really not notice the Arab villages? […] Herzl acted in keeping with the norms of his times, in which imperial powers did not consider the feelings and aspirations of indigenous population. […] The more Jewish colonialism developed, the more the contrary, Arab nationalist inclinations grew as well.”[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  Ibid., pp. 15-16.] 

When the hero of the book Altneuland, the intellectual, secular Jew, Friedrich Löwenberg, visits the Land of Israel for the first time, he describes it as empty and undeveloped. During his second visit, two decades later, he reports on the vast social, cultural, industrial, financial, governmental, and demographic developments that have taken place thanks to the Jews. 
Thus, the Zionist attitude towards the East was caught between two poles: on the one hand, an idealized admiration of the East and the Arabs, who they took as an expression of historical-mythical Israelites, and on the other hand a clear acknowledgement of European superiority, and their “civilizing mission,” with regards to the local inhabitants. The Zionist view of the East vacillated between these two poles: on the one hand, the East was a threateningly other entity – primitive, backwards, and at times hostile. On the other hand, the East and its nations – particularly, for the Zionists, the Arabs – were energetic, strong, and productive, as opposed to the rootless, diasporic Jews, who lacked a stable territory. Both approaches in fact ignored the real contingencies of the Near East, and the Arab’s self-definition and identity, which were used only as a means for self-representation, for a self-definition of alterity similar to the “modern Orientalism” that Said defined in relation to the Central-European powers. Both approaches, each in its own way, were steeped in the premise that the Zionists living in the Land of Israel were “at home” in the East, that they belonged there (in the “Land of Israel”), that their source was Oriental (“an ancient homeland”), and that they aspired to somehow attain an indigenous (“restored”) Orientality. This was a position that was not held in common with the European tourists who explored and investigated the Holy Land. This built-in contradiction, unique to Zionist pioneers, set the tone for the nature and quality of the Orientalist style that developed in the Land of Israel, and was expressed in art and photography, as well as elsewhere. While the early, modernist Orientalist position has no contradiction or unease (the West is the subject and the East is the object), the local Orientalist position is ambivalent and contains an unresolved tension. In the period during which Zionism sought to assimilate into the East, which is both the ideological marker of the period being studied here, and of the art created to serve and reflect this ideology – art in the service of Zionist ideology in general, and the photographs of Zionist photographers in particular – the dividing lines between the subject and the object became blurred. The Zionist subject considered himself both as Western and as Oriental, and the Eastern-local object was perceived as a model to be imitated, and a paradigm for the emergent Zionist identity. This is the tension represented in the photographs of the first Jewish photographers – a tension they also attempted to resolve.
The local Orientalist expression, which diverged from its modern parallel, was multifaceted and drew from a plurality of cultural sources. This is because the image of the “New Jew” was in fact composed of several encoded models that were culturally translated in accordance with conventional Orientalist precepts, as well as a completely original model: the Judeo-Semitic model, the Hebrew model, and the model of the Jewish-Russian farmer. 
As noted, the image of the “New Jew” was also influenced by the image of the (“new”) Israelite, a figure that was based on a romantic, Hebraists worldview that attempted to sketch the history of the Jewish people in the Land of Israel as a Hebrew-speaking nation who supported themselves by means of manual labor.[footnoteRef:30] Some of the members of the first Aliyot Hebraicized their last names, adopted articles of clothing from the local inhabitants, and replace their traditional, Jewish, Ashkenazi kitchen with one based on local products, and more. These were acts of cultural translation, and as is often the case with translation, transplanting and re-encoding practices into a new ideological framework led to a loss of their original meaning. In many cases the attempt to produce “locality” ended up in simply copying local Arab practices.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  These romantic aspects would be the subject of many literary and poetic elocutions, such as the stories of Polish-born Ze'ev Yavetz, who was among the founders of the Mizrachi movement, and the poems of Nathan Alterman, for example his poem “The People of the Second Aliyah”: “Neither prophets not sons of prophets were they / And yet they knew: in this Land the nation would arise a new / If only in the Land there would be Hebrew workers / Hebrew watchmen, and children of the Land […]” See: Nathan Alterman, “The People of the Second Aliyah,” The Book of the Singing Box (Tel-Aviv: Literature Notebooks, 1958), [Heb., my translation].]  [31:  Itamar Even-Zohar, “The Development and Crystallization of Local, Hebrew Culture in the Land of Israel, 1882-1948,” Katedra 16 (1980), p. 165, footnote 1.] 

The Hebrew model suited the values of the Zionist movement as a national, secular movement at the beginning of the 20th century, as can be seen in the use Zionist institutions made of this model’s terminology, because it testified to an ancient ethnic origin. Itamar Even-Zohar claims that the first Aliyot’s adaptation of the figures of the Bedouin and the Arab fallāḥ was an act of cultural translation that organically continued the familiar Eastern European models: “The ‘heroic Bedouin robber’ replaced the proverbial ‘Cossack,’ and the fallāḥ replaced the ‘Ukrainian peasant’: the Bedouin’s keffiyeh replaced the farmer’s slippers, and the song ‘Ma Yafim HaLeilot BeKna’an’ (‘Oh the Beauty of the Nights in Canaan’) replaced doleful airs sung by Cossacks about the river Don.”[footnoteRef:32] Expressions of the prior existence of the Eastern European cultural model can also be found in Hebrew literature, which was greatly influenced by Russian literature.[footnoteRef:33] According to Even-Zohar, the Russian-Hebrew model was significant in casting the model of the “new-old” Jew, which the Zionist were attempting to propagate. In order to show the connection between the different cultural models, Even-Zohar bases his arguments on an examination of the development of the pronunciation of the Hebrew language in comparison with Russian, in the period between the First Aliyah and the creation of the state of Israel.[footnoteRef:34] Thus, on the basis of Russian-Jewish identity components, local identity components that were perceived as ancient and authentic, but were actually local and Arab, were incorporated into the image of the new Sabra.  [32:  Ibid., p. 175.]  [33:  On the connection between Hebrew literature and Russian literature, see: Itamar Even-Zohar, “Russian and Hebrew – The Case of Dependent Polysystem,” Historical Poetics (Tel-Aviv: Porter Institute, 1978). Pp. 63-74.]  [34:  Itamar Even-Zohar, “Local, Hebrew Culture in the Land of Israel,” pp. 165-189.] 

According to Even-Zohar, the cultural behavior of immigrants vacillated between a desire to become immersed in the culture of their country of choice, and the desire to maintain the culture of their country of origin. First generation immigrants, he argues, mostly prefer to become assimilated into the dominant culture of the new land, thereby exchanging old for new. But the Jewish immigration to the Land of Israel was different in many ways, as most of the elite of the first Aliyot did not seek to adopt the culture of their new land – neither the culture of the Jewish Yishuv, nor the Arab culture, sensu stricto. “This culture simply did not have the status to serve as an alternative, even though there was some willingness to adopt a number of its elements – a point that constitutes the main difference in the Jewish immigration.”[footnoteRef:35] The Zionists sought to refine, as it were, from the local, Arab culture those elements that they perceived as authentic proto-Jewish ones. In fact, as Berlowitz remarks, this amounted to an “invention” of a new culture.[footnoteRef:36] This highlights the argument that the Orientalism that developed in local art was of a unique kind that drew sustenance from the ambivalent perception of the imagined Orient, on the one hand, and the ambivalent attitude of the Zionist Jews to the really-existing East on the other. The perspective of European Zionist groups, such as Hovevei Zion, was a continuation of the worldview of the Haskalah movement, that was active in Europe in the 18th century and spread eastwards during the 19th century. As part of this movement, Jews sought to integrate into modern states as educated citizens, both adhering to the confession of their forefathers, and at the same time establishing their new status as European citizens. As noted, this step was an expression of the Zionists’ desire to repudiate the negative image of the diasporic Jew, and to adopt in the Land of Israel a new, Western image, exemplified by Oriental visual characteristics.[footnoteRef:37] [35:  Ibid., p. 171.]  [36:  Berlowitz, Inventing a Land, Inventing a Nation, p. 130.]  [37:  Miroslav Hroch, “Zionism as a European National Movement,” Comparative Studies in Modern European History: Nation, Nationalism, Social Change (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum, 2007), pp. 73-81.] 

Yitzhak Conforti has examined the models characteristic of the “New Jew” in various classical Zionist streams, from the end of the 19th century until the end of World War I. He argues that Zionism is a Jewish, national, ethnic-cultural movement that considered itself the representative of the Jewish people, as opposed to the modernist, and postmodernist positions in the study of nationalism, that do not accord much significance to the cultural and ethnic components in Jewish nationalism: “The idea of the ‘New Jew’ is an expression of the radical revolution that Zionism sought to bring about in the life of the Jewish people, but the Zionist revolutionary spirit, even the radical one, was in constant discourse with the Jewish past against which it was rebelling, and which it was constantly trying to challenge.”[footnoteRef:38] Based on his argument, we can state that the idea of Jewish national revival was not only tied up with the invention of a national identity, but also with the invention of an old-new territory: a land of the Jewish forefathers, the birthplace of this new identity. This (timeless) territorial conception did not include the presence of the Palestinians in the same physical area, and, as a result, representations of Arab villages are almost completely lacking in the paintings and photographs of Jewish artists of the first Aliyot. Thus, despite the spectacle created by using Oriental articles of clothing, or pronouncing the Hebrew language with a Sephardic accent,[footnoteRef:39] the Jewish immigrants sought to realize their national identity according to a European model, and as bearers of this European culture they refused the local culture as a general framework. The British Mandate was seen as a hinderance to the realization of Zionism’s independent, national ambitions, and the members of the first Aliyot did not see this system, or the preceding Ottoman one, as a cultural model worthy of imitation, although certain traditional, Ottoman elements such as the turban were understood as local, and therefore appear as part of the costumes with which the elite of the first Aliyot dressed in their photographs. [38:  Yitzhak Conforti, “The ‘New Jew’ in Zionist Thought: Nationalism, Ideology, and Historiography,” Israel 16 (2009), pp. 64-66. ]  [39:  The Zionist movement, which took the East as a possible horizon for Jewish identity, considered the Sephardic pronunciation of Hebrew to be more faithful to the original language than the European, Ashkenazi pronunciation. Nonetheless, this cannot be seen as a sign of accepting a non-European culture, as above all this step reflected a resistance to “diasporic” Yiddish. The contemporary pronunciation of the Hebrew language took shape between these two forms of pronunciation. See: Nathan Efrati, The Evolution of Spoken Hebrew in the Pre-state Israel, 1881-1922 (Jerusalem: The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 2004).] 

Despite the split into different streams within Zionist, all factions were united in rejecting the diaspora, and attempting to produce a new image of the Jew. In fact, the new Jewish Yishuv sought to create a model that did not necessarily imitate one paradigm, but rather created an eclectic mixture of various cultural elements. The fashioning of Jewish culture at the beginning of the 20th century was, therefore, directed by the naïve intention of the members of the first Aliyot to assimilate into the local populace, by their ethnic definition as a Jewish people returning to their homeland, by the fact that most of them were Europeans (actually Eastern Europeans), and by their desire to be accepted as one of the “enlightened” European nations. For the Jews, an Oriental visual expression entailed the possibility of understanding the Land of Israel as part of a greater, Eastern, geographical entity – a place connected both to regional history and to the history of the Jewish people. Yet because Zionism understood the realization of its goals as the creation of a distinct, national home for the Jewish people, the possibility of assimilating into the Orient remained a romantic yearning, a kind of Oriental casing of eastern characteristic, as in Soskin’s studio photographs, in which the members of the first Aliyot appear in Eastern articles of clothing and accessories. In practice, the desire to become similar to the local, Oriental population – the Arabs – lacked a concrete foothold in reality. 
The Jews’ inferior status in European culture was an important factor in their attempt to incorporate local aspects into their collective identity, as they perceived these local, indigenous elements as compensating for their inferiority and amending it. The Jews’ feelings of inferiority were tied, among other things, to the complex discussion on another historical matter tied to the construction of the image of the “New Jew”: German Orientalism. Amnon Raz-Krakotzkin has referred to one of the broadest and most persistent disputes surrounding Edward Said’s book Orientalism. A number of scholars have argued that Said ignored German Orientalism, which, they argue, adds to the complexity of the Orientalist discourse regarding the “Jewish question” and their status vis-à-vis European nations. Germany was a European state with relatively few colonies, from which it could produce only relatively negligible resources. In 19th century imperialistic terms Germany was a failure, and for this reason the Orientalist discourse that developed in German scholarly circles was, to a large extent, unrelated to colonial interests.[footnoteRef:40] The scholarly study of Judaism took place in Europe in frameworks devoted to “Semitic studies,” which were part of “Oriental Institutes,” and German Orientalism also dealt with the relationship between Germany and Judaism. As part of the growth of modern science in Germany, meeting points and similarities between the Hebraist discourse and the Orientalist discourse developed, and there were German researchers who argued that the Jews had a particular place within European society, as an expression of an ancient, magnificent culture. We can say, therefore, that the Europeans honored Jewish culture academically, just as the Jews honored the Arab heritage of agricultural labor and continual settlement in the land of the forefathers, but both the Germans and the Jews were blind to cultural legacies and identities.   [40:  Amnon Raz-Krakotzkin, “Orientalism, Jewish Studies, and Israeli Society: A Few Remarks,” Jama'a 3 (1999), pp. 34-61.] 

According to Raz-Krakotzkin, German Orientalist scholars contributed to the development of modern Antisemitism: “Orientalism was not the only factor in the removal of the Jews, but it was one of the foundations that enriched Antisemitism, enabling it to become a political force […] For the Jews, the problem was not the characteristics attributed to the ‘Orient,’ but rather the fact that they were assigned to this category as well.”[footnoteRef:41] Thus, for example, Eastern European Jewry was termed “Ostjuden” – literally “Jews from the East.” Raz-Krakotzkin argues that these studies do not undermine Said’s central thesis, but nonetheless add an analytical layer to it, particularly when one examines the Orientalist patterns of the Zionists who arrived in the Land of Israel, and were busy in fashioning the image of the “New Jew.” As far as the Jews were concerned, the desire to become Western was linked to defining the Eastern Other as more “Other” than they were. In their minds, the Jews had become a Western people precisely because they had returned to their Eastern homeland from the West. The realization of nationality was bound up with the delineation of a new Orient – that of the Arab natives – whose identity was more “Eastern” than the Jews’. Thus, the Jews actualized their identity as “white” Europeans living on Oriental lands only when they became “colonists,” and even though they were never colonist in the fully European sense of the word, their perspective on the East was a colonial one. According to Raz-Krakotzkin, Zionism selected one key element of connection to the Orient: the territorial element. The other elements of Oriental identity were rejected by Zionism and the Zionist organizations, who sought to distance themselves from being labeled an Oriental people. This emphasized the national, individual, and non-Oriental component in the image of the “New Jew.” Consequently, although the Jews developed their national self-conception in parallel with European nationalism, they nonetheless sought to achieve a separation from them, without being understood as part of the concrete or imaginary Orient, but as a part of a geographic and conceptual territory – as a nation returning to its historic homeland.  [41:  Ibid., p. 42.] 

Raz Yosef discusses the subject of Ashkenazi Jewish whiteness in relation to films produced in the wake of Zionist ideology.[footnoteRef:42] According to him, the Ashkenazi Jews who made Aliyah to the Land of Israel escaped being marked ethnically, and enjoyed the privilege of not belonging to any particular “color.” In their own eyes, they were “transparent”:  [42:  Raz Yosef, in Yigal Nizri, ed., Eastern Appearance/Mother Tongue[!] : A Present that Stirs in the Thickets of its Arab Past, (Tel-Aviv: Babel, 2004), pp. 123-135.] 

“The European medical discourse of the 18th and 19th centuries considered the ‘negritude’ of the Jews to be a sign of the Jews’ racial inferiority, and their atrophied nature – suffering, as they did, from the diseases of the East. Judaism itself was portrayed as the disease of the Jew, who lived in conditions of poverty, filthy, and deficient hygiene. The Jews were unable to ‘pass’ as non-Jews and to escape antisemitic persecution because their disease was written on their skin […] As assimilation progressed, Jews were imagined as having lighter skin and paler complexions. Yet assimilation, and even conversion to Christianity, were not able to erase the ‘negritude’ of the Jews.”[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Ibid., pp. 125-126.] 

Yosef lists a number of key films that encapsulate the Ashkenazi “whiteness,” among them: Sabra (Alexander Ford, 1933); Avoda (Helmar Lerski, 1935); and Zo Hi HaAretz (Baruch Agadati, 1935). Lerski, a photographer, created a film that depicted the rebirth of the “New Jew” as a child of the West who emerges from the water, to stands on desolate land, gazing at the Eastern wilderness. The plot of Agadati’s film focuses on the story of a Jewish powerplant that produces “power” and “light.” This work describes the heroism of the “New Jew” in face of nature, the wilderness, and Arab attacks. At the same time, after the Arab riots of the 1920s, the figure of the Arab became established in Hebrew culture as the image of the enemy. Ford’s film also depicted the local Arabs as the enemies of the newly arrived olim, whose lives they make difficult, and whom they subject to violence. In this context, Yosef writes that not only did the Zionists overcome the murderous and irrational Arab attack, but they also proved to the Arab fallāḥīn that it was their own sheikh who blocked the well in order to exploit them. The film “established the narrative of the white Zionist, according to which the Palestinians should thank the Jewish-Europeans settlers for saving them from the tyranny characteristic of their society.”[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Ibid., p. 130.] 

The adoption of the east, with its limitations and ideological dependency, was expressed in many different cultural fields. This tendency was conveyed in painting, in literature, on the stage, and even in organizations that preserved culture. An example of the latter are the “Arab movements,” established in the 1920s by Gertrud Kraus, Yardena Cohen, and Shoshana Orenstein, whose members wore Arab clothing, and even included words in Arabic in their speech. Another example was the Shepherds’ Collective (Chavurat HaRoyim), whose Zionist members sought to develop Jewish shepherding, on the basis of the local Arab shepherds. As noted by Jacob Goldstein, the members of the Shepherd’s Collective “were attracted by the freedom of the Bedouins, whose unencumbered way of life they saw as a symbol for the sublime.”[footnoteRef:45] But these “Arab movements” did not last, because of the urban and economic changes that swept the country in the 1930s. The Fifth Aliyah brought with it some two hundred thousand Jews, particularly German Jews, and the distinction between the Jewish “Westerner” – the less Oriental Easterner – and the fully Oriental, threatening and “backwards” Arab, deepened. Accordingly, contemporary artists who traveled to Paris, at the time the capital of Wester art, completely abandoned the turn towards the East and the Mediterranean. The Eastward facing “Hebraism” of the 1920s was supplanted by a European internationalism.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  Jacob Goldstein, The Shepherd’s Collective: Conquering the Idea of Pastoralism during the Second Aliyah (1907-1917) and its Implementation (Tel-Aviv: The Department of Defense, 1993), p. 25, [Heb.].]  [46:  See Dorit Levite, “The 1930s – the French Influence,” in The Story of Israeli Art (Tel-Aviv: Masada, 1980), pp. 53-84, [Heb.].
] 

We may thus conclude by stating that the image of the “New Jew” was that of the whitewashed Europeanized Israelite, that displaced the image of the diasporic and weak Jew or Semite, while adopting the romantic figure of the Russian peasant, and those of the active and authentic Palestinian fallāḥīn and Bedouins. This image perceives the Orient as a remnant of an ancestral heritage, while omitting the long period of diasporic exile, and ignoring the Orient as it was for its local, Arab population. The “New Jews” inhabit an imaginary Orient, which they understand not as a foreign place but as their home, and possess a special kind of Orientality that obfuscates the local, indigenous population while repressing their culture. The visual, cultural expressions of this complex identity can be seen in the works of artists from different artistic fields, in tropes such as the figure of the fallāḥīn, as they appear in period paintings, against the backdrop of the agricultural prosperity of the Jewish settlements, or in the practice of members of the first Aliyot to sit for studio photographs of Zionist photographers, wearing Oriental costume. But photography in particular, which, as Susan Sontag remarks, maintains certain evidential traces of reality, constitutes a historical document for these expressions in relation to the East.
