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The 2019 elections are a test of character for Israel’s democracy. No, they are not about the cheap, populist whiff of fascism vs. democracy. The fascism video (a spoof on a perfume commercial staring Ayelet Shaked) may have positioned the leaders of the HaYamin Hadash (“The New Right”), a party that defines itself as being secular-religious, within the ranks of far right leaders such as Geert Wilders and Marine Le Pen in Europe, not exactly the best niche from which to launch a bid for control of the Israeli Parliament and the Prime Minister’s seat. On the other hand, the video ridiculed Benet and Shaked – Netanyahu’s ministers of Education and Justice respectively – so, at the end of the day, the joke is on them. 
However,  this anthology centers around Israeli democracy as a contested concept, an idea facing an existential struggle. A mighty battle is taking place in the Israeli political arena between two broad views of democracy – let’s call them, for the sake of this discussion, liberal democracy and non-liberal democracy (as much as that may sound like an oxymoron), or neo-conservative republicanism as its leaders would want it described. And yet, whereas conservatism usually goes hand in hand with slow-moving changes, preservation of tradition and respect for the ruling classes and elites, the ideologues of conservative democracy in Israel have instated drastic structural changes, a de facto revolution some may say, with regard to Israel’s constitutional framework, the country’s fundamental character, the relationship between the three branches of government, the public discourse, the schoolbooks, the public’s collective consciousness and the perceptions of who is Jewish vs. who is Israeli, who is loyal and who is traitor, who has rights and who, unless specifically mandated otherwise, can be deprived of theirs.
And no, the April 2019 elections were not, or not only about Netanyahu the man. Benjamin Netanyahu will inevitably leave office – if not after the September re-elections, then after the indictments, or the hearings that will follow. On the other hand, the changes spearheaded by the Netanyahu government – changes that were aligned with the leader’s spirit, but imbued with much greater ideological and political urgency than the man himself – will stick around long after he is gone. Not only will the big transformative issues such the concepts of unlimited governance, the  Nationality Law, and the breach of balance among the authorities survive the man’s departure, but those actors who have slowly been making their way from the back benches, where radical positions are a must if one wishes to get a seat at the table of radicalizing political discourse, to the positions of junior ministers, and from there to key positions in senior ministerial posts, will become leaders of the party system in Israel.
Not only that, but the ideas and viewpoints at the center of the discussion here are also not necessarily exclusive to the right. Many of these changes had begun under Sharon’s government and were then advanced by Ehud Olmert, for example. Moreover, the Kahol Lavan (“Blue and White”) party, which picked up an impressive 35 Knesset seats in the April 2019 elections and is vying to become the leadership party, includes a clutch of right-leaning representatives who are at the forefront of the movement championing the Nationality Law and the unlimited governance approach, as well as the Override Clause (which allows Knesset legislators to pass laws that violate rights protected by a Basic Law) and limiting the courts system. That is to say, one cannot categorically claim that the changes in question are solely the responsibility of the ideological right. 
How is it possible for Israeli society to have undergone such fundamental structural changes without so much as batting an eyelid? Or are they just the stuff of election campaigns and once the dust has settled and the stench of the over-the-top rhetoric has dispersed everything will go back to normal? The answer is no. These structural changes affect our consciousness, our discourse, our values, our behavior and our institutions. 
So how could we have missed such a dramatic revolution taking place before our very eyes? It’s true that the general public, as well as, let’s face it, most of the journalists covering the elections and the political strategists are not excited one way or the other about the question of whether the Attorneys General of the various ministries are elected by a tenders committee or by a selection committee, or whether they are subordinate to the government’s Attorney General or to a director appointed by the minister, or whether their loyalties lie foremost towards the public or towards the minister – it all sounds like boring bureaucratic nitpicking. When the Prime Minister was finally presented with the full report for the coordination and standardization of regulations, the result of in-depth research conducted by his Chief Operating Officer, Netnyahu declared before the government that he wants no regulations at all. Regulations restrict the ministers. They restrain the public. They’re bad for the country. Of course, we must remember that safety instructions are regulations, health standards are regulations, clean air and pollution are all a matter of regulations. Yet, there’s no avoiding the fact that regulation sounds bad. As does placing restrictions on the ministers. So why have regulations at all? What the public hears is that finally someone is taking a pair of scissors to the red tape. And that sounds good. Just like tax cuts. Never mind that the latter widen the wealth gaps and directly guarantee lower education standards for children in schools outside of the major urban centers. Who doesn’t want to pay less taxes? 
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