Letter of Response to Reviewers of State of Suspicion by Dan Porat
First, I would like to thank both reviewers for their positive assessments of my manuscript and, more importantly, for their critiques which will help improve it. 

After examining both reviewers’ comments, I have identified three major issues they raised which focused on contextualization:

1. Inner Israeli Context: With reference to the shift in the treatment of collaborators in the late 1950s, reviewer A writes that, “it is never entirely clear to me which factors in Israeli politics, society, and culture precipitated this mental shift…. at some point in his narrative Porat should try to embed his argument more in the general context of Israel’s first two decades.” Similarly, reviewer B points out that “I also wondered whether the manuscript might not benefit from a bit of fleshing out on domestic Israeli politics, especially for a non-Israeli audience.”
I completely agree that the issues of Israeli politics and other social forces and their influence on the treatment of alleged collaborators should be enhanced. I plan to do so at two points in the manuscript at the very least:
A. The Knesset deliberations of the Nazi and Nazi Collaborator (Punishment) Law in Chapter Three. Currently this chapter only outlines the debate between the different fractions of Israeli politics without exploring the depths of the dispute, including how members of each party acted during the Holocaust.
B. The Kastner Trial in Chapter Seven. This trial was largely orchestrated and motivated by political and social forces opposing David Ben Gurion’s party, Mapai. These opposition forces argued that during World War II, Mapai had collaborated with the British against the interests of the Jews trying to escape from Europe to Mandatory Palestine. This charge still needs examination, but the vilification of Mapai members as collaborators may have changed their views of the concept of collaboration and thereby influenced the collaborator trials in Israel. 

In sum, it is clear that more of the social and political context in my examination of the trials should be integrated into the text. I will also try to identify other cultural and societal expressions that may have shaped the changes in the treatment of collaborators in the late 1950s. 
2. International Context: Reviewer B writes that, “I do wonder, though, whether it might be helpful to hear a bit more about the international context, or at least Porat should be more explicit about why the international context doesn’t much matter, if that’s his view.” For example, this reviewer asks for an explanation of the contrast drawn between the Nuremberg trials and the Israeli trials in their use of evidence, the former relying more on documents, the latter on testimonies. In another instance, the reviewer asks why the Czechoslovakian government had backed the defendant Banik, when that government was “more than happy to prosecute Nazi perpetrators.” 
These are indeed important issues and I will try to clarify them. Regarding the different kinds of evidence used in the Nuremberg trials vs. the Israeli trials, I think that the explanation for the differences relates to the lack of any original documentation bearing on Jews’ treatment of Jews in ghettos and camps. I will point out that in the handful of cases where some documentation did exist, such as the Barenblat trial, and in other cases where there was reason to believe that some documentation existed, the Israelis sought it, albeit not always successfully. This issue will be explored in the case of the Czechoslovakian government, comparing its treatment of alleged Nazi collaborators within and outside of the country. Currently, my only hypothesis is that because the Banik trial took place abroad, the Czechoslovakian government was not motivated to prevent the disgrace resulting from a possible conviction outside its borders.
3. Effects on International Law: Reviewer B asks for additional information about “the impact [of Israeli jurisprudence] on international law…. The big question, basically, is whether Israel was an island or part of a network when it came to adjudicating these kinds of cases.” While I agree that it would be very helpful to compare the Israeli courts’ definitions of ‘crimes against humanity’ with those applied at the Nuremberg trials, I believe that addressing the impact of the Israeli trials on the realm of international law in later years would represent too much of a transgression from the key topic of this book. In this context, the reviewer points out that the approach taken in Israeli courts in cases against individuals accused of committing crimes against humanity, “is very different than the jurisprudence that has evolved in international law since the 1990s, which requires that crimes against humanity be ‘systematic’ and ‘widespread,’ but the victims can be harmed individually.” State of Suspicion’s time framework ends in 1972, and, for all practical purposes, even earlier. Integrating the jurisprudential impact of the trials through the 1990s would take the analysis far beyond this framework. It may be possible to discuss this issue either in an endnote or in an appendix, but I will need to consult my editor before doing so.  
Other issues raised by the reviewers:
4. The Nuremberg Trials: Reviewer B points out that, “the discussion of the Nuremberg trials is slightly confused.” The reviewer explains that I do not distinguish between the first Nuremberg trial of the 22 leading Nazis and the successor American trials against the German functional elite. I am familiar with this distinction, which was raised in my previous book, and will make sure to clarify this important distinction in this book.
5. Outcome of Trials: Reviewer A points out that, “on more than one occasion I reached the end of the description of a trial feeling puzzled by its outcome.” While the reviewer does not detail the different cases where this reaction occurred, I will review the entire manuscript and try to identify all cases which may not be clear to readers. I hope that while the book is being edited at Hebrew University Press, the editors and staff will also point out any areas needing clarification.

6. Copyediting of Introduction: Reviewer B pointed out that the writing in the introduction, “is a bit less polished than the rest” of the manuscript. English is not my mother tongue and I send everything I write to a copyeditor. It appears that the introduction may not have been sent for copyediting. I will make sure that the introduction and any other changes I make to the manuscript are copyedited.  
I wish again to convey my sincere gratitude to the reviewers for raising these important issues, and I indeed plan to take them
 into consideration in revising the manuscript.

�Since you are actually considering all their points, if not incorporating them, it’s probably best not to suggest that not all their points are being considered. .
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