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Abstract
This master project sets out to explore the attempts to construct a national identity of Israel, common all its citizens. After the Al Aqsa Intifada in 2000 there has been an increased focus on the need for national unity in Israel and that this unity could be constructed in the framework of a constitution for Israel. The following sub questions are answered: Which main conflicting discourses on national identities existed in Israel before the Al Aqsa Intifada? How do the main discourses in the proposals for a constitution construct a common national identity regarding the character of the state and minority rights? The analysis is thus divided in two in order to examine whether the Intifada has caused any changes in the conflicting discourses on national identities in Israel making it possible to compromise on a common national identity - the problem formulation of the project. In order to answer this question, an extensive discourse analysis applying the basic theoretical concepts of Laclau and Mouffe and Ruth Wodak is carried out on Israel’s Declaration of Independence, the PLO National Charter, the two main proposals for a constitution as well as relevant secondary literature.

The first sub question was based on the assumption that the main discourses on Israel’s national identity before the Al Aqsa Intifada were antagonistic. I could thus conclude that they in fact were, however showing signs of approach towards each other. 

The analysis of the Jewish discourse on a common national identity showed that the character of the state as Jewish and democratic remained hegemonic. The Zionist hegemonic discourse on Israel’s historiography before the Intifada stayed unchanged. Minority rights were equated with individual rights extended to a group but not with collective rights and Israel as a liberal democracy was not altered. 

The Palestinian Arab discourse on a common national identity revolved around an abolishment of the Jewish character of the state and a transformation of the liberal democracy into a pluralistic one capable of uniting the existence of different groups in Israel. Accordingly, the Palestinian Arabs demand for equal individual rights, which were their demand before the Al Aqsa Intifada, had become changed to one for equal collective rights.

The conclusion to the main question was that the Israeli discourses are too antagonistic, at the current stage, to reach a compromise.  The main discourses did however show sign of willingness to be inclusive of the other and their demands, which indicate that a compromise might be reached in future stages in the constitutional project.
Chapter one: Introduction

In August 2000, I went to Israel to do my internship in a NGO working for coexistence between Jews and Palestinian Arabs.
 During my stay the Al-Aqsa Intifada burst out leaving many Israelis in chock, because of the fights and killings which for the first time also occurred inside the boarders of Israel. The NGO thought it had build up a peaceful community, the result of many years’ work, but it turned out to be built on shaky pillars which collapsed during few days in October 2000. The conclusion of my internship project, build on my observations in the NGO, was that a peaceful coexistence in Israel between the two groups is a utopia as long as the Palestinian Arabs do not feel as equal Israeli citizens. Because of their lacking rights they felt alienated from the Israeli society and therefore they identified more with the Arabs in the Westbank and Gaza during the Al-Aqsa Intifada, than with their fellow Jewish citizens in Israel. The violence in Israeli towns became a way to express their frustration of being discriminated in Israel. 

Some years later, I decided to examine how Israel has dealt with the Al-Aqsa Intifada and whether it had any effects on the Israeli society. I found out that after the events in October 2000 the Israeli government established a commission which should investigate the facts and causes of the Intifada. In 2003 the Or Commission, which it was called, published a report concluding that one of the causes was Israel’s yearlong neglect and discrimination of the Arab minority. Over the years, the Arab citizens in Israel had experienced that they did not have the same rights as the Jewish majority regarding educational facilities, resources and government services allocated to the Arab areas, access to the work force etc. The Or Commission strongly recommended the government to do something about this neglect.

Did the Al Aqsa Intifada and the Or Commission’s report then affect Israeli discourses on how to deal with these internal political affairs? In resent years, there has in general been more focus on the tensions inside the Israeli society in the public debate. These tensions became obvious already back in 1996, when Yitzhak Rabin was assassinated by a Jewish university student, and the Al-Aqsa Intifada has just made them more evident. There is now a greater awareness in Israel that these tensions are as threatening to the survival of the state as any outside attacking force
. Beside the tensions that the increasingly disenfranchised Arab minority has created, other factors are also recognized as fracturing society, among them: loss of public confidence in political institutions, the inefficiencies and unclear boundaries between the various branches of government and the widening rift between religious and secular communities. This recognition of the roots to the fractured country, has been followed by a widespread acknowledgement in Israel today of the necessity to create national unity in order to abate these tensions. This is seen as being of vital importance not only for the survival of Israel, but also for the sake of the central role Israel plays on the geopolitical arena in the interplay between the Arab and Western nations.
 

And how can Israel then create national unity based on equality? Regarding the non-Jewish population the most obvious thing would be, if the state made up for the political neglect and improved their living conditions. However, the first step on the way to a more equal society is through adopting a constitution, according to a growing number of politicians, academics and citizens from the Jewish as well as the Arab sectors. Today Israel has no constitution, but only a set of basic laws, and more and more Israeli citizens seem now to agree that Israel needs a constitution in order to secure minority rights, among other things. If these rights were recognised in an organised manner - and not like now put in the hands of the random politicians - the minorities would feel a greater sense of belonging to the Israeli society, according to one of “the constitution debaters”, Uri Dromi, former Editor-in-Chief of Publications at the Israel Democracy Institute. He sees a constitution as a mean to unite the country, because it will define Israel as “a state with more freedom and equity for all its citizens, at peace with its identity and purpose, and a state with a repaired, transparent, and efficient government”.
 

However, if Israel should obtain ‘peace with its identity’ it must be an identity, which all its citizens will be able to identify with. Otherwise the aim of creating national unity will probably not be reached as the Al-Aqsa Intifada has showed. The identity should thus be common for all the ethnic groups in Israel and I therefore make the assumption that the task must be to create a common national identity. As this introduction has showed both Arab and Jewish groups in Israel have expressed that the identity of Israel should be closely connected with the principle of equity, and that they believe that a constitution is the framework where both a common national identity of Israel could be constructed and where minority rights could be settled. It is therefore seen as a crucial document for uniting the people of Israel. 

However, the task is not an easy one. The identity of Israel is now characterised as ‘Jewish and democratic’ as defined by the Zionists when the state was established in 1948.
 But is it possible for a state to be both a democracy, normally perceived as a secular regime securing equal rights and freedoms for all its citizens, and at the same time a Jewish state, which is defined by the Jewish religion and culture? The consequence of the latter is, not different from the Israeli society of today, that the Jewish identity influences the legislation and the life of all its citizens. One example is the basic right to marriage, which is exclusively governed by religious law in Israel. This means that only couples recognised by their Jewish faith are allowed to marry and that only Orthodox ceremonies are recognised. A non religious marriage ceremony does not exist in Israel, which is a problem for the non-Jewish minorities (as well as for the secular Jews). Because of laws like the marriage law, these groups feel discriminated against, because they do not have the same rights as the Jews. The Jewish identity of the state does also imply that the Israeli minorities must live in a state with Jewish national symbols and holidays foreign to their own culture.
 According to most Palestinian Arabs, Israel thus cannot be both democratic and Jewish, because the democratic principle of equality for all its citizens cannot be upheld, when the consequence of the Jewish state is that the laws, policies and national symbols favour the Jewish majority – and thereby causing inequality. According to them, a democratic state is therefore irreconcilable with a Jewish state. Oppositely, it would be a problem for most Jews to relinquish the Jewish identity of the state, because that might imply that the Israel would cease to be the national home of the Jews, protecting their exclusive rights and right to self-determination. 

Until the Al Aqsa Intifada these antagonistic Jewish (secular and religious) and Palestinian Arab discourses have thus revolved around the questions to whether the identity of Israel should be characterised as Jewish and/or Democratic and how this character would affect the rights of the Jewish majority and the Palestinian Arab minority. In order to create a common national identity in Israel the antagonistic discourses on national identities must approach each other and compromise on certain elements.

After the Intifada, Arab and Jewish organisations and politicians have made efforts to come up with different proposals for a constitution as the framework for a common national identity of Israel. Former Prime Minister Ehud Olmert declared in his opening speech for the Winter Session in Knesset (2007) that it is time for Israel to adopt a constitution, because: “since the establishment of the State, we public officials have been building the constitutional infrastructure of Israeli democracy patch by patch. This is what our constitutional infrastructure looks like – a fabric comprised entirely of patches, which does not fit the complex reality in which we live”.
 The Constitution, Law, and Justice Committee in Knesset has been working on a proposal for a constitution for several years, and the first draft was published in 2006. According to Menachem Ben-Sasson, Head of the Committee, this draft will be voted for in December 2008 after the first readings in Knesset and hopefully a final version will be agreed upon in two or three years from now.
  
Chapter two: Problem formulation and sub questions
The main question is then: 

Have the conflicting Israeli discourses on national identities changed after the Al Aqsa Intifada making it possible for the citizens of Israel to construct a common national identity in the framework of a constitution for Israel?
Sub questions:

A. Which main conflicting discourses on national identities existed in Israel before the Al Aqsa Intifada?

B. How do the main discourses in the proposals to a constitution for Israel construct a common national identity regarding the two elements of: 
·  The Identity of the state (Jewish and/or democratic) 

·  Minority rights

The Problem formulation implies that the focus of this project will be on discourses and national identity constructions and their implications for the possibility of creating a common national identity in the framework of a constitution for Israel. The main question will thus be answered best and most obviously through a discourse analytical approach. Such an approach is based on a discourse theory and method, which again is rooted in a social constructivist perspective. The connection between the problem formulation and the choice of theory and method will be made explained in the chapters on theory and methodology. In order to structure the analysis I have formulated two sub questions, which will be answered separately in the different chapters of the analysis. Finally the main question will be answered in the conclusion. 

How the sub questions will be answered will be explained in the following: 

Sub question A:

Which main antagonistic discourses on national identities existed in Israel before the Al Aqsa Intifada?

The analysis falls in two parts divided by the Al Aqsa Intifada, which took place during the autumn 2000. I have chosen this division because the Intifada seems to have caused Israel’s recognition of its discrimination of the Palestinian Arab citizens and of the need for national unity in the framework of a constitution. It is therefore interesting to see whether these recognitions have had any effect on the discourses on how to create a common national identity in the framework of a constitution. It will therefore be an analysis of national identities before and after the Intifada to see whether the antagonistic discourse which existed before have changed into a more consensus seeking way. I will hence begin with an identification of these antagonistic discourses, which will be answered under the first sub question in chapter four. I will use Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory and method (section 3.3) for this identification and as the analytical framework I will use Ruth Wodak’s thematic content areas of a national identity (section 3.4).  

Sub Question B:
How do the main discourses in the proposals to a constitution for Israel construct a common national identity regarding the two elements: Identity of the state (Jewish and/or democratic) and Minority rights?
This sub question will be divided in two parts according to the main discourses on a common national identity, the Jewish discourse in chapter four, section 4.1 and the Palestinian Arab discourse in chapter four, section 4.2. These two sections will again be divided by the two controversial and interrelated constitutional issues, identity of the state (Jewish and/or democratic) and minority rights, around which the discourses are constructed. In these two sections, under each of the two main discourses, the construction of a common national identity regarding these two issues will be analysed again by means of Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory and method, supplemented by concepts from the secondary literature. These two sub analyses make it possible to identify the frames, which the discourses set up for the construction of a common national identity.

Finally, the conclusion in chapter four, section 4.7 will determine whether the antagonistic discourses before the Intifada have changed in a consensus seeking direction or whether these discourses have prevailed thus making it difficult to create national unity in a terrain of antagonistic discourses on Israel’s national identity.
Chapter three: Theory and methodology

3.1 Choice of primary and secondary sources

After the Al Aqsa Intifada in 2000 several proposals for a constitution as well as different background papers, articles etc. on the subject have appeared. In order to answer the second sub question, which will be the main focus of the overall analysis, I have chosen the primary sources of the two proposals for a constitution representing the main Jewish discourse, on the one hand, and the main Palestinian Arab, on the other hand. 

The proposal representing the Jewish discourse, and the first one which appeared in English, is called ‘Proposals for a Constitution’. It was prepared by the Constitution, Law and Justice Committee in the Israeli parliament, Knesset, and published in February 2006. As mentioned in the introduction it is a first draft which should be ready for the first reading (out of three) in Knesset in December this year. If the constitution will be approved after the third reading, it will be brought to a national referendum. Before ‘Proposals for a Constitution’ was published the Committee spend two years, from May 2003 to June 2005, debating the institutions of government and the Bill of Rights in a constitution. After having concluded on these debates the first draft was completed. The participants of these debates have been the Committee members, representing the various political parties in Knesset. However, the Committee emphasised that a constitution should be made by broad consensus and the preparation of it should therefore be a public process. It has thus claimed to have consulted a wide range of experts, scholars, political and religious leaders and the public in general as well as the other proposals for a constitution, which had been published at that time.  

One of these proposals is “Constitution by Consensus” which was prepared and published by The Israel Democracy Institute (IDI) in 2004. Seven years earlier IDI had formed a public council composed of representatives from the various groups that make up the Israeli society, including ultra-Orthodox and Arabs, women and social activists, new immigrants and veteran Israelis and experts from all of the country's universities. It thus took IDI seven years to prepare this document which, according to IDI, had demanded compromise and concessions from each of these groups, while also securing them significant benefits. The final text was approved by a decisive majority of the members of the public council.
  It is not available in English and therefore not used in this project. However, it is worth mentioning, because it has served as the primary working document for ‘Proposals for a constitution’, according to Barak Cohen from IDI 
, and because it seems to have triggered the constitutional debate in Israel and is therefore mentioned repeatedly in other sources.

 A reaction to this proposal from the Arab Palestinian side came one year later from the human rights NGO called ‘Adalah – The Legal Center for Arab Minority Rights in Israel’. In March 2007 Adalah thus published its proposal of a constitution called ‘the Democratic Constitution’, which is also a first draft. This work was likewise carried out over a period of two years, where a number of meetings and study days took place attended by participants (professional colleagues in Israel and abroad), which did not belong to the ranks of Adalah. 

In addition to the two main Jewish and Arab proposals for a constitution, other documents such as minutes of committee debates, background papers and other contributions to the constitutional debate will be used for the discourse analyses in order to broaden the field of articulations regarding a common national identity in Israel. I will here mention two other important documents, which were also prepared and published by Palestinian Arab citizens in Israel: The Future Vision for the Palestinian Arabs in Israel on behalf of The National Committee for Arab Mayors and The Haifa Declaration prepared by a team of intellectuals from Mada al-Carmel (The Arab Centre For Applied Social Research in Haifa). According to Marwan Dwairy (Chairman of the Directors Board in Adalah) the three Palestinian Arab documents complements each other, which I interpret as if they represent the same line of discourse. 

For the analysis of the first sub question regarding the discourses on national identities before the Intifada I will mainly use secondary sources, such as academic analyses of the subject. The purpose of this analysis is mainly to define the discourses which have existed in Israel until the recent constitutional debates appeared in order to examine whether the discourses have changed. This sub question will not be the main focus of this project’s analysis.

As mentioned the two main proposals are draft versions, which have been on their way for several years. Since final versions will probably not appear in the near future, I will make use of the versions that are available by now and analyse the content at the current stage in order to answer the main question. 
3.2 Discourse theory

In this project I have thus chosen to use discourse analysis in order to answer the main question regarding a common national identity in Israel. Discourse analytical approaches falls within the overall category of social constructivism.

3.2.1 Social constructivism
Discourse theories falls under the broad category of social constructivism. This category covers a variety of different theories on culture and society and it is therefore difficult to come up with a common characteristic.
 According to the social scientist Vivian Burr there are, though, four general philosophical assumptions that characterises social constructivism and which most discourse theories likewise are bases on: 
 

· There is no objective truth about the world. Our knowledge is not a reflection of the world as we see it, but is gained through the way we categorise it. This view involves a critical approach to knowledge.

· Human beings are historical and cultural creatures without fixed internal essence. Our knowledge is influenced by the historical and cultural context and is thus specific and contingent. It could be different in another context and is changeable over time. The social world (knowledge, identities, social relations etc.) is also anti-essentialist: It is not given in advance but constructed by social action and discursive action. 

· In the social processes, where the social world is constructed by social and discursive interaction, there are struggles over truth and false and if possible common knowledge and identities are created.

· Different social constructions of knowledge lead to different kinds of social actions, which have consequences for social life.

That knowledge and identities are contingent and changeable does not mean that everything floats in social life. In specific situations knowledge and identities are relatively fixed and thus regulating our social life. Discursive action does not always change the social world but contributes in many situations to the maintenance of specific knowledge and identities.

These general characteristics of social constructivism derive, among others, from the French post structural theories that reacted against the totalitarian and universalistic theories such as Marxism.   

The relationship between social constructivism and post structuralism is disputed. My understanding is that social constructivism is a broader category which post structuralism falls under. And discourse analytical approaches have their roots in structural and post structural linguistics.

3.2.2 Structuralism
In the tradition of structural linguistics, originated by Ferdinand Saussure, language is seen as a system that is not determined by the world, which it refers to. According to Saussure all sign/words are structured in a kind of network and each sign/word in this network gets its value by being different from the other sign/words. Fx. the word   ”apple” gets its meaning by the things, which it is not. – fx. a “banana”, an “orange” or a  “house”. And there is no natural connection between the word and the things we refers to. The world does not tell us what it means, but gets its meaning through the social conventions that certain words are connected to certain things. We have for example learned the convention that “apple” means the round and sweet thing which we eat. 

Saussure differentiated between two levels in language, langue and parole. Langue is the unchanging structure of sign/words that give meaning to each other. Parole is the specific usage of language in the specific situation. According to structuralism it is the structure/langue that makes the usage/parole, possible. Usage is often seen to be too arbitrary to say anything about the structure and is therefore not be an object to study. Structural linguistics has therefore concentrated science on the structure/langue.
 
3.2.3 Post structuralism
In the tradition of post structuralism Saussure’s main ideas are continued however with some major modifications. The post structuralists share the perception that a sign is defined by the distance to the other signs. However, they do not agree with structuralism that the positions of the signs are fixed: a sign and its meaning can change according to the situation and its position is therefore gliding in relation to other signs. There is still a structure – the sign cannot mean anything, but the structure is changeable and the meaning of the sign is not permanent. Post structuralism agrees with the tradition of Saussure that people draw on the structure of words in their daily usage. However they do not share the assumption that usage has no influence on the fixed structure. On the contrary post structuralists believe that structure is created or changed by the specific usage. People challenge the structure in their usage by giving their - perhaps different - suggestion to the way the sign/words should be fixed. According to post structuralism langue and parole is thus not as separated as in the tradition of Saussure. 

Although discourse analysis has its roots in post structural linguistics, as mentioned above, the various approaches can be said to be more or less post structural. However there are some post structural premises which they are all based on: 
 

· Language is a mean by which we create representations of the world. These representations are not just a reflection of the already existing reality, but they also create it. The world only gets meaning through discourse. 

· Language is structured in patterns or discourses – that is in many different systems and the meanings are changing from system to system. A certain event e.g. “the Muhammad drawings in Danish newspapers” gets different meanings in the different discourses. 

· The discursive patterns are maintained and changed in discursive practises.

· The maintenance and change of the patterns should therefore be found in the specific situations, where language is in play. 

3.2.4 Definition of discourse and discourse analysis
There are many different suggestions to the definition of discourse and how to make a discourse analysis. In this project I will define both concepts in line with Phillips and Jørgensen who define discourse as a specific way to talk about and understand the world and they elaborate this definition by saying that language is structured in different patterns which our expressions follow when we act in different social spheres.
 A discourse analysis is then the analysis of these patterns and the approaches and methods to make these are as manifold as the definitions. However, it is general for the discourse analytical approaches that theory and method are linked together in a framework which, according to Philips and Jørgensen, consists of: philosophical premises for the role of language in the social construction of the world, theoretical models, methodological guidelines and specific techniques for a linguistic analysis.

3.2.5 Foucault
Michel Faucault is the main frontrunner for discourse analyses. He speaks about discursive constructions as regimes of knowledge and power and according to him the purpose of discourse analysis is then to examine what is seen as truth and false, and what is thinkable and unthinkable to say within each of these regimes. Foucault developed his theoretical framework for discourse analyses in the 60ties and 70ties and applied it in several empirical studies. Most discourse theorists that followed have related to his views in their work whether they agreed or disagreed with him. Laclau and Mouffe, whose theoretical framework will be applied in this project, are not an exception. In fact their views are not far from Foucault’s on several points. I will not go into depths with Foucault’s work here, but in the theoretical chapter some of his ideas will be described more detailed, where elements in Laclau og Mouffe’s theoretical framework are either inspired by or criticising them.

3.3 Laclau og Mouffe’s discourse theory
3.3.1 The concept of discourse

Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe define discourse in the following quotation, which also presents some other theoretical concepts that constitute the components of a discourse: 


“We call articulation any practice establishing a relation among elements such that their identity is modified as a result of articulatory practise. The structured totality resulting from the articulatory practise, we will call discourse. The differential positions, insofar as they appear articulated within a discourse, we will call moments. By contrast, we will call element any difference that is not discursively articulated”.
 

Elements are thus the signs whose meanings are not yet fixed. Their meanings are not yet defined by their differences to the other elements and are therefore ambiguous. Moments, on the contrary, are signs whose meanings are defined by their differential positions. Their meanings are partially fixed, because they are defined by their difference to each other and the meanings of moments are therefore unambiguous. Moments are the signs in a discourse, and discourse is thus defined as fixation of meaning within a certain terrain (a structured totality). For example in the Jewish discourse on national identity, where the partially fixed moments: historical narratives, culture, citizenship etc.
 have specific meanings in relation to each other. They will get different meanings in the Palestinian discourse (terrain). Articulation is the linking of elements that gives them meaning. 

Ernesto Laclau’s and Chantal Mouffe’s discourse theory is based on the post structural premise that the meanings constituting the social world are discursive constructions. However, a discourse is only a temporary fixation of meaning in an ever unsettled terrain. Meanings are accordingly not permanently settled and therefore changeable.
 This view leaves space for ongoing struggles over the definitions of society and identity. Different discourses that represent different ways of understanding the social world struggle against each other. One of the key concepts in Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory is therefore discursive struggle and discourse analysis is then to examine the patterns of these struggles of how to understand the social world and hence how the guidelines for social interaction should be.
 According to Laclau and Mouffe, all social phenomena, including the material world such as institutions, the economy etc., are discursive constructions that can be examined through discourse analysis.
 

3.3.2 Nodal points, the field of discursivity and discourse order

About articulation Laclau and Mouffe add:  
“The practise of articulation consists in the construction of nodal points which partially fix meaning; and the partial character of this fixation proceeds from the openness of the social, a result, in its turn, of the constant overflowing of every discourse by the infinitude of the field of discursivity.”
 

In this quotation two new concepts are introduced: nodal points and the field of discursivity. The discourse, that is the partial fixation of meaning, is constructed around some nodal points, a term which Lacau and Mouffe use about a sign which is privileged. A privileged sign means that the other signs in the articulation are ordered around it and their meanings defined in relation to it.
 In this project the concept will be used about the elements around which the Israeli discourses are organised, that is the ‘character of the state’ and ‘minority rights’. 

The field of discursivity refers to all the possible meanings that a sign could have in other discourses.  As indicated above, a discourse is a structure of elements whose ambiguous meanings have become unambiguous – and the elements then turned into moments. A discourse is thus a reduction of possible meanings within a certain topic and the field of discursivity then refers to all the meanings, which a specific discourse excludes.
 In the above quotation the substantive infinitude is linked to field of discursivity, which indicates that the possible alternative meanings that are excluded from the specific discourse are endless. Laclau and Mouffe have been criticised on this point by other discourse theorists, among them Norman Fairclough, who does not view the field of discursivity as a field of endless meanings. He rather defines it as a limited field of discourses that move in the same terrain and compete about the domination of it. Faiclough’s understanding of the concept is thus a limited number of meanings ordered around a centre, which he calls a discourse order.
 The field of dicursivity is thus all the alternative meanings which are excluded from a certain discourse and discourse order is the limited number of discourses which struggles within the same terrain. In this project I will use Fairclough’s concept of discourse order, because it is the conflicting discourses within the limited terrain of national identity of Israel, which is the interest.

3.3.3 Floating signifiers, chains of signifiers and myths
According to Laclau and Mouffe, “every discourse is constituted as an attempt to dominate the field of discursivity by expanding signifying chains which partially fix the meaning of the floating signifier. The privileged discursive points which partially fix meaning within signifying chains are called nodal points”. I have already elaborated on the term nodal point, but here another concept floating signifier is introduced. Nodal point and floating signifier are two concepts that are used for the same sign. As mentioned the term nodal point refers to the privileged sign around which a given discourse is organised (fx. the nodal point democracy), and the term floating signifier is used when this sign (democracy) is open for different kinds of meaning. The term floating signifier thus means an empty sign, which is object for struggle between discourses with different views on how to fill it with meaning in correspondence with their specific values.
 In this context the concept will be used about those elements, within the discourse order of national identity, which the main discourses are struggling about. 

Signifying chains are the term for elements filled with meaning and linked together in a certain relational way that gives the discourse identity. According to Laclau and Mouffe there are chains of equivalence and chains of difference. In a chain of equivalence there is equation between the floating signifier and the meanings which it is ascribed with, and in a chain of difference the meanings describe what the floating signifier is different from.
 In relation to this project the various discourses in Israel give the element of ‘national identity’ meaning in different ways by linking the floating signifiers in either chains of equivalence (national identity = x = x ) or chains of difference (national identity = x = x).    

As defined above a discourse is a temporary fixation of signs, and Laclau and Mouffe call such a temporary fixation a closure.
 Because the fixation of structure might only be temporary, society cannot be described as an objective totality. However, we try constantly to define society as a unified whole by filling it with an objective content. The floating signifiers which refer to society as a unified whole (such as Denmark, country or people) are called myths in Laclau and Mouffe’s theory:

”By myth we mean a space of representation which bears no relation of continuity with the dominant ‘structural objectivity’. Myth is thus a principle of reading of a given situation, whose terms are external to what is representable in the objective spatiality constituted by the given structure.”

By space of representation is meant the situation, where different actors (groups or individuals) represent themselves by giving society (or the unified whole) a content, for example ‘Denmark’, and underneath this content is the actor’s specific imagination of this unified whole. The unified whole is thus imagined and each actor has constructed his own ‘myth’ about it. In the context of this project the various political parties in Israel represent themselves by having a specific imagination of Israel. The concept of myth becomes a principle of reading, because it is not described explicitly in the text. The reader thus has to read these myths into the text in order to analyse the discourses in depth.
 
3.3.4 Subject, identity and collective identity
Laclau and Mouffe define identity as a product of discursive and political processes, in which the identity is negotiated and assigned. Laclau and Mouffe’s understanding of identity corresponds with their discourse theory as described above, where meanings (including identities) are discursive constructions that are never totally fixed and identity is likewise contingent and changeable.

According to Laclau and Mouffe identities are fragmented. A person adopt different identities during a day because it criss-crosses from one discourse to another. At home a person is for example a mother, at the doctors a patient, at work an employee, in the super-market a consumer etc. Although the single discourse may obtain partially fixation, the identity of the individual or the subject is never settled, because it constantly moves from one identity to the other. In a discursive structure a subject is the same as a subject position, according to Laclau and Mouffe, meaning that the subject is placed in a certain position by a certain discourse.
 For example when we vote at a referendum, we (the subjects) are positioned by the democratic discourse and identified as voters. The concept of fragmented identity will be applied especially in the analysis of the Palestinian Arab discourses on national identity. 

Collective identity and the formation of groups should be understood in the same way as individual identity. The formation of collective identity is, though, a reduction of possible identities. Some individual identities and differences between them are then ignored. The group could have been constituted differently if it was equated with some other identities and it would naturally have encompassed other members.
 A group is formed, when someone speaks about it or on behalf of it – that is when the group is represented. The formation and the representation of the groups take place at the same time. The group is not firstly constituted and then represented. Representation is thus an important element in a group formation processes. 
 A group represents itself by articulating its specific myths about society (in accordance with the above definition of myth as a room of representation). It is formed in contrast to other groups and their myths, and group formation therefore also happens in the struggles between the different myths on society.
 This understanding of collective identity is interesting for this project, because it is the myth of Israel which the Palestinians and Jews to a considerable degree are formed around.   

3.3.5 Politics and antagonisms
Politics is one of the key concepts in Laclau and Mouffe’s theory and their understanding of the concept is closely connected with the assumption that discursive structures are an ever un-decidable terrain.
 According to Laclau and Mouffe politics is the way we choose to organise society and thereby excluding other ways. Politics is thus understood as the praxis, where decisions are taken on how to settle the contingent discursive structures. If the structures were permanently fixed, there would be no room for politics. The chosen way of organisation is a result of ongoing processes of political acts and in Laclau and Mouffe’s conceptualisation these acts are contingent articulations that either change or reproduce the hegemonic discourses and thereby the organisation of society. 
  

According to Laclau and Mouffe it is the political processes that are the most important factor constructing the social world, because political articulations (and not economics like in Marxism) which determine how we act and think and hence how we organise society.
  In political processes there are often struggles between the various discourses on how to settle the structures of society, when the discourses represent conflicting claims on how we should act in a certain area. Laclau and Mouffe use the term antagonism for a conflict between different discourses and an antagonism then  appear when different identities clashes and become obstacles for each other.
 The concepts of politics and antagonism are very relevant for this project’s focus on the conflicting struggles between discourses on how to settle the meaning of a common national identity in Israel. They will thus be applied in both sub questions. 
3.3.6 Objectivity and ideology
Discourses are, however, not always in conflict with each other. Some discourses or social practises are in certain historical periods so natural and indisputable that it is difficult to see any alternatives. Laclau and Mouffe call these discourses objective – objective in the sense that they seem given or permanently fixed, because they are so established that their contingency is ‘forgotten’. They are fixed for a longer period of time, but can any time become unsettled again. According to Laclau and Mouffe, the objective discourses are ideological, because there are no obvious alternative to them or because they are so dominant that the alternatives become hidden. As mentioned above antagonisms often appear in political processes, and objectivity, that is consensus between these antagonisms, is the result of political processes.
 

Laclau and Mouffe thus define the concept of objectivity as a discourse that seems given or unchangeable and equate it with ideology.
 It is thus the position, where one discourse seems given or natural and which the antagonistic discourses struggle for. However, the objective can become ‘ungiven’ again, because all discourses are contingent, according to Laclau and Mouffe. 

3.3.7 Hegemony and deconstruction
The concept of hegemony is commonly connected with leadership, authority and influence, especially of a state among other states. To this definition Laclau and Mouffe add that:

“The political as well as moral-intellectual leadership of a hegemonic force (state, class, movement, or other) hinges on the construction of a discursive formation that provides a surface of inscription for a wide range of demands, views and attitudes”.

 Hence, according to Laclau and Mouffe’s understanding the concept of hegemony refers not only to the privileged position of a state in a group of states, but more generally to the construction of a dominant discursive formation. According to them antagonisms are dissolved through what they call hegemonic interventions A hegemonic intervention is an articulation that by use of force restores the un-ambiguity of the moments. The word force refers to the repression of the existing alternatives that takes place in such a hegemonic intervention. It might also happen that the hegemonic discourse is exchanged by another one in this process, if this other discourse is successful in re-articulating the elements of the ‘old’ discourse. A hegemonic intervention has succeeded, when there is only one discourse left in a terrain, where antagonisms used to predominate. The hegemonic discourse that survives thus becomes objective.
 The concepts of hegemonic and objective will be used for the definition of the discourses on national Israeli identity before and after the Intifada with the implicit questions to which discourses have been (and maybe still are) hegemonic and objective and which discourse have been suppressed. 

As mentioned earlier it is the aspect of political struggle which Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse analysis revolves around. The analysis attempts to uncover how a hegemonic discourse is constructed as objective or how it is deconstructed or dissolved as result of political processes.  According to Laclau and Mouffe deconstruction is, hence, yet another aspect of discourse analysis. For example in a situation with attempts of dissolving a hegemonic discourse, but antagonisms are still predominant, deconstruction could be the focus of analysis. Whereas hegemony refers to a process that goes from un-decidability to decidability, deconstruction refers to the opposite – from decidability to un-decidability.
           
3.3.8 Discourse theory versus critical discourse theory
The idea that all social practises are discursive constructions is not shared by all discourse theorists. Critical discourse theorists, such as Norman Fairclough, distinguish between discursive practise and other social practise. Discursive practise is then limited to the sphere where we express ourselves not only through speeches and written texts but also through other systems of signs such as signals, rituals, fashion etc. There is then a dialectic interaction between the discursive practises and the other social practises. They mutually reproduce and change each other and thus together constitute the outside world. Laclau and Mouffe do not make such a distinction and because all social practises are discursive constructions, according to them, the discursive constructions alone constitute the outside world. 

According to a critical discourse approach such as Fairclough’s, the social practises that are not discursive constructions must then be analysed with other methodological tools than the ones used in discourse analysis. The aim of such a critical discourse analysis is to examine whether there have been any social changes and in order to reach a conclusion it is necessary to analyse the relationship between the discursive practises and the other social practises. Such an analysis then becomes rather comprehensive with a mix of discourse theories and other relevant theories e.g. sociological or economic theories. 

I do agree with Fairclough that a combination of discourse analysis with other theories might give a more in-depth analysis of why the social world has been constituted the way it is. It could e.g. be interesting to analyse how the Israeli policies of various recourse distributions have contributed to the construction of the Arab discourse regarding a common nationality - using e.g. economic theories. According to a critical discourse approach such non-discursive practises have formed the national discourse, which again have had consequences for the political action – in a dialectic relationship. Nonetheless, I have not chosen a critical discourse approach, but a more “pure” discourse theory without the dialectic relationship between discursive and non-discursive practises, although that choice implies the view that the hegemonic national discourse alone constitutes the political practises of Israel. And the argument of making this choice is that the aim is to examine how the various groups believe that their specific meaning will constitute the social world in the best way, and not how these various discourses have been influenced by other non-discursive social practises. Dialectic interaction is thus only interesting for this project when it comes to the dialectic relationship between the various national discourses - the existing discursive struggles between majority and minorities over the meaning of a national identity and how they have influenced each other. In Laclau and Mouffe’s approach there is a strong emphasis on discursive struggles over meanings of the social world and it is therefore an appropriate choice for this project. 
In order to answer whether the proposals for a constitution show prospects for a common perception of a national identity and a will to change the hegemonic discourses that have existed until now I will also analyse whether the present discourses of a national identity are different from the hegemonic ones. Critical discourse theories are the ones that most explicitly are interested in change. However, Laclau and Mouffe do also leave room for analysing changes in their approach contained in the theoretical concept of articulation. As mentioned above they understand articulation as a composition of elements, which gives them a new identity. Change is thus contained in the concept of articulation – or more correctly there is a possibility of change, because if the composition is the same as in a previous articulation it just reproduces the ‘old’ identity. Articulations are contingent and the fixation of words thus only contemporary. A discourse is the result of an articulation, the contemporary fixation of meaning which either shows a reproduced or a changed identity. And since Laclau and Mouffe do not distinguish between discoursive and non-discoursive practises all social practises can be seen as articulations.
3.3.9 Critical reflection on method and theory 

My use of a discourse theory in the analysis will take its point of departure in those texts which are my primary sources. Furthermore I will analyse those arguments and articulations which have appeared during the debates and in those I will find the places where the elements of the discourses appear the most.

The risk in such an analysis is that my views are narrow-minded in the way that I only see the discourses and nothing else. In this case the risk is that I can over interpret the arguments and the texts as being said and written in a discursive mindset witch may or may not be the case.

This problem is related to what I will call the overall definition-problem within a discourse theory. It is difficult for the discourse theory to define what is inside and what is outside the discourse. For example other non-discursive practises from other areas of the social sciences may turn out to be more relevant to use in an attempt to get an understanding of the arguments and the texts.

So, in spite of the discourse theory hypothesis about the discourses constantly constructing, forming and transforming the social world we are living in – I cannot show this throughout my analysis because of limited amount of primary sources and persons involved in this project.       
3.4 Discourse theory on identity and national identity
3.4.1 Identity as narrative identity

As described above identities are determined by discourses, according to Laclau and Mouffe. Identities are placed in certain positions by the discourses, and to each identity belongs certain behavioural expectations. For example when a woman is called mother by her child, she is expected to be caring, loving, protective etc. A person can thus adopt several identities according to the situations. A collective identity is constructed through chains of equivalence as the individual ones. The collective identity is thus constructed by ignoring the differences between the individual identities and emphasising the equalities. The number of identities, which an individual person can adopt, is thus reduced, when he or she is member of a group. 

National identity falls under this broad category of collective identities, and is thus constructed discursively, according to Laclau and Mouffe. However, in order to define more precisely, how a national identity is constructed discursively I will extend their definition with the term narrative identity as developed by the French philosopher, Paul Ricoeur, and according to him applicable for both individuals and communities.
   

Ricouer defines narrative identity in the way that a person is a narrative figure, whose identity is formed by the stories that the person tells about him or herself. When the identity is told it is possible to rearrange and to interpret past events in the person’s life.  However, although an identity may change over time, the narrations are always based on the personal characteristics, such as attitudes, values, which the person was born with. The same applies to the history of a nation, a collective group or an institution. Certain historians have for example written the history of a nation, which have given it identity. New historians have perhaps later made corrections to these narrations, which have altered the identity to some extend without having made a whole new story. In the case of Israel I will analyse how Zionism (and Zionist historians) has constructed the history of Israel and how ‘new historians’ have attempted to change it during the 1980ties and 1990ties.  Ricoeur thus understands narrative identity as a concept that can intermediate between the elements of constancy and transformation during a person’s or a nation’s lifetime. Although the identity undergoes a process of change, the story is told as a coherent life story.   

Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identity applied on a community corresponds well with Laclau and Mouffe’s term of myth, defined as the actor’s imagination of the unified whole. It is the narratives, like the myths, that represent and thus give the society or the nation its identity. Like Ricoeur Laclau and Mouffe understand identity as something both dynamic and static. Laclau and Mouffe maintain that identities are dynamic in the sense that they are contingent and changeable and static in the sense that they may obtain the status of objectivity. However, the objective status is contested and might not be a permanent situation. The identities are either objective or in a process of change, where one situation is replaced by the other. Ricoeur on the other hand, defines identity as both static and dynamic at the same time, where the narrative identity “integrates the changeable and dynamic elements in a temporal permanence”.
     

I have by now defined identity as a discursive construction, extended with Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identity, which is very useful for the definition of national identity in Israel. I the next section a definition of national identity as discursive construction will be made.

3.4.2 National identity as discursive construction
A definition of national identity will be made in correspondence with Benedict Anderson’s famous formulation: 

A nation is an imagined political community – and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign. It is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion.

A nation is thus an imagined community, and the imaginations were historically invented by and disseminated through the written language, according to Anderson. When book printing was invented in the sixteenth century, many local languages were combined an transformed into written languages and they became new channels through which people could express thoughts and ideas about themselves and society, according to Anderson. In this way, political and national ideas could reach a large number of readers, who eventually might adhere to them.
 Language became a decisive factor for the construction of this imaginary community which was constituted by the narrated national culture. The images of a nation, which people began to believe in and identify with, were thus constructed and conveyed in discourses, according to Anderson, and a national identity is correspondingly defined as discursive construction.
 

3.4.3 Concepts of a nation

Having defined a national identity as a product of discourse, I will now make an overview of the theoretical discourses on how to define a nation.
In scholarly literature there is not consensus on the definition of ‘a nation’. The discussions have primarily revolved around the two variations: Staatsnation, the political nation by consensus based on state, territory, citizens and self-determination, and Kulturnation, a nation based on a common language, history, ethnicity etc. The political variation has its roots in the French revolution, where the people overthrew the absolute monarch and gained the right to decide over the state and themselves. The word nation thus refers to citizens with self-determination in a state defined by a certain territory. The nation is a political community, where the citizens have certain rights and obligations. According to the cultural idea of a nation the criterion is, unlike in the political one, that people share the same culture, language and history. The concept of Kulturnation originated from the construction of the German national state, where culture and language united people from different areas into one common community called Germany. According to this conceptualisation the national people do not necessarily live in the same territory, but are linked together by cultural bonds such as language or religion.
 Because of these historical origins of the two concepts, Staatsnation is also called the French model and Kulturnation the German one. 

Although this distinction has dominated the conceptual discussions there are also those who are critical towards it: “This distinction between the two models [Staatsnation and Kulturnation] is highly problematic, and it is (if they are different models at all) not easily applicable to the difference between individual countries, but rather to differences in the countries themselves”.
 According to Silvermann, to whom this quotation belongs, these two terms are thus more useful when analysing the differences inside a country and how the two terms are often mixed in practice. For instance France, although perceived as a Staatsnation, where the state is the superior political principle that unites the many ethnical, religious and regional differences, it is also perceived as a nation determined by la Patriae, the French word for Kulturnation. Or as Ulla Holm describes it: “the ultimate ground [of the French Staatsnation] is secured by la Patriae, being an emotional container bound to the inside of the state nation”.
 For example, there is no doubt that the French language is a very important element uniting the French people. 

In theoretical works there have also been attempts on merging the two concepts, like Ernest Renan, who understand the nation as a ‘mental principle’, constituted by the ‘subjective will’ of the people to preserve a common heritage and to live together in the present: ‘a large gathering of people of sound mind and warm hearts creates a moral consciousness which is called a nation’.
 His understanding of the nation, defined as a state of mind based on solidarity and the individual’s positive attitude towards the national project, almost rises itself above the concepts of Kulturnation and Staatsnation.

A more ‘down-to-earth’ definition, where Kulturnation and Staatsnation also seem to be merged is the one made by Anthony D. Smith, Professor in ethnicity and nationalism, who defines a nation this way: 

As a named human population sharing a historic territory, common myths and historical memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members, the nation is a multidimensional concept, an ideal type that provides a standard or touchstone which concrete examples imitate in varying degrees.

I agree with Anthony Smith’s definition of nation as a multidimensional concept, and as we shall see in the case of Israel the various discourses do imitate it in varying degrees. However, I will relate to all of the definitions above in order to analyse how these discourses construct a common national identity, which is the aim of this project. In the next I will turn to Ruth Wodak’s definition of the content around with a national identity is constructed, which is in line with Smith’s multidimensional understanding. I will use Wodak’s definitions as the analytical framework under the first sub question on national identities in Israel before the Intifada. Her definitions are thus used as nodal points defined as the elements around which the discourses are constructed, according to Laclau and Mouffe.

3.4.4 Contents of a national identity
According to Ruth Wodak a national identity is a discursive construction based on sameness and difference, a definition which corresponds well with ‘chains of equivalence and difference’ in Laclau and Mouffe’s terminology. Wodak then distinguishes some thematic contents around which a national identity is constructed. 
 I will point out three of those which I find relevant for the Jewish and Palestinian discourses and apply them as nodal points in answering sub question one.  

1. The narration and confabulation of a common political past. The construction of a common political past revolves around founding myths and myths of origin, mythical figures, political successes, times of prosperity and stability, defeats and crisis. In the Austrian case, which is the on Wodak analyses, the Nazi period has been a time of crisis, around which the identity as victim is constructed. In the Israeli-Palestinian case the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948 is likewise a very important event for the narrations of the political past. 

2. The linguistic construction of a common culture defined by the elements of language, religion, art, science, technology and every day culture (sport, eating  and drinking habits etc.). This thematic area corresponds with the concept of Kulturnation.

3. The linguistic construction of a common political present and future defined by the elements of citizenship, political achievements, current and future political problems, crisis and dangers, future political objectives and political virtues. This thematic area corresponds with the concept of Staatssnation.
Chapter four: Discourses on national identity in Israel
4.1 Jewish discourses on national identity before the Intifada in 2000

The State of Israel was established as a result of Jewish nationalism, also called Zionism, which is generally perceived as an ideology. 
 The Zionist ideology has had many ramifications such as national-religious Zionism, Labor Zionism, revisionist Zionism etc. However, it is not the purpose here to analyse the variegation of this ideology, but to identify Zionism as the hegemonic discourse in Israel regarding the components of a national identity: narration of the past and the common culture. The content of a common political past and a common culture will thus be identified in the historiography of general Zionism. When it comes to a common political present and future I will focus on the discursive struggle between the three discourses of republicanism (constructed by Labor Zionism), ethno-nationalism and liberalism. 

4.1.1 The narration of the political past
The second thematic area around which a national identity is constructed, according to Ruth Wodak, is the narrative of a common political past, which revolves around myth of origin, political successes, times of prosperity, times of crisis etc. The common political past of Israel is narrated in the historiography of Zionism, whose central element is the history of the Israeli nation. This historiography appears evidently in the first phrases of the Proclamation of Independence: 

The Land of Israel was the birthplace of the Jewish people. Here their spiritual, religious and political identity was shaped. Here they first attained to statehood, created cultural values of national and universal significance and gave to the world the eternal Book of Books. 

After being forcibly exiled from their land, the people kept faith with it throughout their Dispersion and never ceased to pray and hope for their return to it and for the restoration in it of their political freedom. Impelled by this historic and traditional attachment, Jews strove in every successive generation to re-establish themselves in their ancient homeland. 
The history of the Israeli nation is here articulated as an unbroken period despite the fact that the Jewish people lived in the Diaspora from 70 CE to 1882 CE. The Diaspora period was thus played down in the Zionist historiography. Jewish history is narrated as coherent and the Jewish people as a homogeneous unity no matter where they lived. The image of the unbroken relationship to the land of Israel (Eretz Israel) was the most important legitimating factor for the Zionist goal of establishing a Jewish national home in Israel.
 

The myth of Israel in the Zionist discourse is thus articulated as the place where the Jewish people were born and where their identity was shaped. It is the unbroken history of a nation attached to Eretz Israel (even in exile), which is equated with Jewish statehood, political freedom, cultural and national values and ancient homeland. The discursive construction of the Zionist aim thus revolves around the Jews’ return to a land that, in their eyes, always belonged to them and to a restoration of the political past. Finally, it is interesting to see how the Bible is used as rhetoric mean to appeal for the world’s approval – we gave you the Bible and you will let us restore our national home in Israel.
4.1.2 Common culture 
The Jewish essayist Ahad Haam (1856-1927) was the one who founded the Zionist discourse on Jewish national identity. His main contribution was a secular interpretation of Judaism. According to him, Judaism was not revealed by God, but created by the Jewish people. In his interpretation Judaism was national - a product of the national spirit – and he thus presented the Jewish religion as a cultural expression. In his view, it was possible to be a Jew in the national sense, without also having to believe in the demands of Judaism. The traditional Jewish identity based on religion was thus transformed into an identity, whose central aspect was ‘the national’, which became the common denominator of both believers and non-believers. 

Ahad Haam called the Diaspora a shadowy framework, were the Hebrew national spirit had lived its own life, but without roots in the land. He called for the Diaspora Jews to break out of this condition and stop being slaves of the book. Though, Ahad Haam did not reject religion totally. He just transformed the laws and norms of Judaism into national norms and values and recommended to use the Torah as inspiration for the development of morality. He thus constructed a common culture based on a secular version of Judaism. He also laid the ground for a common language, the Hebrew language. Calling the national spirit for Hebrew instead of Jewish was a way to underline the organic connection of the Jews to the ancient homeland and language. Adopting this view, Zionists exchanged the word ‘Jewish’ with ‘Hebrew’. Correspondingly, the Hebrew language was revoked and became the official language in Israel instead of Jiddisch, which was used by the Jews living in Eastern Europe. ‘Jewish’ and ‘Jiddisch’ were thus connected with the traditional and religious culture of the Jews in the Diaspora, which the Jewish settlers in Palestine looked down at. The concept of Hebrewism was developed as an ideological expression of the new Hebrew-speaking and secularised culture, which should blossom in Israel. 
 Common culture in the Zionist discourse is thus equated with the Hebrew language, Judaism as secular nationalism and progress. Oppositely it is differentiated from the Jewish religion, the Jiddisch language and traditionalism.   

4.1.3 The common political present and future 
According to Wodak the thematic content area, which she calls a common political present and future revolves around citizenship, current and future political problems, political achievements etc. The fraction within Zionism, called Labor Zionism, was the one that constructed the hegemonic discourse on Jewish national identity in terms of state and citizenship. The Labour Zionists gained control over the World Zionist Organisation in the 1930ties and thereby became the dominating political power in the Jishuv. In accordance with Laclau and Mouffe’s terminology a discursive struggle took place and the other Zionist discourses had thus been suppressed by the hegemonic intervention of Labor Zionism, which became the objective one. Labor Zionism had its origin in the beginning of the 19th century in Eastern Europe and was influenced by both socialism and Marxism. The aim of labor Zionists was to re-establish the Jewish nation by creating a socialist state in the historical homeland of the Jews. As large numbers of East European Jews settled in Palestine during the waves of immigration in the first half of the 19th century, Labor Zionism became the most mobilising element among the Jewish population in Palestine. There, the Labor Zionist ideology was organised into three systems in order to promote its ideas among the Jewish masses: Histadrut (the trade union), the kibbutz movement and a fusion of the political parties. The ideology was a synthesis of future oriented and collectivist elements, which in Hebrew was expressed by the term Halutzijut (pioneerism). Pioneerism thus became a concept for the personal and social sacrifice, which the ideology demanded of the individual and it was equated with physical labour, agricultural settlement and military defense.

This political system based on Labor Zionism was developed mainly in the years 1930-1948, in Hebrew called the Jishuv period (Jishuv means settlement). That Jewish immigrants should settle and cultivate deserted land was the main idea behind Labour Zionism. It was believed that human realizes his/her personality by settling and cultivating land and it was expressed almost in religious terms that the land should be released from its desertedness and that man should be rescued from his emptiness. The ideology’s paroles of ‘Hebrew Production’ and ‘Hebrew Work’ in agricultural settlements thus became the way to obtain both national and personal self-realization. The myth about Israel was thus an empty deserted land, which should be cultivated and rescued by the Jews, on their way to restore it as their national home. 
 

When the state of Israel was established in 1948, the political power was still in the hands of Labor Zionists. Their leader David Ben-Gurion became Prime Minister who then had to transform the Labor Zionist movement into a state and its institutions. He thus invented his own kind of ‘statism’ (in Hebrew Mamlachtiut), which basically was a transformation of the above mentioned concept of ‘pioneering’, from being in the service of settlement into being in the service of state building.
 The Labour Zionists kept the political power until the right wing party, Likud, won the elections in May 1977. However, the main reason why the Labour Zionist elite were able to keep the political power that long was because it also gained an enormous economical power during the Jishuv period. They thus ruled over the two major economical instruments: money donations from the Diaspora Jews and the economical enterprises of the trade union.
 

According to two Israeli sociologists Gershon Shafir and Yoav Peled there have been three antagonistic discourses of state and citizenship in Israel struggling for hegemonic power: republicanism, ethno-nationalism and liberalism and a common denominator of these discourses is that they are all basically colonial.
 Shafir and Peleg calls Zionist colonialism for ‘pure settlement colonialism’ defined as “colonization of a territory and the settlement of an immigrant population that is clearly defined in advance often with the aim of establishing a new society”. 
 According to them, Labour Zionism falls under the first category. 
 Firstly, it is colonial because of the way it mobilized the immigrant community and turned it into a political and institutional force as described above. Secondly it belongs to the category of republicanism, which argues that society is a moral community that should foster certain civic virtues, or values. In the ideology of Labor Zionism the above mentioned concepts of pioneering and statism were such civic virtues, which the Israeli identity was constructed around.
  

4.1.4 A challenged Zionist hegemonic discourse – present and future

After the establishment of the state, the Labour Zionist ideology, however, started to loose its grip in the Jewish population. From the 1950ties there was a deep rift between this hegemonic ideology and the reality of the Israeli society. The elite had not been able to renew the formulations of the ideology in order to adjust it to the Israeli state’s demands. No institutional and organisational changes were made and it lacked for example a plan of action when the masses of new immigrants arrived in Israel. The population lost faith in the old paroles of solidarity, equality, pioneerism, collectivism etc., because of the state’s inability to meet its material needs. The society became more individualistic.

Especially after the war victory in 1967
, Labour Zionism’s hegemonic discourse of state and citizenship was, according to Shafir and Peleg, challenged by the two other discourses – ethno-nationalism and liberalism. Ethno-nationalist colonialism was led by the settler NGO, Gush Emonim (the block of the faithful), which was established in 1973 and by 1975 had attained an enormous strength. Gush Emonim was equivalent with an extreme expansive nationalism and its adherents came from the right wing including and some of the religious parties. After the occupations in 1967 they started to believe that the Israeli military had no competitors and thus developed a fanatic religious faith in the possibility of building up a Great Israel (including the biblical areas Judæa and Samaria). Its declared goal was to lead the Israeli people back to the Jewish and Zionist fold and this could only be realised by settling in the whole of Israel.

The other challenging discourse of state and citizenship was the liberal-economic one which came along as part of the globalisation process. During the 1980s the economy was thus reformed in order to promote economic growth. The liberal economic discourse hence emerged as the demand for economic growth increased. The policies of colonialism were correspondingly articulated in economic terms by the liberalists offering cheap housing to settlers in the occupied territories. The settlers who accepted this offer were driven by the possibility of improving their individual lifestyles – and not by pioneering. The ideology of Labour Zionism was thus severely challenged by this discourse. Correspondingly the Labour Party had become internally split between traditional republicans and liberalists. By the end of the 1980s the liberalist wing within the Labour Party were in the majority and was fx capable of taking over the leadership of Histadrut (the trade union), which then became privatized.
 

In 1992 the liberalist wing of the Labor Party succeeded in winning the national elections in the wake of the first Palestinian Intifada from 1987. The Yitzhak Rabin - Shimon Peres government (1992-1995) offered a ‘new deal’ whose key factors were stability in the occupied territories, liberalisation of the economy and increased integration into globalised economics. These factors were perceived as being decisive for economic growth. With the purpose of acquiring stability, the Rabin-Peres decided to negotiate with the Palestinians and the way was paved for the peace agreement in 1993. However, in 1996 The Labor lost the elections to Likud, who has remained in power ever since.

To sum up, the Labor Zionist discourse on common political present and future was the hegemonic one in the first decades of after the Israeli state was established. This discourse was suppressed by the hegemonic intervention of two other antagonistic discourses, the liberal and the ethno-nationalist. These two are still struggling over the hegemonic position. The ethno-nationalist discourse is represented by the right wing political parties in Israel, who have had the political power since 1996 and might thus be the hegemonic discourse in the constitutional process and thus influencing the construction of a common national identity in Israel. However, although the discourses on a common political present and future have changed in Israel, it does not mean that the hegemonic status of Zionism’s historiography has been changed and thus influencing the constitutional efforts. However, this historiography has also been challenged recently, which will be analysed next.   
4.1.5 A challenge to the hegemonic discourse on the historical past 
This peace agreement in 1993 opened up for the possibility of another view on Israeli history than the hegemonic one of Zionism. In the 1990s the so-called new historians, Benny Morris, Ilan Pappé and Avi Shlaim, created a new history of Israel and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This new historical discourse was constructed mainly through studies of the 1948 war and the Palestinian flight/expulsion from Palestine in the aftermath. The new historical discourse differentiated itself from the hegemonic on these five overall findings of their studies:
1. The Zionist movement did not receive the UN partition plan with enthusiasm 

2. The surrounding Arab states were not an unanimous alliance, which wanted to destroy the new Jewish state

3. The war was not a fight between the relatively week Jewish David and a relatively strong Arab Goliat

4. The Palestinians did not flee by order of the Arabs

5. Israel was not sincere in its effort to reach a peace agreement with the Arab states in the end of the war. 
  
The new historians accepted the view on Zionists as European colonizers, who brought a process to Palestine, which inevitably ended in violent conflict. The Palestinians were victims of the war and of the Zionist ambition of a ‘pure’ Jewish state. Benny Morris, the most productive of the new historians, has based his new version of history on documented facts through thorough studies of newly opened archives in Israel. And according to him, history can only be accepted if it is based on documentation. The bottom line of his finding is that the colonisation of Zionism led to the Jews’ transfer of more than 700.000 Palestinians from their land. The Palestinians did not flee according to the Zionist discourse. As we shall see in the next section (4.2), the discourse of the new historians is to a large extent equal to the Palestinian narration.

In an article from 1996, the Israeli journalist Amos Wollin said that ‘it is wrong to think that a deconstruction of the Zionist ideology is currently taking place’.
 Wollin prefers to call the new historians for post-Zionist historians, a designation which also has been adopted by most intellectuals in Israel. Ilan Pape, one of these post-Zionist historians, agreed with Wollin back in 1996 that the huge public interest in the new historians in Israel has not yet developed into a political power factor, but he predicts and hopes that it will happen in the future.
 This last point is interesting for this project, because it relates to the main question on whether the discourses on national identities in Israel has changed in order to compromise on a national identity common to both Jews and Palestinians. It could be that the hegemonic historiography of Zionism had been deconstructed after the Al Aqsa Intifada and that the new discourse then has become a political power factor influencing the Jewish proposals for a constitution. The issue will be analysed in section 4.3.
4.2 Palestinian discourses on national identity before the Intifada in 2000


I will now turn to the main Palestinian Arab discourse on national identity before the Al-Aqsa Intifada. Whereas the Hegemonic Jewish discourse has been challenged by other Jewish discourses during the years, I assume that there has been one main official Palestinian discourse, which has gone through some changes during time and which has not been challenged by other Palestinian discourses. However, they might exist, but since any have appeared in the public debates, I will analyse the articulations and history of a Palestinian national identity as one main discourse. I do neither separate the discourse of the Palestinian citizens of Israel from the one representing the entire Palestinian people
, because the latter discourse was also the one of the Palestinian Arabs. 1948 there were only 150.000 Palestinian residents in Israel, and for that reason, among others, they did not make efforts to articulate an identity as Israeli citizens. As their number increased, today counting 1.5 millions, there have been distinct features of such an identity, and they will naturally be included in this analysis. However, it is not until recently (after the Al-Aqsa Intifada), that the Palestinian Arabs have publicised documents articulating a collective identity as citizens of Israel, as will be elaborated on in section 4.5. 

However, parallel to the Palestinian nationalism, there has been the Arab nationalism, which the Palestinians have turned to in certain periods and which still today influences the Palestinian discourse on national identity, as we shall see later. I will therefore also refer to Arab nationalism or pan-Aarbism, in the following analysis.        
4.2.1 Origins of Palestinian nationalism

In the Ottoman Empire (1299-1923), it was the ideology of a common Ottoman citizenship and loyalty which was the hegemonic on until the beginning of the twentieth century. This ideology of Ottomanism was challenged by Turkish nationalism, which gradually arose under the Empire. The Arabs response to the Young Turks (Turkish nationalists) found expression in the ideas of Arab nationalism during World War I. As the Turks the Arabs began to think of themselves as a distinct ethnic and cultural group within the Islamic civilization. The goal of Arab nationalism was complete political independence for the Arab provinces united in a single Arab nation, which would be ‘independent, glorious and free’. The Arab nationalists, among them several Palestinians, envisioned the establishment of a pan-Arab system with a united Syria (including Lebanon and Palestine) as the centre. When the Ottoman Empire broke down the ideology of Arab nationalism replaced the one of Ottomanism as they where both based on universalism – common citizenship for all the inhabitants living in one united nation.  

However, the ideals of Arab nationalism were not realized. The main three reasons were in short:  Firstly, because of the allied countries’ division of the Ottoman Empire after World War I and the policies of England and France, which followed. Secondly, because of the difference between, on the one hand, the ideas of one indivisible Arab nation with identical interests and goals and, on the other hand, the pressing demands of local politics. Thirdly, there was no collective Arab crisis that dictated a collective plan of action. 

 In the wake of the Arab nationalist movement’s failure, local nationalisms, which were linked with a specific piece of land and group of people, arose and prevailed in the Arab world. According to the Arab historian Muhammad Muslih, a commonly held view is that Palestinian nationalism rose because of the Zionist thread to the national survival of the Palestinians. Muslih agrees that Zionism provided the Palestinians with a focus for their national struggle motivated them to organize themselves politically and formulate a nationalist ideology. However, Muslih claims that the origin of Palestinian nationalism was spurred by internal Arab factors, such as the fragmentation of the Arab nationalists. 
 

However the rise of Palestinian nationalism did not mean that the idea of pan-Arab unity was completely forsaken among the Palestinians.
 After 1948, when the Israeli state was declared, there was a feeling among the Palestinian Arabs that Palestinian nationalism had failed and Palestinian national consciousness thus stayed latent for two decades. Instead they began to direct their attention towards the larger Arab national movement driven by pan-Arabism. They considered the Palestinian problem to be an all-Arab problem and believed that the Arab states would attack Israel, win the war and then return the land to the Palestinians. However, this did not happen. On the contrary the Arab states were defeated during the six days war in 1967, which became a blow to pan-Arabism.
 

The Palestinians then realised that they had to take command of their fate and their political consciousness among the various Palestinian nationalist groups thus rose enormously after 1967. This awaken also affected the PLO (the Palestine Liberation Organisation, founded in 1965), whose military activities increased significantly.
 The main document which constitutes the framework for the organisation’s ideology is the national charter from 1968.
 In this document it is possible to identify the main PLO discourse and thus also the main discourse on Palestinian national identity. In the following analysis I will compare this discourse with the Jewish one as defined in the previous chapter in order to make the antagonism clear.  

4.2.2 Narration of the political past 
In PLO’s national charter it is stated in article 1 that “Palestine is the homeland of the Arab Palestinian people” and in article 3 that “the Palestinian Arab People possess the legal right to their homeland”. A history of an unbroken history of the relationship between the people and the land is here articulated. The objectivity of the Palestinian identity is emphasised in article 4: “The Palestinian identity is a genuine, essential, and inherent characteristic; and the Zionist occupation has not been able to change this condition”. This construction of the unbroken history of national identity is similar to the one in the Jewish discourse, which was articulated as uninterrupted in the period of exile. Palestinians are defined in article 5 as the Arab nationals who resided in Palestine until 1947 and only the group of Jews who lived in Palestine before the ‘Zionist invasion’ would be considered Palestinians (article 6). In article 18, PLO appeals for international support to “enable its people to exercise national sovereignty and freedom”.  Here the goal of the PLO is expressed as the establishment of a Palestinian nation state, whose territory is defined as “Palestine, with the boundaries it had during the British Mandate, is an indivisible territorial unit” (article 2). That the territory is articulated as indivisible does not open up for a compromise with the Jews, whose hegemonic discourse revolves around the same piece of land as their national home.

The Palestinian and the Jewish discourses regarding the narration of the political past are thus antagonistic, because they are both not inclusive of the ‘other’. They have thus become obstacles to each other, which is further emphasised in article 12 which states that the Palestinians must “safeguard their Palestinian identity, develop their consciousness of that identity and oppose any plan that may dissolve or impair it”. Like the territory the identity can neither be redefined nor changed according to the Palestinian discourse. There have thus become objective, according to Laclau and Moffe’s terminology. 
4.2.3 Common political present and future
Whereas Muslih claimed that Zionism had not spurred the origin of Palestinian nationalism, as mentioned above, it must be said to be the main element spurring Palestinian nationalism after 1948. As the name of the Palestinian Liberation Organisation itself indicates, the goal is to liberate Palestine from Zionism, which, according to article 15 in the National Charter, should be eliminated from Palestine. PLO emphasises that the state of Israel is entirely illegal (article 19) an articulation which the discourse has been and still is equated with in the Jewish discourse, which I will elaborate on later. I thus claim that the content which constitutes the common political present and future of the Palestinian national identity, according to Wodak’s definition, revolves around Zionism and its elimination. As mentioned earlier the elements of such content are citizenship, current and political problems and political achievements among others. Zionism is accordingly articulated as the current and political problem of the Palestinians and citizenship articulated as citizenship in a future Palestinian state and not as present citizenship in the state of Israel. 

The ‘present’ citizenship of the Palestinian Arabs was at that time connected with Israel’s attempts to disengage them from their homeland by employing a policy of ‘national nothingness’. The state of Israel thus prohibited school curriculum in the Arab schools which included aspect of defining Palestinian Arabs as a national minority. Instead such school curriculum was exchanged with a content which promoted an identity based on loyalty to the state. This Israeli policy was adopted in the early 1950’s when the Palestinian Arabs had begun to republish newspapers and books (such activities had died out in the wake of the 1948 war, during which the cultural institutions of the Palestinian Arabs had been destroyed). The state of Israel now saw these activities as a threat, because through news papers and books the Palestinians could stimulate renewed Palestinian nationalism.
 However, the Palestinian Arabs did not adopt the identity of ‘loyalty to the state’ and in the Jewish discourse this fact was instead turned into the Palestinians’ disloyalty to the state closely connected with the PLO’s articulation on the Jewish state’s illegalness. I will return to this aspect later in the analysis.  

4.2.4 Common culture
In the national charter of PLO it is also stated that “Palestine is an indivisible part of the Arab homeland, and the Palestinian people are an integral part of the Arab nation” (article 1). That Palestinians thus favour both Palestinian nationalism and Arab nationalism is not a contradiction according to the charter, which argues that “Arab unity and the liberation of Palestine are two complementary objectives, the attainment of either of which facilitates the attainment of the other”. According to these statements Arab nationalism and Palestinian nationalism are thus two sides of the same coin. This view is also adopted in articulations about the Palestinian culture. It is thus stated in the Haifa Declaration that Palestinian Arabs are attached to the Arab nation, with its Arabic language, history and culture. 
  However, the Palestinian Arabs were disconnected from the Arab mother culture after 1948, where the borders to the Arab world were closed and movement in and from Arab countries was made illegal to Israeli citizens. The Palestinian Arabs could only get information about the Arab world through the radio and later on the television. With the Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza strip in 1967 the view into the Arab world was broadened and even more after the peace agreements between Israel and Arab countries in the 1990ties. 

Instead of the Arab mother culture, which the Palestinian Arabs were disconnected from, there was the above mentioned ‘culture of nothingness’, which implied a Judaization of the Palestinian Arabs. In Arab school curricula the students thus learned the Zionist narrative of history, the contribution of the Jewish people to mankind, the Hebrew cultural heritage across generations and the Hebrew language and literature emphasising the Jews’ strong historical connection with the country. Recently there has however been a movement towards including the some aspects of Arab national identity and belonging into the curriculum.
 

The identity of Palestinian Arabs has thus been constructed by a double cultural reference (reference to the Jewish culture and to the Arab culture). This double cultural reference implies that their identity is fragmented on both sides of a Palestinian-Israeli conflict and the culture of the ‘other’ (the Jews) has, voluntarily or not, become part of the Palestinian Arab national identity.   

4.2.5 Sub conclusion

I have now defined the main antagonistic discourses on national identities, which existed in Israel before the Al Aqsa Intifada, the Jewish one represented by Zionism and the Palestinian one represented by PLO. In both discourses the national identity of Israel is equated with an organic relationship to the land of Palestine /Israel implying that both people articulate a right to the land, which should be the territory of the Palestinian and the Jewish nation state respectively. The political present and future elements were by the PLO constructed by articulations on liberation from the Zionists and around the Israeli citizenship based on a culture of nothingness. In the Zionist discourse the present and future was articulated by colonialist elements, though in different ways by the Labor Zionists, the ethno-religious Zionists and the liberal Zionists. The question is then whether a common national identity of Israel can be constructed from this antagonistic point of departure. However, the new historians in Israel have shown to have a discourse, which recognise the Palestinian Arabs articulations on the war of 1948 (called the Nakba, meaning catastrophe, in the Palestinian discourse). This new discourse could thus have a positive rub-off on the Palestinian discourse thus becoming less hostile to the citizenship of Israel. Whether this has happened will be analysed in the next chapter on how the main Israeli discourses construct a common national identity in their proposals for a constitution.
4.3. Jewish discourses on a common national identity of Israel
I will now turn to the analysis of the Jewish discourses in Israel on a common national identity which relate to the second sub question: how the main discourses in the proposals for a constitution construct a common national identity regarding the two elements: Identity of the state (Jewish and/or democratic) and Minority rights. The analysis of the Jewish discourses will be followed by the one of the Palestinian Arab discourses on a common national identity will follow. In order to answer the second sub question I will conclude on these two analyses separately.

For the analysis of the Jewish discourse on a common national identity I will first of all use the official proposal for a constitution prepared and published by the Constitution, Law, and Justice Committee in the Israeli parliament, Knesset.
 This document is called ‘Proposals for a Constitution’ and consists in reality of several proposals gathered in one document.
 It begins with three different proposals to a preamble and the Committee’s own considerations and recommendations to the content of it. Then fourteen chapters on legislation follow. Each chapter consists of several principles and to some of those two or three alternative texts are included. And in some of these texts one or two versions often appear, for example principle no. 16, Freedom of occupation: 
Alternative A: Every citizen of Israel and every resident of Israel has the freedom to engage in any occupation, profession or trade.

Alternative B: Every citizen of Israel and every resident of Israel, [Version B: who resides there legally] has the right to choose for himself an occupation, profession or trade. (Chapter Two, p. 15)

As one can see, alternative A and B are more or less identical and Version B is merely a short inserted sentence. This pattern is typical for all the chapters in the document. The differences between the alternatives and versions are minor and do not alter the discourse considerably. In these cases I will therefore not analyse each alternative or version separately, but analyse the essence of the different texts which appear under the relevant principles. If the opposite should be the case, that alternative B for example consists of a radical other discourse than in alternative A, I will naturally take this into consideration in my analysis on how the Jewish discourse in the document is constructed.

The work for preparing a constitution began in May 2003 and since then 80 meetings has been held, during which the different sections and issues in a future constitution were debated. These meetings were attended by the MKs (Members of Knesset) in the Constitutional Committee as well as by a number of academics, experts, representatives of NGOs and think tanks and other interested citizens. Minutes from these meetings have been published and will also be object for the following analysis. I have chosen to use these sources as well, because they include the argumentations and articulations that have constructed the discourse in the official proposal. These different articulations thus represent various participants who have struggled over the Jewish hegemonic discourse.  The broad range of invited participants corresponds with the Committee’s subtitle, The Committee for the Preparation of a Constitution by Broad Consensus. However, the Committee’s meaning of broad consensus must have been in a very broad sense, because it even invited non Israeli Jews to the discussion table. The argument was that “since Israel is the democratic state of the Jewish people, it is highly appropriate to bring World Jewry to this table”.
 According to the Committee, a constitution would not only affect the citizens of Israel, but also Jews in the rest of the world, being potential citizens and therefore presumed that they would also care deeply about the character of Israel. It would then be wrong not to consider the recommendations for a constitution of Jews living in other countries as well.
  
These arguments indicate first of all that the committee takes it for granted that the identity of the state will continue to be Jewish (using the articulation the democratic state of the Jewish people) and secondly that a constitution by broad consensus applies to a nation of Jews, which is extended beyond the boarders of Israel – the World Jewry. Whether the aim of broad consensus also applies to all the non-Jews in Israel is questionable. The Committee itself consisted in the beginning of 16 Members of Knesset (MKs), 15 Jewish and one Arab. In the minutes of the Committee meetings, the Arab member is also quoted and his articulations were antagonistic to the Jewish ones
. However, the Arab member left the Committee, according to himself, because he was not heard and because he was only invited to make it look as if Palestinian Arabs were part of the broad consensus project (note).  When consulting the Palestinian Arabs’ assessments of the Committee’s efforts to prepare a constitution, one of the points of criticism is that Palestinian Arabs in general were not invited to the discussions.

The antagonistic lines between the Jewish and Arab discourses are already drawn here, seeming to perceive of a common national identity in very different ways. Whether these discourses are too antagonistic in order to construct a common Israeli identity will be analysed, firstly, through the following discourse analysis of the Jewish ‘Proposals for a Constitution’ and the Committee debates, and secondly of the Palestinian Arab documents. According to Laclau and Mouffe’s terminology I have identified two nodal points ‘the character of the state’ and ‘minority rights’, because these are the most disputed elements in the constitutional debates and hence the main elements in the discursive struggle. ‘The character of the state’ refers to the question of whether Israel should be Jewish or democratic or both, and ‘minority rights’ refer to the discussion of defining such rights. 

4.3.1 The character of the state

The analysis of the Jewish discourse on a common Israeli identity will begin with the above mentioned proposals to a preamble in ‘Proposals for a Constitution’. According to the Committee a constitution is supposed to serve as a civil and political basis unifying the entire population by creating a communal framework of rules of the game. A constitution, and particularly its preamble, should be a declaration of the “I believe” and the identity of the society 
, which is in accordance with B. Anderson’s definition of a nation as an imagination, which people believe in and identify with. 

In the section on the Committee’s own recommendations, it emphasises ‘the fact that the State is a National home’, and it continues by saying that the Jewish national character of the state hence must be included in the preamble.
 The Committee has thus made it clear that a national home should be understood as the Jews’ national home and not the one of the Israelis (all the citizens of the state). And the Committee’s use of the word ‘a fact’ I interpret in the way that the Jewish national home is articulated as an objective and unchangeable element - or as an element, which the committee does not want to change. The hegemonic discourse on the Zionist historiography of the Israel as the Jewish national home has thus not been rearticulated after the Intifada and remains unchanged and objective in ‘proposals for a constitution’.

The Committee also argued that ‘including the Jewish national character of the state in the preamble meets international criteria’ and explains this criteria by comparing with the preambles of some European states, which were ‘allowed’ to keep references to their national character in their constitutions when joining the European Union.
 The Committee uses the Slovakia as an example, which is defined as a national and democratic state in its preamble. However, it is also stated in Slovakia’s Constitution that “it is not linked to any ideology or religious belief”. 
 Israel is on the contrary still linked to the ideology of Zionism, as stated above, and although secular Zionists would argue that the Jewish national home is not linked to a religious belief (Judaism), the religious Zionists would argue otherwise. The argumentation and comparison with Slovakia’s constitution is thus unclear. The same must be said about the comparison with a nation state entering the EU. This comparison would mean that the character of Israel would be a larger union of several nations (Jews, Palestinians, Druses, Bedouins etc.). From this perspective Israel’s constitution should then be compared with the Rome Treaty. But in the Rome Treaty it is not stated that EU is the national home of one single ethnic/religious (although there have been discussions about adding the articulation ‘a Christian Union’ to it). However, in the Jewish discourse the Israeli state is not characterised as an Israeli union, but as a Jewish national home. 

However, the position of the Committee is also that a preamble should be as inclusive as possible of the various communities in Israel and therefore the state should also be characterised as democratic, based on the principle of equality and basic human rights (however not democratic in the sense of a union, which I will elaborate on later).
 The dual character of the Israeli state as Jewish and democratic has been discussed for centuries in Israel and was also one of the main topics during the Committee debates. However, none of the Jewish participants in these debates argued in favour of omitting the Jewish character of the state in the constitution. The argumentation of the centre and right wing parties revolved merely around the order of the ‘Jewish’ character and the ‘democratic’ character. Accordingly, MK Bar-On from Likud, stated that the highest characteristic should be Israel as a national home of the Jewish people and the second highest should be that of a democratic state. His argument was that Israel is the only place where the Jewish people ever had self-determination. This right should not be temporary and hence the state must firstly be Jewish.
  MK Chayne from the anti-religious centre party, Shinui, agreed to this order stating that in cases of conflict between democracy and Judaism, the latter should win. And according to him, Judaism should not be understood as Jewish nationalism.
 The importance of this order of characters could be analysed in the way that Jewish self-determination is not negotiable to them. If the order was to be the other way around, democracy would be able to ‘win’ over Judaism, if a democratic majority vote for example decided to omit the Jewish character of the state (that could be the case if the Palestinian Arab would be the majority in Israel one day). It is thus preferable to them to compromise on the democratic principles such as equal rights for all the citizens. 

Another Shinui member, Eti Livni, was preoccupied with rephrasing the Jewish character from ‘Jewish state’ to ‘state of the Jewish people’.
 This rephrasing of the Jewish character is also an ‘old’ discussion among secular Jews in Israel. To many of those the label ‘a Jewish state’ has religious connotations. Anita Shapira, professor at Tel Aviv University, is for example also in favour of the term ‘state of the Jewish people’. According to her it is unclear what Israelis mean by a Jewish state. The orthodox Jews mean a halakhic state
 and another possible meaning is a state that accepts certain Jewish values. However, there is not agreement among Israelis on the question of what Jewish values are and unless a more focused definition is made, Shapira has a problem with the concept of ‘a Jewish state’.
 Shapira here points to the antagonistic discourses between the religious and secular Jews in Israel, which are struggling over the hegemonic position for the Jewish character of the state. Although this project will mainly focus on the discursive struggle between Jews and Palestinian Arabs, the struggle among the Jews is also part of the overall picture of the existing discourses, as we have seen in chapter x on the national discourses before the Intifada. And since the discourse, which eventually would prevail in a constitution, most likely is a compromise between the struggling Jewish discourses too, they must also be part of this analysis. 

Chaim Oron from Yachad, a Jewish-Arab left wing party, refused to give priority to either the ‘Jewish’ or the ‘democratic’ character and stated that it is necessary to compromise between them in cases of conflict. However, he did make priority between ‘a Jewish and democratic state’ and ‘a state of all its citizens’. The latter characterisation is used in the Palestinian Arab discourse, as we shall see later, and Oron, belonging to and Jewish-Arab party, was also in favour of this character. He, however, recommended giving higher priority to ‘a Jewish and democratic state’.
 Another participant, professor Asher Maoz from Tel Aviv university, warned that ’a state of all its citizens is a Trojan horse’.
 I interpret this articulation as another way to say that this characterisation could cause an attack on the Jewish character. ’A state of all its citizens’ is way to articulate the state as democratic, and giving the democratic character highest priority could lead to legislation in favour of equal rights at the expense of the Jewish character. An example could be if the Arab minority would be granted equal rights in ‘the law of return’, that is if Palestinian Arabs living abroad were granted the right to immigrate into Israel like the Jews. That could cause a Palestinian Arab majority in Israel, which then would change the Jewish character of the state, in terms of becoming the majority, who probably would exchange the Jewish national symbols with Arab ones etc.     

To sum up on the Committee debates on the character of the state, the discourse analysis showed an insistence on the dual character of the state as both Jewish and democratic no matter whether the participants belonged to the political left or right wing. Although some of them preferred rephrasing the characters most of them gave priority to the Jewish one. 

 I will now return to the document ‘proposals for a constitution’. As mentioned earlier, there are three proposals to a preamble in this document and they all relate to Israel’s Declaration of Independence of May 14th, 1948. The first proposal made by the Israel Democracy Institute
 suggests that the entire and unchanged Declaration should constitute the preamble. In the second proposal the two lawyers, Amnon Rubinstein and Liav Orgad, propose a reference to the Declaration and in the third the Centre for Zionist Strategy has prepared a preamble, which includes parts of the Declaration. 

The Committee agrees to relate to the Declaration, first of all because it expresses the dual nature of Israel as both the national home of the Jewish people and as a democratic. Secondly, The Committee claims that the Declaration is “acceptable to the population given its ceremonial and historical value”.
  It is evident here that this ‘acceptance of the population’ is not the acceptance of the Palestinian population, who historically has condemned the Declaration as the expression of the Jewish independence (in the Palestinian discourse called the Naqba – the catastrophe). Whether this articulation has changed in the Palestinian Arab discourse on a common identity will be analysed in section 4.5 

As we have seen the Declaration of Independence is one of the main documents articulating the hegemonic Zionist discourse on national identity in Israel. The idea of incorporating the entire document into a constitution could then easily be interpreted as a continuation of the Zionist discourse. However, the recommendation of the Constitution, Law, and Justice Committee is to adopt Rubinstein and Orgad’s short reference to the Declaration:

“The Constitution of the State of Israel rests upon the recognition of the value of man, in the sanctity of his life and of his being free, and it shall be respected in the spirit of the principles in the declaration of the establishment of the State of Israel as a Jewish and democratic State, along with respect for the Arab-national minority and the other minorities residing in Israel”. 
 
The Committee’s argumentation for recommending Rubinstein and Orgad’s version of a reference to the Declaration is that it is short and concise and the most inclusive one, which at the same time holds on to the Jewish national character of the state. Although this version certainly is short and concise, the question is whether the discourse is very different from the one in the Declaration. The explicit statement that the Arab-national minority and other minorities should be respected is a ‘new’ articulation, which is not found in the ‘old’ discourse of the Declaration. The reasons for including this phrase might be to make it appear more inclusive to the minorities, and at the same time to express that the Committee recognise the importance of this issue. This could point at a discursive change. However, the wording in this version is also that the Constitution should be respected ‘in the spirit of the principles that are in the Declaration’. In my view this formulation opens up for an interpretation, which grants the Declaration a high value, and thus might continue to be recognised as a legal document and object for interpretation in future court rulings. If that would happen the hegemonic discourse and the discursive practises of Zionism would prevail.    

In my understanding of this version of a preamble, Rubinstein and Orgad have attempted to make a link between the hegemonic discourse (the Zionist historioghraphy) representing the element of the political past and a rearticulated discourse on the present and future reflected in the sentence, respect for the Arab-national minority…etc. Discursive elements of the hegemonic Zionist discourse on the historical past, which has constructed the Jewish national identity, are thus continued in this proposal for a preamble. This is articulated in the phrases which state that the ‘principles of the declaration should be respected’ as well as ‘the dual character of the state as Jewish and democratic’. There is then an attempt to link this discourse to the demands of the present and future, where the respect for the minorities is articulated. A similar articulation can also be found in the Declaration, where complete equality of social and political rights to all its inhabitants is ensured. However, in a reality where the Committee has recognised that these principles have not been upheld Israel the discourse is changed and adapted to the present and future of Israel articulated in the phrase, respect for the Arab-National minority and other minorities. This last phrase together with the first one of this preamble, where general principles of human rights are emphasised, are articulations that are more inclusive to the non-Jewish population and thus open up for a compromise on the construction of a common national identity. It is thus a preamble which indicates a use of two different discourses in order to define the national identity of the state - the discourse of Jewish national identity and the discourse on a common national identity. This indicates that the Committee wants to combine or make a compromise between these two discourses, and how this should be done will be examined in the analysis of the Jewish discourse on minority rights.

To sum up the character of the state as Jewish and democratic has thus stayed unchanged in the Jewish discourse after the Intifada, a character which have been the hegemonic one since the establishment of the state. And although there have been attempts to change some of the articulations in the Zionist historiography of Israel by the new historians, the basic elements of Israel’s identity (Jewish and democratic) have not been the focus of the discursive struggle among historians. They have thus stayed objective after the Intifada. However, the definition of the democratic identity might be rearticulated as reflected in the new discourse on respect for minorities as described above. The following analysis of the proposed minority rights in ‘Proposals for a constitution’ will give an answer to that. 

4.3.2 Nodal point: Minority rights
If the above mentioned version of a preamble will be included in the constitution, the Arab minority will be recognised as a national minority for the first time by the State of Israel. In the background papers for the preparation of ‘proposals for a constitution’ the Arab minority is also recognised as an indigenous minority.
 But does this change in the Jewish discourse affect the discourse on minority rights in the ‘proposals for a constitution’? As we shall see later on, the Palestinian Arabs articulate themselves as an indigenous people, and accordingly have certain expectations regarding the rights, which they should be granted by the state. However, the question is whether a ‘national minority’ is equated with ‘an indigenous people’ in the Jewish discourse. The answer will be sought in the following discourse analysis, where ‘minority rights’ will be the nodal point. It is thus a floating signifier which is filled with meaning in the Jewish discourse.  

First of all I will define ‘minority rights’ as embodying two definitions: individual rights extended to minority groups, and collective rights in the sense of group rights. In a western democratic discourse ‘individual rights’ are often associated with the human rights: freedom, equality before the law and protection from the state. ‘Collective rights’ are the rights held by a group rather than by its members separately. However, the term has also been enlarged and used about the rights of a people, as established in the UN Declaration on the rights of Indigenous People. The declaration consists of 46 collective rights including the right to autonomy in matters relating to the people’s internal and local affairs, the right to self-determination
, the right to be free from any kind of discrimination and the right to a nationality.
 The latter right may be the legitimacy for equating the term an indigenous people with a national minority.
As mentioned above the Israeli Declaration of Independence promises that:

“The State of Israel will maintain complete social and political equality for all its citizens, without distinction on the grounds of religion, race or sex”.

According to summaries of the meetings held in the Committee in the process of preparing ‘Proposals for a Constitution’, the decision was made to maintain the state’s commitment to equal rights for all. In order to do that, universal human rights would be emphasised in a separate chapter. Chapter two in the proposed constitution is thus reserved for human rights an the first five principles thus revolve around basic human rights, respect for basic human rights, the right to life and the completeness of the body, personal liberty and human dignity. These five principles already exist in Israel’s basic law, Freedom of Occupation, which has been incorporated into ‘proposals for a constitution’. 

However, having recognized the past discrimination against the Arab citizens, the Committee was also preoccupied with the question on how to protect minorities against violation of individual human rights and discrimination. It concluded to add a principle in the chapter on Basic human rights, which forbid state discrimination.
 Principle six thus sounds as follows: 

“Everybody is equal before the law; there shall be no discriminating against a person for reasons of sex, religion, country of origin, nationality, sect, race, age, disability or sexual tendency”. 
 

The question which then preoccupied the Committee during the preparation meetings was whether minority groups in Israel should be granted ‘special’, collective rights defined by the Committee as “rights that are aimed at assisting minority groups in keeping and maintaining their identity, language, religion and culture”.
 This question was naturally followed by the next one on which legitimate collective rights the state then should grant the minority groups. The collective rights which were discussed included: the right to non-discrimination, the right to use the native language, autonomy in education, and the right to self-determination.
 In the following the Jewish discourse on these elements will be analysed, because these are the ones, which the Jewish and Palestinian Arab discourses are struggling about.   
4.3.3 Usage of the Arabic language
The discussion about the collective right of using the Arabic language revolved around whether it should be used in public areas as well (on street sign, food product labels etc.) Israel has currently two official languages – Hebrew and Arabic. However, Arabic is currently not used in public areas, except in the mixed cities, where the signage, according to a Supreme Court ruling, shall be in both Hebrew and Arabic.
 Having discussed this issue, the MK Gideon Saar (Likud) recommended that Arabic should cease to be an official language. His argument was that since the status as official language derived from British mandatory law at a time when the Arabs were the majority, Israel is  not obligated to protect this status any more.
 However, he recommended granting Arabic a special status in the constitution, which means that the Arab minority will keep its right to use Arabic in all official communication with the governing authorities, and to use Arabic as the language of instruction in separate schools in Israel.
 Saar’s recommendation is the one adopted in ‘Proposals for a constitution’ reflected in principle no. 7 on language: ‘Hebrew is the language of the State. Arabic has special status as the language of the residents of Israel’.
 The Arab minority’s collective right of using Arabic thus remains, but its status as a national language of Israel has been abolished.

4.3.4 Autonomy in internal affairs
The discussion about the collective right of autonomy in internal affairs revolved around, whether the Arab minority should be granted autonomy in education. The principle on education in ‘Proposals for a Constitution’ states that:

A. Israel will maintain a public education system, which will afford basic skills and will educate in the spirit of the principles of the constitution.

B. Communities may add unique educational content to the curricular material, or maintain separate educational institutions, according to the law.
 

According to one of the participant in the debates, professor Ruth Gavison, the minority right to maintain separate educational systems and to add content to the curriculum belongs to the right of a group to defend itself from being swallowed by the majority. According to her, this right does however not imply that minorities are granted the collective right of autonomy in these areas.
 This view is adopted in the above mentioned principle on education, in which the articulation ‘communities may add….content’ shows that there might be restrictions to the content of the curriculum. When consulting the Committee debates, the discussion revolved around the education of Arab children to be ‘proud citizens’ in Israel. The concern of the Committee was that a child, who is taught that the state is racist and illegitimate, will not grow up to be a good citizen.
  In this case the state would most likely interfere and only allow school curriculum with a content that emphasises Israel’s legitimacy. The articulation in the principle on education does hence not express the collective right of total autonomy in educational institutions - and hence not total autonomy in internal affairs. 

4.3.5 Self determination

The collective rights of self-determination were also discussed by the Committee. Several members objected to the inclusion of such rights, stating that they would undermine the national identity of Israel. It is obvious here that ‘national identity’ is again equated with a Jewish national identity. Granting rights of self-determination to minorities would mean that the Palestinian Arabs could choose to declare their own national state, just as the Jews did in pursue of self-determination. The state would then turn into a bi-national state, thus undermining the fact that Israel is a Jewish nation-state, according to former Prime Minister Ehud Barak. “The phrase ‘State of all its citizens’ has long since turned into a political code-word for a bi-national state”, Barak said, thus referring to the discourse of the Palestinian Arabs. During the Committee’s discussion on the subject, some of the members pointed out that certain rights of self-determination do not undermine Israel’s national identity. They were however not specified and in ‘Proposals for a constitution’ such rights are not included.  

4.3.6 Measures of affirmative action

‘Measures of affirmative action for members of minority groups’ are measures that, according to the Committee, correct for past wrongs of discriminating policies. The purpose of affirmative action measures or policies is then to fill the gap between the majority and minority regarding resource distribution, representation in public and civil service institutions etc. According to the Committee several ministries in Israel have already applied affirmative action policies in order to fill these gaps. However, it emphasised that measures of affirmative action may also be required not to remedy past wrongs but in order to ensure future non-discrimination. This is the case in point here, because the articles in the UN Declaration, which deal with measures of affirmative action also includes corrections of past wrongs in terms dispossessions of land and territory (article 8), and in  ‘Proposals for a constitution’ there are no principles dealing with such measures. On the other hand three new principles are included (which do not exist in the current basic laws) dealing with welfare rights, the right to education and respect for welfare rights which all ensure proper living conditions for every citizen of Israel in the future. 
 It is, however, not stated that these conditions should divided equally between the citizens of the state. 

4.3.7 Proportional representation

Finally, there are no principles in the Jewish proposal ensuring proportional representation of minorities in the civil and public services, although some of the Committee members and other MKs made positive statements on this issue. Former Prime Minister Shimon Peres (Labour) said for example that “it is time we have an Arab justice in the Supreme Court and an Arab minister in Government”.
 The collective right of indigenous people to “participate in decision-making in matters which affect their rights” 
 is thus not ensured. 

In fact there are no principles at all which explicitly deal with minority rights or collective rights in the ‘Proposals for a constitution’. Although a few Committee members were in favour of granting minority rights (such as autonomy in internal affairs), the perception was to compromise on them, as expressed by MK Whbee from Likud: “Israel must fine tune minority rights to fit the particular character of the state of Israel”. In other words he meant to grant minority rights, which do not compromise on the Jewish character of the state. MK Tamir’s (Labor-Meimad) view was likewise that some equal rights of minorities could be provided for, such as equal resource distribution, without affecting Israel’s Jewishness. Other members, mainly right wing politicians, vehemently opposed legislation which would ensure collective rights to minorities. MK Netanyahu’s (Likud) argument was that it would cause the beginning of disintegration and stated that it must be the executive’s responsibility to protect collective minority needs. He also pointed at the tension between Arab equality rights and the Zionist goal of securing a Jewish majority in Israel, and added that Israeli citizens must live with this duality with the implication that Jews are given preferential treatment.
 The argument of ensuring a Jewish majority was also expressed explicitly by MK Nissim Ze’ev (Shas), who pointed to ‘the existence of a fear that the Arab minority might change the Jewish character of the state’
. Ze’ev here refers to a general fear among the Jews that the Palestinian Arabs eventually will become the majority because of the demographic development. 

In his statement Netanyahu admits that there is a contradiction between the minority’s and the majority’s rights and goals in Israel, and hence the impossibility for minority groups to obtain full equality.  However, he insisted on full individual equality, a position shared by both right and left wing members of the Committee. 
 As mentioned, there are no principles on minority rights in the proposal. The chapter on basic human rights is limited to individual rights and this is articulated in most of the principles with the word ‘person’ – for example in principle 7: ‘every person has the right to privacy and to intimacy’.
  The words ‘group’ or ‘minority’ do not appear and there is thus no discourse on minority rights. According to the Committee, the issue on minority rights has not been discussed previously in Israel’s constitutional history, because the general perception in Knesset has been that ‘if non-discrimination provisions protecting individual rights were effectively implemented, special provisions for the rights of minorities would not be necessary’. Minority rights have thus been equated with equal individual rights and universal human rights, which thus have been extended to the minority groups. However, they are not the same as the specific collective rights of indigenous people as this analysis has shown. 
This analysis shows that the non-existing discourse on minority rights in the current legislation is maintained in the proposed constitution. However, the Jewish discourse would probably argue that    some collective rights are included ‘hidden’ in the principles on individual rights. The collective right of indigenous peoples or individuals to be free from any kind of discrimination would then be argued to be included in the above mentioned ‘principle six’ on the individual right of non-discrimination. Or in other words: principle six applies to every citizen whether he or she belongs to a minority or the majority. The Jewish discourse would probably also argue that minority rights are extended and better protected in the proposal compared to the ‘old’ legislature, because of the above mentioned ‘new’ principles on welfare rights and respect for those. My analysis did in fact show that the collective right of a people to use its own language in official institutions etc. is ensured in ‘Proposals for a Constitution’. However, this right is defined differently in the Palestinian Arab discourse, as chapter x will show. Finally, it should be mentioned that although this discourse analysis has shown that collective rights are almost not included into the proposed constitution, it does not mean that minorities in Israel do not enjoy any. For example, my analysis on autonomy only revolved around autonomy in education and not in other internal affairs. And although such rights are not ensured in a constitution, they might exist in praxis, for example in the field of religion. However, the focus of this analysis has, however, been limited to the main Jewish discourses in the constitutional process and how they have articulated the character of the state and minority rights in accordance with the problem formulation. 

4.3.8 Sub conclusion
As we have seen above, the Jewish discourse on minority rights revolved around the very definition of such rights. In this discourse minority rights were equated with individual rights extended to a group. There were not any articulations on specific minority rights and the protection of those. The articulation ‘respect for the Arab-national minority’ in the proposed preamble is thus not equated with granting collective rights to minorities. Or in other words, it does not imply that Palestinian Arabs are granted the rights of an indigenous people in the Jewish discourse. Respect for the Arab-national minority as a new articulation compared to the discourse before the Intifada did thus not show a change in Israel’s democratic character being a liberal democracy, with majority rule and the protection of individual rights. The hegemonic discourse on Israel’s national identity before the Intifada has remained objective so to speak. In praxis this discourse implies that minorities will not be granted the right of equality, because the Jewish identity, which has primate over the democratic, also will protect the exclusive Jewish rights in the future. The construction of a common national identity in the Jewish discourse, I interpret as being close to that of a Kulturnation, based on one common language (Hebrew), history (Zionist historiography) and ethnicity (Jews). This interpretation points to a national identity which is not common to all its citizens (including ethnic minorities) at least seen from a Palestinian Arab perspective, which I will analyse next.       

4.4 Palestinian reaction to the Jewish discourse

The Palestinian discourse on a common Israeli identity appeared during 2006-2007 as reactions to the Jewish proposals to a constitution. Firstly, the Palestinian counter discourse were found in articles analysing these Jewish proposals and secondly in the Palestinians’ own contributions to a constitution. In the public debate these discourses revolved mainly around the ‘character of the state’ and ‘minority rights’, the two elements, which I have chosen as the nodal points in my analysis. In the official Palestinian proposals I will thus ‘look for’ the statements regarding these two points and in order to analyse the discourses behind these statements I will examine the arguments put forward in the public debate. This approach corresponds with the one I applied in the analysis of the Jewish discourse. 

In the Palestinian counter discourse, analyses were also made of the motives behind the Jewish proposals to a constitution. In the Jewish discourse the motivation was, as mentioned in the introduction, to create stability and unite the fragmented Israeli society. The Palestinians saw it differently. According to Azmi Bishara, member of the Arab national party, Balad, the Jewish motivator was that ‘Israel is not satisfied with mere recognition as a sovereign state; it wants its definition of the ethnic/religious character of the state too’.
 With this statement he means that the Jews’ main motivation is to legalise the Jewish character of the state, which would only be for the good of the Israeli Jews and not for the common good of the entire Israeli population. According to Bishara, Israel cannot be a Jewish state and at the same insist to be a democratic state. It can only be a real democracy if it is a country for all its citizens. 
  As the first Palestinian Arab politician he also accused Israel of being undemocratic, because Zionism, not citizenship, has been the vehicle for the democracy.  Zionism’s ideology of Israel as a state for Jews with exclusive rights (for example the right to return) is at the core of Israeli democracy and it is thus racist and undemocratic, according to him.
 Bishara’s articulations have spread to the Palestinian Arab community and been adopted in its main discourse on the subject. The Palestinian Arab perception of the Jewish discourse is thus that the undemocratic regime of Israel is maintained in the Jewish proposals to a constitution and the Palestinian Arab discourse hence revolves around how a real democracy based on citizenship should look like, which will be examined in the next section.

4.5 The Palestinian discourse on a common national identity

I will now turn to the analysis of the Palestinian Arab discourse on a common national identity of Israel and as mentioned previously three Palestinian Arab documents, which complement each other, have been published during the constitutional debate in Israel. The first document “The Democratic Constitution” is the one which, parallel to the Jewish ‘Proposals for a Constitution, contains provisions on the governing regime and on rights and liberties. 

The second document, The Haifa Declaration, is elaborated by a group of Palestinian Arabs as “an effort to draft a consensual statement of a collective vision that Palestinian citizens in Israel articulate about themselves”. 
 It is a vision of the past, present and future constituting the national identity of the Palestinian Arabs, as well visions for an Israeli identity common to both Palestinian and Jewish citizens in Israel. The quotation above indicates that there have not been statements of this kind previously in the history of the Palestinian Arabs in Israel, which could be a sign of change in the Palestinian Arab discourse on national identity. Until this document appeared on the scene, their national identity has mainly been expressed as a fragmentation between the Palestinian national identity and of the Arab national identity, as described in chapter x. These two identities are though reaffirmed in the Haifa Declaration: “Our national identity is grounded……in the Arabic language and culture and in a collective memory derived from our Palestinian and Arab history and Arab and Islamic civilization”.
 The discourse on Palestinian Arab national identity has thus not changed regarding the elements of a common culture.

This reaffirmation of the Palestinian Arabs’ fragmented identity is also articulated in the third document, ‘The future vision of the Palestinian Arabs in Israel’
, which begins by stating that: “We are the Palestinian Arabs in Israel, the indigenous people, the residents of the State of Israel, and an integral part of the Palestinian People and the Arab and Muslim and human Nation”
. Here the identity as Israeli residents (not citizens) is added, as well as an identity which defines the Palestinian Arabs in Israel as an indigenous people (and not as a minority, which I will return to). The fact that the Jews call them Israeli Arabs is a ‘misshapen’ identity, according to the Haifa Declaration. This articulation reaffirm that the Palestinian Arabs have not felt as Israeli citizens, because the way they have been treated by the Israeli state. Instead they exchange Israeli with Palestinian, which could be analysed in more than one way. First of all it is a reaffirmation of the Palestinian myth (The attachment to the Palestinian homeland, which was taken from them by the Jews). It could also be analysed as if they still do not recognise the Israeli state, which should have been a Palestinian one in their eyes. And finally as a way to say that they will not call themselves Israeli as long as Israel discriminates against them. The main focus of the Haifa Document is correspondingly on an identity as victims of the year long discrimination by the Israeli state. So far an Israeli identity is thus equated with something negative.

The discrimination is also the main focus in the preamble of ‘The Democratic Constitution’. However, in connection to this it also refers to the historic processes of reconciliation in other states, where policies of repression and discrimination had reigned. South Africa is mentioned as the best example of a state, where such historic reconciliation took place, which firstly was based on its recognition of the injustice of its policies towards the discriminated group and secondly, on these groups’ participation in the constitution-making. According to ‘The democratic Constitution’ such historic reconciliation must also take place in Israel in order to create an equal and democratic society, the values of which a common Israeli identity accordingly should be constructed upon. Here the articulations show that the meaning of an Israeli identity could be changed to something positive. However, the document sets up four preconditions for creating such an identity and a society based on equality and democracy. These preconditions are, however, all directed towards the Israeli state, which must:

1. recognise its responsibility for the injustices of the Nakba and the occupation

2. recognise the right of return of the Palestinian refugees

3. recognise the right of the Palestinian people to self-determination

4. withdraw from all the territories occupied in 1967 

Israel is thus articulated as a ‘bad’ regime, which, like South Africa, must be turned into a ‘good’ one, and reconciliation is seen as the mean for creating such a good state based on equality and democracy. Here the Palestinian Arabs’ myth of Israel, as something negative, remains unchanged in comparison with the discourse before the Intifada. The changed factor in the current discourse is that, instead of wanting the state of Israel eliminated, Israel could be turned into something good, and thereby also the Israeli identity common to all its citizens. How such a regime is constructed in the Palestinian Arab discourse will be analysed in the following. This discourse is like the Jewish discourse also organised around the two nodal points, ‘the character of the state’ and ‘minority rights’. 

4.5.1 Nodal point: the character of the state
In Adalah’s ‘Democratic Constitution’ the character of Israel is articulated as a democratic, bilingual and multicultural state.
 These three identities are interrelated and also closely connected with the Palestinian discourse on minority rights. 

In the section on ‘the Foundations of the Regime’ in ‘The Democratic Constitution’ the democratic identity of Israel is defined as ‘based on the values of human dignity, liberty and equality’.
 However, the document does not articulate which kind of democratic regime the Palestinian Arabs find appropriate for Israel and in order to elaborate on this issue, I will thus turn to some of the back ground papers for ‘The Democratic Constitution’. Dr. Marwan Dwairy, Chairperson of the Board of Directors in Adalah, has thus advocated for the model of a pluralist democracy, because he believes that ‘pluralism as a method and as a set of values is capable of integrating the tribal affiliations within the nationalist sphere rather than tearing them into smaller fragments’. 
 He thus sees the pluralist model as one which is able to unite the existence of different group affiliations into a national ‘whole’, because it recognises these differences as well as the collective rights of these groups. He uses Switzerland, Canada, Belgium and South Africa as examples of countries that use means of pluralist democracy to acknowledge ‘the national and ethnic minorities and their collective rights, and grant them constitutional weight in the decision-making process, in order to safeguard their rights, despite their numerical minority within the state’ 
. 

The Israeli democracy is, however, not a pluralist but a liberal democracy, which Dwairy defines as the majority’s rule over the minorities, whose collective rights are not acknowledged by the majority. The consequence of the majority rule in Israel has been the passing of apartheid-style laws in certain circumstances repressing national minorities, according to Dwairy. He mentions some laws, which have caused expulsion of Palestinians from Israel, land confiscations, home demolitions etc. and thus have protected the goals of Zionism.
 Dwairy here sets the two models of democracy up against each other as two antagonistic discourses, pluralist democracy representing the ‘good’ model and the liberal one representing the ‘bad’ model. He elaborates this antagonism further by comparing the two types of democracy and some of his findings are presented in the table below:

	Pluralist democracy
	Liberal democracy

	Recognizes groups. 
	A people is not a group but a collection of individuals.

	Protects the right of the Other (the minority). Views the Self (the majority) and the Other as a ‘whole’.
	Protects the individual or group interests of the Self (the majority) and leaves the Other to manage itself. 

	Is an instrument of conciliation and coexistence. Allow the Other to harmonize within society.
	Is an instrument for victory (of the majority over the minority). Distances the Other from society, which then often resort to violence.

	Eliminates extremism, because the realization of the collective and the individual takes place in parallel with the protection of the Self’s and the Other’s rights.
	Reinforces extremism, because of an environment, where the collective and the individual cannot be realized.

	Is a mechanism of stimulation reinforcing interaction and mobilisation and allowing for change and development.
	In an environment of combat, interaction and mobilisation and thus change and development occur to a lesser extent.


Pluralist democracy is here equated with the elements of recognition of groups, protection of all citizens’ rights, conciliation, coexistence, interaction, change and development. This chain of equivalence comprise of a positive discourse on democracy. The discourse on liberal democracy is on the contrary constructed by a chain of equivalence of solely negative and war-like elements: non-recognition of groups, protection of majority rights only, distance between majority and minority, victory, violence, combat, extremism, no interaction, no change and no development.

The proposed character of the Israeli state in the Palestinian discourse is one that is completely different and opposed to the one of Israel today as well as the one in the Jewish discourse on a common national identity. In the Palestinian discourse the aim of a constitution is explicitly to unite the citizens of Israel under ‘a single national umbrella’ as expressed by Marwan Dwairy.
 Although the Jewish discourse did articulate a will to define a character, which would be as inclusive as possible the analysis of their discourse on minority rights showed that these were almost non-existent. How minority rights are articulated in the Palestinian Arab discourse in the framework of a pluralist democracy will be analysed in the next section, as well as the identities of Israel as a bilingual state and a multicultural state, which are both closely connected to the discourse on minority rights.   
4.5.2 Nodal point: minority rights
Although the term ‘collective rights’ is used in connection with minority rights in the discourse analysis of the pluralist democracy, it is in fact not used in the proposed ‘Democratic Constitution’ of Adalah. Instead some of the basic rights of the Arab minority, defined as an indigenous people in ‘the Future vision’
, are articulated as:

· The return of land and properties on the basis of restorative justice

· Effective participation in decision-making

· The fulfilment of the right to cultural autonomy

· The recognition of the Arabic language as an official language in the state of Israel.

As I have elaborated on in the previous chapter, an indigenous people have certain collective rights according to the UN Declaration on the rights of indigenous people. The following analysis will thus examine how the content of minority rights is constructed in the Palestinian Arab discourse and whether the above proposed basic rights of the Arab minority in fact can be equated with collective rights. 

4.5.3 Restorative justice

The wording of the first proposed right ‘The return of land and properties on the basis of restorative justice’ does correspond with the one in the UN Declaration’s article 8:

States shall provide effective mechanisms for prevention of and redress for:

b) any action which has the aim or effect of dispossessing them of their lands, territories or resources;

c) any form of forced population transfer which has the aim or effect of violating or undermining any of their rights 
 
In ‘The Democratic Constitution’ this proposed basic right is elaborated in the section on distributive and restorative justice. The principle on the right of distributive justice thus revolves around affirmative action directed to those who have suffered from injustice or discrimination in the allocation of land. This affirmative action is then elaborated in the following articles on restitution, which state that ‘all of the Arab citizens of the State of Israel who were uprooted from their villages or place of residence during and after 1948………are entitled to return’. According to the same article appropriate compensation for personal damages as well as assistance in rebuilding their residences should also be given. When consulting a background paper, also published by Adalah, on the justifications for Arab collective rights in Israel, it is stated that it is ‘the immorality of the wrongful dispossessions of the Palestinian Arabs’ bond with the land or the destruction of their common experience that justifies restorative justice’.
 And it is further emphasised that compensation, in the sense of replacing the lost thing with something else, is not enough for correcting the past wrongdoings. Only restitution of the lost property as well as the collective right of self-government may re-establish part of the lost common experience, according to the author, Amal Jamal, senior lecturer at Tel Aviv University.
 The proposed basic right the return of land and properties on the basis of restorative justice is thus articulated as a collective right in the Palestinian discourse, and as we have seen, this right does not exist in the Jewish discourse.

4.5.4 Effective participation in decision-making
The second proposed basic right is elaborated in the section of ‘the Democratic Constitution’ called ‘Participation in decision-making’. Here two alternative models for participation of minorities in decision-making are suggested. In a reference note to these models it is mentioned that they are based on the principle of power-sharing by minorities in a government. Then some examples of states which implement this principle are given, namely Canada, Belgium, Macedonia and Northern Island, which all have created unique models fitting their specific country. However, it is not claimed that the two models in ‘The Democratic Constitution’ are copies of some of these ways of implementing the principle of power-sharing. And it is specified that there might be other suggestions for the case of the Palestinian minority in Israel, and that such a model should be defined through a political agreement between the representatives (it is not specified whom they should represent: the minority, the majority or both).

There is not any definition of the principle of power-sharing in ‘The Democratic Constitution’. In order to define the concept I have thus consulted a background paper, written by Shane Kelleher, an Irish comparative human rights Law Fellow in Adalah. He thus defines it as referring to “the participation of all major ethnic groups in political decision-making processes”. 
 The main tool available to minorities in such a power-sharing system is that of ‘veto right’, which he defines as the right to block a law or decision affecting a minority’s vital interests and thus offers the minority a powerful guarantee that these interests cannot be overridden by majority voting.
 Another important component of a power-sharing system is that of proportional representation (the minority represented by a number of persons in proportion to its percentage of the overall population).  

It is not the aim of this project to analyse whether the two models in the Democratic Constitution is the appropriate ones for the Palestinian Arab minority in Israel. It is sufficient here to state that the element of a power-sharing system including the components of veto right and proportional representation is an articulation in the Palestinian discourse on a common Israeli nationality, according to which the proposed basic right of effective participation in decision-making must be defined as a collective right to “participate in decision-making in matters which affect their rights” (UN Declaration). This discourse on a power-sharing system as the one ensuring proportional representation is also in line with the proposed multicultural identity equated with minority rights such as appropriate representation and cultural autonomy.
 The latter of these two rights will be analysed next.

4.5.5. Cultural autonomy
The third proposed basic right ‘the fulfilment of the right to cultural autonomy’ is in accordance with the collective right to autonomy in internal affairs connected to the collective right to self-determination.
 This right is also contained in the above mentioned discourse of power-sharing. It is thus mentioned in ‘The Democratic Constitution’ that Belgium, which has applied this system, granted autonomy in matters of education, health, language policy and culture to each of the three linguistic communities (the French, the Dutch and the German).
 And according to Shane Kelleher, these Belgian communities are less dependent on veto rights, as a means of protecting its vital interests than minorities in other countries, which do not have autonomy in internal affairs.
 

In ‘The Democratic Constitution’ it is not specified what autonomy in education implies. In the document in the constitutional debate ‘The Future Vision of the Palestinian Arabs in Israel’ there is a chapter called ‘Educational vision and strategic planning of the Arab educational system in Israel’. In this chapter the two main problems, which this educational system faces, are defined as: 

1. Discrimination against the Arab educational system in Israel [by the Israeli state].
2. The lack of approval [by the Israeli state] of the content of education and nature of values, which Palestinians should educate upon in order to crystallize their national and civil identity.

The main problem is thus that Palestinian Arabs have not been allowed by the Israeli state to determine the content of education in the Arabic, like the Jews in their schools, which I have already elaborated on. After the definition of these problems a strategic work plan and work tracks are presented in ‘The Future Vision’, which emphasise that new alternative educational curricula should be developed so that future generations of Palestinian Arab will grow up with “crystallized values, identities and confident personalities”.
 However, what such new curricula should consist of is not specified. 
Turning to the Jewish discourse on a common national identity, the right of indigenous people to autonomy in internal affairs (including education) was not included in ‘Proposals for a Constitution’, as we have seen earlier, and the concern was the same as it is has been for decades, that the Palestinian Arabs might not educate their children to be ‘good citizens’ and ‘loyal to the state’. I have already interpreted that the identity of the state of Israel should be changed to a democratic, multicultural and bilingual state, if the Palestinian Arabs should be loyal to it. In addition to that it should be noted here that it is emphasised in the Haifa Declaration that such a state only is the immediate aim of the Palestinian Arabs. Such a state is seen as the precondition for “creating political circumstances that will enable the creation of confidence, cooperation, and mutual respect between two independent and democratic states: the state of Palestine and the State of Israel.” 
 A two state solution is thus their ultimate aim and a pluralistic democracy in Israel is just a step towards it. So it could be justifiable to say that the Palestinian Arabs would never become completely loyal to Israel, because they would keep on aspiring to establish their own state.   

4.5.6 Arabic as official language 
The last proposed right is ‘recognition of the Arabic language as an official language in the state of Israel’. As we have seen in section 4.3.3 Arabic will cease to be an official language of Israel, according to the Jewish ‘Proposals for a Constitution’. According to a back ground paper written by Hassan Jabareen (Attorney and General Director in Adalah) this depreciation of Arabic’s status shows that the state of Israel treats the Palestinian Arab minority as an immigrant minority. ‘Like immigrants the Palestinian Arabs must accept ‘the language of the state’ which is hosting them and abandon the identity and culture which they willingly left in their homeland, so too must Arab citizens accept that Hebrew is the language of the state’, Jabareen argues.
 Being treated as an immigrant minority thus means that the Arab citizens of Israel are only entitled to those civil rights which immigrants are entitled to in other countries, he continues. However, Palestinian Arabs do not define themselves as an immigrant minority. As stated in the preamble of ‘The Democratic Constitution’ their political status has been changed against their will, making them a minority in their homeland. This articulation points at a dissatisfaction with the minority identity, and the only acceptable definition of this minority identity is the definition of ‘a homeland minority’. And according to the preamble this definition implies that the Palestinian Arabs should be granted those rights which they would have had, before their political status changed from being the majority to a minority group (after 1948). And if they were still the majority the Arabic language would have been the national one.
 

Jabareen then compares Palestinian Arabs to the Albanian people in Macedonia, who rejected the state of Macedonia to be defined as a national state of the Macedonian people in the preamble of its constitution, which left the Albanians to a second class status as a national minority. Instead The Albanians succeeded in changing the wording of the preamble, which then defined all the various ethnic groups in Macedonia as ‘a people’ (understood as an indigenous people by Jabareen) and thus emphasised the equal status of all these ethnic groups. In line with this argumentation the Palestinian Arabs should also be defined and treated as an indigenous people with collective rights. And one of such collective rights is the right to self-determination, which, according to Jabareen is reflected in the recognition of language of the people as an official language in liberal democracies. However, in the UN Declaration on rights of indigenous people, there are articles specifically dealing with the issue of language, and according to those indigenous people have the right to “revitalize, use, develop and transmit to future generations their histories, languages……” (article 13, no. 1) and additionally “States shall take effective measures to ensure that this right is protected and also to ensure that indigenous peoples can understand and be understood in political, legal and administrative proceedings…..”. However, there are no articles stating that the language should have national status.

When the “Democratic Constitution” then proposes that the Arabic language should be recognised as an official language this discourse analysis has showed that the meaning of this proposed right goes beyond the meaning of a collective right. The analysis has shown that this proposed right is equated with the right to self determination, which it is not according to the UN Declaration. That the Palestinian Arabs have suggested equal status between the languages I interpret as an expression of wanting equal collective rights in the sense that the minorities should enjoy the same collective rights as the majority. They thus not only want individual equality, but also group equality, so to speak. 

4.5.7 Sub conclusion

Equal individual rights were thus the demand of the Palestinians before the Al Aqsa Intifada. Now this demand has changed to one for equal collective rights in the Palestinian Arab discourse. And such equal rights can only be obtained in a regime which is totally different from the one Israel has now and the one which is proposed in the Jewish discourse. The Palestinian Arabs first of all want to get rid of the Jewish character of the state and secondly the liberal democracy should be transformed into a pluralistic one with an identity able to unite the existence of different groups. The Palestinian discourse on a common national identity is thus more in line with the concept of Staatsnation, defined above as a political nation by consensus based on state, territory, citizens and self-determination. It is thus citizenship in a democratic framework, ensuring equality between the various groups, which is able to unite Israel, according to the Palestinian Arab discourse. The question is however whether the Palestinian Arabs, being granted self determination and autonomy, would want to remain Israeli citizens. The fact that a new discourse of the historiography appeared among the Jews in the 1990ties thus seems to have had an indirect effect on the Palestinian Arab discourse on an Israeli identity, because of its insistence on the concept of reconciliation. The Palestinian Arab have thus made demands which were unthinkable before these new historians appeared on the scene and before the Al Aqsa Intifada and the recognition by the Israeli state of its discrimination towards the Arab minority. These demands have thus been pushed to the limit in the Palestinian Arab discourse on a common national identity which may appear to be too idealistic.         
4.7 Conclusion

The aim of this project has been to answer the problem formulation on whether the conflicting Israeli discourses on national identities had changed after the Al Aqsa Intifada making it possible for the citizens of Israel to construct a common national identity in the framework of a constitution for Israel. In order to give an answer to this question I firstly had to uncover the construction of the main conflicting discourses on national identities in Israel before the Al Aqsa Intifada as well as the main discourses on a common national identity of Israel after the Al Aqsa Intifada as articulated in the proposals for constitution for Israel.

An important premise of this project has been that national identity is perceived as a discursive construction, produced and changed by means of language. I thus chose Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory, which is based on this premise, as the theoretical approach supplemented with Ruth Wodak’s theory on national identity as a discursive construction. According to Laclau and Mouffe, meanings and identities are created through articulations. Meanings are however not permanently fixed, but contingent and changeable. This perspective opens up for constant struggles between discourses about how to define identities, and because Laclau and Mouffe focus on these discursive struggles in their theoretical approach, it was a relevant choise for analysing the struggles between Jewish and Palestinian Arab discourses on the national identity of Israel. 

In order to analyse the construction of meanings in the chosen texts I also used Ruth Wodak’s definitions of a national identity’s content areas, as the elements around which the discourses were organised in the analysis connected with the issues of the character of the state and minority rights which were defined as the most debated issues in Israel. 

The first sub question was based on the assumption that the main discourses on Israel’s national identity before the Al Aqsa Intifada were antagonistic. I could thus conclude that they in fact were antagonistic, though showing signs of approach towards each other. In the main Jewish and Palestinian discourses, the national identity of Israel is equated with an organic relationship to the land of Palestine /Israel implying that both people articulate a right to the land, which should be the territory of the Palestinian and the Jewish nation state respectively. The political present and future elements were by the PLO constructed by articulations on liberation from the Zionists and around the Israeli citizenship based on a culture of nothingness. In the Zionist discourse the present and future were articulated by colonialist elements, though in different ways by the Labor Zionists, the ethno-religious Zionists and the liberal Zionists. Regarding the historiography of Israel the ‘new’ Jewish historians represented a discourse of change and approach recognising the Palestinian Arab discourse of the events during the war in 1948. The Palestinian Arab historiography, on the other hand, stayed objective and unchanged also after the Al Aqsa Intifada.

The second sub question was answered through the analysis of the main discourses on a common national identity in the framework of a constitution. The analysis of the Jewish discourse showed that the character of the state as Jewish and democratic remained hegemonic in spite of the new discourse on the historiography of Israel. Minority rights were equated with individual rights extended to a group. The articulation ‘respect for the Arab-national minority’ indicating a consensual discourse was not equated with granting collective rights to minorities. This new articulation did thus not show a change in Israel’s democratic character and the limitations of it set by the Jewish character. The overall hegemonic discourse on Israel’s national identity before the Intifada remained unchanged. 

The Palestinian Arab discourse on the character of the state revolved around an abolishment of the Jewish character of the state and a transformation of the liberal democracy into a pluralistic one capable of uniting the existence of different groups in Israel. Accordingly, the Palestinian Arabs demand for equal individual rights, which were their demand before the Al Aqsa Intifada had become changed to one for equal collective rights. It was however impossible to state whether this discourse on the character of the state had changed, since the Palestinian Arab discourses on a common national identity were probably the first of its kind on their behalf of the Palestinians.  

The conclusion to the main question on whether it is possible for the citizens of Israel to construct a common national identity in the framework of a constitution for Israel, based on the above mentioned changes (or lack of), is that the Israeli discourses are too antagonistic, at the current stage, to reach a compromise. The Jewish discourse showed persistence on the hegemonic Zionist discourse which had constructed the identity of Israel before and after the establishment of the state. The Palestinian discourse, on the other hand, showed an alternative, which was radically different from the Jewish one in the framework of a pluralistic democracy. Although both discourses showed articulations of an identity inclusive of the other, these articulations were equated with demands not acceptable to the other. 

The constitutional efforts have not finished yet, and as mentioned previously, the draft proposals which have been object for my analysis, are only first step on the way to reach a final version. Menachem Ben-Sasson, Head of the Constitutional Committee, has predicted that the first reading of the proposed constitution will cause severe tensions in Israel. However, he has also predicted that after these tensions there will be a phase where the different groups will recognise that they need to compromise. I hope he is right, and I hope they will find a compromise, so that Israel finally will get a constitution, hopefully one which can create national unity.  
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