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Section II: 

Majority and Minority: Interlocking Rights and Responsibilities 
 

Part I: 
The second half of this beit midrash will focus on the relationship between majority and minority 
factions in a modern democratic society through the lens of contemporary Jewish texts. We will 
study this relationship by elucidating the rights and responsibilities of each group towards the 
other. These rights and responsibilities usually go hand in hand with each other- one side’s 
rights cannot be fulfilled without a correlating responsibility on the part of the other side. A 
common thread that binds almost all of the issues we will study is the need to not only respect 
and tolerate differing opinions, but to really listen and understand the distress and concerns of 
“the other”.  In this way, we can raise the level of communal discourse and activity from one of 
social order and into the realm of social responsibility.   
 
In the first beit midrash we examined the majority’s right to legislate through the axiom of 
“Acharei Rabim L’ahatot” In the second beit midrash we will examine this assumption in the 
contextual reality of the disengagement and Israel in 2005. 

 
In this section we will focus on two aspects of minority rights. One is the right and responsibility 
to legitimately protest majority decisions and legislation. The emphasis will be on the word 
“legitimate” and what constitutes legally appropriate protest. We firmly believe that any minority, 
whether it is the settlers, the Arabs, foreign workers, etc, does not have the right to protest 
illegally or violently. We will focus mainly on the phenomenon of right wing Orthodox soldiers 
refusing orders to evacuate settlements; including how prevalent this phenomenon really is and 
what are its implications for society as a whole. 
 
The second aspect we will focus on will be the right to be heard and understood on an 
emotional level. The overarching question we will address is: How are the minority’s rights met 
beyond the needs of mundane social order? The need to be heard an understood is a basic 
human need. If it is not met, how does this affect society as a whole? 

 
We will begin our study with a number of sources that review the majority’s right to legislate in 
order to establish and develop a normal functioning society. The selections from Hobbes and 
Rambam provide a philosophical and sociological basis for the necessity of a unifying 
government for the welfare of mankind as a whole. Amnon Rubenstein elucidates this 
necessity through limitations on free speech when this time-honored right presents security 
risks. Evelyn Gordon questions the necessity of these limitations as they have recently been 
applied in the context of the disengagement in her opinion piece from the Jerusalem Post.  
 
We will then examine the case of Orthodox soldiers being “ordered” by rabbis to refuse to carry 
out evacuation orders as an example of the minority’s right and responsibility to legitimately 
protest the majority’s decisions and legislation. Through Matt Plen and Ina Friedman’s articles, 
we will analyze the political and social significance of the rabbis’ p’skei halacha, the prevalence 
of religious soldiers who plan on refusing and the consequences of these soldiers’ individual 
decisions for society as a whole.  
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Finally, we will examine the minority’s right to be heard and respected by the majority and in 
certain cases, to simple empathy. The classic story from Tractate Eiruvin about the disputes 
between Beit Shamai and Beit Hillel provides a textual and traditional basis for this right. An 
excerpt from Justice Mishael Cheshin’s recent High Court decision as well as an opinion piece 
from Ha’aretz columnist Ari Shavit call for national recognition of this right. The opinion piece by 
Gideon Levy provides a dissenting opinion.   
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o Part I: Majority rights and responsibilities to society as a whole: 

 Hilchot Melachim 4:10 
 Amnon Rubenstein on the limitations of free speech (K’vod hashilton) 
 “A Chilling Effect on Legitimate dissent”. The Jerusalem Post, Evelyn 

Gordon 
 “Police: Pullout foes to increase disruptions, harm infrastructure” Ha’aretz 

June 23, 2005 
 
o Part II: Minority rights and responsibilities towards society as a whole:  

o Right to Protest: Case study: Right-wing conscientious objection 
 “Refusal To Serve: Sarbanut in a Jewish-Democratic State by Matt Plen 

Hagshama: Online Resources: World Zionist Organization 
  “With God as my Alibi” Ina Friedman The Jerusalem Report December 

2004 
o Right to be heard and understood: Responsibility of Brotherhood 

 Mordechai Kaplan Judaism as Civilization p. 242 
 “HCJ grills state on compensation” Dan Izenberg The Jerusalem Post May 

3, 2005 
  Ari Shavit “Listen to the Calls of Distress” Haaretz January 27 2005  
 Gideon Levy “Compensate Settlers for What?” Haaretz June 18 2004 
 Eiruvin 13b: Eilu v’eilu 
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Source 1: Hilchot Melachim 4:10  הלחות מלכים ד:י 
In the following excerpt, the Rambam outlines what he sees as what should be the 
ultimate goals and proper focus of a Jewish king. Note the contrast between his initial 
comments and his concluding statements. 

 
; שיראה מה כפי, המלחמה לאנשי לעבדיו נותן  :שלו היא הרי, שכובש הארץ כל] י[

ובכול יהיו מעשיו לשם    .דיניו דין, ובכל אלו הדברים   .שירצה מה, לעצמו ומניח
ולשבור , ולמלאות העולם צדק, ותהיה מחשבתו ומגמתו להרים דת האמת, שמיים

אלא לעשות , שאין ממליכין מלך תחילה--'ולהילחם מלחמות ה, שעיםזרוע הר
" ונלחם את מלחמותינו, ושפטנו מלכנו ויצא לפנינו"שנאמר    :משפט ומלחמה

 ). כ,א ח שמואל(
 

All of the land that [he] conquers, it indeed belongs to him [the king]: He gives his servants and 
soldiers according to what he sees [fit] and he leaves for himself what he wants. And in all of 
these things, his ruling is the law. And in all his deeds should be for the sake of Heaven and his 
thoughts and goals should be to heighten [the level] of the true religion, and to fill the world with 
righteousness, and to break the arm of evil-doers, and to fight the wars of God- that a king only 
rules in order to perform justice and war: as it says: “And our kings judged us and went out 
before us and fought our wars”. (Samuel I 8:20) 

 
 

Study Questions: 
1. What are the king’s rights when he first conquers land? 
2. How are these rights tempered? What stops a king from becoming a tyrant? 
3. What are the king's obligations to society and God? How do these obligations benefit 

society?  
a. Do you agree with Rambam's reasoning? If not, explain in detail? 
b. What would be other societal considerations we would have today concerning 

our choice of political leader? 
4. According to the Rambam, what is the purpose of having a king? 
5. What are the differences between our modern leaders and Rambam's description of a 

monarch? 
a. What are the rights of a president/prime minister with regard to his 

constituency? 
b. What are his/her obligations 
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Source 2: Amnon Rubenstein, taken from “The Constitutional Case of the State of Israel” 
Shocken 1991 
 
Amnon Rubinstein, an Israeli journalist and lawyer, was born in Tel-Aviv in 1931. He has 
served as dean of the Law faculty at Tel Aviv University and as Knesset member since 
1977.  
In the following paragraphs Professor Rubinstein outlines why freedom of expression is 
important and when it can be dangerous. 
 
Freedom of expression constitutes one of most important and central freedoms in a democracy 
and it is considered to be a significant means of protecting it. Freedom of expression is defined 
as the right of an individual or group to express or hear thoughts, ideas, beliefs or feelings 
without restriction of content or means of expression… 
Freedom of expression will be restricted only when it would cause concrete damage to public 
welfare or would harm national security. That is to say, there are instances when even this 
central freedom- freedom of expression- will be restricted: encouragement of violent acts, terror 
and sedition are forbidden according to the law.  

 
 
Study Questions: 
 

1. Why do you think freedom of expression is a “significant means of protecting” 
democracy? 

2. Why would this freedom need to be restricted, according to Rubinstein? 
a. Do you agree with these restrictions? 
b. Can you give any examples of restrictions in the context of the post 9/11/ Iraq 

war era in the US? Do you think these restrictions are warranted? 
3. Do you think freedom of expression should be curtailed or limited in the context of the 

disengagement?   
a. Read the following news article from Ha’aretz. Do you consider the protesters 

planned disruptions to be legitimate forms of protests?  
b. Do you think they will be effective in achieving their goals of thwarting the 

government’s plans? 
c. How do you think the public will respond to these protests? 
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Source 3: News article Ha’aretz Newspaper June 23 2005 

23/06/2005 

Police: Pullout foes to increase disruptions, harm 
infrastructure 
By Haaretz Staff 
 
Police believe opponents of the disengagement will increase their disruptions of the peace in 
attempts to keep officers occupied, and thus thwart their ability to carry out the pullout, Israel 
Radio reported on Thursday.  
 
According to police information, the far-right activists will try to shut off traffic lights at major 
junctions, smear oil on roads and disrupt public rail transportation.  
 
The activists were also said to be planning to tamper with electricity, water and telephone 
infrastructures.  
 
A senior police officer was quoted as saying that "the realization of the disengagement is the 
primary mission, and policemen who take part in evacuating settlements will not be sent to deal 
with disruptions within the Green Line, even if this means that junctions will be blocked for 
hours." 
 
The Shin Bet domestic security service has received information that far-right activists are 
planning to change the records of their residency at the Transportation Ministry. This move 
would override a ban on listing settlements set for evacuation as their place of residency on 
identification cards. 
 
These pullout foes plan to try and cross through Israel Defense Forces roadblocks into the 
closed territories slated for evacuation by using their drivers' licenses as identification.  
 
Security fources are set to start evacuating all of the Gaza settlements, as well as four in the 
northern West Bank this summer. 
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Source 4: “A Chilling Effect on Legitimate Dissent” Evelyn Gordon The Jerusalem Post 
March 1, 2005 
 
Evelyn Gordon is a columnist for The Jerusalem Post. In the following opinion article 
she argues against excessive government limitations on what she considers excessive 
limitations on legitimate protest. 

As the disengagement plan progresses, I am increasingly starting to wonder where Israel 
stands in Natan Sharansky's famous distinction between "free societies" and "fear societies." 

Clearly, the government should not tolerate criminal behavior under the guise of political 
protest. But many of its initiatives seem intended not to combat genuine criminal activity but to 
intimidate legitimate opposition to the plan. 

On Sunday, for instance, the cabinet approved Justice Minister Tzipi Livni's proposal to 
establish a new ministry unit, with 15 full-time lawyers, devoted solely to combating incitement 
and violence by disengagement opponents. Yet the Justice Ministry already deals extensively 
with crimes of incitement and violence; a special unit would add nothing to its existing law-
enforcement capabilities. All it does is exercise a chilling effect on legitimate dissent. 

First, it sends the message that anti-disengagement protests will be scrutinized far more 
carefully than other protests: Fifteen lawyers will do nothing else. Second, it proclaims that 
"borderline cases," which the ministry would usually ignore, are liable to be prosecuted where 
disengagement is involved, as the unit will need indictments to justify its existence… 

Full article can be accessed here:  

http://www.freeman.org/m_online/mar05/gordon.php 

Study Questions:  
1. What are the three reasons that author outlines as to why the government’s activities 

are detrimental to legitimate dissent? 
2. How will the government’s plans inhibit protest activity? 
3. Why would the government need to make special legislation regarding protest against 

the disengagement? 
a. Why is the author bothered by this legislation? 

4. What do you consider to be “legitimate dissent”? Name a few effective and meaningful 
ways for opponents of the disengagement to protest the government’s decision. 
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Part II: Minority rights: To protest and to be heard. 
In this section, we will examine the minority’s right to protest and to be heard by the majority. 
The minority’s right to sympathy and understanding from society as a whole can only be fulfilled 
when the majority fulfills its responsibility to respect and provide for this right. Likewise, the 
minority’s right to protest can only be fulfilled when the majority protects the general societal 
right to freedom of expression. The symbiotic relationship of this right and responsibility is what 
creates a healthy functioning society.  
 
We will explore the right to protest through an examination of the movement to encourage 
religious soldiers to disobey orders of evacuation. We will look at the halachic and social roots 
of this movement in the first article and how widespread it actually is in the second article.  

 
In looking at the right to be heard, we will start with a text from Mordechai Kaplan about the 
treatment of minorities as a reflection of the health of a society as a whole sets the context for 
this discussion. The article about the High Court’s defense of settler interests continues the 
conversation in the context of current Israeli events. Gideon Levy questions the assumption 
that the settlers need any sympathy at all, while Ari Shavit answers this question assertively 
and with a great deal of compassion. Our study finishes with the story from Eiruvin which we 
perceive to be one of the main sources for the concept of pluralism in Jewish thought, a 
concept which is sorely in need of support in Israeli society today.  
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Source 5: “Refusal to Serve” Matt Plen 
In the following article, Matt Plen documents some of the halachic background of the 
current movement to encourage religious soldiers to refuse evacuation orders. He also 
compares it to the previous movement of left wing soldiers who refused orders to serve 
in the territories.  
  
On January 3, 2005, a reserve unit of the Israel Defence Force was called in to evacuate two 
illegally installed caravans at the outpost of Givat Shalhevet in Samaria. The soldiers and 
police officers were met by hundreds of settlers who, throwing up a roadblock, attempted to 
prevent the unit from entering the outpost. Rocks were thrown, abuse was hurled, settlers 
branded the soldiers “Nazis.” A soldier was forced to fire in the air after a group of settlers 
attempted to snatch his weapon. In the aftermath of the clash, residents of nearby Yitzhar 
demanded that the IDF remove an army outpost which houses soldiers protecting the 
settlement. The army acceded to the demand. 
 
During the clash, Yossi Filant, a Yitzhar resident and sergeant in an IDF combat unit, called on 
the soldiers to refuse their orders to evacuate the caravans.   Still in uniform, he joined the 
demonstration against the soldiers.  Filant was arrested and tried before a court martial and 
sentenced to 28 days imprisonment for “inappropriate behaviour and obstructing the work of 
IDF soldiers and reservists,” for defecting to the side of the settlers and urging his comrades to 
refuse orders during the evacuation… 
 
Full Article can be accessed here: 
http://www.hagshama.org.il/en/resources/view.asp?id=1872 
 
Study Questions: 

1. What are the main ideological issues underpinning both right and left wing military 
refuseniks? 

2. According to Rav Avraham Shapira, what are the halachic reasons for refusing to 
evacuate settlements? 

a. How does the psak halacha from Rav Ovadia Yosef contradict Rav Shapira’s? 
3. According to the excerpt from Ha’aretz, why are the police more lenient with right wing 

activists then they are with their left wing counterparts? 
a. Is this acceptable in a democracy?  

4. According to the author, what are the halachic and ideological weaknesses of the right-
wing refusal to evacuate? 

a. Does the left wing have analogous weaknesses? 
5. What are the author’s main conclusions about left and right wing conscientious 

objection? Are they analogous? 
6. Do you think that the conscientious objection as described in the article has a place in 

democracy? Can the military and society in general function when citizens can freely 
choose this option? 
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Source 6: “With God as My Alibi” Ina Friedman The Jerusalem Report December 2004 
 
In this article, journalist Ina Friedman explores how widespread the Orthodox soldier 
refusal phenomenon really is and the factors that individual soldiers consider when they 
make the final decision whether or not to refuse.  

The disengagement debate and the call by rabbis for soldiers to refuse orders to vacuate 
settlements have been framed as a choice between God and country. But Orthodox soldiers 
see the issues as far more subtle and complex. Politics, not a halakhic ruling, they say, will be 
the decisive factor guiding their behavior on the ground… 

Full article can be accessed here: 
http://tinyurl.com/apmut 
 
Study Questions: 

1. What are some of the concerns/fears associated with the rabbinic call for soldiers to 
refuse orders of evacuation? 

2. In reality, what is the attitude of many Orthodox soldiers towards the rabbinic call for 
refusal?  

a. What are some of the solutions/compromises available to both the soldiers and 
the army itself? 

b. What are some of the ulterior political motives ascribed to the rabbinic calls for 
refusal, as described by some of the students and soldiers interviewed for the 
article? 

3. According to the author, what is the deep irony in the current conflict between religious 
Zionists and the rest of the Israeli population? 

4. What are some of the underlying resentments of the religious Zionist population that 
might be spurring the right wing refusal movement, as described by Hili Tropper? 

5. How would you summarize the relationship between religious and secular Israelis, as 
civilians and soldiers, alluded to in the article? 

6. Describe three or four ways of healing the obvious social rifts that exist in Israeli 
society. 

a. How might these rifts be exacerbated by the upcoming disengagement? 
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Source 7: Judaism as Civilization Mordechai Kaplan p. 242 
 
In the following paragraph, Mordechai Kaplan describes a type of “litmus test” for 
determining the health of a given society. 
 
Being more exposed then any other group to the effects of the widespread intensification of 
national consciousness in the world, [the Jews] have a ready criterion for judging when it is a 
blessing and when a curse.  If the national sentiment is such as to furnish the majority 
population with reasons for discriminating against any minority element, whether racial, 
religious or cultural, then it is undoubtedly a menace not only to the particular groups that are 
victimized but to civilization in general. Injustice and violence cannot flourish anywhere in the 
world today without poisoning the springs of human life everywhere. 
 
Study Questions: 

1. Why is discrimination against the minority necessarily a “menace… to civilization in 
general”? 

2. What mechanisms exist in society to protect the minority from discrimination? 
 
Source 8: “HCJ grills state on compensation” Dan Izenberg The Jerusalem Post May 3, 
2005 
 
Justice Mishael Cheshin is a member of Israel’s Supreme Court. The following article 
quotes from his recent court decision regarding the compensation of settlers from Gush 
Katif. The excerpt quoted outlines his thoughts regarding the responsibility of the state 
to its minority citizens.  

Justice Mishael Cheshin was the most outspoken. "The nation of Israel, via the government 
and Knesset, has decided that it wants to disengage from these places," he told the state. "The 
nation of Israel has decided to disengage; the nation of Israel must pay."  

Cheshin added that the government had calculated the monetary value of all the elements 
involved in evacuating the settlers, but the settlers did not just want material compensation, 
they wanted to continue living their lives as they had. "You [and the settlers] are talking about 
two different things," he said. "You are not talking about life, you are talking about property."  

Mandel rejected the charge. "The calculations were not technical," she said. "They took very 
much into account the people they were dealing with."  

The entire article can be accessed here: 
http://tinyurl.com/dp5lk 

 
Study Questions:  

1. What does Justice Cheshin mean by the statement “"The nation of Israel has decided 
to disengage, the nation of Israel must pay."? What does the justice mean by “pay”? 

a. What kind of statement is the justice making about the responsibility of the 
government, and the population of Israel as a whole, towards the settlers? 

2. “Cheshin added that the government had calculated the monetary value of all the 
elements involved in evacuating the settlers, but the settlers did not just want material 



Renewing Israel in Jewish Life 
ה"ז סיון תשס"ט     

June 23, 2005 

NACIE: A Network of The Jewish Agency and North American Jewish 
Communities 

 

compensation, they wanted to continue living their lives as they had. "You [and the 
settlers] are talking about two different things," he said. "You are not talking about life, 
you are talking about property."  

a. What does Justice Cheshin mean by “life”? How does “life” differ from 
“property”? 

b. How could the government potentially compensate the settlers for the lives 
they’ve created in Gush Katif?   

c. Why should the government and the population of Israel in general be 
concerned about helping the settlers re-establish their lives in Israel proper? 

d. How does respecting and caring about the settlers’ welfare preserve Israeli 
society as a whole? 

3. According to the article, how is the High Court attempting to defend the rights of the 
settlers 
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Source 9: “Compensate the Settlers for What?” Gideon Levy Ha’aretz Newspaper  June 
18 2004 
 
In the following article, Ha’aretz columnist Gideon Levy questions the need for the state 
and its citizens to either sympathize or compensate the settlers who would be 
evacuated. 
 
Compensate settlers for what? 
by Gideon Levy; Ha'aretz; June 18, 2004 
Reprinted with permission from Haaretz ©  
 
For what exactly should we be compensating the settlers who will be evacuated from Gaza? 
For the damage they caused the state for decades? For the scandalous economic price of their 
living in Gaza? For the blood needlessly spilled over them? Most settled in the territories for the 
chance of cheap housing on tempting terms. Others went there out of messianic ideology. 
Some settled there legitimately, as it were, with government approval, while others did so 
through land-grabs. All knew ahead of time that the land they were settling was politically 
disputed and its future uncertain, so it is they who are responsible for the decision they took.  

Nonetheless, the state must supply modest alternative accommodation for authorized settlers, 
exclusively within the 1967 borders. Those who indulged in illegal land grabs are not entitled even to 
that, and those who do not agree to leave voluntarily should know they will lose that privilege.  

To those who are calling for empathy toward these settlers, we must say they do not deserve empathy 
since they never showed consideration for the feelings of others. There is not and never has been in the 
history of the state such a destructive and immoral enterprise as the settlement enterprise. From the 
start it was established to undermine any and every chance for a peace agreement and to erect a 
defensive barrier against any just solution.  

It was born out of territorial greed and continued to criminally disinherit the Palestinians. The settlers 
settled on land they had stolen, or which was stolen for them; the harm inherent in their actions not only 
did not trouble them, but some even went out of their way to hurt their neighbors - and so there is no 
moral basis for compensating them.  

No other community in Israel has enjoyed such benefits, exemptions and social prestige reserved for 
those in the vanguard. On top of it all, they received the state's protection. Bus passengers in cities and 
residents in outlying places, who are also exposed daily to dangers, never received such protection. A 
massive deployment is required to guard the settlers' safety day and night. Their children are protected 
to a far greater degree than any other Israeli children, who are also in danger.  

This reality has never come up for serious public debate in Israel, except by speakers clearly identified 
with the left. Somehow, the settlers became the most powerful lobby in Israeli society. A country 
plagued by unemployment and poverty nonchalantly decided there was one group more important for 
which there was no budget crisis.  

One government after another - left and right - carried on funding their whims and inflating the 
settlement enterprise to monstrous proportions. There is no growth in Israel like their growth. They 
dragged the state's name through the mud and caused irreparable damage to Israel's diplomacy and 
image. No one in the non-Jewish world was prepared to justify their enterprise - aside from a few 
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American fundamentalist dreamers - but Israeli governments and the public granted them legitimacy 
and resources that came at the expense of the vital needs of much worthier communities.  

Now there is a possibility, for the first time, that a tiny part of this hapless enterprise will come to an end. 
Shockingly late in the day, we must now hold them to account for the blood they shed in vain. Now is 
the time to say to them - you extorted enough, you cost us too much, you deserve nothing more.  

The state has responsibility for all its citizens, so they should not be left destitute and should be 
provided with modest alternative housing. Pioneers? Let them go to the Negev, but not a single thing 
beyond that. A state that won't pay the wages of local council workers can't afford some huge outlay to 
compensate those whom there is no reason to compensate.  

Standing in line ahead of them are residents of poor towns, some of whom were also "sent there" - but 
to a forgone life of penury, without any of the support given to the settlers. There are also Israel's Arab 
citizens who have suffered so much discrimination all these years, not to mention Palestinians in the 
territories whose lives have been destroyed and properties ransacked.  

Compensate settlers? It's high time they instead compensated the public for all they have done 
to us and cost us - including all the shame and anguish.  

Study Questions:  
1. According to Levy, what are the reasons that the settlers do not deserve compensation 

or even empathy from the rest of the population? 
a. List some of the reasons Levy brings to back up his opposition. 
b. Summarize in your own words Levy’s attitude towards the settlers. List some 

of the emotions that come through in Levy’s writing. 
2. How does Levy turn the concept of compensation on its head? 
3. Is Levy’s attitude helpful to society in helping it get through this difficult time? 

a. Note the date that the article was written. If it had been published in June 2005 
rather then 2004, do you think it would have a greater effect? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Renewing Israel in Jewish Life 
ה"ז סיון תשס"ט     

June 23, 2005 

NACIE: A Network of The Jewish Agency and North American Jewish 
Communities 

 

 
Source 10: “Listen to the Calls of Distress” Avi Shavit Ha’aretz Newspaper January 
27,2005 
 
In this article, journalist Avi Shavit explains why Israeli society in general needs to 
sympathize with the settlers.  

Listen to the calls of distress 
By Ari Shavit 
Reprinted with permission from Haaretz ©  
www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/532467.html 
January 27, 2005  

The other people are in turmoil. The other people, who in the eyes of some of us are not even 
people, feel we are attacking them. The other people, who in our eyes are dastardly, feel we 
are going to trample over them. And throughout Judea, Samaria, and the Gaza District, settlers 
feel that a foolish Israeli majority, full of hubris and lacking any sensitivity, are going to lynch 
them. Throughout the realm of knitted-kippa religious Zionism is a feeling that a brutal, 
heartless herd of secular elephants are going to trample them under as the herd gallops to the 
abyss. People whose faith is not our faith feel that we are going to destroy their homes. People 
whose values are not our values feel we are going to bring down their world on their heads. 
They are desperate, angry and up against the wall. 

At the beginning of the week we heard from Benzi Lieberman, chairman of the Yesha Council. 
At the end of the week we'll hear from the moderate rabbi from Gush Etzion, Yoel Bin Nun. 
Neither Lieberman nor Nun are lunatics. Both are supposed to be the natural interlocutors for 
the mainstream Israeli. However, both Lieberman and Bin Nun have harsh things to say. Both 
feel betrayed. Both feel the Israeli left has abandoned them. Both feel that the Israeli democrats 
have let them down. Both feel that the way the disengagement process is going undermines 
the very foundations of Israeli society, undermines its sense of social solidarity and cohesion, 
plays into the hands of the extremists, fans the flames for the fanatics, and could lead the Third 
Commonwealth to the disaster of civil war. 

True, the moderates among the settlers have good reason to try to intimidate the supporters of 
disengagement. The decent among the settlers are now searching for the last-minute rabbit to 
pull out of the hat to prevent a final decision for partition. Therefore, one must take their words 
with caution and suspicion. But nonetheless, it is a duty to listen to them. Not to agree, not to 
accept, but to listen. 

This summer, Israel is going to do the most ruthless thing it has ever done to its citizens. Israel 
is going to do something that even General de Gaulle did not do in Algeria in the early 1960s. It 
is going to send its soldiers into the homes of citizens to pull them out. And to destroy all that 
they built, all they planted, all they believed. 

This brutal act is necessary. The settlements in Gaza were a historic mistake. That mistake 
threatens our very existence here. If Israel wants to survive, if it wants to continue to exist as a 
Jewish-democratic state, it must correct that error. It must evacuate all of Gaza. Completely. 
Down to the last house. 
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Moreover, since the current conditions don't allow leaving the residents of the settlements 
under the protection of the Palestinians, there is no choice but to withdraw them along with the 
military forces. And since a substantial proportion of the settlers ideologically oppose this 
necessary move, there is no choice but to impose it upon them. It is impossible to leave the 
freedom of choice to individuals. It is necessary to coerce those individuals to accept the will of 
the Israeli majority and the will of Israeli sovereignty. It is necessary to go from house to house 
and empty each one of its inhabitants. 

However, that difficult deed must be done properly, correctly. Not with glee, not with 
indifference, not as a matter of fact. That horrifying deed must be done with awe and trembling; 
with weeping hearts and bowed heads; without treating the uprooted high handedly; without 
treating them badly and without crushing them; understanding that the tragedy of Gush Katif is 
an all-Israeli tragedy. 

The question now is not a matter of the essence. It is a matter of the process. Even many of 
the settler leaders understand they lost the campaign. They understand they cannot save 
Netzer Hazani and Ganei Tal. They understand the process is too strong, and it has passed the 
point of no return. But what they are asking for is a clean, decent, clear, legitimate process with 
a genuine democratic validity and Jewish meaning, that renews Zionism and does not destroy 
Zionism, forges alliances and does not break alliances. 

And they are right about that. One does not need to accept their ideological positions. One 
does not need to be deterred by the remnants of their political power. But one must listen to 
their calls of distress. Even with their knitted kippot and other beliefs, Lieberman and Bin Nun 
are our brethren. And so is each and every resident of Gush Katif whom we will have to uproot 
with broken hearts from their homes in the coming summer. 

Study Questions: 

1. “The decent among the settlers are now searching for the last-minute rabbit to pull out 
of the hat to prevent the final decision for partition. Therefore, one must take their 
words with caution and suspicion. But nonetheless, it is a duty to listen to them. Not to 
agree, not to accept, but to listen.” 

a. Why does the author emphasize that it is the “decent” among the settlers? 
According to what the author wrote in previous paragraphs, how do you think 
he defines the word? 

b. How does one balance caution and suspicion with listening to an idea or 
opinion that one doesn’t agree with? 

c. Why is it important to listen to the opposing side? What happens if one doesn’t 
listen to a minority opinion that will not be put into action? 

2. Why is the disengagement going to be “the most ruthless thing [Israel] has ever done 
to its citizens? 

3. According to Shavit, how should the general Israeli population react to this decision 
and process? 

4. “They understand the process is too strong, and it has passed the point of no return. 
But what they are asking for is a clean, decent, clear, legitimate process with a genuine 
democratic validity and Jewish meaning…” 
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a. What kind of Jewish meaning can or should be ascribed to the disengagement 
and compensation process? 

b. What are the possible areas of the disengagement and compensation process 
that can present problems of legitimacy or democratic validity? 

5. According to Shavit’s conclusion, what is the basic reason that the Israeli population 
needs to listen to the settlers? 

6. Do you agree with Shavit’s analysis? Why or why not? 
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Source 11: Eiruvin 13b : עירובין י"ג 
 
The following is the source for the famous dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
that was resolved with the line “Eilu v’eilu divrei elokim chaim” (These and these are the 
words of the living God).  
 

 ה הללו אומרים הלכה כמותנו והללו אומרים"ש וב"ר אבא אמר שמואל שלש שנים נחלקו ב"א
שאלו  ה וכי מאחר"הלכה כמותנו יצאה בת קול ואמרה אלו ואלו דברי אלהים חיים הן והלכה כב

היו ושונין  ה לקבוע הלכה כמותן מפני שנוחין ועלובין"ואלו דברי אלהים חיים מפני מה זכו ב

    ש לדבריהן"באלא שמקדימין דברי  ש ולא עוד"דבריהן ודברי ב

 
Soncino Translation: 
R. Abba stated in the name of Samuel: For three years there was a dispute between Beth 
Shammai and Beth Hillel, the former asserting: ‘The halacha is in agreement with our views’ 
and the latter contending ‘the halacha is in agreement with our views’ Then a bath kol issued 
announcing, ‘[The utterances] of both are the words of the living God, but the halacha is in 
agreement with the rulings of Beth Hillel’. Since, however, ‘both are the words of the living God’ 
what was it that entitled Beth Hillel to have the halachah fixed in agreement with their rulings?-
Because they were kindly and modest, they studied their own rulings and those of Beth 
Shammai, and were even so [humble] as to mention the actions of Beth Shammai before 
theirs. 
 
Study Questions 

1. How was the dispute between Beit Shamai and Beit Hillel resolved? 
a. Do the rabbis accept this resolution or reject it? 
b. How does rabbis' reaction to the resolution contrast to a similar resolution in 

the story about "Achnai's Oven" brought earlier? 
2. According to this passage, why did Beit Hillel merit having the Halacha decided 

according to their rulings? 
3. According to this Gemara, what is the proper attitude towards a minority opinion, ie a 

legal opinion not accepted as appropriate by the majority? 
a. How would this attitude be helpful in modern society? 
b. How would you apply this attitude towards a modern divisive social issue?  

i. Would it make any difference in the way people speak and interact 
about this issue?  

ii. Would it help bring about resolution sooner? 
4. How do the opinion articles by Ari Shavit and Gideon Levy reflect the tension between 

minority and majority opinions discussed in this Gemara in Eiruvin? 
a. Which attitude do you think would be more helpful for Israeli society and the 

Jewish people as a whole and why? 
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Summary Questions 
 

1. What do you think are the government’s responsibilities towards: 
a. The settlers. 
b. Israeli society in general. 

2. What do you think are Israeli society’s responsibilities towards the settlers? 
3. What are the settlers’ responsibilities towards the rest of the Israeli population? 
4. In your opinion, what constitutes legitimate protest? What constitutes effective protest? 

a. Do you think any protest could be effective after the disengagement plan has 
already been approved by the Knesset? 

 


