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Introduction

For decades, the theoretical distinction between honor and guilt cultures, if often criticized, has served to analyze dynamics, sentiments, tensions, conflicts and developments in societies around the world.
 In an attempt to offer yet another angle from which to pursue such purposes, I suggest an additional, four-headed distinction, between cultures that are honor-based, dignity-based, glory-based and respect-based (or, more accurately, a distinction between honor-based, dignity-based, glory-based and respect-based socio-cultural tendencies and drives). Like the distinction between honor and guilt cultures, this proposed distinction may be useful and allow insightful socio-cultural analysis only if taken as suggestive and tentative, and it is as such that I propose it. 

The distinction between honor, dignity, glory and respect as values and principles that may be used to read value structures and cultural codes has risen out of my particular analysis of Israeli, Hebrew culture. It is within that specific cultural and linguistic scope that the theoretical categories emerged and took on meaning. Like many, I believe that socio-cultural theoretical distinctions are most valuable when rooted in concrete culture and language. Nevertheless, concepts derived from the close study of a particular culture, if generalized without compromise of their authentic, specific origins, may be more useful for comparative purposes than strictly abstract ones. It is in this context that I look at the dynamics of Israeli society, culture and law through the lenses of the Hebrew terms which roughly correspond with the English honor, dignity, glory and respect. I attempt to establish a useful point of view of  Israel’s specific socio-cultural dynamics through the theoretical concepts, while developing these concepts through their manifestation in the Israeli case study. 

Overview of the Argument

History demonstrates that, at a historical turning point, a society may choose to declare a certain value or set of values as its fundamental constitutional core. Within Western contemporary civilization, the first examples that come to mind are the US choice of equality and liberty in 1776, followed, in 1789, by the French choice of these same values, augmented with comradeship. In more recent times, post-World War (Western) Germany chose human dignity and  post-apartheid South Africa - dignity and equality (in 1949 and 1992 respectively). In each of these cases, the chosen fundamental value, or set of values, was established as the cornerstone of the respective state’s new constitution. 

As these familiar examples indicate, such dramatic moral-legal choices typically coincide with times of fundamental revolutions, when a society’s deepest structure is questioned, revisited and redefined. The collective declaration of a new fundamental value is, therefore, indicative of a dramatic socio-cultural transformation. The symbolic act of establishing the chosen value in a new constitution is a legal manifestation of the socio-cultural shift. It both mirrors and enhances the new collective ideology, instituting it as the foundation of public order. It is in this context that I look at the particular case of Israeli society, culture and law, and the fundamental concept and value kavod, which is at the heart of Israel’s new, 1992, bill of rights. 

Due to complex historical circumstances and political constraints, Israel has no formal constitution. Instead, Israel’s parliament, the Knesset, has legislated sporadic “Basic Laws”, which can be regarded as fragments of a constitution. Most of these regulate the separation of powers; only in 1992, after long and dramatic deliberations, did the Knesset finally succeed in passing a basic law that has some features of a charter of human rights, and which is often considered to be the country’s bill of rights: hok yesod kvod ha-adam ve-heruto, officially translated to “Basic Law: Human Dignity and Liberty”.

The “official stand” (voiced by Knesset members and Supreme Court justices) is that human dignity and liberty have always been fundamental values underlying Israel’s society and law. In declaring dignity and liberty as Israel’s fundamental values, the Basic Law is said to have merely proclaimed an existing socio-legal reality, awarding it a formal, constitutional status. In fact, the official stand is at least arguable. 

First, while the Hebrew herut is easily translated to “liberty”, the translation of kvod ha-adam to “dignity” is substantially inaccurate, concealing the Hebrew term’s full range of meanings. The translation of  kvod ha-adam to “human dignity” conveniently associates the Basic Law with the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. But in fact, although the combined phrase kvod ha-adam does connote “human dignity”, the word kavod is also the only Hebrew term for “honor”, “glory” and “respect”.
 In  Israeli culture and society, as well as in Israeli law, human dignity (kvod ha-adam) is, therefore, inseparable from - while sometimes at variance with - these other values, representing distinct sentiments and value systems. The Basic Law’s “dignity-honor-glory-respect” is not exactly the Universal Declaration’s “dignity”. Rather than ignoring this complexity, it seems imperative to investigate the exact meaning of each of the concepts associated with kavod in Israeli culture, society and law, as well as the interactions between them and the unique multi-layered concept kvod-ha-adam.

Second, it is highly questionable whether any of the mentioned values was ever a fundamental value of Israel’s society or law. Significantly, up to 1992, neither this set of values nor any other was ever declared as Israel’s ideological foundation. The State of Israel was established in 1948, an historical turning point, at which the founding fathers, representing the Zionist community in Palestine, composed and signed the new state’s Declaration of Independence.  Pronouncing the new state’s moral principles, the Declaration named a whole list of values, some specifically Zionist and others, dictated to the emerging state by the United Nations, more universalistic. Among the listed values are, above all others, the Zionist values of Jewish settlement in the Land of Israel. Next come liberty, justice and peace, all “in accordance with the vision of the Hebrew Prophets”; complete civil and political equality for all citizens, with no discrimination based on religion, race or gender; freedom of religion, conscience, language, education and culture. Non of these values was awarded a superior status, although the particularistic, Zionist values were more enthusiastically emphasized in the Declaration of Independence than others. Human dignity, honor, glory or respect were not listed among the the Declaration’s values.

Furthermore, Israel’s Declaration of Independence has not been treated as a formal constitution and the Supreme Court determined that it had no compelling legal force. The Declaration did, allegedly, inspire the judiciary in its creation of  Israel’s “judicial bill of rights”. Freedom of speech and other human rights established by the Supreme Court as part of the state’s common law, were often rhetorically derived by the justices from the Declaration. Human dignity was not one of these human rights (at least not until the 1980s). 

I suggest that, although unacknowledged, it is kavod-honor rather than kavod-dignity which has been a predominant, fundamental feature of the Zionist movement and the Zionist state. Kavod-honor, in the Jewish-Israeli context, implies a set of Zionist  values stressing national Jewish power and “masculine” militant honor. This ideology views the long Jewish Diaspora (and especially the Holocaust) as a  stain of shame and humiliation on collective Jewish identity. The only means of overcoming this acute national degradation is a firm insistence on Jewish honor, mainly through the military power of the Jewish state. Kavod as honor, therefore, implies a zealous protection of the rights of individual Jews as well as those of the Jewish collective. This particularistic, nationalistic kavod-honor is very different from the  universalistic kavod-dignity suggested by the official translation of the Basic Law’s title. They are both distinct from kavod-glory, which, in the Israeli context, bears a religious, orthodox connotation.

The significance of the distinction between kavod-honor, kavod-dignity and kavod-glory is not merely linguistic or cultural but also social and political. Using kavod terminology, the Israeli society on the brink of the 21st century, can be (roughly) described as divided into three feuding camps. The first, and perhaps largest camp consists of those who remain devoted to Israel’s Zionist kavod-honor culture. The  other is made up of  those who wish to shift emphasis from the Zionist honor mentality towards a more universalistic  human dignity (kvod ha-adam) oriented culture. In varying degrees, members of this camp are associated with the view that Israel should reformulate its “Jewishness” and become “a state of all its citizens”, Jews and Arabs alike, as well as a secular political entity, where state and church are separate and women enjoy full legal equality. This ideology, which, in its extreme forms, is sometimes referred to as “post-Zionist”, can, in this context, be labeled a “post kavod-honor” world view. The third camp is composed of Israeli Jews for whom kavod  is above all glory. Glory, in this context,  implies a rabbinical, religious, “pre-Zionist” Jewish ideology which attributes Man’s glory to his heavenly creation in the divine image of God. According to this world view, Man’s glory is the source not only of certain human rights, but also of Man’s duties to his creator. As “glory”, the word kavod does not entail such rights as to end a pregnancy and to die at will; rather, it implies a person’s duties to live and multiply. Clearly, each of these camps assigns a different meaning to the root k.v.d, the word kavod and the phrase kvod ha-adam. The tension between the three camps is considered by many in Israel as a “culture war”, that may break into a civil war of some sort.

This paper is a part of a larger project, aimed at addressing a variety of social, cultural, legal questions, as well as developing the theoretical concepts of honor, dignity, glory and respect cultures. Taking seriously the challenge presented by Israel’s constitutional choice, I venture a look at certain developments, tensions and conflicts in Israeli society and culture through the prism of the value that, in 1992, was chosen as Israel’s fundamental (socio-legal) value. Through the rhetoric and logic of kavod and the theoretical distinction between honor, dignity, glory and respect I propose to get at socio-cultural subtexts that may be overlooked when Israeli society is analyzed through other, more familiar formulas and keywords, such as “a Jewish and democratic state”. At the same time, I conduct the analysis of Israeli society, culture and law as a case study in the development of the general categories of honor, dignity, glory and respect.

 The scope of the present paper does not allow for a discussion of all or even most of the components of the larger project. Here, I merely outline one of that study’s themes. Concentrating on kavod-honor and (kvod ha-adam) dignity and focusing on the honor and dignity logic and rhetoric of Israel’s Supreme Court, I trace the recent shift, in the Supreme Court’s decisions, from “honor” to “dignity” talk, highlighting the shift’s social context as well as its  problematic ideological/political implications

My line of argument in this paper is as follows: in enacting the Basic Law kvod ha-adam veheruto, the Knesset (can be understood to have) signaled a socio-cultural shift of emphasis from the logic of kavod-honor to the logic of (kvod ha-adam) human dignity. In the Israeli context, I argue, this shift, clearly an issue within the scope of the Israeli culture war, is sufficiently fundamental to be viewed as an ideological revolution. The symbolic change of emphasis, the move away from Israel’s kavod-honor mentality and in the direction of embracing the universalistic value of human dignity, is no less than a new conceptualization of the premises underlying the self-definition of the state of Israel. Yet this dramatic shift of emphasis was not explicitly declared, publicly  acknowledged nor widely embraced. Furthermore, it was completely obscured by the Knesset’s choice of the multi-layered root k.v.d., containing the fraught inter-relations between the incohesive values dignity, honor, glory and respect. Each fragment of the Israeli society uses kavod to mean  something else, not fully admitting the many faces of the root, which correspond with the deep political conflict. The choice of the term kvod ha-adam, therefore, allows the Israeli society to deny, ignore and suppress both the issue of an ideological shift of emphasis and the conflict behind it. 

The Knesset’s choice of the (multiple) Janus-faced root k.v.d., accompanied by the legislature’s vague references to the Basic Law’s exact  ideological meaning, left the potential dignity revolution in an ambiguous, embryonic state. In this delicate state of affairs, the legal form and status of the Basic Law imposed the implementation of the revolution on the Israeli legal system, to be executed through its courts’ decisions. The legal system, led by the Supreme Court, responded to the challenge by beginning to develop (kvod ha-adam) dignity discourse that would balance, if not overshadow the ruling kavod-honor discourse. (To be exact: the Supreme Court had begun to develop a dignity discourse as early as the 1980s. This development took on new dimensions with the legislation of the Basic Law).  

I suggest that the legal response to the constitutional challenge is creating a discrepancy between the new legal rhetoric and logic of (kvod ha-adam) dignity and the prevailing social notions of kavod-honor (as well as between the dignity talk and the kavod-glory frame of mind). I pose the question whether fundamental ideological shifts, such as the one from honor to dignity, can and should be led or executed by the legal system, when significant portions of the population are either unaware or unaccepting of the new premises.   

Focusing on honor and dignity, I begin this discussion by substantiating the four distinct meanings of the word kavod, thus also portraying the conceptual distinction between the four categories of honor culture, dignity culture, glory culture and respect culture. Next, in part II, I flesh out the argument that the Zionist movement and state chose an honor rhetoric (rather than a dignity oriented one). Finally, in part III, I show how the Israeli Supreme Court, which was as honor-oriented as the rest of the Israeli society, has begun to replace its honor rhetoric with a new dignity one, thus executing the Knesset’s supposed intention. 

Part I

The many faces of k.v.d: honor, dignity, glory and respect
In contemporary, Israeli Hebrew, the root k.v.d., the word kavod and the phrase kvod ha-adam are fraught with meanings and connotations, assimilated together beyond clear distinction. A native speaker of Hebrew, operating within that language, I could not fully identify the distinct components linked together in the root k.v.d, as Hebrew does not offer the terminology and concepts to do so. I, therefore, stepped outside the boundaries of my own, examined language and culture, to see more clearly the ingredients that make up the meaning of k.v.d. I turned to English because it is the foreign language I am most comfortable with and also one of the most commonly used in cross-cultural comparisons in the humanities and social sciences. I was looking for English terms and concepts that would help me define the components of k.v.d, unspecifiable within contemporary Hebrew. 

The older (and more popular) of my two Hebrew-English dictionaries (Alcalay, 1965) translates kavod as “honor, respect, glory, splendor, majesty, reverence, distinction, importance, wealth, riches, ambition”. The other (Levy, 1997), composed thirty years later, translates the Hebrew kavod as “honor, respect, dignity” (translating the  English “dignity” into the Hebrew “kavod, mekuvadut, hadar”). A thorough examination of several (Christian and Jewish, old and new) translations of the Hebrew bible into English, revealed that dozens of words deriving from the root k.v.d  were translated into “honor”, “glory” and “respect”. The translations vary greatly: the same word in the same context is sometimes translated differently by different translators; the same translator sometimes chooses different English terms for the same  k.v.d word in different contexts.
 Nevertheless, “glory” and “honor” are the most prevalent English terms used to capture the essence of the biblical k.v.d words. “Honor” is more commonly used when a k.v.d word refers to humans, whereas “glory” is more often used to translate k.v.d words relating to god. Although my own translation of biblical k.v.d words would sometimes differ from existing translations, I agree that “glory”, “honor”, “respect” and maybe “dignity” are the most appropriate English words which capture the essence of the Hebrew root k.v.d. in both biblical and modern Hebrew. I would argue that in many cases, a more accurate translation would consist of more than one of these English words. 

The intuitive differences between the English “honor”, “glory”, “respect” and “dignity” indicate the complexity of the Hebrew root k.v.d. Clearly, none of the English terms, nor any artificial combination thereof can fully capture the exact, specific meanings of k.v.d. in biblical or modern Hebrew contexts. Yet, the existence of these distinct terms in a different language helps differentiate aspects in the Hebrew root, which cannot be fully verbalized within the Hebrew language itself. The use of this English terminology in this context is far from perfect, but may be as much as we can hope for.
 It is, therefore, meant to be taken as suggestive rather than definitive.

The proximity of “honor”, “glory”, “respect” and “dignity” is similarly interesting. A quick look in any English language dictionary reveals that each of these terms is often defined using one or more of the others. The proximity of these words’ meanings illustrates that the connection between k.v.d.‘s different aspects is not unique to Hebrew. In English, as in Hebrew, each of k.v.d’s meanings is related to the others, and any attempt to separate them completely would be arbitrary. If I stress the differences between the concepts encoded in these terms it is for didactic reasons and because within Hebrew these differences go unverbalized and undistinguished. 

Despite the proximity of “honor”, “glory”, “respect” and “dignity” they are not interchangeable and each consists of a distinct, definable core. Of these four terms, “honor” is the most distinctively defined and conceptualized in academic literature, which associates it with a specific pattern of cultural codes.

Honor Cultures

As has been shown by many writers, honor cultures differ greatly in many of their specifics, as well as in the linguistic terms they use to denote honor and shame.
 My distinct interest is in the Hebrew root k.v.d and in what I perceive as the Zionist-Israeli honor culture, which differ greatly from Mediterranean and north European honor cultures. Nevertheless, I side with those who find it worthwhile to examine a particular honor culture against general characteristics of honor cultures as a category. Whether a particular behavior is “shameful” may be viewed differently by different honor cultures, but the use of  “shame” as a fundamental criteria to determine worthiness and social rank is typical of them all. Pitt-Rivers suggests to liken honor “to the concept of magic in the sense that, while its principles can be detected anywhere, they are clothed in conceptions which are not exactly equivalent from one place to another” (Pitt-Rivers, 1966, 21). The following brief general reference to the logic of honor cultures is meant to supply the fundamental background for the understanding of Zionism as an honor culture. (In turn, the analysis of Zionism as a particular honor culture may contribute to the understanding of honor cultures in general).

To use Miller’s words, “[t]he well-known distinction between shame and guilt cultures, though rightly and roundly criticized, still captures a fundamental difference ... between a culture in which reputation is all and one in which conscience, confession and forgiveness play a central role” (Miller 1993 116). Members of historical and contemporary honor cultures derive their social rank and sense of worthiness by measuring up to well-defined social norms of honorable behavior and avoiding or avenging  behaviors and situations which are conceived as inflicting shame. Sketching a basic, general definition, Miller suggests that 

“[h]onor is above all the keen sensitivity to the experience of humiliation and shame, a sensitivity manifested by the desire to be envied by others and the propensity to envy the successes of others. To simplify greatly, honor is that disposition which makes one act to shame others who have shamed oneself, to humiliate others who have humiliated oneself. The honorable person is one whose self-esteem and social standing is intimately dependent on the esteem or the envy he or she actually elicits in others. At root honor means ‘don’t tread on me’. But to show someone you were not to be trod upon often meant that you had to hold yourself out as one who was willing to tread on others. ... In the culture of honor, the prospect of violence inhered in virtually every social interaction between free men... For shame and envy are quickly reprocessed as anger, and anger often is a prelude to aggression” (Miller 1993 84).

This description elucidates why a culture which demands of its members to “turn the other cheek” is not an honor one. Traditional Jewish and Christian cultures are usually defined as guilt oriented: rather than publicly measuring behaviors as “honorable” or “shameful”, their members are said to internalize a strong sense of moral obligation, sin and guilt. 

Stressing honor cultures’ typical linkage of social status, social rights and self esteem, Pitt-Rivers defines honor as “the value of a person in his own eyes, but also in the eyes of his society. It is his estimation of his own worth, his claim to pride, but it is also the acknowledgment of that claim, his excellence recognized by society, his right to pride” (Pitt-Rivers 1966 21). Adding the “honorable impulse” expected of members of honor cultures, the formula becomes this: “the sentiment of honor inspires conduct which is honorable, the conduct receives recognition and established reputation, and reputation is finally sanctified by the bestowal of honors. Honor felt becomes honor claimed and honor claimed becomes honor paid” (ibid. 22).

Analyzing the emotional economies of honor cultures, Miller claims that

“[a] culture in which honor is a dominant organizing principle is very likely to make certain emotional dispositions more salient than they would be in an American upper-middle-class suburb. We might expect emotions that depend on relative standing in the community, such as shame and envy, to be more prevalent than those that depend on self-evaluation independent of the views of others, such as guilt or remorse, or those that accompany alienation , such as angst and ennui” (Miller 1993 116).

In honor cultures, honor serves as an effective disciplining tool, and the honor-code is, therefore, a structure of social power. In order to achieve and maintain honor, an honor culture offers its members specific behavior codes, demanding complete obedience. Failure to detect an insult which taints one’s honor, or failure to respond to an offense to one’s honor at the right time, in the right fashion, in the right degree result in costly consequences, i.e., in loss of honor. Honor cultures are local and particularistic in the sense that they only apply to their own members, demanding thorough mastery of the most nuanced specific norms and expectations. (Foreigners and outcasts are honorless and honor norms very often do not apply to them). Such cultures are ritualistic in the sense that they demand very  specific responses to offensive behaviors. (A slap on the face is the only right response for some people in certain situations, whereas for other people in other situations the preservation of honor demands a duel or a killing in the context of a feud). Honor cultures are individualistic in that each member is responsible for his or her honor, and will suffer the consequences of  a wrong social move. They are collectivist in the sense that each person’s honor also influences the honor of his or her clan, and sometimes that of the whole group. They are also class oriented, in the sense that a person’s honor and the means of maintaining it vary greatly depending on social class. The most obvious class difference is gender based. 

“The honor of a man and of a woman ... imply quite different modes of conduct. This is so in any society. A woman is dishonored ... with the tainting of her sexual purity, but a man [is] not. While certain conduct is honorable for both sexes, honor=shame requires conduct in other spheres, which is exclusively a virtue of one sex or the other. It obliges a man to defend his honor and that of his family, a woman to conserve her purity. ... [R]estraint is the natural basis of sexual purity, just as masculinity is the natural basis of authority and the defense of familial honor. ... Masculinity means courage whether it is employed for moral or immoral ends. ... The honor of a man is involved ... in the sexual purity of his mother, wife and daughters, and sisters, not in his own. ... [T]he honorable woman: locked in the house with a broken leg” (Pitt-Rivers 1966 42-45).

Another central class distinction distinguishes those who are honorable by birth from all others. To use Pitt-Rivers’ (1966) terms, in leaders and members of reputable, distinguished families, honor is simultaneously “precedence” as well as “virtue”(36). Being honorable, anything such people do is assumed to be honorable and therefore also virtuous. Thus, for some people in honor cultures, “the possession of honor guarantees against dishonor, for the simple reason that it places a man (if he has enough of it) in a position in which he cannot be challenged or judged. The king cannot be dishonored. What he is guarantees the evaluation of his actions” (ibid. 37). Pitt-Rivers rightly notes that “honor which derives from virtuous conduct and that honor which situates an individual socially and determines his right to precedence” are and should be conceptually distinct , yet in many honor cultures an honorable person’s conduct is always honorable and beyond reproach.  

Dignity v. Honor

In this discussion, “dignity” is the contemporary, liberal, post-World-War II, minimalist, “legalistic” concept. It is the fundamental, egalitarian, humanistic value celebrated in Article 1 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which proclaims that “[a]ll human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights”. 

Despite much contemporary reference to dignity, writers typically refrain from offering precise, comprehensive definitions, sometimes claiming that it is “intuitively” self-explanatory. Often discussed from legal and legalistic perspectives, dignity tends to be treated instrumentally rather than theoretically. “When it has been invoked in concrete situations, it has been generally assumed that a violation of human dignity can be recognized even if the abstract term cannot be defined. ‘I know it when I see it even if I cannot tell you what it is’” (Schachter 1983 849). Thus, there seems to be no standard, widely-accepted definition of dignity which could serve as a basis for discussion. 

Like honor in honor cultures, dignity relates to the core of a person’s worth as a human being. It is viewed as an axiomatic human quality, the source of social acknowledgment and rights and the organizing principle of humanistic valued systems. Like honor, the concept of dignity confuses “human nature”, noble sentiment, claim to social treatment and legal rights and actual “natural”, social and legal rights. Dignity is generally treated as simultaneously empirical and normative, source and consequence, natural and social, absolute and tentative. The discussion of dignity manifests much ambiguity in crucial points: is dignity inherent and equal in all persons under all circumstances? does a person’s moral behavior influence his or her dignity? is a person’s dignity dependent on social recognition? can a person be deprived of human dignity, and if so - how?
 I do not address these issues here. Rather, I try to sketch a rough outline of dignity by highlighting the ways in which it differs from honor. For this purpose, I use simplistic portrayals of both honor and dignity, avoiding ambiguity and complexity within each term and value system.

Whereas, for most members of honor cultures, honor is earned and maintained through careful, painful observance of a specific cultural code, many define dignity as a essential human quality obtained at birth. All persons are “worthy” of dignity and/or posses it merely by being humans. Honor is both “precedence” and “virtue” for the few “honorable” persons of high social rank; dignity is “precedence” and “virtue” for all human beings. Whereas for most people honor is easily lost by a person’s slightest social error or by another’s sometimes honorable behavior, a person’s dignity is only lost through grave, extreme behavior, which is deemed negative. Furthermore, many argue that one cannot lose or be deprived of his or her human dignity under any circumstances. Honor is socially and culturally specific, and each person’s honor varies greatly, in both type and degree, depending on his or her class and behavior. Dignity is universal and many claim that, except for extreme cases, all human beings are entitled to and/or posses it equally. Honor dictates specific, daily (sometimes ritualistic) behavior; dignity merely precludes very extreme, unusual conduct (such as torture and mutilation). Honor implies both self worth and social status; dignity does not convey social status. Honor demands that an individual measure him or herself against social norms and other members of the community; dignity demands equal basic concern for and treatment of all humans. Honor encourages competition and sometimes aggression, whereas dignity begs consideration and constraint. Honor is complimented by fear of shame and humiliation; dignity - by empathy, solidarity, humanistic obligation (and maybe disgust with the thought of human violation). In an honor culture, an offense to one’s honor burdens him or her with the duty to remove the stain, purify the honor, avenge the offense and humiliate the offender. Within the logic of dignity, an attack on a person’s dignity is an attack on society and its fundamental values; it does not burden the offended party, but challenges the social order. Honor, like a commodity, a valuable possession, a trophy, can be accumulated; dignity is often portrayed as merely the most essential human asset. In this sense dignity inspires a “minimalist” social code, whereas honor promotes ambition. An honor culture, therefore, offers higher stakes and higher risks, whereas dignity secures the minimum.

Miller asserts that “the mathematics of honor usually meant that you could never be just like someone else without taking what he had, appropriating his status to yourself. For the most part, people acted as if the mechanics of honor had the structure of a zero-sum or less-than-zero-sum game” (Miller, 1993, 116). Pitt-Rivers documents that in some honor cultures “one who gave an insult thereby took to himself the reputation of which he deprived the other” (Pitt-Rivers, 1977, 4). Dignity, on the other hand, like a parent’s love, “expands” with every newborn human being; no matter how many humans there are, there is always enough dignity to be equally shared by all. In contrast with the logic of honor, the logic of dignity links a person’s own dignity with the dignity he  or she allows others. By offending another’s dignity, a person loses his or her own. This logic motivates all humans to secure each other’s dignity. 

Defining an honor culture, Campbell (1966) claims that “[s]elf regard forbids any action which may be interpreted as weakness. Normally this would include any altruistic behavior to an unrelated man. Co-operation, tolerance, love, must give way to autarky, arrogance, hostility” (151). In clear contrast, dignity promotes tolerance, love and sometimes altruism, renouncing vengeance and hostility.

I, therefore, agree with Bourdieu’s (1966) observation that 

“[t]he ethos of honor is fundamentally opposed to a universal and formal morality which affirms the equality in dignity of all men and consequently the equality of their rights and duties. Not only do the rules imposed upon men differ from those imposed upon women, and the duties towards men differ from those towards women, but also the dictates of honor, directly applied to the individual case and varying according to the situation, are in no way capable of being made universal. This is so much the case that a single system of values of honor establishes two opposing sets of rules of conduct - on the one hand that which governs relationships between kinsmen, and in general all personal relations that conform to the same pattern as those between kinsmen; and on the other hand, that which is valid in one’s relationships with strangers. This duality of attitudes proceeds logically from the fundamental principle, ..., according to which the modes of conduct of honor apply only to those who are worthy of them” (228).

Glory, honor, dignity and respect 

“Glory” is used in most English translations of the Hebrew bible to translate k.v.d. qualities attributed to god. In other words, the biblical god’s glory is the English version of his Hebrew kavod. Associated with divinity, this particular kavod-glory, although surely related to honor, took on divine, theistic characteristics. God’s kavod-glory is supreme honor adorned with splendor, majesty, reverence and distinction (to use the English terms suggested by the Alcaly dictionary mentioned above). This kavod-glory, inseparable from godly essence, is clearly inherent, absolute, eternal and indestructible. Sun-like, its brilliance is both natural and good, empirical and normative, “is” and “ought to be”, “precedence” and “virtue”. Its mere existence constitutes god’s “rights” and his worshippers’ duties and required behavior. It is both the source and manifestation of god’s “worth”, “status” and “privileges”. 

Relying on the biblical portrayal of Man as created in the image of god, Rabbinical Judaism attributes some of god’s kavod-glory to mankind. As an earthly reflection of god’s glorious image, Man, too, and the community of men, are said to possess and be entitled to a fragment of the divine kavod-glory, together with the rights and obligations it implies. 

Many characteristics of the divine kavod-glory resemble those of both honor and dignity. In fact, within western, monotheistic culture, glory may have inspired the development of both these notions. Yet glory differs, in spirit and in specifics, from both honor and dignity. As this essay focuses on honor and dignity, I will merely mention the most significant aspect in which glory is distinct from honor and dignity.

Whereas honor and dignity (although  often associated with “human nature”) are social, non-metaphysical values,  glory is inherently metaphysical. Associated with a monotheistic organized religion, it is also absolute and unchangeable. When applied to humans, it is attributed to them not on the sole basis of their self-determined humanity, but rather due to their alleged resemblance to an external, super-human entity. In contrast with dignity, glory does not refer to people’s human essence, but to the godly element within them. Glory, therefore, does not establish human worth in its own right, but as deriving from an external, metaphysical source. This distinction has deep psychological significance as well as practical, worldly implications. The logic of glory dictates that the divine godly glory in each person be acknowledged, cherished and treated not according to that person’s - or even society’s - self perception and determination, but according to god’s unchangeable, inexplicable rules. In Rabbinical Judaism, Man’s glory was used to preclude methods of execution which distort the human body and practices that would allow human bodies to rot. But it was also the basis for commanding people to wash, feed, treat and conceal their own bodies with the care and reverence due to god’s glory, as interpreted by the organized religion. Man’s glory precludes suicide, abortion, homosexual intercourse and masturbation among other “unglorified” treatments of a person’s body. The sentiment associated with violation of glory is not shame or pride but rather sin and awe. In this sense, a glory culture has much in common with a guilt culture. 

Duties imposed in the name of glory may be at odds with the liberal implications of human dignity. Furthermore, unlike dignity, all humans take part in the divine glory - but not equaly. Men are more glorious than women and Jews than non-Jews. Glory, thus, cannot be the basis of women’s rights which are not acknowledged by Rabbinical Judaism, such as the right to pray or sing in public or to dress as they please.

Although I discussed glory in the context of Rabinnical Judaism, I believe that Christian formulations may be close enough to justify some Judeo-Christion notion of glory.

Respect is the least researched and, to date, most illusive of kavod’s four faces. As it has no determined meaning, it is flexible and open to experimentation. To me, respect is of the same essence as dignity, but less minimalistic. Whereas dignity only invites protection of the most fundamental components of any human existence, I suggest that respect correlates with a demand for active tolerance and acceptance of different patters of human existence, as determined by human agents and groups. Both socially and legally, respect can be the basis for a celebration of diversity and plurality of human existence. In my view, it is the preferred value for the conceptualization of women rights, as well as for the accommodation of cultural differences. Respect correlates with the sentiments of empathy and acceptance. 

As their brief presentation demonstrated, honor, dignity, glory and respect can constitute four partially overlapping value systems, compatible in some respects and less so in others. In this sense, some cultures, or periods in the histories of cultures of tendencies within cultures may be identified as honor-based, dignity-based, glory-based or respect-based. Societies may shift emphasis from one value system to another, or use more than one of these principles simultaneously. In fact, as many societies manifest both honor and guilt mentalities, it stands to reason that some societies are motivated by combinations of these four principles. 

In the following sections I look at Zionism and contemporary Israeli society as struggling with socio-cultural shifts to honor (from glory) and from honor to dignity.

Part II

The Zionist adoption of kavod-honor
 I suggest that Zionism is, inherently, an honor discourse. Zionism transformed pain, widely felt by European Jews as a result of the continuous  assault on their dignity and human rights, into anger in the context of national honor. The honor code, eagerly adopted from European and especially from German culture by Zionists and presented as authentically Hebrew, made it possible to present Jewish life in Europe as degrading and humiliating to the collective entity. The national state in Palestine was presented as an honorable solution to a dishonorable existence in exile. In Palestine, the honor rhetoric also seemed to bridge the gaps between European Jews and “Oriental Jews” (i.e Jews from Middle-Eastern honor culture societies) as well as those between all Jews and the local, “Oriental” (Palestinian and Bedouin) culture. This frame of thought proved highly effective, but it neglected discourse on dignity in favor of that on honor. Let me elaborate. 

In the 19th-century, the majority of Jews, living in Eastern Europe, were subjected to harsh, undignified living conditions. Confined to restricted territories and to limited occupations, prevented from participating in the societies within which they lived, deprived of equal economic and cultural opportunities, and often facing severe danger to both life and property, many Jews suffered overwhelming violations of their human dignity. Traditional, Rabbinical, “pre-Zionist” Judaism often conceptualized these abuses as manifestations of a heavenly ordeal and of a cosmic, purifying punishment; the victims were often thought of as martyrs, patiently doing the Almighty’s work and glorifying his name. Zionism denounced this  attitude and declared it passive, submissive, cowardly, feminine and disgraceful.
 In its stead, the Zionists embraced Europe’s 19th -century national and nationalistic ideas, as well as its honor discourse.
 Both violations of Jews’ human dignity and the victims’ responses were reformulated and presented as a national humiliation and disgrace. Zionism’s unique, revolutionary contribution was, thus, in translating behaviors which could be viewed as assaults on the dignity of Jewish persons, and the Jewish acceptance of such behaviors, into a disgrace to Jewish national honor.  Within this framework, the infringement of human and civil rights of Jews was neither a cosmic, heavenly trial, nor a humanitarian issue; it tarnished Jewish honor, and was, therefore to be avenged within the ritualistic, masculine logic of the European honor code.  
Theodor Herzl, an assimilated German Jew, founder and leader of the Zionist movement, was deeply disturbed by the undignified conditions of Eastern Europe’s Jews.
 Herzl “had internalized the Jewish stereotypes of the European enlightenment. He saw Jews as inferior: cowardly, unmanly, preoccupied with money, bereft of idealism. But he also identified with their history of victimization...” (Kornberg 1993 2). But it was the dishonorable treatment of Dreyfus that inspired his political activism (“Matters in France”, Herzl 1960 Vol. 7 p.184) . His writings reveal him obsessively concerned with issues of honor, and Dreyfus’ humiliation surely touched a nerve. 

The first solution Herzl devised for the problem of Europe’s Jews was a public duel between a leading anti-Semite and himself, or another Jewish leader (Herzl 1960 Vol.1 p.5). According to the honor logic, which he whole-heartedly embraced, this was a “win-win” solution. The Jew’s victory, he wrote, would restore Jewish honor and clear the nation of  its disgrace. The Jew’s death would achieve the same result, proving to the world that Jewish men are as brave, masculine and honorable as all others. Herzl cast himself in the role of a modern-day David, proudly challenging contemporary Goliath. This fantasy is the backbone of his 1897 play, The New Ghetto (Herzl  1939 Vol.1 p.177), in which the Jewish protagonist, Jacob, is fatally wounded in a duel he initiated. Jacob’s honorable conduct reestablishes his honor, which was tarnished when, on a previous occasion, he had failed to challenge an offender. Dying in the arms of his family, he calls them to leave the ghetto and start a new life. 

Herzl was fascinated with the honorable practice of dueling since his days in the radical, national fraternity Albia in the early 1880s in Vienna (Korbnerg 1993 41). “In 1878, Albia adopted the dueling practices of the German student fraternities, introduced in Austria in the 1860s. This included an obligatory code of honor, according to which conflicts and insults were to be settled or vindicated through duels” (ibid. 42). Upon initiation to the fraternity, Herzl

“began preparations for the fencing bout that would make him a senior member (Bursch), attending fencing classes daily from one to three in the afternoon and from five to seven  in the evening, and in addition taking a special course with a fencing master. In view of his idealization of dueling as a manly recourse for Jews, it is noteworthy that his duel, fought on 11 May 1881, was a disappointment by Albia standards. ... As a result of Herzl’s weak performance, some were opposed to his acceptance” (ibid. 41).

Kornberg (1993) documents that even after his Albia days “Herzl continued to admire the duel as a test of honor. He was involved in three challenges in the mid-1880s and was ready to launch another after he became a Zioninist stateman” (67). In fact, on one of these occasions he failed to persue a duel in a manner very similar to that depicted in The New Ghetto. “That the affair filled him with shame, that he feared he was a coward, Herzl acknowledged himself. That herzl saw his cowardice as a Jewish trait and that this fed his Jewish self-contempt, can be concluded from his play..” (ibid. 70). 

Herzl’s carried his self-doubt, yearning for honor and preoccupation with dueling over into his Zionist vision. In a diary entry dated June 9th, 1895, sketching guidelines for his Utopistic Zion, Herzl writes: “I need the duel to create decent officers and improve noble society in a French manner. Sword dueling will go unpunished, under all circumstances, provided that the seconds do their best to achieve honorable peace. A sword-duel will only be legally investigated after-effect” (Herzl 1939 Vol. 1 p. 58, my translation from Hebrew). Not surprisingly, Kornberg (1993) observes that Herzl’s “Zionist politics was to transform Jews from wary, calculating survivors lacking physical courage, into ‘real men’. Political Zionism was in some ways a re-creation of Albia, writ large” (53).

Herzl’s second, and slightly more realistic, idea regarding the solution of the Jews’ problem was that all Jews be baptized as Christians (Herzl 1939 Vol. 1 p.7-8). This proposed solution reveals Herzl’s concern for the real-life suffering of the Jewish masses, which he believed would cease once Jews were Christians (i.e., once they ceased to be an identified minority) . Nevertheless, he was very conscious of the effect this act might have on Jewish honor. In his vision, therefore, not only would the baptism ceremony be performed with great splendor and grandeur, but, most importantly, the leaders of the Jewish community would remain Jewish, explicitly proclaiming and vindicating Jewish honor (ibid.). 

Political Zionism was Herzl’s third option. It too was motivated by compassion for the undignified conditions endured by most Jews. At the same time it aimed to remedy these indignities by restoring and constructing Jewish national honor. Accordingly,

“Herzl was to oppose the Zionist policy of incremental settlment in Palestine. Instead, Jews were to aim for Jewish sovereignty immediately. Jews were to think big, to practice bold and risky self-assertion, to seek sweeping solutions that would alter their situation in one fell swoop. They were to be direct, to openly state their aims, proclaim them to the world no matter what the risk to the fragile Jewish infrastructure in Ottoman Palestine. As well, they were to develop physical strength and beauty, ridding themselves of their blighted physiognomy. The Jewish state would nurture physical courage by rewarding its outstanding adepts with medals and prizes” (Kronberg 1993 57).

Herzl’s independent Jewish state was to be inherently a display of Jewish honor. Every element of Herzl’s plan was carefully designed to serve and enhance the honorable effect. So, for example, Herzl envisioned a special committee whose task would be to ensure that, upon leaving Europe on their way to their new state, Jews sell  their property in Europe to European nations and their gentile citizens in the most honest, orderly and honorable manner possible.
 Herzl’s recurrent, detailed references to the splendor and magnificence of public rituals in his Jewish state manifest the deep significance this aspect of statehood held for him.

An illuminating illustration of Herzl’s coupling of human dignity with Jewish honor may be found in his treatment of the character of David in his novel Altneuland (Herzl 1960 Vol.1 p.85). We first encounter David as a beggar boy, starving on the streets of Vienna together with his East European family. His pathetic condition moves the novel’s Jewish protagonist (himself on a self re-creative mission), who bestows all his earthly goods on David. The Jewish family makes good use of the money, and twenty years later, when we (and the now changed, manly protagonist) next encounter David, he is a distinguished, honorable leader of the national Jewish state in Palestine. His undignified personal situation was redeemed through the honorable Jewish national political independence.

In conclusion, let me quote Kornberg (1993), sketching the psychological origins of Herzlean honor-based Zionism:

“Herzlean Zionism was ... the outcome of wounded pride... Jews were to free themselves of shame and contempt and gain pride, respect and honor. ... Zionism served as a circuitous route to honor and acceptance. ... Herzl was more preoccupied with issues of Jewish pride and gentile recognition than with the refuge for Jews in distress; more with Jewish honor than with Jewish power” (8).

Max Nordau, Herzl’s close friend and political ally, internalized the European honor ideology with even less critical awareness (Mosse 1992). Concerned about East European Jewry’s economic plight and undignified living conditions, he adopted the anti-Semitic portrayal of contemporary Jews as deformed, degenerate and unhealthy (ibid. 566-7). This unmanly collective condition was deeply dishonorable in his view. The main difference between Nordau, a militant Zionist, and contemporary anti-Semites was in his claim that the Jews’ dishonorable condition was not inherent or natural, but rather a consequence of their political subordination (ibid. 569). Hence the belief that an independent Jewish state would transform Jewish men into the honorable, deep-chested, powerfully built and keen-eyed men they were capable of being and had been in ancient times. It is no coincidence that a play he wrote in 1907, entitled “A Question of Honor”, features the death of a young Jew in a duel with a German officer who had offended him, and, through him, the entire Jewish nation (ibid. 573).

It is significant that Ahad Ha-Am (pen name for Asher Ginzberg), who posed the most powerful opposition to Herzl and Nordau, fiercely rejected both the honor discourse and the whole concept of political Zionism.
 He argued that Herzl’s honor code was a far cry from Jewish religion and morality; it was nothing but an apish imitation of foreign culture, he claimed (“The National Morality”, Ahad Ha-Am 1965 259, 262-3). Unlike Herzl, deeply rooted in German culture, Ahad Ha-Am, himself an East European Jew, looked to the British mentality and political system for inspiration. During his 1893 visit to London 

“he saw firsthand the quiet dignity of a culture whose national characteristics were pronounced without being self-conscious and whose everyday life mirrored a healthy and stable political legacy. The essential decency and orderliness of its social life demonstrated a sensibility that he had discovered long before when he had first come to treasuer the writings of English social philosophers” (Zipperstein 1993 238). 

Interestingly, Ahad Ha-Am was the only first-generation Zionist leader who showed deep concern and respect for the dignity of the Palestinian population  (“Truth from Eretz-Ysrael”, Ahad Ha-Am 1965 23). Not having substituted Jewish honor for human dignity, he remained sensitive to the dignity of all humans, including (perhaps especially) those who did not belong to the national Jewish collective. He felt that if Zionism “failed to create a society in which an Arab minority could live with dignity whatever success it achieved would be worse than tainted...” (Zipperstein 1993 243). In 1922, referring to what he perceived as the Zionists’ brutality to their neighbors, he wrote: “[i]f this  is the Messiah, may he come, but may I not live to see him!” (Ahad Ha-Am 1965 462, Zipperstein 1993 242).

Ze’ev Jabotinsky, charismatic leader of the militant, revisionist section within the Zionist movement, admired Herzl and Nordau and was greatly influenced by them (Bilskey 1988). Perhaps due to criticism such as Ahad Ha-Am’s, he seems to have been more aware of the non-Jewish origin of the Zionist honor code. Such imitation of a foreign honor code must have seemed paradoxically dishonorable to him. His solution, typical of many Zionists to this day,  was to seek and ground an honor code in ancient, pre-exile Jewish culture
. The Hebrew Bible was the natural place to turn to. Jabotinsky’s (1982) novel Samson is a paradigmatic example of the Zionist reading of 19th-century German notions of honor into ancient Hebrew culture. Jabotinsky’s Samson is an ancient version of Nordau’s deep-chested, powerfully built and keen-eyed “new Jew”. He is a smart brute, a diplomat and a warrior and a man of honor. Torn between loyalty to his small, weak, unattractive tribe and his admiration for the Philistine nation (strikingly similar to modern Germany), Jabotinsky’s Samson marries a blond, blue-eyed Philistine woman, but  gives his life redeeming his people’s honor. Such rereading of ancient Hebrew sources as a means of appropriating the European honor code has been an indispensable strategy of Zionism.  

Most important of the 20th century Zionist leaders is David Ben-Gurion, the actual founder of Israel and the man who shaped the state’s ideology, priorities and vision for a significant period in the state’s formative years. In his disgust with and contempt for Jewish existence in the Diaspora, Ben-Gurion takes after Nordau and shares much with Jabotinsky.
 He revealed this tendency in its extreme when, showing deep insensitivity to the dignity of holocaust survivors (as well as other Diaspora Jews), he referred to them as “human dust”
. While distancing himself and Israeli Jews from disgraceful Jewish life in the Diaspora, he eagerly promoted Zionist readings of the Hebrew Bible and its heroes, turning Bible reading into a bonding ritual between the Jewish nation and its reclaimed culture, history and land.
 Ben-Gurion attempted to purify Jewish honor by erasing the dishonorable existence in exile and rewriting the Jewish history as consisting of the reinterpreted biblical stories and modern day Zionist and Israeli heroism.

Relying on Ben-Gurion’s voluminous writings, it is possible to further reconstruct the complex relationship between dignity and honor theorized and reflected in his world-view. Human dignity, he claims, is a Jewish value, established and developed by the ancient Biblical prophets. The unique fundamental respect for human dignity has always distinguished Jewish culture from all others; it afforded Judaism its moral superiority and secured its survival through centuries of persecution.
 The world’s respect for the Jewish commitment to human dignity ensured the honor of the Jewish nation in the international community. But through the hardships of the Diaspora, Jews in exile lost their conviction, their own dignity, their moral superiority and therefore their honor as well. Only through an honorable, independent national life could the Jewish people regain its honor in the international community, while reestablishing human dignity as humanity’s central moral value.
 Clearly, within this philosophy, human dignity and Jewish national honor are almost synonymous.

For decades both before and after the foundation of the state of Israel, the general Israeli public was, by and large, committed to this bonding of human dignity with Jewish honor.  This entailed an inability to think of human dignity in and of itself. Assaults on human dignity of Jews were experienced and formulated as disgraces to Jewish honor. Violations of human dignity of non-Jews, including Palestinians, could not be reconstructed as offenses to Jewish honor, and were therefore all but invisible. 

The end of the Second World War caused the European powers to rethink their moral priorities. Horrified Germany drafted a constitution proclaiming human dignity its ultimate, absolute value. The conquering allies, celebrating the superiority of their liberal philosophy, drafted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. For the Zionist Jews in Palestine, and later  in Israel, the Holocaust was experienced as the ultimate, unbearable humiliation and disgrace. The Holocaust was too overwhelming for Zionist Jews to cope with through the prism of human dignity. It was far more manageable for them to respond to it as a national dishonor. This “choice” sacrificed the dignity of the survivors but allowed the community to redeem its honor, in its own eyes, through the establishment of the state of  Israel and what it perceived as honorable, militant national behavior. Thus Kvod ha-adam, human dignity, was not, and could not have been, adopted by the emerging Israeli society as a fundamental value. Kavod, honor, took its place. It is no coincidence that the Israeli Declaration of Independence, drafted the same year as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, mentions equality and other human rights, but does not establish human dignity as one of Israel’s fundamental values. kavod’s single appearance in this document is in the context of the claim that  holocaust survivors’ courageous conduct after the War established their right to a life of kavod, freedom and honorable work in their homeland; in this context, kavod is closer to honor than to anything else.
 

Part III

The Supreme Court’s Honor Mentality

This section is based on close reading of every published case handed down by the Israeli Supreme Court from its first day until the 1990s. As most of this data is not currently on-line, the five law students who conducted the textual-empirical work carefully read every volume of the Supreme Court’s decisions.
 They were instructed to note every appearance of kvod ha-adam (human dignity), kavod and derivations from the root k.v.d., and analyze whether, in the specific context of each appearance, it connoted dignity, honor, glory, respect or any combination thereof. They were also instructed to search for references to these values, explicit or implied, made without the use of the root k.v.d. In long group meetings they presented their findings and we debated the accuracy of the suggested categorizations. All five students, as well as myself, are native speakers of Hebrew. 

The Israeli Supreme Court’s decisions indicate that regarding honor and dignity, Israel’s legal system acted no differently than the society it served. Despite their familiarity with it, Supreme Court Justices refrained from using the phrase kvod ha-adam, human dignity. In the three decades following 1948, the phrase kvod ha-adam, human dignity, appears in Supreme Court decisions no more than five times; thrice in reference to procedural rights of (Jewish) suspects and prisoners, and twice in reference to spousal rape (within the Palestinian community in Israel).
 In eight other cases, the root k.v.d appears in a manner that clearly connotes dignity.
 In dozens of decisions the absence of reference to human dignity (whether through kvod ha-adam, the root k.v.d or in any other way) is striking. So, for example, discussion of human dignity is never mentioned in reference to deportation, house demolition or expropriation of land. Not once did the Supreme Court debate whether any of the actions taken against Israeli Palestinians were in violation of their human dignity. 

During that same period the Supreme Court used the root k.v.d in reference to honor no less than eighty times. In many of these cases the court referred to the honor of the state and its authorities such as the court system, the legal profession and the police force. The justices stressed the importance of eradicating the unhappy Diaspora heritage of disrespecting the state and its authorities; in the Jewish state, “new Jews” were to be reeducated to honor their state, and thus themselves. The Justices were equally concerned that Palestinians honor the Jewish state and its authorities. In several cases where human dignity could have been acknowledged and discussed, honor was acknowledged and discussed instead.

Let me mention two outstanding decisions which best illustrate this honor mentality during the years 1948 - 1980. On June 6th, 1967, the second day of the 1967 war, Mr. Gofada, an orthodox Jewish farmer, moved his tractor to a neighboring Arab village although  it had been conscripted for military use. Two enraged citizens attacked him and cut his sidelocks. Two years later one of the perpetrators was elected to the town council, prompting Mr. Gofada to appeal to the Supreme Court in its capacity as High Court of Justice.
 Gofada demanded that the perpetrator be prevented from taking office on the grounds that he had committed a disgraceful act. The legal question before the Court was whether the physical attack on Gofada and the cutting of his side-locks were dishonorable acts. 

Justice Haim Cohen, who lost his family in the Holocaust, refrained from referring to human dignity and instead, discussed the issue using the logic of honor. Cohen denounced Gofada’s behavior as a treacherous, disgraceful act of villainy. Under these circumstances, he determined, the physical assault on Gofada was not dishonorable. In Cohen’s view, Gofada’s treachery stained the national honor; the assault on him reconstituted the damaged collective honor and was, therefore, an honorable act. But the act of cutting Gofada’s side-locks, declared Cohen, “bears such painful national associations that the disgrace it attributes to the perpetrator is undeniable and irrevocable under any circumstances”(4). The Nazi-like cutting of Gofada’s side-locks was not perceived as violating his human dignity. For Justice Cohen, it was an attack on Jewish national honor. In this vein, Cohen responded by disgracing the offender in turn. He proclaimed his act disgraceful, depriving him of his honor as well as the right to serve as a council member. 

In the summer of 1978, five Israeli policemen searching for drug dealers were physically assaulted by the mayor of the Palestinian town Beit Jala and three council members. Convicted of committing violent acts and assaulting police officers, all four were discharged from their public offices by the Israeli military commander of the area. In their plea to the Supreme Court in its capacity as High Court of Justice, the four claimed that their behavior was not disgraceful, and that there were, therefore, no legal grounds for their discharge.
 Israel’s Supreme Court determined that assaulting mere citizens would not have been deemed disgraceful but the public humiliation of official representatives of the state constituted disgrace. In other words, in response to what the Court perceived as an offense to national honor, it responded by dishonoring the Palestinian offenders.

The Supreme Court: Form Honor to Dignity (and Glory) Talk

The 1973 war is said to have caused many changes in Israeli society’s attitudes, including  those towards Holocaust survivors. From the perspective of this discussion, it may be that the deep trauma caused by that war and by what was experienced in Israel as defeat, led, at least in some sections of  Israeli society, to disillusionment with Israel’s honor values. This may have allowed for more sensitivity to the discourse of human dignity. When, in 1977, Mr. Begin’s right-wing Likud party came to power, establishing Jabotinsky’s intense honor mentality as the country’s official discourse, segments of Israeli society, including the Supeeme Court, may have reacted by enhancing the emerging dignity discourse. In any event, it was in 1980 that a newly nominated Holocaust survivor Supreme Court Justice, Aharon Barak, embraced kvod ha-adam, human dignity as a fundamental socio-legal value and basic right. In his landmark decision in Katlan v. The Prison Administration,
 Barak denied the state’s right to perform an enema on a prisoner without his consent, constituting human dignity as a fundamental right within the Israeli legal system. In a concurring opinion, Justice Cohen defined an enlightened society as one committed to human dignity. Such commitment, he pronounced, echoing the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, was the basis for all human rights and liberties. At the same time, however, Cohen claimed that human dignity , kvod ha-adam, originated in traditional Jewish culture. In so doing, he confused the modern, liberal, concept of human dignity with the traditional notion of glory, an attribute of Man manifesting the image of god. The Hebrew phrase kvod ha-adam, connoting both liberal dignity and traditional glory, facilitated Cohen’s confusion of the two concepts. Over the last decade, this unconscious confusion has evolved into an explicit ideological conflict.  

Basic Law kvod ha-adam veheruto, legislated in 1992, has been interpreted by some as supporting the elevation of universal human dignity, and by others as reinforcing the traditional “glory of Man” approach. The ambiguity of the root k.v.d, which allows for either interpretation, is echoed in the basic law’s solemn opening statement declaring its purpose to protect kvod ha-adam in order to secure the values of Israel as a “Jewish and democratic” state. In Justice Barak’s view (now Chief Justice) the law constitutes the secular, “democratic” human dignity as the legal system’s fundamental value, giving rise to all other human rights. In contrast, Justice Menahem Elon (recently retired) following the interpretation first suggested by Justice Cohen, determined that the Basic Law enforced the Jewish value of Man’s glory. In a series of opinions, (although not using the English terms “honor”, “dignity” and “glory”) Elon explicitly distinguished kvod ha-adam from both honor and dignity, identifying it with traditional, conservative glory.
 In these decisions, kvod ha-adam, derived from God’s image, does not entail nor secure the right to die at will, nor the right to use Latin letters on a Jew’s gravestone.
 To date, it is Barak’s approach which seems to prevail (despite common reference by the Justices to Man’s creation “god’s image”). In the late 1990s, The Supreme Court has heard hundreds of appeals invoking kvod ha-adam, human dignity, consistently forming an Israeli human dignity jurisprudence (Kretzmer 2000). In this respect, the Supreme Court seems to be implementing the potential shift of emphasis implied in Basic Law kvod ha-adam veheruto from honor to dignity.

Thus, the legislation of Basic Law kvod ha-adam veheruto seems to have encouraged the legal system’s tendency to withdraw from its honor mentality and to develop a dignity discourse. This dynamic concomitantly mirrors and influences similar tendencies within certain segments of  Israeli society at large, currently struggling with its concepts of honor, glory and dignity. At the same time it deepens the gap between the legal system and large segments (perhaps the majority) of Israeli society, still more committed to kavod-honor, kavod-glory or a combination thereof than to human dignity per se.
 This gap has manifested itself in harsh, sometimes militant attacks on the legal system, the Supreme Court in particular, launched by leaders of the Jewish Orthodox community in Israel. During the years 1996-1999, members of the right-wing Likkud government often voiced serious criticism of the legal system, sometimes grave enough to be understood as questioning its legitimacy. In this delicate socio-political-legal situation, the question presents itself whether it is the Supreme Court’s prerogative, perhaps duty, to lead the way taking the ideological path which may be implied in the 1992 Basic Law, or whether the legal system should merely reflect and conceptualize social changes once they have already taken place? In the social conflict between honor, dignity and glory tendencies, what is the legal system’s appropriate role? Can the legal system, and should it, participate in the possible shift from a more honor-based to a more dignity-based culture? If so, at what stage, how and how much? At this stage, I prefer to leave these questions open.

*

Hebrew-speaking Israelis can hardly distinguish between honor, dignity, glory and respect, as all four are denoted by the single term kavod., the centerpiece of Israel’s Bill of Rights. Nevertheless, Israeli society seems to be pulled in different directions by strong cultural tendencies associated with the distinct notions of honor, dignity and glory. I hope this discussion facilitates a useful analysis of future developments within Israel, as well as cross-cultural comparison.
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� For a brief presentation of honor cultures see Part I below. In a word, members of honor cultures are said to be publically “shamed” into conforming with social “honor codes”, whereas members of guilt cultures are said to internalize guiding notions of guilt and sin. For obvious examples of honor cultures think of Saga Iceland and western films; for guilt cultures think of traditional Western, monotheistic socalization.


� SH for the year  5752, p.150. The Basic Law’s status as a bill of right is controversial in many ways. I assume that despite severe deficiencies, the Basic Law does constitute a bill of right, if partial and unsatisfactory.


� For explication of these terms see Part I below.


� For further reference to this point see Part II.


� In this paper I merely mention kavod-respect in passing, focusing on kavod-honor and kavod-dignity.


� A close analysis of these variations is beyond the scope of this paper, and I pursue it elsewhere. 


� Of course the usage of any other language would have rendered slightly different insights; I cannot say that one language would have been better than others. 


� See, for example, Herzfeld, 1980. The literature on honor cultures, mostly anthropological, is too voluminous to be surveyed here. Most of the literature I am relying on is cited in Miller 1993. For some of the most classic writing see Piers 1953 and Pitt-Rivers 1977.


� Miller often suggests that in order to sympathize with members of honor cultures we need simply recall our own adolescent social experiences.


� For discussion of these issues, see, for example, Gewirth and Fletcher.


� Speaking of “Rabbinical Judaism” I refer to Orthodox Judaism, which is both historical and the most relevant to Israeli social reality. Reform, Conservative Reconstructionist and many other branches of Judaism, more popular in the U.S than in Israel, currently view women’s rights differently. 


� For the Zionist renunciation of the Jewish Diaspora, its culture and mentality  see Koifman 1971 376, Lahav 1989 479, Shapira 1992 112, Mosse 1992, Raz-Krakotzkin 1993, Sternhall 1995 62, 64, Almog 1997 127,  Ofir 67, Boyarin 1997, Kamir 1999.


� For one portrayal of a German honor culture see Frevert 1995. For the Zionists’ yearning for and adoption of European honor codes see Eylon 1976 56-61, Mosse 1992, Kornberg 1993 1, 35, Raz-Krakotzkin 1993 24, Zertal 1994 35, Boyarin 1997 129, 132, 136, Gluzman 1997 145, 148.


� Eylon, 1976, Kornberg 1993 115, Herzl 1960.


� See, for example, Herzl 1960 Vol. 1 pp. 37-8, 69-70. 


� See, for example: “High priests will wear magnificent costume; the cavalry yellow trousers and white coats. Warlords will have silver armor” (Herzl 1939 Vol.1 p.40, my translation from the Hebrew).  


� Ahad Ha-Am’s was “spiritual Zionism”. He advocated that Zion be constituted as a spiritual Jewish center  for Jews everywhere rather than a sovereign national state. For an example of his harsh criticism of Herzlean Zionism see “Altneuland”, Ahad Ha-Am 1965 313.


� Herzl and Nordau both proudly referred to the Jews’ honorable, independent existence in ancient times. Heroic stories  from biblical times and the period of the second temple (the Makkabim) were sources of inspiration. Jabotinsky went further and situated his novel in antiquity. Interestingly, Ahad Ha-Am cherished the heritage of Yohanan Ben-Zakai, who (dishonorably) hid in a coffin to escape the Romans and preserve Jewish culture. 


� Even Jewish existence in liberal, egalitarian countries was despised and unacceptable to him. In a speech given in 1957, a year after the Israeli victory over the Egyptian army in the Sinai war, he said: “... Israeli Jews have no inferiority complexes. On the contrary. But there is not a single country in the world  - even where Jews truly enjoy full freedom and equality ... where Jews do not suffer from a sense of inferiority” (Ben-Gurion 1977 301, my translation from Hebrew). See also ibid. 160.


� Referring to new immigrants, holocaust survivors as well as Jews from Arab countries, in a speech to the Knesset given on August 1949 he stated:  “...those of us who became part of the homeland, the culture, the Hebrew  independence before the establishment of the state are liable to disregard the grave fact that they are but a very small portion of the Jewish people, most of which is still, from a Jewish perspective, human dust, without a language, without tradition, without roots, without attachment to public life, without the habits of an independent society” (Ben-Gurion 1977 66. My translation from Hebrew). The phrase “human dust”, often referring specifically to “Oriental Jews”, reappears in many speeches. For discussion of  attitude towards holocaust survivors see Segev 1991 101-110.


� despise for Diaspora and love for bible -  Ben-Gurion 1969 48, 94, 219, 1951 Vol. 2 225, Keren 1988 103, Don- Yihye 1989 53-55, 64, 66, Segev 1991 404, 417, Shapira 1997 209, 217, 228,  Tzahor 1997.


�  Ben-Gurion 1977 345, 373, 1951 Vol.1 183. 


� “He [the Egyptian leader, Nasser] cannot understand the source of  the great honor and fame which Israel and the Israeli army enjoy in the world and in the two great continents - Asia and Africa. Our people is honored for the human dignity we have” (Ben-Gurion 1977 345, in a speech before soldiers, July 1959. My translation from Hebrew). See also Ben-Gurion 1969 225. For the centrality of universal dignity in the honorable national existence see Ben-Gurion 1951 Vol. 1 113. See also Keren 1988 73.


� A close reading of earlier versions of the text support this reading. I am thankful to Yoram Shachar for making this point. 


� To be more accurate, they read every decision published up to the 1980s. Decisions published from this time on are accessible on-line and were selectively searched with the assistance of computer software.


� In Criminal Appeal i”p 54/55 Jarjura v. State of Israel, 9 PD (1) the Justices determined that fingerprinting  does not offend human dignity; in i”p 264/65, 273/65 Artzi v. The State of Israel and The state of Israel v. Artzi, 20 PD (1) 225, the majority rule in favor of the appellant, whose human dignity was offended during police investigation; in i”p 99/66 Tau v. The State of Israel, 20 PD (2) 539, the Justices denied the appeal despite the offense to the appellant’s human dignity. The rape cases are i”p 353/62 Fakir et al. v. The State of Israel 18 PD (4) 200 and i”p 354/64 Katib v. The State of Israel 20 PD (2) 137.


� Clearly, we may have missed  or misjudged certain decisions. If ever on-line, the results may be more accurate.


� bg”z (High Court of Justice) 104/69 Gofada v. Chair of Migdal Council 23 PD (2) 2.


� bg”z 428/78 Dahud et al. v. The State of Israel 32 PD (3) 477.


� bg”z 355/79 34 PD (3) 294.


� The most explicit of these is (Criminal Request) bsh”p 2145/92 The State of Israel v. Gueta, 46 PD (5) 704.


� (Civil Appeal) i”e 506/88 Sheffer v. The State of Israel, 48 PD (1) 87 and i”e 294/91 Hevra Kadisha v. Kastenbaum, 46 PD (2) 464.


� For a thorough socio-legal analysis of the Supreme Court’s relationship with different segments of Israeli society see Mautner 1993.
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