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Kibbutz,  Moshav, and Yishuv Kehilati: Three decades of evolution of economy, religion, and education in Gush Katif
 
    Foreword.  Note:  As stated in the introductory essay, the author is an anthropologist who has been in Ganei Tal only from the beginning of June 2005.  These essays are organized versions of preliminary anthropological field notes and are subject to change on the basis of more detailed information.  They are being shared in this preliminary form at the request of R. Moti Sender, the webmaster of Katif.Net.   This version contains minor revisions to the earliest version posted on the web. 
 
     Why the focus on agriculture?  In this essay I will summarize some emerging information on the economy and social organization of Gush Katif.  Anthropologists may incline to more detail than interests the ordinary reader, particularly readers concerned about the planned expulsion of the Jewish residents of this area of Southwestern Gaza.   But precisely because of the danger, the imperative to document and record becomes even more justified.   One reader of the earliest version told me he was bored with the details of their agriculture.   Why go into so much detail?  Readers are interested, he told me, in local people’s reactions to the order to evacuate, not in the details of their agriculture.   An important contribution of anthropology, however, is precisely that of going beyond a journalistic fascination with “current events” into a documentation of the underlying structures of life in any region.  Gush Katif is first and foremost an agricultural region.   The non-farmers in Neve Dekalim and in the moshavim are there because there is farming in the region.   
 
     Difficulties for farmers.  The orders to leave the region are particularly difficult for farmers, who have spent 25 years not only improving their homes, but investing heavily in their hothouses and in the computerization of their fertilization and irrigation systems, and above all in forging stable market links with overseas purchasers.   As we shall see the success of local agriculture depends not only on an Israeli-invented variant of desert-agriculture based on hothouses and drip irrigation.  To an equal degree everything has depended on the slow build-up of overseas marketing channels.   The disruption of the supply that will automatically come as a consequence of the expropriation of their hothouses will force overseas buyers to switch their allegiance to other suppliers.  The income loss will be catastrophic for the farmers who are expelled.   It is not just a matter of building up hothouses elsewhere.  What about the contractually established but now demolished market outlets?  Furthermore there are serious difficulties inherent for any human being in his or her mid-fifties to begin from scratch somewhere else, particularly with farming.   If there were simply an Israeli military presence in Gaza, the gesture of turning it over to the Palestinians would be simple.   Troops can simply move.  And if the residents being expelled were really (as is often portrayed in the media) young religious zealots whose principal activity was the study of Gemara in trailers  behind barbed wire fences in the midst of Palestinian population centers, , they could easily pack their Gemaras and study elsewhere.  
 
     But the typical resident slated for expulsion from Ganei Tal is neither a soldier nor a talmid chacham.  They are for the most part farmers who, with the encouragement of the government of Israel,   have spent a quarter of a century building up viable farms and decent houses (to replace the tiny starter houses that they first bought from the government).    One expects little sympathy either from the Palestinian enemies lobbing mortars at them or for that subset of Israeli enemies who passionately detest what the Jewish farmers in this region stand for and would be delighted to see them expelled tomorrow with no compensation.  (I do not know what percent of the Israeli population despises the Jewish farmers of the Gaza Strip.   I do know that there is a sector in which such hatred exists.)    Anthropologists should harbor no illusions that the documentation of their lifeways will generate sympathy among their enemies (Palestinian or Israeli) for the targets of expulsion.  But it is the role of anthropology honestly to document lifeways, including economic, social, familial, educational, and religious systems.   
 
    Those uninterested in such boring details should log off immediately and read the on-line Jerusalem Post or CNN.  
 
     The decline of the kibbutz.   Let us begin with the economic and organizational context in which local life is framed.   The residents of Ganei Tal and of most other communities in Gush Katif belong to a category of agrarian unit known as a moshav.   Though there is heterogeneity within this broad category, the classic moshav is generally viewed as an alternative to the classic Israeli kibbutz.   The term kibbutz is derived from the the Hebrew verb ÷éáõ, to “gather something into one place”.  The term recalls the thrice-prayed daily petition that refers to God as He who î÷áõ ðãçé òîå éùøàì, gathers together the scattered ones of His people Israel.   The kibbutz system was designed as an organizational strategy for gathering-in and returning resident and immigrant Jews of Israel to agrarian roots.  
 
    But the similarity between the kibbutz and the Amidah prayer ends there. .  The organizational principles of much of the early kibbutz movement were militantly anti-religious, based, neither on Jewish religious law nor on traditional Jewish culture but on the model of Soviet agrarian collectivism.  In this Soviet model, private property, particularly productive property, was largely forbidden.   In its classic model, the kibbutz as a whole owns the fields and the productive equipment.  And the traditional family unit is diluted.  A husband and wife share a room, but their children sleep together in a children’s dormitory with other children.  And everyone eats together in a collective dining room the food prepared in a collective kitchen.   This collectivist model in which nobody owned anything of importance except maybe clothes, toothbrushes etc, had long since demonstrated its long-term non-viability in Israel and fallen into disfavor.  The children of the kibbutzim have on the whole voted with their feet, leaving the kibbutz for other professions in Israel or overseas.  
 
     Those kibbutz that continue to function have recognized the detrimental consequences of separating parents and young children.    But there may, in some cases, be ideological hangovers from an anti-property phase.   In a classic kibbutz model private property is viewed as somehow a latter-day invention of greedy capitalists.  To live as humans should live (according to this theory) one should revert to the way humans presumably used to live, where nobody owned anything, people shared a collective economy,  and everyone was more or less equal.. 
 
     Anthropological skepticism with collectivist models.  Anyone who has taken Anthropology 101 knows that this kibbutznik model of  collectivized agriculture is founded on flimsy foundations.  Earliest human agrarian systems were “domesticated”, each household owning its own crops (and its own animals in societies where there was livestock.) .  A course in Judaica 101 would also indicate that radical collectivized property models are alien as well to Jewish agrarian history and culture.  
 
     As for the anthropological dimension, even in tribal societies where land is not privately owned, it is nonetheless the family – not the village or the collectivity – that grows crop and raises animals.  Each domestic unit manages its own farms and, where there are animals, each domestic unit has its own animals.   It is true that farmers around the world are willing to share labor with each other.  But when it comes to crops and animals, the strong general preference from the dawn of human agrarian history has been individualized (or household) ownership of crops and animals, not village or clan ownership.   
 
     Anthropologists shy away from attributing these tendencies to “human nature”  -- i.e. to some “selfish genes” or to some other genetic programming.  But we can certainly say that individualized household ownership of crops and livestock has been the overwhelming preference, if not in “human nature”, at least in human culture.  And societies (like the Soviet Union, the Peoples Republic of China, or contemporary Cuba)  that have tried to override this cultural preference in the name of some Egalitarian Collectivist Ideal have run into serious economic problems.   The Chinese government made the amazing, absolutely astounding,  discovery that if they stopped imposing the commune and let farmers grow and market their own crops, food production will soar.   The Castro regime in Cuba briefly experimented with farmer-entrepreneurs as well.  But when the energetic farmers began earning more money than Cuban bureaucrats or even Cuban physicians, the government clamped down again. 
 
     Privatization of many kibbutzim.  The general decline of the kibbutz movement in Israel, and the ascendancy of the moshav (whose more individualized features we will describe below) derive from the same underlying factors that have led to economic difficulties in socialist countries..   The kibbutz movement in Israel, at least in its radical classical form that entails separation of children from parents, has largely died out.  Modified compromise forms continue to exist, paradoxically,  among some religious groups.  (The compromise consists of keeping parents and children together.  The paradox derives from the anti-religious character of many early Zionist kibbutzim.)  But with these few exceptions, kibbutz property has now been privatized.   The elderly, who counted on collective support during their old age, have been given an economic pittance, a pat on the back, and best wishes for success on their own.   Though they spent their lives working for the kibbutz, they find themselves suddenly with no property, no income, and little or no support.    Condemned to small apartments whose stoves an elderly widower may not even know how to use – he spent his life eating in collective dining halls – they are reaping the bitter fruits of an organizational model based on flawed collectivized principles which failed to work even in the Soviet environment where they were conceived and born.  The economically most successful kibbutzim, I am told by the people of Ganei Tal, are those near Tel Aviv who made millions cashing in on the sale of kibbutz land for condo and shopping mall development.    (One should not prematurely declare the kibbutz dead.  I visited what appears to be a flourishing religious Kibbutsat Yavne outside of Ashdod where farming is now supplemented by watch-making.  But these appear to be exceptions.)   
 
    The kibbutz and Gush Katif:  failed efforts.  Why is this important for the agriculture of Gush Katif?   I hope to show in the course of these articles the extraordinary agrarian achievements of the farmers of Gush Katif. .  These achievements however could have been sabotaged in the earliest years had the deceptive collectivist lure of the “kibbutz” ideal dominated.     
 
     I learned early during my stay that there had been at least a a slight danger that that could have happened.   To be more precise,  during my first week in Ganei Tal, a large delegation of Americans, both Jews and Christians, led by New York State Assemblyman Dov Hikind of New York, visited the region to show their opposition to the impending expulsion of Jews.  Having been here for only two days,  and invited by Rabbi Hershel Kranz, a member of the delegation,  I joined the group, somewhat as a stowaway,  to benefit from the rapid bus tours of the entire area that would be given.  
 
      Our first stop on day 1 of the tour was the isolated community of Netsarim that, in close proximity to Gaza City,  for security reasons can be entered only under military convoy.   Netsarim is a very special community with a special history.  It is located close to Gaza City and after the 6-Days War was one of the first  Jewish communities to be founded in Gaza (in the early 1970s).    As the tour guide gave us his lecture, he mentioned in brief passing that the first settlement there was a kibbutz, which eventually folded and left.  I was intrigued.  
 
     After his talk I pulled the tour guide aside, a French speaking resident of Netsarim itself , as to why the first group to try agriculture there tried a kibbutz model.  I asked him in Hebrew.  As is so often the rude practice of Israeli tour guides, he answered me in English.  “I explained that in my talk”   He hadn’t.  I went at him in French.  “No you didn’t.  I’d like you to tell me, if you can, why in the world the first group followed the idiotic organizational model of a Soviet-style kibbutz?  And why did it collapse? “  The response in French was a bit more courteous but only slightly more satisfactory – “Il y avait des facteurs sociaux” (There were social factors) and he walked away.  Tour guides to the area apparently have a prepared spiel to give to admiring pilgrims, who are supposed to cheer, clap, and go ooh and aah on cue and not ask too many questions, or to ask questions that will prompt inspirational answers and more applause.    A guided tour is obviously not the context in which to do anthropological probing.  
 
    (Let it be said in passing, however, that for all their brevity and superficiality, there is one aspect of the guided tours in Gush Katif that set them apart from counterparts in the rest of Israel.  The tours are not organized first and foremost as income-generating ventures for the tour organizers.   At this very difficult moment, when nearly two thousand households who have built their lives here are threatened with imminent eviction by the government of Israel,  with the supported of a mainstream press that routinely labels them as “right wing religious fanatics”,   these tours fill the very special function of challenging official misinformation about the character of the people in these communities. ) 
 
     At any rate I broke briefly away from the tour and spoke to a woman living in the community of Netsarim.  She arrived after the dissolution of the kibbutz, whose empty government-built buildings were long declared off limits for newer arrivals, though they are now occupied.  She was more helpful than the tour guide and shared her understanding of the problem with the kibbutz.   But as I have not yet returned to the community, I am still in the dark about the logic – or rather illogic -- of beginning with a collectivist kibbutz.  The question at any rate may not be answerable in Netsarim any more, as all of the early kibbutznikim apparently vanished and went elsewhere. 
 
    Preference for the privatized moshav.  On the whole the communities of Gush Katif, as they were founded one after another, successfully avoided the flawed collectivist assumptions and organizational errors of the earlier kibbutz movement.    The economy of Gush Katif today, nearly three decades after its establishment, is based not only on a famous “drip irrigation” farming technology but also on economically sound property arrangements, compatible both with Jewish law and with the rewards to private initiative found in human cultures around the world.  
 
    Three types of communities.  Though my taxonomy is provisional, I have encountered three types of communities if one classifies according to property arrangements.  
 
1.      Moshav ‘ovdim.   These are farming communities like Ganei Tal, the community in ewhich I live.   To farm here you have to be accepted as a member (çáø)  by the rest of the community.  (You can also live here as a úåùá, a resident, rather than a member.)  But for full-fledged membership there are demographic and religious prerequisites to acceptance that I will discuss in more detail in other pieces, and a year of trial to ensure that you really do fit into the community.   However your living arrangements and your farming are entirely individualized and privatized.   You have your own land, your own hothouses (most everything here is grown in hothouses using the famous drip irrigation system), your own house, your own furnishings, your own vehicles (automobiles, fork-lifts, trucks, and the like).  The privatization arrangements are even more radical than in other types of moshavim, in which the moshav may own tractors or other large machinery which the individual farmers may use, may arrange for collective purchase of agricultural inputs and later redistribution to members, or may organize collective marketing of produce to obtain better prices.   
 
There is none of that in Ganei Tal.  The economy is entirely privatized.  What is collectively owned is the synagogue (áéú ëðñú), the community hall (îåòãåï),  the moshav office (îùøã), the young people’s club (îåòãåï äðåòø),  the kindergarten (âå éìãéí), and several playgrounds (âï îùç÷éí).  In addition there are some common agricultural fields outside of Gush Katif on which others are contracted to grow oranges, tangerines, avocados,  and other fruits.   These fields, however, are not for Ganei Tal alone.  Six other moshavim share in their fruits with Ganei Tal. The income from these fields is minimal.     But the economic facilities on which the community truly depends – the çîîåú, the hothouses, are all privately owned.   You rise or fall economically on your own efforts.  It is a privatized economy, the opposite of the kibbutz economy.  
 
     Economic differentials have arisen.  Not all farmers have been successful.  Families with economic difficulties are discreetly assisted by neighbors, and there is little ostentatious differentiation among the better-off and the less-well-off that I have been able to detect.   The better-off buy new cars more frequently.  
 
     The great economic leveler for the men is the synagogue, in which all men dress more or less at the same level (work clothes for weekdays,  short-sleeve white shirs and dark pants for Shabbat and festivals, being the most common dress, in addition to knitted kippot, which are generally white on the top bordered at the edge with designs of different colors).   There is no ostentatious differentiation in dress, nor is there any ostentatious auctioning and purchasing of liturgical honors that permit wealthier individuals to display their wealth.  (I have heard defenses of the auctioning of aliyahs and other liturgical honors that takes place in many shuls,  and it is not my intent to disparage that practice here. I am merely pointing out that such manifestations of socioeconomic differentiation appear to be absent from the synagogue of Ganei Tal, the moshav where I am temporarily residing.)   Socioeconomic differentiation does exist in the community, but it is effectively downplayed and even masked in the major social context, which is the synagogue.   Individuals of priestly descent (ëåäðéí) and persons with special skills, such as the áòì ÷åøà, the reader of the Torah, do stand out in the synagogue because of their special roles, as does the much beloved Rav of the congregation.   But these religious and liturgical distinctions are completely unrelated to levels of material wealth.  (What I am pointing out here will, of course, sound familiar to members of many non-moshav synagogues as well.) 
 
     Until recently one had to agree to be a farmer to be a member of the moshav of Ganei Tal.   This restriction has been relaxed in recent years for two reasons.  First, most of the hothouses are occupied.   Secondly the first generation of residents is now in their mid-fifties or even older.   The majority of their children have chosen marriages or professions that bring them outside of Gush Katif.  Only a minority stay on as farmers.  To attract young people the moshav has begun inviting young non-farming families with other sources of income to become members.   
 
     Even many of the first generation of farmers have diversified their economic base.  Most continue to live principally from their farming in Ganei Tal, with the income that women derive from teaching, secretarial work, or other activities.  (With some few exceptions, women do not play a heavy role in the agricultural sector.)  But there are at least some people on the moshav who have scaled back their farming operations, rent out to other community members part of their hothouses, and engage in some other economic sideline.  A few have even decided to break with farming entirely, to rent out all of their hothouses, and to make all of their income doing something else.   This is seen as a valid option; one remains a bona fide chaver of the moshav even if one is not a farmer.   One had to be  a farmer to get in.  But if a member decides to exit from farming, his membership remains valid as long as he lives on the moshav.  
 
     Less acceptable is the option of leaving the moshav to live somewhere else and continuing to derive local income from the rental of hothouses.  But even that is reportedly done.   In a sense joining a moshav is to some degree like converting to Judaism.  It is a difficult challenge to get in.  But once in you cannot be kicked out.   One is not quite that protected on the moshav of Ganei Tal – you could theoretically be kicked out.  But you would have to be a criminal or scoundrel of great proportions to be accorded that treatment. 
 
2.      Moshav shitufi.    As distinct from the highly individualized economy found in moshavim like Ganei Tal,  there are at least two communities that have “blended” some features of the kibbutz with some features of the moshav.  In linguistics a “blend” is a word like smog (a combination of smoke and fog) or brunch, a combination of breakfast and lunch.  I have on two separate occasions heard the word îåùáõ, moshbatz, a combination of moshav and kibbutz, to describe a hybrid arrangement which today is more commonly called the moshav shitufi, the cooperative moshav
 
In places where there are cooperative moshavim, such as Katif or Atsmona,  people own their individual houses and personal property.  But the crops, livestock, or factory production may be collectively owned.   Katif has a cooperatively owned dairy production establishment and a factory for organic planting material.  Atsmona’s famous hothouses that supply Israel with potted plants are also collectively owned.   Under this arrangement members of the community in effect own a “share” of the undertaking and are given dividends at the end of the year from any profits.  They may work on the undertaking itself, or may work off the moshav at some other profession.  If they work on the collective business, then, in addition to annual dividends, they earn an ordinary salary commensurate with the hours they put in and the level of skill required.   
 
This type of arrangements differs on the one hand from the classic kibbutz, in which everything (even living, eating, and child-rearing) are collectivized.   In the moshav shitufi you have your own house and your children live with you.  But it differs as well from the privatized moshavim of Ganei Tal, where even the productive apparatus is privately owned.   
 
I have heard of problems on some moshaviim shitufiim.   If all productive property except your house is privately owned, what happens if you get a family inheritance?  Theoretically you’re supposed to turn it over to the moshav – an act of generosity that few are spontaneously inclined to perform.    What happens if you want to send your child to the university?   The moshav would have to agree and pay for it.  And on some moshavim I am told that you are not allowed to own a car.  The moshav has a fleet of cars and you have to sign up and wait in line, hoping that a car is free if there’s a family simchah you have to go to.   These restrictions are not lightly accepted by most people.   
 
As I have not yet interviewed people on the local moshavim shitufiim of Katif and Atsmona, I do not know to what degree these problems affect them.  Indeed the very question of why a group chooses a cooperative ownership mode, rather than the individualized ownership mode of Ganei Tal, is itself fascinating.  I hope to explore it.  It would appear that at least some of the cooperative arrangements are for businesses – like the industrialized milk production of Katif – whose capital requirements far exceed ordinary individual capacity.  In such instances the cooperative ownership arrangement permits individuals of ordinary means to combine resources and undertake an operation that in the ordinary world might be available only to the very wealthy.   On the other hand the selection of cooperative ownership modes may also be partially driven by philosophical factors as well. 
 
That having been said, it should be pointed out that the privatized arrangement of a Ganei Tal is the predominant productive mode in Gush Katif, not the collectivized ownership arrangements just described.   And even in the communities of Atsmona and Katif (which is a local community, as distinct from the region “Gush Katif”), most members of the moshav are not involved in the cooperative undertaking and do not share in its profits.   They are members of the moshav and have to pass through the scrutiny of the reception committee.  But once admitted they have other economic activities not related to the collective enterprise.  
 
3.       Yishuv Kehilati.   A third type of  community is the “community settlement.”  The principal example of this is the town of Neve Dekalim, the urbanized administrative center of Gush Katif.   It came somewhat later in the history of the establishing of a Jewish population on the sand dunes of Southwestern Gaza.  Originally a military outpost, it quickly evolved as the administrative center of the entire region and its population now exceeds by a factor of 10 the population of most individual communities and accounts for about a third of the entire population in the region.  Unlike a moshav, the community of Neve Dekalim has no “members”, only “residents”.   But like a moshav, entry as a resident is also determined by a “reception committee”.  The requirement to be a farmer, of course, is absent.  Neve Dekalim is explicitly designed as a non-agricultural community.  Other requirements reportedly are less stringent as well;  it is presumably easier to be accepted as a resident in Nave Dekalim than as a chaver in moshavs.   Religiosity is still a requirement.  Bare headed men in Nave Dekalim are either visitors or members of secular moshavim like nearby Peat Sade, on the seashore that borders with Egypt.  
 
Unlike the economy of the moshavim,  the economy of Neve Dekalim is not based on farming.  I am told that a large percentage of the population are teachers of one sort or another or engaged in various businesses.   The administration of the the entire region is also done from Neve Dekalim.   A civilian security apparatus, under the dynamic control of Ami Shaket, combines rapid armed response capacity with ambulance and fire services under one structure of vertical control.  This apparatus works in collaboration with, but not subordinate to,  the army.  The office and computerized monitoring system of the civilian security apparatus is in the City Hall.   The police station is also in Neve Dekalim as are a primary health clinic.    
 
    It is also the case that many residents of the surrounding moshavim also earn at least part of their income in Neve Dekalim.   They will run their farming from the moshav, but open their store or business in Neve Dekalim.   An insurance office in Neve Dekalim is owned and operated by a farmer in Ganei Tal.  And farmers in the community of Bedolah own a textile store and one of the restaurants in Neve Dekalim.   This small number of cases known to me is probably only a fraction of the people who practice a dual economy, combining farming and some other profession.   
 
   But not by bread alone…..    There is also an anthropologically rich variety of  religious, educational, and cultural institutions in the region.  Here I will merely list them briefly, in hopes of dealing in more detail with them in later articles.   The typical moshav has one synagogue.   In Neve Dekalim,however, there are four synagogues to accommodate a diversity of davening traditions: Ashkenazic (nusach sfard), Sephardic, Yemenite, and Tunisian. 
 
     A diversity of educational options has arisen in the area.  Children begin in the tinokia  from the age of three months;  they graduate to the maon, and from there to the kindergarten, after which they enter the eight grades of the beit sefer yesodi, the equivalent of the American grammar school.  Each yishuv will have accommodations for the younger children, but for grammar school most children must travel by bus to their school.  The schools in Gush Katif are all considered “religious”, but there are several levels of religiosity among which parents may now choose.  The statistically dominant option for grammar school is the large school in Neve Dekalim where religious training is present but heavily combined with secular studies.  (Boys and girls study in the same school but in separate classrooms.)  In Atsmona there is a more heavily religious school for children – Talmud Torah -- whose parents agree not to have a television in the home.  Of more recent vintage is an intensive boys yeshiva in Neve Dekalim – Yeshivat Torat Hachayyim -- where children learn only Torah until higher grades where a bit of arithmetic is taught..    For high school there is a girls Ulpena in Neve Dekalim, but boys have traditionally had to leave the Gush for secondary studies.  A relatively recent boys’ high-school is now functioning in Katif.   The buses that are seen traversing the streets and roads are for the most part school buses that take children to and from their schools.  
 
    In Neve Dekalim there is also a post-secondary “hesder yeshiva”, whose male students (under agreement with the government) study Torah for a year and a half, serve in the army for a year and a half, and return to Torah studieslo  for two more years).  
 
     As a supplement to the school systems is a public library and a much used mantas,a social center largely for youth that houses the events of all sorts of çåâéí,  “circles” or “clubs”, that have been founded for the youth.   There is an athletic exercise club, a basketball club, a theater club, a weaving club and others.  Parents pay for these services for their children. 
 
       To repeat an important point:  the vast majority of the population of Gush Katif belong to one of the first three categories mentioned above:  the farmers of the two types of moshavim and the long-standing residents of Neve Dekalim.   These people came to the region, not with reluctant governmental permission, but with enthusiastic governmental urging and logistical support.    They have answered the call of an earlier Labor government and have, particularly in the farming sector, made astonishing technical breakthroughs which, with good market conditions, allows a high level of productivity on tiny stretches of land.   But they have embedded their economic and agrarian achievements into an internally rich and diverse way of life that includes religious, educational, and cultural components.   
 
     Impending destruction of a way of life.  It is this way of life that is now slated for destruction.   In today’s papers (June 19, 2005) we read that Prime Minister Sharon  and the U.S. Secretary of State Rice have calmly agreed that after the expulsion of the local farmers, maybe it’s best after all to destroy their houses and synagogues and schools as well.   Heck.  Why not?   I’m not aware that the Prime Minister and the visiting Secretary of State consulted the farmers whose farms would be expropriated and whose houses will now be converted to rubble as per agreement with the U.S. government.    It must be said that this population of humans is apparently being treated with less compassion and consideration than protected sea turtles.    I went today with Mr. Abraham Yitzchaki of Ganei Tal to his hothouse where an Arab mortar shell had fallen last night.  And I later read of American plans, also announced today, to transfer $3 billion dollars of money, from sources yet specified, not to the Jewish families slated for eviction, but to the elected leaders of those Palestinians who continue to try to kill them before they are thrown out.  
 
     Anthropology can be the study of the goodness and creativity of which humans are capable.   More often than not, however, in this period of äñúø ôðéí, anthropology must resign itself to the study of human stupidity, ignorance, and radical malice.     Here in Ganei Tal, the “gardens of dew”, the anthropologist encounters both.  The human creativity can be seen in the fields, homes, synagogues and schools of those who have turned a barren wilderness into âðé èì, gardens of dew.  Ignorant and destructive human malice, in contrast,  are also found.  But the residents who have been slated for expulsion and who continue to be bombed are less angry at the Palestinians doing the shelling.  The logic of Hamas (given their institutional agenda) is comprehensible even to its human targets.   
 
     What is baffling, and what generates local anger,  is the current institutional agenda and personal behavior of the Jewish leadership.   Not only does it now permit shelling of Gaza communities and even Sderot with impunity; orders have been issued to the army not to retaliate.   When the shells started falling on Ganei Tal, I assumed naively that the Israeli air force and army would swing into action.  Those days are now in the past.  People joke that the letter tsade (“ts”) that begins the word tsahal,  the Israeli acronym for the army, now stands for “tsilum” – “taking pictures”, the only activity that the Air Force now seems to do when Palestinians lob mortars at Israeli civilian centers.  (The claim is exaggerated.  If a Jerusalem  or Tel Aviv bus is hit by a suicide bomber, retaliation will be immediate and vigorous.  Some Jewish populations have apparently been declared as more worthy of protection than others.)  
 
    But the government has not only forbidden retaliatory action.  It is even planning to reward the attackers with a unilateral pullout of their targets and a free-of-charge “transfer of assets”  (that’s Greek for plunder) that the Jewish farmers spent a quarter of a century building up.    Under current formulae, the Jewish farmers will be given only a percentage of the value of their businesses. , They will have to take their government to court to recuperate the full value of the assets which the government will have transferred free of charge to those who to this very day continue to bomb them with impunity.  
 
    Is there logic to this behavior?   The anthropological premise is that there is always logic to human behavior.  In these essays I have tried to discuss briefly the marvelous technological logic of drip irrigation and hothouses, and the rational, sound economic and social logic of the property arrangements of the moshav, as distinct from the kibbutz.  
 
    What is the logic of those trying to destroy these achievements?  In the view of the people of Ganei Tal, there are now two groups of would-be destroyers:  Hamas and the government of Israel itself.   The residents understand perfectly the logic and lethal designs of Hamas.   I do not even hear local expressions of anger at Hamas.  It is the logic and motives of their own leaders, a logic that is even more hostile and economically and socially destructive in character than that of the nearby Palestinians, that remains for the people of Ganei Tal an anthropological mystery and a source of great pain and anger.  
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