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Abstract: This study applies the negative peace/positive peace approach to internal nation-state
relations between the majority and ethnic minority. This approach focuses on the policies implemented
by the state. In order to understand the social system from its formation, an important focus should
be given to the period of establishment of a new state, whereas physical borders are defined along
with the borders of society, which determines who is included in the new nation and who is excluded.
The conclusions are based on the case of the Israeli Druze, an ethnic minority with whom the state
of Israel and its Jewish majority have achieved positive peace. This study suggests that the positive
peace with the Druze was achieved following their integration in the army—as a decision of the state
of Israel—that lead to their integration in the Israeli society. Conversely to the Israeli Muslims, where
a negative peace is maintained, following the early year’s state policy to exclude them.
Keywords: Israel; positive peace; druze; compulsory service; social integration

1. Introduction
Current ‘peace research’ focuses on negative peace and positive peace [1], where negative peace
involves the reduction, prevention or absence of war and violence, while positive peace involves a
sense of cooperation or integration. Galtung [2] first defined positive peace as ‘the integration of human
society’ and later [3] redefined it as the negation of ‘structural violence.’ In other words, positive peace
emanates from the structure of a social system rather than from individual or group actors. “Structural
violence” is a form of violence in which some social structure or social institution may prevent people
from meeting their basic needs. It voices the hidden violence built into the structure of society itself,
not specific individuals, and appears as the violence of injustice and inequity [4]. Such structures
include social relations and arrangements (i.e., economic, political, legal, religious, or cultural) and
may be reflected in many forms, such as by race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation and migrant or
refugee status [5].
In the early 1980s, a somewhat similar discussion arose regarding the proper definition of
‘security’. The Palme Commission [6] formulated the concept of ‘common security’, which focused
on a multidimensional perspective in which nondefense elements of security are given significance.
Later, other scholars such as Westing [7] began referring to ‘comprehensive security’, which included
‘environmental security’ as an important component. The Copenhagen School of International Relations
expanded the concept of security to include military, political, societal, economic, and environmental
dimensions [8]. In 1994, the Human Development Report promoted the term ‘human security’ [9],
which encompassed economically, food, health, environmental, personal, community and political
security. This broad conception of security was meant to accommodate those who felt that a traditional
state-based security concept, which aimed solely to protect national territory, was overly narrow.
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Concurrently, critics argued that the concept of human security, similar to the idea of structural
violence, was excessively broad. Thus, the Human Security Report, while retaining an emphasis
on the protection of individuals, settled for a narrower definition of human security focused on
‘violent threats to individuals’ [10]. The ‘sustainable security’ approach prioritizes resolution of the
interconnected underlying drivers of insecurity and conflict, with an emphasis on preventive strategies
as opposed to reactive [11]. Current approaches to global security are characterized by the ‘control
paradigm,’ an approach based on the premise that insecurity can be controlled through military force or
containment with the goal of maintaining the status quo. The central premise of the sustainable security
approach is that we cannot successfully manage all the consequences of insecurity (such as terrorism,
crime or extreme leadership) and that we must work to resolve its causes. In other words, fighting the
symptoms will not work; instead, it is necessary to focus on curing the disease. Sustainable security
requires an understanding of the three interlinked pillars of society, economy, and environment, which
are central issues for sustainable development [12].
Therefore, exploring issues regarding the security of a specific state or nation necessarily involves
acquiring an understanding of its social, economic, and environmental systems. This approach is
more complicated in multicultural nations or nation-states that include an ethnic minority than in
heterogeneous states. In such cases, ethnic majority—minority relations often lead to violent conflicts
and unsustainable security or negative peace. The social, economic, and environmental systems of
any country may be altered by certain internal or external factors; however, in multicultural nations
and nation-states, the sole basis of the social order is sometimes defined in the early period of the
new state’s establishment as the new entity defines its borders. It includes defining not only land
borders—determining both where state sovereignty and administration begins and ends and which
territories included—but also the limits of society, i.e., who is included in the new nation and who is
excluded. Any later attempts to redefine these borders will almost certainly involve ethnic cleansing,
which has mostly been criticized by most nations and societies in the 21st century. Therefore, our focus
in this study is the understanding of the social integration of ethnic minority/minorities within a
nation-state and its relation to positive/negative peace.
Ethnic minorities in nation-states live on the margins of society by definition. Throughout
history, the response of the majority towards the minority has ranged from elimination or expulsion
to integration or assimilation. Common problems involve the majority withholding collective or
individual rights from the minority or the outbreak of any level of ethnic tension—from either
side—that leads to ethnic-based violence, as in southern Kyrgyzstan in 2010, or even massacres
or genocide, such as those in Bosnia in the 1990s. Yet, in some rare cases, nation-states accept
specific minorities as part of the nation; for example, Germany granted the Sorbs cultural rights
in the 19th century. In other models, ethnic minorities are integrated or assimilated into the
majority. Furthermore, some minorities seek appropriate ways of becoming integrated, whereas
others pursue territorial autonomy or secession. The likelihood of the violent rebellion of minorities is
influenced by the level of power that the minority has vis-à-vis the majority, ethnic fears and political
discrimination [13].
In light of the preceding, our primary focus in this study is to investigate the consequences of the
process of establishing a new multicultural nation on the sustainable security of a state. Our primary
goal is to examine and identify the policies a nation-state implements to achieve positive peace with
an ethnic minority.
Our case study focuses on Israel, which was created in 1948 as the national home of the Jewish
people [14]. However, since its establishment, the Israeli population has included an Arab minority.
Arabs in Israel consider themselves as indigenous people of Palestine who are under the rule of a
majority that is mainly nonindigenous [15]. According to international declarations and treaties [16],
indigenous people are those who have historically lived in a specific place and who are different from
the majority regarding ethnicity, language and nationality. This perspective on indigenous people
has strengthened the self-awareness and national demands of the Arab minority. Since 1948, these
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demands and self-awareness have also been influenced externally by the Arab–Israeli conflict (as the
Arab minority is part of both the larger Arab society in the region and also part of the Palestinian
people). Moreover, it was influenced by internal aspects, such as the attitude of the Israeli state
towards its Arab citizens, which involves discrimination in budgetary allocations and a lack of equality
regarding both individual and collective rights.
The Arab-Palestinians living within the Green Line in Israel form a society that constituted
approximately 20% of the Israeli population as of 2015. Arab society is composed of roughly
80% Sunni-Muslims, 10% Christians (affiliated with several sects, such as Greek-Catholic and
Greek-Orthodox), and 8% Druze. Their self-identification, which has changed over time, has recently
been the subject of extensive study [15,17–20]. Currently, most of the Arabs in Israel identify themselves
mainly as Arab-Palestinians; however, they have other dimensions of identity: civic identity as Israelis;
religious identity as Muslims, Christians, or Druze; and regional identities [20].
This self-identification has created a contradiction between this group’s Israeli civic identity and
its Arab-Palestinian national identity. This contradiction has had a significant influence on the group’s
political behavior for three significant reasons: the renewal of Arab Israelis’ connections with the
Palestinian population in the West Bank and Gaza after the 1967 war; the cancellation of the military
administration of Arab-populated areas in 1966 that allowed the freedom of movement and more
freedom of expression; and the rise of the Palestinian national movement in the 1960s.
Recently, it was suggested that the vast majority of the Arab minority in Israel wants to coexist
with Jews in Israel, want to remain citizens of Israel, and overwhelmingly prefer peaceful protest over
violence to achieve change [21–23]. However, it is worth mentioning the developments over Israel’s
history. Until the 1970s, Israeli-Arabs’ political violence was conduct by individuals and was presumed
as protests against the existence of the state [24]. Since the late 1970s, an escalation is notices in the
Israeli-Arabs’ political violence towards the state of Israel and its Jewish majority. Violence at the
national level occurred on several occasions, among the most critical events of them are: the first Land
Day in March 1976; protests during the first Intifada (1987–1991); the October 2000 clashes; protests
during the second Intifada (2000–2007); and recently in 2015, violence erupted mainly in Jerusalem
due to tensions over the status of the Temple Mount/the Noble Sanctuary [24].
Not all parts of Arab society have been involved in the ongoing tension. Most of the Druze
community in Israel did not participate in the violent events mentioned above. Previous scholarship
suggested multiple explanations for such political violence such as biological, psychological, cultural,
social, religious-based intolerance, and political issues. A study focusing on Israel found that support
of political violence was most influenced by deprivation, regardless of ethnicity, religion, or level of
religiosity [24]. However, socioeconomic gaps cannot explain the difference between the Druze and
other Arabs in Israel, just because there is not much difference in the inequality of the Druze compared
to Muslims or Christians [25].
For that, the explanation is not found in the religious difference between the Druze and other
Arabs or in socioeconomic gaps. Instead, it may be a result of the differentiated self-identification and
political patterns of the Druze. Recently, Halabi [17] found that in contrast to other Arabs in Israel,
religious self-identification was seen to be dominant among the Druze, followed by their Israeli and
Arab identities, with some differences between interviewees. Halabi [17] found that most of the Druze
interviewees did not have a Palestinian identity as one of their self-identification dimensions.
Religious affiliation and identity are not the only characteristics that distinguish the Druze from
other Arabs in Israel, Muslims and Christians alike. Their political trends have been different for
decades: in recent years, the majority of Druze have voted in national elections for Zionist parties
rather than Arab parties (81% of the Druze vote for Zionist parties compared with 19% of other
Arabs) conversely to Muslims and Christians who are voting mainly to Arab parties. In local politics,
the Druze mayors of Druze municipalities are not part of the National Committee of Arab Mayors
(established 1974); instead, they formed a separate Committee of Druze and Circassian Mayors [26]
in 1979. As a result, when the National Committee of Arab Mayors established the High Follow-Up
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Committee for Arab Citizens of Israel—nowadays the most important political institution representing
Arab issues in Israel—the Druze leadership was not part of it, and still is not part of it. Moreover,
in three branches of power in Israel, there are more elected or appointed Druze citizens than Muslims
or Christians, except for the judiciary. In the Knesset, the Druze have been overrepresented in the
past two decades due to their integration in Zionist parties from the left wing to the right. A Druze
Member of the Knesset (from now on-MK) was the first non-Jewish to serve as a minister in 2001
as part of any Israeli government. Since 2001, the Arab MKs who were appointed as part of any
Israeli government—as ministers or deputy ministers—were all Druze, except one. At the same time,
an elevation was noticed in promotions of Druze officers in the IDF to higher ranks in a move to
integrate them equally in the army [27]. Such as a Druze officer that was promoted in 2001 for the
first time to the rank of major general—the second highest rank after the chief of staff of the IDF and
part of the IDF general staff. A second Druze to be appointed to an IDF position at the rank of major
general was followed in 2018. These actions are to reflect the perspective of significant parts of the
Israeli society that considers the Druze as part of the Israeli consensus, in contrast to the other Arabs.
All these characteristics of segregation of the Druze community from the Arab political discourse
should be seen as a reflection of the Druze considering themselves more and more an integral part of
Israeli society, compared to the other Israeli Arabs [17]. Consequently, ethnic-based violence between
the Druze and the state or with other Jewish citizens in Israel is rare. The riots that have occurred—such
as the Druze’s long series of protests over economic discrimination against their localities in 1994 [28],
the conflict over a cellular phone antenna in Buqaya’a in 2007 [29], or the dispute in 2008–2010 over
the expropriation of the Druze’s lands in Mount Carmel—have been fully Druze-motivated with no
Palestinian-nationalistic characteristics and thus in general generate sympathy among Israeli Jews
and the Hebrew media. The sympathy for these Druze causes contrasts with the lack of sympathy
for other Arab protests and violent incidents. There are some exceptions, such as “The Arab-Druze
Initiative Committee” and “The Free Sons of Grace” who reject the separation of Druze from Palestinian
nationalism and fight against the conscription of the Druze youth in the IDF. However, both initiatives
were not successful in attracting much support among Israeli Druze.
Thus, this study suggests that there is a positive peace between the Israeli Druze—as an ethnic
minority—and the Jewish majority in the nation-state of Israel, which stands in stark contrast to the
circumstances of other Arabs residing within Israel. By doing so, we apply the negative peace/positive
peace approach to internal nation-state relations between the majority and ethnic minority. We want to
examine how the negation of structural violence was achieved with the Druze. Hence our focus tends
to investigate the period of establishment of a new state, whereas the borders of society are defined.
As such, the research is focused on proper-Israel, i.e. within the Green-Line.
Consequently, this research investigates how a positive peace has been achieved with the Druze
and explores the factors that resulted in this contrast with other Arab-Muslims and Arab-Christians.
To achieve our goal of identifying the policies that a nation-state implements to achieve positive peace
with an ethnic minority, we must answer the following questions: Has this positive peace been in place
since 1948? Has the Druze’s political behavior differ concerning other topics? What are the sources of
such different political behaviors among the Druze? Are these differences a product of governmental
policies? Can such policies be duplicated?
2. Materials and Methods
To answer these questions, an examination of Israeli policies was conducted, with a particular
focus on those implemented in the early period of Israel’s statehood, using documents obtained mainly
from official Israeli archives, mainly the Israel Defense Forces Archives (IDFA) and the Israel State
Archives (ISA). The archival research was an intensive and systematic search that included all open and
available documents on the topic in those archives from all relevant units and departments. Relevant
documents were found by searching for the relevant years (until the early 1960s) and relevant words
in the titles of those files—i.e., Arab, Druze, Muslim, Christian, Circassian, Minorities, non-Jewish,
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compulsory service. Furthermore, the search included files from relevant government departments
and ministries—i.e., Minorities ministry/advisor, Prime Minister office, Ministry of Defense, Ministry
of foreign affairs—and IDF units—i.e., Minorities Unit, 300 Unit, 299 Unit/Battalion, 244 Unit, irregular
squads, Chief of Staff, Human Resources branch, Northern Command, Northern Command, Central
Command, Intelegance Command, Operations Command. By the end of the search, a few thousands
of documents were examined coming from hundreds of files.
After careful review, the relevant documents were saved or copied and then were examined
through content analysis and compared to the current historiography [30]. In cases where the new
materials re-\confirmed the known policies and decisions as mentioned in already published scholarly
work, this was explained in the text as such and citation to the new primary sources was added.
However, in a few cases, a document or a series of documents showed a different pattern of policies
than previously known and published on the issue. Those cases were further examined, by adding
more materials to support the claim and find consistency. Furthermore, those documents were
compared to additional documents from different files, from different units and departments, and
various archives- all to make sure that the new finding based on facts. This was also done with cases of
policies that have been discovered and published by other scholars but was based only on interviews.
The novelty in this manuscript is based in part on those new findings, which contradict with what
was known.
All documents that this research is based on, were analyzed critically, by examining the
assumptions behind each document and by examining other aspects that may have been omitted
from it. While examining those documents, we asked: Why the record was created? What it says
(explicitly or implicitly)? And, what is not mentioned? Using the answers to these question, it was
possible to identify the facts, the connection between them, and their chronological and thematic
context. Furthermore, any gaps were identified and referred to in the manuscript as such. As part of
the examination, few documents were found as miss-leading or falsely. Those were treated as such,
and the text in this manuscript refers to them accordingly.
3. Results
3.1. The “Divide and Conquer” Policy
At the outset, we must answer the first question: Has this positive peace been in place since
1948? In brief, the answer is no: this has not been the case since Israel was established. Instead,
this positive peace was a product of a process involving several governmental decisions with one main
characteristic—integrating the Druze and segregating others.
Beginning with its establishment as a nation-state until the mid-1960s, Israel focused on designing
and implementing policies in various areas: foreign policy, which was based on its relationship with
the Arab world; societal and economical interior policy; and identity, which focused on strengthening
the Jewish-Zionist character of the state. Within these three areas, there was a particular element of
consideration for Arab society: in foreign policy, Arab Israelis were considered part of the Arab world
and therefore an enemy of Israel; thus, they were perceived as a threat to national security. Based
on this perspective, Israel established a military government regime in Arab-populated areas that
lasted until 1967. Regarding internal policy, the remaining Arabs in Israeli territories were accepted
as permanent residents and citizens, except Arab refugees who escaped during the war and later
attempted to return to their homes. However, Arabs were not part of the Israeli collective and were
excluded from the melting pot—the ingathering of exiles—of the new society. Consequently, Arabs
remained at the margins of Israeli society, a position that they have been unable to change since that
time, even after Israel abolished military administration of Arab areas. Regarding the Jewish-Zionist
identity of the state, the attitude towards Arabs was based solely on security motives, which involved
keeping Arabs under strict supervision to prevent them from interfering in the processes of building
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the new state—the army, the economy, Jewish settlements, and the integration of new immigrants—and
in the design of Israel’s characteristics as the state of the Jewish people.
Subsequently, and to maintain effective control over the Arabs within Israel, Arab society was not
treated as a single united society to prevent its development into a robust national minority [31].
A ‘divide and conquer’ policy was implemented by Israel [32] in which non-Jewish minorities
were divided into groups of religious/social affiliations—Muslims, Christians, Druze, Bedouins,
and Circassians—as if they lacked common features.
This policy was manifest in formal government and agency documents and even in academic
publications, as demonstrated in the following examples. In 1956, the Census of Population and
Housing [33] divided the population into Jews and non-Jews; there were no other sub-categories.
Later, in a special census of the newly occupied territories [34], the population was divided based
on religion: Muslims, Christians, and others. Subsequently, a method was developed to categorize
minorities based on their religions: Muslims, with internal sub-divisions; Christians, with internal
sub-divisions; and Druze [35]. A more detailed academic study [36] that focused on the minorities in
Israel categorized the minorities into religious divisions with multiple sub-divisions.
The ‘divide and conquer’ policy of categorization was not restricted to publications; it became
official through a process that began in 1957 and led to the official recognition of the Druze religion in
Israel. A plan to “ethnicize” the Druze was carried out over the years [22] by implementing political,
economic, and educational policies [29], as will be explained further in the following historical review.
3.2. Integrating the Druze, Segregating Others
The Druze have been a minority in the Middle East since the establishment of the Druze religion
in the 11th century in Egypt under the Fatimid Caliph al-Hakim bi-Amr Allah. Following his
disappearance in 1021, the Druze religion lost its state endorsement, which led to them being persecuted
and forcing them to seek refuge in small and closed communities [37]. At that time, Muslim leaders
considered the Druze traitors to Islam. Thus, most of the Druze hid their beliefs by following the
Taqiyah tradition (precautionary dissimulation) in order to survive.
During the Ottoman period, the Druze in the Middle East were recognized as part of Muslim
society. Some of the requests made by Druze leaders to be known as a separate millet, or people,
were not approved by the Ottoman administration [38]. Recognition as millet by the Ottoman millet
system would have granted the Druze the protection of the central government and allowed the
Druze community to rule itself under its legislative system—providing them with a form of religious
autonomy and self-management. The Druze did not typically appear by name in official government
documents and statistics; instead, they were referred to as “Muslims” or “others” [39]. Renewed and
repeated requests by some Druze leaders to recognize their community as a separate millet during the
British Mandate over Palestine [40] were rejected.
Following the formation of the state of Israel, the millet system was reapproved as an Israeli
law with some minor changes. Judaism, nine churches of Christianity, and Islam were all approved
as recognized religions [41]. Following renewed official requests from Druze leaders, the Israeli
government agreed to expand the recognized religions by adding Druze in 1957 [42]. The Druze were
officially recognized as an autonomous religious community in 1962 [43] when the Knesset approved
the Druze Religious Courts Act (1962), which was followed by appointing an official Druze spiritual
leadership and Druze religious judges.
Furthermore, Israel granted the Druze religious leadership control over religious property,
allowing the Druze to control their Waqf properties while withholding such authority from the Muslim
spiritual leaders. A similar action was taken in the 1950s when control over their religious properties
was returned to the Greek-Catholic church [44]. This action, along with others, was implemented as
part of an effort to encourage the so-called ‘positive’ forces among the Druze [45].
Following this recognition, the Ministry of the Interior made this distinction clear on Israel identity
cards and birth certificates. These official documents also indicated the nationality and religion of
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every citizen [46], whether it was Jewish, Christian or Arab/Muslim. In 1962, the Ministry of the
Interior added the Druze nationality/religion- without distinction between the two- to this list by
replacing the term ‘Arab’ with ‘Druze’ for every Israeli Druze. This led to an official Israeli stance
that claimed that the Druze were no longer Arabs [47], thus completing the plan to invent a specific
identity for the Israeli Druze.
In 1970, Prime Minister Levi Eshkol resolved to disassociate the Druze from the Arab/Minority
affairs sections of the government, which enabled the Druze to access appropriate departments of the
government directly [48]. This decision was first made for the Druze and was later extended to include
other Arabs. The same pattern was implemented when the Labor party, followed by the Likud and
other Zionist parties, accepted the Druze as equal party members in the early 1970s [49]. However,
Muslims and Christians were allowed to be affiliated only with Arab parties for several more years
before they were granted the same level of acceptance as the Druze [48]. Later in 1976, to cope with
the possible radicalization of the Druze community following the first Land Day in March 1976 and
with growing opposition to compulsory service for Druze youth—amid the formation of the Druze
Initiative Committee in March 1972—the Israeli Ministry of Education separated Druze schools from
the Arab education system and established a separate Druze education system [42]. The intent was
to create an Israeli-Druze consciousness among the students, as cited by Halabi [17], by creating a
curriculum that covered the Druze religion, culture, and history.
However, the primary tool to distinguish among parts of Arab society was service in the army,
which was introduced through the establishment of the Minorities Unit in the Israel Defense Forces
(IDF) in 1948 [50]. All the Israeli actions mentioned above to distinguish the Druze from other Arabs
occurred after the implementation of compulsory service for Druze youth in 1956. Notably, this is
also linked to the reason for establishing the Committee for Druze and Circassian Mayors and the
Druze and Circassian education system, as the only common characteristic between those two minority
groups was their compulsory service in the IDF.
Moreover, according to several recent studies, there is no doubt that the Druze in Israel identify
as Israeli more than other Arabs and that conscription in the army is the factor that has had the
most significant impact on the Druze identity in Israel [17]. Consequently, this study suggests that
conscription in the army was the turning point regarding Druze identity.
The sources of the policy to integrate the Druze while segregating others are connected to service
in the IDF. Compulsory service for Druze youth, similar to mandatory service for Jewish youth,
has led to greater integration of the Druze in Israeli society and thus to a positive peace through the
implementation of the policies discussed above. Simultaneously, excluding other Arabs from army
service has led to a negative peace between the Arab ethnic minority and the nation-state. Therefore,
it is essential to now answer our other questions: What are the sources of such different political
behaviors among the Druze? Are these differences a product of governmental policies? We can add to
these: If so, how were these policies implemented differently for Muslims, Christians, and the Druze?
3.3. The Compulsory Service of the Druze in the IDF
The civil- and security-based connections between Arabs and Zionist Jews in Palestine originated
with the beginning of the Zionist presence in Palestine in the late 19th century [31]. However,
a significant change occurred before and during the 1948 War [51]. Arab troops were integrated
with Jewish forces in some of the infantry brigades in the first half of 1948, even before the official
establishment of Israel and the IDF [50]. These troops included volunteers—mainly mercenary
soldiers—of different backgrounds, such as Muslim-Bedouin, Muslim-Circassian, Druze and Christian.
An IDF Minorities Unit was established in August 1948 to consolidate all the minority units that
had already been formed by local army commanders rather than by the central command [52]. This
Minorities Unit was established under the control of Lieutenant Colonel Tovia Lishanskey from the
Intelligence Corps. Through a process that continued until 1956, the Minorities Unit became a de facto
Druze unit [50].
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The Israeli government debated the service of Arabs in the army from its earliest days as a
nation-state but did not establish a clear and consistent policy. Following Ben-Gurion’s decision,
the first Defense Service Law (1949) established compulsory service only for Jews and granted
the Defense Minister the ability to exempt individuals or groups from mandatory service for
religious and national reasons; Arab citizens were among those exempted groups. Over the years,
hundreds of Arab applicants have asked to register [50]. Most were denied, presumably following
Ben-Gurion’s policy of supporting a mandatory draft for minorities and Jews that distinguished
between trustworthy minorities, i.e., Druze and Circassians, and potentially suspect minorities,
i.e., Muslims and Christians [53]. From 1948 to 1953, under Prime Minister and Defense Minister
Ben-Gurion, Arabs were excluded from central state institutions that were responsible for fulfilling the
task of creating Israeli Jewish citizens, including the army [54].
This policy changed during Pinhas Lavon’s brief tenure as Defense Minister (1954–1955). Lavon
suggested compulsory service for all the Arabs to equalize rights and obligations, as claimed in an
official press note [54]. Arab male youth between the age of 18 and 20 were asked to register for
military service in July 1954. This was an unexpected outstanding success. More than 90% of eligible
youth registered (4000 of 4520 by October 1954) within a few months [54] despite the opposition
of their families, which was due mainly to economic circumstances, cultural assimilation, and the
Arab-Israeli conflict.
However, during the registration process, Lavon had some doubts about the process and its
consequences. Meetings of the IDF and the Defense Minister on this topic were held between July
and September 1954. In those meetings, Lavon decided to implement the process in three stages to
better use the state’s human resources in case of an emergency [55]: first, re-registration and medical
tests; second, recruitment of small minority groups such as the Druze and Circassians; and third, the
recruitment of small army units on a territorial basis. The IDF Chief of General Staff, Moshe Dayan,
was not satisfied with this decision. It was clear that Dayan was against any Arab recruitment in
the IDF but was in favor of the recruitment of the Druze, a group that was potentially large enough
to meet the needs of the IDF [56]. Ultimately, this draft option was abandoned by Lavon due to a
lack of political and military support to implement it [54]. It was suggested that such a plan could
generate security threats if disloyal Arab citizens were given IDF weapons. When Ben-Gurion once
again assumed the office of Prime Minister and Defense Minister in 1955, he preferred Lavon’s option
first to draft the Druze and Circassians.
Recruiting the Druze for the IDF was once again discussed in 1955. At that time, the Operations
Directorate noted the difficulties associated with operating the Minorities Unit given the declining
number of soldiers, which was due to the lack of new Druze volunteers and the transfer of some Druze
soldiers to the Border Police. However, during these internal discussions, the non-military importance
of the Minorities Unit was once again emphasized [57]:
“[ . . . ] the purpose of this policy regarding the Druze is to keep the uniqueness of this ethnic group
within the general Arab society in Israel and to prove, among other things, the possible full integration
and solidarity of an Arab minority with the state. Other than the religious uniqueness and difference,
any segregation of the Druze from the Arabs is artificial and intentional [ . . . ]”
For this reason, an administrative effort was undertaken inside the IDF. As part of this effort, the
Minorities Unit commander formulated a plan to recruit Druze men to the IDF reserve in order to
prevent any possible discrimination in Druze society between the elderly who had volunteered for
service and the youth who would be conscripted and those who neither had volunteered nor would
be recruited due to their age [58]. The IDF’s administrative effort concluded with two options to
guarantee the continuation of the Minorities Unit. One solution was the maintenance of volunteer
and employed soldiers. The second solution was to implement full conscription for Druze youth [59].
The IDF Deputy General Chief of Staff decided in October 1955 that to continue the Minorities Unit,
the IDF would request full conscription for Druze youth. In November 1995, following this decision,
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the Minorities Unit began to officially prepare for the full conscription of Druze youth, which was
expected to involve 60 soldiers in February 1956, 60 soldiers in May, and 30 soldiers in November [60].
However, to implement this new policy, approval from the Minister of Defense was needed.
Prime Minister and Minister of Defense Ben-Gurion approved this policy—compulsory service for
only the Druze among minorities—with one condition. Ben-Gurion asked for full confirmation from
the Druze leaders and that written requests be directed to him [59]. Consequently, the headquarters of
the Minorities Unit was ordered to convince all the Druze leaders in Israel to agree to the recruitment
of Druze youth [61].
The efforts of the Minorities Unit officers were successful. They received confirmation and official
requests from Druze leaders who were MKs or who were later chosen for one of the satellite parties
affiliated with the MAPAI and subsequently became MKs. MK Salah Khanifes and former MK Jabr
Mu’adi, who was rewarded for his efforts by becoming an MK once again following the resignation of
his colleague, were among the Druze leaders who submitted requests. Additionally, in January 1956,
the mayor of Isfia, Labib Abu-Roken, also sent an official request [62]; Abu-Roken later became an MK.
By December 1955, requests were received from Druze leaders that urged the Israeli government
to implement conscription for the Druze. In fact, the Israeli historiography regarding the “Covenant of
Blood” between the Jews and the Druze was based on the recruitment of the Druze to the IDF at the
request of the Druze leaders [22,38,48,63]. Supporting this claim are documents signed by six Druze
leaders that were found in the archives [64]. As one of the Druze leaders wrote in a request for the
conscription of Druze youth [65]:
“December 1955[ . . . ] As a representative of the Druze religious council, I hereby join the request of
my family members—Muadi—with respect to compulsory service [ . . . ] Kamel Sliman Muadi”
A final request was intended to reflect the opinion of the most important religious leader among
the Druze in Israel, Sheikh Amin Tarif. However, no evidence of a written request was found in the
Israeli archives. Instead, there was a letter written by a member of the Tarif family and a Druze Qadi,
Sheikh Salman Tarif, in support of conscription [66]. After receiving these requests and the alleged
assistance of Sheikh Amin Tarif, Prime Minister and Minister of Defense Ben-Gurion approved the
new policy of compulsory service for the Druze [67].
The preparations for the first cycle of recruitment in May 1956 began in February. Draft orders
were sent to Druze youth; however, most refused to comply [68] based on a growing objection to the
new policy, as will be explained further. The Israeli Police, the Military Police, the Military Government
Administration, and the Israeli Security Agency were called in to enforce the first draft. These agencies
met on a monthly basis to achieve the goal of implementing the policy. Some recruits were taken
into custody, their families were punished, and their weapon permits were confiscated, and leaflets
in Arabic on soldiers’ rights were distributed, and meetings were held with the recruits and their
families as well as with Druze leaders. Israeli officials claimed that if the new policy were followed in
full, it would lead to a smooth process in the future. The efforts were successful, and by the planned
recruitment date, most of the recruits had registered. As the Minorities Unit Commander noted [69]:
“[ . . . ] The recruits obeyed after they were legally ‘encouraged’ to do so by the police.”
Following implementation of compulsory service in the IDF, the Druze were granted some
privileges: a one-year movement permit in areas under the administration of the military; the possibility
of registering the nationality/religion of the Druze on Israeli identification cards; and the possibility of
employing unemployed Druze in factories [53].
3.4. The Compulsory Service of the Druze in the IDF—An Israeli Plan
As discussed above, Israeli historiography describes the Druze’s service in the IDF as an outcome
of a Druze decision to integrate into Israeli society. This was implemented by the Israeli government
at the request of the Druze leaders to explain the expansion of the compulsory conscription law
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to cover Druze youth in 1956. Thus, framing the “Covenant of Blood” between the Druze and
the Jews established a common and shared destiny [42]. However, other scholars—mainly Arab
scholars [70,71]—claimed that the recruitment of the Druze to the IDF was part of a conspiracy by
Israel that was enacted despite the opposition of most of the Druze leadership. Neither side, however,
has provided substantial evidence to support their claims or endeavored to reach a definite conclusion.
Thus, it is essential in this study to reveal the facts behind the decision regarding Druze service in the
IDF and the reasons for implementing compulsory service in 1956.
As discussed above, compulsory service for the Druze in the IDF is the product of a
well-implemented Israeli plan. The following points support this claim:
First, most of the Druze volunteers in the first years of the Minorities Unit were initially from
Lebanon and Syria and not from Israeli villages [72]. These soldiers were nearly the only soldiers in
the unit in the first half of the 1950s [73].
Second, the notion that the Druze requested compulsory service is contradicted by the
disinclination of the Druze youth to comply with the draft. They were forced to comply only with the
involvement of the military police and the police, and they did so later than planned. There were also
hundreds of official documents sent from Druze youth, their families, and their lawyers asking the
government to put an end to this policy [74].
Third, the archival documents reveal that there was a great objection from most of the official
Druze leaders to the transition from recruitment to compulsory service [75]. In March 1957, a year
after the first draft, a delegation of Druze leaders came to the Knesset to object to the decision. One of
the leaders, Quftan Halabi, the mayor of Daliyat al-Karmel, said in the meeting [76]:
“[ . . . ] We hereby declare that the Druze Knesset members do not represent the Druze society; on the
contrary—they are traitors, and they have no connection to the Druze.”
Fourth, the most critical piece of evidence from the archive documents indicates that the policy
was the result of an official and well-organized plan led by the Prime Minister’s advisor for Arab
affairs and the Minorities Unit headquarters. As shown above, the Minorities Unit and the IDF had
been discussing and preparing for compulsory service for the Druze since the early 1950s. Even the
so-called Druze leaders’ documents requesting the policy were elements of this plan: the documents
were all from the same month, December 1955. Furthermore, all the archived documents relating to the
Druze leaders’ requests were written only in Hebrew, without an Arabic original, unlike all the other
documents in the archive for that period. Additionally, there were no requests from the majority of the
Druze community leaders in Israel during that period, such as the members of the Druze Religious
Council (except one) and local leaders—Mukhtars (except one) and mayors (except one). As explained
earlier, these documents were not the sent at the initiative of the Druze leaders; instead, they were
a product of the pressure that the Minorities Unit placed on those leaders. The Deputy Northern
Commander summarized this point [77]:
“ . . . The Minorities Unit’s efforts to achieve a Druze agreement to the compulsory service achieved
as of today the opposite goal. [ . . . ] From Isfia the objection protests against the conscription efforts
moved to Dalia and Beit-Jan. [ . . . ] After multiple efforts, meetings, and agreements, some Druze
agreed to sign such documents . . . ”
All of the above, in addition to other evidence, form the basis of the conclusion that gaining the
support of the Druze leaders was part of a well-implemented plan and that only some of the new
Druze leaders were part of that plan.
4. Discussion
This study followed an international-relations approach that distinguishes between negative
peace—the reduction, prevention or absence of war and violence or the existence of ‘structural
violence’—and positive peace, which involves a sense of cooperation or ‘the integration of human
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society’ that emanates from the structure of a social system rather than from individual or group actors
[1, 2, and 3].
Our main contribution in this study is to offer the implementation of this international-relations
approach to interstate relations. For our discussion, negative peace within a nation-state is the
reduction, prevention or absence of violence between the majority and the ethnic minority achieved by
controlling, reducing, preventing, or eliminating individual or violent group actions, not by resolving
the structural violence. Similar to negative peace, the ‘control paradigm’ [12] is based on the premise
that insecurity can be controlled through military force or containment, thus maintaining the status
quo. In this case, positive peace requires that the ethnic minority feel a sense of cooperation with the
nation-state, which can be achieved by integrating the ethnic minority into society and by eliminating
structural violence within the society. The ‘sustainable security’ approach, similar to positive peace,
prioritizes the resolution of the interconnected underlying drivers of insecurity and conflict and
emphasizes preventive rather than reactive strategies.
Thus, this study concludes by affirming that those approaches are suitable also for the inter-state
relations between the ethnic minority and a nation-state, in the case of Israel. Our case study confirms
that policies implemented by the majority create inclusion or exclusion of ethnic minorities in a
nation-state. Therefore, exploring issues regarding the security of a specific state or nation must involve
gaining an understanding of its social system, including majority-minority relations, and implementing
preventive strategies. This confirms the ‘sustainable security’ approach that prioritizes preventive
strategies over reactive ones [11]. Consequently, an essential area of focus is the period during which a
new state is established as the new entity defines its borders. This includes outlining not only physical
land borders, which determine sovereignty and administration, but also the borders of society, which
determine who is to be included in the new nation and who is excluded.
These conclusions are based on the case of the Israeli Druze and their integration into Israeli
society, which contrasts with that of other Israeli Arabs who are largely segregated from other Israelis.
In its first years as a nation-state, Israel implemented a ‘control paradigm’ over Arabs—who were
considered as part of the enemy—on the premise that insecurity could be controlled through military
force or containment, thus maintaining the status quo. This policy is consistent with the negative peace
mentioned above. Simultaneously, Israel acted to change the status quo with the Druze, Circassians,
Christians, and Bedouins, who were considered ‘good’ Arabs [31]. This approach was most successful
with the Druze, as described in details in this study.
This study contributes further by showing that it was a formal Israeli policy aimed to achieve
a positive peace and sustainable security with the Druze. It was achieved mainly through military
service—first volunteer in 1948 and later compulsory in 1956—followed by a set of actions that
distinguished them from other Arabs, as well as through additional policies that granted them rights
in some areas more than were given to other minorities. Given the importance of national security in
Israel due to ongoing threats, this study suggests that military service is the key to political and social
integration in society. Consequently, the Israeli-Druze became the most integrated minority in Israeli
society. This is in line with the findings of other scholarly work [24,78] that also laid the responsibility
on the government.
Recent evidence shows that there is still much to do to achieve full equality for the Druze in Israel.
Other studies even suggest that the Druze experience the worst of both worlds: they serve in the
army and some die in the line of duty as might any Jew, and they suffer the same discrimination that
other non-Jews suffer [29,79]. Given our conclusion regarding the need for preventive strategies to
achieve sustainable security and inner-societal positive peace that involves a sense of cooperation or
integration of ethnic minorities into the nation-state, the state of Israel needs to aim at achieving as
much equality as possible for the Druze and in order to eliminate any discrimination. This new policy
may help even more strengthen the Druze’s solidarity with the state.
Similarly, we suggest the negative peace that is present between the Muslim minority with
the state of Israel and its Jewish majority, have had the potential to change in the early days of the
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country to positive peace, as the case with the Druze. This conclusion is in line with Geller [54],
who suggested that a successful Arab draft—proposed by Lavon in 1954—could have positively
improved the status of Arabs within Israel. However, the question remains whether the state of Israel
and the Jewish-Israelis are willing to, and aiming at, achieving positive peace also with other fellow
citizens—Muslim and Christian.
The recent developments in summer 2018 around the approval of the Nation-State bill [80], may,
at first look, challenge the results of this study. The Nation-State bill, which was approved by the
Knesset in July 2018, redefines Israel as the State of the Jewish People. It highlights its Jewish symbols
and purpose to care for Jewish people while ignoring the Democratic character of Israel and ignoring
its ethnic minorities. In response, many Israelis—Jewish and non-Jewish alike—protested the new
legislation, however, the most high profile protests were held in August. One was a protest led by
Druze and the other one led by other Israeli Arabs.
However, a careful examination re-affirms the conclusion that the positive peace with an ethnic
minority in a nation-state is mainly a result of the majority and the state’s actions. The Druze were
the most vocal in their outcry to protest the new legislation, because the new bill, as they see it,
does not include them as part of the “Israeli nation” [81]. Compared to other Arabs, the Druze felt
more “Israelis”, due to the positive peace that was achieved with them. Therefore, they felt the need to
fight against the new legislation more than others who do not feel as such. Even in the protest itself,
the Druze saw themselves as part of the Israeli collective and did not see themselves as part of the
Arab collective. To add to this reaffirmation of this study’s results, the use of Israeli symbols (i.e., flag
and anthem) and list of high-tanked Jewish speakers who are veterans of security agencies, IDF, and
the public sector—all present in the Druze-led protest and were absent in the other protest.
Moreover, the protest that was organized by the Druze gained much attention and support from
the Jewish-Israelis and Hebrew media [82], conversely to the protest that was led by the other Arabs.
Once again, affirmation of the positive peace with one group and negative peace with the others. All of
these evidence act as another affirmation of the conclusions of this study. It reconfirms the status of
positive peace with the Druze and the negative peace with the other Arabs in Israel, as a result of the
Jewish majority and the state’s decisions.
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