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Document A: “Party and Politics in Israel”, Rael Jean Isaac 
(1981) 

 
The third vision of the Jewish state, although for a long time that of the 
majority of Zionists, was not that which drew the most zealous adherents 
nor did it command the imagination of those who became the leaders of the 
Yishuv and set their stamp upon its character. This was the vision of the 
Jewish state as a refuge for the Jews of the world, a solution essentially to 
the European “problem of the Jews.” This too was more revolutionary than 
it might appear, for it required a transformation of traditional Jewish values. 
Jews had developed an aversion to power, transforming their own 
powerlessness into a moral principle.  
 
Those who defined the task of Zionism as a refuge did not lack views of 
what the future state would be like. For the most part they hoped to create 
a state modeled on the pattern of the more advanced industrial and liberal 
Western democracies of the period. But specific blueprints could await the 
time when the state was won. On the contrary, those who were moved by 
the religious or the socialist vision and believed the state must be more 
than a refuge saw the process of nation-building inextricably bound up with 
the final target, that of establishing the reign of the Torah or of molding the 
just society built upon Jewish labor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Party and Politics in Israel: Three Visions of a Jewish State, Rael Jean Isaac, 
Longman Inc., New York, 1981, p. 4.  
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Document B: “The Jewish State”, Theodor Herzl (1896) 
 
One of the great commissions which the Society will have to appoint will be 
the council of State jurists. These must formulate the best, that is, the best 
modern constitution possible. ... 
 
But no member of the Jewish State will be oppressed, every man will be 
able and will wish to rise in it. Thus a great upward tendency will pass 
through our people; every individual by trying to raise himself, raising also 
the whole body of citizens. The ascent will take a normal form, useful to the 
State and serviceable to the National Idea. ... 
 
Shall we end by having a theocracy? No, indeed. Faith unites us, 
knowledge gives us freedom. We shall therefore prevent any theocratic 
tendencies from coming to the fore on the part of our priesthood. We shall 
keep our priests within the confines of their temples in the same way as we 
shall keep our professional army within the confines of their barracks. Army 
and priesthood shall receive honors high as their valuable functions 
deserve. But they must not interfere in the administration of the State which 
confers distinction upon them, else they will conjure up difficulties without 
and within.  
 
Every man will be as free and undisturbed in his faith or his disbelief as he 
is in his nationality. And if it should occur that men of other creeds and 
different nationalities come to live amongst us, we should accord them 
honorable protection and equality before the law.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: The Jewish State, Theodor Herzl, Translated from the German by Sylvie 
D'Avigdor, American Zionist Emergency Council, 1946 (First Published 1896). 
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Document C: “A History of Zionism”, Walter Laqueur (1972) 
 
World Zionist Organization was composed both of separate unions (such 
as Mizrahi and labour Zionism), and of national federations, whose 
members subscribed to the Basle programme but were not bound by party 
discipline. Before the Second World War there were fifty such freelance 
federations and their members were by definition General Zionists. Thus 
General Zionism was the first party to exist but the last to get organized. It 
was the main stream, the movement itself was general Zionist. The term 
‘General Zionism’ was adopted only in 1907 after the appearance on the 
scene of other parties within the movement. General Zionism was 
amorphous, a compound of many views, but not an ideological identity. As 
there were no permanent ties between the national federations they came 
to the congresses strong in numbers but divided and without a clear 
programme of action.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: A History of Zionism, Walter Laqueur, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 
1972, p. 478-479. 
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Document D: “A History of Israel”, Howard M. Sachar, 
(1976) 

 
But although middle-class and middle-of-the-road, General Zionism for 
many decades was not really a party at all in the various Zionist 
Congresses; it was rather a negative definition. Without any particular 
commitment of its own beyond loyalty to Zionism itself, it simply embraced 
those members of the organization who did not belong to any specific 
ideological grouping – whether Mizrachi, Poalei Zion, or Revisionist. Within 
the fold of General Zionism, admittedly, were to be found [Chaim] 
Weizmann, [Nachum] Sokolow, [Louis] Brandeis, and other leading figures, 
those who had won the great political victories of the war and postwar era, 
including the Balfour Declaration and the League mandate award with its 
proviso on the Jewish National Home. The General Zionists in fact returned 
73 percent of the delegates to the Twelfth Zionist Congress in 1921, while 
the Labor Zionists constituted only 8 percent, and Mizrachi 19 percent. As 
events developed, however, the Twelfth Congress represented the apogee 
of General Zionist strength. During the ensuing years, Labor Zionism, 
Revisionism, and Religious Zionism grew in doctrine and membership. The 
General Zionists on the other hand, neglected the opportunity to reorganize 
themselves into an aggressive party with a clearly formulated program, and 
the movement therefore suffered a decline in later Congresses. Thus, in 
1923-25, its share fell to 60 percent, and in 1931 to 36 percent. …   
 
It was the debacle of 1931 that warned the General Zionists that they no 
longer could afford to bask in their reputation. That year, as a result, they 
set about politicizing themselves by convening a World Organization of 
General Zionists in Basle. The effort was counterproductive. The gathering 
failed to agree on an ideological stance. And when the second World 
Conference of General Zionism in 1935 endorsed an antilabor program, the 
organization shortly afterward fractured into two separate bodies. The 
conservative wing retained the original name. The liberal wing adopted the 
title of Confederation of General Zionists – except in Palestine, where it 
was known as the General Zionist “A” party. This A faction exerted a 
marked appeal for the central European newcomers, who welcomed the 
chance to bypass Labor Zionism without opting for the “lawless” 
Revisionists. But as late as 1936, the total of General Zionist A 
membership in Palestine failed to exceed 6,000. At most, it was given a 
kind of honorific standing as the party of Weizmann, and three of its 
members were seated in the Yishuv’s quasi-government, the Executive of 
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the Jewish Agency. The second, conservative branch, the Union of General 
Zionists, was known in Palestine after 1935 as the General Zionists “B.” 
Although rejecting the jingoism and right-wing economic ideology of the 
Revisionists, it was essentially this group that became the champion of 
private enterprise. Associated with it were the (capitalist) Farmers 
Federation and the Palestine Manufacturers Association. Yet the B 
faction’s membership was smaller even than that of the progressive group, 
and it was allowed but a single delegate on the Agency Executive. None of 
its austere, middle-class members, either in the Zionist Congresses or in 
Palestine itself, displayed an instinct for the rough-and-tumble of political 
infighting.  
 

         
Vocabulary   

Yishuv: a term referring to the Jewish community in pre-state days. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: A History of Israel: From the Rise of Zionism to Our Time, Howard M. Sachar, 
Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1976, p. 191. 
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Document E: “Party and Politics in Israel”, Rael Jean Isaac 
(1981) 

 
One factor in preventing the General Zionists from establishing a firm 
position in Palestine, which increasingly was where strength counted, was 
their failure to build up institutions of their own there. Labor served as a 
sociopolitical colonization agency. Through the Histadrut, it established a 
network of institutions enveloping all aspects of an individual’s life. Labor 
established the school to which the laborer sent his children, the 
newspaper he read, the housing project in which he lived, the factory in 
which he worked, the sick fund which provided doctor and hospital, the 
theater to which he went, the guest house for his annual holiday. These 
institutions commanded an individual’s loyalty; disloyalty, moreover, could 
mean loss of livelihood. The religious parties provided a similar institutional 
network, parallel to and in some areas affiliated with the Histadrut. The 
General Zionists lacked any of this. For General Zionists, with their liberal 
political conceptions, it was an alien notion that political parties should 
embrace so much of an individual’s life. … 
 
Perhaps most serious was the General Zionists’ lack of an ideological 
base. In the marketplace of ideas the General Zionists had nothing 
distinctive to offer. This was most acutely felt in a crucial area: youth 
movements. The General Zionists lacked youth movements animated by 
the myth of the creation of a new man. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Party and Politics in Israel: Three Visions of a Jewish State, Rael Jean Isaac, 
Longman Inc., New York, 1981, p. 32-34.  
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Document F: “A History of Israel”, Howard M. Sachar, 
(1976) 

 
While this Right-Center federation had performed creditably enough in 
1969, winning 26 seats, the number hardly was sufficient to threaten 
Labor’s domination. Rather, it appeared now that Gachal’s best chance 
might lie in further political mariages de convenance. …  
 
The problem was to induce these smaller groups to enter a bloc dominated 
by a hard-liner like Menachem Begin. Shmuel Tamir, leader of the Free 
Center, was a personal enemy of Begin’s. The State List, composed of 
dissident ex-Rafi members, was Labor-oriented. The Independent Liberals 
were rather “dovish.” Nevertheless, stranger bedfellows had joined forces 
in earlier coalitions; what was essentially lacking here was a catalyst. In 
late summer 1973, however, the missing ingredient was supplied in the 
figure of General “Arik” Sharon, the burly, charismatic paratroop 
commander who had smashed the “Russian defenses” in the June War. A 
maverick, highly individualistic and abrasive in his dealings with colleagues 
and superiors, Sharon recently had been informed that he would be passed 
over for appointment as chief of staff. Angrily resigning his southern front 
command, therefore, Sharon informed a press conference that he might 
now be willing to play an active role in politics, on behalf of the Right-
Center. His terms were simply that the Right-Center parties overcome their 
factional disarray and unite. It was a formidable condition. Even so, the 
opportunity to win the accession of this popular hero was highly compelling 
to the anti-Alignment factions. Meetings began immediately among their 
leaders. For a while, negotiations were nip and tuck; but by early 
September a new united Right-Center bloc was patched together, with only 
the Independent Liberals staying clear. The new entity was entitled Likud 
(Unity). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: A History of Israel: From the Rise of Zionism to Our Time, Howard M. Sachar, 
Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1976, p. 740-741. 
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Document G: “Party and Politics in Israel”, Rael Jean Isaac 
(1981) 

 
If 1967 was the year whose events had crucial impact upon both the 
religious and labor parties, 1977 must be counted the year that marked a 
crisis of transition for the Likud and, above all, for the Herut leadership.  
 
While students of the Israeli political process have debated whether the 
public voted for the Likud in 1977 because of or in spite of its ideology, it is 
clear that the party went to the 1977 elections with its basic ideological 
thrust unaltered by 30 years of opposition. The Likud’s platform for the 
1977 elections maintained the traditional Herut position on Judea and 
Samaria:  
 

The right of the Jewish people to the Land of Israel is eternal and is 
an integral part of its right to security and peace. Judea and Samaria 
will therefore not be turned over to any foreign rule: between the sea 
and the Jordan will be only Israeli sovereignty. Any plan that involved 
surrender of part of Western Eretz Yisrael militates against our right 
to the Land, will inevitably lead to a Palestinian state, threatens the 
security of our civilian population, endangers the existence of the 
state and defeats all prospects for peace. 

 
Shortly after the elections Aryeh Naor, a Herut member who served as 
cabinet secretary, asserted he believed the task of the victorious Likud was 
to implement the ideas and teachings of Jabotinsky. Menachem Begin, 
shortly after the elections, went to Gush Emunim’s then still illegal 
settlement at Kaddum and promised recognition of the settlement by his 
government and that there would be “many more Kaddums.” All this 
suggested that the Likud and Begin as its leader planned to implement 
Herut’s ideology. 
 
And yet within months the Likud government was in confrontation with the 
Gush Emunim movement that had enthusiastically welcomed its accession. 
A series of settlement efforts which Gush Emunim undertook in the fall of 
1977 (those attempts themselves were a reaction to the Likud 
government’s failure to give formal approval to new settlements in Judea 
and Samaria) ended in a compromise arrangement whereby the 
settlements were permitted in military compounds. But this was no 
forthright policy of settlement and further settlement cadres of Gush 
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Emunim were turned back by the Israeli military police in a pattern identical 
to that of previous labor governments. Annexation of the territory had been 
ruled out immediately upon the Likud’s assumption of power. Begin had 
chosen labor’s Moshe Dayan as his Foreign Minister and a condition of 
Dayan’s acceptance had been that the government maintain the existing 
situation as long as negotiations with the Arabs were in prospect.  
 
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s peace initiative produced further 
pressures for reconsideration of traditional Herut positions. That initiative 
was a response to prior, private Israeli undertakings to Egypt for withdrawal 
in the Sinai in return for a peace treaty.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Party and Politics in Israel: Three Visions of a Jewish State, Rael Jean Isaac, 
Longman Inc., New York, 1981, p. 156-157.  
 


