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Abstract 

The notion of “Weizmannism” as a leading trend in Zionist thought and policy has 

been generally accepted into the vocabulary of Zionist historical research, often in 

contradistinction to the positions taken by Jabotinsky and Revisionist Zionism on one 

hand, or Ben-Gurion and the so-called “activist” trend of Socialist Zionism on the 

other.  

This study explores the influence of Weizmannist ideas on the activity and policy of 

the Zionist Organization during the years 1921-1931 through the following questions: 

1. What were the overall characteristics of Weizmannism? 

2. With regard to foreign policy, what characterized the Weizmannist attitude 

toward the British Government and its Palestine Administration? What were 

the results of this policy? 

3. How did Weizmannism regard the issue of relations with the Arabs, and how 

did this position evolve over the 1920s and especially after 1929? 

4. What were the motives behind the plan to expand the Jewish Agency and to 

what extent was this effort successful? 

5. How did the various Zionist parties respond to Weizmannist positions and 

policies? Is it possible to identify pro- and anti- Weizmannist trends? What 

can we conclude about the relative success of moderate or activist trends in the 

movement during the 1920s? 

6. Can political theories of center parties help us to understand the dynamics of 

General Zionism and its attitude to Weizmannism? 

7. What were the reasons for Weizmann’s repudiation at the 17th Zionist 

Congress? Did the Zionist Organization also reject Weizmannism as its 

guiding ideological and political orientation? 

 

Three chapters examine the impact of Weizmannism on key elements of Zionist 

policy during the 1920s: foreign policy (essentially relations with Great Britain), 

policy toward the Arabs in Palestine and the possibility of coming to some agreement 

with them, and the enlargement of the Jewish Agency. A second section examines the 

response to Weizmannist ideas within the Zionist movement, organized according to 

the major Zionist parties, which increasingly dominated the Zionist Congress as the 

1920s progressed: Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir/Hitaḥdut, Po’alei Zion/Aḥdut ha-Avodah, the 



iv 

 

General Zionists (including the Radicals), the Revisionists and Mizrachi. A 

concluding chapter on the 17th Zionist Congress of 1931 brings the entire study 

together, showing how heated issues examined in the first section, inflamed by the 

fiery debate amongst the political parties examined in the second, set off a 

conflagration that consumed both Weizmann and Jabotinsky before itself dying out, 

without destroying their ideological legacy, which continued to influence the Zionist 

movement for decades and perhaps even generations. 

An analysis of Weizmannism reveals the following elements: 

1. Pragmatic, moderate and cautious steps would bring about the gradual 

realization of achievable goals. 

2. The realization of Zionist aims depended on a partnership with Great Britain. 

3. Priority should be given to labor settlement, agricultural villages and pioneers. 

4. Consensus should be reached with the Arabs without relinquishing the goal of 

a Jewish majority in Palestine. 

5. The Zionist movement had to lead an inclusive Jewish effort dedicated to the 

building of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. 

6. Jewish nationalism must be centered on Palestine. 

This policy was successful in maintaining British support for the Jewish National 

Home over the entire period under discussion and in recruiting non-Zionist Jews to 

aid the national enterprise in Palestine. It was supported wholeheartedly by Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir, most of the left-leaning General Zionists (especially those in Germany) and 

the German section of Mizrachi. Consistent opposition came from the Revisionist 

Union, the main center of Mizrachi and the Radical group. Aḥdut ha-Avodah (and 

later Mapai) often disagreed with Weizmannist positions and aspired to dominate the 

Zionist movement. However, lacking an alternate solution both regarding foreign 

relations and resource recruitment, it was forced to align itself with Weizmannist 

positions in these areas. 

Ultimately, though Weizmann was deposed at the 17th Zionist Congress in 1931, the 

Zionist movement continued to be guided by Weizmannism, as seen in the decisions 

of the Congress on the ultimate aims of Zionism, the composition of the new 

executive and its statement of policy. Indeed, after 4 years of political exile, 

Weizmann was re-elected as President of the Zionist Organization.  
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Introduction 

The notion of “Weizmannism” as a leading trend in Zionist thought and policy has 

been generally accepted into the vocabulary of Zionist historical research, often in 

contradistinction to the positions taken by Jabotinsky and Revisionist Zionism on one 

hand, or Ben-Gurion and the so-called “activist” trend of Socialist Zionism on the 

other.1 It is also generally agreed that Weizmann was not alone in formulating the 

views associated with “Weizmannism,” and that on occasion even deviated from its 

characteristic positions. However, he was undoubtedly the most visible and persuasive 

advocate of the approach associated with his name.2 

Weizmannism is usually understood as a combination of several elements: a synthesis 

of political, practical and spiritual Zionist tactics; a sense that the Zionist movement 

was invested with the leadership of the Jewish world; a constructivist social vision for 

the Yishuv, a reliance on British support and overall, a pragmatic, moderate, 

conciliatory and gradual approach toward the realization of Zionist goals.  

Regarding tactics, Weizmann has often been identified with Synthetic Zionism and in 

his autobiography, he even makes the claim that he “coined the phrase.”3 Indeed, 

Weizmann’s address at the Eighth Zionist Congress in The Hague (1907) was an 

impressive and memorable occasion, though it was certainly not the first or most 

                                                 
1 See Evyatar Friesel, “Weizmann and ‘Weizmannism’” Judaism 26 (1977): 73-83; Evyatar Friesel, 

The Days and the Seasons: Memoirs (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1996), 107-108; Jehuda 

Reinharz, Chaim Weizmann: The Making of a Zionist Leader (New York and Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1985), 330; Jehuda Reinharz, Chaim Weizmann: The Making of a Statesman (New 

York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 409; Ben Halpern, A Clash of Heroes: Brandeis, 

Weizmann, and American Zionism (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 51-52, 

267; Joseph (Yosef) Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs 1882-1948: A Study of Ideology (Oxford: 

Clarendon Press, 1987), 99, 108-109;  :1922 – 1917אביתר פריזל, המדיניות הציונית לאחר הצהרת באלפור 
325-319ז(, "תשל, אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד-אוניברסיטת תלאביב: -)תל  (hereafter Friesel, Zionist Policy); יוסף

הקיבוץ אביב ו-אוניברסיטת תלאביב: -ישראל )תל-בארץגורני, שותפות ומאבק: חיים וייצמן ותנועת הפועלים 
111-109ו(, "תשל, המאוחד  (hereafter Gorny, Partnership and Conflict);  –אוטופיה ומדיניות "יוסף גורני, 

, 1996 – 1985ר חיים ויצמן במדעי הרוח "שם ד-, בתוך רוח הזמן: לקט הרצאות על"כדרך לאומית 'ויצמנים'ה
48-35(, 1999, עמכון ויצמן למד ירושלים:) אונגר ומרב סגליעל בעריכת   (hereafter Gorny, “Utopia and Policy”; 

מבחר  –, בתוך חיים וייצמן: הנשיא הראשון "מנהיגותו של חיים וייצמן: מדינאות כאמנות האפשרי"יהודה ריינהרץ, 
ח"י-ז"ה(, ט"נתשגנזך המדינה, )ירושלים:  בעריכת לואיז פישר, איגרות ונאומים מאיר חזן, מתינות: הגישה  ;

11(, 2009,  אביב ועם עובד-אוניברסיטת תלאביב: -)תל 1945-1905י, "המתונה בהפועל הצעיר ובמפא  (hereafter 

Hazan, Moderation);  אודי מנור, "'העגלה הציונית נוסעת לאט': ויצמן וההתיישבות השיתופית", בתוך ויצמן
338-299(, 2016בעריכת אורי כהן ומאיר חזן )ירושלים: מרכז זלמן שזר, מנהיג הציונות,   (hereafter Manor). 

2 On Weizmann’s life see: Reinharz, Making of a Zionist Leader; Reinharz, Making of a Statesman; 

Norman Rose, Chaim Weizmann: A Biography (New York: Viking, 1986). 
3 Chaim Weizmann, Trial and Error, 2 vols. (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1949), vol. 1, 

122. See also Walter Laqueur, A History of Zionism (New York: Schocken, 1976), 147. For the text 

see: Chaim Weizmann, The Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, Series B, Papers, vol. 1, ed. 

Barnet Litvinoff (New Brunswick and Jerusalem: Transaction Books and Israel Universities Press, 

1983), 65-71 (hereafter WP). 
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comprehensive presentation of the logic in combining political, practical and spiritual 

activity in the pursuit of Zionist goals. Such ideas had been evolving for years. 

Cultural activity, the focus of Spiritual Zionism, was completely missing in his 

famous speech, as was the idea of Zionist work in the Diaspora, another element 

sometimes associated with the synthetic view. Regarding the former, there can be 

little doubt of Weizmann’s sympathies though circumstances may have led him to 

place more or less emphasis on this at any given time. A leader of the Democratic 

Faction with its emphasis on cultural activity, and admirer of Aḥad Ha-am’s views of 

a Jewish national-spiritual renaissance, Weizmann soon became one of the greatest 

supporters of the project to establish a Hebrew University.4 In contrast, Weizmann’s 

support of Gegenwartsarbeit (Work in the Present), the political struggle for Jewish 

minority rights or autonomy in the Diaspora, was at most fleeting and lukewarm. 

Whether due to his absence from the Helsingfors Conference of 1906 at which this 

was a central topic of discussion or his internalization of western European forms of 

minority identity, Weizmann’s interests remained consistently focused on work in 

Palestine.5 

Synthetic Zionism has also been presented as an ideological rather than a merely 

tactical phenomenon, which, rejecting the view that Zionism comprised only a single 

party within the Jewish world, aspired to lead world Jewry and carry out a program of 

renaissance for the entire nation. Thus, Synthetic Zionism absorbed the various 

Zionist trends not as a matter of tactics but due to its inclusive nature.6 Whether this 

view of Synthetic Zionism was limited to a few influential individuals or held by 

broader circles, it has been identified as a characteristic of Weizmannism and may 

contribute to an understanding of Weizmannist attitudes towards other Zionist and 

non-Zionist trends.7 

One suspects that the efforts of Weizmann and his supporters to create the largest 

possible consensus among streams and parties within the Zionist movement, and 

between the Zionist movement and world Jewry was dictated not only by the practical 

                                                 
4 Friesel, “Weizmann and Weizmannism,” 74-76; Reinharz, Making of a Zionist Leader, 307-310, 375-

בתוך תולדות האוניברסיטה העברית בירושלים:  ",נאומו של חיים ויצמן: דברי פרשות"יהודה ריינהרץ,  ;401
326-323ז(, "תשנמאגנס, ץ ומיכאל הד )ירושלים: "שאול כ, בעריכת שורשים והתחלות . 

5 Friesel, “Weizmann and Weizmannism,” 74-75; Reinharz, Making of a Zionist Leader, 294, 310. 
6 Adolf Böhm, Die zionistische Bewegung, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (Tel Aviv: Hozaah Ivrith, 1935), 494; 

Friesel, “Weizmann and Weizmannism,” 74. 
7 Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 409. 
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need to establish a common basis for action, but also by the sense of a united Jewish 

people and its existential need of a Jewish National Home in Palestine which merited 

the attention and active participation of the entire Jewish people, Zionists and non-

Zionists alike. Zionism (though perhaps not the Zionist Organization) would show the 

way. Paradoxically, conceding half of the control over the Jewish Agency (at least in 

theory) to the so-called “non-Zionists” brought the latter into the camp that was 

actively working to realize the Zionist dream.8  

Some have argued that Weizmann had a constructivist social vision influenced 

heavily by his interaction with the labor Zionist movement. In the last chapter of his 

memoirs, written on the day following the decision of the United Nations to partition 

Palestine, Weizmann provided a prescription for the new society to be formed in the 

country: rural settlement would serve as the moral foundation and the cultural 

counterweight to urban decadence, agriculture would be based on cooperative 

foundations, non-partisan, state education with an emphasis on technology would 

guarantee the rise of successful industry, presidential rule would free the country of 

political factionalism, religion and state were to be strictly separated though Jewish 

tradition would still play a role in the education system, and full equality would be 

extended to the Arab population.9 Similar utterances about the moral superiority and 

mission of rural settlement were made in the previous decade as well.10 

There is broad agreement that from the time of his political activity during the First 

World War, Weizmann believed that there existed a community of interests between 

the Zionist movement and Great Britain, and that the realization of Zionism’s political 

goals depended on British support. Weizmann would continue to impress these 

positions on both British and Zionist interlocutors throughout his leadership of the 

Zionist movement, in spite of British steps to withdraw from the policy reflected in 

the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate for Palestine.11 Not surprisingly, Weizmann 

                                                 
8 Friesel, “Weizmann and Weizmannism,” 80-81; Ben Halpern, The Idea of the Jewish State 

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1961), 186-187. For a much more utilitarian view of 

Weizmann’s motives see:  ספריה ה)ירושלים:  1931 – 1919 –יגאל עילם, הסוכנות היהודית: שנים ראשונות
376ן(, "תשת, יד ההסתדרות הציונית העולמי-הציונית על  (hereafter Eilam, Jewish Agency). 

9 Gorny, “Utopia and Policy,” 38-39; Weizmann, Trial and Error, vol. 2, 460-466. 
10 Gorny, Partnership and Conflict, 75-77; See Weizmann’s 1935 address at the national conference of 

Keren Hayesod in Tel Aviv:  ,מצפה, אביב: -דברים, כרך ד', )תל ",על תפקידי ההון הלאומי"חיים וייצמן
,775-774ז(, "תרצ  (hereafter Devarim). See also Weizmann’s speech in Nahalal that year, in Devarim, 

vol. 4, 777, 784. Manor (299-338) provides strong support for this view. 
11 Friesel, “Weizmann and Weizmannism,” 77-80; Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 108-109; Gorny, 

“Utopia and Policy,” 45-46; Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 409. 
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became increasingly suspicious of British intentions, but nonetheless, he continued to 

advocate cooperation with Britain.12 

Weizmannism has also been characterized as a preference for quiet diplomacy and 

compromise in order to maximize the attainment of what was feasibly possible at a 

given point in time, in contrast to the tendency to hold out in the hope of achieving 

ultimate goals. The achievability of political demands depended on social realities.13 

Weizmann’s approach has been termed “organic,” with the intention of “slow 

evolutionary development – as opposed to opportunistic reliance on political action 

alone.”14  

Support for this Wezmannist approach came from several quarters. It was widely 

accepted within the Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir camp which tended to take a moderate 

nationalist stance: Chaim Arlosoroff, Joseph Sprinzak, Eliezer Kaplan, David Remez 

and Yitshak Laufbahn should be noted especially. Berl Locker from Aḥdut ha-

Avodah was also one of Weizmann’s confidants, and close relations existed between 

Weizmann and Moshe Shertok (later Sharett).15 Another source of support came from 

the Zionist movement in Germany where Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir attracted many German 

Zionists whose nationalist and socialist views had a mutually moderating effect. Even 

those who did not subscribe Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s ideology tended to favor such 

conciliatory views. Some of the most important intellectuals associated with German 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Martin Buber, Robert Weltsch, Hans Kohn and Hugo Bergmann, 

had been active during their student days in Prague in the Bar Kochba Association, a 

group that sympathized with the practical-cultural Zionist ideas of the Democratic 

Faction led by Leo Motzkin, Chaim Weizmann and others. Though Weizmann would 

later disagree with the views and behavior of Berit Shalom, which was led by this 

                                                 
12 Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 410-411. 
13 Gorny, “Utopia and Policy,” 40-42, 45-46; Weizmann’s expressed this sentiment in his statement at 

the meeting of the “Political Commission” on November 27, 1917, in response to Jehiel Tschlenow’s 

demand for a public proclamation of Zionist aspirations: “…we require evolutionary tactics. For 

example, we should not ask the Government if we are to enter Palestine as masters or with equal rights 

to the Arabs. All depends on the number of Jews living in Palestine at the time or in the future….As 

long as we have neither people nor money at our disposal we can ask no more than that. If we set 

ourselves small goals and implement them in the best possible fashion, we will some day win the 

confidence of the British Government. But if we make sweeping demands and do not immediately 

follow up with actions, they will no longer have confidence in us.” See:  שמואל טולקובסקי, יומן ציוני
238, (א"תשמ ,הספריה הציונית על יד ההסתדרות הציונית העולמיתירושלים: ) 1919-1915מדיני: לונדון,  ; 

translated and quoted in Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 98. 
14 Halpern, Clash of Heroes, 52. 
15 Gorny, Partnership and Conflict, 41-43; Hazan, Moderation, 11, 25-32. 
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group, there was basic agreement on the issues noted above. Weltsch himself 

contended that there was a fundamental agreement between Weizmann, the German 

Zionists and himself.16 Weizmann’s views generally won the support of Et Livnot, the 

pragmatic and dominant faction within the Polish Zionist Federation, formed in 1923 

and led by Dr. Joshua Gottlieb and Leon Lewite.17 In the United States, support for 

Weizmann was centered in the group of Yiddish journalists and intellectuals allied 

with Louis Lipsky, who Weizmann had helped take control of the Zionist 

Organization of America in 1921.18 This group continued to express cultural Zionist 

views and supported the efforts to enlarge the Jewish Agency. 

 

*** 

 

The Zionist movement went through a process of radical organizational and 

ideological change during the 1920s. From an organization based primarily on 

territorial federations with a few extraterritorial Sonderverbände (Separate Unions), 

the Zionist Organization was transformed into a political structure composed of 

Zionist political parties. On the left wing, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Po’alei Zion were 

formed in 1905, and the branch of the latter in Palestine united with a group known as 

the “non-partisans” to form Aḥdut ha-Avodah in 1919. Each of these labor parties 

united with other Zionist socialist parties in the diaspora in 1920: Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

merged with the “right wing” faction of Ẓe’irei Ẓion to form the Hitaḥdut, and Aḥdut 

ha-Avodah united with Right Po’alei Zion to form the World Federation of Po’alei 

Zion.19 All of these parties were destined to unite under the banner of Mapai (Mifleget 

Po’alei Ereẓ Israel) in 1931. The Zionist right wing emerged from the Betar youth 

movement, formed in 1923 and the Revisionist World Union, established in 1925. 

                                                 
16 Hagit Lavsky, Before Catastrophe: The Distinctive Path of German Zionism (Detroit and Jerusalem: 

Wayne State University Press, Magnes Press and Leo Baeck Institute, 1996), 142-161. 
17 Ezra Mendelsohn, Zionism in Poland: The Formative Years, 1915-1926. (New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 1981), 245-252. An interesting parallel can be made between the Polish Federation 

and the Labor camp in Palestine: like Po’alei Zion (and later Aḥdut ha-Avodah), Yitẓḥak Gruenbaum’s 

Al ha-Mishmar could not abandon its revolutionary character and aspirations, which made acceptance 

of Weizmann’s approach very difficult. Et Livnot on the other hand, resembled Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in its 

pragmatic approach. See Hazan, Moderation, 23; Mendelsohn, Zionism in Poland, 250. 
18 Halpern, Clash of Heroes, 253; Yonathan Shapiro, Leadership of the American Zionist Organization: 

1897-1930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1971), 208-212. 
19 See Yonathan Shapiro, The Israel Labour Party: 1919-1930 (Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage, 1976), 35-36, 

92-93. 
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Mizrachi, the religiously orthodox Zionist party formed in 1902 maintained its 

separate presence throughout this period. Even the remnants of the territorial 

federations, which became known as “General Zionists” for lack of a more definitive 

term, organized as a political party and by the end of the decade split into left-leaning 

and right-leaning factions.20 

Whether due to their ideological attraction or competitive nature, as the decade 

progressed these parties won an increasing share of the seats in the World Zionist 

Congress at the expense of the federations, as seen in Graph 1 below: 

 

Graph 1: Percentage of Zionist Congress Seats Held by Parties and Federations, 1921-

193121 

A closer look at the congress results for the major parties shows the rise in power of 

the labor and revisionist parties. By 1931, labor had become the largest party and the 

revisionist movement, its primary rival.  

                                                 
20 For the ideological and political development of Zionist parties see: Böhm, Die zionistische 

Bewegung. vol. 2, 486-499; Israel Cohen, The Zionist Movement (London: Frederick Muller Ltd., 

1945), Walter Laqueur, A History of Zionism (New York: Schocken, 1976), Gideon Shimoni, The 

Zionist Ideology (Hanover, N.H.: Brandeis University Press, 1995), Ben Halpern and Jehuda Reinharz, 

Zionism and the Creation of a New Society (Hanover, N.H: Brandeis University Press, 2000), 201-228. 
21 For the data see:  'הקונגרס הציוני הי"ט והמושב הרביעי של מועצת הסוכנות היהודית, לוצרן, כ"א באב – ח

אביב: הנהלת ההסתדרות הציונית, -)תל , דין וחשבון סטינוגרפי1935בספטמבר  6 –באוגוסט  20באלול תרצ"ה, 
1937 ,xlii.  
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Graph 2: Percentage of Zionist Congress Seats Held by the Major Parties, 1921-

193122 

This reality was of key importance to the acceptance and dissemination of 

Weizmannism within the Zionist movement. Weizmann rose to a position of 

leadership in the movement before the age of political parties and never formed a 

party of his own. He did not control a party machine or enjoy a political base of 

support as did the labor and revisionist leaders. His backing came largely from the 

declining “general Zionist” camp. Thus, to win support for his ideas and positions, 

Weizmann had to rely on his own considerable powers of persuasion, on the 

opportunities offered by his office as President of the Zionist Organization, on his 

perceived indispensability in negotiating with the British Government and raising 

funds, and on the endorsement of political allies. Due their ideological and political 

positions, the various parties responded very differently to Weizmann’s policies and 

goals. Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and some of the left-leaning “General Zionists” had an 

inherent affinity for Weizmannist moderate and gradualistic positions as well as for 

Weizmann the man, and thus became his major source of support. Conversely, the 

Revisionist Union was inherently opposed to most Weizmannist ideas, and 

                                                 
22 Ibid. 
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endeavored actively to lead the Zionist movement in a radically different direction. 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s position could best be described as circumstantial support. 

Though the party tended toward Weizmannist positions, conditions contributed 

heavily to the determination of policy in a given instance. Similarly, the right-leaning 

“General Zionist” groups tended to advocate circumstantial opposition: while 

generally critical of Weizmannist views, these groups might moderate their stance on 

the basis of the conditions at hand.  

Perhaps political theories of center parties can help us to understand political 

developments in the Zionist Organization. According to Vincent E. Starzinger, center 

parties that thrive at times of low polarization may find it difficult to survive in a 

situation of polarization where forces tearing society apart can attack it from both 

sides. However, it is precisely in this situation that the center is most important. The 

center may be crushed, or it may feed off the situation and present itself as the only 

moderate influence.23 This conforms with studies that show that center parties serve 

as moderating influences by serving as a center for moderates of the left and the 

right.24 However, a weak center may actually encourage moderation. Giovanni Sartori 

argues that the lack of an identifiable center party leads other parties to compete over 

the moderate electorate, thus encouraging them to adopt more moderate positions. A 

rise in the size of a center party would lead to increased polarization.25 By examining 

the effects of a rise in the popularity of the political center on polarization in several 

European democracies, Reuven Hazan tests Sartori’s theory and concludes that as the 

center moves from a minor party (0-15% of the seats) to a medium sized party (16-

30% of the seats), it gains seats from the moderate parties and simultaneously the 

moderate parties gain seats from the extreme parties, thereby diminishing their loss to 

the center. The overall result is a decline in the level of polarization. However, as the 

center increases from medium size to major size (31-49% of the seats), it continues to 

gain seats from the moderate parties, which now lose to the extreme parties as well. 

                                                 
23 “The center is least realistic where it is most relevant and most realistic where it is least relevant.” 

See Vincent E. Starzinger, Middlingness: Juste Milieu Political Theory in France and England 1815-

1848 (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1965), 16. 
24 Maurice Duverger, Political Parties: Their Organization and Activity in the Modern State (New 

York: Wiley, 1959), 215. 
25 Giovanni Sartori, “European Political Parties: The Case of Polarized Pluralism,” in Political Parties 

and Political Development, ed. Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner, (Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 1966), 159-160. 
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The overall result is a reversal of the previous trend and even an increase in the level 

of polarization. In cases where the center is small, moderate and extreme parties lose 

seats; moderate parties to the center, and extreme parties to the moderate parties, and 

the overall result is a decline in the level of systemic polarization. He also concludes 

that the size of the center impacts on the moderate, but not the extreme parties.26 Do 

these theories help to explain the fate of Weizmannism in the Zionist Organization, 

given that it was located at the center of the Zionist political spectrum?  

During the period under discussion, and especially from 1923, the Zionist Executive 

(ZE) was heavily weighted with Weizmann’s supporters. This body was usually 

composed of 10, divided more or less evenly between the London Zionist Executive 

(LZE) and the Palestine Zionist Executive (PZE). In London, in addition to 

Weizmann himself, Nahum Sokolow, Chairman of the ZE, served during the entire 

period (and after), and Louis Lipsky corresponded from New York between 1923 and 

1931. A British Zionist filled the fourth spot: the veteran Joseph Cowen (1921-1925), 

David Eder (1925-1928) and Selig Brodetzky (1928-1931), all close to Weizmann. 

Felix Rosenblueth (later Pinhas Rosen), another Weizmann appointee, served on the 

executive from 1926-1931 as the head of the Organization Department.27 The 

professional staff was also closely aligned with Weizmann: Israel Cohen as General 

Secretary and Leonard Stein as Political Secretary served during the entire period. 

Colonel Frederick H. Kisch, one of Weizmann’s most important recruits, chaired the 

PZE and headed its Political Department from 1923 to 1931, succeeding David Eder 

who had served on that body during the previous two years.28 Joseph Sprinzak served 

on the PZE during most of the decade between 1921 and 1931 and Arthur Ruppin, 

also closely associated with Weizmann, served during 4 of the PZE’s 5 terms between 

1921 and 1931. 

 

*** 

 

                                                 
26 Reuven Y. Hazan, Centre Parties: Polarization and Competition in European Parliamentary 

Democracies (London and Washington: Continuum, 1997), 60-64, 71-72, 81-85, 164. 
27 Weizmann convinced Rosenblueth to join the executive, and in fact co-opted him without official 

authorization. See: 189, 179(, 1990ביתן, -זמורהאביב: -ן וזמנו )תלזרות בונדי, פליקס: פנחס רו .  
28 Frederick H. Kisch, Palestine Diary (London: Victor Gollancz, 1938), 18. 
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Our study will examine the influence of Weizmannist ideas on the activity and policy 

of the Zionist Organization during the years 1921-1931. 

1. What were the overall characteristics of Weizmannism? 

2. With regard to foreign policy, what characterized the Weizmannist attitude 

toward the British Government and its Palestine Administration? What were 

the results of this policy? 

3. How did Weizmannism regard the issue of relations with the Arabs, and how 

did this position evolve over the 1920s and especially after 1929? 

4. What were the motives behind the plan to expand the Jewish Agency and to 

what extent was this effort successful? 

5. How did the various Zionist parties respond to Weizmannist positions and 

policies? Is it possible to identify pro- and anti- Weizmannist trends? What 

can we conclude about the relative success of moderate or activist trends in the 

movement during the 1920s? 

6. Can political theories of center parties help us to understand the dynamics of 

General Zionism and its attitude to Weizmannism? 

7. What were the reasons for Weizmann’s repudiation at the 17th Zionist 

Congress? Did the Zionist Organization also reject Weizmannism as its 

guiding ideological and political orientation? 

 

To arrive at our conclusions, considerable use was made of secondary sources. Our 

purpose here was not to repeat the extensive primary research done on British policy 

toward the Jewish National Home, the Arab Question in Zionism, the expansion of 

the Jewish Agency, the history of Zionist political parties or federations in various 

countries or even the biography of Chaim Weizmann. These studies provide detailed 

analyses of their respective subjects, but with very few exceptions, they view the 

Zionist movement as a Left-Right continuum. Less emphasis is placed on the overall 

strategy and policy of the Zionist Organization. Our goal is to examine the nature of 

Weizmannism and its impact on the Zionist movement as a whole. 
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This study has utilized a large number of archives, first and foremost the Central 

Zionist Archives in Jerusalem29 and the Weizmann Archives in Rehovot. Especially 

important were the minutes of the LZE which met several times a week during almost 

the entire period of study. All Zionist political parties maintained archives, as did 

institutions such as the Haganah, the Israel Defense Force and the cities of Tel Aviv 

and Jerusalem. In addition, the papers and correspondence of the British Government 

and the Palestine Administration in the National Archives (formerly known as the 

Public Record Office) are critical in understanding British policy and a selection of 

these papers is also housed in the Israel State Archives. British policy is documented 

in the reports of official commissions of enquiry and white papers. Many of the key 

Zionist leaders sensed that they were making history, and their correspondence, 

diaries and memoirs were published by various Zionist parties and institutions. The 

most comprehensive collection of letters is undoubtedly the correspondence of Chaim 

Weizmann,30 but the letters and diaries of many others have also been published 

including those of Joseph Aharonovitch, Benjamin Akzin, Chaim Arlosoroff, Meir 

Berlin (later Bar-Ilan), David Ben-Gurion, Martin Buber, David Eder, Nahum 

Goldmann, A.D. Gordon, Yitẓḥak Gruenbaum, Selig Brodetsky, Vladimir Jabotinsky, 

Shelomo Kaplansky, Berl Katznelson, Frederick Kisch, Pinhas Lubianiker (later 

Lavon), Berl Locker, Yitshak Lufbahn, Judah Leib Fishman (later Maimon), Louis 

Marshall, Emanuel Neumann, Rabbi Isaac Nussenbaum, David Remez, Arthur 

Ruppin, Isaak Ignacy Schwarzbart, Moshe Shertok, Julius Simon, Joseph Sprinzak, 

Shmuel Tolkowsky, Vera Weizmann and Shmuel Yavnieli. Individuals close to the 

British Government such as Beatrice Webb and Richard Meinertzhagen have also left 

important diaries. The rich Jewish and Zionist press in Palestine, England, Germany 

and the United States provided a wealth of information and commentary. 

Our study begins with three chapters that examine the impact of Weizmannism on key 

elements of Zionist policy during the 1920s. The first examines Weizmannism in 

Zionist foreign policy, expressed primarily in the attitude of the Zionist Organization 

                                                 
29 Over the period that this research was carried out, parts of the Central Zionist Archives were 

reorganized and file numbers were changed. Whenever possible, the most recent numbers have been 

used. 
30 Chaim Weizmann, The Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, Series A, Letters, vols. 8-15 (New 

Brunswick and Jerusalem: Transaction Books and Israel Universities Press, 1977-1978), (hereafter, 

WL). 
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to the British Government and the latter’s policies regarding the future of Palestine. 

This is followed by a study of Weizmannist views toward the Arabs, especially the 

Arabs in Palestine, and the possibility of coming to some agreement with them. The 

third chapter looks at a major issue in Zionist internal policy: the enlargement of the 

Jewish Agency and the definition of its role in the management of the Palestine 

enterprise. A second section examines the response to Weizmannist ideas within the 

Zionist movement. This is organized into five chapters that study the reception of 

Weizmannism in the major Zionist parties of the time: Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir/Hitaḥdut, 

Po’alei Zion/Aḥdut ha-Avodah, the General Zionists (including the Radicals), the 

Revisionists and Mizrachi. A concluding chapter on the 17th Zionist Congress of 1931 

brings the entire study together, showing how heated issues examined in the first 

section, inflamed by the fiery debate amongst the political parties examined in the 

second, set off a conflagration that consumed both Weizmann and Jabotinsky before 

itself dying out, without destroying their ideological legacy, which continued to 

influence the Zionist movement for decades and perhaps even generations. 

A word should be said about the stylistic conventions used in this study. All, 

including notes and bibliography, conform with the 17th edition of the Chicago 

Manual of Style and the “Notes-Bibliography Style” in the 8th edition of Kate 

Turabian’s A Manual for Writers of Research Papers, Theses, and Dissertations. 

These have been adapted when necessary for Hebrew references (for example 

regarding the omission of italics and the order of punctuation). The spelling of names 

and the transliteration, capitalization and italicization of Hebrew terms are in 

accordance with the rules adopted by the 1972 edition of the Encyclopedia Judaica. 

Parliamentary and legal references use the Bluebook style as adapted by the Chicago 

Manual of Style.31 

  

                                                 
31 The Chicago Manual of Style, 17th ed. (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2017); 

Kate L. Turabian, A Manual for Writers of Research Papers, Theses, and Dissertations, 8th ed. 

(Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2013); Encyclopedia Judaica, 16 vols. (Jerusalem: 

Keter, 1972); The Bluebook: A Uniform System of Citation, 20th ed., 3rd printing (Cambridge, Mass.: 

Harvard Law Review Association, 2017). 
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Part I: The Impact of “Weizmannism” on Zionist 

Policy: 1921-1931 
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Chapter 1: “Weizmannism” in Zionist Foreign Policy 

The evolution of Britain’s Palestine policy between 1921 and 1931 has been studied 

exhaustively with special attention paid to the aftermath of the 1929 riots.1 Less 

attention has been paid to Zionist policy, and the role that Weizmannist views played 

in its formation.2 The British government made three major pronouncements of policy 

during this period, the Mandate for Palestine, formulated almost completely by 

December 1920, endorsed by the House of Commons on July 4, 1922 and approved 

by the League of Nations on July 24 of that year; the so-called Churchill White Paper, 

laid before Parliament on July 1, 1922, and the Passfield White Paper, published on 

October 17, 1930.3 The last document was clarified in what became known as the 

                                                 
1 See: Paul L. Hanna, British Policy in Palestine )Washington, D.C.: American Council on Public 

Affairs, 1942); Esco Foundation for Palestine, Inc., Palestine: A Study of Jewish, Arab, and British 

Policies, 2 vols. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1947); John Marlowe, The Seat of Pilate: An 

Account of the Palestine Mandate (London: Cresset Press, 1959); Elizabeth Monroe, Britain's Moment 

in the Middle East: 1914-1956 (London: Chatto and Windus, 1963); Christopher Sykes, Cross Roads 

to Israel (London: New English Library, 1965); Elie Kedourie, “Sir Herbert Samuel and the 

Government of Palestine,” Middle Eastern Studies 5 (1969): 44-68; Gabriel Sheffer, “Policy Making 

and British Policies Towards Palestine 1929-1939” (PhD diss., University of Oxford, 1970); Aaron S. 

Klieman, Foundations of British Policy in the Arab World: The Cairo Conference of 1921 (Baltimore: 

Johns Hopkins Press, 1970); Pinhas Ofer, “The Role of the High Commissioner in British Policy in 

Palestine: Sir John Chancellor, 1928-1931” (PhD diss., University of London, 1971); Doreen Ingrams, 

ed., Palestine Papers, 1917-1922: Seeds of Conflict (London: George Braziller, 1972); Gabriel.Sheffer, 

“Intentions and Results of British Policy in Palestine: Passfield's White Paper,” Middle Eastern Studies 

9 (1973): 43-60; Friesel, Zionist Policy; Gabriel Sheffer, “British Colonial Policy-Making Towards 

Palestine (1929-1939),” Middle Eastern Studies 14 (1978): 307-322; Dennis E. Knox, The Making of a 

New Eastern Question: British Palestine Policy and the Origins of Israel, 1917-1925 (Washington, 

D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1981); John J. McTague, British Policy in Palestine, 1917-

1922 (Lanham: University Press of America, 1983); Evyatar Friesel, “Herbert Samuel's Reassessment 

of Zionism in 1921,” Studies in Zionism 5, no. 2 (1984): 213-237; Pinhas Ofer, “The Commission on 

the Palestine Disturbances of August 1929: Appointment, Terms of Reference, Procedure and Report,” 

Middle Eastern Studies 21 (1985): 349-361; Evyatar Friesel, “British Policy in Palestine: The 

‘Churchill Memorandum’ of 1922,” in Vision and Conflict in the Holy Land, ed. Richard I. Cohen 

(Jerusalem: Palgrave Macmillan, 1985), 190-217; Evyatar Friesel, “British Officials on the Situation in 

Palestine, 1923,” Middle Eastern Studies 23, no. 2 (1987): 194-210; Bernard Wasserstein, The British 

in Palestine: The Mandatory Government and the Arab-Jewish Conflict 1917-1929, 2nd. ed. (London: 

Basil Blackwell, 1991); Evyatar Friesel, “Through a Peculiar Lens: Zionism and Palestine in British 

Diaries, 1927-1931,” Middle Eastern Studies 29, no. 3 (1993): 419-444; Martin Kolinsky, Law, Order 

and Riots in Mandatory Palestine, 1928-35 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993); Sahar Huneidi, A 

Broken Trust: Herbert Samuel, Zionism and the Palestinians (London and New York: I.B. Tauris, 

2001; Charles Townshend, “Going to the Wall: The failure of British rule in Palestine, 1928-1931,” 

The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 30, no. 2 (2002): 25-52; Michael J. Cohen, 

Britain’s Moment in Palestine: Retrospect and Perspectives, 1917-48 (London and New York: 

Routledge, 2014); Carly Beckerman-Boys, “The Reversal of the Passfield White Paper, 1930–1: A 

Reassessment,” Journal of Contemporary History 51 (2016): 213-233. 
2 Norman Rose, The Gentile Zionists: A Study in Anglo-Zionist Diplomacy, 1929-1939 (London: Frank 

Cass, 1973); Norman Rose, Lewis Namier and Zionism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1980); ,משה מדזיני
אביב: הארץ, תרפ"ח(-עשר שנים של מדיניות ארצישראלית )תל . 

3 League of Nations Mandate for Palestine Together with a Note by the Secretary-General Relating to 

its Application to the Territory Known as Trans-Jordan under the provisions of Article 25, December 

http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fjih19/5/2
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MacDonald Letter, signed by Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald, sent to Weizmann, 

and read aloud in the House of Commons on February 13, 1931.4 Each “White Paper” 

(government policy statement) was preceded by violent Arab opposition to Jewish 

settlement, a formal British investigation of the outbreak, and a new declaration of the 

government’s policy. Overall, it can be seen in retrospect that British policy was 

pliable, and could be altered when new information or pressure was brought to bear. 

As succeeding British governments became increasingly aware of the complications 

involved in ruling Palestine, the understandings and commitments reflected in the 

Balfour Declaration and the Mandate for Palestine became more difficult to justify 

and to fulfill. When the first British High Commissioner for Palestine, Herbert 

Samuel, concluded in the wake of the Arab riots of 1921 that the Mandate did not 

provide sufficiently for the local Arab population, he initiated a revision of British 

policy. In contrast to the Mandate which focused on the establishment and 

development of a Jewish National Home and omitted the word Arab entirely, the new 

approach, as reflected in the Churchill White Paper, expressed a “dual commitment” 

to the Jewish National Home as well as to the Arabs of Palestine. Other expressions of 

this policy included the creation of the office of Grand Mufti and the selection of Hajj 

Amin al-Hussaini as its first holder, the proposal for a representative Legislative 

Council, the subsequent suggestion of an Advisory Council, and finally the proposal 

of an Arab Agency in 1923. After the “Wailing Wall Riots” of 1929 and the 

conclusions of the Shaw and Hope Simpson Commissions of Inquiry that the root 

cause of the unrest was Jewish immigration and land purchase, the Passfield White 

Paper sought to place limitations on these activities and to revive the proposal to 

establish a representative Legislative Council which would naturally reflect the 

demographic composition of the country with its Arab majority. 

In the early 1920s, opposition to Zionism, often linked to anti-Semitic views, began to 

raise its head in Great Britain. This was encouraged by the work of the first Palestine 

Arab Delegation which came to London in August 1921to lobby against Zionism and 

                                                 
1922, Cmd. 1785; Palestine: Correspondence with the Palestine Arab Delegation and the Zionist 

Organisation, June 1922, Cmd. 1700 (hereafter Cmd. 1700); Palestine: Statement of Policy by His 

Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, October 1930, Cmd. 3692.  
4 248 Parl. Deb. H.C. (5th ser.) (1931) cols. 751-757. 
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Jewish immigration to Palestine.5 A significant group of British politicians opposed 

the Mandate and promoted the Arab cause in and out of Parliament. In June 1922, 

opponents of Zionism in the House of Lords managed to pass a motion, 60 to 29, 

against the mandate. The next month, a petition calling on Parliament to delay 

ratification of the Mandate was signed by 45 peers and 54 MPs. On July 26, 1923, 

110 Conservative MPs representing 40% of the party’s backbenchers signed a pro-

Arab statement which demanded that the government “reconsider the Palestine 

question in the light of the Arab demands.” In contrast, some 40 Conservatives, less 

than 10% of the Conservative backbenchers, joined a non-partisan parliamentary 

committee formed in 1926 to ensure the fulfillment of the Balfour Declaration.6 As 

Evyatar Friesel has shown, British officials in Palestine during the 1920s became 

increasingly estranged from Britain’s Zionist commitments.7 

It was in this reality then that Weizmann had to function.  

Already in 1911, Weizmann expressed his hope for British support of Zionism: 

“The English gentiles were the best gentiles in the world. England had helped small 

nations to attain their independence; it was not always done for love, but to some 

extent because it was profitable to England to act thus.”8 In December 1914 he 

discussed with Herbert Samuel, then a member of the Asquith Government, the 

possibility of a British Protectorate over Palestine under which “the Jews could freely 

develop.”9 Reporting to an extraordinary conference of the English Zionist Federation 

in May 1917, Weizmann stated: 

…it must be admitted honestly and truly, that the conditions are not yet ripe 

for the setting up of a state ad hoc. States must be built up slowly, gradually, 

systematically and patiently. We, therefore, say that while the creation of a 

Jewish Commonwealth in Palestine is our final ideal – an ideal for which the 

whole of the Zionist Organization is working – the way to achieve it lies 

                                                 
5 Palestine Arab Delegation, The Holy Land: The Moslem-Christian Case Against Zionist Aggression 

(London: Typ. Harrison and Sons, 1921). 
6 See Harry Defries, Conservative Party Attitudes to Jews, 1900-1950 (London and Portland, Oregon: 

Frank Cass, 2001), 105, 115, 117-118; David Cesarani, “Anti-Zionist Politics and Political Anti-

Semitism in Britain, 1920-1924,” Patterns of Prejudice 23, no. 1 (1989): 40-41; Rory Miller, 

“Introduction: Britain, Palestine and Empire, The Mandate Years,” in Britain, Palestine and Empire: 

The Mandate Years, ed. Rory Miller (Farnham: Ashgate 2010), 3; Jewish Daily Bulletin, 22.10.1926; 

“Petition by Members of the House of Commons,” 26.7.1923, CP 60 (23) in NA CO 733/58. Defries 

notes that by August 2, 1923 there were 111 signatures. 
7 Friesel, “British Officials,” 194-210; Friesel, “Through a Peculiar Lens,” 419-444. 
8 Chaim Weizmann, “England’s Help for Small Nations,” WP, vol. 1, 85. 
9 Chaim Weizmann, “Preparing the Campaign,” (Report to the Zionist Executive, 7.1.1915), ibid., 129. 
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through a series of intermediary stages. And one of these intermediary stages, 

which I hope is going to come about as a result of this war, is that the fair 

country of Palestine will be protected by such a mighty and just power as 

Great Britain. Under the wing of this Power Jews will be able to develop, and 

to set up the administrative machinery which, while not interfering with the 

legitimate interests of the non-Jewish population, would enable us to carry out 

the Zionist scheme.10 

 

Weizmann’s hopes for a partnership with Britain were realized in the Balfour 

Declaration, which brought to fruition months of political activity.11 As his biographer 

notes: 

Weizmann’s relentless and single-minded determination that the only possible 

course for the Zionist was to have England as the patron won the day in at 

least a segment of the Zionist world, as his stature in the eyes of the British 

rose. The source for his authority within the Zionist movement was the esteem 

he acquired among the British. Thus his rise to power within his own 

movement was not gradual and organic; it was sudden and effected from the 

periphery. A man as finely attuned to political nuances as Weizmann was, of 

course, aware of the source of his power, which, in turn, deepened his 

attachment to England.12 

 

Weizmann firmly believed that there existed a basic identity of interests between 

Great Britain and the Zionist Organization.13 At times, he explained this in terms of 

geo-political interests, for example in a letter to the writer Israel Zangwill on October 

19, 1914: 

…I have no doubt in my mind that Palestine will fall within the influence of 

England. Palestine is a natural continuation of Egypt and the barrier separating 

the Suez Canal from Constantinople, the Black Sea and any hostility which 

may come from this side. Palestine again lies on the junction of all the great 

railways…. We – given more or less good conditions – could easily move a 

million of Jews into P. within the next 50-60 years and England would have a 

very effective and strong barrier, and we would have a country….14 

 

Writing to Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour on October 3, 1917 he noted that 

“...we entrusted our national and Zionist interests to the Foreign Office and to the 

                                                 
10 Chaim Weizmann, “Conditions Not Ripe for a Jewish State,” ibid., 158. 
11 See Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 114-212. 
12 Ibid., 211. See the earlier analysis in Friesel, Zionist Policy, 30. 
13 See Leonard Stein, Weizmann and England (London: Jewish Historical Society of England, 1964), 
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Imperial War Cabinet in the hope that the problem would be considered in the light of 

Imperial interests…”15 

Influenced perhaps by a reappraisal of imperialism after the war, Weizmann claimed 

that the identity of interests between Great Britain and Zionism emanated not from 

geo-political concerns but rather from a British desire to win over Jewish goodwill. In 

his address to the 12th Zionist Congress on September 5, 1921, Weizmann explained 

the bases of his Zionist policy. The first guiding principle 

was a coincidence of Jewish interests with the interests of the Power which 

today is the Mandatory Power for Palestine – Great Britain.… If you imagine 

that this coincidence of interests is a strategic one, you are building on a false 

premise….if you were to ask every English imperialist whether Palestine is 

necessary for their imperialistic purposes, you will receive a direct negative. 

From the strategic, from the military standpoint, Palestine is useless for 

England, and those who have imagined that we, i.e. Jewish Palestine, are 

absolutely necessary for the vital nerve of the British Empire – the Suez Canal 

– have made a mistake… There is, however, another coincidence of interests. 

It is what the English call “goodwill” – the goodwill of the Jewish people. 

England with her comprehensive far-sightedness, perhaps for reasons which I 

will indicate, understood sooner and better than any other nation that the 

Jewish question, which hangs like a shadow over the whole world, can 

become a gigantic force of construction or a mighty instrument of destruction. 

And England understood…that the utilisation of Jewish goodwill and 

diversion of Jewish constructive force to Palestine would be of enormous use. 

And, therefore, it was not the English generals, nor the English imperialists, 

but the English intellectuals, who primarily gave the direction to our policy. 

Mr. Balfour conceived the Balfour Declaration long before the war; the war 

merely hastened it.16 

 

At a public meeting at Oxford on February 25, 1921 Weizmann declared his belief 

that there was a community of interest between the British Government, the British 

nation and world Jewry: 

That community of interest was not of the material kind. There was no 

territory gained or money or power acquired, but it was of an extraordinary 

moral value. The nation which was instrumental in effecting this restoration 

was doing something which was worth more than an accumulation of 

territory.17 

 

In an unsent letter to Churchill from the end of 1921, Weizmann was more explicit: 
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I should not be writing to you now if I did not believe that there was a natural 

alliance, almost an identity of interest, between Zionism and England in 

Palestine. Many British statesmen have also taken that view notably the Prime 

Minister, Mr. Balfour and, in certain aspects of policy, yourself; and to these 

names must be added those of Dominion statesmen such as General Smuts and 

Sir James Meighen.... When I speak of Jewish Nationalism as a powerful 

world-force, I speak of what I know…. My reading of the war is that it was 

won not altogether in France but in the extreme west and in the east. We 

helped I think somewhat to the entry of America into the war and to the due 

recognition of the east as the key to victory. I think it is right to say that our 

power is on the increase. We represent a political force in America, 

comparable to the Irish and the Germans, and the hopes of the new 

constitutional Russia also will depend a great deal on the Jews. 

 

Weizmann went on to point out that the Zionist Organization was willing “to take a 

great deal of the financial responsibility for the upbuilding of the country.” Moreover, 

a British-held Palestine would provide more security for Egypt much than any army 

garrison. The Jews would be loyal participants in such a plan: 

You have set up a great Arab kingdom in Mesopotamia, but for all that you 

will have to rely in Palestine on the Jews for your loyal element. It is an asset 

on which you can draw almost indefinitely in case of danger. Why quote 

figures of the present population when behind the minority of Jews in 

Palestine stand the hundreds of thousands of patriotic Jews ready to die for 

you if you will be the founder and faithful protector of Zion? In building upon 

that you build upon a rock. Almost alone amongst political organisations, the 

Zionist movement has emerged from the war more united than ever and with 

increased strength and resources. It is difficult to understand how one can 

build on Arab loyalty so near the vital communications across the Isthmus of 

Suez. All one has seen and heard of the Arab movement leads one to believe 

that it is anti-European.18 

 

This sense of a fundamental partnership led Weizmann initially to put himself above 

disagreements with the British Administration in Palestine. When Samuel, in a speech 

marking the King’s birthday on June 3, 1921, announced that Jewish immigration to 

Palestine would be limited by the economic absorptive capacity of the country and 

that immigrants with revolutionary views would be refused entry, without any 

mention of those who had perpetrated the recent riots, Zionist leaders were taken 

aback.19 Eder, the Acting Chairman of the Zionist Commission wrote that as he sat 

                                                 
18 Draft, Weizmann to Churchill, late November 1921, WL, vol. 10, 343-344, 348-349. 
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through the speech the word “Judas” came to his lips, a feeling that was shared by 

other Jews at the meeting. He argued that “it is not our business to demand the 

resignation of the High Commissioner, but to show by our action that he has lost all 

the confidence of the Jews.” Weizmann, on the other hand, stood by the High 

Commissioner, cabling him from America: “Deeply appreciate your position. Please 

rely on my cooperation,” and promising to do what he could to calm the Jewish 

reaction. Weizmann explained his position in a telegram to Eder: “Essential that we 

appreciate his very difficult position supporting him with all our power. To embarrass 

him [would] play into enemies hands at home and abroad.”20 Despite Samuel’s 

reassessment and the rising domestic criticism of Britain’s policy in Palestine, 

Weizmann maintained his faith in the British Government’s commitment to the 

development of the Jewish National Home. He confided in Shmarya Levin that the 

government was “alive to the importance of keeping their promise to the Jews and it 

is up to us to help them to keep their promise, and the only effective assistance we can 

render is by beginning work on a large scale in Palestine.” Weizmann noted that the 

consensus of British and Jewish officials in Palestine was that Samuel was surrounded 

by anti-Zionist influences which were trying to force him into a pro-Arab attitude, and 

he was weakened by the pro-Arab position of the British army. The only way to 

strengthen his hand was to begin Zionist work.21 At the same time, Weizmann 

confronted Samuel directly: “It seems that everything in Palestinian life is now 

revolving around one central problem – how to satisfy ‘and to pacify’ the Arabs. 

Zionism is being gradually, systematically, and relentlessly ‘reduced’; Jewish public 

opinion is not being reckoned with; we have ceased to exist as a political factor.”22 

Weizmann’s partnership was, in his eyes, not with Samuel, but with the heads of the 

British Government, primarily Balfour and Lloyd George, but by the summer of 1921 

this was becoming increasingly difficult. On July 5, Col. Richard Meinertzhagen, the 

Military Adviser of the Colonial Office’s Middle East Department and a staunch 

Zionist supporter, noted in his diary: 

Our main trouble is the apathy of our big men towards Zionism. Winston 

Churchill really does not care or know much about it. Balfour knows, and 
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talks a lot of platitudes, but his academic brain is unable to act in any practical 

way. Lloyd George has sporadic outbursts of keenness but fails to appreciate 

the value to us of Zionism or its moral advantages.23 

 

Weizmann was especially exasperated with Churchill. Returning to England after 

months in the United States, he refused the Colonial Secretary’s initial invitation to 

meet in early July 1921, “on the ground that I could not discuss with him profitably 

the situation, because I know the sort of declarations he would give. Unless Mr. 

Churchill is prepared to grant us definite concessions, it is of no use discussing 

academic declarations of sympathy.” Apparently during the second week in July a 

meeting did take place, which Weizmann described as “a very long argument with 

Mr. Churchill, which lasted one hour and a half.” Churchill had complained of the tax 

burden placed on the British taxpayer due to Zionism, yet refused to authorize any 

Zionist projects which could lighten this burden. Ultimately, he agreed to a 

conference with Weizmann, Lloyd George and Balfour.24 

This was initiated by Weizmann through Balfour in order to air the former’s 

grievances, overrule Samuel and even rein in Churchill himself.25 At the conference, 

which took place on July 22, 1921, Weizmann complained that Samuel’s speech, by 

intimating that the British did not envision the establishment of a Jewish state in 

Palestine, amounted to a repudiation of the Balfour Declaration, which had precisely 

this goal in mind. According to an unsigned record of the meeting, Lloyd George and 

Balfour affirmed that the Declaration’s intention was indeed the eventual formation of 

a Jewish state. Both opposed the creation of a representative government in Palestine 

at the moment and all three agreed to the Jewish purchase of weapons. Lloyd George 

even suggested putting funds aside to bribe Arabs, ostensibly to support Zionist 

activity.26 Churchill was apparently astonished to hear that Lloyd George and Balfour 

had always had a Jewish state in mind, and defended Samuel and his policy, including 

the idea of an elected assembly.27 He also expressed his belief that it would be 

possible to reach an agreement with the Palestine Arab Delegation, then on its way to 
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England. Weizmann replied that he doubted this as he “regarded the Arabs as political 

blackmailers, and could only talk with them when he knew the position of the British 

Government.” Lloyd George asked: “Frankly speaking, you want to know whether we 

are going to keep our pledges?” Weizmann answered, “Yes” and Balfour nodded.28 

As Michael J. Cohen has pointed out, Weizmann’s success in arranging such a high-

level meeting amounted to a diplomatic victory, as he was in fact pitting the elder 

statesmen who had framed the Balfour Declaration against the Colonial Office which 

was in the process of whittling down its interpretation. From this it is possible to 

conclude that Weizmann had lost faith in Churchill and the Colonial Office, and now 

turned to higher authorities to bring them back into line. In Weizmann’s assessment, 

the present moment was opportune: the British Government felt the need for the 

support of American Jewry on the eve of Balfour’s departure for the Conference on 

Naval Disarmament in Washington, and this could be undermined if it was felt that 

Britain intended to whittle down the Balfour Declaration.29 Weizmann’s 

disillusionment with Churchill is further evidenced by his report to the Zionist 

publicist and ideologue Aḥad Ha-am following the meeting: “We were able to get 

little truth out of Churchill. He supported the official views and everything said by 

Samuel, whom he quoted constantly.”30 

The candid exchange of views with the pillars of British Government caused 

Weizmann to question, perhaps for the first time, the assumptions that had served as 

the foundation of his pro-British orientation. In a meeting the next day with the South 

African leader, Gen. Jan Smuts, he asked: 

(a) Does Britain intend to hold Palestine? (b) If so: does she do it: (1) For the 

Arabs? (2) For the Jews? (c) If she holds it for the Jews, does she do it out of 

pure political altruism, or because she thinks that a Jewish Palestine might be 

of value to the British Empire? In other words: Is there or is there not a 

coincidence of Jewish and British interests? If in the opinion of British 
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statesmen, there is no such coincidence, then this should be told to us honestly 

and straightforwardly. 

 

In fact, the opposite picture was being portrayed: 

At present we are in the ridiculous position that we are being charged by the 

British public with wasting their money. The ordinary newspaper reader 

believes quite firmly that we have established a Jewish State in Palestine, 

which is run by British money and British bayonets, and where a ruthless and 

dishonest Jewish minority exploits and ill-treats the poor, honest, and 

picturesque Arab, who is such a friend of Gt. Britain and who is treated 

grossly unfair. 

 

 He protested: 

The whole trend of Government nowadays seems to be more to placate the 

enemies even at the cost of one’s friends… A series of circumstances, a 

combination of powerful factors, have succeeded in driving a wedge between 

the Jews and the Administration of Palestine and have directed the policy 

towards a pan-Arab movement. There is nothing left to us but to await the 

breakdown of this policy, which is sure to come sooner or later…. Our logic, 

our claims to justice, our dream of a great Palestine within the orbit of the 

British Empire is at present scoffed at, misunderstood…. British public 

opinion, which three years ago was distinctly in our favour, is being 

systematically poisoned against us, and I fear chiefly by those “9/10”. Of the 

Balfour Declaration nothing is left but mere lip service. The rock on which the 

policy has been built up is shattered! 31 

 

The personal conclusions were clear: “I shall most probably resign at the next 

Congress, as I cannot assume any responsibility before the Jewish people…. My task 

in the future will be to organize Jewry more effectively than it has been hitherto the 

case, and to tell them that they have to rely only on themselves.”32 

However, it appears that the July 22 meeting did have a major impact on some of the 

senior officials in the Middle Eastern Department of the Colonial Office. Weizmann 

noted a week after the meeting that “various senior men from the Colonial Office are 

now courting me, as they wish to reach some conclusion.”33 Indeed, Weizmann had 

important allies in the Department. Meinertzhagen credited himself with turning two 

other Middle Eastern Department officials, Sir John Shuckburgh, Assistant Under-
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Secretary of State and Head of the Middle East Department and Major Hubert Young, 

Assistant Secretary in the Department, into Zionist supporters, inducing them to adopt 

“five principles for the better administration of Palestine and the furtherance of our 

Zionist policy.” These were: 

(a) The removal of all British Officials in Palestine who are out of sympathy 

with Zionism. 

(b) The removal of the military command in Palestine from that of Egypt and 

removing the harmful influence now exercised by G.H.Q. over Sir Herbert 

Samuel. 

(c) The resumption of Zionist Immigration in proportion to work available. 

(d) The granting of concessions to the Zionists to be encouraged, and their 

position in Palestine to be that of the Most Favoured Nation. 

(e) A closer liaison between the Zionist Commission and the Colonial Office 

on the one hand, and the High Commissioner on the other hand.34 

 

Whether or not due to Meinertzhagen’s efforts, Young indeed adopted a pro-Zionist 

position. In one of his notes he summarized: “It is assumed that His Majesty’s 

Government have no intention of departing from the Zionist policy…the general 

strategic idea being the immigration of Jews into Palestine until that country becomes 

a predominantly Jewish State.”35 Young met with Weizmann on August 2 and 

reached an understanding according to which the British would meet Weizmann’s 

demands in return for his agreement to the establishment of an elected Advisory 

Council in Palestine and the limitation of Jewish immigration according to Palestine’s 

economic absorptive capacity.36 Weizmann was surprised by the new winds blowing 

out of the Colonial Office: “Conference after conference at the Colonial Office,” he 

wrote to his wife, “as if they’ve suddenly become aware of things. They are proposing 

a number of measures which, I’m afraid, will inevitably lead to Samuel’s resignation, 

                                                 
34 Meinertzhagen, Middle East Diary, 103, note for July 25, 1921: “In the Middle East Department I 

am alone in my views, but I am rapidly infusing into both Young and Shuckburgh some enthusiasm for 

the cause.” Ibid., 107, note for August 2, 1921: “It has been pathetic to witness he sudden change in 

Young from an attitude of boredom and apathy to one of an ardent supporter of the Zionist cause.” On 

Young, see “Major Sir H. Winthrop Young - An Able Colonial Administrator,” The Times, 22.4.1950. 
35 Minute by Young, 1.8.1921, NA CO 733/14, 38372, noted in Cohen, Churchill and the Jews, 116. 
36 The concessions to the Zionists included the severance of Palestine from the military command in 

Egypt, the removal of unsympathetic British officials, the creation of a Jewish reserve for the newly 

formed police and gendarmerie, the grant of the Rutenberg hydro-electric concession, punishment of 

Arab villages which took part in the May disturbances and the agreement of the Colonial Office to 

accept the Zionist recommendations regarding immigrant visas. See updated minute by Young, 

1.8.1921, NA CO 733/14, 38372, minuted by Churchill on 5.8.1921, noted in Cohen, Churchill and the 

Jews, 117. 



 

26 

  

for he won’t agree to them.”37 Meinertzhagen opposed the Advisory Council, but 

since Weizmann had already accepted the package there was little he could do. 

Shuckburgh supported Young’s draft, and directed that it be drafted as a Cabinet 

memorandum which, after approval would be sent to Samuel, who would have the 

authority to decide whether or not to carry it out.38 

Young drafted a memo along these lines, which was submitted by Churchill to the 

Cabinet on August 11, 1921. In a covering letter, Churchill presented his reservations 

about a pro-Zionist policy in Palestine: the lack of support for such a policy in 

Palestine outside of Zionist circles, the ferment and preparation for armed conflict 

taking place in the country, the frustration of Palestinian Arabs who had been denied 

elective institutions, and the dissatisfaction of the Zionists with the attitude of British 

officials, the military and even Samuel himself. Churchill placed the responsibility for 

the new policy squarely at the feet of the entire Cabinet, creating the impression as 

Michael Cohen notes, that Churchill was bowing to “pressures from ‘higher 

quarters’”: 

It seems to me that the whole situation should be reviewed by the Cabinet. I 

have done and am doing my best to give effect to the pledge given to the 

Zionists by Mr. Balfour on behalf of the War Cabinet and by the Prime 

Minister at the San Remo conference. I am prepared to continue in this course, 

if it is the settled resolve of the Cabinet.39 

 

Churchill addressed the Cabinet a week later, suggesting that the government either 

give up the mandate and set up an Arab National Government or increase its efforts to 

aid Zionism and allow the Jews to arm in order to defend themselves. A paper 

prepared by Weizmann was read and dismissed, as it recommended Jewish control of 

immigration. During the meeting it was suggested that in implementing the Balfour 

Declaration the Government’s honor was at stake. Support for Britain’s pro-Zionist 

policy by the Canadian and South African Prime Ministers was duly noted. 

Conversely, the difficulty in finding a solution was mentioned, along with the 

problem of resolving the conflicting promises in the Balfour Declaration. Churchill 
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did not refer to Young’s proposals, which were supposed to be the subject of the 

deliberations. Finally, the Cabinet decided to postpone a decision until Balfour could 

be present.40 

As Britain’s partner in the development of Palestine, Weizmann considered himself 

entitled to intervene in the selection of the High Commissioner and other high 

officials. During the second half of 1921 and early 1922 he toyed with the idea of 

replacing Samuel with Lieutenant General George Macdonogh, who as Director of 

British Military Intelligence from 1916-1918 had proved himself to be a strong 

Zionist supporter. He discussed the matter with Macdonogh and with the Colonial 

Office.41 It was in this sense that Weizmann wrote to Shmarya Levin in July 1921 that 

“in the meantime we have decided not to act against Samuel. 42.”כבדהו וחשדהו 

Ultimately, Weizmann decided not to take such action, most likely due to his 

assessment that Samuel’s resignation at a time when both Samuel and the Zionist 

enterprise were under attack in the British press could have an extremely detrimental 

effect from a Zionist standpoint.43 

Similarly, Weizmann tried to secure the dismissal of General Walter Congreve, the 

commander of British troops in Egypt and Palestine, who had issued a circular to 

British officers in Palestine stating that the army’s sympathies lie with the Arabs who 

appeared to have been the victims of an unjust British policy. The circular went on to 

say that “…the British Government …has no objections to Palestine being for the 

Jews what Great Britain is to the rest of the Empire, but they would certainly not 

countenance a policy which made Palestine for the Jews what England is the for the 

Englishman….”44 Nothing came of this idea either. 

In contradistinction to the significant, though perhaps shaky partnership with the 

British government, Weizmann’s view of the British Administration in Palestine was 

extremely critical. Weizmann wrote to Samuel in mid-July, noting the difference 
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between the High Commissioner, who resided on Mt. Scopus and the British officials 

who worked in the city below: “the Hill is benevolently neutral to us but…the Vale 

has not changed, and that same old machine which existed under Bols continued to 

operate in the same old direction.”45 

Weizmann cautioned Shuckburgh that as long as the Palestine Administration was 

composed mostly of officials who opposed the Mandate, Zionist efforts to approach 

the Arabs were doomed.46 While stressing the cooperative attitude of the British 

Government towards Zionism, Weizmann, in a public meeting in London on 

November 27, 1921, accused a number of British officials of “systematic political 

sabotage.”47 The vast majority of British officials – Weizmann noted that Churchill 

had estimated 90 percent – opposed the Zionist Organization and obstructed its work. 

Local attempts to appease the Arabs had led them to the conclusion that there was no 

reason to negotiate with the Zionists when by exercising pressure on the Palestine 

Administration it was possible to gain political concessions.48 Referring to the activity 

of E.T. Richmond, one of the strongest supporters of the Arab cause within the 

Palestine Administration, Weizmann informed Balfour that officials of the Palestine 

Administration were pressing to weaken the Zionist provisions of the Mandate, 

especially Article 4 which stipulated the formation of a Jewish Agency.49 

The arrival of the Palestine Arab Delegation in August 1921 offered the British a ray 

of hope that some agreement could arranged between the Arabs and the Jews in 

Palestine.50 Samuel urged Weizmann to enter into negotiations while the group was 

still en route. Weizmann responded that: 

I am always anxious to negotiate with Arab representatives, but in these 

forthcoming negotiations we are, at the outset, placed at a very great 

disadvantage. Why should the Arabs argue with us at all? They feel that they 

are in a position to enforce their will on the Government by threats of a rising 
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or by a Jewish pogrom, and that they can extract all the “guarantees” they can 

possibly wish. What chance have we in these discussions.51 

 

This was the assessment that prompted Weizmann to describe the group as “political 

blackmailers” in his meeting a few days later with Lloyd George, Balfour and 

Churchill.  

At first, the delegation was not interested in meeting with the Zionists in order to 

receive their reassurances about Zionist intentions in Palestine.52 Weizmann wrote to 

Musa Kazim al-Husseini, the secretary of the delegation, in mid-August to arrange a 

meeting with Nahum Sokolow, but three months went by without a response.53 In 

mid-October, Samuel suggested to Churchill that the delegation would be more 

forthcoming if the Zionists were to issue a formal statement renouncing any 

aspirations to a state in which the Jews would enjoy a “position of political 

privilege.”54 Weizmann rejected this proposal outright. Writing to Chief Secretary of 

the Palestine Administration, Sir Wyndham Deedes, he noted: 

What are we all working for? If there is not the ideal of building up a Jewish 

Commonwealth, then our halutzim could go at less cost and with more 

prospects for a material well-being to America, or Australia, or Argentine. I 

am sending you a draft which indicates the lines on which negotiations with 

the Arab Delegation are carried on…. They asked me to put in a phrase that 

the Zionists don’t intend to create a Jewish State in Palestine. I refused to do 

so and gave them a chief reason that we cannot forswear such a possibility, 

which might or might not arise in some future generation. I told them that at 

present, we are building Palestine, but it may be that the Jews may be in the 

ascendancy there, that neither they nor anybody else have a right to stop us, 

and we argued this point in a friendly way.55 

 

By November, the talks between the British and the Arab Delegation had reached an 

impasse, and as a result, officials at the Colonial Office came to the conclusion that 

Britain would have to impose a constitution on both the Jewish and the Arab sides. 

Shuckburgh prepared a lengthy memorandum which he submitted to Churchill on 

November 7. Referring to the Arab Delegation he noted that 
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Experience has shown that they are a hopeless body to deal with…. It is 

submitted that the time has come to leave off arguing and announce plainly 

and authoritatively what we propose to do. Being Orientals they will 

understand an order, and if once they realise that we mean business, may be 

expected to acquiesce.56 

 

The draft statement of policy went on to declare that Britain stood by the Balfour 

Declaration and would establish a Legislative Assembly in Palestine. The British 

objective was “not to establish a state in which Jews will enjoy a position of political 

ascendancy, but a commonwealth built upon a democratic foundation and formed in 

the best interests of all sections of the population.”57 

This was taken up with Weizmann on November 1, who remained non-committal.58 

Churchill, however, seems to have shifted his position from a British statement of 

policy to direct negotiations between the parties, and pressed for additional attempts 

to induce the Arab Delegation to meet with the Zionist Organization. 

Indeed, the Colonial Office continued to pressure Weizmann to negotiate with the 

Arab delegation and on November 29, 1921, despite Weizmann’s misgivings, a 

meeting was held between the Arab Delegation (Musa Kazim al-Husseini, Shibli 

Jamal, Ibrahim Shammas and three others) and the Zionist Organization (Weizmann, 

Dr. Berthold Feiwel, Dr. Georg Halpern, Leonard Stein and Moshe Shertok), in the 

presence of a delegation from the Colonial Office (Richard Meinertzhagen, G.M. 

Clauson and Eric Mills) with Shuckburgh in the chair. The day before the meeting, 

Weizmann met with Churchill and suggested some changes to the policy statement 

that was to be presented to both sides, but at the last moment, Churchill cancelled his 

appearance and the policy statement was not read.59 

At the conference, Musa Kazim claimed that the delegation was willing to negotiate 

with the Zionists if the Balfour declaration were to be interpreted in a satisfactory 

manner. Shuckburgh responded that the British Government remained steadfast in its 

understanding of the document, in accordance with the draft of the Mandate for 

Palestine. Weizmann tried to open up a channel of communication and agreed to 

discuss the limitation of Jewish immigration and constitutional limits to prevent 
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“Jewish political ascendancy,” but his demeanor apparently created a negative 

impression. Mills observed that he appeared as a conqueror and seemed to despise the 

Arab Delegation. It in turn refused to recognize the legitimacy of the Balfour 

Declaration or to move ahead with negotiations. Not surprisingly, no agreement was 

reached on any issues. Weizmann wrote afterward to the Colonial Office that the Arab 

Delegation would “never come to grips with concrete realities” as long as it believed 

that it could change British policy, and therefore it must be made clear to the 

delegation that the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate were untouchable.60 

Weizmann’s assessment was that the delegation expected to hear Churchill’s new 

policy statement which he decided not to present, and preferred to discuss practical 

details. He continued to place his trust in the Colonial Office, writing to Eder: “it is 

everybody’s opinion that we can work satisfactorily with the Colonial Office…the 

people are very reasonable and most of them are friendly.”61 

As noted by Jehuda Reinharz, Weizmann’s main concern at this time was the 

adoption of the Mandate for Palestine at the League of Nations.62 The formal 

document defining Britain’s role in Palestine had been drafted by the end of 1920, but 

its passage in the League had been held up by several factors: the delay in concluding 

a peace treaty with Turkey following the rise of Mustafa Kemal, the drawn-out 

negotiations over the French Mandate in Syria and the British Mandate in Iraq, 

reservations on the part of Catholic powers with regard to a Jewish National Home in 

the Holy Land and the delay in the approval of the Mandate on the part of the United 

States.63 Until its formal ratification by the League of Nations, the Mandate, which 

had been drafted by sympathetic hands at a time when Britain’s leaders were much 

more unequivocal about their support of the efforts to bring about a Jewish National 

Home, could be altered or even discarded altogether. This appeared as a very tangible 

possibility following Samuel’s speech of June 3, 1921, and later statements by senior 

government officials. Moreover, British public opinion was being swayed by the 
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hostile positions of several newspapers under the ownership and Lords Northcliffe, 

Sydenham and Lamington. 

Two major initiatives were undertaken by the Colonial Office at this time. The first, a 

continuation of the meetings with the Palestine Arab Delegation (including the joint 

meeting with the Zionist Organization on November 29), was an effort to find 

common ground between the Palestinian Arabs and the Zionists. Shuckburgh 

addressed both sides in a letter dated December 17, 1921, reminding them of their 

agreement that a statement be prepared that would serve as a foundation for direct 

negotiations. His formula combined a commitment to a Jewish National Home along 

with the protection of the civil and religious rights of all inhabitants and the 

development of self-governing institutions. Though a Jewish state was not 

contemplated and Jewish immigration would be limited by the capacity of Palestine to 

absorb new immigrants, the intention was “…to recognize the historical and religious 

associations that connect the Jewish people with the soil of Palestine…” and that 

“special priority will …be given to Jewish over other immigrants….” The letter also 

noted that the government had received “…proposals for the early establishment in 

Palestine of a Legislative Assembly….”64 This was not a far cry from Weizmann’s 

own position at the joint November meeting. 

Weizmann indeed maintained close contacts with the Colonial Office. He and 

Shuckburgh a met in early January 1922 to discuss various matters, including British 

policy in Palestine and the possibility of replacing Samuel as High Commissioner. 

Reinharz suggests that on all of these issues the British official seems to have 

accepted Weizmann’s views.65 

The second initiative, a proposal to form a legislative council that would include the 

Palestinian Arabs in the governing of the country, was pressed by Samuel in late 1921 

and early 1922, and it was included in a draft constitution or “Order-in-Council” 

circulated confidentially by the Colonial Office at the beginning of February to both 

the Arab delegation and the Zionists.66 The plan included a Legislative Council of 26: 

11 British officials (including the High Commissioner) and 15 non-officials. Of the 
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latter, twelve would be chosen through elections and three would be nominated: one 

by the Chambers of Commerce and two by the High Commissioner. One of the 

nominees would be a Muslim, one a Christian and one a Jew. No legislation could 

take effect until it received the approval of the High Commissioner.67 

Weizmann basically accepted what he termed a “rather tame document,” suggesting 

only that it include the preamble of the Mandate in its entirety and not merely in part, 

that one of the nominated representatives be a representative of the Jewish Agency 

and that the promulgation of the “constitution” be done simultaneously with the 

Mandate and not before.68 He explained the reasoning for his moderate stance to 

Jewish Chronicle editor Leopold Greenberg a few days later: 

You will probably agree that we could, as a matter of practical politics, not 

expect to have it all our own way, and that in any case it is unlikely that 

substantial modifications of the Order would be obtainable even if they were 

desirable in the abstract. I think, therefore, that if we make public demands 

which are not conceded the result will be merely to weaken our prestige and to 

demoralize our adherents. In these circumstances I hope that you will agree 

that at the present juncture Zionist interests require that public criticism should 

on the whole be friendly in tone and restrained in character.69 

 

It would appear that Weizmann’s agreeable view of the document was the result of his 

pragmatic understanding of the political reality which dictated a clear set of priorities: 

passage of the Mandate was paramount and nothing should be done which could 

jeopardize the formalization of this overriding British commitment to the Jewish 

National Home. Additional Zionist gains in the wording of the Order were unlikely, 

and in any event, the Mandate, once authorized by the League of Nations, would 

serve as the definitive basis of British policy. 

One of the reasons for Weizmann’s moderation was the political climate in England 

which was increasingly hostile to the Zionist cause. Several British newspapers such 

as the Morning Post, the Daily Telegraph, the Daily Express and the Daily Mail 

supported the views of the Arab Delegation. Other papers, including the Western 
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Morning News, the Glasgow Herald and the Westminster Gazette also expressed a 

critical attitude toward Zionism. After the visit of its owner, Lord Northcliffe, to 

Palestine in February, The Times also adopted an anti-Zionist position. Charges were 

made that excessive privileges were being given to the Zionists, a case in point being 

the concession to build a hydro-electric plan to the Russian Jewish engineer Pinhas 

Rutenberg without proper tender.70 The main attack however focused on the alleged 

Bolshevik character of the new Jewish settlers. Northcliffe pointed to the negative 

effects of “the recent importation of undesirable Jews, Bolshevists and others.” He 

noted repeatedly the danger of “Zionist extremists” and called for a “complete and 

public investigation of the affairs of Palestine.” The editorial in The Times of 

February 17 reflected some of the anti-Semitic overtones of this argument: 

We have strongly supported the Zionist ideal, which seemed to us to afford an 

opportunity of releasing the Jews from the ambiguous and anomalous position 

that they occupy in many countries, and of enabling them to recover a natural 

equilibrium by a progressive affirmation of their natural individuality…Yet it 

is a task of the utmost difficulty and delicacy to import into modern Palestine, 

which its quiet, easy-going Moslem and Christian population, the dreamers of 

the ghettoes of Eastern Europe. 

They come with the marks of bitter racial and party conflict upon them. They 

come with the disturbing, often with the revolutionary ideas and habits that 

they have imbibed during these later years of storm…they condemn and 

criticize, often unjustly and unfairly, with a peculiarly irritating asperity, 

everything that conflicts with their preconceived ideal…Lord Northcliffe 

rightly appeals to the numerous moderate Zionists throughout the world to 

restrain the extremists, whose activities are endangering the realization of the 

ideal.71 

 

Weizmann was invited to meet Northcliffe after the latter’s return from Palestine but 

the experience was humiliating and did not succeed in changing the Lord’s opinions.72 

He then turned to Balfour, and the two met on February 21. Weizmann was 

encouraged by the meeting and reported to the ZE that Balfour had promised to make 

a public statement in support of Zionism, and press for approval of the Mandate at the 

coming meeting of the League of Nations. Of the Mandate Balfour stated: “It is my 

child, and I won’t let it remain on the doorstep.”73 Weizmann informed Nahum 
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Sokolow and Vladimir Jabotinsky, who were on a Zionist mission to the United 

States, that in spite of the attacks in Lord Northcliffe’s newspapers against the Zionist 

enterprise and British commitments to the Jewish National Home, the British 

Government had not wavered from its position.74 

The Arab Delegation’s response was quite different. It apparently leaked the contents 

of the draft constitution to the press, which elicited from Shuckburgh an angry 

response: “It appears that the Arab Delegation has been guilty of an act of treachery 

such as renders it impossible for us to treat them any longer with the consideration we 

have shown them in the past.” He later relented after denials by the delegation and the 

newspaper in question.75 The Colonial Office released the draft on February 6 to The 

Times, which published a brief comment on the following day, and announcements in 

other papers followed.76 The Arab delegation rejected the draft constitution in a 

detailed letter on February 21. It opposed the inclusion of the Balfour Declaration in 

the Mandate and the powers given to the (Zionist) High Commissioner who would 

command a majority of the 27 votes on the Legislative Council and could disband it 

or veto any of its decisions. This was seen to be incompatible with the “grade A” 

designation assigned to the Mandate.77 

On March 2, Weizmann sent Shuckburgh a memorandum containing the Zionist 

proposal for changes to the Draft Constitution: 

The Zionist Organisation fully recognizes that it is neither possible nor 

desirable to exclude the people of Palestine from participation in the 

management of their own affairs… It is, on the other hand, of paramount 

importance that the development of self-governing institutions should not be 

allowed to obstruct the establishment of the Jewish national home…. 

On the assumption that the powers and constitution of the Legislative Council 

remain as at present proposed, it is still probable that in resisting any attempt 

to nullify the Zionist provisions of the Mandate, the Government will usually 

command a sufficient, though a precarious majority…. 

On the other hand, except in so far as certain of the provisions of the Mandate 

are reproduced in the Order, there is nothing to prevent the Legislative 
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Council from passing Ordinances inconsistent with the Mandate, even though 

such Ordinances are certain to be disallowed. Repeated conflicts between the 

home authorities and a partially representative local legislature will inevitably 

prove embarrassing…. 

It is therefore suggested that the provisions of the Mandate as a whole should 

themselves form an integral part of the Constitution of Palestine….78 

 

Weizmann’s political sensitivity and pragmatic approach are again evident in the 

wording. Rather than opposing the involvement of Arabs in local self-government 

which could invite principled criticism, the memorandum asked the British 

Government to ensure that the constitution conform with Britain’s overall policy for 

Palestine – the Draft Mandate. 

Some other Zionists, especially Jabotinsky, were not convinced. He suggested a 

council composed of British officials, locally elected Arabs, locally elected local Jews 

and local representatives of the Jewish People to be chosen by the Zionist 

Organization. The ratio of Jews to Arabs was to be based on the proportion of the 

Zionist expenditure in Palestine to the Government’s budget since 1918, which 

Jabotinsky reckoned at approximately 25%. Thus, if there were to be 24 British and 

Arab deputies, there should be 6 Jewish ones. Two additional demands were made 

that were expected to increase the proportion of Jewish voters: women were to be 

allowed to vote and all potential voters would have to pass a literacy test before they 

could exercise their right. In a revealing sentence, Jabotinsky stated: “I have no doubt 

that these demands will be resisted, but we can fight for them without clashing against 

any democratic principle: and I still believe that the more you plausibly demand, the 

larger the margin of concession you leave to yourself, the more you ultimately get.”79 

These contrasting views characterized the difference between the two men and the 

schools of thought that they represented. While both advocated negotiation and 

debate, Weizmann continued to pursue politics as the “art of the possible” while 

Jabotinsky seems to have followed the dictum “catch as catch can.” 

In any event, the draft went through various changes until its publication as an Order-

in-Council on August 10, 1922. In the final version, the Legislative Council was to be 
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composed of 10 official and 12 elected members, of whom at least two would be 

Christian and at least two Jewish.80 

It would appear that Weizmann’s moderation and “carefully nurtured” relationship 

with John Shuckburgh paid off. The latter updated Weizmann regarding the Arab 

Delegation’s demands and asked for his opinions on appropriate Colonial Office 

responses.81 On March 1, even before the official Zionist response to the draft 

constitution was dispatched, the Colonial Office replied to the Arab Delegation’s 

letter of February 21. The British Government had “no intention of repudiating the 

obligations into which they have entered towards the Jewish people.” Churchill could 

not “discuss the future of Palestine upon any other basis than that of the letter 

addressed by the Right Honourable A. J. Balfour to Lord Rothschild on the 2nd 

November, 1917, commonly known as the ‘Balfour Declaration.’” Furthermore, he 

could not regard the Delegation as officially representing the people of Palestine, 

certainly not the Jewish part of it. Immigration was a matter of prime concern. The 

letter quoted Samuel’s speech of June 3, 1921 which noted that of those Jews 

scattered throughout the world “some amongst them, within the limits fixed by the 

numbers and interests of the present population, should come to Palestine…” That 

said, it was proposed that an immigration board, representative of all classes, would 

be created in order to advise the High Commissioner. Irreconcilable differences would 

be referred to the British Government in London.82 

The Arab Delegation’s reply on March 16 elicited a pessimistic response from 

Shuckburgh: “Their reply carries us no further. It is in fact a repetition of their old 

demand for a recission [sic] of the Balfour Declaration. They have in fact not moved 

an inch forward since their arrival in England last August, and I haven’t the least hope 

any amount of argument will move them from this position.”83 However, in order to 

delay the return of the delegation until after what was feared to be the riot-prone 
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Easter season, it was decided to prolong discussion until the danger had passed, after 

which the government would suspend contact.84 

Thus, by March 1922 it was clear that the efforts to win from the Palestine Arab 

Delegation some acceptance of the Jewish National Home had failed. Moreover, the 

attempt to ratify the Draft Mandate at the League of Nations Council meeting held 

from May 11-17 was impeded by opposition from the body’s Catholic members and 

the debate was ultimately put off until the next sitting in the summer of 1922. To 

make matters worse, the position of Zionism in public opinion had been considerably 

compromised at precisely the moment when British policy in Palestine was about to 

be debated in Parliament. This constellation afforded Hebert Samuel, who arrived in 

England in early May, a unique opportunity to press home the policy that he had been 

advocating since his first visit to Palestine in the spring of 1920. His approach had 

been rejected at the conference convened in Balfour’s home back in July 1921 but 

now that the ratification of the Mandate seemed so close to realization and the Zionist 

freedom of action was severely limited, it appeared that it might be possible to 

leverage the situation in order to win Zionist consent to his new policy.85  

This was expressed in a statement written by Shuckburgh and Samuel, and signed by 

Churchill, that came to be known as “Churchill Memorandum.”86 The essence of the 

policy was a dual commitment: to the well-being of the Arab population of Palestine 

as well as to the continued development of the Jewish National Home. The goal in 

mind was not to create a “wholly Jewish Palestine.” The country was not to be 

transformed in its entirety into a Jewish National Home, but such an entity would be 

created in Palestine. Immigration would be limited by the economic capacity of the 

country to absorb new immigrants. However, it was emphasized that the Jews were in 

Palestine by right and not on sufferance, and the Jewish National Home would 

continue to develop. An elected Legislative Council was to be established to represent 
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the local population. Samuel’s overall view was that with fair treatment and good 

will, Jews and Arabs could live together peaceably in Palestine: 

The Secretary of State believes that a policy upon these lines, coupled with the 

maintenance of the fullest religious liberty in Palestine and with scrupulous 

regard for the rights of each community with reference to its Holy Places, 

cannot but commend itself to the various sections of the population, and that 

upon this basis may be built up that a spirit of cooperation upon which the 

future progress and prosperity of the Holy Land must largely depend.87 

 

An advance copy of the memorandum was conveyed confidentially to Weizmann on 

May 27 and to the Arab Delegation on May 30. On June 3, a letter was sent to the 

parties with the polite but nonetheless unmistakable ultimatum that each express its 

agreement to conform with the new policy.88 In one of the clearest presentations of 

the Palestinian Arab case, the Arab Delegation rejected the document outright.89 

After receiving the draft, Weizmann met with Samuel in an effort to effect changes in 

the wording of the memorandum, especially the deletion of the sentence which 

criticized the statement that “Palestine should be as Jewish as England is English.” 

However, Samuel rejected any alterations and Weizmann concluded that the Zionist 

Organization had no alternative but to accept the memorandum as it stood.90 Upon 

receiving the letter of June 3, Weizmann informed Shuckburgh that the Colonial 

Office would receive a positive answer from the Zionist Organization. Shuckburgh 

wrote to Samuel of Weizmann: “He was on the whole in good spirits, and is taking his 

basin of gruel with a better grace than I expected.”91 

Weizmann’s initial reaction emphasized the document’s positive side: 

It is perhaps not exactly what we want but considering the great difficulties of 

the situation it is a satisfactory document. It might depress some of our exalted 

friends but on the whole it will be accepted loyally. In this document explicit 

recognition is given to the Z.O. as the Jewish Agency and so the Government 

has definitely committed itself to this course.92 
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Given the situation, Weizmann saw little need to deliberate extensively over the mater 

in the ZE. At the meeting of June 9th he went so far as to claim that the statement “did 

not represent any alteration of policy, and in the present circumstances they could 

only accept it.” A serious delay in responding could jeopardize the ratification of the 

Mandate. Ultimately, it was decided to convene a special meeting of the ZE together 

with the executive of the Actions Committee (AC), Dr. Arthur Hantke, Rabbi Dr. 

Hirsch Chajes and Robert Stricker, on June 18.93 Jabotinsky, who had just returned 

from the United States, also participated. At the conference, Weizmann explained that 

the Zionist response had to be given the next day in light of the debate on the Britain’s 

policy in Palestine that was scheduled to take place in the House of Lords some ten 

days hence. A postponement of the decision would have an effect on the debate and 

perhaps even put the Mandate at risk. The dominant feeling, shared even by 

Jabotinsky, was that the memorandum was a bitter pill that had to be swallowed.94 A 

special committee was formed and by the next morning an assurance that the 

activities of the Zionist Organization would comply with the new statement of policy 

had been formulated, passed and delivered to the Colonial Office.95 Despite the fact 

that the statement would “be interpreted by the Jewish World as a whittling down of 

the Balfour Declaration,” Weizmann explained to Deedes that he had agreed “under 

the adverse circumstances.” However, no additional concessions would be 

forthcoming from the Zionist Organization.96 The statement of policy, which became 

known as the Churchill Memorandum, appended by the government’s correspondence 

with the Palestine Arab Delegation and the Zionist Organization, was submitted to 

Parliament in the form of a White Paper (the Churchill White Paper) on July 1, 

1922.97 
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Karlsbad vom 1. bis 14. September 1921 (Berlin: Jüdischer Verlag, 1922), 803. 
94 Report of the Meeting, 18.6.1922, CZA KH 1/306; Friesel, Zionist Policy, 305-306. 
95 Weizmann to Under-Secretary of State, 18.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 117-118. 
96 Weizmann to Wyndham Deedes, 29.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 126. 
97 Secretary of State for the Colonies to the High Commissioner for Palestine, Cable, 29.6.1922, Copy 

in WA. 
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These “adverse circumstances” were evident in the debate which took place on June 

21 in House of Lords, to which Balfour had recently been elevated.98 Lord Islington, a 

Liberal Peer, moved that the Mandate in its present form was unacceptable as it 

violated earlier British pledges given to the Arabs of Palestine and ran against their 

sentiments and wishes. He claimed that 

The Zionist Home must, and does, mean the predominance of political power 

on the part of the Jewish community in a country where the population is 

preponderantly non-Jewish…. The scheme of a Zionist Home must, and does, 

entail direct Jewish bias as against the people of the country, who are mainly 

Arabs and Mahomedans. And it not merely introduces this influence by 

utilising the Jewish forces within the territory of Palestine, but it brings about 

this influence by importing into the country extraneous and alien Jews from 

other parts of the world, in order to make that predominance effective.99 

 

Lord Sydenham declared that 

Palestinians would never have objected to the establishment of more colonies 

of well-selected Jews; but, instead of that, we have dumped down 25,000 

promiscuous people on the shores of Palestine, many of them quite unsuited 

for colonising purposes, and some of them Bolsheviks, who have already 

shown the most sinister activity. The Arabs would have kept the Holy Land 

clear from Bolshevism.... The Mandate as it stands will undoubtedly, in time, 

transfer the control of the Holy Land to New York, Berlin, London, Frankfurt 

and other places. The strings will not be pulled from Palestine; they will be 

pulled from foreign capitals; and for everything that happens while this 

transference of power is going on we shall be responsible.100 

 

Balfour, in his maiden speech in the House of Lords, focused on the principle reason 

for a Jewish National Home: 

Do not your Lordships think that if Christendom, not oblivious of all the 

wrong it has done, can give a chance, without injury to others, to this race of 

showing whether it can organise a culture in a Home where it will be secured 

from oppression, that it is not well to say, if we can do it, that we will do it. 

And, if we can do it, should we not be doing something material to wash out 

an ancient stain upon our own civilisation if we absorb the Jewish race in 

friendly and effective fashion in those countries in which they are the citizens? 

We should then have given them what every other nation has, some place, 

some local habitation, where they can develop the culture and the traditions 

which are peculiarly their own.101 

                                                 
98 Balfour was elevated to the House of Lords on May 5, 1922. See The London Gazette, 5.5.1922. 
99 50 Parl. Deb. H.L. (5th ser.) (1922) cols. 994, 998-999. 
100 Ibid., cols. 1022, 1025. 
101 Ibid., col. 1018. 
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This reasoning was apparently not very convincing, and the House resolved, 60 to 29, 

that the Mandate was not acceptable on the grounds that it violated former promises to 

the Arabs.102 

The vote caused considerable consternation in both the Colonial Office and in the 

Zionist Organization. Hubert Young at the Middle East Department warned Churchill 

that the vote “encouraged the Arab Delegation to persist in their obstinate attitude” 

and unless the resolution of the Lords could be “signally overruled” by the Commons, 

it would be impossible to fulfill Britain’s promises to the Jews.103 Weizmann 

considered the significance of the decision and the best possible course of action: 

The decision of the House of Lords may be from a legal point of view a small 

matter and the Government may ignore it, but morally it is a tremendous blow 

which has had its repercussions already in Palestine, France, Italy and 

America. In Palestine this encouragement to the Arabs can mean only one 

thing – further trouble, weakening of Samuel’s fibre, and encouraging 

violence. I don’t think we have the right to watch events quietly and leave it 

simply to the parliamentary machine to counteract the impression created by 

the decision in the Lords…. I feel that it would be an excellent thing if the 

Parliamentary Committee headed by Cecil104 and Gore105 would take some 

action during this week and explain to Members what the real position in 

Palestine is, and dispel the falsehood and calumnies which have been levelled 

against us during the past months. Whatever the Zionist Organization does is, 

of course, heavily discounted and considered as mere propaganda. I think is up 

to our friends at present to do something.106 

 

Weizmann wrote in a similar vein to William Ormsby-Gore, the Under-Secretary of 

State at the Colonial Office and one of the early supporters of a national home for the 

Jewish people.107 David Eder in Jerusalem was instructed to arrange that “as many 

representative Jewish organizations as possible, especially Rabbinate and religious 

bodies, should telegraph demanding approval [of] Mandate [to] Prime Minister, 

                                                 
102 Ibid., col. 1033; See Gilbert, Churchill and the Jews, 76-77. 
103 Young to Churchill, 22.6.1922, NA CO 733/22. 
104 Lord Robert Cecil 
105 Major William Ormsby-Gore 
106 Weizmann to Mond, 26.6.1922, WL, vol. 11,122-123. 
107 Weizmann to Ormsby-Gore, 26.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 123. Ormsby-Gore to Weizmann, 20.2.1919, 

CZA Z4/16008. William Ormsby-Gore, a Zionist sympathizer, was a Conservative Member of 

Parliament and Under Secretary of State throughout the 1920s, serving as Colonial Secretary in from 

1936 to 1938. At the Peace Conference he served as the liaison between the British and Zionist 

delegations. 
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Colonial Secretary, at once, and League [of] Nations about 4th July, telegraphing also 

copies for publication.”108 

The matter was taken up again in the House of Commons on July 4. Sir William 

Joynson-Hicks led the attack: the Balfour Declaration was inconsistent with earlier 

commitments to the Arabs, Samuel was unsuitable to the position of High 

Commissioner due to his support of Zionism, the Rutenberg scheme for producing 

electricity in Palestine ought not to be implemented and the Mandate in its present 

form should not be submitted to the League of Nations.109 In what his colleague 

H.A.L. Fisher has described as “a brilliant speech,” Winston Churchill berated those 

Members of Parliament who had supported the Balfour Declaration during the war but 

now attacked the government’s policies. He went on to defend the Rutenberg 

concession and the government’s financial expenditures, and announced that the vote 

would be considered a vote of confidence in the government. 

I am bound to ask the Committee to take the vote which is about to be given as 

a vote of confidence, because we cannot carry out our pledges to the Zionists, 

with which the House is fully familiar, unless we are permitted to use Jews, 

and use Jews freely, within what limits are proper, to develop new sources of 

wealth in Palestine…. This vote may have a serious result in Palestine. It 

might lead to violent disturbances, and though we consider ourselves properly 

equipped to deal with such disturbances, and have every intention of putting 

them down with a firm hand, a vote like this, unless dealt with by the House of 

Commons, might lead to distress and bloodshed. We are doing our best to 

carry out the pledges as entered into both to the Jews and the Arabs. We are 

doing our best to develop the resources of Palestine in order to recoup the 

expenditure made by this country. The year before last we were faced with a 

cost of £8,000,000: last year it cost £4,000,000: this year it was estimated at a 

cost of £2,000,000. I had long talks with Sir Herbert Samuel while he was 

over here. He promised me that next year it will not be more than £1,500,000, 

and the year after that only £1,000,000. 

This is a great reduction in four years of administration—from £8,000,000 to 

£1,000,000. I say that Palestine is all the more important to us in view of what 

is happening, in view of the ever-growing significance to the British Empire of 

the Suez Canal; and I do not think £1,000,000 a year, even if further 

reductions cannot be obtained – and I do not admit that no further reductions 

can be obtained – would be too much for Great Britain to pay for the control 

and guardianship of this great historic land, and for keeping the word she has 

given before all the nations of the world.110 

                                                 
108 Telegram, Weizmann to David Eder, 27.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 124. 
109 156 Parl. Deb. H.C. (5th ser.) (1922) cols. 292-307.  
110 Ibid., cols. 327-341; Diary entry, 4.7.1922, H.A.L. Fisher Papers; See Gilbert, Churchill and the 

Jews, 78-84. Michael Cohen observes that the Churchill’s speech “like all of his public declarations 
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The ultimate result was a resounding endorsement of the government’s policy, 292 to 

35.111 The next day, Churchill telegraphed the Chief Secretary of the Palestine 

Administration, Sir Wyndham Deedes, that “every effort will be made to get terms of 

mandate approved by Council of League of Nations at forthcoming session and policy 

will be vigorously pursued.”112 Weizmann lobbied almost endlessly to win the support 

of several countries including Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, France, Italy and Spain.113 

Indeed, the Mandate was submitted to the League of Nations and finally ratified on 

July 24, 1922.114 In August, the Palestine Order-in-Council was publicized. 

This was essentially the Lloyd George government’s last pronouncement on Palestine. 

The government was brought down on October 19, and thus in one fell swoop 

Weizmann lost his primary support in government. 

In retrospect, the Weizmannist orientation of the Zionist Organization can be credited 

with many of the movement’s early political successes. The pragmatic focus on 

essential and achievable goals, the willingness to compromise on secondary issues, 

the preference for discourse and negotiation over threats and ultimatums, the 

construction of a vision of Anglo-Zionist partnership based on common interests and 

the recruitment of supporters within government circles to realize this vision – all 

these served the Zionist Organization well in soliciting the support of British 

statesmen for the creation of a Jewish National Home in Palestine, which manifested 

itself in the adoption of the Mandate for Palestine. In contrast, the Palestinian Arab 

case, despite its merits and growing support in the English press, was represented in a 

manner that left little room for negotiation or compromise. As opposed to the Zionist 

success in winning the support, ideological or pragmatic, of key British leaders, the 

Arab stance undoubtedly alienated those British officials who sought a solution that 

would satisfy, at least in part, the interests and demands of both parties in Palestine. 

The British policy change of the early 1920s did not shake Weizmann’s confidence in 

Great Britain, at least outwardly. He informed the 13th Zionist Congress on August 

                                                 
since the previous July, revealed a preoccupation with Britain’s wartime pledges, rather than any 

understanding of, or belief in the Zionist idea.” Cohen, Churchill and the Jews, 144. Cv. Gilbert’s 

assessment (p. 85): “With Churchill’s active and persistent support, the establishment of a Jewish 

National Home in Palestine had become a reality.” 
111 156 Parl. Deb. H.C. (5th ser.) (1922) cols. 342-343. 
112 Telegram, Churchill to Deedes, 5.7.1922, quoted in Gilbert, Winston S. Churchill, vol. 4, 659-660. 
113 See Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 392-393. 
114 Stoyanovsky, The Mandate for Palestine, 30-33. 
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15, 1923 that: “Our relations with the Mandatory Power can only be those of mutual 

confidence, based upon unqualified good faith on both sides. The cornerstone of our 

policy must be honest and whole-hearted cooperation with His Britannic Majesty’s 

Government.”115 This was not to suggest that the ZE would not press the British for a 

fuller implementation of Zionist demands: 

It is incumbent upon us to safeguard the Jewish position in Palestine with 

unremitting vigilance and to take every appropriate opportunity of urging our 

legitimate demands. With regard to immigration, to land settlement, and to the 

Hebrew schools – to take but three examples – we have repeatedly felt obliged 

to make representations to the Mandatory Government, and we shall continue 

to make such representations on these and other matters whenever there are 

grievances to be redressed. We have done so, and shall continue to do so, in 

the firm conviction that the intention of the Mandatory Power is to do us 

justice, and with the knowledge that the more vigorous our own efforts in 

Palestine, the larger our own achievements, the more attentive will be the 

hearing we shall receive.116 

 

Weizmann’s view seemed to be supported by the events of the previous month. 

Stanley Baldwin had replaced the ailing Andrew Bonar Law as Prime Minister on 

May 23, 1923 and on June 27 appointed a Cabinet sub-committee to investigate 

British policy in Palestine, which had come under considerable attack in the press and 

the House of Lords, and was a source of considerable pessimism among British 

officials, even those who had expressed sympathy toward Zionist aspirations.117 The 

purpose of the committee was “to examine Palestine policy afresh and to advise the 

full Cabinet whether Britain should remain in Palestine and whether, if she remained, 

the pro-Zionist policy should be continued.”118 Though chaired by the Duke of 

Devonshire, the Colonial Secretary, the committee was influenced most by the 

veteran Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon. The committee deliberated for a month 

before delivering its report on July 27.119 

During this period, agitation against Britain’s policy of supporting the Jewish 

National Home continued in both houses of Parliament. In the House of Lords, 

                                                 
115 Chaim Weizmann, “Perpetual Protest a Barren Policy,” WP, vol. 1, 400. 
116 Ibid., 400-401. 
117 Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 146-149; Evyatar Friesel, “British Officials,” 194-210. 
118 Minutes of the Cabinet, 23.6.1923, NA CAB 23/46, and T160/44; Cohen, Britain’s Moment in 

Palestine, 149. 
119 Cabinet Committee on Palestine, “The Future of Palestine,” 27.7.1923, CP 351 (23), NA CAB 

24/161, also in T160/44 and CO 733/58. 



 

46 

  

Islington led the attack on June 26.120 In the Commons, a petition was signed a month 

later by 110 Conservative MPs demanding that the “DEFINITE pledges to the 

Palestine Arabs be fulfilled,” and that the form of government in Palestine be in 

accordance with the wishes of the entire population, with its overwhelming Arab 

majority. The petition went on to state that “To impose on an unwilling people…the 

Dominating Influence of another race is a violation of natural rights.”121 A third Arab 

Delegation arrived in London at this time and sought a meeting with the committee, 

but this was denied on the grounds that the latter was not hearing oral evidence.122 

Weizmann was informed by Ormsby-Gore, probably at their meeting on June 29 

(together with Shuckburgh), that a Cabinet Committee was considering “certain 

aspects of the situation in Palestine.” In a letter to Ormsby-Gore on July 2, Weizmann 

requested that Joseph Cowen and Leonard Stein be notified in the event of any 

unexpected developments since he was leaving for Switzerland the next day.123 

However, from a letter written to Samuel the same day, it is clear that Weizmann did 

not understand the importance of the committee’s investigation: “I do not know the 

scope of the Committee’s enquiry, but I am confident that the Zionist case will be 

fully stated, and I need hardly say that if any information bearing on our activities is 

required or is likely to be useful, it will be most readily supplied.”124 He apprised 

Sokolow of the situation: “Regarding the Cabinet Committee for Palestine: in regard 

to this too I received a formal assurance that everything was in order, and that in case 

of anything going wrong I would be summoned immediately by the Colonial 

[Office].”125 

In Weizmann’s absence from London, the High Commissioner was invited to a 

meeting with the ZE on July 13 at which he tried to allay Zionist concerns. Sokolow 

asked if the scope of the Cabinet Committee was to be extended and whether 

                                                 
120 54 Parl. Deb. H.L. (5th ser.) (1923) cols. 654-682. 
121 “Petition by Members of the House of Commons,” 26.7.1923, CP 60 (23) NA CO 733/58 and CAB 

24/158; See Huneidi, A Broken Trust, 73. 
122 The first Arab Delegation had visited London from the summer of 1921 until the ratification of the 

Mandate by the League of Nations, and the second had arrived in December 1922. See Huneidi, A 

Broken Trust, 53-54, 65, 73; regarding the rejection of the Third Delegation’s request see Minute by 

Shuckburgh, 27.6.1923, NA CO 733/58. 
123 Weizmann to Ormsby-Gore, 2.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 336-337; Weizmann to Ormsby-Gore (second 

letter of the same date), 2.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 337. Cohen contends that Weizmann learned of the 

committee on the eve of the debate on the report, but this appears to be erroneous. See Cohen, Britain’s 

Moment in Palestine, 149. 
124 Weizmann to Herbert Samuel, 2.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 338. 
125 Weizmann to Sokolow, 4.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 340. 
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witnesses would be called to testify. He also noted the rumor that there might be a 

new White Paper. While he could not say what the committee would do, Samuel did 

not share “the perturbation” felt by others regarding the committee’s deliberations. 

When asked by Cowen whether there would be any further concession to the Arabs, 

Samuel responded that he couldn’t say, but there was no ground for alarm. Cowen 

pressed on: “…if a further concession is to be made, where shall we be?” Samuel 

responded that he could not say anything on that. Cowen asked if Samuel was 

advising the British Government to make further concessions to the Arabs, to which 

Samuel answered that he could not say what advice he was giving, however he had 

not proposed or advised any concessions.126 

In fact, the ZE had inside information that contradicted the High Commissioner’s 

calming remarks. Meinertzhagen had been leaking information on the Cabinet 

Committee’s deliberations to Leonard Stein, the Political Secretary of the Zionist 

Organization, apparently to the effect that the committee had proposed the creation of 

an Arab Agency as a counterweight to the Jewish Agency, and that Samuel was 

suggesting a new White Paper on the subject.127 Cowen urged Weizmann to return to 

London immediately and appear before the Cabinet Committee, but Weizmann 

refused.128 Stein and Sokolow continued to press Weizmann to return but it took 

almost a fortnight to convince him. He returned to London only on July 24.129 

Weizmann lost no time in initiating consultations with Samuel, Sir Alfred Mond,130 

Meinertzhagen, Lord Robert Cecil131 and Shuckburgh. It appears that only on his 

return did Weizmann grasp the severity of the situation; that despite the assurances on 

the part of Samuel and the Colonial Office, the government was in fact reconsidering 

its policy on Palestine. Valuable time had been lost, and Weizmann’s meeting with 

Shuckburgh on July 25 and letter to the Duke of Devonshire the next day came 

                                                 
126 Minutes of the ZE, 3.7.1923 and 13.7.1923, CZA Z4/302/8. 
127 Huneidi, A Broken Trust, 74; Bernard Wasserstein, Explanatory Note to Letter 403, WL, vol. 11, 

343; Mark Cocker, Richard Meinertzhagen: Soldier, Scientist and Spy (London: Secker and Warburg, 

1989), 152-155; see file CZA A18/43/11. 
128 Telegram, Cowen to Weizmann, 14.7.1923, WA; Telegram, Weizmann to Sokolow and Stein, 

17.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 343. 
129 Weizmann to Sokolow, 21.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 344; Sokolow to Weizmann, 22.7.1923, WA; 

Weizmann to Sokolow, 22.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 344; Sokolow to Weizmann, 23.7.1923, WA; Stein to 

Deedes, 24.7.1923, CZA Z4/16060; Weizmann to Deedes, 23.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 344. 
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Lord Melchett, London: Martin Secker, 1933. 
131 Then Lord Privy Seal, essentially a Minister without Portfolio in the government. 
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virtually at the eleventh hour. Not surprisingly, Shuckburgh reported in a secret 

minute that Weizmann had been “in great state of agitation” over the Cabinet 

Committee’s intention to propose “fresh concessions to the Arabs,” which he felt 

would “further whittle down the Balfour Declaration and the privileges of Jews in 

Palestine.” He went on: “If this apprehension was fulfilled it would have the effect of 

breaking up the Zionist Organization and killing Zionist activity in Palestine.” 

Shuckburgh noted that Weizmann “would feel bound to resign his position and there 

would be no one who could adequately fill his place.”132 

Weizmann’s letter to the Colonial Secretary was an attempt to counter the arguments 

being raised against Britain’s mandatory policy in Palestine. The Jewish Agency 

described in Article 4 of the Mandate was not intended to participate in the general 

administration of Palestine but was necessary in order to mobilize the resources of 

world Jewry on behalf of the enterprise in Palestine. Jewish immigration, guaranteed 

in the Mandate, had already been limited in the Churchill White Paper according to 

the principle of the capacity of the country to absorb new arrivals. A blow to either 

the Jewish Agency or Jewish immigration beyond the White Paper policy would have 

disastrous results for recruiting Jewish financial support. “A fresh re-adjustment, and 

a re-adjustment involving the abandonment of vital principals, would be a shattering 

blow which might well prove fatal.”133 

Weizmann also turned to his reliable supporter, Lord Balfour. The two met in an 

English seaside town on July 27 and Weizmann wrote on the morrow: 

On return from Sheringham I have heard that the petition to the Cabinet is a 

more serious matter than we have thought. It is signed by a very great number 

of M.P.s (not Peers), and it may certainly make an impression on the Prime 

Minister. The document is full of the usual Arab propaganda…I feel that we 

have reached now a very serious crisis, and once more I can only turn to you 

with the hearty request that you may possibly say something to the Prime 

Minister.134 

 

                                                 
132 Shuckburgh to the Secretary of State (Devonshire), Secret Minute, 25.7.1923, NA CO 733/54; 

Huneidi, A Broken Trust, 74; Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 149-150. Cohen’s explanation of 

Weizmann’s conduct (“He reacted in a characteristically hysterical fashion.”) fails to capture the sense 

of urgency and perhaps betrayal that Weizmann must have felt at that moment. 
133 Weizmann to Devonshire, 26.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 345-350. 
134 Weizmann to Balfour, 28.7.1923, WL, vol. 11, 350-35l. 



 

49 

  

Balfour did indeed intervene with Ormsby-Gore, reporting Weizmann’s concerns 

about the institution of a fixed quota for Jewish immigration.135 

By this time, the Committee had delivered its report, entitled “The Future of 

Palestine.”136 Samuel was the sole external witness to give testimony. Responding to 

claims that Britain had reneged on prior pledges to the Arabs, the committee stated 

that “Broadly speaking, we can claim with justice to be innocent of any conscious 

breach of faith either to the Arabs or to anyone else.” It also concluded that “it is no 

longer pertinent to discuss the policy of the original Declaration of 1917,” since that 

had become the accepted policy of the British Government and had been embodied in 

various agreements such as the Treaty of Sèvres and the Mandate for Palestine, which 

had been approved by the League of Nations. Moreover, this policy had served as the 

basis for cooperation with the Zionist Organization and the raising of “very large 

sums of Jewish money.” A retreat from this policy would involve “a substantial 

sacrifice of consistency and self-respect, if not of honour,” which the committee was 

not willing to make. A reversal of policy would have other effects: Britain would have 

to give up the Mandate and another country, perhaps France or Italy, would step in 

very quickly, with “injurious” results for British and Palestinian interests. If no other 

country chose to get involved and the Palestinian Arabs were left on their own, 

Turkey would return, with even more disastrous effects. Neither option was 

acceptable since none of the committee members could “contemplate with equanimity 

the installation in Palestine of another Power,” despite the fact that Palestine’s 

strategical value was not highly regarded by the military.137  

The report moved on to an analysis of the situation in Palestine. “Exaggerated 

pretensions” on the part of the Zionists in the past had “badly frightened” the Arabs. 

However, during the past year “Zionist leaders have greatly modified both their 

claims and their language, and their acceptance of the policy laid down by the late 

Government in the White Paper of June 1922 has, we believe, been sincere and 

                                                 
135 Balfour to Ormsy-Gore, 30.7.1923, Scottish Record Office, Balfour Papers, Pouch 9.  
136 Cabinet Committee on Palestine, “The Future of Palestine,” 27.7.1923, CP 351 (23), NA CAB 

24/161, also in T160/44 and CO 733/58. The report was drafted by Curzon and approved by Samuel 

and Ormsby-Gore, Note by Shuckburgh, 26.7.1923, NA CO 733/54/454. See Wasserstein, The British 
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137 See the detailed discussion of Palestine’s strategic value to Britain in Cohen, Britain’s Moment in 

Palestine, 150-155. 
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ungrudging.” On the other hand, agitation in Britain as well as the change in 

government, 

…have led the Arabs to think that a complete reversal of policy is still 

possible, and that by refusing all compromise, perhaps even by organizing 

some form of passive resistance, they may induce His Majesty’s Government, 

if not to abandon the Mandate, at least to give to Palestine a full measure of 

self-government which they could utilize to obtain a complete ascendancy 

over the numerically small minority of Jews. 

 

 It was thus necessary to take action to prevent this agitation from gaining further 

momentum. 

Therefore, the government should try to meet those Arab grievances which had merit, 

without breaking faith with the Zionists (“those to whom we are deeply and 

honourably pledged”). The primary Arab complaint, as understood by the committee, 

was the preferential treatment that the British extended to the Jewish community in 

Palestine, appointing a Jewish High Commissioner, establishing a Jewish Agency, 

facilitating large-scale Jewish immigration and encouraging Jewish enterprises such 

as the Rutenberg Concession, all at the expense of the Arab population. The terms of 

the Mandate itself, specifically Articles 2, 4 and 6, seemed to include irreconcilable 

commitments: the creation of Jewish privileges with the maintenance of Arab rights. 

Since attempts at involving the Arabs through a Legislative Council or Advisory 

Council had failed, the committee proposed to establish an Arab Agency “that would 

occupy a position exactly analogous to that accorded to the Jewish Agency under the 

terms of the Mandate.” This body would also be consulted regarding immigration in 

order to ensure that the “rights and position of other sections of the population are not 

prejudiced” as stipulated in Article 6 of the Mandate. This would be done by giving 

the Arab Agency the functions assigned in the Palestine Order-in-Council of 1922 to 

the Legislative Council for participating in a committee with which the High 

Commissioner would confer regarding the regulation of immigration. The new agency 

would also be consulted regarding public works. The Arab Agency would be 

appointed by the High Commissioner in a manner which would be representative of 

all sections of Arab opinion. 

The Zionists would be asked to give their consent to this measure. The reasoning 

behind this betrayed an additional justification for continuing the Mandate policy: 
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We must do nothing that could be interpreted by them as a breach of faith and 

we do not want to staunch the flow of subscriptions from the Jewish world 

which are still essential for the material prosperity, perhaps even for the 

continued existence, of their colonies in Palestine, and secondarily for the 

future development of Palestine as a whole.138 

 

As far as the Arabs were concerned, the proposal would only be carried out as part of 

an agreed final settlement by Arab representative organizations and leaders to end the 

“agitation” in Palestine and abroad. Should the Jews and Arabs in Palestine accept the 

plan, it could in the future be incorporated into the Mandate itself. 

The report was approved by Cabinet on July 31 with the single amendment that for 

the purpose of the immigration committee stipulated in the Palestine Order-in-

Council, the Jewish Agency, which had not been noted in the report in this context, 

would have an identical position to the Arab Agency. Certain consultations would 

have to take place before moving ahead with any amendment of the Mandate. An 

announcement of the Government’s policy should be made by the High 

Commissioner only after his return to Palestine in September and authorization to this 

effect should be prepared by the Colonial Secretary. The Colonial Secretary should 

also try to convince British supporters of the “Arab Nationalists in Palestine” to use 

their influence to secure the latter’s cooperation with the Government’s policy. 

Weizmann’s arguments figure prominently in the Cabinet Committee’s report. It was 

agreed that Britain had a moral responsibility to stand by its commitments, which 

were a necessary condition for Zionist and Jewish investment in Palestine.139 

Moreover, the Zionist leadership under Weizmann was clearly perceived as a 

responsible partner that had done and would continue to do its share in trying to bring 

about civil relations between Arabs and Jews. The danger of a policy reversal was 

                                                 
138 See the analysis of this issue in Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 155-157. 
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ethical stature for the British Empire. Weizmann was able to do this despite the fact that the Committee 

of Imperial Defence had decided that Palestine was of no strategic importance to the British Empire. 

Moreover, from the point of British interests, it was becoming evident that adopting a pro-Zionist 

policy would serve no purpose other than overloading the British taxpayer with expenses, at the cost of 

funds needed at home. Weizmann’s ‘moral argument’ was vigorously defended by the Middle East 

Department during the crises of 1922-3.” 
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averted. The Weizmannist emphasis on continued dialogue and cooperation with 

Britain had paid off once again. 

In accordance with the Cabinet’s decision, the Colonial Secretary authorized the High 

Commissioner on October 4, 1923 to approach representatives of the Arabs in 

Palestine and to invite them to accept the British proposal of an Arab Agency. The 

Colonial Secretary would contact the Zionists directly for their approval. Samuel 

convened a meeting of 26 Palestinian Arab notables on October 11, but after briefly 

discussing the British suggestion, the assembly, led by Musa Kazim al-Husseini, 

unanimously declined the offer, “which would not satisfy the aspirations of the Arab 

people.” Musa Kazim went on to explain that: “…the Arabs, having never recognized 

the status of Jewish Agency, have no desire for the establishment of an Arab Agency 

on the same basis.” Samuel relayed the message to the Colonial Office, which 

concluded that “In these circumstances, as all their proposals for closer association of 

Arabs with administration have been rejected, His Majesty’s Government have no 

alternative but to continue to administer the country in conformity with their 

undertakings, even though they have to forego the assistance that they had hoped to 

obtain from Arab community.”140 

Weizmann was informed in general terms of the Arab Agency proposal by the High 

Commissioner in September, when the two met where Weizmann was vacationing in 

Merano, Italy. Samuel reassured Weizmann that the Arabs “would certainly turn it 

down.” On September 25, Ormsby-Gore told Joseph Cowen who was chairing the ZE 

in London during Weizmann’s absence, of the possible intention to create this agency. 

Cowen promised the Colonial Office that the matter would be kept confidential and 

thus no official statement was issued at the time. On October 11, Cowen was given 

official notice by Shuckburgh, who added that Samuel was presenting a similar 

document to the Arabs in Palestine simultaneously. After the proposal’s rejection by 

the Arabs, the ZE decided to pursue the matter, both with the Colonial Office and at a 

special meeting of the AC. This was expressed in an official Zionist communique, 

authorized by Shuckburgh, on October 12.141 

                                                 
140 Palestine: Proposed Formation of an Arab Agency, November 1923, Cmd. 1989, 1-12 (hereafter 

Cmd. 1989). See Wasserstein, The British in Palestine, 129-130. 
141 Minutes of the ZE, 26.9.1923, 9.10.1923, 12.10.1923, 16.10.1923, 23.10.1923 CZA Z4/302/9. The 

communique read: “The Zionist Organisation Central Office announced, with reference to the proposal 

for the creation of an Arab Agency in Palestine, that a communication similar to that made by the High 
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At a special meeting of the AC on October 31, Weizmann asked that the Zionist 

Organization content itself with the Arab rejection, without insisting on a British 

retraction of the principle involved. The AC did not accept this view and decided that 

the ZE must protest to the Colonial Office and reject the Arab Agency despite the fact 

that it was no longer a practical option, emphasizing that it was incompatible with the 

spirit of the Mandate. Weizmann submitted the resolution to the Colonial Office on 

November 15, too late for its inclusion in the White Paper (Palestine: Proposed 

Formation of an Arab Agency) which appeared a day earlier. Dr. Max Soloveichik 

saw the delay as an act of sabotage on the part of the Political Secretary, Leonard 

Stein, and demanded his removal. Weizmann argued that he had communicated the 

text of the resolution verbally to the Colonial Office and received the impression that 

it would not in any event be included in the White Paper, and thus there was no reason 

to hurry. Explaining his position in a meeting of the ZE, Weizmann took full 

responsibility for the delay, claiming that “he was not satisfied with the A.C. 

resolution and did not think that it would be of any use to them in the Colonial Office. 

Sir Alfred Mond and Mr. James de Rothschild142 were also of this opinion.” He 

explained that before its publication, the White Paper had been circulated among all 

of the members of the Cabinet and had been submitted to the Foreign Office for 

approval, and the AC resolution would have had to go through this process as well, 

thus intimating that in any event it would never have been included. It was regrettable 

that the resolution had even been sent to the Colonial Office in its original form. 

Despite this clarification, Soloveichik continued to insist that Stein was at least 

partially responsible for the delay and for this and other reasons he should be 

dismissed. When his proposal was rejected, Soloveichik resigned from the ZE.143 In 

                                                 
Commissioner to the Arabs in Palestine was made to the Zionist Organisation in London, and that it 

was indicated that such new arrangement would be brought into operation when the assent of the two 

parties had been obtained. The Zionist Executive proposes to convene a meeting of the Actions 

Committee of the Organisation for the purpose of considering the question.” 
142 Son of the “well-known benefactor” Edmond de Rothschild, head of the French branch of the family 

who assisted the Jewish settlement in Palestine at the end of the 19th century. James took on British 

citizenship in 1920. 
143 “Tagung des A.C., London, 26. bis 31. Oktober, 1923,” 28-60, 99-101, CZA Z4/266/10; Joshua 

Freundlich, “Introduction,” WL, vol. 12, x; Weizmann to the Undersecretary of State, Colonial Office 

(Ormsby-Gore), 15.11.1923, WL, vol. 12, 34-35; Max Soloveichik to Weizmann, 16.11.1923, WA; 

Weizmann to Max Soloveichik, 19.11.1923, WL, vol. 12, 38-39; Minutes of the ZE, 21.11.1923, 

26.11.1923, 20.12.1923, 25.12.1923, CZA Z4/302/9. 
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any event, he Zionists, though unhappy with the proposal for an Arab Agency, did not 

publicly oppose it.144 

Clearly, the AC resolution ran against the fiber of Weizmann’s approach: it would 

antagonize the Colonial Office which had been cooperative throughout the Arab 

Agency episode, it would seem ungrateful to a Cabinet that had just reaffirmed its 

commitment to the Jewish National Home in the face of considerable opposition, and 

it would waste the political capital created by Zionist cooperation with British policy 

goals in contradistinction to the Arab refusal to do so. Most important, a Zionist 

protest would serve no tangible goal. Weizmann’s attempt to minimize the 

resolution’s effect was thus completely in character with his commitment to 

cooperation with Britain. 

The Arab rejection of the Arab Agency marked the end of any attempt to redefine 

British policy, which continued to follow the principle of a “dual commitment” to the 

Jewish National Home and to the Arabs of Palestine as set down in the Churchill 

Memorandum. The 1920s were a relatively peaceful period, and relations between the 

Zionist Organization and Britain moved to the sphere of economics and development: 

the provision of a government guarantee for a Zionist loan and the awarding of major 

concessions such as the Rutenberg Power Plant and the Novomeysky Dead Sea 

Concession.145 Jewish immigration and land purchase in Palestine were not major 

political issues during these years.146 

The Arab riots which broke out in Palestine on August 23, 1929 caught both the 

British and the Zionists unprepared. Attacks began in the Old City of Jerusalem. The 

                                                 
144 Note by Kisch of interview with Samuel, 7.11.1923, CZA S25/564; Samuel to Devonshire, 

8.10.1923, NA CO 733/58/424. 
145 See Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 164-211. 
146 Regarding Jewish immigration see: ,אביבה חלמיש, "עלייה לפי יכולת קליטה הכלכלית: העקרונות המנחים

 –דרכי הביצוע וההשלכות הדמוגרפיות של מדיניות העלייה בין מלחמות העולם", בתוך עיונים בתקומת ישראל 
, (2003סדרת נושא: כלכלה וחברה בימי המנדט, בעריכת א' בראלי ונ' קרלינסקי, )שדה בוקר: אוניברסיטת בן גוריון, 

216-179 . According to Halamish (pp. 181-182), “Jewish immigration during the 1920s was conducted 

according to the country’s economic absorptive capacity and in regulating this influx the authorities 

didn’t have to take political considerations into account. The economic capacity of the Jewish market 

to absorb new immigrants was lower than the political limit. These years were considered to be the 

missed opportunity of the Zionist movement, which failed to establish a critical Jewish mass in 

Palestine while the British immigration policy was still based solely on the principle of economic 

absorptive capacity, and the Arab opposition to Jewish immigration was dormant.” On the subject of 

land purchase, see Kenneth W. Stein, The Land Question in Palestine, 1917-1939 (Chapel Hill and 

London: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 50-79. Stein notes (p. 218) that “The turning point 

for the creation of the Jewish state and the acquisition of land for it came in 1930, before which time a 

‘land issue’ had not existed.” 
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next day, rioters killed 66 members of the ultra-orthodox Jewish community in 

Hebron. In total, 133 Jews and 116 Arabs were killed, most of the latter by British 

guns. Reinforcements were hurried in from Egypt, and within days, order was 

restored.147 The new High Commissioner, Sir John Chancellor, was on leave in 

England at the time. Chancellor, who had arrived in Palestine in December 1928, had 

had no prior involvement with the Arabs and initially opposed giving them self-

government in the country.148 However, one of his first acts after arriving in Palestine 

was the announcement that he would consider the formation of a legislative 

assembly.149 One scholar has observed regarding Chancellor that “during 1929, his 

sympathy towards the Arab cause increased, as simultaneously did his antipathy 

towards the Jews.”150 This was most clearly the case after the August riots. On several 

occasions he noted that as the Arabs did not have the same ability to influence the 

British government as did the Zionists, he had to shoulder that responsibility himself 

and fight for their cause.151 To Shuckburgh he wrote that the Arabs were very 

                                                 
147 On the 1929 riots see: Report of the Commission on the Palestine Disturbances of August, 1929, 

March 1930, Cmd. 3530, 26-70 (hereafter Cmd. 3530);  יהודה סלוצקי, ספר תולדות ההגנה, כרך ב', חלק
340-312אביב: הספריה הציונית, תש"ך(, -ראשון, )תל ; Yehoshua Porath, The Emergence of the Palestinian 

Arab National Movement: 1918-1929 (London: Frank Cass, 1974), 258-273;  מאורעות תרפ"ט"לנג, יוסף: 
154-134(: 1988) 47" קתדרה הפרעות, פרעות או מרד? ; Martin Kolinsky, “Premeditation in the Palestine 

Disturbances of August 1929?” Middle Eastern Studies 26, no. 1 (1990):18-34; Avraham Sela, “The 

‘Wailing Wall’ Riots (1929) as a Watershed in the Palestine Conflict,” The Muslim World 84, no. 1-2 

(1994): 60-94; Hillel Cohen, Year Zero of the Arab-Israeli Conflict: 1929 (Waltham, Mass.: Brandeis 

University Press, 2015); For the most recent analysis of the 1929 riots and their aftermath see Cohen, 

Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 212-244. As an example of Britain’s perception, see the report by the 

British High Commissioner Sir John Chancellor to the Permanent Mandates Commission shortly 

before the outbreak of the riots: “the relations between the two communities continue to improve.” 

League of Nations, Permanent Mandates Commission, Minutes of the Fifteenth Session held at Geneva 

from July 1st to 19th, 1929, 

https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/0BCA96A75252EC7B052565F0004E57C4. 
148 In his notes from an interview with the previous High Commissioner, Lord Plumer, Chancellor 

wrote: “Arabs will press for establishment of a Legislative Council and responsible government – put 

off granting them as long as possible.” Chancellor, “Notes on interview with Lord Plumer,” 15.8.1928, 

Chancellor Papers, 16/3, noted in Sheffer, “Policy Making and British Policies Towards Palestine 

1929-1939,” 36. 
149 Official government communiqué, Jerusalem, 3.1.1929, CZA S25/4381. 
150 Sheffer, “Policy Making and British Policies Towards Palestine 1929-1939,” 38. 
151 See Chancellor to Christopher Chancellor, 8.11.1929: “…the official Zionist body will fight against 

the grant of any form of representative Government to the Arabs. I shall fight for it.” On 26.11.1929 he 

wrote again to his son: “The Arab leaders are now beginning to lean upon me a good deal and asking 

my advice as to their sending a delegation to London and other matters, which I gladly gave them.” 

Referring to Musa Kazim al-Husseini in a letter to his son on 28.11.1929: “He said that they all 

depended on me…to bring about a settlement. What I recommend, he said, would be accepted by the 

Government at Home. I told him…that I was thinking a great deal about the question, and that I 

intended to lay my views before H.M.G. In another communication to his son on 1.6.1930 he added: 

“What a difficult position one is in here with the Jews having ready access to the P.M and Cabinet. 
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unfortunate in lacking “a body of Arab propagandists in Downing Street to counter 

the Jewish propaganda” with the result that “the Arab side of the case does not receive 

equal attention.”152 He felt that the Balfour Declaration was “unjust to the Arabs” and 

“detrimental to the interests of the British Empire.” Moreover, he held negative views 

about the Jews.153 Summing up his first year as High Commissioner, Chancellor wrote 

to a friend that the Jews “are the worst, because they cannot see things from any point 

of view but their own or recognise that anybody besides themselves may have rights 

or claims to consideration.”154 

A new minority Labor government had been formed in Britain less than 3 months 

before the riots. Historically, the Labor Party’s position on Palestine had been 

ambivalent: in August 1917 it had stated in its new platform that “Palestine should be 

set free from the harsh and oppressive government of the Turk, in order that this 

country may form a Free State, under international guarantee, to which such of the 

Jewish people as desire to do so may return, and may work out their salvation free 

from interference by those of alien race or religion.”155 This was included in the final 

version of the party’s war aims in early 1918, which continued with a statement on the 

status of the Turkish Empire: “If the peoples of these territories do not feel themselves 

able to settle their own destinies, the Conference insists that, conformably with the 

policy of ‘no annexations,’ they should be placed for administration in the hands of a 

Commission acting under the Super-National Authority or League of Nations.” The 

statement went on to stipulate that: “The Conference considers that the treaty of peace 

ought to secure to the natives in all colonies and dependencies effective protection 

against the excesses of capitalist colonialism.”156 At the end of the war, the party 

                                                 
Reading … has been specially told off to keep R. MacDonald and Lloyd George sweet.” Chancellor 

Papers, 16/3. Sheffer, “Policy Making and British Policies Towards Palestine 1929-1939,” 42-43. 
152 Chancellor to Shuckburgh, 16.11.1930, NA FO 800/282. 
153 Chancellor to Christopher Chancellor, 21.2.1930, Chancellor Papers, 16/3. “Even if H.M.G. do 
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description suggests a change of policy in the latter document when in fact, it appears that the party 

committed itself simultaneously to a Jewish right of return as well as protection of the native 
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expressed a “Liberal imperialist” position which balanced the protection of native 

rights with the upholding of imperial interests. Several Labor leaders even felt that the 

former had to be subordinated to the latter. Concern for native interests increased in 

the early 1920s with the increased demand for “native paramountcy,” but Labor 

leaders still did not view self-determination as the answer to Arab complaints, even in 

the wake of the 1929 riots. From 1929 to 1931, this “Liberal imperialist” view, with 

an emphasis on “native paramountcy,” was put forward most prominently by the new 

Colonial Secretary, Lord Passfield.157 

Before his elevation to the House of Lords in 1929 as Baron Passfield, Sidney Webb 

had been one of the foremost thinkers of the British left. He was one of the early 

members of the Fabian Society in the 1880s and a co-founder of the London School 

of Economics (1895) and the New Statesman (1913), which until 1922 reflected a 

basically pro-Zionist stance although it opposed the creation of a Jewish state for 

moral and practical reasons.158 As Colonial Secretary, Passfield equated the treatment 

of the Arabs in Palestine with that of the native population in East Africa, and 

identified the Zionists with the white colonists of Kenya and other British colonies. In 

both cases he advocated the principle that the rights of the native population took 

precedence. An entry in his wife’s diary from September 2, 1929 is very revealing: 

Roused by the tragic happenings in Palestine, there have buzzed around him 

[Passfield] Jews and the admirers of Jews, great and small, in a state of violent 

grief and agitation demanding revenge and compensation. It is noteworthy that 

no representative of the Arabs – not even a casual admirer of the Arabs – has 

appeared on the scene. What one gathers from these excited persons is that the 

British officials on the spot are held to be perniciously pro-Arab, not because 

they love the Arab but because, for one reason or another, they hate the Jew. 

Is there any principle relation to the rights of peoples to the territory in which 

they happen to live? I admire Jews and dislike Arabs. But the Zionist 

movement seems to me a gross violation of the right of the native to remain 

where he was born and his father and grandfather were born – if there is such a 

right. To talk about the return of the Jew to the land of his inheritance after an 

absence of two thousand years seems to me sheer nonsense, and hypocritical 

nonsense. From whom were descended those Russian and Polish Jews….this 

process of artificially creating new communities of immigrants, brought from 

any part of the world, is rather hard on indigenous natives! The white settlers 

                                                 
population. Apparently, this was not seen to be contradictory at the time. This brings to mind similar 

British undertakings in the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate for Palestine. 
157 Paul Kelemen, “Zionism and the British Labour Party: 1917-1939,” Social History 21, no. 1 (1996): 
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in Kenya would seem to have as much right, on this assumption, to be where 

they are, as the Russian Jews in Jerusalem! And yet exactly the same people – 

for instance Josiah Wedgwood – who denounce the white settlers of Kenya as 

unwarranted intruders, are hotly in favour of the bran’ new Jewish colonies in 

Palestine! But I wander from my original remark. Sidney annoys the agitated 

ones by remaining in both cases rather cold. Obviously order must be 

maintained in Judea; and the responsibility for the looting and murdering must 

be fixed and proper action taken to prevent recurrence. But the case for the 

Arab has not yet been heard; whilst the case for the Jew has been vehemently 

and powerfully pressed on the government. The Zionist movement and the 

Mandate for a National Home for the Jews in Palestine seems to have 

originated in some such unequal pressure exercised by the wealthy and 

ubiquitous Jew on the one hand and the poor and absent Arab on the other.159 

 

The Webbs were not immune to the stereotypes of Jewish wealth and power: 

At the time of the Balfour declaration, the one and only consideration was the 

relative power (to help us win the war) of the international Jewish financiers 

on the one hand and on the other the Arabs in revolt against the Turkish 

empire. The man on the spot gave promises to the Arabs; the British Cabinet 

gave promises to the Jews – always qualifying the promise of a Jewish Home 

by the perfunctory condition of the well-being of the Arab inhabitants. After 

ten years it is clear to all who study the question that these promises were and 

are incompatible – either the Jew or the Arab, or partly one and partly the 

other, will have to be deterred from getting the full value of those promises. 

Owing to the superior wealth and capacity of the Jews, it is the Arab who has 

suffered damage during the last ten years.160 

 

Despite her avowed rejection of Christianity, Beatrice also expressed sentiments 

reminiscent of traditional religious Jew hatred: 

I have never felt the lure of the Holy Land, but then I am not a Christian. But 

imagine the awful shock of the medieval Crusaders if they had foreseen the 

Christian Kingdoms of England, France and Italy withdrawing Jerusalem from 

Islam in order to hand it over to the representatives of those who crucified 

Jesus of Nazareth and have continued, down all the ages, to deny that He is the 

Son of God! Has the glorified romance of Jesus of Nazareth, of his birth, of 

his life message, of his death and his resurrection from the dead, vanished 

from the mind of man? Is the promised land, for the Jewish Home, yet another 

sign of the rapid decay of Christendom? Lloyd George, in his speech 

                                                 
159 Entry of 2.9.1929, Beatrice Webb, The Diary of Beatrice Webb, vol. 4. 1924-1943: “The Wheel of 

Life”, ed. Norman and Jeanne MacKenzie (Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press, 1985), 190-191. Due to 

the close intellectual and political partnership that she shared with her husband as well as the fact that 

she was party to information on matters of state, Beatrice Webb’s diary can be assumed to reflect the 

views of her husband as well. See Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 221. On the opinions of 

Beatrice Webb see: Joseph (Yosef) Gorny (Gorni), “Beatrice Webb’s Views on Judaism and Zionism,” 

Jewish Social Studies 40, no. 2 (1978): 95-116. 
160 Entry of 26.10.1930, The Diary of Beatrice Webb, vol. 4, 229-230. 
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denouncing the Statement of Policy, ends his peroration by urging the claim of 

the Jews to “the land which their ancestors made famous for all time”. The 

Christian tradition of the infamy of the Crucifixion is ignored. 

 

She also argued against a Jewish religious connection with the Holy Land: 

An additional touch of irony to this ill-doomed episode lies in the fact that the 

Jewish immigrants are mongols and not semites, and the vast majority are not 

followers of Moses and the prophets but of Karl Marx and the Soviet 

Republic.161 

 

Other anti-semitic stereotypes crop up as well in reference to Weizmann: 

Why is it that everyone who has dealings with Jewry ends by being prejudiced 

against the Jews? Sidney started with a great admiration for the Jew and a 

contempt for the Arab, but he reports that all the officials, at home and in 

Palestine, find the Jews, even many accomplished and cultivated Jews, 

intolerable as negotiators and colleagues. Weizmann Sidney admires as a 

remarkable and, in a way, attractive personality. I remember thinking him so 

when Dick Meinertzhagen brought him to see us in 1919. He is a disinterested 

idealist, a clever administrator, an accomplished intellectual, all rolled into 

one. But he is a champion manipulator, and uses arguments and devices 

regardless of accuracy, straightforwardness or respect for confidence, or other 

honourable undertakings. “If you show Weizmann any document, in the 

strictest confidence, you become aware that he has communicated it to others. 

A clever devil; I take my hat off to him,” Sidney told me.162 

 

Immediately after receiving news of the riots on August 25 while convalescing in 

Switzerland, Weizmann contacted London and pressed the government for speedy 

action. In his telegram to the British Prime Minister, Weizmann repeated the basic 

elements of his position, intimating once again an identity of British and Zionist 

interests: 

Throughout these difficult years have tried my utmost not unsuccessfully to 

bring about peaceful cooperation of all elements in Palestine, but sinister 

forces aiming at destruction of our work of peace and civilization in Palestine 

and also British interests there have continually been undermining this work. 

Only fortnight ago, at important Congress Zurich, succeeded uniting all 

elements of world Jewry in favour of Jewish National Home and British policy 

in Palestine…. Serious fear unless active support given to Jews now and 

                                                 
161 Ibid., 230. 
162 Ibid., 231. 
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Palestine Administration explicitly instructed to carry out Mandate in spirit 

and letter, adversaries of our common interest will further feel encouraged.163 

 

Weizmann returned forthwith to London and conferred with Passfield on August 28. 

The Colonial Secretary seemed supportive and assured Weizmann that a directive had 

already been dispatched to Jerusalem not to disarm the Jewish community in 

Palestine. Passfield also appeared sympathetic to Weizmann’s harsh complaints 

regarding the conduct of the Palestine Administration, and according to Weizmann’s 

report agreed to suspend two senior officials, Harry Luke, Chief Secretary and Acting 

High Commissioner, and Archer Cust, Private Secretary to the High Commissioner 

and acting District Commissioner of Jerusalem at the time of the riots. Weizmann 

demanded a restatement of British policy in Palestine. Passfield promised an open 

channel of communication with Weizmann and invited the Zionist leader to approach 

him directly whenever he wished.164 However, in a letter two days later, Passfield was 

much more equivocal, expressing surprise at the request to suspend the two officials, 

dismissing a pro-Zionist government statement as premature and rejecting an increase 

in the immigration quota.165 

Weizmann’s key contacts in government circles also took action. Josiah Wedgwood, a 

staunch Zionist supporter and leading member of the Labor party, proposed that a 

parliamentary commission be dispatched to Palestine to examine the execution of the 

Mandate. He also volunteered his services claiming that “something must be done to 

put the matter right.”166 Richard Meinertzhagen wrote to Passfield, his uncle, 

criticizing the Palestine Administration and demanding a full enquiry into its 

responsibility for the riots.167 Lord Balfour issued a statement promising that Britain 

would continue to support the Jewish National Home and waited to be called in the 

event that he could be of assistance.168 
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Weizmann’s first demand for a commission of enquiry was apparently broached to the 

Prime Minister in a telegram on September 1 which encouraged MacDonald not to 

confine his statement at the upcoming League of Nations Council to a chronicle of 

recent events. 

Such a statement to serve its purpose should contain clear pronouncement of 

policy indicating in unmistakeable terms H.M.G.’s intention give full effect to 

Mandate without qualification. There must be no room for doubt that 

government is determined to carry out Mandate in spirit and letter, undeterred 

by Arab violence; that it will punish the guilty, and fix responsibility for any 

failures on part its own representatives in Palestine. Investigation will clearly 

be necessary and such investigation to satisfy British opinion and public 

opinion throughout the world must obviously be conducted by persons whose 

standing and prestige are such that their recommendations will command 

general confidence. Scope of enquiries should not be limited merely to recent 

outbreak but should embrace whole question of manner in which Palestine has 

been administered under Mandate.169 

 

These sentiments were echoed in a protest rally held at the Albert Hall the same day: 

Beyond all dispute there has unhappily been something perilously approaching 

a breakdown of government in Palestine. This is a matter which calls for 

investigation, and such an investigation cannot be limited in scope, nor can the 

persons who are to conduct it be other than such as, by their standing and by 

their quality, give the necessary assurance that every aspect of the problem 

will be probed, and that their recommendations will command respect, not 

only in this country, but in the world at large…. Let us be clear as to what is 

the subject that calls for enquiry. It is not merely what was done or what was 

left undone in the days, or the weeks, or the months immediately preceding the 

outbreak of violence. It is not merely the rights or the wrongs of the Wailing 

Wall. It is the whole manner in which during recent years the Mandate has 

been administered.170 

 

Clearly, Weizmann’s demand was that the government strictly adhere to the Mandate 

policy. Only the manner in which the Mandate had been administered was to be 

investigated. Prestigious individuals such as General Jan Smuts, Viscount Cecil of 

Chelwood, Field-Marshal Sir Claude Jacobs and Lord Buckmaster were proposed for 
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the commission.171 Weizmann, concerned that the commission would become “a 

purely whitewashing business,” asked that the commission hear counsel and call 

witnesses.172 Indeed, Weizmann began to make arrangements to retain legal counsel 

in England and lawyers in Palestine started to collect evidence. Harry Sacher was 

appointed temporary head of the Political Department in Palestine and sent to 

Jerusalem to prepare the ground for the presentation of the Zionist case to the 

Commission of Enquiry.173 

On September 23, Prime Minister MacDonald received Weizmann for a private 

interview that lasted some 40 minutes. Weizmann argued that the government had 

three alternatives: to reverse the policy of the Mandate, to let matters drift or to carry 

out the Mandate in spirit and in letter. Since the government had already declared its 

support for the continuation of the mandate, the first option was not possible. The 

second alternative would destroy confidence in the Zionist enterprise, contributions 

would dry up and the Zionist leadership would have to resign. The third alternative 

would require a liberal immigration policy of 15,000-20,000 people annually, an 

economic policy in the areas of taxation, customs and state lands that would help the 

Jewish National Home, safety (probably the intention was security), and a friendly 

administration. After receiving Weizmann’s responses to a number of questions, the 

Prime Minister stated, in Weizmann’s words, “that he would consider all these things 

and write an instruction to the C.O. that we should work the details of this programme 

and that he will do it before he leaves for U.S.A.” Regarding relations with the Arabs, 

Weizmann stated that safety could be established by maintaining a good Police Force, 

the participation of Jews in the Transjordan Defense Force174 and the Police, and 

above all increased Jewish immigration. In a statement reminiscent of Jabotinksy’s 

argument in his 1923 article “The Iron Wall,” Weizmann stated: “The Arab(s) must 

realise that we have come to stay. Only when this realization has penetrated into their 

minds they will be prepared to negotiate with us.” In order to bring about a Jewish-
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Arab rapprochement, the government had to convene a conference under the auspices 

of the League of Nations and the presidency of a diplomat of international stature, and 

instruct it to come up with a peace settlement.175 

In fact, MacDonald sent a minute, not an instruction, to the Colonial Office on his 

meeting with Weizmann. This noted as well Weizmann’s requests to ease the tax 

burden on Jewish settlements during their early years and greater consideration for the 

settlements in building roads, as well as his proposal that the Zionists together with 

Shuckburgh prepare a plan for the administration in Palestine. MacDonald noted that 

he had promised to consider the suggestion but that he had not made any 

commitments. He thought that the proposal and the idea of an Arab-Zionist 

conference were worth considering.176 

This became the focus of a meeting of Weizmann and Selig Brodetsky with Passfield 

on September 27. Weizmann repeated his claim that confidence in the British 

Government and in himself as leader of the Zionist movement had been shaken, 

intimating that “in view of the voluntary nature of Jewish work for Palestine,” Jewish 

financial support for development in Palestine was at risk. It was therefore vital that 

the government provide reassurance by “giving such instructions to the 

Administration as would convince them [contributors] that their task was to help in 

the building of the Jewish National Home.” After discussing Jewish immigration in 

the context of the country’s economic absorptive capacity and employment of Jews in 

public works, Passfield agreed to accept a memorandum from the Jewish Agency on 

economic issues.177 Weizmann then left for a period of rest in Europe and did not 

return to full activity until his return to London on November 7. 

In mid-November, Weizmann wrote that the commission of enquiry was going “very 

well” and that for the first time in history the British Administration was a party being 

investigated and not the “impartial judge.”178 However, on November 30, Harry 

Sacher notified Weizmann that the commission wished to go beyond its terms of 

reference and deal with major issues of policy such as Jewish immigration and land 
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purchase. Apparently, the commission’s secretary, Thomas Lloyd, had been deeply 

impressed by the Arab witnesses.179 A non-partisan Parliamentary Committee for 

Palestine had been formed by sympathetic MPs on November 12, 1929 and several 

members met with Weizmann on December 17 at the House of Commons.180 The 

group agreed that the commission of enquiry then in Palestine must be prevented from 

exceeding its terms of reference and that a new commission should be appointed to 

deal with issues of high policy. This was to be proposed in a letter published in The 

Times signed by three members of the War Cabinet that had adopted the Balfour 

Declaration: Balfour, Lloyd George and Jan Smuts. The Unionist Member of 

Parliament and adventure novelist John Buchan was assigned the task of drafting the 

letter, which was then approved by Weizmann. The three signatories then gave their 

consent and the letter was shown to the Prime Minister, who agreed that the 

commission must not report on major policy issues. The PM expressed doubt reading 

the value of a second commission of enquiry. The letter, published on December 20, 

indeed forced the government’s hand. MacDonald informed the House of Commons 

on December 23 that the major issues were “clearly outside the terms of reference of 

the Shaw commission and cannot be made a part of its report.”181 

Zionist apprehensions increased during the final weeks of the commission’s 

deliberations. Lord Passfield informed Weizmann on March 6 that the commission 

had been examining “the parent causes of the trouble” and a week letter Weizmann 

described the situation as “rather critical.” A meeting of the Palestine Mandate 

Society held on March 17 decided to ask the Prime Minister to reaffirm his statement 

of December 23. Among those in attendance were Ethel Snowden,182 John Buchan, 

Josiah Wedgwood, Herbert Sidebotham183 and Malcolm MacDonald. This was done 

in the Commons on March 24.184 By then, Weizmann, and indeed the entire Zionist 
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movement had lost its greatest source of British political support with the death of 

Balfour on March 19.185 

Despite this impressive activity, Zionist efforts were ultimately unsuccessful in 

determining the composition, focus and scope of the commission of enquiry. On 

September 3, 1929, High Commissioner John Chancellor announced the appointment 

of a commission under the leadership of Sir Walter Shaw, a former colonial chief 

justice, to investigate the immediate causes of the riots.186 Its warrant of appointment, 

dated October 24, 1929, stated that the commission was “to inquire into the 

immediate causes which led to the recent outbreak in Palestine, and to make 

recommendations as to the steps necessary to avoid a recurrence.”187 Though both the 

Colonial Secretary and the Prime Minister had affirmed that fundamental issues of 

policy were beyond the commission’s terms of reference (although Passfield did state 

that its recommendations would serve as a basis for discussing future policy),188 

Chancellor thought otherwise. In a long memorandum to Passfield dated January 17, 

1930, the High Commissioner proposed to abolish those sections of the Mandate 

which gave the Jews a privileged position in Palestine. He argued that Britain could 

either do this and grant a degree of self-government to the local population or 

maintain the current policy which would require military protection for the Jews, a 

position that he found “repugnant.” Practically, the government should declare that all 

cultivatable land in Palestine was taken, and that any sale of this land to Jews would 

create a class of landless Arab farmers. Aware of the importance of Jewish investment 

in the country, Chancellor suggested that Jewish immigration be limited to a point 

“that would safeguard the continued influx of Jewish funds.”189 Chancellor’s views 

exerted a considerable influence on the conclusions of the commission, which after 

                                                 
247-248, Weizmann to Ethel Snowden, 16.3.1930, WL, vol. 14, 248; Blanche Dugdale to Weizmann, 

17.3.1930, WA; 237 Parl. Deb. H.C. (1930) col. 28. Rose, The Gentile Zionists, 6-7. 
185 Weizmann to Gerald Balfour, 19.3.1930, WL, vol. 14, 252. 
186 The Times, 4.9.1929.  
187 Report of the Commission on the Palestine Disturbances of August, 1929, 184. 
188 Draft Letter, Passfield to Lord Melchett, 3.9.1929, NA CO 733/176/2 67431, folio 88 noted in 

Kolinsky, “Premeditation,” 20; John Chancellor, Printed Proclamation, Chancellor Papers, Box 12/2, 

file 4, folio 7, noted in Kolinsky, “Premeditation,” 29; 233 Parl. Deb. H.C. (5th ser.) (1929) col. 1902, 

noted in Cohen, Britain’s Moment in Palestine, 218. 
189 Chancellor to Passfield, 17.1.1930, NA, CO 733/183/77050 in Cohen, Britain’s Moment in 

Palestine, 218-219. 



 

66 

  

visiting Palestine from October to December 1929, published its report in March 

1930.190 

Weizmann was more successful with regard to the format of the enquiry. At first, the 

commission decided that there would be no public judicial proceedings and hence 

counsel would not be allowed to appear and cross-examination of witnesses would not 

take place. The principal parties could be represented during the examination of 

witnesses. Weizmann turned to Lord Reading,191 who intervened with Prime Minister 

MacDonald and Passfield, after which the commission decided that it could summon 

witnesses to testify under oath and call for documentary evidence. Parties would be 

allowed to cross-examine witnesses and present a summation.192 

The report concluded that the riots had not been premeditated and that the Mufti was 

not responsible for inciting the Arab population.193 As feared, the commission 

exceeded its guidelines and raised broad policy issues. This is evident in chapter XI of 

the report entitled “Difficulties Inherent in the Mandate,” which contrasted 

commitments to Jews and Arabs in the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, and 

found that the policy regarding the non-Jews in Palestine had not been sufficiently 

defined: 

In our view, it would be of great advantage if His Majesty’s Government were 

to issue some more positive definition of the meaning which they attach to the 

second part of the Balfour Declaration and to those provisions in the Mandate 

which, being based upon that part of the Declaration, provide for the 

safeguarding of the rights of the non-Jewish communities in Palestine.194 

 

The commission’s expanded scope was expressed in its major conclusions: 

The fundamental cause, without which in our opinion disturbances either 

would not have occurred or would have been little more than a local riot, is the 

Arab feeling of animosity and hostility towards the Jews consequent upon the 
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disappointment of their political and national aspirations and fear for their 

economic future…. The feeling as it exists to-day is based on the twofold fear 

of the Arabs that by Jewish immigration and land purchase they may be 

deprived of their livelihood and in time pass under the political domination of 

the Jews.195 

 

Jewish immigration had been “in excess of the economic absorbing power of the 

country,” and “there is no further land available which can be occupied by new 

immigrants without displacing the present population.”196 Moreover, Arab resentment 

was caused by their “failure to obtain any measure of self-government” and the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency which gave the Jews direct access to the 

government.197 The commission recommended that the government issue a new 

statement of policy to regulate Jewish immigration and land purchase. Land policy 

was to be based on the findings of an expert investigation into the prospects of 

introducing in Palestine improved methods of cultivation. Pending such results, steps 

should be taken to prevent the eviction of Arab peasant cultivators from the land. 

Specific recommendations were also made regarding incitement in the press, the 

Intelligence Service and Defense.198 

The Zionist Organization received the commission’s report on March 26. To soften 

the blow, Zionist representatives were invited to lunch with the Prime Minister and 

the Colonial Secretary at the House of Commons on March 28. MacDonald agreed 

that the report was “very bad, it will depress the Jews and elate the Arabs; it contains 

a great many obiter dicta for which there is no evidence.” He thought that there were 

two alternatives: either to dispatch another commission or to send a prestigious 

individual who would “wash out this report.” He promised to convince Jan Smuts to 

take on this task.199 Weizmann hinted at resignation and attacked the Palestine 

Administration, which “didn’t want the National Home to succeed.” However, even if 

Weizmann was indeed wavering between “an all-out attack upon the government” 

and an expression of “diplomatic niceties” as Norman Rose suggests, he decided very 

quickly not to break with Britain. On April 2 he announced to MacDonald, Lloyd 
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George and Stanley Baldwin that “on further consideration I have decided not to enter 

into controversy with the Majority Report at the present stage, and I therefore limit 

myself for the time being to the short statement which I beg to enclose.” This was a 

short letter to The Times which bypassed the findings of the Shaw Commission by 

focusing on the ultimate policy that the government would adopt: “Is the policy of the 

Jewish National Home in Palestine, the policy of the Mandate, to be re-affirmed, 

encouraged, or arrested?... the first word is on policy and that word is now with 

Britain and to Britain’s leaders the Jews of the world, not only of Palestine, are 

looking. They look with anxiety it is true, but with a steady hope.”200 

Indeed, Weizmann seemed to have reason for hope. The Prime Minister had 

expressed his view that the Shaw Commission report was unsatisfactory and, at a 

meeting on the afternoon of March 28 with Baldwin, Lloyd George, Samuel and 

Passfield, had decided to employ General Smuts, a long-time Zionist supporter, to 

report on the Mandate, a step that was expected to counter the commission’s 

recommendations.201 The Cabinet had agreed “to appoint a representative, with the 

right kind of experience, to visit Palestine, confer with the High Commissioner, and 

report on the economic questions involved, e.g., Land Settlement, Immigration and 

Development, and, to such extent as might be deemed desirable, on the political 

questions in the background.” Moreover, only those recommendations of the Shaw 

commission that concerned Police and related matters had been accepted. A Cabinet 

Committee consisting of Passfield, Arthur Henderson, Foreign Secretary; T. Shaw, 

Secretary for War and Lord Thomson, Secretary for Air was formed to oversee policy 

towards Palestine.202 In the House of Commons on April 3, the Prime Minister had 

reaffirmed British commitments under the Mandate. After quoting the Balfour 

Declaration and key lines from the Churchill Memorandum, MacDonald raised the 

subject of the Commission of Enquiry: 

The report of the Shaw Commission, which is in the hands of hon. Members, 

covers a wide field. The Commission was appointed to consider the immediate 

causes of the deplorable disturbances of August last, and to suggest means of 
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preventing a recurrence. In endeavouring faithfully to carry out the terms of 

reference, the Commission must have found it difficult to draw lines very 

rigidly. The Government is now studying the various recommendations of the 

Commission with a view to dealing with the immediate causes of the outbreak 

and to preventing a recurrence, and is in consultation with the interests 

concerned. 

 

Not only did he refrain from adopting the commission’s recommendations, but he also 

hinted that the commission had overstepped its authority. His statement was supported 

by Stanley Baldwin, the Conservative leader, and David Lloyd George, the leader of 

the Liberal Party. Weizmann had been in touch with all three leaders in the days 

before the statement.203 Weizmann had also met both Conservative and Liberal 

political forums and his statements had been received favorably.204 

However, after further thought, MacDonald decided against Smuts as being too 

Zionist and chose instead Sir John Hope Simpson. Felix Warburg, Chairman of the 

Jewish Agency’s Administrative Committee, was informed of the decision by the 

Prime Minister at a luncheon on April 6 and Weizmann, in a meeting with Passfield 

on April 11, asked to meet with Hope Simpson before his departure for Palestine. 

Passfield agreed, but ultimately did not arrange the promised interview, and possibly 

even passed on false information to Weizmann’s aids in order to prevent it from 

taking place.205 Moreover, the selection of two members of the British delegation to 

the Permanent Mandates Commission scheduled to meet in Geneva on June 3 was 

particularly annoying. Weizmann had asked for the suspension of the first, Harry 

Luke, the Chief Secretary and Acting High Commissioner during the riots. The 

second, T.I.K. Lloyd, had served as secretary of the Shaw Commission and had 

authored the offensive report. In Weizmann’s mind, the dispatch of these men to the 

League of Nations meeting signaled the government’s intent not to shelve the report, 

but to implement it.206 

A meeting with the Prime Minister on May 12 together with Melchett, Reading, 

Pinhas Rutenberg and James Rothschild did not provide Weizmann with any relief: 
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I asked to speak, and reminded the P.M. of a whole set of promises he had 

made and which had not been fulfilled. He utters beautiful words, but the Col. 

Of. does precisely the opposite. We were promised that Smuts would be sent, 

but actually Hope-Simpson will be going; we were promised that the 

Commission would not touch upon the basic questions, but in fact it did. Now 

Luke and Lloyd will be going to Geneva – two enemies, and I considered this 

a studied insult…. I replied that I was not surprised the Jews do not understand 

Britain’s policy, that they were beginning to think they were being deceived, 

that I was coming to the conclusion that Britain cannot or does not want to 

fulfil the Mandate, that for years I had defended British policy and even the 

administration, which I considered hostile, that I shall have to declare to my 

electors that Britain is not fulfilling the Mandate. I politely declared that 

Passfield had deceived me, that he had promised me that I should see 

Simpson, that I had arrived [in London] especially for this purpose, that he 

said that he had never promised. I exposed him as a liar, but he never uttered a 

sound… I’m convinced that they want to trick us and Hope Simpson will 

confirm the report.207 

 

In a letter to Felix Warburg Weizmann added that while discussing the subject of 

immigration, the Prime Minister “constantly quoted the Report against us, indicating 

herewith that he agrees with the conclusions of the Report.”208 

Still, Weizmann was still not willing to break with Britain. Though he urged upon the 

other Zionist representatives at the conference of May 12 “the necessity of telling the 

Government in unmistakable terms that they can’t go on playing with us in this 

manner,” he noted that Lloyd George and other “parliamentary friends” all counselled 

patience. 

They fully agreed that we were being dealt with very unfairly and that 

obviously the Colonial Office, or, more precisely, the permanent officials, 

acting in collusion with the Administration of Palestine, are trying to undo the 

work of the statesmen at the head of affairs. Whether this explanation is 

correct or not, and I am inclined to accept it because I don’t for one moment 

doubt the sincerity and friendship of the Prime Minister, the effect is 

devastating.209 

 

From mid-May, Weizmann’s main connection with the Prime Minister was through 

the latter’s son, Malcolm. On May 21, Weizmann wrote that due to the pressure put 

on him, he felt compelled to issue a communiqué stating that he would have to call a 
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Congress and submit his resignation.210 MacDonald replied that once Hope Simpson 

had delivered his report, 

…they intend to act in every way to carry out the mandate… I can assure you 

most sincerely that my father and the rest of us who are your friends 

appreciate the difficulties of your position fully. But the government also has a 

delicate task…let us keep the spirit of co-operation alive at any rate until 

hopes of co-operation are more dashed than they are today.211 

 

Weizmann replied: 

…in deference to your father’s wish, and out of respect to and in deep 

appreciation of your genuine efforts to help in this critical time, I have decided 

firstly to modify the Communiqué and not to mention my resignation in it. 

Secondly, to postpone its publication until I have had a further opportunity of 

seeing you. It may come as a matter of course, if and when a Congress is 

called, but I don’t want to exacerbate feelings now by throwing out this 

suggestion to the Jewish world. We shall wait patiently and try to do our best 

in the interregnum…212 

 

On the relations with the British, Weizmann was more critical: 

If there were real co-operation between the government and ourselves, 

difficulties such as the present would not arise; or if they did arise, could be 

put right before they got out of hand. In the past I have often enough defended 

acts of the British Government before my own people, and have had to face 

many a storm over things for which I could hardly have been expected to 

assume responsibility. I did so for the sake of the policy and of co-operation. 

But the spirit of co-operation of which you speak so well in your letter, does 

not exist in the Colonial Office at present. They not only place us constantly 

fait accomplis, but they do so, if you will allow me to say so, to your own 

father… the whole situation need not have arisen had this co-operation been 

sincerely and truly adhered to.213 

 

The government published a White Paper on May 28 for submission to the Permanent 

Mandates Committee. Though policy regarding land settlement, immigration and 

development would wait for the report of Hope Simpson, temporary measures were 

already being taken “with a view to safeguarding the position of certain elements in 

the population of Palestine,” a reference to the local Arabs. The statement noted that 

“a temporary suspension of Jewish immigration is under examination.” In fact, this 
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had already been put into effect with the suspension by the Colonial Office of 2,350 

immigration certificates that had been authorized by the Palestine Administration. The 

document went on that “legislation is to be introduced with the object of controlling 

the disposition of agricultural lands in such a manner as to prevent the dispossession 

of the indigenous agricultural population.” From the Zionist perspective, this was 

proof that Britain was “practically endorsing” the Shaw Commission report. 214 

Sir John Hope Simpson had served in the Indian Civil Service and later as the deputy 

chairman of a League of Nations commission for the settlement of refugees in Greece. 

He visited Palestine in May 1930 and carried out an aerial survey to assess the area of 

cultivatable land that remained available for settlement. Hope Simpson’s collection of 

“evidence” was completed in August 1930, but from his correspondence with 

Chancellor, it is clear that his conclusion – that there was insufficient land to sustain 

the Arab population given current methods of cultivation – had been formed already 

in June, well before the acquisition of objective data.215 The report, submitted to the 

Colonial Secretary on August 22, reached conclusions regarding Land Settlement, 

Development and Immigration. Regarding the first subject, it stated: “It has emerged 

quire definitely that there is at the present time and with the present methods of Arab 

cultivation no margin of land available for agricultural settlement by new immigrants, 

with the exception of such undeveloped land as the various Jewish Agencies hold in 

reserve.”216 29.4% of the rural Arab families were now landless, though it wasn’t 

clear how many had lost land due to Zionist land purchase. Still, “the Arab population 

has increased with great rapidity and the land available for its sustenance has 

meanwhile decreased by about a million metric dunams which have passed into the 

hands of the Jews.”217 In order to meet its responsibilities toward Arabs and Jews, the 

Government had to set out on a policy of agricultural development which would 

include an improvement in the methods of cultivation employed by the Arab fellah.218 
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Jewish immigration had to be limited not by the degree of Jewish unemployment, but 

by the overall situation in the country: 

It is the duty of the Government to look upon the country as one unit. The 

solution of the question facing the Government, in determining the number of 

Jewish labourers to be admitted, must depend, not on the amount of Jewish 

unemployment in reference to anticipated employment in the half-year for 

which the schedule is framed, but on unemployment generally in Palestine.219 

 

By mid-September a Cabinet Committee had ratified a draft statement which included 

stipulations to limit Jewish immigration and land purchase. The proposals were 

discussed in the full cabinet on September 19 and 24. Snowden, Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, agreed to recommend a guaranteed loan of between 2 and 2.5 million 

pounds for the resettlement of some 10,000 Arab families, a far cry from the 

development scheme proposed by Hope Simpson that would cost upwards of £6 

million.220 Reading was informed on September 25 of the contents of Hope Simpson 

Report and the proposed government statement, and the main points were conveyed 

by Passfield to Weizmann and Lewis Namier221 on October 1.222 Based on this partial 

information, Weizmann communicated his reservations to Passfield on October 13, 

basically stating that the plan, which envisaged a development program for the Arab 

population in Palestine, didn’t offer any benefit to the Jews.223 Weizmann’s diary 

notes that he informed Passfield that he would have to resign if the government went 

ahead with the planed policy declaration.224 A second interview was held on October 

15, but there were no practical results.225 

The full Hope Simpson report and the government declaration which became known 

as the Passfield White Paper were delivered to the offices of the Zionist Organization 

in London on Friday night, October 17, 1930, “when everybody was gone.”226 Lewis 

                                                 
219 Ibid., 136. 
220 Cabinet Committee on Palestine, Report and Appendices, 15.9.1930, NA CAB 24/215; Cabinet 

Committee on Palestine, Second Report, 23.9.1930, NA CAB 24/215; Cabinet Conclusions, 19.9.1930, 

NA CAB 23/65; Cabinet Conclusions, 24.9.1920, NA CAB 23/65. See Cohen, Britain’s Moment in 

Palestine, 227. 
221 Historian and Political Secretary of the ZE from 1929 to 1931. 
222 WD, 25.9.1930, WA; Namier’s minutes of the interview appear as: Chaim Weizmann, “Worsening 

Relations,” 1.10.1930, WP, vol. 1, 599-603. 
223 Weizmann to Passfield, 13.10.1930, WL, vol. 14, 382-384. 
224 WD, 13.10.1930, WA. 
225 Minutes of the Meeting, 15.10.1930, WA. 
226 Telegram, Weizmann to Felix Warburg, 20.10.1930, WL, vol. 14, 389. 



 

74 

  

Namier, the Political Secretary of the Zionist Organization, received the documents, 

and brought them to Lord Melchett’s office at the ICI building, Millbank, where 

Weizmann, Reading, James de Rothschild and Melchett were waiting. Reading felt 

that there was nothing more to be done. Afterward, in the Weizmann’s car, Namier 

said “We have reached rock bottom; must stop …say our political ‘Shema Israel’. … 

[Illegible] and Baffy were the only non-Jews who came to see us and sat with us that 

night; it was as if we were sitting in mourning.”227 Weizmann notified Kisch: “Report 

bad, declaration even worse.”228 

Indeed, the documents confirmed the Zionists’ worst fears. After dealing briefly with 

matters of security, the White Paper announced the government’s intention of 

establishing a Legislative Council along the lines suggested in the Churchill 

Memorandum of 1922: 10 official members and 12 elected members in addition to the 

High Commissioner.229 The major thrust of the document however was in the areas of 

Land and Jewish Immigration, in which Hope Simpson’s conclusions were adopted 

almost verbatim. 

On the subject of land, the document concluded: “It can now be definitely stated that 

at the present time and with the present methods of Arab cultivation there remains no 

margin of land available for agricultural settlement by new immigrants, with the 

exception of such undeveloped land as the various Jewish agencies hold in reserve.” 

Zionist settlement was pushing local Arabs off the land, thereby creating a class of 

landless Arabs. Zionist activity was especially harmful due to the Zionist policy of 

exclusively employing Jewish labor.230 

Regarding Jewish immigration, veiled criticism was directed at the Zionist 

Organization for selecting unsuitable or undesirable immigrants. The Labor 

Federation (the Histadrut) was also singled out for criticism due to its policy of self-

labor and avoidance of employing hired labor. Jewish immigration was now be 

limited, not by the ability of new immigrants to find work, but by the degree of Arab 

unemployment as well. 
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Sufficient evidence has been adduced to lead to the conclusion that there is at 

present a serious degree of Arab unemployment, and that Jewish 

unemployment likewise exists to an extent which constitutes a definitely 

unsatisfactory feature…. The economic capacity of the country to absorb new 

immigrants must therefore be judged with reference to Palestine as a whole in 

regard to unemployment…. Clearly, if immigration of Jews results in 

preventing the Arab population from obtaining the work necessary for its 

maintenance, of if Jewish unemployment unfavourably affects the general 

labour position, it is the duty of the Mandatory Power under the Mandate to 

reduce, or, if necessary, to suspend, such immigration until the unemployed 

portion of the ‘other sections’ is in a position to obtain work.231 

 

Jewish immigration was viewed as a major cause of Arab fears, which threated 

Jewish-Arab relations:  

Any hasty decision in regard to more unrestricted Jewish immigration is to be 

strongly deprecated…So long as widespread suspicion exists, and it does exist, 

amongst the Arab population, that the economic depression, under which they 

undoubtedly suffer at present, is largely due to excessive Jewish immigration, 

and so long as grounds exist upon which this suspicion may be plausibly 

represented to be well founded, there can be little hope of any improvement in 

the mutual relations of the two races.232 

 

Due to the costs involved, Hope Simpson’s key recommendation that Britain invest in 

the development of Arab cultivation was paid only lip service: 

The improvement of agricultural conditions contemplated will not only take 

time, but will involve considerable expenditure, though it is hoped that part of 

the outlay will prove to be recoverable. His Majesty’s Government are giving 

earnest consideration to the financial position which arises out of this 

situation, and steps are being taken to concert the necessary measures to give 

effect to their policy.233 

 

No budget or practical steps were stipulated. The document was also offensive in 

tone. Even Beatrice Webb, who was certainly not a Zionist supporter, noted that “The 

Statement of Policy, by the way, is a badly drafted, a tactless document….”234 

After receiving the documents, Weizmann tried to set up a meeting with Passfield at 

his country home and persuade him to reconsider and postpone the publication of the 
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White Paper, scheduled for October 21. These efforts were rebuffed.235 On the 

evening of October 20, Weizmann held a press conference and announced his 

resignation from the position of president of the Zionist Organization and the Jewish 

Agency.236 This was followed by the resignation of Lord Melchett, Chairman of the 

Jewish Agency Council and Felix Warburg, chairman of its Administrative 

Committee.237 Weizmann wrote to Passfield: 

During the last twelve years I have been at the head of the Zionist 

Organization and the Jewish Agency. All that time I have sought to work in 

the closest harmony with His Majesty’s Government and to base my actions 

on a system of intimate cooperation with them; nobody could therefore be 

more anxious than myself to respond to an appeal for further co-operation 

were there a basis for it. But I fail to see it now, after a censure has been 

pronounced by His Majesty’s Government on our past work…238 

 

Despite Norman Rose’s assessment that “at one blow the whole framework of Anglo-

Zionist relations had been shattered,”239 Weizmann continued to “work the system” 

and engage the British government through the friendships and alliances that had been 

forged during the previous decade. This was done largely through Weizmann’s close 

advisors, Lewis Namier and Blanche Dugdale.240 The first step was to recruit support 

from the leadership of all three political parties. At Namier’s initiative, Dugdale 

turned to the Conservative Party leadership, drafting a letter that was signed by 

Leopold Amery,241 Baldwin and Austin Chamberlain and published in The Times on 

October 23. The letter argued that the new policy was so “negative in character that it 

appears to conflict with the intention of the mandate, and the whole spirit of the 

Balfour declaration and of statements made by successive governments.” Churchill 

later associated himself with this position.242 For support from the Liberals, 

Weizmann personally turned to David Lloyd George, who had already been 
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approached by Jan Smuts for the same purpose. Lloyd George declared that the 

Passfield White Paper was breach of national faith and the revocation of a solemn 

pledge.243 Lt. Commander Joseph M. Kenworthy, a Labor M.P. and long supporter of 

Zionism, wrote to Weizmann on October 21: “Please assure your friends that they 

have many friends and sympathisers in this crisis amongst non-Jewish M.P.’s and 

that…we shall do all we can to repair this blunder by the C.O.”244 He announced that 

the Labor party was also committed to fulfilling the Balfour Declaration and reminded 

Labor leaders of the resolution at the last annual conference in support of the Jewish 

National Home.245 Another Labor M.P., Major Michael Marcus, presented to the 

Prime Minister and the Colonial Secretary Jewish objections to the White Paper. He 

noted that many Labor members of Parliament would be forced to support the 

opposition on this issue.246 Passfield even met with “disgruntled” Labor M.P.s on 

October 28.247 With sections of the Labor party as well as the opposition up in arms 

over the White Paper, the minority government sought a way to avoid a political 

crisis.  

The clamor also raised concerns regarding Anglo-American relations. Jewish 

demonstrations against the new policy had been held in New York as well as in 

London, Warsaw, South Africa and Palestine. The Times reported that plans to bring 

“economic and political pressure to bear on Britain” were being discussed in New 

York.248 Harold Laski, an influential professor of Political Science at the London 

School of Economics who was well connected with the current Zionist leadership in 

the United States met with MacDonald twice in late October and tried to impress upon 

him the effect of Jewish public opinion in America on US-British relations. In the 

second meeting, MacDonald asked the professor to convince his friends in the United 

States, a reference to Louis Brandeis and his supporters in the American Zionist 

movement, that the British government would do all in its power to deal justly with 

Jewish demands.249 
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As if this was not enough, two former Attorney Generals and legal authorities, Lord 

Hailsham (Conservative) and Sir John Simon (Liberal), published a letter in The 

Times which raised questions about the legality of the White Paper and cautioned that 

it should not be implemented before approval had been given by the International 

Court at The Hague.250 

Apparently shaken by this letter, Foreign Secretary Arthur Henderson asked the Prime 

Minister to convene the Cabinet immediately. It met on November 6, 1930 and 

decided to form a Cabinet Committee composed of the Colonial Secretary, the 

Foreign Secretary and the First Lord of the Admiralty, to discuss the Palestine 

situation. It was suggested that the committee consult with an authority on the 

juridical aspects of the question and the Lord Advocate of Scotland was put forward. 

It was further proposed that the Cabinet Committee get in touch with Zionist 

representatives “in the most politic and tactful manner possible” and make 

recommendations as to the government’s attitude in view of the reception of the 

White Paper. The Committee was asked to bear in mind the importance of instructing 

the Palestine Administration to keep in close touch with both Jews and Arabs before 

issuing certain edicts now under consideration. In addition, the Foreign Secretary was 

to be consulted before any further declarations of policy regarding Palestine.251 

Weizmann lunched with the Prime Minister, at the latter’s invitation, that same day. 

MacDonald informed Weizmann of the appointment of a “subcommittee” that was “to 

discuss the situation that had now been created with representatives of the Jewish 

Agency in an attempt to arrive at a common agreement.” Weizmann responded that he 

would have to consult with his colleagues in London and abroad to see whether they 

would be willing to hold such negotiations. Weizmann updated Felix Warburg of the 

new development and asked that Harvard Law Professor and American Zionist leader 

Felix Frankfurter be sent to England immediately as Warburg’s representative. The 

American Zionist leaders demanded that negotiations be delayed, partly because of 

the coming Round Table Conference on India and partly in order to send Frankfurter 

who was not immediately available. Moreover, along with other Zionist leaders such 

as Pinhas Rutenberg, they conditioned talks on the retraction of the White Paper. 
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However, Lord Reading, one of Weizmann’s close advisors, feared that the 

government would not last long and pressed Weizmann, who argued successfully with 

the Americans against such a delay.252 Another snag was caused by Passfield and 

Chancellor who issued statements to the effect that the White Paper policy would not 

undergo any changes.253 In response, Weizmann and Namier met with Foreign 

Secretary Henderson and Malcolm MacDonald and the group agreed on the wording 

of a government communiqué that negotiations were about to begin and would result 

in a new Statement of Policy. This was agreed by the government on November 11 

and the wording was changed slightly in a meeting the next morning.254 Weizmann 

could then inform the Prime Minister that “The very helpful conversation between the 

Foreign Secretary and myself this morning, in which we agreed upon the wording of 

the enclosed Communiqué, enables me to inform you that my colleagues and myself 

will be very glad to meet some members of the Cabinet in order to exchange views 

about the difficulties which have recently arisen and, I hope, reach agreement about 

Palestine policy.”255 

The communiqué, published November 14, read: 

Doubts having been expressed as to the compatibility of some passages of the 

White Paper of October 21st with certain articles of the Palestine Mandate and 

other passages having proved liable to misunderstanding, His Majesty’s 

Government have invited representatives of the Jewish Agency to confer with 

them on these matters. As the parties to the Mandate are strongly desirous of 

securing its correct interpretation and impartial administration, it is hoped that 

agreement will be reached on any points of differences when a further 

statement concerning these issues will be made.256 
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The White Paper was discussed in a prolonged debate in the House of Commons on 

November 17.257 As Michael Cohen notes, the government departed from accepted 

procedure and did not introduce the White Paper as a document to be ratified by 

Parliament, knowing that there was little chance of its approval.258 David Lloyd 

George began the debate with an explanation of Britain’s obligations under the 

Mandate: 

…the idea was not to establish a Jewish colony in Palestine. The idea was not 

to give opportunities for colonisation and settlement by Jews in Palestine; the 

dominant idea was that there should be a national home for the Jews in 

Palestine, a recognition of the special position of the Jewish people in the 

country whose name they have made immortal, and the conferring upon them 

of special rights and interests in that country. It was an opportunity for 

recreating a Hebrew culture which has already rendered such eternal service to 

mankind, so that the contribution of the Jews to civilisation should no longer 

be sporadic and individual, but once more that it should be the contribution of 

a people dwelling in a home of their own. That is not colonisation; that is not 

settlement; that is a national home. That is what this country accepted at a 

critical moment in its fate for reasons which had to do with that crisis, and its 

successful emergence out of it. That is why the Allies accepted and endorsed 

it, and it is a pledge of honour by some of the greatest nations on earth, 

including the British Empire, which we are called upon to honour.259 

 

The Passfield White Paper was “almost universally regarded as a revocation of that 

Mandate—a practical revocation.” It had “been issued without consultation with 

anybody. I wonder whether the Prime Minister himself was fully consulted before this 

document was issued.”260 Britain had no authority to alter the Mandate unilaterally: 

It is a Treaty which has been signed, and if we say that this mandate is so 

difficult and so delicate that we cannot carry it out in the sense of the words 

incorporated in it, there is only one thing for us to do, and that is to hand the 

mandate back to the League of Nations, and say, “Please appoint someone 

else; we cannot do it.” But you have no right to alter it. This White Paper is a 

one-sided document. It is biased. Its whole drift is hostile to the spirit of the 

mandate.261 

 

Regarding the criticism of the Histadrut he commented sarcastically: 
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They give a preference to members of their own union. Monstrous! It has 

never been heard of before. I am certain it does not occur in this country—

never! And for these reasons a Labour Government, in a State document of 

international importance, censures a labour federation. Could anti-Semitism go 

further than that?262 

 

Britain was doing nothing to help the Arab population: “You are using the fact that 

you are doing nothing for the Arabs as an excuse for forbidding the Jews to do 

something for themselves. That is a policy which is utterly stupid.”263 

Leopold Amery expressed the Conservative opposition to the document, challenging 

the facts on which it was based and claiming that it departed from Mandate policy: 

Surely no one who reads the White Paper and knows the history of what has 

preceded it, can but regard it as being animated by an entirely different tone to 

that which has animated every public utterance of statesmen of every party 

hitherto. More than that. In the opinion of high legal authorities like Lord 

Hailsham and the right hon. and learned Member for Spen Valley [Sir J. 

Simon], it is a question whether there are not things in the White Paper which 

are in direct conflict with the expressed terms of the Mandate. Be that as it 

may, undoubtedly, the impression created in the mind of the ordinary reader, 

Arab or Jew, or Englishman at home, was that the whole operation of the 

Mandate for an indefinite period of years was to be crystallised at its present 

standard, that Jewish development should only take place on the land they 

have already bought and that Jewish immigration should he severely cut down 

as long as a single Arab was out of work. No wonder that there has been an 

outcry all over the world…264 

 

He also defended the Histadrut policy of employing Jews as workers in the land 

acquired by the Jewish National Fund: 

Unless you insist at the outset that the race with the higher standard of living 

shall be prepared to undertake every task, from the humblest, you soon get a 

tradition established under which one race become the hewers of wood and 

drawers of water and the other the capitalists and the skilled artisans. Surely, 

in the permanent interests of the Arab population, in trying to raise the Arab 

standard of wages, is it not a good thing that there should be established in 

Palestine, at any rate on that fraction of the total area which is represented in 

the dunams purchased by the Zionist National Fund, an actual population of 

working Jews setting not only a standard of efficiency but also a reasonable 

standard of living. Unless this had taken place do you think we should have 

had a Workmen's Compensation Act, as we have it in Palestine to-day? The 

presence of a Jewish working class is a very material element in lifting up the 
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standard of the whole population, and yet all that the White Paper has to say 

about that is to go a long way beyond the Hope Simpson Report and to treat it 

as being contrary to the spirit of the Mandate, as something which is giving 

offence to the Arab people, something which is inconsistent with the declared 

desire of the Jews to live with the Arabs in relations of friendship and mutual 

respect.265  

 

Former High Commissioner Herbert Samuel, now the Liberal Member for Darwen, 

summarized a detailed report on the possibilities of development in Palestine: 

I approached the White Paper with no prejudice whatever, but, on reading it 

and comparing it with the Hope Simpson report, the conviction was brought 

home to my mind that someone was instructed to write that White Paper and 

pick out of the Hope Simpson report the particular passages which would 

establish a case against Jewish colonisation. The representatives of the 

Government have said that they propose to maintain the Mandate, and they 

declare to the Jewish people that they may continue their work of colonising 

the people on the land. The White Paper, however, says in effect, that that will 

be subject to two conditions: first, that you shall have no more land, and, 

second, that you shall have no more people. Most remarkable of all in the 

White Paper is the censure of the Federation of Jewish Labour for saying, 

forsooth, that they believe in “a new social order based on communal 

settlements and the principle of self-labour.” I am not a Socialist, but I should 

not condemn these ideas, and it is amazing that it should be a Socialist 

Government which comments upon and seems to deprecate all principles of 

that kind.266 

 

In his reply to the criticism, Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald backtracked: “there 

is nothing in the White Paper which justifies the conclusion and the propaganda 

which has been carried on to the effect that the Government wish to stop immigration 

or that they wish to curtail immigration merely upon the figures of unemployed 

Arabs.”267 Regarding Zionist sentiments he noted: 

The Jewish people, the Zionists, may be disappointed…because conditions 

render necessary a pull-up in the rapidity of the development and render it 

necessary to make it a little slower…yet the circumstances are such that the 

pull-up is necessary. But will they take our word for it, that the pull-up is in no 

sense an abandonment of the Mandate or a change in the policy that has been 

pursued in order to carry out the Mandate? 
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He informed the house that members of the government were “in consultation with 

the representatives of the Zionist movement, and they will be only too glad to keep in 

similar touch with the Arabs.” The government would 

…bend every energy they have to enable the development of Palestine to he 

continued under conditions which will make the harmony between Jew and 

Arab closer and closer so that the Arab may continue to enjoy the benefits he 

has already got from Jewish immigration and Jewish capital, and the Jew, the 

devoted Zionist, may see Palestine becoming more and more the complete 

embodiment of his ideal of a Jewish national home.268 

 

It was left to A.V. Alexander, the First Lord of the Admiralty, to wind up the debate. 

He tried to show that the government’s position reflected the majority of the House: “I 

ask any impartial Member of the House who has sat right through this debate and 

heard all the speeches…to say if he does not agree with me that, in the main, the 

debate has not shown that there is a strong feeling in this House on the part of a 

majority against the position of the Government in this matter.” That position was to 

maintain the policy of earlier British declarations: 

…this White Paper, criticised as it has been from many points and angles, 

does make this plain, repeating the Declaration of 1922 and giving 

amplification of it: That we want the Government of this country, whatever 

party may be in office, to maintain our obligations, both under the Balfour 

Declaration and under the Mandate.269 

 

The Jewish National Home would be allowed to continue to grow and develop: 

We have made it as plain in the debate to-night as possible, through the 

speeches of the Under-Secretary of State and the right hon. gentleman the 

Prime Minister, that it is no part of our intention, and never has been, that 

there should be any crystallisation of the present position in regard to the 

formation of the National Jewish Home.270 

 

Jewish settlement and development would continue, as soon as the Arab sector had 

been given more attention: 

…we accepted, through the White Paper issued after the receipt of Sir John 

Hope Simpson's Report, the view that if we really wanted to see Jewish 

development and intensive land settlement go on, beyond the reserved land 
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still retained by Jewish institutions for development, it could only be done 

effectively and economically if the general productive capacity of the country 

were improved. The aim of the Government is to concentrate on development 

in this way and, as has been explained by the Under-Secretary for the 

Colonies, after we have made provision for special work and for the settlement 

of Arab families, there is no reason at all why the scheme cannot be used for 

both Jewish as well as Arab settlers….271 

 

The apparent contradiction between the wording of the White Paper and the 

explanations provided by the Prime Minister, the Under Secretary of the State for the 

Colonies and the First Lord of the Admiralty who claimed rather disingenuously that 

the White Paper signaled nothing new aside from a development plan for the Arab 

population, prompted several members of Parliament to question whether the 

government’s policy was indeed defined by the White Paper or not. Left alone to 

defend the government after Alexander’s withdrawal from the House immediately 

after his speech, Under Secretary of State Dr. Drummond Shiels could only retort that 

“the White Paper, as explained and amplified to-day, certainly stands.”272 

What was Weizmann’s role in this debate? He was certainly held in esteem by all 

sides of the House and recognition was given to his longstanding policy of 

cooperation with Britain. Amery, head of the Conservative opposition testified: 

I have had experience in recent years, on more than one occasion, of having to 

disappoint Dr. Weizmann and to make clear to him that the things he would 

like to see done were impossible to execute for the time being, but I have 

always found, passionate though his enthusiasm is to the cause to which he has 

given his life, that he was prepared to be reasonable, always prepared to 

recognise the difficulties of the British Government, and always prepared to 

face the immense unpopularity which has sometimes confronted him when 

dealing with his own people in conference. For years he co-operated with us, 

and I do sincerely hope that the Government may yet be able to see their way 

to make the situation so clear that he can resume that co-operation which has 

been so valuable for us. 

 

He went on to testify that even though disappointed with the Hope Simpson report, 

Weizmann was willing to find in it “common ground upon which co-operation is 
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possible.”273 On behalf of the Liberals, Herbert Samuel called Weizmann a “wise 

leader and one of the ablest and most remarkable of the political figures of our 

time.”274 Another Liberal MP, Sir Rhys Morris, noted that “Dr. Weizmann and the 

Zionists on all occasions have acted in the highest good faith.”275 The Prime Minister 

himself referred to “those admirable men like Dr. Weizmann, who have given the 

whole of their lives and their hearts to this work.”276 

Weizmann had been in continual contact with the leaders of the Conservative and 

Liberal parties.277 He had been in almost daily contact with the Prime Minister or his 

son Malcolm MacDonald regarding the plan to hold meetings between Zionist 

representatives and a Cabinet Committee.278 He briefed members of Parliament and 

forwarded information that supported pro-Zionist claims.279 

Discussions between the Zionists and the British Cabinet Committee took place on 

November 17 and 18, December 5 and 19, January 30 and February 12, 1931. The 

Government was represented by Foreign Secretary Henderson, Colonial Secretary 

Passfield, Secretary of State for War T. Shaw, First Lord of the Admiralty A.V. 

Alexander and Lord Advocate to Scotland Craigie Aitchison. Malcolm MacDonald 

was attached to the committee as Henderson’s assistant at Weizmann’s request. On 

the Zionist side were Weizmann, Harry Sacher, Prof. Selig Brodetsky and Lewis 
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Namier. Dr. Maurice Hexter, a member of the Jewish Agency Executive and Prof. 

Harold Laski served as American observers. In addition, some meetings were 

attended by James de Rothschild, Chaim Arlosoroff, Osmond d’Avigdor Goldsmid, 

Leo Motzkin, Dr. David Eder, Dr. Nahum Goldmann and Shelomo Kaplansky. Major 

N.G. Hind served as the secretary of the forum.280 

Weizmann presented the Zionist case on November 18 and at the close of the session 

he circulated the Jewish Agency’s criticism of the White Paper in the form of an 

extensive memorandum prepared by Leonard Stein.281 The government’s reply 

arrived on November 29 in the form of a letter from Foreign Minister Henderson to 

Weizmann; this was the first draft of the statement that would become known as the 

MacDonald Letter.282 The Zionists proposed a procedure for drafting the statement: 

issues which did not involve matters of principle be dealt with in a general “drafting 

memorandum.” Legal issues would be discussed by a special subcommittee of experts 

and major policy matters would be raised by Weizmann at the next meeting.283 

Henderson, who served as the overall chairman, agreed to the arrangement at a 

meeting with Weizmann, Namier and Malcolm MacDonald on December 4.284 

Sensing its weakness, Weizmann sought to press his advantage in order to extract 

further concessions from the government. He demanded that the statement under 

discussion be authoritative enough to supersede the White Paper. He also called for a 

round table conference attended by all of the parties involved as a prelude to any 

constitutional changes. Moreover, he demanded the inclusion of Transjordan in the 

discussion of the future of the National Home. Most important, Weizmann believed 

that the reorganization of the Palestine Administration was a precondition for any new 

policy on the part of Great Britain. The basic problem in his eyes was the alliance 

between the staff of the Colonial Office in London and the local officials in Palestine. 

Henderson, though sympathetic to Zionist demands remained non-committal and 

promised only to bring up with the Prime Minister the question of enlarging the 

committee’s terms of reference.285 
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To effect such changes, it was necessary to circumvent the Colonial Office. 

Weizmann raised the possibility of transferring responsibility for Palestine from the 

Colonial to the Foreign Office but this was rejected by the government.286 A second 

way to bypass the Colonial Office was to re-establish the Cabinet Committee as a 

permanent forum for major policy decisions regarding the Jewish National Home. 

Weizmann and Prime Minister MacDonald agreed that once it had completed its 

current task, the committee would be reappointed in accordance with Zionist 

wishes.287 Responding to what they believed was an attempt by the Colonial Office to 

carry out administrative changes in Palestine without consulting the Jewish Agency, 

essentially confronting them with a fait accompli, the Zionists presented the fifth 

session of the Cabinet Committee with a definition for the scope of the new body 

which was to include: the development commission for Palestine, the question of 

Transjordan, the Legislative Council and Round-Table Conference with the Arabs and 

the relations of the Jewish Agency with the government and the Palestine 

Administration. Weizmann repeated the request in a letter to Ramsay MacDonald and 

his son Malcolm on February 2.288 This was discussed in cabinet on February 4, 

delayed for a week and then rejected on February 11. In the debate on February 4 

Foreign Secretary Henderson stated that “the Committee could not be made 

responsible for the day-to-day administration of Palestine and that he himself had 

other preoccupations requiring urgent attention.” 289 

Apparently, Passfield objected to the subcommittee dealing with such matters “on the 

ground that it would encroach on the province of the Colonial Office.” The ZE “had 

no alternative but to leave the other questions outstanding to the Colonial Office.”290 
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Interestingly, on February 11, in its final deliberations before authorizing the 

publication of the new pronouncement on Palestine, the cabinet considered a 

memorandum submitted a day earlier by Foreign Secretary Henderson which stated 

that “As a result of further conversations with representatives of the Jewish Agency, 

they have agreed to withdraw their request for an extension of the terms of 

reference of the Cabinet Committee291 appointed on the 6th November, 1930.” That 

committee would be terminated after one final meeting, which took place on 

November 12. The memorandum continued: 

It is now suggested that the proposals of His Majesty’s Government regarding 

the Development Commission should be discussed by an inter-departmental 

Committee with the Jewish Agency. It is understood that these proposals 

should also be discussed simultaneously by the High Commissioner with the 

Arabs in Palestine. This course is agreeable to the Jewish Agency.292 

 

This course of action was adopted verbatim by the cabinet.293 

What could have induced Weizmann to change his position? On February 2 he 

pressed the Prime Minister and his son Malcolm to extend the subcommittee’s terms 

of reference, and on February 6 he made a last-ditch effort to convince J.H. Thomas, 

Secretary of State for the Dominions, to back the idea of a second Cabinet Committee. 

Writing to his wife on February 8, Weizmann still hoped that the cabinet would 

confirm the extension in its meeting on February 11.294 Yet by February 10 he had 

backed down from this demand. It appears that the answer is to be found in 

Weizmann’s report to the ZE which met together with the Special Political Committee 

on February 10. Weizmann noted that 

…there appeared to be a new offensive against them on the part of the High 

Commissioner and Civil Service, who imagined that they wanted to use the 

Cabinet Committee against them. Lord Passfield said that either he was to 

carry on the work in connection with Palestine, or it should be handed over to 

another Department. There had been a discussion about the transfer of 

Palestine to the Foreign Office, and it had been decided that this should take 

place in 1932. 
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Weizmann mentioned that Malcolm MacDonald had informed him on February 9 

…that the Prime Minister wanted alterations made in Mr. Henderson’s Letter 

[JK – the new government statement], and that he would not sign it as it was a 

rebuff to Lord Passfield. He (Dr. W.) replied that the signature of the Letter by 

the Prime Minister would not be a rebuff to Lord Passfield, and that morning 

he had been informed that the Prime Minister had agreed to sign it.295 

 

The idea had been raised to “set up an Inter-Departmental Committee, consisting of 

one representative of the Foreign Office, one of the Colonial Office, one of the 

Treasury in addition to Mr. Malcolm MacDonald (representing the Prime Minister) 

and the Lord Advocate, for the purpose of discussing the Development Scheme with 

the Jewish Agency.” 

It would appear that Weizmann was not telling the executive the entire story, which 

was likely that due to Passfield’s protests and Foreign Secretary Henderson’s 

unwillingness to prolong his involvement with Palestine policy, the Prime Minister 

had decided to reconsider the idea of an extension of the Cabinet Committee’s terms 

of reference. In order to avoid any further criticism of the government, he sought the 

Jewish Agency’s agreement to this move, and held out the idea of continuing 

discussions on a more limited scope of topics through the medium of a lower-level 

Inter-Departmental Committee as a measure of compromise. The last-minute threat of 

delaying or altering the statement that had been worked out in the Cabinet Committee 

on the grounds that it was offensive to Passfield was probably conceived as a means 

of pressuring Weizmann into giving his consent to the new arrangement, which was 

clearly much less desirable from a Zionist perspective. Perhaps in consideration of 

Weizmann’s limited formal authority following his resignation from the leadership of 

the Jewish Agency, both Henderson’s memorandum and the government decisions 

refer to “representatives of the Jewish Agency,” and not to Weizmann personally, 

even though Weizmann was the primary contact with the British leaders involved.  

If this assessment is correct, we have before us yet another example of Weizmann’s 

pragmatic and pro-British approach. When he believed that the situation afforded the 

opportunity of pressing greater demands, he exploited it, as evidenced in the Zionist 

demands put to the Prime Minister on December 4, 1930. However, when he 

concluded that the window of opportunity had narrowed and that a failure to 
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compromise would result in Zionist alienation, Weizmann was quick to find common 

ground that would provide the Zionist Organization with the best solution possible in 

the current reality. This was Weizmannism at its purest. 

In the meantime, the negotiations between the Cabinet Committee and the Zionist 

representatives had continued. On December 5, 1930, Namier and Stein submitted the 

drafting memorandum to the government. Major policy issues were delayed due to 

internal Zionist disagreements. The legal subcommittee met on December 11 and 18, 

and the second draft of the Henderson letter was completed by December 30. The 

Cabinet Committee discussed a third draft on January 8, 1931. That evening, Malcolm 

MacDonald invited Hexter, Namier and Weizmann to the Prime Minister’s residence 

on Downing Street and informed them certain changes were demanded by Lord 

Passfield, specifically paragraphs 11 and 12 of the draft statement that dealt with land 

purchase, agricultural development and settlement. This discussion took place the 

following day and provisional changes were agreed. Additional meetings were held 

on January 28 and 29, 1931, and the amendments were approved by the Cabinet 

Committee on January 30. The cabinet ratified the final draft on February 4 and 

decided that the letter would be signed by the Prime Minister and not Henderson.296 

This latter decision was made at the insistence of Passfield, who feared that if 

Henderson signed the statement it would appear as though the government had given 

into the Zionist demands that the affairs of Palestine be transferred from the Colonial 

to the Foreign Office.297 

The question remained as to the formal status of the new statement. The cabinet 

decided on February 11: 

(e) That it was undesirable that the letter should be published in the form of a 

White Paper, as contemplated at the last meeting of the Cabinet, if this course 

could be avoided, owing to the bad impression which publicity in so 

prominent a form was likely to make on Arab opinion in Palestine; 

(f) That in replying to a Question in Parliament the same afternoon the Prime 

Minister should explain that a Committee of the Cabinet has been exchanging 

views with the Zionist leaders with regard to the interpretation of certain 

passages in the statement of policy presented to Parliament in October last; 

that it is proposed to embody the explanations which have been given in the 

form of a letter to Dr. Weizmann, which will be communicated to the press. If 

strongly urged to present the paper to Parliament the Prime Minister should 
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intimate that he would circulate a copy with the Votes. Only in the last resort 

should he agree to publication as a White Paper.298 

 

When Sir Austen Chamberlain asked in the Commons that afternoon that the 

statement be laid before Parliament as a White Paper, MacDonald replied: 

“I think under the circumstances that we had better let it go as a letter which will be 

published. If it were laid before Parliament—I do not know whether the right hon. 

Gentleman will agree with me in this—it would give the paper a status which it is 

undesirable it should have.” When pressed, MacDonald clarified further: 

The White Paper which was published in October last lays down the policy of 

the Government. Certain explanations were asked for in this House and 

outside regarding certain expressions and statements which, on further 

examination, were perhaps not so clear as they might be. I am very unwilling 

to give this the same status as the dominating document, and, if it will meet 

the right hon. Gentleman's views, I will have the letter published with the 

Votes, so that it will become official in that sense.299 

 

This was of course unacceptable to Weizmann, who spoke bluntly with the Prime 

Minister in a telephone conversation that evening: 

We want it made clear that the letter to me containing the authoritative 

interpretation of the White Paper shall be the basis of the law in Palestine. 

Unfortunately Lord Passfield still imagined that nothing has happened or 

changed since the publication of the White Paper. He is causing trouble all the 

time. If a question is put to you in the House tomorrow, then you can still put 

matters right. It you will consult the Lord Advocate he will advise you as to 

the formula to be used. We have to deal with excited and anxious people, and 

it is undesirable that there should be any misunderstanding…We are dealing 

with an administration in which we have no confidence, and in which I think 

you should not have any yourself.300 

 

At the last meeting of the Cabinet Committee with the Zionist representatives, 

Weizmann raised the issue again. Henderson agreed that the Prime Minister should 

confirm the authoritative nature of the new statement. To ensure the letter’s status, 

Weizmann requested that it be addressed to him as the President of the Jewish 

Agency, that it be placed before the Council of the League of Nations as an official 

document and that an announcement be made to that effect, and that the letter be sent 
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as an instruction from the Cabinet to the High Commissioner, and in that form tabled 

and recorded in the official records. Henderson promised to relay these requests to the 

Prime Minister301 who stated in the House the same day: 

In the body of the letter it will be made clear that it is to be read as the 

authoritative interpretation of the White Paper on the matters with which the 

letter deals. There will be no doubt as to the official character of the letter. It 

will be communicated as an official document to the League of Nations and 

embodied in a dispatch as an instruction to the High Commissioner.302 

 

On February 13, 1931, at the request of Lt. Commander Joseph Kenworthy, Prime 

Minister MacDonald read out the text of the letter to Weizmann, which he repeated 

would “fall to be read as the authoritative interpretation of the White Paper on the 

matters with which this letter deals.”303 

The MacDonald Letter reaffirmed Britain’s commitment to the development of a 

Jewish National Home in Palestine as part of its dual obligation to the Jewish people 

and to the non-Jewish population of Palestine. The administration of Palestine “in 

accordance with the terms of the Mandate as approved by the Council of the League 

of Nations” was “an international obligation from which there can be no question of 

receding.” The key sections of Balfour Declaration were quoted verbatim and the pro-

Zionist preamble of the Mandate was mentioned in name. 

The letter disavowed any “injurious allegations” against the Jewish Agency or the 

Histadrut, which were now recognized for their cooperation and good services. In 

protecting the economic interests of the Palestine’s non-Jewish community, it was not 

Britain’s intention “that existing economic conditions in Palestine should be 

crystallised.” On the contrary. “The obligation to facilitate Jewish immigration and to 

encourage close settlement by Jews on the land” remained “a positive obligation of 

the Mandate” which could be done “without prejudice to the rights and position of 

other sections of the population of Palestine.” The term “landless Arabs,” which had 

figured so prominently in the rationale behind the conclusions of both the Hope 

Simpson report and the Passfield White Paper to limit Jewish land purchase and 
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settlement, was now defined as “such Arabs as can be shown to have been displaced 

from the lands which they occupied in consequence of the lands passing into Jewish 

hands, and who have not obtained other holdings on which they can establish 

themselves, or other equally satisfactory occupation.” The number of this group had 

to be carefully examined. Similarly, a comprehensive study of the area of land 

available for Jewish settlement would also be carried out. Refuting the claim that the 

White paper prohibited acquisition of land by Jews, MacDonald clarified that it 

“contains no such prohibition, nor is any such intended.” Referring to the Zionist 

claim that the White Paper sought to prohibit Jewish immigration as long as it might 

prevent any Arab from gaining employment, MacDonald stated that “His Majesty’s 

Government never proposed to pursue such a policy.” The Government did “not 

contemplate any stoppage or prohibition of Jewish immigration in any of its 

categories,” although a ‘Labor Schedule’ of wage-earning immigrants would 

continue. The Government did not challenge the right of the Jewish Agency to 

maintain a policy of “preferential and, indeed, exclusive employment of Jewish labour 

by Jewish organisations.”304 

MacDonald’s Letter did not address all of the issues raised in the Passfield White 

Paper. The development scheme and the proposal for a representative Legislative 

Assembly were the most prominent of these, and the latter continued to be a matter of 

disagreement and even one of the factors which precipitated the Arab Revolt in 1936. 

                                                 
304 Recently, the role played by Weizmann, and by extension the Zionist Organization, in the reversal 
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Not surprisingly, the proposal for an inter-departmental committee never came to 

fruition.305 

In retrospect, it can be seen that Zionist foreign policy during this period was guided 

by a Weizmannist approach. The first axiom of Weizmannism was a declared alliance 

with Britain through thick and thin, whether for ideological or pragmatic reasons. 

Indeed, there was no alternative ally for the Zionists, and no party within the Zionist 

movement suggested one. By virtue of the Mandate awarded by the League of 

Nations, Britain ruled Palestine. No other country challenged this control or competed 

with Britain in supporting the Zionist enterprise, and no other alliance could have 

been as beneficial for the Zionists as that with the ruling power. This left the Zionists 

with little room to maneuver. Weizmannism turned this fundamental weakness into an 

asset, positing a partnership based on an identity of interests, shared values, binding 

commitments and joint aspirations. In the realization of this partnership, 

Weizmannism adopted British political conduct and style, and its advocates recruited 

“believers” from within the British social elite and sought out strategic partners within 

ruling circles. This approach not only won the Zionist leaders an entry ticket to the 

most exclusive centers of British power and remarkable influence within the political 

system, but also sensitized these men to the dynamics of the British system of 

government. A corollary of this British orientation was an ability and willingness “to 

play the game.” This required patience, moderation and a pragmatic assessment of 

what was attainable and what was not. Asking for too little squandered an 

opportunity, but so did asking for too much – the response to which would not be only 

dismissal of the request, but also to a certain extent the alienation of the petitioner. 

Weizmannism placed great weight on these qualities, and focused on what was 

attainable under the circumstances. 

These circumstances forced Zionist policy during the 1920s to be overwhelmingly 

defensive in nature. Given the British attempts to withdraw from what was seen 

already in the early 1920s as an extremely complicated and perhaps even insoluble 

situation, Zionist efforts concentrated on reinforcing ties with the British, retarding 

the retreat from commitments to the Jewish National Home and reducing the scope of 

this withdrawal whenever possible. As a result, together with its understanding that 
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cooperation with Great Britain was a strategic necessity, Weizmannism was well 

aware of the increasing fragility of Anglo-Zionist relations, which made cooperation 

all the more vital. Thus, in contrast to various other streams within the Zionist 

movement, Weizmannist elements were diametrically opposed to any attempts at 

brinkmanship or sabre rattling in relations with the British. There was simply too 

much to lose. 

From the vantage point of spring 1931 it would appear that the Weizmannist 

dominance of Zionist foreign policy had paid off in spades. The opposition to the 

Mandate in the early 1920s had been overcome, the Draft Mandate had been ratified 

by the League of Nations and the “dual obligation” expressed in the Churchill 

Memorandum had neither stifled the Jewish National Home nor prevented its 

continued growth and development. British obligations toward the National Home in 

Palestine had survived the re-evaluation of 1923. In February 1931, the greatest 

danger to Zionist plans had been averted with the announcement of the MacDonald 

Letter. The specter of severe limitations on immigration and land purchase had been 

lifted, and the British Government had reaffirmed the “dual obligation” policy 

initiated by Samuel almost a decade earlier. In retrospect, this created the opening for 

Jewish immigration, land purchase, settlement and development that took place 

during the 1930s, generally referred to as the Fifth Aliyah. Over 200,000 Jews arrived 

in Palestine during these years, creating a critical mass that would succeed in 

overcoming the obstacles and challenges that lay ahead. 
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Chapter 2: “Weizmannism” and the Arab Question 

Weizmann maintained a consistently moderate position regarding coexistence with 

the Arabs, but unlike the so-called moderate elements in the Zionist Organization 

such as Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Ẓe’irei Ẓion or the Hitaḥdut, his views were prompted 

primarily by a pragmatic desire to maintain close relations with Great Britain rather 

than an ideological view emphasizing Arab rights to the land, recognition of an Arab 

(or Palestinian Arab) nation or the need to avoid the exploitation of Arabs in labor 

relations.1 

Already in 1918, as head of the Zionist Commission, Weizmann realized that the 

Arab question was one of the major issues facing Zionism. In an address to Moslem 

and Christian leaders at a dinner given by Ronald Storrs, the Governor of Jerusalem, 

Weizmann stated: 

It is with a sense of grave responsibility that I rise to speak on this 

momentous occasion. I wish to speak of peace, harmony, and cooperation 

between the communities represented here…. 

I am not a stranger to this country, although born and bred in the remote 

north. Neither is anyone of my scattered brethren a stranger to it. By mighty 

efforts, wars, and revolutions, did our forefathers heroically defend their 

inviolable right to this sacred placed, and only after having been 

overwhelmed by a fate more sanguinary and more cruel than even the present 

fate of Belgium and Armenia, they lost their physical hold upon Palestine…. 

We therefore do not come to Palestine: we return to it. We return in order to 

link up our glorious ancient traditions of the past with the future, in order to 

create once more a great moral and intellectual centre from which perhaps a 

new word will come forth to a sorely-tried world. That for us is the innermost 

meaning of a National Home. But a centre like that, in order to be real, must 

lean on real props. It must have roots in the earth…. We desire therefore to 

create conditions under which the material and moral development of those of 

our people who have chosen freely to come here will be rendered possible…. 

There is land enough and room enough in Palestine, and this I have been told 

by many of your own leading people, to sustain a population many times 

larger than the present one. And all the fears which have been expressed 

openly and secretly by the Arabs, that they are to be ousted from their present 

position, are due either to a fundamental misconception of our aims and 

                                                 
1 See Rubinstein’s observation that “Weizmann’s policy…was oriented above all towards the British,” 

Elyakim Rubinstein, “Zionist Attitudes on the Jewish-Arab Conflict Until 1936,” in Zionism and the 

Arabs: Essays, ed. Shmuel Almog (Jerusalem: Historical Society of Israel, Zalman Shazar Center 

1983), 36. See also Joseph (Yosef) Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs 1882-1948: A Study of Ideology 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987, 108-109: “As a policy, ‘Weizmannism’ was based, above all, on the 

assumption that the alliance with Great Britain was the sole external guarantee for the achievement of 

Zionist goals…Weizmann’s awareness of the degree to which Zionism was dependent on the British 

Government coloured his outlook on the Arab question….” 
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intentions or to the malicious activities of our common enemies. Both morally 

and materially it is to our interest to live in friendship and peace. It is only 

under such conditions that the great development of this country is possible. 

 

He noted the rise of Arab nationalism: “Once more we see rising a strong and 

regenerated Arab political organism, which will revive the glorious traditions of Arab 

science, and literature.” Turkey, referred to only as the “Turanian hordes,” was the 

common enemy of the Arabs, the Jews and the Armenians, who together “must stand 

united in order to resist the forces of darkness which threaten to overwhelm the 

civilized world.” The Zionists wanted “to cultivate the long-neglected land by 

modern methods, and under a just economic system, avoiding the evils from which 

the advanced countries of Europe are only now beginning to free themselves.” 

Additionally, they wanted “to help to make Palestine once more a fountain of 

knowledge and idealism through the creation of a Hebrew University, a great 

intellectual centre open to every man, in which the ancient truths of our Prophets will 

obtain expression in a modern form.” The benefit of this work would be felt by all 

people in Palestine who would helped to reach “a fuller and richer life.”2 

Apparently at this stage, Weizmann did not feel that the Zionist Organization had to 

take any further steps to cultivate ties with the Arabs. Writing to his wife about the 

speech, he noted that he did not have to concern himself with the Arabs anymore, 

“we have done everything that was expected of us, we have explained our point of 

view publicly and openly: c’est à prendre ou à laisser.3 If the Government were to 

undertake to arrange matters with the Arabs, that would be the only thing required.” 

He also expressed his distrust of the local Arab leaders: “The Arabs responded very 

politely to it [the speech], but it’s difficult to trust them.”4 In other words, the Zionist 

Organization had fulfilled its responsibility to the British by extending its hand to the 

Arabs in Palestine and it was now up to the British to bring the Arabs in line. 

Weizmann repeated his views to Balfour in a letter from May 30, 1918, in which he 

confirmed that his speech to the Arabs in Jerusalem was sincere. The Zionists had no 

desire or need to exploit the Arabs or to displace them. There was enough land for 

the Jews to develop without encroaching on the rights of the Arab inhabitants. The 

                                                 
2 Chaim Weizmann, “Plea for Friendship and Peace,” 27.4.1918, WP, 182-186. 
3 Take it or leave it. 
4 Weizmann to Vera Weizmann, 30.4-2.5.1918, WL, vol. 8, 170-171. 
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problem of relations with the Arabs of Palestine was an economic, not a political one. 

Politically, the Arab center of importance was the triangle formed by Mecca, 

Damascus and Baghdad. Weizmann reported that he was about to visit the Emir 

Feisal and proposed to tell him that he wanted to build a “strong and prosperous Arab 

kingdom.” The Jews were the only ones who could help the Arab leader, through 

financial assistance and organization. 

We shall be his neighbours and we do not represent any danger to him, as we 

are not and never shall be a great power. We are the natural intermediaries 

between Great Britain and the Hedjaz. Such relations would protect the 

Northern Hedjaz against becoming a French sphere of influence, the one 

thing which the Hedjaz people seem to dread. With him I hope to be able to 

establish a real political entente. But with the Arabs of Palestine – in whom, 

so far as I can gather, the Shereef is little interested – only proper economic 

relations are necessary; and this will develop in the natural course of things, 

because they will be essential in our interests as well as in those of the 

Palestinian Arabs.5 

 

At the same time, Weizmann was certainly aware of the rising opposition of local 

Arab leaders to Zionism. A certain degree of hostility was to be expected, “based 

largely on misconception of our real aims,” he noted, but “we find among the Arabs 

and Syrians, or certain sections of them, a state of mind which seems to us to make 

useful negotiations impossible at the present moment.” To make matters worse, the 

British Government had done nothing to bring home to the Arabs that it had adopted 

a definite policy regarding the development of the Jewish National Home. As an 

example, Weizmann pointed to the anti-Zionist speeches given during a ceremony at 

an Arab school on April 11, 1918 in the presence of the Ronald Storrs, and latter’s 

lame response. As a remedy Weizmann suggested 

…the Arabs of Palestine should be brought to realise the actual position and 

the intentions of the Government, and that this work of education can be 

carried out only by the Authorities themselves. It is of no use for us to attempt 

it, because the Arabs, so far as we can tell, are not in a frame of mind in 

which any explanations offered by us would receive serious attention. What is 

necessary is that the exact meaning and scope of Mr. Balfour’s declaration 

should be authoritatively explained to them, and that it should be made 

perfectly clear to them that this declaration represents the considered policy 

of H.M. Government, and that it is their duty to conform to it.6 

                                                 
5 Weizmann to Balfour, 30.5.1918, WL, vol. 8, 205. 
6 Weizmann to Ormsby-Gore, 16.4.1918, WL, vol. 8, 128-130. Weizmann termed the Arab behavior an 

expression of “an intransigeant (sic!) and aggressive nationalism,” and this may have prompted Gorny 
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Weizmann wrote to Balfour again on July 17 after meeting with Feisal in Aqaba. He 

was convinced that the successful development of an Arab nationalist movement 

under Feisal would reduce conflict and lead to increased cooperation with the 

Zionists, and hoped for an alliance between the two movements. In Weizmann’s 

view, “the real Arab movement” was developing in Mecca and Damascus. “The so-

called Arab question in Palestine would therefore assume only a purely local 

character, and in fact is not considered as a serious factor by all those who know the 

local position fully.”7 Thus in Weizmann’s view, the primary political issue was 

cooperation with a pan-Arab nationalist movement under the Hashemite family, a 

position that prompted Weizmann to enter into negotiations with Feisal and to 

conclude a treaty on January 3, 1919.8 The tensions with the local Arabs in Palestine 

were of an economic nature and would be solved through socio-economic measures 

and a clear expression of British policy.9 

This analysis proved to be mistaken. Feisal was dethroned and expelled from Syria, 

the Middle East was divided into Mandates under French or British control, the Pan-

Arab nationalist movement failed to materialize and the Feisal-Weizmann agreement 

of 1919 became a dead letter. With regard to Palestine, Britain became convinced, 

especially after the riots of April 1920 and May 1921 that the local Arab community 

had legitimate rights which had to be protected, both for reasons of political 

pragmatism and at least a partial recognition of Arab claims. Even Herbert Samuel, 

who had supported Zionist aspirations before his appointment as High Commissioner 

                                                 
to conclude that Weizmann was aware of “the growing wave of nationalism among Palestine’s Arabs.” 

Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 110. It is however questionable whether Weizmann indeed viewed Arab 

opposition at this point as the result of a rising Palestinian nationalist movement. Not only would this 

contradict Weizmann’s words to Balfour, it is also inconsistent with Weizmann’s view that the local 

Arabs did not constitute a significant factor. It is more likely that Weizmann used this terminology in 

order to contrast the Jewish position in Palestine - loyalty to Great Britain and desire for cooperation 

and peace – with that of the local Arabs who in his view sought to pursue a divisive struggle. 
7 Weizmann to Balfour, 17.7.1918, WL, vol. 8, 229. 
8 Neil Caplan, “Faisal Ibn Husain and the Zionists: A Re-examination with Documents,” The 

International History Review 5, no. 4 (1983): 561-614; Neil Kaplan, Futile Diplomacy, vol. 1. Early 

Arab-Zionist Negotiation Attempts 1913-1931 (London: Frank Cass, 1983), 36-38. 
9 Gorny concludes that it was Weizmann’s pro-British orientation that caused him to emphasize “a 

regional political settlement in some kind of federal framework, to be headed by the ruling Arab élites, 

and to be sponsored by Great Britain.” This also led him to underestimate the importance of Palestinian 

nationalism, and even to deny its existence. See Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 174-175. Not only does 

this sweeping assessment run against Gorny’s comments above, it also ignores changes in both British 

and Zionist positions. As will be seen below, Weizmann came to recognize the existence of Palestinian 

nationalism following the riots of 1929, whether out of an independent objective assessment or in order 

to align more closely with British views. 
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for Palestine in 1920, wrote to Weizmann on August 10, 1921: “Unless there is very 

careful steering, it is upon the Arab rock that the Zionist ship may be wrecked.”10 

It would appear that the key elements of Weizmann’s attitude to the Arabs of 

Palestine were determined at this early stage. The Palestinian Arabs were intransigent 

and untrustworthy, but only of minor importance. They did not constitute a separate 

nation with a legitimate nationalist movement. The way to deal with them was 

through economic and social assistance along with a clear and authoritative 

presentation by the British authorities of their government’s support for the Jewish 

National Home. It was the duty of Great Britain to bring the Arabs into line with this 

policy and the Zionist Organization could only assist to the extent requested by the 

British government. As it turned out, the primary request made of the Zionist 

Organization was its acceptance of a succession of proposals that amounted to a 

withdrawal from the position expressed in the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate. 

However, the Zionist rationale for such political concessions was the accommodation 

of the British, not the Palestinian Arabs.11 

The declaration made at the 12th Zionist Congress in Carlsbad, inspired by Martin 

Buber and the Hitaḥdut party, intimated that the Arabs in Palestine shared a national 

identity: 

The enmity of a part of the Arab inhabitants, incited by unscrupulous 

elements to commit deeds of violence, can weaken neither our resolve to 

construct a Jewish National Home nor our will to live at peace and in mutual 

respect with the Arab people, and together with them, to make our common 

home in a flourishing commonwealth whose reconstruction will assure 

undisturbed national development for each of its peoples.12 

 

Although he endorsed the statement publicly, it is doubtful whether Weizmann 

identified with it personally and he later rejected Eliezer Kaplan's demand to adopt a 

platform which claimed that Palestine was a Jewish-Arab land, fearing that Zionist 

recognition of an Arab nationalist movement in Palestine would cause the erosion of 

British commitments to a Jewish National Home.13 

                                                 
10 Samuel to Weizmann, 10.8.1921, CZA A4/16151. 
11 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 111-117. 
12 Martin Buber, A Land of Two Peoples: Martin Buber on Jews and Arabs, edited with commentary by 

Paul R. Mendes-Flohr (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 63. 
13 Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 359; Chazan, 119-120; Minutes of the AC, 16.3.1922 in 

, בעריכת משה הלוי, )ירושלים: 1923יוני  – 1921הפועל הציוני, כרך ג', ספטמבר -הפרוטוקולים של הוועד
126, 56-55, 50, תשס"ג(, עמ' הקיבוץ המאוחדו אוניברסיטת תל אביב  (hereafter AC Protocols). 
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By the time that Weizmann agreed reluctantly to meet with the Arab Delegation on 

November 29, 1921 (see above), he had decided to be more forthcoming with 

concessions toward the Arabs on the condition that they accepted the basic tenets of 

British policy towards the Jewish National Home. In a letter written but not sent to 

Churchill from late November 1921, Weizmann included in his list of demands 

British “recognition of the principle of equal representation of Jews and Arabs in 

Palestine in any representative system that may be set up…”14 At the meeting itself, 

Weizmann agreed to cooperate with the Arabs on the basis of the Draft Mandate and 

to discuss the limitation of Jewish immigration and constitutional limits to prevent 

“Jewish political ascendancy,” but his demeanor apparently created a negative 

impression. One witness noted that he appeared as a conqueror and seemed to 

despise the Arab Delegation.15 As Gorny observes, Weizmann “accepted the Arabs 

as partners in running the country, but not as equal partners in negotiations as to its 

future.”16 This moderation toward Britain and willingness that local Arabs participate 

in government characterized the behavior of the ZE throughout the 1920s. 

An early example of this position can be seen in Weizmann’s acceptance of the 

British proposal for a representative Legislative Council in the first months of 1922, 

in contrast to the rejection of the proposed constitution and Legislative Council on 

the part of the Palestine Arab Delegation. Already in February and March 1922, the 

Arab Delegation had made its opposition clear, while Weizmann agreed to the 

principle of self-government subject to the terms of the Draft Mandate.17 This 

scenario was repeated with regard to the “Churchill Memorandum” which reflected a 

dual commitment on the part of Great Britain to the continued development of the 

Jewish National Home and to the support of the local Arab population. The Arab 

Delegation rejected the statement outright whereas the Zionist Organization 

                                                 
14 Draft, Weizmann to Churchill, late November 1921, WL, vol. 10, 350. 
15 Notes by Shuckburgh and Mills, 29 and 30.11.1921, NA CO 537/855; Minutes of the ZE, 

30.11.1921. 
16 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 114. 
17 See the discussion of the Legislative Council above. See the responses of the Palestine Arab 

Delegation on February 21 and March 16, 1922 in Cmd. 1700, 2-4, 11-15; Weizmann to Shuckburgh, 

2.3.1922, WL, vol. 11, 65; Memorandum in NA CO 733/40/240ff also ISA 2/244 included in Ingrams, 

Palestine Papers, 167. 
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answered with an assurance that the activities of the Zionist Organization would 

comply with the new declaration.18 

Following the promulgation of the Order-in-Council on August 10, 1922, which 

provided for the establishment of a Legislative Council, the Fifth Palestinian 

Congress decided to take various measures to ensure an Arab boycott of the 

elections. Indeed, only a small minority of Palestinian Arabs participated in the vote 

which took place in late February 1923, effectively forestalling the formation of the 

council.19  

In the wake of this development, the Colonial Office decided in late April to 

postpone indefinitely the creation of a legislative council and to re-establish the 

advisory council of appointed representatives that had existed previously. On May 4, 

1923 the Privy Council ratified a revision of the 1922 Order-in-Council to formalize 

this change, and this was published on May 29. However, due to pressure during 

June and July on the part of the Arab Executive, the leading Arab body in Palestine, 

most of the ten Arab nominees for the council declined the appointments.20 

At the end of July 1923, noting the failures of the Legislative and Advisory Councils, 

the British Cabinet Committee on Palestine presented a report, which included a 

proposal to establish an Arab Agency, analogous to the Jewish Agency. The High 

Commissioner for Palestine would have to confer with its representatives on matters 

of immigration and public works. The Zionists would be asked to give their consent 

to the new proposal.21 The report was accepted by the Cabinet on July 31, 1923 but it 

was agreed that publication would wait until the High Commissioner’s return to 

Palestine. Indeed, on October 4 he was authorized to approach representatives of the 

Arab population in Palestine and to invite them to accept the Arab Agency proposal. 

Samuel met with 26 Palestinian Arab notables on October 11, who unanimously 

rejected the proposal.22 

                                                 
18 Musa Kazim al-Husseini and Jamal Shibli to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, 17.6.1922 in 

Cmd. 1700, 21-28; Weizmann to Under-Secretary of State, 18.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 117-118. 
19 Yehoshua Porath, The Emergence of the Palestinian-Arab National Movement 1918-1929 (London: 

Frank Cass, 1974), 147-158. 
20 Ibid., 169-176. 
21 Cabinet Committee on Palestine, “The Future of Palestine,” 27.7.1923, CP 351 (23), NA CAB 

24/161, also in T160/44 and CO 733/58. 
22 Cmd. 1989, 1-12. 
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Weizmann knew in advance of the intention to raise the Arab Agency proposal with 

the Arabs and of Samuel’s expectation that it would be turned down. After its 

rejection, he counselled the AC to content itself with the Arab response, but the 

executive body decided that it must file a protest with the Colonial Office. Weizmann 

complied with the decision, but submitted the protest to the Colonial Office only on 

November 15, 1923, a day after the publication of the White Paper on the Arab 

Agency, a step which precluded the inclusion of the Zionist statement in that 

document. As a result, the Zionist Organization did not publicly oppose the Arab 

Agency proposal.23 For Weizmann, such a move would only have served to 

antagonize the Colonial Office, which had been cooperative throughout the Arab 

Agency episode, embarrass the Cabinet, which had just reaffirmed its commitment to 

the Jewish National Home in the face of considerable opposition and waste the 

political capital earned by the Zionist Organization for cooperating with British 

policy in contrast to the Arabs’ refusal to do so. The Arab rejection of the Arab 

Agency marked the end of any attempt to redefine British policy until the riots of 

1929. 

Weizmann continued to view the Hashemite family as the most important Arab force. 

In October 1922 he met with Abdullah in London, and though no record of the 

conversation has been found, it may be assumed that since Abdullah at this time was 

promoting the idea of a federation of Palestine and Transjordan under his crown, the 

two spoke about Abdullah’s recognition of the Jewish National Home in return for 

Zionist agreement to the reunification of Palestine under his rule. Indeed, rumors to 

this effect caused considerable alarm in the yishuv and the Zionist Organization.24 

However, after his visit to Palestine in late November, Weizmann came to the 

conclusion that Abdullah did not really carry any weight in Palestine or in Trans-

                                                 
23 “Tagung des A.C., London, 26. bis 31. Oktober, 1923,” 28-60, 99-101, CZA Z4/266/10; Joshua 

Freundlich, “Introduction,” WL, vol. 12, x; Weizmann to the Undersecretary of State, Colonial Office 

(Ormsby-Gore), 15.11.1923, WL, vol. 12, 34-35; Minutes of the ZE, 21.11.1923, 26.11.1923, 

20.12.1923, 25.12.1923, CZA Z4/302/9. 
24 Conversation with Shuckburgh, 9.11.1922, CZA Z4/16135; Leonard Stein’s Conversation with St. 

John Philby, 4.12.1922, CZA Z4/1392 IIB; Leonard Stein, “Note on Conversation with Mr. Philby,” 

27.12.1922, CZA Z4/16135; Kisch to Stein, 9.1.1923, CZA Z4/16049; Stein to Philby, 26.2.1923, CZA 

Z4/16135; Yehoshua Porath, “The Palestinians and the Negotiations for the British-Hijazi Treaty, 

1920-1925,” Asian and African Studies 8, no. 1 (1972): 29; Neil Caplan, Palestine Jewry and the Arab 

Question 1917-1925 (London: Frank Cass, 1978), 172-178; Caplan, Futile Diplomacy, vol. 1, 52-53. 
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Jordan, and doubted “whether his promises and guarantees do represent a political 

asset of any real value.”25 

At the same time, Herbert Samuel was advancing his version of an Arab 

Confederation. He had suggested back in 1920 the idea of forming a confederation to 

include Syria, Lebanon, Palestine, the Hijaz and Iraq with a joint council under 

Faisal, and believed that such a move would convince a large part of the Palestinian 

Arab community to cooperate with the British Government in carrying out the 

Mandate. He raised the idea anew in December 1922 in order to weaken the 

opposition of the Palestinian Arabs to the legislative council. The Colonial Office 

took up the basic idea of an Arab confederation within the framework of a proposed 

British-Hijazi Treaty to be concluded with King Hussain, in a similar hope that 

recognition of an Arab desire for an association between Palestine and the other Arab 

countries would make it easier for Palestinian Arabs to accept Britain’s pro-Zionist 

policy in Palestine. Britain would recognize Arab independence in Iraq, Transjordan 

and the Arab states in Arabia (with the exception of Aden) and with regard to 

Palestine would guarantee that “nothing shall be done in that country which may 

prejudice the civil and religious rights of the Arab Community.” Hussain would 

recognize the special position of Britain in Palestine, Transjordan and Iraq. This 

would also have the added value of putting an end to the disagreement over the 

intentions of the McMahon-Hussain correspondence of 1915-1916 with regard to 

Palestine.26 During negotiations throughout 1923, the Arab Executive in Palestine 

exerted considerable pressure on Hussain not to recognize the Mandate in Palestine 

and the monarch vacillated on the issue. When in October Hussain’s representative 

proposed that as part of the treaty the British Government would agree “to establish 

in Palestine, as soon as possible, a Native Representative Government with the 

largest measure of independence consistent with the policy explained in the White 

Paper issued by His Britannic Majesty’s Government in London, June 1922,” Britain 

sought confirmation that Hussain personally understood the significance of 

                                                 
25 Weizmann, Report on Visit to Palestine, 15.2.1923, NA CO 733/62/9354. 
26 Porath, “The Palestinians and the Negotiations for the British-Hijazi Treaty,” 30-32; Samuel to the 

Duke of Devonshire, 12.12.1922, ISA, Chief Secretary Files, 128; Deedes to Shuckburgh, 22.12.1922, 

ibid.; Minute of H. Young on cable from Herbert Samuel, no. 43, 11.2.1923, 13.2.1923, NA CO 

733/42; Draft Agreement enclosed in the letter of the Colonial Secretary to Samuel, 3.5.1923, ISA, 

Chief Secretary Files, 129. 
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recognizing the White Paper (Churchill Memorandum). This was not forthcoming, 

and negotiations were stalled.27 After seeing a draft of the agreement in November 

1923, Weizmann did not reject the proposal as long as it was based on a recognition 

of the Churchill Memorandum and the special status of Palestine. He felt that the 

federation should be discussed directly by Arabs and Jews, including the Palestinian 

Arabs: “Thus the Arabs would be convinced that we would favour the creation of an 

Arab Federation as long as an honest agreement could be arrived at by which the 

Arabs consent to an unhampered development of the Jewish National Home.” 

Though Weizmann feared that the treaty could lead to the recognition of Palestine as 

an Arab country, he held out little hope that the Palestinian Arabs would agree to 

such an arrangement which would just be another concession made to the Arabs, and 

rejected by them.28 In Porath’s assessment, the Palestinian Arabs not only rejected 

the treaty but succeeded in frustrating its conclusion.29 Ultimately, the entire proposal 

was dropped with Hussain’s abdication in favor of his son on October 3, 1924 and 

the subsequent occupation of Mecca by Ibn Saud.30 Weizmann saw this as a “severe 

blow” to Britain’s Arab policy and predicted that Trans-Jordan would increasingly be 

drawn into Palestine’s orbit.31 

It would appear that this ended any expectations Weizmann may have had of the 

Hashemite family. He maintained contacts with them over the years, more as a matter 

of courtesy than anything else. In October 1925, he met with Faisal, then King of 

Iraq, who offered his services to reach a peaceful settlement between Jews and 

Arabs, but nothing came of the meeting.32 Abdullah maintained friendly connections 

with Frederick Kisch, Weizmann’s close associate and head of the Palestine ZE, and 

                                                 
27 Porath, “The Palestinians and the Negotiations for the British-Hijazi Treaty,” 36-43; Naji al-Asil to 

the Foreign Under-Secretary, 12.10.1923, ISA, Chief Secretary Files, 129; Colonial Secretary to the 

High Commissioner for Palestine, cable no. 387, 14.12.1923, ibid; Summary of the negotiations by 

Mallet NA FO 371/10002, Document number E. 4678. 
28 Weizmann to Samuel, 14.11.1923, WL, vol. 12, 19-20. 
29 “…the Palestinians achieved an important gain. Their pressure on Husayn and their intervention in 

the course of the negotiations led to a hardening of Husayn’s position with respect to the treaty’s 

provisions on the British mandate in Palestine. In this way, the possibility that the treaty would be 

ratified practically vanished.” See Porath, “The Palestinians and the Negotiations for the British-Hijazi 

Treaty,” 48. 
30 Porath, “The Palestinians and the Negotiations for the British-Hijazi Treaty,” 43-46. 
31 Weizmann to Morris Rothenberg and Emanuel Neumann, 9.11.1924, WL, vol. 12, 250. 
32 Weizmann to Vera Weizmann, 9.10.1925, WL, vol. 12, 412-413; Weizmann to Marshall, 12.10.1925, 

WL, vol. 12, 425; Minutes of the AC, October 21, 1925, CZA Z4/271/3 translated in Neil Caplan, 

“Faisal ibn Hussain and the Zionists,” 612. 
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the two met several times during the 1920s. In April 1926, Weizmann accompanied 

Kisch on a visit to Abdullah who hosted them “with his usual friendly hospitality,” 

but once again, the meeting had no tangible results.33 Weizmann raised the memories 

of earlier hopes in the difficult days of May 1930 under the shadow of the Shaw 

Commission report. At the request of the Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald, 

Weizmann passed on to Malcolm, his son, an original copy of his agreement with 

Feisal, noting that he believed that one would find “both Feisal and Abdullah ready 

to reaffirm the policy to which they themselves agreed in 1919.”34 

Weizmann devoted little attention to the Arab question between 1924 and 1929. One 

expression of his views was delivered at the 14th Zionist Congress in August 1925 in 

a debate on a proposal by Vladimir Jabotinsky for a Jewish Legion to protect the 

yishuv in the face of “riotous” Arabs: 

The key [to securing the tranquil development of the Yishuv] lay in 

establishing at Jewish initiative a genuine friendship and cooperation with the 

Arabs of the Near East. (Enthusiastic applause.) Palestine must be built 

without violating one iota the legitimate rights of the Arabs. The Zionist 

Congress should not limit itself to ‘Platonic’ formulas. The Congress must 

learn the truth that Palestine is not Rhodesia, and that 600,000 Arabs live 

there, who, according to the world community’s sense of justice, have exactly 

the same right as we have to a National Home. (Applause.)35 

 

In a speech before the Berlin “Society for a Labor Palestine”36 in 1927, Weizmann 

again emphasized the need for peaceful and productive coexistence: 

Our work is difficult because we must realize the Zionist project without a 

single hair falling from the head of any Arab. We must move ahead through 

the gradual merging of Jewish and Arab interests so that both sides – the 

Arabs and the Jews immigrating to their land – can view this country as their 

homeland. 

This view also suggests the essence of our policy regarding the Arabs. 

Palestine is drowning in the Arab sea which surrounds it, and the Arabs must 

be convinced that we intend to develop the areas between the Euphrates and 

the Nile and turn them into a major center of civilization…. Our enterprise 

                                                 
33 Joseph Nevo, King Abdallah and Palestine: A Territorial Ambition (London: Macmillan in 

association with St. Antony's College 1996), 18; Yehoshua Porath, The Palestinian Arab National 

Movement from Riots to Rebellion 1929-1939 (London: Frank Cass, 1977), 72; Kisch, Palestine Diary, 

96-97, 105, 236, 338, 387. Quote from p. 236. 
34 Weizmann to Malcolm MacDonald, 21.5.1930, WL, vol. 14, 307. 
35 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses vom 18. Bis 31. August 1925 in Wien 

(London: Zentralbureau der Zionistischen Organisation 1926), 328, translated in Buber, A Land of Two 

Peoples, 28. 
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will bring to the neighboring lands opportunities for growth, the results of 

which are unimaginable. There are already signs that herald the coming of 

this era: eight years go Palestine was a small and barren land or a site for 

archaeological study, and now it has become part of the world market. 

Tomorrow a large port will be constructed and the day after countless 

airplanes will fly across the country. We are in the middle of a rapidly 

changing world and everyone, including our adversaries, will realize that we 

have carried out a lofty enterprise.37 

 

The riots of 1929 and the re-evaluation of British policy in their wake led Weizmann 

to revise his position. It would appear that Weizmann began to perceive the 

Palestinian Arabs as a force to be reckoned with, and their opposition to Zionism as 

the expression of a nationalist movement. He was also aware of the desire on the part 

of some British officials to create a representative government in Palestine, which 

due to the balance between Arabs and Jews in the country would have been to the 

severe disadvantage of the Zionists.38 Even before the riots, the High Commissioner, 

Sir John Chancellor, had begun to consider the establishment of a representative 

government in Palestine, and the idea was taken up again once the initial shock of the 

violence had passed.39 However, Colonial Secretary Passfield objected to a renewal 

of negotiations fearing that they would be interpreted as a sign of British weakness. 

Shuckburgh informed Weizmann of this position in a meeting on November 11, 

1929.40 Ultimately, the creation of a Legislative Assembly was included as one of the 

articles of the Passfield White Paper in October 1930. 

In the first months after the riots, Weizmann echoed some of his earlier views 

regarding the nature of the Palestinian Arabs and the importance of Britain’s 

reaffirmation of its commitment to the Mandate. As the months went by, Weizmann 

                                                 
37 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 116-117; Speech before the Society for a Labor Palestine, Berlin, 

27.6.1927 in Weizmann, Devarim, vol. 2, 419-420. Gorny describes the speech as expressing views 

close to those of Berit Shalom and goes on to note that it referred to Palestine as the “joint homeland” 

of Jews and Arabs (p. 116). A closer reading of the text reveals a different approach. As transcribed, 

the speech states that Arabs and Jews “immigrating to their land” (literally “ascending to their land”) 

should be able to see the country as “their homeland” and the word “joint” does not appear. The speech 

in fact seems to be more a continuation of Weizmann’s previous views than an expression of the more 

radical Berit Shalom. The society was formed in Berlin in 1927, see תל) ם ואנשיםעתוני ציון כ"ץ, על-בן-
138(, עמ' 1983,צ'ריקובראביב:  . 

38 See Rose, The Gentile Zionists, 44-53. 
39 Chancellor had emphasized the importance of a legislative body representing the local population in 

June 1929, see Secret Telegram, Chancellor to Passfield, 12.6.1929, NA CO 733/167 67015; 

Chancellor to Passfield, 17.1.1930, NA CP 108 (30), CAB 24/211. 
40 CO Minute on the Magnes-Philby talks, 21.11.1929, NA CO 733/175 67411; Weizmann to Felix 

Warburg, 12.11.1929, WL, vol. 14, 65-66; Kaplansky to the PZE, 28.11.1929, CZA S25/3050; 

Chancellor to Passfield, 17.1.1930, NA CO 733/182 77050. 
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began to refer to the Palestinian Arabs in national terms and to call for parity, the 

idea that the two communities would have equal power in government irrespective of 

the Arab majority at the present or a Jewish majority in the future. It does not appear 

that Weizmann had a change of heart ideologically. Rather, he made a cool 

assessment of the new currents in British governing circles, and gradually came to 

the conclusion that under the circumstances, the most that the Zionist Organization 

could realistically demand was a solution based on the principles of free Jewish 

immigration and parity between Arabs and Jews. Parity was certainly preferable to 

representative rule which would have given the Arabs a large majority in any 

governing body. At the same time, the idea of parity intimated conciliation and 

cooperation. 

In November 1929, Weizmann still emphasized his earlier views. In response to a 

letter from Robert Weltsch asking for Weizmann’s endorsement of the German 

Zionist leader’s bi-nationalist views, Weizmann wrote that he did not deny the need 

for negotiations with the Arabs, but thought that they should only be held after the 

British Government had made it clear to the Arabs that it was going to carry out the 

Mandate. Without this support, Zionism would lack political force and political 

bargaining ability. Therefore, there was little reason to carry out negotiations at this 

early stage. 

Any premature discussion in public of all these questions could only be 

interpreted by the Arabs as weakness on our part and as giving away our 

points before we start bargaining. 

The Arab mind is not ripe at all for any negotiations: they are not producing 

arguments, but tricks. They are not statesmen but low class politicians with a 

mentality of Oriental carpet dealers. In your memorandum to us you admit 

the primitiveness of the Arabs, but, at the same time, you urge us to deal with 

them. Their primitiveness, of which you speak, is a terrible difficulty, almost 

insuperable. Unless the Arabs are brought to a different frame of mind I don’t 

see any possibility of successful negotiation. Now, in my opinion, the frame 

of mind can only be produced by the British Government.... if and when the 

British Government has made it clear to the Arabs that it stands by the 

Mandate and is not going to be deflected from it by terrorism.41 

 

                                                 
41 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 202-203; Weizmann to Robert Weltsch, 29.11.1929, WL, vol. 14, 

107-110. 
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Weizmann added that he had not abandoned his traditional advocacy of coexistence 

along “bi-national lines.” His only disagreement with Weltsch was his assessment of 

the right time to take practical political steps. 

At the conference of the Zionistische Vereinigung für Deutschland (ZVfD) in Jena 

held at the end of December, Weizmann referred to the Palestinian Arabs as “a nation 

which has set out on the path of freedom” and noted his hopes of building a 

“common homeland”: 

We wish to build with them a common homeland. We said this at the 12th 

Zionist Congress and even these riots won’t move us from this aspiration. We 

will do everything possible to find common areas and points of contact with 

the Arabs but for this there must be two partners. We cannot do this on our 

own – it depends on their understanding as well. They still do not recognize 

us as their relatives. Under the influence of foreign powers which have no 

interest in the Jews or the Arabs, the Arabs in their war with us have forgotten 

our racial kinship. We will help them to recognize this through our honest 

work. They must also take a step for this to happen. The fact that it did not 

offer one word of remorse over the riots in Hebron or Safed is not something 

of which a nation which has set out on the path of freedom should be proud. 

When they understand that they cannot build their homeland on the bodies of 

innocent victims, the hour of mutual understanding will arrive. We are ready 

for this every day…. The Mandatory Government can fill the role of honest 

broker in order to bring about this peace. It can say to the Arabs: “we the 

English have proven to you that we are doing everything possible in order to 

fulfill our obligations to you in Iraq, Transjordan, India and Egypt. We view 

the policy of the Jewish National Home as just and we will direct our 

activities so that you and the Jews can reach a compromise.” The British 

Government will do this, but let us not make its work more difficult. Do not 

try to hasten the hour! This is a most delicate and difficult task. 

 

Regarding the questions of a Jewish majority, he revealed his instructions to Arthur 

Ruppin and Harry Sacher, who were about to appear before the Shaw Commission. If 

they were asked whether the Zionist Organization aspired to a Jewish majority in 

Palestine, they were to answer that the organization wanted the implementation of the 

mandate, including free immigration in accordance with the economic development 

of the country. One could not say whether this would lead to the creation of a 

majority. Their key message was to be that whatever happens: “It is not our intention 

to dominate others and we do not wish others to dominate us.”42 

                                                 
42 Speech at the Conference of the Zionistische Vereinigung für Deutschland (ZVfD) in Jena, December 

29, 1929. Minutes in JR, 3.1.1930 and 7.1.1930. Hebrew version in Weizmann, Devarim, vol. 3, 539-

541 and  ,10.1.1930"דרכנו ושאיפתנו", העולם . See discussion in Hagit Lavsky, Before Catastrophe: The 
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In his summation speech at the conference he stated: 

Palestine is not only an Arab country nor is it only a Jewish country. It is a 

country belonging to both of us together…. The formula “without a Jewish 

state there is no existence for the Jewish people” has a lot of assimilation in it. 

“The State of the Jews”, “A National State”, these are terms which do not suit 

our movement.43 

 

Weizmann explained the problematics of representative government to Felix 

Warburg on January 16, 1930. 

What they [the Arabs] desire at present is plainly to drive us into the 

Mediterranean. As they don’t wish to formulate it so brutally they clamour 

for the creation of an instrument which would necessarily bring about the 

same result, without admitting it publicly; they wish a Parliament on a 

democratic basis, namely an institution in which we would be a very small 

minority. They wish a National Government: in other words, that they should 

become ministers, who would run the show in Palestine, leaving to the British 

a shadowy position in the form of a Veto, which might or might not be 

exercised by the High Commissioner. Such a Parliament, and such a 

government, would naturally pass legislation which would render our position 

untenable after the first few months.... Possibly, he Arabs might give lip 

service and recognition of the Balfour Declaration and even of the mandate, 

but if they control immigration, land, legislation in general, there is not an 

earthly chance for the realisaton of our desires, however modest, in such a 

structure. It follows therefore, that so long as this attitude of mind has not 

changed, so long as we have not obtained definite and satisfactory guarantees 

that the Mandate and the Declaration are going to be carried out, and the 

upbuilding of the National Home will proceed, there is no use on our part 

opening up negotiations. These guarantees, which are vital, can only be given 

by the British Government and by the League of Nations…only when the 

Arabs feel that the world is maintaining the international obligations and 

promises given to us, will they be prepared to negotiate with us.44 

 

Weizmann expounded his views more fully in a letter to James Marshall, son of 

Louis Marshall, noting the challenges of reaching a solution based on parity given 

the deep and intense opposition of the local Arab population. 

Equality in rights between partners as yet very unequal in numbers, requires 

very careful thought and constant watching. Palestine is to be shared by two 

nations; one is there already in full strength, while of the other so far a mere 

                                                 
Distinctive Path of German Zionism (Detroit and Jerusalem: Wayne State University Press, Magnes 

Press and Leo Baeck Institute, 1998), 220-222. 
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vanguard has reached it. The Arabs are the beati possidentes,45 while we have 

to defend the rights of those qui ont toujours tort.46 The force of inertia works 

in favour of the Arabs, and thoughts which run in the customary grooves cut 

across and undermine the foundations of that thing to come, our National 

Home in Palestine. While we accept the principle of equality between Jews 

and Arabs in the future Palestinian State, the Arabs press for having that State 

constituted immediately, because circumstance would enable them now to 

distort it into an Arab dominion from which no path would lead back to real 

equality. 

 

Weizmann explained Arab opposition to Zionism: 

…All the Arab objections to what we have done in Palestine during the last 

ten years, ultimately boil down to one single thing: that we have come, are 

coming, and mean to come in increasing numbers. In 1848 a leading Italian 

said to the Austrians: “We do not ask you to govern us well, but to go.” The 

Arabs, when they speak out the truth, say to us: “We do not ask you to deal 

fairly with us, but not to come.”47 

 

Weizmann went even farther at the AC meeting in Berlin in August 1930: 

Certainly we have a right over Palestine, but the Arabs also have a claim over 

the land. Of course we are a state forming (staatsbilendes) element in 

Palestine, but so are they. We will certainly try to bring the maximum number 

of persons to Palestine and when we shall be the majority there, we will not 

dominate the Arabs, just as we will not allow ourselves to be dominated while 

we are the minority. That is the content of the Balfour Declaration and the 

Palestine Mandate… Perhaps one can arrive at an understanding with the 

Arabs if our set aim were formulated. This set aim is, however, not the Jewish 

State, nor a majority which will administer the minority in the land…. 

It is no fault of ours that the renaissance of the East is proceeding at a much 

more rapid pace than most of us imagined. Young Arabs are growing up in 

Palestine who, from their point of view, are as “Zionist” as we are and it 

would be ridiculous to ignore this force and entrench ourselves in that 

opinion. We must not speak in such a way. It would certainly arouse among 

the Arabs the same feelings that we feel when we are told that we have no 

right to the Land of Israel. We have rights and they have rights. The two 

peoples are elements with equal rights in building up the country. We must 

work together, and if, some day, we constitute the majority, we will not 

subdue them by force of the majority, just as we do not now wish them to 

subdue us.48 

                                                 
45 “Blessed in possession” 
46 “Who are always wrong” 
47 Weizmann to James Marshall, 17.1.1930, WL, vol. 14, 205-211. See the discussion of this letter in 

Rubinstein, “Zionist Attitudes on the Jewish-Arab Conflict Until 1936,” 70-72 and in Paul R. Mendes-

Flohr, “Introduction,” in Buber, A Land of Two Peoples, 10-12. 
48 Protokoll der IV. Tagung des Aktionscomites, Berlin, 24.-30. August 1930, CZA Z4/282/29, 139-

142. Speech at the AC in Berlin, 28.8.1930 in Weizmann, Devarim, vol. 3, 570, partially translated in 
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The Passfield White Paper, published on October 17, 1930, proposed a Legislative 

Council along the lines suggested in the Churchill Memorandum of 1922: 10 official 

members and 12 elected members in addition to the High Commissioner.49 Unlike 

the articles on immigration and land purchase, this issue was not dealt with in the 

MacDonald Letter of 1931. Foreign Secretary Arthur Henderson, who chaired the 

Cabinet Subcommittee that drafted the letter, refused to put the item on the 

subcommittee’s agenda, claiming that constitutional questions lay outside its terms of 

reference.50 Weizmann and Prime Minister MacDonald agreed that once it had 

completed its current task, the committee would be reappointed with enlarged terms 

of reference.51 This however never happened, due to Passfield’s determined 

opposition and Weizmann’s concern that holding out for the new body would 

endanger the publication of the MacDonald Letter, which was read out in Parliament 

on February 13, 1931.52 

Weizmann continued to advocate for parity. On March 29, 1931, he met with the 

Mapai Central Committee to seek support for the proposal at the coming Zionist 

Congress: 

There is the question of parity, and – I believe – it will be possible, after 

preparations, to reach an agreement with the Arabs about this, which is a 

great compromise on our part. And the main thing – the mere fact that both 

sides will sit together means that compromises must be made. Will the Jews 

be willing to negotiate? I hope that with the exception of the Revisionists, the 

matter will not be too difficult. One remark concerning Ben-Gurion’s 

criticism about my speech at the Actions Committee in Berlin. Perhaps the 

form was not good, but the things had to be said. The people must understand 

that we cannot follow the road of expelling the Arabs from the country for 

our settlement.53 

 

Shortly before the fateful 17th Zionist Congress, Weizmann unburdened himself to a 

friend in a letter that reflects his reasons for moderating Zionist political demands: 
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Perhaps I was too far ahead of the other Zionists: they are still stuck with 

their illusions of the utopian time of Zionism, as it was 25 years ago. I 

probably see too much of the difficult realities of life here, and of the political 

situation. I cannot get intoxicated on phrases and forget even temporarily that 

the Jewish misery increases from day to day, but that Palestine is a small, 

difficult, ungrateful country; that 650,000 Arabs live there who do not want to 

let us in and the number of Arabs increase every day by 20,000. And all the 

while we tear each other to pieces in barren discussions about long-term final 

aims. I have lost all illusions in these 15 years of unceasing efforts. No manna 

drops from heaven for us, and God will not destroy the enemies in our path. 

We live in a cold, hard epoch; miracles do not occur; we have to earn 

everything by hard and bitter work without anyone’s help and therefore our 

progress in Eretz Israel will be slow and must be guided with care and 

circumspection.54 

 

In his opening address at the 17th Zionist Congress on July 1, 1931, Weizmann again 

suggested parity as the way in which to reach an understanding with the Arabs. 

…the Arabs must be made to feel, must be convinced, by deed as well as by 

word, that whatever the future numerical relationship of the two nations in 

Palestine, we on our part contemplate no political domination. But they must 

also remember that we on our side shall never submit to any political 

domination. Provided that the Mandate is both recognised and respected, we 

would welcome an agreement between the two kindred races on the basis of 

political parity. It is our duty to explain our aims and ideals clearly and 

without ambiguity to the Arab peoples, and to neglect no opportunity of 

coming into touch with them, and no channel of communication which may 

help towards a mutual understanding…. Only in this way shall we succeed in 

cooperating with the Arab peoples, who themselves are struggling towards the 

light, and now after many centuries are entering anew the political arena of the 

world.55 

 

Weizmann’s views on the idea of parity were expressed again in an interview with the 

Jewish Telegraphic Agency on July 3, 1931, during the 17th Zionist Congress: 

I strongly feel that agreement with the Arabs is obtainable on the basis of 

parity. If the Legislative Council should come, equal Arab and Jewish 

representation would afford an opportunity for satisfactory cooperation. We 

also demand equal distribution of funds for Arabs and Jews within the 

Palestine Development Scheme. 

I do not see how we can demand more. Parity does not mean a bi-national 

state, which is vague and does not necessarily imply parity. I have no 

sympathy or understanding for the demand for a Jewish majority. A majority 

does not necessarily guarantee security. We may have a majority and still be 
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insecure. A majority is not required for the development of Jewish civilization 

and culture. 

The world will construe this demand only in one sense that we want to acquire 

a majority in order to drive out the Arabs. Why should we raise a demand 

which can only make a provocative impression? The Zionist movement is 

faced with two important tasks: to develop the Jewish Agency in the United 

States, and to bring about an Arab-Jewish understanding; and then we have 

also to maintain our position in London.56 

 

The interview appeared in the press on July 6 and caused an uproar at the Congress, 

but Weizmann did not back down from his proposal for parity, which he raised again 

in a reply to his critics on July 7: 

I have said that a numerical majority in itself is no adequate guarantee for the 

security of our National Home, for I am convinced that such security can be 

created first and foremost through far reaching political guarantees and 

friendly behavior towards the non-Jewish world about us in Palestine. The 

attitude of our constantly growing, dynamically developing National Home 

towards the Palestine Arabs should be guided by the principle of complete 

parity between both peoples, irrespective of their numerical strength…57 

 

Weizmann continued to press for British agreement to his parity scheme and on July 

11, while the Congress was still in session, he dispatched Lewis Namier and David 

Ben-Gurion to England to elicit support for the idea from Prime Minister Ramsay 

MacDonald. Though sympathetic, MacDonald deferred to the Colonial Secretary, 

Lord Passfield, who totally rejected the idea.58 Britain’s proposal for a Legislative 

Council and Weizmann’s idea of parity continued to occupy British and Zionist 

leaders until the outbreak of the Arab Revolt in April 1936, which led to a re-

evaluation of the situation in Palestine on the part of British and Zionists alike.59 
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Chapter 3: “Weizmannism” in Zionist Internal Policy: The Enlargement of the 

Jewish Agency 

The origins of the Jewish Agency go back to discussions held in November 1918 

within the Advisory Committee formed by Weizmann and chaired by Herbert Samuel, 

which, in preparation for the Paris Peace Conference, had been assigned the task of 

drafting the Zionist desiderata for the government of Palestine.1 Faced with the 

question of how to put the policy of the Balfour Declaration into practice, Samuel 

sought to create a recognized legal body that could represent Jewish and Zionist 

interests regarding Palestine to the British government. For this purpose, he proposed 

the establishment of a “Jewish Council for Palestine in which the Zionist Organization 

and the Palestinians themselves should both be represented; its seat to be partly in 

London and partly there.”2 The council would be accorded legal status by the 

Mandatory government according to the terms of the Draft Mandate. The new body 

had to have a distinct identity for two reasons: it could not engage in all of the 

activities associated with the Zionist organization, for example those which were not 

related to Palestine, and it would include members who wished to support the 

enterprise in Palestine but did not identify with the ideals of the Zionist Organization, 

such as the pre-Zionist Jewish community in Palestine or the leaders of non-Zionist 

organizations who wished to assist the yishuv with their financial or political support.3 

In its final version, Samuel’s proposal stated that a Jewish Council for Palestine with 

the declared goal of developing the Jewish National Home would serve as the primary 

agency for involving Palestinian and World Jewry in the realization of the Balfour 

Declaration. The structure of the council would be determined by a congress 

representing world Jewry that would convene in Jerusalem within two years after the 

signing of a peace agreement. In the meantime, a provisional council composed of 

representatives of the Zionist Organization, the yishuv and those Jewish organizations 

that were prepared to participate in the development of the national home would be 

formed.4 
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The idea of a world congress of Jews that would serve as the democratic foundation 

for the Jewish council was probably the result of Zionist pressure on Samuel who 

viewed the proposal as a pragmatic way to move forward with Zionist approval. At 

the same time, he suggested the immediate establishment of a provisional council that 

would be superseded by an elected body once the congress was convened.5 In truth, 

the Zionists were not enamored with the idea of seriously involving non-Zionist 

groups in the Zionist enterprise. It was one thing to utilize the connections and 

influence of highly placed sympathizers, Jewish and non-Jewish, who were outside 

the Zionist camp, and Weizmann exploited such contacts to the fullest. It was quite 

another to give non-Zionists a significant role the decision-making process. However, 

the involvement of prominent non-Zionists lent credence to the notion that the Zionist 

Organization was the leading body in the Jewish world. Moreover, the support of 

these circles bolstered the rather shaky status of the Zionist leadership in London 

which had not yet been formally invested with authority by the official bodies of the 

Zionist Organization.6 

At the conference of Zionist representatives from Europe and the United States which 

convened in London in December 1918, the debate over Zionist post-war desiderata 

was reopened. The delegates, excited by the Jewish national committees and 

conferences that had convened across the Jewish world after the war and adopted 

decisions regarding Jewish national minority rights and the Jewish National Home in 

Palestine, felt that Samuel’s memorandum was too moderate. Against Weizmann’s 

better judgement, a committee was chosen to formulate the Zionist demands to be 

submitted at the Paris Peace Conference. The committee broke up into two or three 

groups and prepared various proposals which were ultimately combined into a single 

draft. The Jewish Council was replaced by the idea of a Jewish governor who would 

govern on behalf of the British government. He would be assisted by a Jewish 

executive and a legislative council that would be composed mainly of representatives 

of the yishuv. The functions of the Jewish Council were altered considerably – it was 

now invested with the task of coordinating economic activity in Palestine on the basis 

of concessions to be awarded by the Jewish governor.7 Samuel included these changes 
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in a second draft which was submitted to the British delegation at the Peace 

Conference on January 19, 1919.8 

The Zionist proposal, which also mentioned “the creation of an autonomous 

Commonwealth” and a Jewish governor, was considered by the British delegation at 

the conference to be too ambitious, and the Zionist representatives were asked to 

come up with something more modest.9 The American Zionist leader Louis Brandeis 

also opposed the political emphases in the draft, which in his view did not devote 

significant attention to matters of development, immigration and settlement. He also 

hoped that the Zionist proposal would reflect the liberal and progressive ideas 

embodied in the new Pittsburgh Program adopted by the Zionist Organization of 

America in June 1918.10 Though this was not accepted by the Zionists from Europe 

and Palestine, a new (third) draft was completed and submitted to the Peace 

Conference on February 3, 1919. The idea of a Jewish governor was deleted and the 

Jewish Council was returned to its earlier position of importance. The mandatory was 

assigned several tasks: 

5. (II). To this end the Mandatory Power shall inter alia: 

a) Promote Jewish immigration and close settlement on the land, the 

established rights of the present non-Jewish population being 

equitably safeguarded. 

b) Accept the co-operation in such measures of a Council representative 

of the Jews of Palestine and of the world that may be established for 

the development of the Jewish National Home in Palestine and entrust 

the organization of Jewish education to such Council. 

c) On being satisfied that the constitution of such Council precludes the 

making of private profit, offer to the Council in priority any 

concession for public works or for the development of natural 

resources which it may be found desirable to grant.11 
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A separate section dedicated to the Jewish Council (see Appendix B) stipulated that 

the body would “act as the representative of the Jewish people” in “any and all 

matters affecting the Jewish people in Palestine” and suggested that it would act as 

Britain’s partner in the administration of Palestine, a proposal that met with British 

objections almost immediately. 

Greater objections were voiced at the AC meeting in London during February and 

March 1919. The delegates protested that they had been presented with a fait 

accompli and that the Zionist proposals were too moderate. A political commission 

was formed with the duty of revising the draft in order to reflect the Zionist 

movement’s greater aspirations. The committee proposed that the power of the 

Jewish Council be enlarged and that “Jewish immigration and all Jewish affairs in 

Palestine be entrusted to such Council.” The Jewish Council was also given a role in 

the ultimate transition to independence.12 

At the AC meeting of March 7, Weizmann advised caution: 

Before you dare to make maximalist demands, you must be certain that you 

have a sufficiently large force behind you. Neither Mr. Sokolow nor I had the 

courage to demand more…. Five or six years will pass before we will get the 

big men. I don’t see any new forces. Even at this conference I don’t see a 

large number of new faces, but still we must build a large and disciplined 

organization. This will take 5 or 6 years. In the meantime, what will be done 

in Palestine? In the next 5 or 6 years we will need £20 million. I feel the great 

Jewish distress, but regarding the recruitment of great, constructive Jewish 

forces, I would advise you not to bite off more than you can chew.13 

 

While Weizmann was at the AC meeting, an American Zionist team in Paris under 

Felix Frankfurter completed another draft of the Zionist proposals without any 

connection to the discussions going on in London. In this new version, Frankfurter, 

who was closely associated with Louis Brandeis, tried to apply two key principles 

advocated by the Americans: British freedom of action in determining the form of the 

                                                 
12 AC Protocols, vol. 1, 38-39, 66-80, and the handwritten corrections to the “Statement of the Zionist 

Organisation Regarding Palestine,” in AC Protocols, vol. 1, 296-297. The corrections there are not 

grammatically correct: “Finally when on the initiative of the Jewish Council in the opinion of the 

Mandatory Power shall judge the inhabitants of Palestine able to undertake the establishment of 

representative and responsible government, such steps shall be taken as will permit the establishment of 

such government…”. This most likely intention was: “Finally when on the initiative of the Jewish 

Council the Mandatory Power shall judge the inhabitants of Palestine able to undertake the 

establishment of representative and responsible government, such steps shall be taken as will permit the 

establishment of such government…”. 
13 AC Protocols, vol. 1, 69. 
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Mandatory government and the Pittsburgh Program.14 The idea of a Jewish Council 

was dropped completely. This conformed with Frankfurter’s and Brandeis’ view that 

world Jewry was to be involved only in the economic development of Palestine. 

Non-residents of Palestine were precluded from involvement in the country’s 

government and politics.15 

In the meantime, the executive of the Zionist Organization of America (ZOA), which 

had been discussing the Draft Mandate and the Jewish Council, rejected the idea of a 

council that would represent not only the Zionist Organization and the yishuv but 

also non-Zionist elements that supported the building of a Jewish settlement in 

Palestine.16 For some time, Brandeis had been advocating the formation of a single 

Jewish representative body in the United States under Zionist leadership. Following 

this line of thinking, those Jews who wished to support the Zionist enterprise in 

Palestine should join the Zionist Organization. It was therefore unthinkable that a 

council should be formed that would bring in non-Zionist bodies, preserve their 

separate identity and give them a status equal to that of the Zionist Organization.17 

Jacob de Haas, the veteran Zionist leader and close associate of Brandeis, summed up 

the position: “These gentlemen must become regular Zionists, and pay the Shekel. 

They must become members of our organization. We cannot assume to agree to the 

establishment of two organizations…”18 

However, the American Zionist position had little effect on the draft of the Mandate 

prepared by Eric Forbes-Adam and presented on July 15, 1919: 

5. The Mandatory will promote the establishment of a Provisional Council 

representing Jewish opinion both in Palestine and the world generally. The 

Mandatory will have the right to nominate a percentage of the members of the 

Council. The Provisional Council shall have its headquarters in….19 Its 

functions will be to advise the Government on such administrative, 

educational and economic questions as effect the interests of the Jewish 

population, and, subject always to the control of the Government, to assist 

and take part in the development of the country. The Government may grant 

to the Provisional Council, or to bodies organized or approved by the 

Provisional Council, concessions for public works or similar undertakings, 

                                                 
14 See copies of Frankfurter’s draft circulated to members of the AC and to the British and American 

delegations at the peace conference, CZA Z4/10236, Z4/2822 and Z4/57/1. 
15 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 9-10. Frankfurter to Szold, 7.4.1919, CZA A/264/30. 
16 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 10. Minutes of the ZOA Executive, 27.4.1919, CZA L4/66. 
17 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 11-15. 
18 Jacob de Haas to Brandeis, 6.11.1917, Stephen Wise Papers, AJHS, Box 105. P 134 Reel 74-066. 
19 Left blank in original. 
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provided that any dividends distributed by the Provisional Council or such 

bodies shall not exceed a reasonable rate of interest on the capital employed, 

and any further profits shall be utilized under trust for the benefit of the 

country. In the grant of such concessions preferential consideration shall be 

given to the Provisional Council or to the bodies organised or approved by it. 

The Provisional Council will enter upon its functions as soon as the 

Government of Palestine is constituted. It will eventually be superseded by, 

and its functions transferred to, a permanent Council, of which the Mandatory 

shall retain the right to nominate a percentage of the members.20 

  

In this draft, the council is not identified as a Jewish body and the Zionist 

Organization is not mentioned at all. Indeed, the Mandatory is given the power to 

appoint some of the council’s members. This would seem to reflect a lack of interest 

on the part of the British in the creation of a Jewish partner in the administration of 

the Mandate for Palestine. 

The Forbes-Adam draft was debated at the London Conference in August 1919. In 

the meeting of August 26 with Brandeis in the chair, Weizmann summed up the two 

Zionist positions at the meeting: “There are two proposals: the first that the Zionist 

Organization represent the Jewish people and anyone who wishes to participate in the 

building of Palestine join the Zionist Organization. The second proposal requires the 

establishment of a Jewish council.”21 Knowing that Brandeis’ proposal would either 

deter non-Zionists from participation in the Palestine enterprise or require a change 

in the Zionist platform in order to facilitate their membership in the Zionist 

Organization, Weizmann sought a compromise in the form of a suggestion that the 

Zionist Organization would serve provisionally as the Jewish Council for a year or 

two, during which time negotiations could be held with other non-Zionist groups 

over their entry into the Jewish Council. Even if this didn’t succeed, at least the 

Zionist Organization would have demonstrated that it hadn’t tried to shut out other 

Jewish bodies.22 

The Americans, who were unwilling to accept this proposal as it merely put off the 

formation of a council which would still include non-Zionists, proposed a different 

sort of agreement: the Zionist Organization would take upon itself the functions that 

                                                 
20 Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, First Series, vol. 4, 1919, ed. E.L. Woodward and 

Rohan Butler (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1952), 431-432. 
21 AC Protocols, vol. 1, 173. 
22 Ibid,; Eilam, Jewish Agency, 17. 
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had been assigned to the council for a period of two years, during which time it 

would draft a plan for the involvement of non-Zionists. 

During the afternoon session, Weizmann explained the essence of his position: 

I cannot close the door in the face of Jews who come to us, Bible in hand, and 

say: “You – Frankfurter, De Haas, Brandeis – view the building of Palestine 

in a certain way while I see it differently. I don’t want to get into your 

Procrustean bed.” Such people will stand up publicly with the holy scripture 

in hand. I cannot ignore this moral obligation…. We do not have the right to 

shut out any Jew. Whether it is easy or whether it is difficult, it is in my 

opinion one of the basic principles of Zionism; this moral right cannot be 

denied to any Jew. 

While Simon speaks about individuals, I am not concerned with notables. The 

question whether Rothschild will join or not does not worry me. However, I 

am concerned that Rothschild or someone else may be prevented from doing 

something for us, and therefore there is a need for a representative body that 

is recognized by the entire Jewish people, to be embodied in a Jewish 

conference. 

…You have built a Monroe Doctrine around American Zionism. I consider it 

my duty to break through this Monroe Doctrine with full force. There is not 

one Zionism for America and another for Europe. You will have to adapt 

yourselves to general Jewish Zionism…. If the creation of a general Jewish 

organization causes you discomfort, you will have to face the choice of 

remaining Americans or joining the general Jewish organization…. We 

ghetto Jews have nothing but the Jewish home that we need; and we are 

therefore ready to give up everything in order to build it. If the council is 

needed for it, we will create it…. You have another home. Since the Jewish 

national home only hovers in the distant horizon of your visions, you are not 

prepared to imperil your [present] home. I respect this position, but I cannot 

give it my consent…. If the question is one of an indispensable condition for 

you, if you cannot on my account accept the Council, I shall yield to you, for 

I do not want to break the Organization, but I shall look to the day when I 

shall be able to work against you with all my power; that is how we brought 

the German Zionists into the Zionist Organization…. As we fought for fifteen 

years for the soul of the German Zionists so I shall endeavor, by force of facts 

and persuasion, to build the Council once again.23 

 

Brandeis replied that in his view, the Zionist Organization should focus exclusively 

on the Palestine enterprise and anyone who wished to work for this should do so 

within the framework of the Zionist Organization: 

The Zionist Organization… must develop so that every Jew who wishes to 

take part can join in our work, under one organization, whether called the 

Zionist Organization, the Palestine Organization or some other name – but 
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not as part of a different body or a council made up of the representatives of 

different organizations…. It is necessary for us to unite for the work in 

Palestine into a single organization. The Zionist Organization must be that 

organization for – and for practical reasons: it exists, it is recognized, it is 

disciplined and it is trusted.… The unification for the work in Palestine must 

be executed by an organization that deals exclusively with this matter.24 

 

The American position, in the form of a resolution by Julius Simon, was adopted: 

“The Zionist Organization is to be recognized as the Jewish Agency, but it is to 

secure the cooperation of all Jews who are willing to assist in the establishment of 

the Jewish National Home.”25  

Weizmann’s response to Frankfurter the next day reflected his broad and inclusive 

conception of Zionism: 

1. Zionism is built on one and only [one] fundamental conception and that is 

Jewish Nationalism, which means unity of purpose of all Jews, the 

purpose being [the] return of the Jews to Palestine and setting up there a 

Jewish life 100%. Everything else is subordinate to this purpose. 

2. It follows from that that all honest means and forces available to Jewry 

must be concentrated on the achievement of this result, and all forces in 

international Jewry must be brought to play.26 

 

The conference’s decision was incorporated into the Zionist response to British draft 

of the Mandate from mid-July. On September 24, 1919, the Zionist representative, 

Benjamin Cohen, presented Forbes-Adam with a new draft. Article 5 now read: 

An appropriate Jewish Agency shall be recognized as a public body with 

power to advise and co-operate with the Government in all administrative, 

economic, social and other matters affecting the establishment of the Jewish 

National Home and the interests of the Jewish population in Palestine, and, 

subject always to the control of the Government, to assist and take part in the 

development of the country. It shall have a pre-emptive right, upon fair and 

equitable terms, to construct and operate public works and utilities and 

develop the natural resources of the country. No private profits distributed by 

such agency shall exceed a reasonable rate of interest on the capital, and any 

further profits shall be utilised by it under trust for the benefit of the country. 

Concessions for the construction and operation of such public works and 

utilities and the development of such natural resources as are not undertaken 

                                                 
24 AC Protocols, vol. 1, 182; Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 311. 
25 Simon, Certain Days, 94. 
26 Weizmann to Felix Frankfurter, 27.8.1919, WL, vol. 9, 204-205. According the editor of this volume 

of WL, Jehuda Reinharz, the letter was most likely not sent. See ibid., n. 1. No record of it has been 
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by such agency, shall be granted by the Government only after consultation 

with it. 

The Zionist Organisation shall forthwith be recognized as such agency. It 

shall take steps to secure the co-operation of all Jews who are willing to assist 

in the establishment of the Jewish National Home.27 

 

These changes were incorporated essentially into the draft “provisionally agreed 

between the Zionist Organisation and the British delegation,” dated December 11, 

1919 (changes have been highlighted): 

An appropriate Jewish Agency shall be recognized as a public body with 

power to advise and co-operate with the Government in all administrative, 

economic, social and other matters affecting the establishment of the Jewish 

National Home and the interests of the Jewish population in Palestine and 

subject always to the control of the Government to assist and take part in the 

development of the country. It shall have a preferential right, upon fair and 

equitable terms, to construct or operate public works, services and utilities 

not undertaken by the Government, or to develop the natural resources of the 

country. No private profits distributed by such agency shall exceed a 

reasonable rate of interest on the capital and any further profits shall be 

utilised by it under trust for the benefit of the country in a manner approved 

by the mandatory. The Government will consult with the agency 

{in/before} granting concessions for the construction or operation of such 

public works, services and utilities or for the development of such 

natural resources as are not undertaken by the agency. 

The Zionist Organisation shall forthwith be recognized as such agency on the 

understanding that it shall take steps in consultation with the mandatory 

to secure the co-operation of all Jews who are willing to assist in the 

establishment of the Jewish National Home.28 

 

Though Brandeis was able to force this opinion on the conference, he did not succeed 

in convincing his potential partners. At a conference in late 1919 which included 

prominent non-Zionists such as Jacob Schiff, Louis Marshall, Felix Warburg, Cyrus 

Adler, Julius Rosenwald and Irving Lehman as well as American Zionist leaders 

Louis Brandeis, Julian Mack, Eugene Meyer, Bernard Flexner, Louis Lipsky, Robert 

Szold, Harry Friedenwald, Morris Rothenberg and Jacob de Haas, the former group 

made their position clear: they would not join the Zionist Organization under any 

                                                 
27 Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, First Series, vol. 4, 1919, 431; John J. McTague, 
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circumstances and would not subordinate aid programs for Eastern European Jewry 

to the enterprise in Palestine.29 

In the meantime, the draft Mandate and with it the definition of the Jewish Agency 

underwent further revision at the initiative of the new Foreign Secretary, Lord 

Curzon, who insisted that commitments to the Zionists be reduced. “The Zionists are 

after a Jewish State with the Arabs as hewers of wood and drawers of water…. I want 

the Arabs to have a chance and I don’t want a Hebrew State.”30 In the new draft of 

June 10, 1920, all mention of Jewish connections or rights to Palestine was removed 

from the preamble and the term “self-governing Commonwealth” in Article 3 was 

replaced by “self-governing institutions.” The Agency’s right to prior consultation 

was dropped, although preference was still given in government concessions.31 A 

new draft by Robert Vansittart on August 2 omitted any reference to Jewish Agency 

preferential rights regarding the development of the country.32 This was further 

amended by the Interdepartmental Committee on Mandates which discussed the 

mandate on August 24 and 25, and added to the section recognizing the Zionist 

Organization as the Jewish agency the clause “so long as its organization and 

constitution are in the opinion of the Mandatory appropriate.” It also refused to 

restore any statement which would give the Zionist organization preferential rights in 

the economic development of Palestine.33 The draft was finally approved by the 

Cabinet on November 29, 1920 and submitted for the approval of the League of 

Nations on December 7.34 The text now read: 

An appropriate Jewish Agency shall be recognized as a public body for the 

purpose of advising and co-operating with the Administration of Palestine in 

such economic, social and other matters as may affect the establishment of 

the Jewish National Home and the interests of the Jewish population in 

Palestine, and subject always to the control of the Administration, to assist 

and take part in the development of the country. 

                                                 
29 CZA CM104/12/505; Marshall to Mack, 17.12.1919, Marshall Papers, AJA, Box 1589. 
30 Minute by Curzon on Draft of Mandate, 20.3.1920, NA FO 371/860/1447, noted in McTague, 

“Zionist-British Negotiations over the Draft Mandate for Palestine,” 284. 
31 Draft Mandate, 10.6.1920, NA FO 371/4164/5718. 
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vol. 13, The Near and Middle East January 1920-March 1921, ed. Rohan Butler and J.P.T. Bury, 
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The Zionist Organisation, so long as its organization and constitution are in 

the opinion of the Mandatory appropriate, shall be recognized as such agency. 

It shall take steps in consultation with His Britannic Majesty’s Government to 

secure the co-operation of all Jews who are willing to assist in the 

establishment of the Jewish National Home. 

 

The Anglo-French agreement on the division of the Middle East into Mandates at the 

San Remo Conference in April 1920 and the establishment of a British civil 

administration in Palestine in June brought home to Zionist leaders the need to 

concentrate on the development of Palestine, and this realization in turn necessitated 

an arrangement with the non-Zionists. Several proposals were made toward this end. 

The non-Zionists, those Jews who wished to participate in the Palestine enterprise 

but did not identify with the nationalist ideology advocated by the Zionist 

Organization, rejected any suggestion of joining the latter organization. The Zionist 

proposal of a Political Council was rejected by Alfred Mond and James de 

Rothschild. Though Mond did agree to Weizmann’s suggestion of an Economic 

Council, his intention was an indigenous body which would include local Zionists 

and non-Zionists and not an international organization.35 

At the London Conference in July 1920, which was supposed to decide on the new 

executive bodies of the Zionist Organization, Brandeis presented a three part plan: a 

reorganization of the body’s centralist structure into a federative organization that 

would give each territorial unit autonomy in its involvement in the development of 

Palestine, the transfer of the central offices to Palestine and the limitation of its 

activities to the practical and economic development of the country, and finally, the 

formation of a new executive composed of accomplished professional managers, 

independent of the elected Zionist bodies.36 Brandeis had no intention of joining this 

body and wanted it to include a prominent non-Zionist member. He discussed this 

with Mond and James de Rothschild, however, they declined just as they had 

declined Weizmann, not wanting to be part of the Zionist Organization. Brandeis 

drafted a new proposal with Lord Reading which conceived of a Zionist executive 

without non-Zionists that would serve for 3 years. It would have the authority to 
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coopt additional members without having to get authorization from the elected 

institutions of the Zionist Organization.37 

This plan failed to win support from either Zionists or non-Zionists, and Weizmann 

and Mond put together an alternative plan that was based on two principles: a small 

executive that would answer to the elected Zionist institutions and an economic 

council which would oversee the work of those non-Zionist bodies that wished to 

take part in developing Palestine and to cooperate with the Zionist Organization.38 

The formation of an economic council soon ran into difficulty: Mond acted slowly, 

while Robert Waley Cohen and James de Rothschild opposed the cooption of 

Zionists to the council and demanded that in its relations with the Mandatory 

Government, the new body be allowed to act independently of the Zionist 

Organization. They also insisted that the funds raised by the new Keren Hayesod be 

placed at the disposal of the council.39 The two took this demand even farther in a 

memorandum of December 14, 1920 which demanded that the Zionist Organization 

transfer to the Economic Council the debts, credits and responsibilities accorded it 

(by the mandatory government) in all financial and economic matters in Palestine. 

The status of the Economic Council was to be equal to that of the Zionist 

Organization and it would coordinate the economic activity in Palestine on behalf of 

the Jewish communities across the world.40 

Weizmann objected to this and together with Mond put together a proposal according 

to which the Economic Council would serve as a body in which non-Zionists could 

participate in the economic development of Palestine in coordination with the Keren 

Hayesod and the Jewish Council. Waley-Cohen and James de Rothschild agreed.41 

James de Rothschild travelled to America in early 1921 and succeeded in arousing 
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the interest of Louis Marshall and some of his associates in the idea of an Economic 

Council and at the end of January a distinguished gathering of non-Zionists decided 

to form an American Economic Advisory Council in order to further development in 

Palestine in cooperation with the Economic Advisory Council in Britain.42 

In the meantime, Weizmann’s views regarding the character of the Keren Hayesod 

prevailed in the United States. The fund would be under the control of the Zionist 

Organization, not the Zionist Organization of America, and non-Zionists would be 

involved and given a position of power. When the American Zionist leadership under 

Brandeis refused to budge on the first issue, Weizmann unilaterally declared the 

establishment of the fund in the US on April 17, 1921.43 To kick off the new fund, 

three large rallies were held in New York and Boston in the first half of May. Samuel 

Untermyer, Louis Marshall’s law partner, agreed to the requests of Louis Lipsky and 

Emanuel Neumann to head the fund’s Board of Directors in America.44 Weizmann’s 

idea of making world Jewry an equal partner in the Zionist enterprise was first 

introduced in his reply to the criticism of the Brandeis group at the rally in New York 

on May 15: 

We had to establish the Keren Hayesod upon a certain legal basis, to give the 

Congress the controlling influence over it. It may not be a sufficient control 

but the organizers of the Keren Hayesod stood before a more difficult 

problem than did the organizers of the Jewish National Fund. The times have 

changed. Now the Zionist Organization must envisage all Jewry. It has 

therefore to take into consideration, in the work of the Keren Hayesod, the 

general Jewish public. The donors have to be represented in some form in the 

corporation. Therefore the Keren Hayesod is not purely a Zionist institution. 

It is an institution of all Jewry. 

This was the leading problem which faced us. It has to be done in that way, 

and nothing else would satisfy Jewry if Jewry as a whole is to take the Keren 

Hayesod seriously. When you begin to get big Jewish conventions to 

contribute, they will ask for a share in the control, and this share must be 

given to them. The influence therefore of the Zionist Organization is 

practically reduced to 50 percent, and the influence of the donors to 50 

percent.45 
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He wrote in a similar vein in the central Zionist organ: 

We must attract all Jews to the work of Keren Hayesod; and because we 

follow the principle that there is no taxation without representation, other 

Jews and donors must also be represented on the executive of the fund, in 

addition to the Zionists. Thus, Keren Hayesod is not purely a Zionist 

institution but rather an institution that is open to everyone.46 

 

These views were adopted by the American movement after the resignation of 

Brandeis and his followers from the leadership of the ZOA at the Cleveland 

Conference on June 6, 1921.47 Brandeis exerted no further influence on the 

developments leading up to the expansion of the Agency. 

Weizmann’s basic view, evidenced in his vision of the Keren Hayesod and later in 

the enlargement of the Jewish Agency, was that the Zionist Organization could not 

realize the great and necessary national goals by itself. It could provide the initiative, 

the direction and the leadership, but the power would have to come from the Jewish 

people as a whole, even if not all Jews agreed with the changes that Zionism 

envisioned. Brandeis was willing to forgo the support of those Jews who could not 

conscientiously join the Zionist Organization, even though his Zionist vision was 

narrower and confined to the economic development of Palestine. Weizmann had a 

much broader dream – one that included the growth of a labor settlement, a Hebrew 

speaking population and the creation of a new culture; and most certainly the 

continued struggle with the British Government over the conditions that would allow 

the ultimate development of an independent Jewish entity in Palestine. World Jewry 

had to be harnessed in order to achieve this great Jewish restoration and this was the 

key mission of the Zionist Organization. The proposal that the executive of the 

Zionist Organization relinquish some of its authority or share some of its power in 

order to realize the greater goal could be considered practically on a case by case 

basis; it did not present an ideological challenge. One might characterize 

Weizmann’s view of the Zionist Organization as instrumental. It served as a means to 

push the much broader Zionist movement forward. For Brandeis, the Zionist 

Organization was the embodiment of the movement. These positions also reflect the 

different forms of Jewish identity expressed by the two leaders. For Weizmann, 
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Zionism was an expression of an encompassing religious-historical identity while for 

Brandeis, Zionism was one segment of a multi-faceted identity in which his 

American loyalties and beliefs played an equally important role.48 

The issue of the Keren Hayesod’s executive was worked out at the 12th Zionist 

Congress in 1921. Half of the executive would be appointed by the ZE, and half by a 

council of the fund’s shareholders, which would include non-Zionists. Until the 

formation of this council, the ZE would appoint the entire executive body. Two 

members of the Keren Hayesod executive would be coopted to the ZE with voting 

power.49 The question of drawing non-Zionists into the framework of the Zionist 

Organization was indirectly raised in two additional resolutions at the congress. The 

first determined that 

…the Actions Committee in conjunction with the Executive of the American 

Jewish Congress…and other Jewish democratic organizations take the 

necessary steps for the convocation of a World Jewish Congress whose task 

shall be to organize all Jewish national forces for the reconstruction of 

Palestine as well as for the struggle for the Jewish national rights in the 

various countries. 

The second called on the Jewish people “to lay the foundations for the reconstruction 

of the Jewish National Home…through the Keren Hayesod and in this way to make it 

a universal Jewish Fund.”50 

 

The new fund did not, however, alleviate the financial challenges that faced the 

Zionist Organization: the campaign in the United States in the autumn of 1921 ran 

into difficulties and by December it was clear to all that it had failed.51 Weizmann 

suspected that the non-Zionist refusal to take an active role in the Keren Hayesod 

was prompted by a desire to take over the Palestine enterprise. Only an overall 

understanding with the non-Zionists regarding their involvement in a Jewish Agency 

could ensure their commitment to Keren Hayesod.52 
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The impending authorization of the Mandate for Palestine also forced the ZE to 

decide on the practical application of its provision for the establishment of a Jewish 

Agency. At the meeting of the ZE on January 29, 1922 it was thought that in order to 

deal with the financial difficulties and the adverse political situation vis- à -vis the 

British Government, it would be necessary to convene a special Zionist Congress 

after the confirmation of the Mandate, which would remodel the Zionist Organization 

and secure the cooperation of the non-Zionists. The first step was to turn to various 

Jewish organizations and offer to give them a voice on the Jewish Agency in return 

for their assistance. After this support had been assured, a general Jewish Congress 

on the reconstruction of Palestine should be convened. The Zionist Organization 

would retain 50 or 60 percent of the control of the Jewish Agency. 

The Zionist plan for the near future could therefore be summarized as follows: 

1. Win official recognition for the Mandate. 

2. Negotiate with the Jewish Colonization Association53 and other bodies in 

regard to the Jewish Agency. 

3. Convene a Zionist Congress to decide on the reformation of the Zionist 

Organization and the introduction of new methods of settlement. 

4. Coopt new members to the ZE. 

5. Prepare for a General Jewish Congress in two or three years time.54 

Weizmann added that the Colonial Office had suggested three conditions for the 

establishment of the Jewish Agency: the membership of a Palestinian Jew, the 

membership of a British Jew and the acceptance of High Commissioner Herbert 

Samuel’s speech of June 3, 1921 (see previous chapter). Weizmann had rejected the 

third condition and reported that the Colonial Office itself had decided to drop that 

demand. 

At the ZE meeting of March 10, 1922, four alternatives were raised regarding the 

establishment of the Jewish Agency: 

                                                 
53 The body founded by Baron Maurice de Hirsch in 1891 to facilitate the emigration of Jews from 

Russia and Eastern Europe, primarily by settling them in agricultural colonies in North and South 

America. 
54 Minutes of the ZE, 29.1.1922, CZA L7/53. Eilam views this meeting as the beginning of 

Weizmann’s campaign to enlarge the Jewish Agency; Eilam, Jewish Agency, 38-39. 
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a. The Zionist Organisation as the Jewish Agency, should declare its aim to 

be limited to the reconstruction of Palestine and invite Jews to join the Zionist 

Organisation. This was, in fact, the plan proposed by Judge Brandeis in 1920. 

b. The Zionist Organisation should convene a general Jewish Congress and 

invite it to form a new organization to become the Jewish Agency, or 

alternatively, to hand over the duties and obligations of the Jewish Agency to 

a reconstructed Zionist Organisation. 

c. The Zionist Organisation to negotiate with leading Jews with a view to the 

formation of a Jewish Agency in which Jewish Organisations should have an 

equal number of votes as the Zionist Organisation. 

d. The Zionist Organisation to remain intact as the Jewish Agency for 

political and other work and to cooperate with other Jewish bodies in 

economic matters.55 

 

It was decided to raise the question at the meeting of the AC scheduled for the 

following week. 

Only the last three options were debated, but for Weizmann and his associates, the 

real choice was between the first and third options, or in other words, between the 

Brandeisian and Weizmannist approaches.56 

In May, Weizmann decided to use to utilize the coming discussion of the Mandate in 

the League of Nations (scheduled for July 15) as an opportunity to expedite the 

enlargement of the Jewish Agency. Without consulting the executive, he contacted 

John Shuckburgh, Head of the Middle Eastern Department in the Colonial Office, in 

order to orchestrate the dispatch of an official letter to the ZE, which would refer to 

the coming League discussion of the mandate and “the necessity of taking steps for 

the formation of the Jewish Agency.” It would ask the executive to “use the interval 

by taking steps to secure the co-operation of other Jews in the establishment of the 

Agency.” Samuel’s agreement was obtained for the move.57 This independent action 

was however not accepted by the ZE, and it decided not to pursue the matter.58 This 

notwithstanding, Weizmann, beleaguered by the thought that other Jewish 

organizations such as the Joint Distribution Committee, the Jewish Colonization 

Association or the Brandeis group might challenge the Zionist Organization’s 

hegemony over the Palestine enterprise, continued to push for the formation of the 

Jewish Agency. He procured the desired letter from Shuckburgh and apparently 

                                                 
55 Minutes of the ZE, 10.3.1922, CZA L7/53. 
56 See Lichtheim’s address at the AC on March 16, 1922, Protokoll der Sitzungen des Aktionskomittees 

vom 15. bis 17. Mars 1922, 10-11, CZA Z4/261/3; Eilam, Jewish Agency, 40-41. 
57 Minutes of the ZE, 23.5.1922, CZA L7/53. 
58 Ibid., 26.5.1922, CZA L7/53. 
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revealed it confidentially to Alfred Mond in a letter dated June 4, which asked Mond 

to convene a conference that would initiate negotiations between the Zionist 

Organization and other Jewish bodies over the formation of the agency.59 

Following the ratification of the Mandate, Weizmann presented the ZE with his plan 

for the Jewish Agency. There would be “a small body of two or three people in 

Palestine with secretaries, assisted by an Advisory Council consisting of the heads of 

departments of the Executive.” Weizmann would go to Palestine accompanied by 

two secretaries – Frederick Kisch for relations with the Palestine Administration, and 

another for relations with the Jewish community. In London, Nahum Sokolow would 

act as the head of the Executive, and Mr. d’Avigdor Goldsmid and Leon Blum might 

join him. Thus, the Jewish Agency would include 5 members, three in London and 

two in Palestine, in addition to other non-Zionists who might live outside Palestine. 

The ZE would continue to function in London.60  

Discussion of the Jewish Agency continued at the ZE meetings held during the 

Jahreskonferenz (Annual Conference of the Zionist Organization’s Central Council) 

in Carlsbad in August 1922. Sokolow argued that the Zionist Organization should act 

as the Jewish Agency, but on a wider basis. Weizmann replied that following the 

ratification of the Mandate, the representation of the Zionist Organization in 

Palestine had to be fundamentally altered; “it should be acceptable to the 

Government and enjoy authority both with Jews and Arabs. The centre of gravity of 

the Agency must be in Palestine, but we should have strong political representation 

in London.” Weizmann agreed that the Zionist Organization could serve as the 

Jewish Agency provisionally until the next Zionist Congress, after which a general 

Jewish Congress would be convened. However, the ZE, especially that in Palestine, 

had to be reconstituted “as to be invulnerable.” He repeated his view that the 

executive of the Jewish Agency in Palestine should consist of two or three people, 

“whilst others in charge of Zionist affairs should be heads of departments.” 

Soloveichik, Halpern and Jabotinsky opposed the idea that the Jewish Agency should 

be separate from the ZE. No vote was taken.61 Weizmann resubmitted his proposal at 

the executive meeting on August 29 “that the Executive, acting as the organ of the 

                                                 
59 Weizmann to Mond, 4.6.1922, WL, vol. 11, 109-111. 
60 Minutes of the ZE, 26.7.1922, CZA Z4/4020. 
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Agency, should appoint a commission of two or three of its members to deal with the 

Government, to negotiate with Jewish organisations and persons, and to present a 

report on the question of a general Jewish Congress to the next Zionist Congress.” 

The Zionist Congress, which would take place in about eight months, would consider 

the report and decide on the question of a general congress. The only matter of 

contention on the executive was the proposal to appoint a commission that would 

take concrete steps to bring non-Zionists into the Jewish Agency. Jabotinsky and 

Soloveichik tried to delay the move, asking that the vote be put off until a detailed 

plan for the commission was prepared but this was rejected by a narrow margin. 

Weizmann’s resolution for the appointment of a commission to negotiate with the 

British Government and Jewish organizations passed, 9 to 3. Jabotinsky resigned 

from the ZE and Keren Hayesod’s Board of Directors, after which Lichtheim, 

Soloveichik and Motzkin also proffered their resignations.62 

In order to avoid this, Weizmann agreed to a new formulation: 

(1) The Executive, as the official organ of the Jewish Agency, which is the 

Zionist Organisation, entrusts its members Dr. Weizmann and Mr. Sokolow 

with the task of being its representatives in relations with the British 

Government in London and with the Administration of Palestine in regard to 

matters concerning the work of the up-building of the Jewish National Home 

in Palestine. 

(2) The gentlemen who undertake this task will be responsible to the 

Executive as a whole and undertake to lay before it all that they consider 

proper to do and to render an account of all their actions in regard to the 

affairs concerning their task. 

(3) No special bureau shall be created for this work, and use shall be made of 

the same official apparatus that is at the disposal of the Executive as a whole 

for the general work of the Organisation and which is under the control of the 

Executive as a whole. 

(4) This arrangement shall remain in force until the next Zionist Congress.63 

 

At this point in time, it appears that Weizmann had not yet succeeded in convincing 

his colleagues on the executive that the right course of action was the creation of a 

new and broader Jewish Agency that would include non-Zionists. In the executive’s 

pronouncement, the Zionist Organization in its current form is seen to be the Jewish 
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Agency. No special bureau is established for the purpose of initiating contacts with 

non-Zionists and even the small delegation that is appointed (Weizmann and 

Sokolow) is not empowered to negotiate with other Jewish organizations. The formal 

demand that Weizmann and Sokolow, two of the most prominent Zionist leaders, 

provide an account of their actions would seem to reflect the executive’s suspicion 

that Weizmann would exceed his assignment and continue to pursue his goal of an 

extended agency. With the acceptance of this proposal, all of those who resigned at 

the previous meeting withdrew their resignations.64 

In the meantime, the Jahreskonferenz also debated the formation of the Jewish 

Agency and decided that “the Zionist Organisation accepts the rights and duties of 

the Jewish Agency. The Zionist Executive shall function as the organ of the Jewish 

Agency.” However, it also proclaimed that “it is the wish of the Zionist Organisation 

that the Jewish Agency shall represent the whole Jewish people.” The conference 

viewed “…the convocation of a Jewish World Congress for the reconstruction of 

Erez Israel as the best means of realizing this object” and called “upon the Executive, 

as organ of the Jewish Agency, to prepare for this Congress, and to report to the AC 

by the end of the year, with a view to settling the mode of election.”65 In the debate, 

the ZE tried to retain the freedom to negotiate with non-Zionist bodies, independent 

of the plan to convene a Jewish World Congress. Most of the delegates however 

preferred a formula that assigned the role of forming the agency to a Jewish World 

Congress, and this was reflected in the decision.66 

Despite this fact, Weizmann indeed tried to present the decisions of the ZE and the 

Jahreskonferenz as giving him the power to initiate negotiations with non-Zionists as 

a preliminary stage to the convening of a Jewish Congress.67 The ZE however 

decided against negotiating with the large Jewish organizations on the issue of the 

                                                 
64 Ibid. 
65 Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to the XIII th Zionist Congress (London: 1923), 

55. 
66 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 41; Minutes of the Jahreskonferenz, CZA Z4/242/17. 
67 Weizmann to Samuel, 3.10.1922, WL, vol. 11, 170-171; “You know that the Conference in Carlsbad 
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congress, which it was felt would take a year or more to convene.68 When Weizmann 

asked for an early decision on the formation of the agency, the executive decided that 

Soloveichik would prepare a memorandum on the question of the Jewish Congress.69 

Weizmann had no more success in pitching the plan of an enlarged Jewish Agency to 

the Va’ad Le’ummi or the PZE during his trip to Palestine in December 1922.70 

Influenced perhaps by the Zionist Organization’s lack of funds and the economic 

crisis in Palestine, the AC, meeting held in Berlin from January 14-16, 1923, 

empowered Weizmann to open negotiations with non-Zionist individuals and 

organizations as a preparatory step for the convening of a World Jewish Congress. 

This may have encouraged a spirit of compromise among some of the members.71 In 

the ZE, Soloveichik raised the need to communicate with “various Jewish bodies and 

circles that had displayed a pro-Palestine feeling by participating in the work of the 

K.H.” and ascertain their attitude to the idea of the Jewish Congress. While 

Soloveichik wanted to delineate their power and separate between the Keren 

Hayesod as an economic body and the Jewish Agency as a political one, Weizmann 

saw the expansion of the Keren Hayesod Council as the model for the expansion of 

the Jewish Agency, which would then initiate the Jewish Congress: 

To improve the organization of K.H. it was necessary to infuse all the 

members of the K.H. Committees with a sense of responsibility. Those 

Committees wanted to take a part in the rebuilding of Palestine, and thus take 

over part of the authority of the Z.O. A clear understanding on this question 

must be reached by June in various European countries. People like 

Wassermann, Blum, Visser, Sereni, etc. must be made to take a more active 

part in the work. An attempt must also be made by gradual stages to secure a 

larger co-operation on the part of the ICA and the JDC. The Jewish Congress 

should be convened only if its success was guaranteed, and this could be done 

only if the invitations to the Congress were issued by the Jewish Agency. 

Hence, all energies must be used to make the Council of the K.H. a really big 

body. 

 

                                                 
68 Minutes of the ZE, 23.10.1922, CZA Z4/302/7. 
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Weizmann later in the meeting proposed that a small committee be appointed to 

negotiate with the non-Zionist Keren Hayesod supporters “with a view to their taking 

part eventually in the Jewish Agency.” Soloveichik was assigned the job of 

formulating a resolution dealing with the relations between the Keren Hayesod 

Council and the Jewish Agency.72 After discussing the issue, the executive agreed on 

February 14 that “members of the Board of Directors of the K.H. appointed by its 

Council shall be entitled to appoint a representative or representatives for the purpose 

of taking part in the actual execution of the Budget granted to the Palestine Zionist 

Executive.”73 This was not sufficiently clear to individuals such as d’Avigdor 

Goldsmid, and Weizmann proposed on the executive that parallel to the negotiations 

over the participation of non-Zionists in the activity of Keren Hayesod, negotiations 

be initiated regarding the constitution of a provisional Jewish Agency to be made up 

of representatives of leading Jewish communities and organizations. Any 

arrangement would of course be subject to ratification by the forthcoming Zionist 

Congress. 

The executive finally agreed to a more limited proposal: “that negotiations be opened 

with the representatives of leading Jewish communities and organisations with a 

view to providing for the participation of those bodies in the Jewish Agency, and to 

devising the most appropriate methods of constituting the Agency.” It also decided 

“that H.M. Government be notified of the foregoing resolution, and of the measures 

to be adopted by the Zionist Organisation in connection therewith, including the 

holding of a Jewish World Congress, and that they be asked to concur therein.” Thus, 

contrary to the decision of the Jahreskonferenz, the formation of the Jewish Agency 

was separated from the meeting of a large Jewish congress.74 

Negotiations with British non-Zionists, Osmond d’Avigdor-Goldsmid and Robert 

Waley Cohen, began on March 11, 1923. It was agreed that the political basis for 

cooperation would be the Churchill Memorandum of 1922. The Zionist proposal that 

there be a council of 30 members, half Zionists and half non-Zionists, which would 

form an executive of 6 to run joint affairs from London was accepted and it was 

decided to form a joint committee of the Zionist Organization, the Board of Deputies 
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of British Jews and the Anglo-Jewish Association to discuss the ways in which to 

form the enlarged Jewish Agency. The basic assumption was that British Jewry 

would occupy a special position in the formation of the Jewish Agency and should 

therefore take the first steps.75 

Events during Weizmann’s visit to America in the spring of 1923 were even more 

encouraging. The Keren Hayesod campaign succeeded beyond Weizmann’s 

expectations, in his view as a result of its support from notable non-Zionist leaders 

such as Louis Marshall, Felix Warburg, Cyrus Adler and Herbert Lehman. He 

claimed to be raising $50,000 a day. As he wrote to his long-time friend and 

colleague Berthold Feiwel, “I now have behind me an achievement that in its 

financial value and prospects for the future, is comparable to the Balfour Declaration. 

I mean that what the Declaration was in politics, so the present journey is as regards 

development and finance.”76 

Marshall has been widely recognized as Weizmann’s most important partner in the 

enlargement of the Jewish Agency. Marshall’s explanation of his motives and 

position is very instructive – not only with regard to the attitudes of non-Zionists, but 

also regarding some of the basic tenets of Weizmannism: 

I have never been a Zionist, am not now, and probably never will be. 

Nevertheless I have always been greatly interested in the upbuilding of 

Palestine and in affording such Jews of Eastern Europe as desire to find a 

home in the land of our fathers an opportunity to do so under the most 

advantageous auspices…. I spoke at the dinner given to him [Weizmann] last 

Tuesday evening, as a non-Zionist, but as one who felt that it was the duty of 

every Jew to take part in the industrial and agricultural development of 

Palestine, the elimination of malaria, and the creation of a Jewish religious 

centre there. Having stated that I was not a Zionist, I remarked that perhaps 

those present believed it more important to know what I was than what I was 

not, and I then told them that I was simply a Jew to whom nothing Jewish 

was alien and that I regarded myself, in common with others, as under a 

bounden duty to protect the good name of Jews by indicating that we 

recognized a debt of gratitude to Great Britain for issuing the Balfour 

Declaration and to the League of Nations for issuing a mandate to Great 

Britain, so that the Jews might be enabled to create a home for those who 

desired in in Palestine, and that if we did not cooperate and failure would 
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result, the disgrace would rest upon every Jew who had failed to do his duty. 

That, in a few words, is my platform. 

For years I have struggled to eliminate all of the labels which the Jews have 

applied to themselves. I hate the very sound of the phrases orthodox, 

conservative, reform, Russian, Polish, Roumanian, German, as applied to 

Jews. As one who believes in the religious connotation of the word “Judaism” 

and who is remotely concerned in the racial significance of the word “Jew,” I 

regard all of the conflicts and controversies which have existed and still exist 

as pernicious. Weizmann has at least done much for the cause. The Balfour 

Declaration is due to him more than to any other human being. He has made 

tremendous sacrifices for the cause. He is a great scientist, who has devoted 

himself to the realization of an ideal, instead of looking for the loaves and 

fishes. In my opinion he is an honorable, loyal, and reliable man, and he 

possesses broad vision, as well as practical common sense. He is not seeking 

for power, but merely for results.77 

 

That fact that several of Weizmann’s partners in forming the Jewish Agency were 

leaders of what Evyatar Friesel has called Jewish “civil rights and welfare 

organizations” may be of some significance. The Alliance Israélite Universelle in 

France, the Anglo-Jewish Association in England, the Centralverein deutscher 

Staatsbürger jüdischen Glaubens in Germany and the American Jewish Committee 

were leading examples of this trend. Similar organizations were formed in Western 

Europe and the United States during the second half of the nineteenth century with 

the purpose of realizing the civil and political rights of Jews in regions where they 

were still underprivileged, providing welfare and assisting Jewish migration.78 We 

have already noted the formative role of Osmond d’Avigdor-Goldsmid and Robert 

Waley Cohen, active leaders of the British Board of Deputies and the Anglo-Jewish 

Association. Louis Marshall was the President of the American Jewish Committee. 

Leo Baeck, Ludwig Tietz and Otto Hirsch as well as other leading members of the 

Centralverein’s Board of Directors also participated in the Jewish Agency.79 Indeed, 

as Friesel notes, these bodies were often criticized by Zionists as assimilationist and 

undemocratic groups initiated by members of the Jewish upper class. However, as he 
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goes on to show, both the Centralverein and the American Jewish Committee 

developed a broader Jewish self-definition that led to a widening of their 

organizational structures and their “internal progression towards a deeper Jewish 

self-definition” which stimulated an interest in Palestine and even in Zionism. Barkai 

in his study of the Centralverein points to the sense of a “community of fate or 

common descent” that characterized the views of a small but influential minority 

which sought a stronger element of Jewishness in the organization.80 In this context, 

it is possible that participation in the Jewish Agency reflected a Jewish identity that 

transcended organizational limitations in a search for a wider unity of the Jewish 

people. Weizmannism could be considered a similar trend within the Zionist 

Organization. 

At Weizmann’s request, Marshall invited some of the most prominent Jews in 

America to his home on May 3, 1923 to meet with the Zionist leader and hear about a 

plan drafted by Arthur Ruppin to establish an investment company in Palestine. The 

participants agreed to form a committee to examine the proposal and the ways for its 

implementation. Meetings in other cities produced similar decisions.81 

Negotiations with the non-Zionists in England moved quickly, and by early May 

both the Board of Deputies and the Anglo-Jewish Association had agreed to 

participate in a joint conference to form the Jewish Agency.82 Progress however was 

delayed by members of the ZE, who went so far as to publicize articles opposing the 

establishment of the agency.83 The major fear was that most of the non-Zionists 

would not take a major interest in the work in Palestine and would not give it large 

financial support. Ceding authority over the enterprise in Palestine to such a group 

posed an unacceptable risk. Lichtheim suggested that the Zionist Organization 

continue to serve as the Jewish Agency and that an attempt be made to expand its 
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membership and cooperate with non-Zionists who would remain outside the Zionist 

Organization. The final decision would rest with the Zionist Congress.84 This 

criticism did not however encourage support for the formation of a Jewish World 

Congress as a stage in the formation of the agency.85 

The matter was again discussed at the AC meeting in June 1923 and it was agreed to 

form a joint committee of the ZE and the AC that would discuss the plan for a Jewish 

Agency. It was also agreed that the executive body of the Jewish Agency would be 

answerable to a body representative of the Jewish people.86 

After Weizmann’s return from America, a meeting was convened of the ZE together 

with representatives of Anglo-Jewish organizations at which it was agreed to form a 

small joint committee of Zionists and non-Zionists to discuss the difficult issues that 

had to be resolved in order to form he Jewish Agency.87 In these discussions, the 

characteristic features of the new body emerged. It would be established as a separate 

organization with a council composed jointly of Zionists and non-Zionists that would 

elect an executive that would answer to it. The Zionist Organization would maintain 

its own identity. The election of the non-Zionist section of the council was more 

complex and a decision on this had to be put off for the moment.88 

In its report to the 13th Zionist Congress, the ZE set out 4 options for the Jewish 

Agency: 

1. …the Zionist Organisation is essentially to be preserved in its present 

form and is to continue to exercise the functions of the Agency. It shall be 

the constant endeavor of Zionists to gather all those Jews into the Zionist 

Organisation who desire to co-operate in the establishment of the national 

home in Palestine. 

2. …steps will be taken to prepare a Jewish World Congress for Palestine, to 

which the Jews of all countries should send elected representatives. The 

World Congress shall decide what body is to direct the Palestine work in 

future. The intention here is that either the Zionist Organisation should be 

replaced by a new and larger Organisation or that the World Congress 

should recognise the Zionist Organisation as the appropriate central 

Palestine Organisation. 

3. The Zionist Organisation is to be preserved as the central propaganda 

organization for the national education of the Jewish people. The direction 

of the political and economic work for Palestine is, however, to be 
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transferred to a new Committee to be set up, on which representatives of 

the Zionist Organisation and other Jewish sections are to serve. The 

means either that the Jews of the various countries shall appoint 

representatives, into a Greater Council on which the Zionist Organisation 

shall be represented by an equal number of representatives and which 

shall elect a small Executive Committee consisting of Zionists and non-

Zionists. 

4. As a compromise between these different views it is finally suggested that 

the economic, financial and political functions hitherto exercised by the 

Zionist Organisation shall in future be exercised jointly by the Zionist 

Organisation and a Jewish Agency established on a broader basis.89 

 

Weizmann made his position clear in his opening address at the 13th Zionist Congress 

in Carlsbad on August 6, 1923. Zionism was a matter for all Jews, and the Zionist 

Organization could not be satisfied with its own efforts in the name of the Jewish 

people. Rather, it had to stimulate the Jewish people to action in order to harness all 

of its resources and energy. 

It was always the fundamental idea of Zionism that it represented all the 

Jewish people, those who lived and wished to live as such. When we 

demanded the Jewish National Nome, we considered ourselves as the 

spokesmen not only of the Zionist Organization, but also of the Jewish nation, 

nay, even more, we acted as its trustees…. It has always been our endeavor to 

extend our circles ever further and further, and the Zionising of the Jews in 

the Galut remains our essential programme. But if we are to obey the dictate 

of the hour, which demands the fructifying of all available Jewish energies, of 

its material and spiritual forces for the next few years – and time presses – if 

we are to utilise these forces to the full, then the logic of our life, the law of 

the division of labour, and the economic principle of the most intensive effort 

at the most decisive point demand with unmistakable necessity a 

rearrangement of our constructive apparatus, a new method in which we 

Zionists shall not only represent but really mobilize the rest of Jewry. 

 

The Zionist Organization had to recognize its limitations as well as the potential 

offered by the inclusion of the non-Zionists: 

We call to the others to gather around us precisely because we are strong in 

the feeling of our responsibility and in our faith, but not so arrogant and 

shortsighted as not to perceive and know that our strength, it its development, 

can never be fortified enough…. such cooperation may help us over many a 

difficulty and further our cause in many an important direction: in reinforcing 

our political legitimacy through the joint responsibility of non-Zionist Jewry, 

in increasing our financial resources, and in concentrating all Jewish energies 

upon a uniform system of work in the upbuilding of Palestine. 

                                                 
89 Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to the XIII th Zionist Congress, 29-30. 
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There would be “indispensable” conditions for this alliance however: 

1. “Continuity and inviolability” of the Zionist Organization which “continues 

to be our community, giving laws that are immutably faithful to a programme 

which is immovable as a rock.” 

2. “Partnership for the fate of a people”: the non-Zionists would share in the 

responsibility for the building up of Palestine. 

3. Representation of non-Zionists in the enlarged Jewish Agency “not as 

individual persons, but as deputies of representative bodies of Jewry in all 

countries.” 

4. National definition of the Palestine enterprise: “the national character of our 

settlement work in Palestine shall be preserved as we know it and understand 

it for all time.”90 

After considerable pressure from Weizmann, including threats of resignation, the 

congress ultimately passed the following, 164 to 87: 

1) The Congress confirms the resolution passed by former Zionist 

conferences concerning the convening of a World Jewish Congress for the 

upbuilding of Palestine as the Jewish National Home; and declares that the 

rights of the Zionist Organization as set forth in Article 4 of the Mandate, 

shall be transferred to the Jewish Agency to be elected by this World Jewish 

Congress which if possible, is to be held within the next three years. 

2) [So] that large sections of the Jewish people may be afforded an 

opportunity of cooperating in the reconstruction of Palestine, the Jewish 

Agency shall, at the earliest possible moment, be enlarged by the inclusion of 

representatives of those Jewish organizations that are in agreement with the 

terms of the Palestine Mandate. 

3) To that end the Executive, shall be empowered to form, in conjunction 

with the Actions Committee, a Council to consist of representatives of Jewish 

bodies and communities of various countries that are in sympathy with the 

Balfour Declaration and the Mandate…For this Council’s cooperation with 

the Zionist Executive, as the controlling authority of the Jewish Agency, the 

Council is to appoint, from its members, a Committee whose competence 

shall be fixed in agreement with the Actions Committee. 

4) The Zionist Executive, in conjunction with the Council, will call a 

conference of the representatives of the Jewish bodies and communities…, to 

decide upon the forms of their participation in the Jewish Agency functioning 

between now and the convening of the World Jewish Congress…the non-

Zionist members of the Jewish Agency shall not be more than half of the total 

membership… 
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5) The Executive and the Actions Committee are instructed to take all steps 

for the convening of the World Jewish Congress within the specified time.91 

 

However, the leading British non-Zionists rejected the congress’ decision which was 

understood to require elections for the non-Zionist delegates, fearing that this would 

give the Zionists control of the council. Weizmann was shocked by these responses 

and insisted that the ZE give in to the demands of the non-Zionists on this matter. 

Berthold Feiwel, Weizmann’s confidant on the ZE, came up with a solution whereby 

the Council of the Jewish Agency consisting of the AC or its representatives and 

“representatives of the Jewries of various countries and of organisations like ICA, 

Joint, etc.”92 would be formed immediately. “In those countries where the K.H. 

[Keren Hayesod] has already reached considerable dimensions, both as regards the 

amount of contributions and their number of contributors, these contributors shall be 

regarded as representative of the Jewry of the country in question. This refers, for 

instance, to Holland, Germany, Czecho-Slovakia, Lithuania, Bessarabia, Bulgaria. In 

all other countries the term ‘Jewry’ stands either for all those Jews who have 

conducted the election of their representatives on a democratic basis, or where such 

mode of election is found unworkable, for such bodies already in existence as can be 

regarded as the proper representatives of the Jews of the respective countries.” Once 

the participation of non-Zionist Jews of all countries had reached “the comparative 

maximum,” the Jewish Agency Council would appoint an Executive which would 

cooperate with the ZE “in the whole sphere of activities to be covered by the Jewish 

Agency.” The executive agreed to submit this proposal to the AC which was 

scheduled to meet in London at the end of October.93 This was done, and the AC 

seemingly adopted Feiwel’s proposal and the ZE to continue negotiations with the 

non-Zionist groups in England, the United States and possibly Western Europe. 

Though the latter’s decision was not unambiguous, Weizmann understood it to be a 

correction of the Congress’ error.94 

                                                 
91 See Resolutions of the Thirteenth Zionist Congress (London: 1923), 12-13; Stenographisches 

Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses vom 6 bis 18. August 1923 in Karlsbad 

(London: Zentralbureau der Zionistischen Organisation, 1924), 521, New Palestine, 7.9.1923, 218;  'מ
קדם )שרתוק(, "מן הקונגרס הי"ג, בחירת ההנהגה", קונטרס, קמ"ב-בן ; Eilam, Jewish Agency, 54-55. 

92 Jewish Colonization Association formed in 1891 by Baron Maurice de Hirsch and the American 

Jewish Joint Distribution Committee established in 1914. 
93 Minutes of the ZE, 25.10.1923, CZA Z4/302/9A. 
94 Minutes of the AC, 12-15, CZA Z4/266/10; “Report of the Meeting of the Actions Committee, 

October 26th-31st, 1923,” CZA Z4/250/14; Weizmann to Kisch, 14-16.11.1923, WL, vol. 12, 31. 
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Negotiations with the English non-Zionists were renewed, but soon again ran 

aground. While in diplomatic matters, the non-Zionists agreed that the joint council 

satisfy itself with an advisory role, they demanded that in financial matters it exercise 

wide powers, including the authority to fix the Palestine budget.95 This was 

unacceptable to most of the members of the ZE in London and Palestine who claimed 

that it ran against the decision of the Zionist Congress that it would determine the 

budget.96 Weizmann, in a memorandum on the “Constitution of the Jewish Agency” 

apparently sent out on November 19 to the English non-Zionists, supported this 

view.97 Now on a visit to the United States, Weizmann threatened to suspend the 

negotiations with the non-Zionists in America if the executive continued to resist. 

The ZE decided to convene the AC and request a new decision.98 A minor crisis was 

set off by Soloveichik’s subsequent resignation and publication of accusations in the 

press that required the executive to make a statement in order to restore its image.99 

Negotiations moved ahead in the United States under Weizmann’s initiative and 

tutelage. Within a week of his arrival in the United States he met with Samuel 

Untermyer, Louis Marshall, Felix Warburg, Cyrus Adler and Judge Horace Stern, 

and pressed for a preliminary meeting to discuss the steps toward the involvement of 

American Jewry in the Jewish Agency, to be followed by a larger gathering shortly 

after.100 The meeting was set for December 20, and in preparation, Weizmann and 

Ruppin apparently met with Marshall and Untermyer on the previous day.101 

Weizmann conveyed to the Americans a provisional memorandum on the formation 

of the Jewish Agency, apparently the same one that had been sent to the British non-

Zionists a few weeks earlier: 

                                                 
95 Minutes of the ZE, 5.12.1923, CZA Z4/302/9A. 
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98 Ibid., 12.12.1923, CZA Z4/302/9; Weizmann to Cowen, 14.12.1923, WL, vol. 12, 64-65; Weizmann 
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99 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 57; Circular Letter of the ZE to the Members of the AC, 26.12.1923, CZA 

Z4/240/16. 
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1. Joint Council: This was to be formed as a first step and was to be composed 

equally of “representatives of the Zionist Organizations and representatives of 

organized Jewish communities, their number to be determined by common 

agreement later.” Also to be included in the council were bodies interested in 

Palestine “on a substantial scale” and representatives of the Keren Hayesod. 

Once the council was constituted, it would have the power to coopt additional 

members, not exceeding ten percent of the elected membership. 

2. Functions of the Joint Council: These would include “full authority in all 

matters within the economic sphere including the right of fixing the annual 

budget for work of an economic character,” and “an advisory capacity in all 

political matters.” Political resolutions of the council, though carrying great 

weight, would not be binding at first. However, once the council had begun to 

function in economic affairs, “the transfer of other functions to the agency 

would follow in the natural course of events.” 

3. Financial Resources of the Joint Council: The council would be given the 

financial resources of the Keren Hayesod. 

4. Executive Power: The non-Zionist half of the council would appoint a 

committee equal in size to the ZE in London with which it would form a Joint 

Executive Committee “exercising full authority within the limits prescribed 

by the council and jointly responsible for carrying out the council’s decision. 

In political matters the ZE would be under obligation to consult the non-

Zionist committee but the functions of that committee, would, in the first 

instance, be only advisory.” 

5. Representation in Palestine: For the present, the council would not have a 

separate representation in Palestine distinct from the PZE. It would exercise 

supervision or control in economic matters, but the Zionist Organization 

would be responsible for carrying into effect the decisions of the council and 

the Joint Executive Committee. 

6. Formal Status of the Jewish Agency: Until the complete transfer of powers 

from the Zionist Organization to the enlarged Jewish Agency and the 

agreement of the British Government and possibly the League of Nations to 

this restructuring of the agency, the Zionist Organization would continue to 

serve “in the technical sense” as the Jewish Agency though “it would act in 
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all economic matters in accordance with the views of the Joint Council and 

the Joint Executive Committee, and in all political matters in consultation 

with those bodies.” 

Once American cooperation was secured, negotiations would take place with other 

Jewish communities over their participation in the agency.102 

At the conference held at his home, Louis Marshall together with Samuel Untermyer, 

Justice Horace Stern and Cyrus Adler, agreed that American Jewry would join the 

Jewish Agency and that a company would be formed to invest in Palestine. For this 

purpose, a conference of non-Zionists would be convened, to include approximately 

a hundred people from all walks of American Jewish life. This conference would 

decide on membership in the Jewish Agency. It would convene in Chicago on 

February 8 or 10. Judge Stern would compose the platform in coordination with 

Weizmann, and Marshall would send out the invitations.103 

As noted, the ZE in London discussed the powers that Weizmann had assigned the 

Joint Council in his memorandum, and the continental European members, Dr. 

Victor Jacobson and Dr. Georg Halpern, argued that the AC had reserved the power 

of determining the Palestine budget for the Zionist Congress, intimating that 

Weizmann had exceeded his authority. Weizmann’s old friend Berthold Feiwel came 

up with a face-saving formula which explained that Weizmann had erroneously 

interpreted the AC’s decision that the Joint Council have the right to control the 

budget within the limits fixed by the Zionist Congress to mean that that the council 

could set the budget itself. It was resolved “That the function of the Joint Council 

shall be to prepare for the Zionist Congress the Annual Budget for the work of 

development in Palestine, and to supervise the expenditure within the limits of the 

budget adopted.” It was further resolved “…That a cable be sent to Dr. Weizmann 

that the resolution in question has been unanimously adopted by the Executive; and 

that he be requested to adhere to this resolution in his negotiations in America.”104 As 

seen above, the executive ultimately bowed to Weizmann’s ultimatum. 

After a prolonged delay, some 400 invitations went out at the end of January over the 

names of Marshall, Adler, Herbert Lehman and Stern. The date was put off until 
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February 17 and the venue was moved to New York. The invitation noted two topics 

of discussion: a change “in the composition of the Agency as to make of it a real 

Jewish Agency by totally depriving it of the element of partisanship, and, to that end, 

of arranging a plan whereby non-Zionists shall be represented to a substantial degree 

in the Agency,” and the “formation of a Finance or Investment Corporation, 

organized on a strictly business basis, which will make it possible to provide for the 

various industrial, agricultural and commercial enterprises that have been or that are 

likely to be established in Palestine, the capital necessary for their successful 

operation on reasonable terms.”105 

The use of the words “partisan” and “partisanship” is instructive. In the American 

context, these terms generally denote sponsorship by a particular political party. Bi-

partisan resolutions in Congress are those which are supported by both major parties. 

Clearly, the Zionist Organization was viewed as but one party in the Jewish world 

and thus the control of the Jewish Agency was seen to be “partisan.” The “Non-

Partisan” conference was convened to discuss an alternative to this partisanship that 

would make the agency an instrument of world Jewry. 

Weizmann had to intervene after discovering that the proposed resolution drafted by 

Stern and Adler noted that such ideas as the re-establishment of the Jewish State in 

Palestine and perhaps the creation of a separate Jewish nationality throughout the 

world had been abandoned. Weizmann met with the two men and pointed out the 

political danger of such statements which might be used by enemies as evidence that 

the Jews were not in agreement over Palestine and that the Zionists were only a small 

minority. He pressed the two to stick to the “programme on which we are to unite 

and on which the work in Palestine is based, as clearly laid down in the Mandate for 

Palestine and in other official documents which have been published by the British 

Government.” Weizmann wrote to Marshall in the same spirit.106 

Marshall opened the conference with his vision of the Jewish Agency, in a similar 

vein to that expressed in the invitation: 

“We have an opportunity now of saying that we shall have part and lot in that 

Agency, that it is no more the property of the Zionist Organization. It is an Agency 

                                                 
105 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 58; Proceedings of Non-Partisan Conference to Consider Palestinian 

Problems (New York: 1924), 5-6. 
106 Weizmann to Abraham Aaron Neuman, 11.2.1924, WL, vol. 12, 126-127; Weizmann to Marshall, 

13.2.1924, WL, vol. 12, 128-130. 
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which is coextensive with the Jewish people everywhere.” He defined two questions 

for discussion: 

…first, what our attitude shall be toward the Jewish Agency; second, what 

our attitude shall be toward the organization of a financial investment 

corporation for the purpose of giving the people who come to Palestine a 

living chance and opportunity for development, of transforming the Palestine 

which has been in a decline for centuries to its former state of prosperity and 

of beauty, and to make of it a real center of culture and of thought.107 

 

Weizmann rose as the second speaker. After noting the development of the Jewish 

community in Palestine, he addressed the issue of the Jewish Agency: 

Hitherto the Jewish Agency has been in the hands of the Zionist 

Organization, but we, representatives of the Zionist Organization, do not 

consider it our monopoly and do not wish to consider it our monopoly. We 

believe that the Jewish Agency will be effective only when all Jewish 

elements will take a part and, as equals to equals, will negotiate, consider, and 

take a hand in the solving of the different problems. We believe it is our 

privilege to bring up the question to the present point, but from today it must 

be for the common good and the common interest of all Jews.108 

 

In his second address, Weizmann noted his expectation of non-Zionist financial 

contribution: “I want a clear, clean understanding on a practical platform of the 

Mandate for the upbuilding of Palestine. I want the non-Zionists to take a part of the 

responsibility, but also a part of the burden for upbuilding Palestine. As your slogan 

goes, no representation without taxation.”109 

He went on to explain the special significance of the Jewish settlement in Palestine: 

The difference between Palestine and the rest of the world – and God knows I 

have no disparaging remarks to make about the communities in the rest of the 

world – the fundamental difference is that in Palestine, for the first time since 

the Diaspora, we have an opportunity to build up everything – our language, 

our country, our institutions, our schools, agriculture, the very soil, the very 

soul of the Jews from the ground upwards. 

Here you have only an opportunity to adapt yourselves to a culture which 

other people have created and other people have adopted. Therefore, Palestine 

is an original thing. And therefore people think, worry, debate, discuss it so 

much. And it is essential for Jews, when after a history sanctified by the 

martyrdom of eighty generations, the world will ask you what a Jew can do 

when he is free and unhampered, that you should be able to point to a 
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beautiful Palestine, where a psalm song will ring from Dan to Beersheba, a 

song that might go through the gilded and sordid ghettos of New York. That, 

gentlemen, is the meaning of Palestine for us.110 

 

The conference decided that Marshall would appoint a committee of seven “for the 

purpose of organizing an investment corporation with adequate capital for the 

purpose of upbuilding and developing the economic resources of Palestine on an 

economic basis, which shall enlist, if possible, the co-operation of all existing and 

operating corporations and groups which have the same end in view.” 

The committee ultimately chosen consisted of Colonel H. H. Lehman, Alvin 

Untermyer, David A. Brown, James H. Becker, Maurice Wertheim, Lewis L. Strauss, 

Julius Simon, Bernard Flexner, Sam C. Lamport, B. V. Cohen, and Paul Baerwald. 

Regarding the Jewish Agency, the conference similarly empowered Marshall to 

appoint a committee of seven to study the subject of the Jewish Agency, and, 

if practicable, to formulate an appropriate plan whereby American Jews can 

associate themselves in such Agency and that such committee be empowered 

to confer with the Zionist Organization and other bodies to work out such 

plan for the effectuation of the object in view. 

 

It was further decided that the committee would report back to a reconvened session 

of the conference or another appropriate method. This committee as ultimately 

formed included Dr. Cyrus Adler, A. G. Becker, Jacob Billikopf, David A. Brown, 

Dr. Lee K. Frankel, Elisha M. Friedman, Dr. Abram Simon, Judge Horace M. Stern 

and Samuel Untermyer.111 

Meeting under the pressure of rising unemployment and economic distress, the AC 

which met in London from March 4-10, 1924 decided to empower a joint council of 

Zionists and non-Zionists to set the budget on the basis of the Keren Hayesod 

income, though the Zionist Congress would determine in advance the budget of the 

undefined “Zionist” items.112 This was in fact a way for the AC to grant the council 

the authority to set the budget without taking away that power from the Zionist 

Congress. 

Weizmann, still in America, pushed ahead, urging Marshall to convene the 

committee that was to study the Jewish Agency and pressing the ZE for the 
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appointment of Morris Rothenberg as the Zionist representative. Ultimately, both 

Louis Lipsky and Rothenberg were appointed.113 Weizmann and Marshall met to 

discuss the general plan for the Jewish Agency, after which Weizmann submitted an 

outline of his ideas: 

1. For the time being, the Jewish Agency would be left in the hands of the 

Zionist Organization. 

2. A council of 100-150 individuals representing the Jewish communities 

around the world would be elected. Half of the members would be Zionists 

and half non-Zionists. The council would fix the budget for Palestine and 

supervise expenditures, and thus it would constitute the decisive voice in all 

economic matters of Palestine. Other matters, for example Jewish-Arab 

relations, relations with Britain and educational institutions, would be left in 

the hands of the Zionist Organization with the Zionist Congress as its 

supreme authority. The council would have an advisory role in these matters. 

3. The non-Zionist members of the council should include one or more 

prominent representatives in Palestine to carry out the instructions of the 

council and to cooperate with the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem. 

4. The Keren Hayesod should be the financial instrument of the Council, which 

should take responsibility for its raising, distribution and management. 

5. Once a plan is arrived at for the Jewish Agency, a conference of 

representatives of all sections of American Jewry should be convened. It 

would adopt the report of the newly formed committee and elect the non-

Zionist members of the council. The targets of the Keren Hayesod could also 

be set.114 

Weizmann knew that he was deviating from the decisions of the executive organs of 

the Zionist Organization. Writing to Lipsky and Rothenberg he wrote: 

I cannot judge whether my suggestions are in complete conformity with the 

Resolutions of the A.C. or not, but my letter does not bind either the Zionist 

Organization or you, nor is it in any way binding on the Committee. I think 

that a great deal of latitude must be allowed in these negotiations, as both 

sides will have to feel their way for some time before a concrete plan can be 
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arrived at. I feel that on the working out of this concrete plan turns, to a very 

great extent, the success of our work in the future.115 

 

The joint committee on the expansion of the Jewish Agency met on May 4 at 

Marshall’s home. Marshall, Dr. Cyrus Adler, David A. Brown, Dr. Lee K. Frankel, 

Elisha M. Friedman, and Samuel Untermyer represented the non-Zionists with 

Weizmann, Feiwel, Lipsky and Rothenberg representing the Zionists. It agreed on 

the basic elements of an agreement to form the Jewish Agency: 

1. It is feasible and desirable to establish the Jewish Agency. Until its 

establishment, the Zionist Organizations shall carry the burden but it will 

adapt itself to any program that shall be formed. 

2. The committee will start to form an agency to be composed of a council of 

150 members and an executive of 18 to be chosen by the council. The council 

will be composed half of Zionists and half of non-Zionists of whom 40% 

would be from the United States. 

3. The executive will be composed equally of Zionists and non-Zionists will be 

chosen by the council, at first for a year or two and later for a period of 3 

years. The elections will be held at a general assembly of the council, by 

direct vote or though proxies. Members of the executive will vote either 

directly or through proxies. 

4. The investment company will not depend on the establishment of the Jewish 

Agency and will operate as an independent body. 

5. The Keren Hayesod will serve as a financial instrument of the Jewish Agency 

and not the Zionist Organization. 

6. An additional non-Zionist conference should be held before the summer of 

1924.116 

In deciding to proceed directly with the establishment of the agency’s council and 

executive, the conference rejected the Zionist view that there should be an interim 

stage during which only a joint council should be formed. Moreover, the conference 

did not limit the powers of the Jewish Agency to the economic sphere alone and 
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demanded full participation in the overall responsibility for all matters assigned to 

the agency in the Mandate.117 

Weizmann hurried back to England after this meeting and presented the 

developments to the ZE on May 20, 1924. He explained that he had put before 

Marshall the AC decisions and that the non-Zionists had agreed and had presented 

their own demands. The ZE agreed that the AC had to be convened urgently in order 

that it reach a new decision that would allow the negotiations to continue.118 

However, the members of the AC refused to follow Weizmann and demanded the 

postponement of the AC until August, whereas the members of the ZE preferred an 

earlier date – mid-June. Ultimately, the date was set for July 22.119 

A meeting of the joint committee of Zionists and non-Zionists on June 22 expressed 

satisfaction with the decisions of the American conference and agreed on the number 

of Jewish Agency Council members to be allotted to the Jewish community in each 

country: 30 to the United States, 10 to Poland, 3 each to Great Britain and Germany, 

2 each to Palestine, Romania and Russia and 1 to all remaining communities. The 

committee also discussed the structure and functions of the executive. The 18-

member body was seen to be too unwieldly, and an inner executive was proposed to 

run the ongoing affairs of the Jewish Agency. The new organization would be known 

as The Jewish Agency for Palestine and its seat would be in London with branches in 

Jerusalem and in the United States.120 

At the AC meeting in London on July 22 the opposition attacked the executive for 

selling its birthright in return for a non-Zionist “bowl of lentils.” Ussishkin was one 

of the leading critics of Weizmann’s policy. The idea of a Jewish World Congress as 

an alternative to direct negotiations with the non-Zionists was raised again. 

Weizmann replied that the choice was between an annual budget of £400,000 and 

that of £1,000,000. Under the present conditions, it was not possible to bring 

immigrants and develop the land. A larger budget would allow the influx of 20,000 

immigrants per year, and the establishment of the basis of the Jewish National Home 
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within a decade. The condition for this was the creation of the expanded Jewish 

Agency. In America, a considerable number of Jews that had so far refrained from 

supporting Zionism had contributed $70 million in order to ease the distress of Polish 

and Ukrainian Jewry. These funds had gone down the drain. Now, in light of the 

closure of America’s gates, these Jews would be ready to change their attitude to the 

Zionist enterprise. With their help it would be possible to ensure the building of the 

Land of Israel in our generation. Weizmann claimed that the Zionist Organization 

would emerge stronger from the joint effort with the non-Zionists. It would serve as 

the spearhead of the Jewish people and fill a role similar to that of the Jesuit order in 

the Catholic Church.121 

The AC refused to authorize the Jewish Agency plan as conceived by the joint 

committees in America and England. It did soften its position regarding the Jewish 

Agency’s power to set the budget but it was uncompromising in its demand for 

democratic representation. It did authorize retroactively all of the steps taken by the 

ZE and empowered the latter to continue the negotiations until the next Zionist 

Congress, when a decision would be made.122 

The next months went by with little progress; Marshall felt that conditions were not 

yet ripe for the founding of the Agency as many non-Zionists had not yet been won 

over to the idea. The next step could only be taken at a conference to be held in the 

winter. In the meantime, Marshall focused on the establishment of the investment 

company.123 According to the plan that Marshall had worked out with his colleagues, 

the conference was to authorize the recommendations of the joint committee on the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency from May 4, 1924, and call for a large national 

conference of non-Zionist groups and organizations that would announce the 

establishment of the Jewish Agency in America and select its representatives on the 

Council.124 Weizmann tried to press Marshall to speed up the process and turn the 

winter conference into the founding conference of the Jewish Agency.125 Despite the 
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efforts of Weizmann, Rutenberg and Frederick Kisch, Marshall did not take any steps 

to hasten the process.126 Indeed, it is possible that this pressure was critical in 

arousing Marshall to hold the non-Zionist conference in early March 1925 as 

originally scheduled.127 

Weizmann arrived in the United States in mid-February 1925 and discussed the plans 

with Marshall. Marshall planned to invite essentially the same people who had been 

present at the meeting of February 17 1924 with a few additions. After receiving 

reports from the committees that had been formed a year earlier, the conference 

would hopefully launch the Investment Corporation and approve the formation of the 

Jewish Agency. A standing committee would then be formed to invite the large 

American Jewish organizations to send representatives to a body that would approve 

the agency. This forum might itself form the Jewish Agency or wish to have it 

ratified by an all-Jewish Conference. Weizmann cautioned the need to cooperate with 

organizations, not with individuals, though this goal was never realized.128 

The Second Non-Partisan Conference took place on March 1 in the Astor Hotel in 

New York. The conference decided unanimously that the Jewish Agency Council 

and Executive should be made up equally by Zionists and Non-Zionists, and that 

40% of the non-Zionist members of the council would come from the United States. 

The non-Zionist members of both bodies would be able to exercise their vote by 

proxy. The Keren Hayesod would be the financial organ of the Jewish Agency. 

Nothing was decided regarding the presidency of the agency, but Marshall and 

Weizmann agreed that the President of the Zionist Organization would serve in this 

capacity.129 

The Weizmannist ecumenical approach underlying the concept of the Jewish Agency 

facilitated the return of several members of the Brandeis group to Zionist activity. 

Stephen Wise, in his speech at the conference, praised the wisdom of involving the 

entire Jewish people in the Palestine enterprise rather than confining support to the 

Zionist Organization alone. Julian Mack and Abba Hillel Silver also took part in the 

                                                 
126 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 69. 
127 Weizmann to Kisch, 20.1.1925, WL, vol. 12, 296; Rutenberg to Marshall, 26 and 28.1.1925, 

Marshall Papers, AJA, Box 154 and 158; On January 29, Marshall started to send announcements to 

colleagues. See for example Marshall to Promenson, 29.1.1925, Marshall Papers, AJA, Box 1597. 

Eilam, Jewish Agency, 69. 
128 Weizmann to Feiwel, 20.2.1925, WL, vol. 12, 318-320; Eilam, Jewish Agency, 69-70. 
129 New Palestine, 6.3.1925; Weizmann to the ZE, 4.3.1925, WL, vol. 12, 323. 



 

155 

  

practical efforts in which Zionists and non-Zionists worked together - Keren 

Hayesod and the investment company. Certainly other factors were at play here, not 

least of which was the limited success of the Palestine Development Corporation 

which had been initiated by the group.130 

From March 1925 until late 1926, negotiations between the Zionists and the non-

Zionists were sidetracked due the Crimean settlement scheme which focused the 

energy of many leading non-Zionists on a grandiose scheme of Jewish settlement in 

that region. The plan to devote valuable resources to this settlement also highlighted 

the ideological differences between the Zionist and non-Zionist groups and created 

fertile ground for misunderstandings and mutual suspicions.131 A solution was found 

in the proposal to dispatch a commission of experts and “laymen with broad, 

sympathetic and statesmanlike views” to study the conditions in Palestine and 

prepare a ten-year program for agricultural settlement, industrial development and 

cultural activity that would serve as a renewed basis for cooperation between Zionists 

and non-Zionists and the formation of the Jewish Agency. This was agreed at a 

meeting of the Marshall group with Weizmann on December 22, 1926.132 

However, as a condition for such an agreement, Marshall demanded that Weizmann 

write a letter of reconciliation expressing regret over the misunderstandings 

surrounding the Crimean project and the subsequent damage to both the colonization 

in Russia and the development of Palestine: 

…I am urging upon all Zionists the importance of realizing that every Jew 

has the right to his own opinion as to what is needful for the good of Jewry. 

We must endeavor to cooperate amicably with our non-Zionist brethren who 

do not concede the priority of Palestine over those of our brethren who live in 

other countries, whether the help given to them be of a palliative or of a 

constructive nature, or whether it involve the settlement upon the land of 

those who desire that opportunity. 

 

He went on to call for unity despite ideological disagreement: 

May I at the same time presume to entreat most earnestly those thousands 

upon thousands of men and women throughout all of this vast country who, 

for more than a decade, have willingly carried the burdens and obligations 
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that have come to them through the frightful conditions in which the Jews of 

Eastern Europe have found themselves during and since the war, that they 

forget past unpleasantnesses, and bear in mind that regardless of differences 

of opinion, we are all Jews, bound together by historic ties and with 

responsibility for the future. Our most imperative need just now is for Sholom 

– peace – among all the forces of American Jewry, in order to achieve such 

unity as will advance the highest interests of all Israel – here and 

everywhere.133 

 

Weizmann’s underlying approach is expressed clearly in this passage. Reconciliation 

with the non-Zionists was indeed a pragmatic necessity. Weizmann, however, was 

willing to go beyond the call of pragmatism. By recognizing the legitimacy of the 

approach which placed resettlement of Jews in the Crimea on the same ideological 

plane as the development of the Jewish National Home Weizmann conceded the 

primacy of the Zionist goal. This was not a simple matter for the President of the 

Zionist Organization and foremost leader of the Zionist movement.134 

Marshall and Weizmann signed an agreement on January 17, 1927 which recognized 

on the part of both Zionists and non-Zionists “the desirability and feasibility of 

organising the Jewish Agency in accordance with the terms of the Palestine Mandate 

as formulated by the Council of the League of Nations on July 24th, 1922, and along 

the general lines of the resolutions adopted by the Zionist Congress at Vienna in 

August, 1925.” The agreement provided for the creation of a mixed commission to 

carry out a detailed survey of conditions in Palestine “including an expert study of 

the resources and of the agricultural, industrial, commercial and other economic 

possibilities of Palestine and the neighbouring territory and of acquiring a complete 
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conception of Jewish activities and achievements in the country.” The commission 

was to make recommendations “for a long term programme of constructive work in 

Palestine.” Upon the receipt of the report, it was intended that the Jewish Agency 

would be formally established.135 

On June 1, 1927, the members of the newly appointed Joint Palestine Survey 

Commission – Sir Alfred Mond, Dr. Lee Frankel, Felix Warburg and Oscar 

Wassermann – received the body’s terms of reference. The ZE was most concerned 

that the establishment of the Jewish Agency not be made conditional on the findings 

of the commission, while Marshall insisted on a candid and unbiased investigation of 

the conditions of Jewish settlement in Palestine. The commission was asked to study 

the following areas: the general economic situation of the country including the 

activity of the Zionist Organization, other public bodies and private undertakings; 

Immigration; Agricultural Colonization; Industry; The Co-operative Movement; 

Banking and Credit; Public Health; Labor; and Finance. Detailed expectations were 

included in a separate section entitled “Specifications” that was appended by 

Marshall.136 The experts were selected, mainly on the basis of recommendations from 

the Zionist Organization. Most left for Palestine in mid-May.137 Marshall 

summarized the importance of the commission from the position of the non-Zionists: 

The important matter is…to obtain a thorough understanding of conditions [in 

Palestine] based upon a survey by competent scientists. In that way we may 

know what should and should not be done, what can and cannot be carried 

out, whether or not it is feasible to continue on the lines heretofore followed, 

or whether it is necessary to make a complete revision of plans and theories. 

In my opinion, this is the most critical time in the Palestinian venture. There 

have been enough mistakes made in the past. We must seek to avoid these 

mistakes now and hereafter. It should also be understood that, unless 

Palestine can be developed on a sound economic basis, the future will be 

rather dismal. While personally I believe that a sound policy can be 

elaborated on the basis of the reports that will be rendered by our experts, if 

[sic] would be most deplorable if the methods of the past, based on 

enthusiasm and, in many cases, fanaticism, were to be encouraged to the 

slightest extent. Failure would mean a tragedy and it is our duty to face the 
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situation courageously, however unpleasant it may be and however unpopular 

plain speech based on inexorable facts may be in many quarters.138 

 

The first expert reports which were submitted in December 1927, those on 

agriculture and on the Jewish settlements, occasioned a debate between the Zionist 

and non-Zionist groups. The former, concerned that the reports were overly critical 

of the Zionist enterprise, argued that they should serve only as a basis for a more 

favorable summary report on the part of the commissioners, and that the experts’ 

findings should not be published independently.139 Marshall, on the other hand, was 

determined that the reports should be scientific and objective, and should be 

published in full for all to see. Both sides aspired to the establishment of the Jewish 

Agency, but while the Zionists feared that critical reports could serve as ammunition 

in the hands of Zionism’s enemies, Marshall believed that the greater the reliability 

and meticulousness of the reports, the greater was the likelihood that non-Zionists 

would be convinced to support the enterprise in Palestine. Critical reports could only 

increase their desire to get involved. A summit meeting of the commissioners, 

Marshall and Weizmann was set for June 9 and 10 in London. Marshall predicted 

that the meeting would constitute a turning point in Jewish life in Palestine.140 

The participants discussed the publication of the experts’ report, the content of the 

report and the policy to be taken toward the mandatory administration. Despite 

disagreements between the American and European participants regarding the 

publication of the reports, Marshall agreed that the purpose of the survey had not 

been to criticize Zionist efforts, but to provide the basis for a work plan on behalf of 

the Jewish settlement in Palestine. However, while the Zionists were familiar with 

the conditions in Palestine, the non-Zionists were not, and as most were practical 

businessmen, they would insist on seeing the experts’ reports. Regarding policy 

towards Great Britain, the Americans preferred to minimize demands while 

Weizmann wished to leverage the commission’s report in order to exert pressure on 

the British administration to fulfill its obligations under the Mandate. Felix Warburg 

presented a proposal for a budget of £800,000, whereas Weizmann suggested 

expanding this to a million pounds, noting that the Zionist Organization alone had 
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succeeded in raising £700,000 a year. The conference agreed to postpone the 

publication of the experts’ reports, adopted an annual budget of £1,000,000, and 

decided to include in the commission’s summary report a chapter dealing with the 

obligations of the mandatory toward the Jewish National Home.141 

The Joint Commission’s report was publicized during the last week of June, 1928 

and aroused considerable debate within the Zionist movement.142 The report 

criticized the Jewish National Fund, which according to its Articles of Association 

held the lands that it acquired as national property in perpetuity and was precluded 

from “enabling settlers to become the actual owners of land.” The commission 

recommended that the Jewish Agency “secure a land reserve free from similar 

restrictions.” Secondly, the collective settlements were criticized for their non-

traditional and “unacceptable” family life (a claim that was subsequently deleted) and 

for their economic inefficiency. The moshav, the cooperative settlement in which the 

residents cultivated their own holdings but applied cooperative methods in 

purchasing supplies and marketing produce, seemed on the basis of available 

statistics to be “a more efficient economic instrument than the kvuzah.... It is evident 

that grave difficulties, economic and psychological, are inherent in the kvuzah…. 

Individual farms offer greater incentive to industry and thrift. They give more 

freedom to the family to plan its farming operations for the year and to carry out the 

daily tasks.” The further establishment of communal settlements was seen to be 

“undesirable.” Regarding recently established kevuẓot, it was suggested that 

“necessary means be found to proceed with their equipment, provided their 

reorganization can be effected so as to convert them into individualistic co-operative 

settlements (moshavim) or for use as training centres.”143 

Opposition to the report was expressed in the Jewish press and at the Zionist General 

Council (ZGC)144 which met in Berlin from July 19-31. Weizmann’s supporters were 

convinced of the necessity of the Jewish Agency for the future of the Zionist 

enterprise, but disagreed with the report’s findings regarding the role of the Jewish 
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National Fund and the communal settlements. Thus, it was necessary to agree on a 

resolution that would alienate neither the non-Zionists nor the Zionist Organization. 

It was therefore agreed that “The Zionist Organisation recognises the Keren 

Kayemeth Leisrael as the sole instrument of land policy in Palestine…In order to 

safeguard the integrity of the Keren Kayemeth Leisrael, the purchase of lands out of 

two different funds shall be inadmissible.” At the same time, “The Zionist 

Organisation has always also recognised as important the private purchase of land 

and the furtherance of the establishment of settlers with means of their own.” 

Regarding communal settlement, the ZGC “calls attention to the underlying principle 

of Zionist colonization work in regard to the freedom of the settler to determine the 

social form of his settlement – kevuzah, moshav or other form – it being understood 

that every form of settlement shall satisfy economic requirements and afford the 

possibility of becoming self-supporting.” The ZGC went on to decide that the 

principle of Jewish labor must be safeguarded “in all works and undertakings carried 

out or furthered by the Jewish Agency,” contrary to the recommendations of the 

experts. In addition, the council affirmed the principles of continuously increasing 

immigration and recognition and development of the Hebrew language and culture. 

The compromise resolution on the Jewish Agency, which urged that “the requisite 

steps for the extension of the Jewish Agency in accordance with the resolutions of 

the fourteenth and fifteenth Congresses and the foregoing resolutions shall be taken 

forthwith” passed 41 to 4, with two Revisionists and two members of the Radical 

party opposing.145 

Though extremely critical of the proceedings at the ZGC meeting, Marshall remained 

undeterred from his intention to move ahead with the Jewish Agency. Over 

Weizmann’s objections he decided to publish the experts’ reports, a step that he felt 

was necessary in order to win non-Zionists over to the Palestine enterprise.146 

Marshall pressed for an early convention of the non-Zionists in the United States and 

urged Weizmann to take part, but a disagreement between Marshall and the Zionist 
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leadership threatened to disrupt the plans. Whereas Marshall insisted that the Zionists 

adopt the findings of the Experts’ Report, the latter demanded that Marshall accept 

the decisions of the Zionist General Council in Berlin. A compromise was soon 

reached: Marshall would mention the Berlin decisions and declare that there was no 

major gap between them and the experts’ report. After the conference, a joint 

committee would resolve the differences of opinion.147 

Some 400 delegates participated in the non-Zionist conference which convened at the 

Biltmore Hotel in New York from October 20-21. All of the speakers swore 

allegiance to the enterprise in Palestine and emphasized the historical significance of 

the conference as an expression of united Jewish support. Weizmann’s call for unity 

was characteristic: 

Can we determine in advance what form life in Palestine will take in the 

future? Our present efforts have a single purpose: to establish a solid 

infrastructure for the development of this life, to lay the foundation stone for 

a new culture. Our differences are only a matter of terminology and we have 

attached too much importance to such questions. If the meaning of 

nationalism is the political hegemony of Jews in Palestine and the rejection of 

the positions fought for by diaspora Jewry then I am not a nationalist, and 

every sensible Zionist would agree with me. We have no intention of 

upsetting the life of Jews residing in the diaspora, either directly or indirectly. 

However, if nationalism means the establishment of a foundation in Palestine 

on which the edifice of Jewish culture will stand, we are indeed nationalists 

and I am confident that you agree with us…. We will not force our opinions 

on anyone, just as you must not dampen our passionate enthusiasm.148 

 

The conference unanimously authorized the Joint Palestine Survey Commission’s 

report as the basis for cooperation with the Zionist Organization. To this was added: 

“the conference recognizes that from time to time conditions may arise which 

necessitate changes in the report’s instructions. The Jewish Agency, when formed, 

will take only those steps that will best assist the economic, spiritual and cultural 

development of Palestine.”149 Marshall was assigned the duty of appointing a 

committee of seven to make the organizational arrangements for the establishment of 
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the institutions of the Jewish Agency. The committee’s first task would be the 

opening of negotiations with the Zionist Organization in order to resolve the 

disagreements over the commission’s report and to reach a agreed plan for the 

establishment of the Jewish Agency.150 

Marshall appointed the committee without delay. Almost all of them: Warburg, 

Frankel, Cyrus Adler, James Becker, David Brown and Herbert Lehman had been 

involved in the previous stages of the agency’s formation. Only Julian Morgenstern 

was new and his cooption was meant to involve the strong reform center in 

Cincinnati.151 This body met with American Zionist leaders and agreed that a smaller 

committee consisting of Marshall, Morris Rothenberg and Julius Simon would draft a 

memorandum to resolve the outstanding issues between the non-Zionists and the 

Zionist Organization.152 These included the question of who would fill the duties of 

the Jewish Agency under the Mandate should the current initiative fail as well as the 

gap between the Berlin Zionist General Council resolutions and the 

recommendations of the Joint Palestine Survey Commission. Agreeable 

compromises were found in all instances. Should the expansion of the agency fail, 

the role of the Zionist Organization as the Jewish Agency would be reinstated. The 

British government would be asked to authorize the arrangement in advance. The 

Jewish National Fund would be recognized as the primary instrument for the 

acquisition of land in Palestine and the principle of national ownership would remain 

however the Jewish Agency would oversee leasing agreements. Private purchase and 

sale of land would be allowed as long as they were not for speculative purposes and 

wouldn’t interfere with the plans of the Jewish National Fund or the Jewish Agency. 

Regarding the kevuẓot, the principle would be adopted that no form of settlement 

would be forced upon the settlers but the Jewish Agency would have the power to 

determine the degree of economic utility in the settlement plan that it would finance. 

Three other principles were also agreed in these discussions: encouragement of 

Jewish immigration to Palestine, the utilization of Jewish labor in all projects of the 

Jewish Agency, and the development of Hebrew language and culture in Palestine.153 
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These proposals were then discussed at the Zionist General Council meeting 

convened in December in Berlin especially for this purpose. The non-Zionists had 

accepted the Zionist positions in all areas of dissent as well as the conditions laid 

down by the 15th Zionist Congress for the expansion of the Jewish Agency: 

expansion of aliyah, land acquisition as a Jewish national property, Hebrew labor and 

support of Hebrew language and culture. Thus, the key claim of those who remained 

unmoved in their opposition to the Jewish Agency was that cooperation with non-

Zionists would transform Zionism from a world-wide Jewish nationalist movement 

struggling for Jewish rights everywhere, into an agency for the development of 

Palestine.154 Weizmann’s reply clearly prioritized work in Palestine over the struggle 

for Jewish national minority rights in the diaspora:155 

Gruenbaum’s speech gives us cause for thought. As I understood him, his 

intention was to say that the agency might be beneficial for Palestine but not 

for Poland. I am quite familiar with the great struggle that Gruenbaum is 

waging and I understand how undesirable every fact that stands in the way 

must be. However, in this sense I am his complete opposite. I recognize the 

importance of his struggle for national rights but for my part I must focus on 

one goal only and close my eyes to everything else. Sometimes you do 

something in Poland which disrupts the main thrust of our work; I could 

pursue claims against you for this but I would never do so, because I do not 

want to intervene in matters that are outside my area of activity. Now 

however, when we are given the choice of either expediting the development 

of Palestine and hindering the nationalist policy in Poland, or hampering the 

construction of the land and strengthening such policy, we must choose the 

first option without hesitation. I believe that your nationalism also depends on 

our work in Palestine. I support the merit of direct action in Zionism, i.e. the 

concentration of all forces in Palestine and for Palestine. Our strength in 

Palestine will not increase through demonstrations but through men, land and 

institutions, through the normal development of the Jewish people.156 

 

Despite the opposition of Revisionists, the Radicals and Dr. Stephen Wise, the 

Zionist General Council gave its blessing to the non-Zionist conference and adopted 

Marshall’s memorandum. The executive was empowered to do everything necessary 

to establish the council of the expanded Jewish Agency and to hold its first meeting 

immediately after the 16th Zionist Congress.157 
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Following this decision, the Zionist General Council began to debate in camera the 

constitution of the new body on the basis of an outline prepared by the ZE.158 

Weizmann apparently wanted to mold the constitution together with the Zionist 

General Council but knew that Marshall would not agree to rubber stamp such a 

dictate. Therefore, he intended to present the constitutional items to the non-Zionists 

as proposals for consideration.159 Unfortunately, the secret could not be kept for long, 

and the Po’alei Zion publication Vanguard as well as the Jewish Telegraphic Agency 

published the fact that the Zionist General Council had in fact prepared an entire 

draft.160 Notwithstanding Marshall’s protests, the affair did not escalate into a crisis 

and it was agreed that the committee of seven would negotiate with the Zionist 

Organization over the constitution.161 

Weizmann outlined his policy on the eve of the 16th Zionist Congress. He noted that 

the aims of the Jewish Agency were to encourage and further Jewish immigration “it 

being understood that full consideration is to be given to the claims of workers as 

well as of persons of independent means,” to foster the Hebrew Language and Jewish 

culture, to acquire land as the national property of the Jewish people, to employ 

Jewish labor “in all undertakings carried out under the auspices of the Agency and to 

promote agricultural colonization based on Jewish labor “it being understood that, so 

long as the requirements of economic efficiency are satisfied, the settlers shall have 

freedom of choice as to the social form of the settlement.” In the governing bodies of 

the Agency fifty per cent of the seats would be held by the Zionist Organization and 

the latter’s president was to serve as the president of the Jewish Agency unless a 

decision to the contrary was supported by 75 percent of the Jewish Agency Council, 

half of which would be made up of representatives from the Zionist Organization. 

The Keren Hayesod would be placed at the disposal of the Agency and its directors 

would be appointed on the nomination of the Agency’s council. The Zionist 

Organization “by virtue of the traditions and experience, the enthusiasm and the 

conviction which it will bring into the common stock” would “supply the driving-

power” and “set the pace” of the new organization. 

                                                 
158 Ibid. 
159 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 126-127. 
160 Marshall to Kisch, 11.2.1929, Marshall Papers, AJA, Box 1601. 
161 Marshall to Kisch, 15.2.1929, Marshall Papers, AJA, Box 1601. 
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A new long-term and systematic work plan would have to be put in place, “based on 

the cooperation of Zionists and non-Zionists, of labour and capital, of the Yishuv and 

the Galut, of the Jewish Agency and the Mandatory Power.” The plan would include 

three “essential” tasks related to settlement: the creation of a land reserve “on a large 

enough scale to enable our colonising activities to proceed systematically and 

without hindrance,” “the consolidation, in accordance with the best available advice, 

of those colonies which still remain incompletely equipped,” and the “placing of 

Jewish labour upon surer foundations,” assuring workers of employment under fair 

conditions. A unified Hebrew education system, from kindergarten to university, was 

to be maintained. The Jewish Agency would be asked to set a budget of £750,000 to 

cover these expenses. In its political work, the enlarged agency would continue the 

policy of the Zionist Organization, i.e. 

the maintenance of friendly relations with the Mandatory Power, and with its 

representatives in Palestine, in a spirit of mutual confidence and good 

will…while at the same time using every legitimate means to safeguard the 

rights of the Yishuv and of Jewry as a whole in relation to the Jewish National 

Home, and to secure that active cooperation from the Mandatory Power 

which we are justly entitled to expect in the light of the Mandate. 

 

Regarding the Arabs of Palestine, “we remain firmly determined to do everything in 

our power to promote friendly and neighbourly relations between the Jewish people 

in Palestine and their Arab fellow-citizens on the basis of mutual respect and mutual 

understanding. No temporary difficulties will affect this fundamental aim of our 

policy.”162 

Negotiations regarding the Jewish Agency continued until the Congress which met 

from July 28 to August 11, 1929.163 In his address, Weizmann explained that the 

constitution was the fruit of protracted discussions between the Zionists and the non-

Zionists, and must be accepted or rejected in its totality.164 The congress voted 

overwhelmingly to accept the Jewish Agency constitution, 230 to 30 with 4 

abstentions and 45 absentees.165 The founding conference of the Jewish Agency took 

                                                 
162 Chaim Weizmann, “Tasks of the Sixteenth Congress,” June 1929, WP, vol. 1, 540-549, (originally 

published in New Judaea, June-July, 1929). 
163 See the detailed discussion in Eilam, Jewish Agency, 128-146. 
164Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses und der konstituierenden Tagung des 

Council der Jewish Agency für Palästina, Zürich, 28. Juli bis 14. August 1929 (London: Zentralbureau 

der Zionistischen Organisation, 1929), 61;  ,6.7.1929העולם . 
165 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 460; 23.8.1929 ,העולם. 
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place on August 11, 1929. On the podium next to Weizmann sat Louis Marshall, 

Felix Warburg, Lord Melchett (Alfred Mond), Herbert Samuel, Osmond d’Avigdor-

Goldsmid, Oscar Wassermann, Albert Einstein, Leon Blum and Shalom Ash. 

Haolam reported that the excitement was reminiscent of the first Zionist Congress in 

1897.166  

Weizmann summarized the rationale of the expanded Jewish Agency, opening in 

Hebrew and English before moving on to German for the major part of his address: 

The task to which we are devoting ourselves today is not the monopoly of any 

one section in Jewry. It is the common right and the common duty of Jewry 

as a whole. The Zionist Organization, which has borne so long the heat and 

burden of the day, has never ceased to hope for that unification of our 

constructive forces, of which the Jewish Agency for Palestine will henceforth 

be both the symbol and the instrument…. 

We are today in the presence of facts whose compelling force no one can 

escape, and before which all the differences of opinion, all the party 

antagonisms which have grown up in Jewry in the course of time, appear 

small. I will only single out two of those combinations of facts. One is 

furnished by the Palestine Mandate and the expectations which all the world 

attaches to the Jewish work of upbuilding in Palestine. The other, perhaps still 

more significant combination of facts, is the change which has come over the 

Jewish world since the war, characterised by the material collapse of Eastern 

European Jewry, which until 1914 had been the reservoir of cultural energies 

for the whole of Jewry; and by cessation, due to restrictive measures imposed 

by overseas countries, of the emigration of great masses, above all to the 

United States of America, which had been one of the dominating features of 

Jewish life during the last half-century. As a result of these facts, Palestine 

today appears in a wholly different light. It presents itself inevitably as the 

central Jewish task…. 

The Zionist Organization has taken the required political steps to obtain the 

recognition by the nations of the Jewish right to a home in Palestine. But we 

never wanted Palestine for the Zionists; we wanted it for the Jews. The living, 

evolving Judaism of Palestine is no party matter…. It was only logical, 

therefore, to approach the Jewish communities of the world, in order to place 

the work, which can never be accomplished bully by a limited circle of Jews, 

upon a broader basis, and systematically to mobilise the forces of all Jewry in 

its service…. 

What we wish and are able to arrange here is a system of practical work for 

the attainment of definite practical ends. We entertain the hope that this joint 

work will also have a unifying effect and be the starting-point for a great new 

unity in Israel, a unity based on a common responsibility, a common work, 

and – may I say it – a common love for that Judaism which perhaps some 

interpret in one way, others in another, but which is proving itself once more, 

within our experience of these last years, as the sovereign life-force we all 

                                                 
166 See the description in 23.8.1929 ,העולם. 
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wish to serve in humility and faith. May what we are creating here redound to 

the honour of the Jewish name and be a blessing to future generations. In that 

sense we believe that this day, the 5th Av, 5689, will remain enshrined as an 

historic day in the annals of Jewish history.167 

 

The agreement on a united effort to develop the Jewish settlement in Palestine 

resonated among those who witnessed the event. “Who are the Zionists and who are 

the non-Zionists?” wrote an observer. “What is this “fifty-fifty”! Who are the insiders 

and who are the so-called outsiders? Everyone stressed the existence of a single 

Jewish people, united over lands and time. All spoke of Zion as both a concrete and 

ideal value, as well as the original, eternally evolving Hebrew culture whose ember 

has continued to burn throughout the ages.”168 In a broader sense than intended, 

Ussishkin was very close to the mark in his comment that following the first “Hibat 

Zion” period of Zionism initiated by Pinker and the second era of Zionism brought 

about by Herzl, the third “pan-Jewish” age of Zionism had begun, and its protagonist 

was none other than Chaim Weizmann.169 

What was the role of Weizmannism in the establishment of the expanded Jewish 

Agency? Weizmann himself was certainly the moving force, overcoming opposition 

within the Zionist Organization and recruiting some of the leading forces in world 

Jewry outside the Zionist movement. Important forces independent of Weizmann 

impelled the Zionist movement to seek assistance. The need to find the funds to 

support the financially beleaguered yishuv provided an obvious motive for the 

Zionists to engage their more affluent brethren in the west, and as Eilam has 

suggested, this need was something that the latter could not lightly ignore.170 

However, contrary to those Zionists who insisted that the Jewish Agency be 

constituted on their terms – either as the representative of a great Jewish World 

Congress embodying some pan-Jewish national identity or as the representative of an 

augmented Zionist Organization into which agreeing non-Zionists would be coopted 

– Weizmann was willing to relax and expand the boundaries of the body that would 

be charged with the realization of Zionist ideals. Moreover, he understood that there 

could be “no taxation without representation,” and thus supported the demands of his 

                                                 
167 Chaim Weizmann, “The Jewish Agency Constituted,” 11.8.1929, WP, vol. 1, 550-556. 
 .הצופה, "עם הסוכנות," העולם, 23.8.1929 168
169 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 587. 
170 Eilam, Jewish Agency, 144. 
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non-Zionist partners for due representation and authority in the new body. The end 

result was a more inclusionist approach that was critical in bringing the process of 

expanding the Jewish Agency to a successful conclusion. 

Clearly there were strong practical reasons for such a course of action, and as shown 

time and time again, Weizmannism constantly took a pragmatic approach. Yet one 

gets the sense that something deeper was involved. The participation in the Jewish 

Agency of influential Jewish leaders and organizations from North America and 

Western Europe lent credibility to the claim often made by Weizmann that he 

represented the entire Jewish people in the reconstruction of its national home. This 

was not mere personal aggrandizement; neither was it simply a political ploy in 

negotiations with the British. It would appear that Weizmann truly believed that the 

development of the yishuv in Palestine was indeed a national enterprise and hence the 

concern of world Jewry – not only that of the Zionist Organization. World Jewry, 

however, needed to be inspired and needed to be led. The Zionist Organization could 

serve as the avant-garde but it did not have the strength or the popularity to carry 

with it world Jewry. The Jewish Agency could provide this invaluable service to 

realize Weizmann’s dream: the Zionist leadership of the Jewish people. 
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Chapter 4: “Weizmannism” and Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

Early Contacts 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir emerged in 1905 as a moderate and pragmatic labor party, which 

advocated caution and restraint in the use of physical force to achieve its primary aim, 

the establishment of a Jewish state in the Land of Israel. Having rejected the path of 

revolution and violence as its political means, the party emphasized the constructive 

building up of Jewish settlements on the land.1 The opening article of the party 

organ’s first issue ended with the invocation to Jewish youth that their place was 

“here, in the fields of Ereẓ Israel next to the plow and not on the barricades in the 

lands of exile.”2 As suggested by the article’s title, “The Realistic Work in the Land 

of Israel,” this view was grounded in a gradualist and realistic approach. In the 

recollection of Shlomo Zemach, one of the party’s founders: “Those who returned to 

Zion put aside the marvels of forward leaps or ‘instantaneous Zionism,’ readied their 

feet for a slow walk, one step at a time in the real world, and closed behind them the 

gates of wonders and miracles.”3 One of the party’s key spokesmen, Chaim 

Arlosoroff, described its character in the mid-twenties, noting that “the trace of a 

conservative scent can be sensed in the thought and detected in the activity; the 

imagination is constantly limited by common sense and stubborn resistance to castles 

floating in the air. In presenting goals and expressing aspirations, it tends toward self-

restraint, perhaps to narrowness of thought.”4 

The party generally eschewed violence both as a means to advance labor interests and 

as a response to Arab opposition, preferring instead to pursue hopes of dialogue and 

coexistence between Arabs and Jews. Characteristically, the party council prohibited 

members from volunteering for the Palestinian 40th Battalion of the Jewish Legion in 

                                                 
1 Meir Hazan has traced the “moderation” which characterized this party’s policy. See: ,מאיר חזן

25-9, (2009עם עובד, אביב: -תל) 1945-1905י, "מתינות: הגישה המתונה בהפועל הצעיר ובמפא  (hereafter Hazan, 

Moderation); The following discussion relies heavily on Hazan’s research. See also:  יוסף שפירא, הפועל
"ח(תשכ : עיינות,אביב-תל)הצעיר: הרעיון והמעשה   (hereafter Shapira, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir);  גולדשטייןיעקב, 

24-15, (ה"תשל, תרבות וחינוך-אביב: עם עובד-תל)ישראל: גורמים להקמתה -מפלגת פועלי ארץ  (hereafter 

Goldstein, Mapai Formation); קבלת חיבור לשם )הדרך למפלגת פועלים  הפועל הצעיר בשנות העשרים: ,גבעישי  
(ה"תואר דוקטור לפילוסופיה, האוניברסיטה העברית בירושלים, תשמ  (hereafter Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir). 

 The article was authorized by the party’s Central ."העבודה הריאלית בא"י", הפועל הצעיר )חשון, תרס"ה( 2

Committee. See Hazan, Moderation, 43. 
 .שלמה צמח, "ראשית", עבודה ואדמה )ירושלים: ראובן מס, תש"י(, 7 3
 .חיים ארלוזורוב, "לשאלת האיחוד", הפועל הצעיר, 30.1.1925 4
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early 1918 and decided to expel members who disobeyed its ruling.5 “Can we avoid 

being confused and carried away by some fleeting illusion, and abstain from seeking 

short-lived and boisterous power?” asked Joseph Sprinzak in March 1918. “We must 

not forget that our ‘National Home’ will be built only by labor and our own 

construction.”6 Indeed, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir viewed the “Conquest of Labor,” the 

domination by Jews of physical labor within the emerging Jewish market in Palestine, 

as the primary way in which to realize the Zionist vision, as opposed to a charter as 

envisaged by Herzl.7 

Among the leaders of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir should be noted Eliezer Kaplan, David 

Remez (formerly Drabkin), Yitshak Laufbahn, Yosef Aharonovitch and perhaps most 

important, Joseph Sprinzak, a member of the ZE for most of the 1920s and Chaim 

Arlosoroff, a close confidant of Weizmann’s and member of the ZE from 1931-33. 

Weizmann’s first encounter with this group took place in April 1918, with his arrival 

in Palestine at the head of the Zionist Commission. Sprinzak and the party leadership 

hoped to utilize this visit to impress upon the workers the priority of labor over 

volunteering for the Jewish Legion, and to get financial support for the renewal of the 

party organ. Sprinzak portrayed Weizmann as an ally who could serve as a 

counterweight to Jabotinsky’s new campaign to mobilize support for the Jewish 

Legion: 

Thanks to our decision to utilize his appearance to bring about a change of 

mood, everyone has begun to sense that great work stands before us, and some 

attention has been drawn to our position as well…there is much 

demoralization for which we seek a cure…and we need to find practical 

foundations. I spoke with Weizmann more than once about “interim work” 

and we promised to present him with concrete proposals on this matter.8 

 

                                                 
5 Hazan, Moderation, 70-92 and Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 383-384; See:  ועידת הפועל הצעיר, כסלו
אביב: דפוס ספר, תרצ"ח(, -הפועל הצעיר, כרך י' )תל"בימי ההתנדבות לגדוד העברי", פרקי  ;LA File 70 ,תרע"ט

89-78 .  
 .יוסף שפרינצק, "הנוכל?" בכתב ובעל-פה )תל-אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראל, 1952(, 108-109 6
7 The term was coined by Shlomo Zemach in 1905, see:  ,שלמה צמח, שנה ראשונה )תל-אביב: עם עובד

154תשי"ב(,  ; Zemach notes that he received a letter from a friend in Rishon le-Zion which stated: “Just 

as Herzl declared the conquest of the communities, so must we proclaim the conquest of labor in the 

colonies.” See Hazan, Moderation, 39 as well as: מכיבוש העבודה לקידוש  –ר ישראל קולת, "הפועל הצעי
32-31(: 1967העבודה", בדרך, א' ) ; אביב: -)תל 1939-1929אניטה שפירא, המאבק הנכזב: עבודה עברית,  

353, 20-18, תשל"ז(, הקיבוץ המאוחד -אוניברסיטת תל אביב  . 
8 See Sprinzak to Aharonovitch, 5 Iyar 5678, in: -אגרות יוסף שפרינצק, בעריכת יוסף שפירא, כרך א' )תל

67-66אביב: עיינות, תשכ"ה(,   (hereafter Sprinzak Letters). 
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Though Weizmann had supported the idea of the Legion since its inception as an 

expression of a Zionist pact with Great Britain, he was not of one mind on the issue, 

especially now that it appeared to clash with the goal of developing the yishuv.9 

Seeking an opportunity to increase the area under Jewish cultivation, Weizmann had 

been advancing a plan originally proposed by Aaron Aaronsohn to allow Jewish 

farmers to take over land that had been abandoned along the southern coast of the 

country in order to supply the needs of the British military administration.10 One of 

Weizmann’s closest advisors, Leon Simon, opposed the formation of the military unit 

on the grounds that the limited manpower of the yishuv would soon be required to 

develop the land and should not be sacrificed for other purposes. In a meeting with 

Simon and proponents of the battalion on April 8, Weizmann remained noncommittal 

but confided to Simon afterward that he would not allow military sentimentalism to 

serve as an obstacle to the land plan.11 Weizmann’s equivocation was noted by both 

sides of the dispute. Sprinzak reported to the leaders of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir that 

Weizmann attributed importance to the battalion as well as to labor efforts, and if a 

need for workers was felt, the number of volunteers for the Legion could be 

reduced.12 After meeting with Weizmann on April 17, Moshe Smilansky, one of the 

main supporters of the battalion, concluded that the Zionist leader preferred to have 

the limited numbers of young workers placed in agricultural work within the 

framework of the British army rather than recruiting them for regular military 

service.13 Weizmann envisaged the import of men and machinery from America.14 On 

the same day, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir submitted a memorandum to Weizmann which 

suggested alternatives to joining the legion: land acquisition, creation of new 

agricultural places of work and the initiation of new urban settlement in Arab cities 

such as Gaza, Beer Sheba and Ramleh, though we have no record of how this was 

                                                 
9 See Hazan, Moderation, 80-83; Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 182-183. 
 See ;שמעון רובינשטיין, ברקיע הציפיות: המדיניות הקרקעית של "ועד הצירים" ב-1918 )תל-אביב: י. גולן, 1993( 10

especially 76-82 for the developments of April 1918 (hereafter Rubinstein, Expectations. Reinharz, 

Making of a Statesman, 244-245. 
11 Rubinstein, Expectations, 129-131; Leon Simon’s Diary, Entry for April 9, 1918 NL, AHA 

791/1890.  
12 Minutes of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir Central Committee, 25-26 Nisan 5678, (7-8.4.1918), LA IV-104-1-5. 
13 Smilansky to Rachel Yanait Ben Zvi, 17.4.1918, Ben Zvi Archives, 2/1/2/44, noted in Rubinstein, 

Expectations, 131-132. 
14 WL, vol. 8, 141. 
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received.15 Even after General Allenby agreed to the establishment of the battalion in 

May 1918, Weizmann along with the majority of the members of the Zionist 

Commission, decided in an unofficial consultation to intervene in order to forestall the 

recruitment of individuals of critical importance to the land plan, should it be 

implemented. By mid-July however, conditions had changed and the British army lost 

interest in the plan.16 Weizmann continued to view the battalion in terms of its utility 

to the Zionist cause: in September 1919, he expressed hope that 25,000 volunteers 

could be recruited to the unit and brought to the country.17 These no doubt would 

serve to augment the young work force of the yishuv.  

As seen in his support for the building up of the land even when it conflicted with a 

political move like the establishment of the Jewish Legion, Weizmann’s views seem 

to have been very close to those of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir. In a number of his speeches 

during April, Weizmann emphasized that the resort to force was not the key to Zionist 

success: “Jewry’s future is not the sword: ‘Not by force but through the spirit!’” 

(speech on Mount Scopus); “The power of our historic nation is not due to arms or 

war.…our people, our suffering nation which for thousands of years took pride in a 

small book that it carries with it from place to place, the nation that struggles against 

the obstacles with only the power of its spirit – that nation lives on and its name shall 

not be forgotten by history.” (speech at Rishon le-Zion).18 He also emphasized the 

national importance of the Jewish workers in Palestine: “While in other countries the 

workers are solely a proletariat that fights to improve its conditions, the workers in 

Ereẓ Israel are both a proletariat and pioneers, and it is our hope that the number of 

workers in Palestine will steadily increase.”19 

Though the contacts between Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Weizmann did not produce any 

practical results at this stage, the seeds had been planted for what would become a 

long-lasting relationship.20 A meeting of the minds can already be perceived regarding 

the importance of constructive development and limitations of military service. 

                                                 
15 Memorandum to the Zionist Commission, 29 Nisan 5678 (11.4.1918), in:  הארץ והעבודה )אייר-סיון

103-99ג', -(, חוב' ב'1918יוני -תרע"ח, אפריל  noted in Hazan, Moderation, 435 n. 42. 
16 Rubinstein, Expectations, 133. Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 245. Cv.  יגאל עילם, הגדודים

226-225, 221(, 1973אביב: משרד הבטחון, -)תלהעבריים במלחמת העולם הראשונה  . 
17 Sprinzak to the Central Office of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 22 Elul 5679, Sprinzak Letters, vol. 1, 135. 
18 Chaim Weizmann, Devarim, vol. 1, 90. 
19 Ibid., 91. 
20 Gorny reaches the same conclusion: See Gorny, Partnership and Conflict, 40. 
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Weizmann began to develop a positive view of the workers and in turn was identified 

by the party’s leaders as the power that could help realize their aspirations. At the 

farewell assembly held in Weizmann’s honor at the girls’ school in Jaffa before his 

return to England in September 1918, Sprinzak asked that the memorandum from 

April be given the highest priority. Weizmann replied with a promise to create new 

jobs and places of work.21 

At the Prague Conference which opened on March 25, 1920, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in 

Palestine, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in Europe (especially in Germany) and Ẓe’irei Ẓion from 

Russia and Poland united to form the Hitaḥdut as an extra-territorial party.22 This 

move brought into the expanded party a group of German Jewish intellectuals which 

included Martin Buber, Samuel Hugo Bergman, Hans Kohn and Robert Weltsch, 

most of whom had been very close to Weizmann during their student years. Heavily 

influenced by the thinker Aḥad Ha-am (Asher Ginsberg), the group emphasized 

ethical and humanistic aspects of Zionism. A Jewish majority in Palestine was not 

seen as a pre-requisite for the realization of the Zionist vision, which in any case 

emphasized spiritual regeneration more than political independence. The group thus 

recoiled from any expressions of militarism or national extremism, and saw the issue 

of the relations with the Arabs in Palestine as one of critical importance. The group 

was moderate in its socialist positions as well, shunning the class conflict and 

revolution in favor of Jewish self-renewal in the spirit of A.D. Gordon.23 

At the conference, different opinions were voiced regarding the essential nature of the 

party: was it to be a revolutionary Palestinocentric movement based on pioneering, 

                                                 
21 Hazan, Moderation, 90; )1918 מכתבים אל החברים: המכתב הרביעי", סוכות תרע"ט )ספטמבר", LA IV-

402. Gorny (Partnership and Conflict, 56) notes that on this visit, Weizmann was sorely disappointed 

with the workers, as seen in his letter to Herbert Samuel in November 1919. In view of the date of this 

letter, as well as other letters sent around the same time, it appears that Weizmann’s criticism was 

related to his visit to Palestine in late 1919. See the discussion below. 
22 For the evolution of these groups and the conference see: Shapira, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 144-155, 336-

351; Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 17-60; פרשה של קבוצת  –"'הפועל הצעיר' הגרמני  אברם,-ברוך בן
(: 1981שראל ו', )י-(", הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ1920 – 1917אינטלקטואלים )

התאחדות ברוסיה הסובייטית, -ציון-; אברהם לוינסון, "בראשית התנועה", בתוך נפתולי דור: קורות צעירי95-49
45-13, תש"ה(, התאחדות ברוסיה -ציון -לארץ של צעירי-הוצאת משלחת חוץאביב: -כרך א' )תל  (hereafter 

Levinson, “At the Start of the Movement”); Ẓe’irei Ẓion split at the Kharkov Conference in May 1920 

with the left wing faction ultimately forming the Zionist Socialist Party – Z.S. See Shapira, Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir, 429; יסטית סוציאל-שושן )רוזנשטיין(, "ימי היסוד", בתוך ספר צ"ס: לקורות המפלגה הציונית-צבי אבן
67-57אביב: עם עובד, תשכ"ג(, -וברית נוער צ"ס בברית המועצות, בעריכת יהודה ארז )תל . 

23 Lavsky, Before Catastrophe, 49; Hazan, Moderation, 103. See also Stefan Vogt, “The First World 

War, German Nationalism, and The Transformation of German Zionism,” Leo Baeck Institute Year 

Book 57 (2012): 267-291. 
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Hebrew culture and personal self-fulfillment as demanded by the representatives from 

Palestine and western Europe, or a mass movement that aspired to solve the problems 

of the entire Jewish people through Gegenwartsarbeit, as envisaged by the Ẓe’irei 

Ẓion delegates? These questions were not resolved at the conference, though the 

closing resolutions did reflect the common denominators of the various groups: 

On the basis of the need to unite all segments of the labor movement and socialist 

movement that affiliate with the World Zionist Organization, and cognizant of the 

clarifications made by the two organizations Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Ẓe’irei Ẓion, 

the conference confirms that: 

1. All are united by one common goal, the creation of a free Hebrew society 

in Ereẓ Israel on the basis of independent work, without exploiters or 

exploited. 

2. All aspire, in addition, to renew national life in the diaspora on the basis of 

a working society that does not exploit and is not exploited; 

and decides to establish a world hitaḥdut24 of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Ẓe’irei 

Ẓion.25 

 

As these events do not appear in Weizmann’s letters or papers, it would appear that he 

paid them little attention and made no moves whatsoever to establish any relationship 

with the party despite its ideological proximity and his personal connections with 

some of its central leaders. Ironically, it seems that Weizmann did not identify the 

budding Weizmannism in the Zionism movement and made no effort to harness it. 

This may be in part due to Wezmann’s reservations about the labor elements in the 

yishuv as expressed in his reports from Palestine at the end of 1919. Though 

committed to the constructive development of the land, Weizmann had his doubts 

about the workers’ ability to carry out this challenging enterprise. In his report to the 

Zionist Bureau in London in November 1919, he noted that the Jewish labor 

settlement in the country was still very small, numbering some 9,000 souls, and 

though extremely devoted, it squandered much of its energy on “futile political 

struggles.” The labor question stood at in the center of Zionist interests in Palestine. 

The immigrants expected to arrive from Eastern Europe would most likely be less 

ideologically motivated than those currently working in the country and the Zionist 

                                                 
24 Federation. 
25 See:  איחוד פועלי ציון )צ.ס.( – התאחדות, החלטות הועידה העולמית של הפועל הצעיר וצעירי ציון בפראג, ניסן
-Levinson, “At the Start of the Movement,” 43-44; Shapira, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 345 ;תר"פ )פראג: תר"פ(

347. 
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Organization would be faced with the considerable challenge of turning these people 

into productive and useful citizens. 

The Jewish workman in P. is on the average of a higher intellectual standard 

than any European workman one meets. He has high cultural demands and 

requirements, and has a supersensitive feeling for social justice. He is critical 

and frondeur, lacks discipline, but he is not as efficient in his work as the 

European workman is. He lacks the tradition which stabilizes the European 

workman. He is not easily adaptable to the climate and to the general 

conditions of the country, and in spite of a high standard of wages he ekes out 

a miserable existence. Unless we create such conditions in Palestine which 

take into account the mentality of the Jewish working man, we may hurt 

ourselves at insuperable difficulties in the carrying out of our projects or be 

reduced to the necessity of employing Arab labour. The JNH will in that case 

not be built up on a solid foundation.26 

 

Weizmann confessed his doubts about the young generation of pioneers to Herbert 

Samuel in November 1919: 

…I must state that the younger generation of the Jewish pioneer which filtered 

into the country since 1904-5 have done rather little. The fundamental cause – 

I am sorry to say – is not so much economic as psychological. The young 

Russian Jew who comes from the revolutionary atmosphere of disordered 

Russia is singularly unfit to do pioneer work and we are up here against the 

most difficult problem in the whole system of our work. The hills and valleys 

of Judea, however rocky and desolate, can be terraced, watered and covered 

with trees and transformed into smiling landscapes, but how are we to 

transform these farouches embittered souls into productive human beings I 

don’t quite see yet…A very powerful process of regeneration will be needed 

in order to render all this human material fit for the great task of reconstruction 

in front of us, and a very considerable dilution of those Jews with Jews of 

America, Germany, Austria and perhaps Canada will be required, at least in 

the first periods of work…I don’t feel I have got a constructive remedy for this 

evil, but the whole of the Zion. Org. will have to do some very hard thinking 

before very long.27 

 

A few days later Weizmann complained to Julius Simon and Shmarya Levin: 

I don’t think the Organisation has got a sufficient control of the work here… I 

am convinced – and many more people with me – that the whole system of 

 workmen groups is hopeless, is doing more harm than good in its קבוצות

present form. Still we are spending about £30,000 on it.28 

 

                                                 
26 Weizmann to the Zionist Bureau, London, 7-9.11.1919, WL, vol. 9, 250-251. 
27 Weizmann to Samuel, 22.11.1919, WL, vol. 9, 258-259. 
28 Weizmann to Julius Simon and Shmarya Levin, 25.11.1919, WL, vol. 9, 261. 
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In closed session at the GAC in January 1920, Weizmann criticized Jewish labor for 

its lack of advanced technology.29 The kevuẓot seemed to be a strange transplant in 

the country.30 That said, the they still offered the best solution, and for their 

development it was imperative to nationalize land ownership.31 

It would also appear that Weizmann did not appreciate the political developments 

taking place within Zionist labor movement in Palestine: “A fictiously political life 

has developed there, which is a surrogate of real existence…. The differences within 

the workers’ party are artificial.”32 

 

Policy toward Britain and the Arabs 

Throughout the 1920s, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir identified with Weizmann’s policy toward 

Great Britain.33 It shared his analysis that for the coming decades, the future of 

Palestine was inseparable from that of the British Empire. To advance Zionist goals, it 

was necessary therefore to accommodate British traditions and sensitivities, and 

maintain dialogue and workable relations with the British administration. Already at 

the AC meeting of January 1920, Sprinzak rejected maximalist demands as a 

condition for the Zionist acceptance of the Draft Mandate: “At this moment I reject 

                                                 
29 “It is precisely with primitive methods that the Arab performs excellently….We shall be able to beat 

him only if we make use of the latest developments in science and technology. Otherwise we shall be 

paying a premium just for the worker being a Jew.” See Weizmann at the AC Conference in London, 

7.1.1920, WP, vol. 1, 281-283. 

30 “They remind me of Dukhobor settlements: a huge ingredient of Russian assimilation is at the 

bottom of it. The phenomenon of sectarianism leads to fanaticism. Another drawback is the absence of 

families…We have seen the children in Degania. There is a very good kindergarten teacher there, but 

the children produce the impression of orphanage wards….Viewed from the standpoint of colonization, 

this is a complete failure.” Ibid. 
31 “If the individual organism is weak, the collective one is strong, because it is nourished by an 

enormous idealism. If one observes the achievements not only of Degania, which are excellent, but also 

those of Hulda and Ben Shemen, and does not lose sight of the fact that this is the only place in the 

world in which labour is 100 per cent Jewish – not the toil of strangers as is the case in Petach Tikvah, 

Rishon or Rehovot – one has to evaluate the significance of the Kvutza so highly that all economic 

standards become inadequate as yardsticks. In their capacity of pioneering groups Kvutzot are the only 

forms which make it possible for us to take hold of new stretches of land…The Kvutza is an essential 

transitory stage which makes the Jewish worker into a colonizer. There is a tendency among the 

workers to turn into smallholders, and I am convinced that in a few years all the Kvutzot will be 

transformed into colonies. But the Kvutza as a pioneering group will continue to exist. This, however, 

requires land nationalization. If land is nationalized one will get the utmost from the worker….I do not 

wish to say that private initiative is done with, but as matters stand we now possess human material of 

such a quality that we must place it into conditions which suit it.. Land nationalization is a primary 

condition.” Ibid. 
32 Ibid. 
33 See Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 377-434; Hazan, Moderation, 93-176; Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 

147-154. 
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the view which argues ‘either or.’ I ask whether the agreement promises us freedom 

of immigration, labor, possibilities of work and free internal life. If the answer is 

positive, the political Judenstaat will come about.”34  

Regarding relations with the Arabs, the party went farther than Weizmann in its 

willingness to recognize Arab claims. Until the riots of 1921, it appeared that Arab 

and Jewish national aspirations could be reconciled: Palestine would become the 

Jewish National Home, and Arab national hopes would be realized in neighboring 

countries or in the framework of national autonomy within Palestine.35 At the party 

conference in late 1918, Sprinzak put forward what would become a cornerstone of 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s policy regarding the Arabs: “compromise on the basis of justice 

and on the principle that the land belongs to its cultivators.”36 That year, the party’s 

key ideologue, A.D. Gordon, argued that the Arabs possessed rights to live in 

Palestine which were no less valid than those of the Jews, and each people had the 

right to expand its settlement without harming the other through peaceful 

competition.37 Party leaders claimed that there was ample room for development: 

most land was barren, water sources had not been tapped and agricultural methods 

were as yet primitive.38 In acquiring land, care should be taken not dispossess local 

Arabs: private land could be purchased, even at exorbitant rates, and tenant farmers 

must be paid compensation.39 The Prague Conference (March 1920) at which the 

Hitaḥdut was formed expressed its wish “for a mutual peace with our neighbors, the 

inhabitants of the country.” Zionist development in Palestine, with its care to avoid 

exploitation and domination, would ensure the parallel development of the Arab 

population and bring peace as a matter of course. As noted, the goal of the new party 

was defined as “the creation of a free Hebrew society in Ereẓ Israel on the basis of 

independent work, without exploiters or exploited.” While the leftist Ẓe’irei Ẓion 

elements demanded that class solidarity necessitated positive action in order to raise 

                                                 
34AC Protocols, vol. 1, 275. 
35 See: Israel Kolatt, “The Zionist Movement and the Arabs,” in Zionism and the Arabs, ed. Shmuel 

Almog (Jerusalem: The Historical Society of Israel and the Zalman Shazar Center, 1983), 10-11. 
36 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir Conference, Kislev 5679, LA File 7. 
37 See Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 147-154; See Gordon’s essay from 1918:  ,אהרן דוד גורדון

243-(, ועדת התרבות, תשי"ז -חיפה: מועצת פועלי חיפה "עבודתנו מעתה", כתבי גורדון, כרך ב', האומה והעבודה )
246. For a partial English translation see: A.D. Gordon, Selected Essays (New York: League for Labor 

Palestine, 1938), 24. 
38 See 55 ,'חיים ארלוזורוב, "הסוציאליזם העממי של  ;אליעזר יפה, "לעבודתנו בארץ ישראל", מעברות, ט

64(, כרך ג', תרצ"ה-תרצ"דשטיבל, אביב: -תל) כרכים 7כתבי חיים ארלוזורוב. (, 1919היהודים" ) . 
39 Gordon, “Our Work,” 245. 
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the status of the Arab worker, a move that was designed to weaken the tensions 

between Arab and Jewish communities in Palestine, the delegates from Palestine 

feared that such a plan would have precisely the opposite effect and heighten a 

national conflict, and thus preferred to refrain from any intervention in Arab affairs.40  

The 1921 riots awakened among party thinkers the realization that they were faced 

with an Arab nationalist movement. In Gordon’s words: 

While we are debating whether there is such a thing as an Arab national 

movement, life goes on, and the movement grows because the conditions are 

conducive to its growth and expansion…The truth is that the laboring Arab 

masses, no less than the effendis, were, are and always will be against us. And 

even if some day they rise up against the effendis, they will still be against us 

with the effendis.41 

 

Arlosoroff concluded that even if an Arab nationalist movement in a strict sense of the 

word did not exist in Palestine, there certainly was a cohesive group of Arabs that had 

united around common nationalist ideas. The condition for its agreement to coexist 

and cooperate with the yishuv was Zionist accomplishment in the building of the 

country which would show to one and all the Jews’ determination to return to the land 

and create a new society there. “The national will of the Jewish people will persuade 

the Arab people to expel from their midst those who incite to riots.” It was the 

responsibility of the Zionist leadership “to try anything which can bring us to a policy 

of consent.”42 At the special party council called after the May riots, the general 

sentiment was that Zionism was confronted with an Arab nationalist movement. 

Though different opinions were voiced regarding the proper response, most opposed 

the use of force.43 

As opposed to Jabotinsky, who called for the re-establishment of the battalion that had 

recently been demobilized and Aḥdut ha-Avodah, which emphasized the need for 

defense of the yishuv, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir leaders such as Sprinzak and Arlosoroff 

argued that the riots were an expression of a national conflict between two peoples. 

                                                 
40 See: "איחוד פועלי ציון )צ.ס.( – התאחדות, "החלטות הועידה העולמית של הפועל הצעיר וצעירי ציון בפראג. 
41 A.D. Gordon to the Central Committee of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 3 Av 5781 in:  אהרן דוד גורדון, כתבי

149גורדון, כרך ג', מכתבים ורשימות,  . 
42 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 150-151;  ,חיים ארלוזורוב, "מאורעות מאי" )1921(, כתבי חיים ארלוזורוב

15-5כרך א',  . 
43 Political Council of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Sivan 5781 – June 1921, LA File 402/IV or File 14. 
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Continued violence could achieve little: what was really needed was the creation of a 

basis for an understanding with the Arabs.44 

Although the new policy announced by the High Commissioner on June 3, 1921 

affirming a British commitment to the Arab population in Palestine was met with 

harsh criticism, party leaders opposed the severance of relations with the British 

administration, fearing that a crisis at this time could interfere with the signing of the 

Mandate.45 At the AC meeting in Prague on July 16, 1921, Jabotinsky’s proposal of a 

renewed battalion was put to a vote, passing 23 to 7. Weizmann had previously 

expressed his opposition to the idea, though he did not participate in the meeting, 

having left some days earlier to meet the British Prime Minister. Most of the delegates 

from Mizrachi and Aḥdut ha-Avodah supported the motion, with Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s 

delegates Sprinzak and Kaplan voting against, and Nahum Twersky abstaining. Berl 

Locker from Aḥdut ha-Avodah also opposed.46 

The new Hitaḥdut advocated similar positions two months later at the 12th Zionist 

Congress which convened in Carlsbad during the first half of September 1921. At its 

second conference, held a few days earlier, the party had decided that Martin Buber 

would call on the congress to declare that Jewish settlement would be carried out 

together with the Arabs and would be intended for the benefit of all residents of the 

country. In his address to the congress Buber stated: 

Our return to the Land of Israel, which will come about through increasing 

immigration and constant growth, will not be achieved at the expense of other 

people’s rights. By establishing a just alliance with the Arab peoples, we wish 

to turn our common dwelling-place into a community that will flourish 

                                                 
44 Hazan, Moderation, 108–117. See especially: )27.5.1921( חיים ארלוזורוב, "להערכת המצב", בשעה זו. In 

his attempt to show a general turn of Zionist policy, Neil Caplan (Palestine Jewry and the Arab 

Question, 110) makes the claim that from December 1920 Sprinzak increasingly supported Jewish self-

defense, and relies on his statement in the Va’ad Le’ummi meeting of 16.5.21, CZA J1/7224: “The 

strong hand of Churchill did not put down or weaken the Arabs, and the strong hand of an Indian 

military escort will not subdue them. We shall never be at ease with English force. We shall not be able 

to go through our history with an English escort.” Hazan, reading Sprinzak’s statement further, comes 

to the opposite conclusion: “In my opinion, even at this moment we must state that we are not out for 

blood...after all, we are dealing with a popular movement…and need to think about an understanding 

with the Arabs.” Hazan, Moderation, 111. This is supported by Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 151-

152. On the debate over the renewal of the Jewish Legion see Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 391-395.  
45 Sprinzak at the Political Council of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Sivan 5781 – June 1921, LA File 402/IV or 

File 14;  ,19.6.1921שמואל הוגו ברגמן, "על המצב", הפועל הצעיר חוברת  –יוסף אהרנוביץ, "הפכים", בשעה זו  ;
(1921לענייני היום ולספרות, )יוני  6.19216.ישיבת הועד הלאומי,  ;  CZA J1/7224. 

46 Hazan, Moderation, 117; Martin Buber to Robert Weltsch, 6.8.1921, in  מרטין בובר, חלופי אגרות, כרך
72-71ן(, ”מוסד ביאליק, תש ב' )ירושלים: ; Sprinzak to the Central Office of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 11 Tamuz 

5681, Sprinzak Letters, vol. 1, 227; AC Protocols, vol. 2, 361. 
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economically and culturally, and whose progress would bring each of these 

peoples unhampered independent development.47 

 

The resolution finally adopted by congress was somewhat moderated, but the source 

is clear: 

The enmity of a part of the Arab inhabitants, incited by unscrupulous elements 

to commit deeds of violence, can weaken neither our resolve to construct a 

Jewish National Home nor our will to live at peace and in mutual respect with 

the Arab people, and together with them, to make our common home in a 

flourishing commonwealth whose reconstruction will assure undisturbed 

national development for each of its peoples. The two great Semitic peoples, 

who have already been linked together once before by bond of common 

culture, shall again, at this time, comprehend the need for uniting their vital 

interests in common enterprise. 

The [Twelfth] Zionist Congress calls upon the Zionist Executive to redouble 

its efforts to secure an honorable entente with the Arab people on the basis of 

this declaration and in strict accordance with the Balfour Declaration. The 

Congress emphatically declares that the work of Jewish settlement shall not 

infringe upon the rights and needs of the working Arab nation.48 

 

It appears that the Hitaḥdut was more conciliatory toward the Arabs than Weizmann 

at this point. Though Weizmann endorsed the congress statement publicly, he was not 

prepared to rely solely on negotiations with the Arabs or British protection to ensure 

the security of the yishuv and consequently authorized arms purchases as well as 

funds to bribe Arab leaders.49 He was also more reserved than the Hitaḥdut in 

recognizing Arab connections with Palestine, and later rejected Kaplan’s demand to 

adopt a platform which claimed that Palestine was a Jewish-Arab land, fearing that 

                                                 
47 Hazan, Moderation, 118; Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 395-399; Buber, A Land of Two Peoples, 61; 

Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 129. 
48 Buber, A Land of Two Peoples, 63. The decision in German read: “Die feindliche Haltung der durch 

gewissenlose Elemente vehetzten Teile der arabischen Bevölkerung Palästinas, die in blutigen 

Gewalttaten zum Ausbruche gekommen ist, kann weder unsere Entschlossenheit zur Errichtung des 

jüdischnationalen Heims schwächen, noch unseren Willen, mit dem arabischen Volk in einem 

Verhältnis der Eintracht und der gegenseitigen Achtung zu leben und im Bunde mit ihm die 

gemeinsame Wohnstätte zu einem blühenden Gemeinwesen zu machen, dessen Ausbau jedem seiner 

Völker eine ungestörter nationale Entwicklung sichert. Die zwie großen semitischen Völker, die schon 

einmal das Band gemainsamer kultueller Schöpfung verknüpfte, warden auch in der Stunde ihrer 

nationalen Wiedergeburt inre Lebensinteressen zu gemeinschaftlichem Werk zu vereinigen verstehen. 

Der XII. Zionistenkongreß fordert die Exekutive auf, ihre Bemühungen um eine aufrichtige 

Verständigung mit dem arabischen Volke auf Grundlage dieser Erklärung und unter uneingeschränkter 

Wahrung der Balfour-Deklaration in erhöhtem Maße fortzusetzen. Der Kongreß betont ausdrücklich, 

daß die jüdische kolonisatorische Arbeit die Rechte und Bedürfnisse des arbeitenden arabischen Volkes 

nicht beeinträchtigen wird.” Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-

Kongresses, 769. Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 399. 
49 Reinharz, Making of a Statesman, 359. 
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Zionist recognition of an Arab nationalist movement in Palestine would cause the 

erosion of British commitments to a Jewish National Home.50 In its opposition to the 

revival of the Jewish Legion, the Hitaḥdut found itself in the minority, however 

nothing operative was decided aside from a continuation of contacts with the British 

for the purpose of restoring the unit.51 At the end of the congress, Yosef Sprinzak was 

elected to the ZE, a fact which can be interpreted as a sign of Hitaḥdut’s increased 

proximity to Weizmann’s views.52 

The next major occasion for a debate of policy toward Britain and the Arabs took 

place at the meeting of the party’s council in August 1922, shortly after the 

promulgation of the Churchill White Paper by the British Government (July 1) and 

the adoption of the Mandate for Palestine in the League of Nations (July 24).53 

Sprinzak minimized the political importance of the mandate, claiming that it neither 

ensured new practical possibilities for action and nor revised the immigration policy 

that had been limited after the recent unrest. Moreover, the proposal of a legislative 

assembly with an Arab majority did not auger well for the future. Increased Jewish 

immigration was the fitting answer to attempts to limit Zionist activity. In light of the 

Arab awakening’s nationalist character, internal solidarity and determination, he 

presented a more limited version of Zionist political objectives: “We should speak of 

healthy day-to-day life, about Jewish and Arab autonomy and not about a Jewish 

state…we want large scale immigration, a large Jewish community…and we need to 

divorce ourselves from the idea of a Jewish state.” Party veteran Aharonovitch saw 

the Mandate as offering the most that could be achieved. It provided ample 

opportunity to build up the land, which depended in any case primarily on Jewish 

mobilization. Unlike Sprinzak, he did not view the Arab issue as a national question 

and did not attribute to it much importance. The party’s decision reflected a 

compromise between the two positions, calling for “the creation of a common basis 

for Jews and Arabs in the up-building of a future society in Palestine.” Some of the 

most prominent Hitaḥdut members expressed practical conclusions close to those of 

                                                 
50 Hazan, Moderation, 119-120; Minutes of AC Meetings, 28.12.1921 and 16.3.1922 in AC Protocols, 

vol. 3, 50, 55-56, 126. 
51 Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 399. 
52 Both Shapira, (Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 362) and Hazan, (Moderation, 119) see the appointment as a 

reflection of a closer tie between Weizmann and the labor movement, and not only the Hitaḥdut. 
53 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir Council, Av 5782, LA File 17. 



 

184 

  

Sprinzak. Supporting the policy reflected in the Churchill White Paper, Robert 

Weltsch suggested that a temporary limitation of Jewish immigration was necessary 

to calm down the situation. Free immigration should not be linked to the idea of 

creating a Jewish majority in Palestine. He called on the party to adopt a policy 

combining a bi-national community in Palestine and an aspiration to integrate the 

Jewish National Home into the rising Arab sphere.54 

A critical stage in the politicization of the Zionist movement was reached at the 

Jahreskonferenz in Carlsbad from August 25 to September 2, 1922. The conference 

considered a wide range of issues: the Mandate, the Churchill White Paper, the 

proposal for a Jewish Agency, the reorganization of the movement, its ultimate goals 

and the budget for work in Palestine.55 The debate has been viewed as the beginning 

of Vladimir Jabotinsky’s and Menahem Ussishkin’s public disassociation from 

Weizmann’s political approach and the evolution of an oppositionist, revisionist 

view.56 At the opening, Weizmann laid out his position. He spoke of the challenges of 

the new Jewish Agency described in Article 4 of the Mandate and the need to secure 

the cooperation of Jewish organizations and communities, to be “crowned by the 

convocation of a Jewish world congress.” With regard to the Arabs, Weizmann stated 

that “…the Jewish National Home is not directed against the Arab people but must be 

built with them. I can say no more. In spite of all our enemies we shall build a bridge 

between us and them, and in the building up of a Jewish Palestine lies the pledge for 

the raising also of the Arab people.” Turning his attention to the pioneers he noted: 

“…we who are today the leaders but tomorrow may be privates in the ranks, are 

conscious that they are and were the foundation of all our political work. We are 

conscious that the Mandate is based upon those who are working in the fields and on 

the hills of Palestine.”57 Addressing the conference on August 27 he answered the 

opposition which criticized the Mandate and the White Paper. 

They talk about a legendary Charter which nobody has ever seen and nobody 

has read. They say that this Charter contains quite different things than the 

Mandate. I am quite prepared to believe that. But the difference between the 

Charter and the Mandate is that the Charter was never obtained, whereas the 

                                                 
54 Robert Weltsch, “Zur Lage,” Die Arbeit (September 1922). 
55 Henrietta Szold, The Jahreskonferenz at Carlebad (New York: Wilk Press, 1922); Zionist Yearly 

Conference, CZA Z4/242/14/I, II and III. 
56 Hazan, Moderation, 123. 
57 Weizmann, “Rights and Obligations,” WP, vol. 1, 353-355. 
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Mandate is there. It would be easy to draw up the most excellent constitution 

for a non-existing Jewish State…and one fact may illustrate that: nowhere in 

Herzl’s writings, and not in his newly-published diaries, is there a word about 

that question which today is almost the central problem of our movement, the 

Arab question. In Herzl’s time, the Arabs did not exist politically. Today they 

are there. There lives in Palestine a people that does not wish the Jewish 

people to gain ground there. 

 

Accepting the Churchill White Paper which limited the scope of the Jewish National 

Home was a great but necessary sacrifice: “I may say now that the rejection of the 

White Paper would have meant no less for us than the breaking off of relations with 

the British Government.” Ultimately, the future would be determined by Zionist 

actions: “When 200,000 Jews will be in Palestine, many a feature of the Mandate will 

change. If only the Zionists do their duty, and do not merely wait for the whole of 

Jewry to do its duty; if the Zionists do not rely on the wisdom of their leaders alone, 

that aim will be attained….”58 

The Hitaḥdut delegation was one of the largest at the conference, and included 

Arlosoroff, Zwi Heller, Gershon Chanoch, Dr. Abraham Levinson, Hayyim 

Greenberg and Levi Shkolnik (later Eshkol). Eliezer Kaplan and Dr. Abraham 

Katznelson (later Nissan) attended as members of the AC and Sprinzak as a member 

of the executive.59 In the political debate, Kaplan opposed what he viewed as the 

attempts by Herbert Samuel to whittle down the scope of the Mandate and called for 

unlimited Jewish immigration to Palestine. He reemphasized the claim that Palestine 

must be the common home for the Arab and Jewish peoples. Arlosoroff, in his first 

major Zionist address, echoed these views and called for pragmatism and the rejection 

of empty slogans.60 

                                                 
58 Weizmann, “Mandate and White Paper,” WP, vol. 1, 357-359; “ הועידה השנתית בקרלסבד", ידיעות"

43-42(, 15.9.1922, )6ההסתדרות הציונית, לונדון, שנה א' מס'  , (hereafter “Carlsbad.”) 
59 Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to The XIIIth Zionist Congress, 53-54; 

“Carlsbad,” 35-56. 
60 “There is no other way than to build a common national home for Jews and Arabs with equal rights. 

However, this requires a different kind of work, which our executive has not yet adopted. How was it 

possible, two weeks after the decisions of the 12th Zionist Congress, to submit a memorandum 

regarding the Legion to the government, especially when there was no hope that it would be accepted. 

In proposing that we should join the family of oriental peoples, we cannot announce simultaneously in 

the press that a European government was given a mandate over a nation of the Levant due to our 

assistance or because of us, especially as this would be an exaggeration on our part. We must examine 

our slogans. We have seen how badly we were hurt by the statement that Palestine should be as Jewish 

as England is English even though in my opinion this is the correct interpretation, i.e. that the Jewish 

people will be able to develop there in total freedom, just like the English in England. (Weizmann 

calls: Very true!) and the same holds for the statement about a Jewish majority in Palestine. We must 
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Like Weizmann, Arlosoroff advocated cautious and pragmatic steps based on a cool 

assessment of reality, as opposed to provocative demands that were in any case 

unattainable at the present moment. 

Before the vote on the political resolutions, Arlosoroff read off a statement from the 

party: 

In the name of the Hitaḥdut Zionist Worker’s Organization, I hereby add this 

clarification to the vote: The wording of the resolution that was adopted by the 

committee fails, in several places, to adequately represent the views and 

conclusions of the party. The resolution cannot express our serious regard for 

the historical occasion of the Mandate’s approval or our view of the related 

events, or even the main instructions to the political executive that our 

members emphasized during the political debate, especially on the question of 

our Arab policy. In particular, our party contends that precisely in our decision 

regarding the approval of the Mandate, mention should have been made that 

the restriction of aliyah and its definition, which was worsened by the removal 

of Jews from the supervision of settlement activity, violates the Jews’ 

elementary rights and directly contradicts the spirit and objectives of the 

Mandate. However, as the party agrees completely with the political actions of 

our executive, it has decided in spite of its objections to the proposal, to 

support the approach expressed in it. 

 

The Hitaḥdut then proceeded to vote for the political resolutions, the only political 

party to do so at the conference.61 

                                                 
not repeat in the Arabs’ ear the call for a Jewish majority ten times a day if we want to reach a 

compromise with them…The policy of recent years, since 1917, should teach us how harmful 

unrealistic political slogans can be. We need to adapt our political demands to the real possibilities of 

our movement. In this sense, we understand the necessity of accepting the White Paper. However, there 

is a limit to everything, especially when our possibility of development is obstructed, for example by 

immigration regulations. The Jahreskonferenz must instruct the executive to struggle for an open door 

to immigration. This is the only way to make Zionism into a national movement, which it is not at the 

present.” See “Carlsbad,” 40;  אוניברסיטת תל אביב אביב:-תל)גטר, חיים ארלוזורוב: ביוגרפיה פוליטית  מרים
73-72(, ח"תשל ,הקיבוץ המאוחדו 106-(, ה"תרבות וחינוך תשל -אביב: עם עובד -תל) יוסף שפירא, חיים ארלוזורוב ;

108. 
61 Po’alei Zion and Ẓe’irei Ẓion (which continued to exist as separate parties within the Zionist 

Organization) abstained from the first paragraph of the first resolution which stated: “The Central 

Council of the Zionist Organisation sees in the Mandate accorded by the League of Nations to Great 

Britain, in which the historic connection of the Jewish people with Palestine is established, the 

irrevocable recognition of the right of the Jewish people to its homeland and the secure foundation for 

the rebuilding of the Jewish National Home under the protection of the Law of Nations.” Both parties 

as well as Mizrachi abstained from the second paragraph: “The Central Council fully appreciates the 

significance of the historic act, the inauguration of which was Herzl’s lifework and the happy 

conclusion of which is to be attributed to the activity of the ZE, and especially to the political work 

carried on by Dr. Weizmann and Mr. Sokolow with energy and dignity in the face of enormous 

difficulties, and assures the leaders of the Organisation of its gratitude and confidence.” See: 

“Carlsbad,” 50-51 and Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to The XIIIth Zionist 

Congress, 54. 
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The party continued to support British policy in the following years, and leaders such 

as Sprinzak sincerely regretted Herbert Samuel’s departure in 1925.62 Yitẓḥak 

Wilkansky (later Elazari-Volcani), a key party thinker, argued that additional Zionist 

pressure on the British, as demanded by the newly formed Revisionist Party, would 

only be counterproductive.63 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah was much more reluctant to recognize the existence of an Arab 

national movement. Ben-Gurion in 1924 preferred to view the issue in class terms and 

supported class solutions such as the creation of a joint labor union (though emphasis 

was placed on a separation between the 2 economies) and an equalization of Arab and 

Jewish salaries, rather than negotiations between two nationalist movements.64 In 

response to Ben-Gurion’s claims, Arlosoroff argued that the Arab opposition to 

Zionism was a deep and unifying element in Arab society.65  

However, the nature of cooperation with the Arabs in Palestine proposed by Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir leaders was not without limits. While local or small-scale efforts at Arab-

Jewish cooperation were acceptable, attempts on a national scale were rejected. The 

editor of the party organ gave his blessing to the 1926 municipal elections in 

Jerusalem which integrated the two national communities.66 However, the idea of a 

Legislative Council with Arab and Jewish representatives or a joint Arab-Jewish 

workers’ union met stiff opposition. 

The party’s attitude towards the Legislative Council during the 1920s is illustrative. 

Herbert Samuel had proposed the establishment of a Legislative Council after the 

1921 riots as a way to involve both Arabs and Jews in the governing of the country, 

and the body was defined in the Churchill White Paper of the following year with a 

composition of 10 British, 8 Muslim, 2 Christian and 2 Jewish members. Cognizant of 

the danger that such a body could pose to the development of the yishuv, yet 

committed to a policy of cooperation with the British, the Zionist leadership gave its 

blessing to the new council while employing various tactics to delay the body’s 

formation. For the most part, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir leaders agreed with this policy and 

                                                 
62 Hazan, Moderation, 141-144; 2.12.1927 ,25.11.1927 ,יוסף שפרינצק, "מקץ עשר שנים", הפועל הצעיר;  
63 See: 3-6 ,24.6.1925 ,א. ציוני )יצחק וילקנסקי(,"הפעילות הדברנית", הפועל הצעיר.  
64 Hazan, Moderation, 158-159; דוד בן  ;הועידה הרביעית של אחדות העבודה בעין חרוד, ח'-ט"ו אייר, תרפ"ד

(30.10.1925הפועל העברי והערבי", קונטרס, י"ב חשון תרפ"ו )"גוריון,  . 
  .חיים ארלוזורוב, "לשאלת הארגון המשותף", כתבי חיים ארלוזורוב, כרך ג', 135-171 65
66 See: 1927 יצחק לופבן, "עם הבחירות למועצות העירוניות" הפועל הצעיר, אוגוסט. 
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when delay was no longer possible, they supported participation in the elections as a 

political necessity.67 One exception was Arlosoroff, who despite concerns about the 

risks involved, supported the idea of the Legislative Council in principle as a basis for 

cooperation “between two nations possessing equal rights and obligations.”68 

Due to the Arab boycott of the elections, implementation of the plan was delayed and 

the matter receded into the background, to be reawakened periodically by various 

events. This happened in the summer of 1928 following the convening of the 7th 

Palestinian Congress which focused on the establishment of a representative 

legislative body in Palestine similar to that formed in other mandated territories, and 

expressed this in its primary decision. The Congress did not come out against the 

Mandate or the Balfour Declaration, perhaps in an effort to soften Jewish opposition 

to the Legislative Council.69 Such hopes notwithstanding, Zionist leaders in Palestine 

were of one mind that the council would hurt Jewish interests in the country. 

However, in order to avoid international criticism that the Jews were opposed to 

democratic representation in Palestine, they felt that no action should be taken to 

obstruct its creation: the official line was to be supportive as long as the new body 

didn’t harm the rights of the Jewish minority.70 In the ensuing debate, Abraham 

Katznelson pointed out the social and psychological chasm between the two 

communities and cautioned that Arab-Jewish cooperation at this level would pry the 

Zionist Organization away from its pro-British orientation.71 In response to a survey 

carried out by the ZE in September 1928, Arlosoroff argued that any representative 

assembly would contain an Arab majority and would thus constitute a powerful tool 

for the consolidation of an Arab nationalist movement and the exacerbation of the 

conflict between the two peoples in Palestine. However, such a body would also be 

able to place limitations on the government and would serve as an opportunity to 

monitor the unity among the various Arab groups. Moreover, Palestine lacked a 

representative body, and was the only mandated territory without some form of 

                                                 
67 Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 404-411. 
68 Chaim Arlosoroff, “Anfange,” Die Arbeit (October 1922).  
69 Porath, The Emergence of the Palestinian-Arab National Movement 1918-1929, 253. For a full list of 

the resolutions at the 7th Palestine Congress see “Annex to the Political Report – The Arab Questions,” 

22.6.1928, CZA S/25/4210. 
 אליקים רובינשטיין, "השאלון משנת 1928 בשאלה הערבית", בתוך פרקי מחקר בתולדות הציונות, בעריכת י. 70

 הספרייה הציונית על יד הנהלת ההסתדרות הציונית והמכון ליהדות זמננו, באואר, מ. דייוויס וי. קולת )ירושלים:
313, תשל"ו(, האוניברסיטה העברית  (hereafter Rubinstein, “1928 Survey.” 
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constitution. Arlosoroff recommended that the ZE refrain from any official policy 

rejecting the establishment of representative bodies and support their gradual 

evolution, with the knowledge that as long as it didn’t hurt the movement’s 

international standing, delay was preferable in terms of Zionist interests. The 

executive should prepare proposals restricting the legislature’s authority over such 

areas as armed forces, territorial waters, international commerce, immigration and 

passports. Arlosoroff’s view of refraining from explicit rejection while carrying out 

controlled tactical delay was ultimately adopted by the ZE.72 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah raised the proposal of a joint worker’s organization for Arabs and 

Jews in Palestine in 1925, largely as an expression of its socialist views on worker 

solidarity and as a way to raise Arab salaries and thus reduce competition with Jewish 

workers. In its 5th Conference in 1926, Aḥdut ha-Avodah proposed “an international 

federation of workers on the basis of two national autonomous sections.”73 Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir was not encumbered ideologically with Marxist requirements for worker 

solidarity, and viewed the proposed organization in terms of Zionist interests. Eliezer 

Joffe reflected the majority opinion in the party when he claimed that as long as the 

Arab awakening was characterized by anti-Zionist views, attempts at improving Arab-

Jewish relations held no chance of success.74 Arlosoroff also argued against the joint 

organization, noting the existence of two separate and very different economies in the 

country and the fact that Jewish and Arab workers didn’t share common social and 

economic interests. He also doubted the ability of such a body to raise the salary of 

Arab laborers. As opposed to a joint organization, Arlosoroff proposed two totally 

autonomous workers’ movements.75 Other writers wrote in a similar vein and all party 

platforms between 1925 and 1927 reflect opposition to the idea as well as support for 

the alternative of two national autonomous workers federations which maintain 

contacts.76 At the Histadrut Conference in the summer of 1927, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

softened its position somewhat in an effort to preserve its coalition with Aḥdut ha-

                                                 
72 Rubinstein, “1928 Survey,” 315, 318-320, 330-332. Arlosoroff’s reply from April 15, 1929, CZA S 

25/4164. 
 .Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 419-423 ;הועידה החמישית של אחדות העבודה, תל-אביב: תרפ"ז, 73202
 .אליעזר יפה, "הערכות", הפועל הצעיר, 1.5.1921 74
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Avodah in the Histadrut leadership, but even then the proposal was to create a central 

organization that would link the two autonomous labor federations in a kind of 

federation that would concern itself with the defense of workers interests vis-à-vis the 

government and representation on the Socialist International, and not with the 

settlement or professional activity of the separate nationalist movements in the 

country.77 The final decision of “an international federation of workers in Palestine on 

the basis of the autonomous national sections,” reflects the influence of Aḥdut ha-

Avodah, though no decisions were made regarding the body’s authority or structure.78 

One cannot escape the conclusion that while cooperation was welcomed, there was 

considerable concern about any blurring of national boundaries or dilution of Zionist 

demands for a majority and a state. As an alternative to the legislative council model, 

leaders of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir posited the idea of two national autonomous entities 

under Mandatory control. This was the party’s understanding of the phrase 

“undisturbed national development for each of its peoples” adopted at the 12th Zionist 

Congress. This would prevent exploitation and domination, and would facilitate 

independence and escalated development. The party platform for the elections to the 

National Assembly in 1925 called for the unification of all settlements in the yishuv 

into “a single territorial unit with rights of autonomy and administrative self-

government.” At no time however, did party spokesmen consider relinquishing the 

demand for a Jewish majority.79  

It was precisely on this point that Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Berit Shalom differed, 

despite their numerous similarities: recognition of rising Arab nationalism, an 

aversion to the use of force and support for the development of a labor settlement 

along humanistic ideals. Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir had been instrumental in the Zionist 

Congress’s pronouncement regarding relations with the Arabs in 1921, and some of 

Berit Shalom’s founders such as Martin Buber, Samuel Hugo Bergman, Hans Kohn 

and Arthur Ruppin came from the party ranks. Sprinzak and Eliezer Joffe attended the 

founding conference on November 30, 1925. Other leading party members appeared 

                                                 
77 Arlosoroff in the meeting of the party at the Third Conference of the Histadrut, LA File 27.  
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27.11.1925יר, הפועל הצעיר לאסיפת הנבחרים," הפועל הצע . 
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on the mailing list of Sheifateinu, the Berit Shalom organ which began to appear in 

July 1927.  

This proximity in principle and person notwithstanding, Berit Shalom went beyond 

dialogue and cooperation, urging the Zionists, for reasons of moral integrity and 

socialist solidarity, to forge an alliance with the Arab masses, even at the expense of 

British support, free Jewish immigration and the advent of a Jewish majority in 

Palestine. Zionism had a responsibility to aid the Arab awakening. Rather than a 

Jewish nation state, the practical objective became a bi-national entity. Buber had 

expressed such ideas already at the time of the San Remo Conference in 1920: 

We, who intend to serve as intermediaries between Europe and Asia in the 

Land of Israel, must not appear before the East, which is awakening from its 

full slumber, as agents of a West which is doomed to destruction, lest justified 

suspicion fall upon us. We were called to herald an Occident in the process of 

regeneration. We must help our brothers in the Orient, on the basis of a 

covenant with that Occident, and on the basis of their own strength, to lay the 

foundations of a true social existence. Granted, until now the effendis of both 

East and West have succeeded in suppressing the very aspiration for such an 

existence. However, it is in our power, on the basis of our socialist principles, 

to build the bridge that the evil genius of Versailles will never succeed in 

erecting. By bringing the call for liberation to the suppressed classes of the 

peoples of Asia, we shall redeem them from the false rule of nationalism, 

aggression, and the thirst for power. Their exploiters, the talented pupils of the 

Europe of Versailles [namely the effendis], endeavor to divert their awakening 

aspirations from their natural aims by means of nationalism. But we shall only 

be able to do so if we ourselves achieve the highest expression of national self-

realization, if we save our own souls from the snatches of false nationalism, if 

our socialism is neither tactics nor propaganda, but rather a genuine aspiration 

and a creative will….It depends on us whether we shall appear before the 

awakening East as hateful agents and spies or, rather, as beloved pioneers and 

teachers.80 

 

Similar ideas were expressed in his address to the 12th Zionist Congress and by Robert 

Weltsch, who prepared his own draft for the congress: 

The Zionist Congress … solemnly states…that the Jewish people is far from 

any desire of ruling over another people and that its only desire is to have a 

rest and work-stead in the country to which it is bound by eternal historical 

and spiritual ties, and which is today so sparsely populated that, if the 

economic development progresses, it may still receive a large number of 

people; that the Jewish people is well aware of the fact thet Palestine will 

                                                 
80 Martin Buber, “In später Stunde,” Der Jude 1 (April 1920): 1-5, translated in Buber, A Land of Two 

Peoples, 46.  
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always be inhabited by two peoples Jews and Arabs, and that it wishes the 

administration of the country to be set up accordingly in order to give both 

peoples securities for their undisturbed, autonomous development; that it 

desires to live in peace and friendship with Palestine’s Arab population, 

commonly working for the welfare of the shared country; that it aims at a 

close political community of interests with the developing great Arab 

state….The Congress requests all Zionists going to Palestine, especially the 

Chalutzim [pioneers] to strongly promote this development in view of the 

great and difficult task of transforming the Yishuv into a part of the Oriental 

cultural world, and particularly to conform their own life to this aim….81 

 

Berit Shalom interpreted the developments at the 7th Palestinian Congress as a 

welcome change in the direction of the Arab nationalist movement which justified 

their demand to establish a Legislative Council as part of the transformation into a bi-

national state. At the initiative of Hans Kohn and Samuel Hugo Bergman, Berit 

Shalom decided in mid-1928 to advance the idea of the Legislative Council as a way 

to bring about democratic cooperation between the two nations irrespective of the 

numeric balance between them and without aspirations for a Jewish majority. Indeed, 

Bergman credited Sprinzak with the formulation of the principle that “it is important 

for us to be many in Palestine. It is important to be many, not a majority.”82  

As opposed to Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Berit Shalom which expressed positions on the 

Arab question which in some ways came close to those of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, the 

revisionist view was based on very different assumptions. Zionist development 

depended on British support and involvement in the development of the Jewish 

National Home, but this support had deteriorated due to the lack of determination and 

forcefulness on the part of the ZE. Arab opposition to the Zionist enterprise would 

change only in the face of immovable force, not as a result of compromise on the 

                                                 
81 A copy of this was sent to Buber and can be found in the Buber Archive, NL. See: Hattis, The Bi-

National Idea in Palestine, 43-44. 
82 Aharon Kedar, “Brit Shalom (1925-1933),” The Jerusalem Quarterly 18 (1981): 59-60, 75, which 

includes a translation of Berman’s article in the Berit Shalom organ. For the original see:  ,שאיפותינו
29-24(, 1930ינואר -1929, )דצמבר 3 'מס 'כרך א ; See Hazan, Moderation, 144-148, 163-164. Hazan suggests 

that the reason for the separation of the two groups was Berit Shalom’s identification with the spiritual 

Zionist approach of Aḥad Ha-am, which emphasized a Jewish cultural and spiritual renaissance. 

According to this analysis, the focus on universal justice and morality led Berit Shalom to develop an 

apolitical Zionist approach that called for a bi-national solution in Palestine, as opposed to Ha-Po’el ha-

Ẓa’ir, which followed the political Zionist approach of Theodor Herzl, and was concerned with a 

concrete solution to the physical distress of the Jewish people. This is a hard claim to accept. Aḥad Ha-

am himself had been intimately involved in the diplomatic work leading up to the Balfour Declaration 

and the Draft Mandate. A.D. Gordon, the founding ideologue of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir can be viewed as a 

disciple of Aḥad Ha-am and part of the party ideology was certainly the creation of a “new Jew” and 

not only a refuge for Jews in distress. 
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principles of a Jewish majority or Jewish state. The major concern was thus the 

yishuv’s military capability to protect itself from Arab hostility, a goal that could be 

realized through the restoration of the Jewish Legion.83 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir writers 

rejected these assumptions, claiming that current conditions allowed considerable 

development and no additional political accomplishment could ensure the up building 

of the land. They opposed what they saw as empty declarations which did not change 

the basic conditions and could only lead to additional Arab pressure and weaken 

further British commitments to the Jewish National Home. As opposed to great 

strategic goals such as the Colonization Regime and the Iron Wall, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

leaders advocated more modest tactical objectives: the right of Jews to work for the 

British administration, the right to free immigration, recognition of the status of 

Jewish communities and the overall yishuv organization, support for education and 

health, and the realization of the promise to transfer state lands for Jewish 

settlement.84 

Underlying Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s disagreement with both the Revisionists and Berit 

Shalom was its distaste for ultimate and immediate solutions. Alluding to Ramsay 

MacDonald’s speech at Albert Hall on January 8, 1924, Arlosoroff noted: “We are a 

party of idealists, it is true, but we were not made to jump, rather to walk. We are 

pilgrims. We walk along the path. One step suffices us. Yes friends, one step, but one 

that must be followed by a second.”85  

 

The Jewish Agency 

The changes in the party’s attitude toward the expansion of the Jewish Agency 

between 1922 and 1929 reflect its adoption of Weizmann’s position. Like most of the 

delegations at the Carlsbad Jahreskonferenz of August-September 1922, the Hitaḥdut 

supported the idea that the Zionist Organization would serve as the Jewish Agency 

and that a world Jewish congress should be convened in the near future. Levinson 
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called for a declaration that the Zionist Organization constituted the Jewish Agency. 

A congress could be called to deal with the up-building of the country, but a general 

world Jewish Congress was a matter for the more distant future. Sprinzak seems to 

have regarded the Zionist Organization as the proper forum to coordinate work in 

Palestine, as it was “no longer only a single party but was made up of various parties 

and federations.” However, it could only fulfill this function if it increased its strength 

through an appeal to the Jewish people.86 

In the European Hitaḥdut, the proposal for an expanded Jewish Agency was the 

subject of keen debate during late 1922 and the first half of 1923. In a lengthy study 

written in May 1923, Arlosoroff questioned whether the organizational issue was the 

key problem. More important were the responsibilities and the program of the future 

agency: 

The Jewish Agency is, or to be more exact should be, the gestor of the 

constructive enterprise…the executive of the entire project, an executive 

which holds in its hands all of the many intertwined strings: organization, 

defense, political and economic initiative, supervision….the Jewish Agency 

must create the new bodies needed to lead and supervise immigration. This 

enterprise requires vast financial resources, and it is the responsibility of the 

Jewish Agency to raise them.…The Jewish Agency must decide on types of 

settlement, direct settlement work and oversee it.87 

 

After considerable deliberation, Abraham Katznelson reached the conclusion that the 

Zionist Organization must itself serve as the Jewish Agency, and relinquish its 

authority as such only when a world Jewish congress could be formed as a broad, 

united and democratic institution devoted to the up-building of Palestine.88 

In August, he proposed the principles for the party’s stance on the issue at the 

upcoming Zionist congress: 1) Acceptance in principle of the plan for a congress as 

the basis for creating a world organization to unite those Jews who wished to take part 

in the construction of Palestine; 2) Inclusion of non-Zionists, individuals and 

representatives of organizations, in the management of the Zionist enterprise on the 

basis of full responsibility toward the Zionist Congress; 3) Gradual structural reforms 

within the Zionist Organization in order to facilitate the expansion of its public base; 
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195 

  

4) The idea of a Jewish Agency cannot be detached from the concept of a world 

congress which would serve as the source of overall national authority. Thus, the 

author opposed the expansion of the Jewish Agency as proposed by Weizmann as 

well as the limitation of its authority. 5) The Zionist Organization would continue to 

serve as the Jewish Agency until the formation of a recognized, democratic, popular 

organization for the up-building of Palestine; 6) Inclusion of individuals and groups 

who were deterred from working within the framework of the Jewish Agency but who 

were interested in participating in the Palestine enterprise would be done through 

advisory institutions whose constitution would be determined by the Zionist 

Congress.89 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in Palestine consolidated its position on the Jewish Agency at its 

conference in Nahalal in July 1923. Most of the speakers rejected the convening of a 

world Jewish congress and even Kaplan, who supported the idea, admitted that such a 

congress could not be held in the near future. The proposal to establish an expanded 

Jewish Agency as the authoritative institution described in the Mandate, on the basis 

on an equal partnership between Zionists and non-Zionists, met general opposition as 

an unjustified concession on the part of the Zionist Organization. At the end of the 

conference it was resolved that 

The Jewish Agency, which will be concentrate in its hands the political and 

financial matters responsible for the up-building of the land, can and must be 

chosen only by the Zionist Congress, which is the popular and legal 

representative that until now has carried out the burden of realizing Zionism. 

The organizations and public bodies that today stand outside the Zionist 

Organization and want to participate in the real up-building of Palestine, must 

be given the possibility of sending representatives to the “Jewish Agency 

Council” which is to be established with the right of supervision and 

interpellation over activities in Palestine.90 

 

Weizmann and Weizmannist policies also came under review at this time. Kaplan, 

who moved to Palestine in February 1923, wrote in May that Weizmann was burying 

the Zionist Organization morally, politically and organizationally. Sometimes it 

wasn’t clear if he behaved toward the movement as a genius or criminal. It was time 
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“to finish with the Weizmannism that had existed up until now.” Yitshak Laufbahn 

responded that despite the disagreement with Weizmann over the issue of the Jewish 

Agency, his support of the pioneers was critical. Members of the party were not 

disciples of Weizmann but neither were they set on undermining him: “We are not 

sworn ‘followers’ and we are not sworn ‘opponents’.”91 Despite the fact that the party 

opposed Weizmann’s brainchild, the expanded Jewish Agency, Hazan concludes that 

the party continued to be characterized by a desire to maintain close contacts with 

Weizmann in order to develop the country.92 

The Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir-Hitaḥdut caucus on the eve of the congress reaffirmed the 

approach expressed at Nahalal. Weizmann’s proposal for the enlargement of the 

Jewish Agency was rejected by some 30 of the 39 members of the delegation, with 

Robert Weltsch and Georg Landauer opposing and Nahum Twersky in abstention.93 

At the 13th Zionist Congress which convened in Carlsbad from August 6-18, 1923, the 

Hitaḥdut presented a united front against the Jewish Agency proposal. Wilkansky 

outlined the party’s practical and ideological objections.94 Abraham Katznelson 

described Weizmann’s meeting with the representatives of the labor wing at the 

congress, in an attempt to win support for the Jewish Agency proposal. Weizmann 

spoke of his visit to Palestine during the winter of 1922-1923 and his impressions of 

the settlement in the Jezreel Valley. Without immediate financial relief, he had 

concluded, the entire Zionist enterprise was in danger of collapse. After meeting with 

the pioneer’s representatives in London, he turned to American Jewry and received 

financial assistance. It was inconceivable, in his opinion, that the best elements in the 

movement should be lost due to a lack of funds, and of course the land could not be 

built by devotion and suffering alone. This reality had given birth to the idea of an 

expanded Jewish Agency, to include all those who wished to aid the development of 

the land. These people would be expected not only to provide financial assistance, but 

also to take a share in the responsibility for the entire enterprise, and thus would have 
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to receive equal rights. Weizmann estimated that the new body would bring in a 

million pounds annually.95 

The Hitaḥdut delegates remained unconvinced, and the party’s proposal more or less 

repeated the decisions reached at Nahalal: 

1. The Congress reaffirms the decisions of the Jahreskonferenz in Carlsbad 

regarding the Jewish Agency and especially that the Zionist Organization 

takes upon itself the rights and obligations of the Jewish Agency, and that this 

agency will be expanded to become the representative of all sections of the 

Jewish people through the convening of a world Jewish congress devoted to 

the up-building of Palestine. 

2. The Congress recognizes that as long as there is no other legal national 

organization for the up-building of Palestine, established by a world congress, 

all of the rights and obligations assigned in the Mandate for Palestine to the 

Jewish Agency must remain in the hands of the Zionist Organization. 

3. In order to involve in the up-building of Palestine those elements that accept 

the basis of the Palestine mandate but remain outside of the Zionist 

Organization, the executive is empowered to enter into negotiations with them, 

and with the agreement of the Zionist Actions Committee to determine the 

form and the conditions for their participation in an advisory committee of the 

Jewish Agency. 

 

No mention was made of either a need for internal organizational reform or the Jewish 

Agency’s subordination to the authority of the Zionist Congress. 96 

All of the party delegates dutifully voted against the majority proposal which 

provided for the establishment of a world Jewish congress as the source of authority 

for the Jewish Agency. Within 3 years after the assembly of this congress, the Jewish 

Agency would be expanded through the cooption of representatives from non-Zionist 

organizations. This expansion was to be put into effect through the convening of a 

council of non-Zionists that would select a delegation to join the ZE as the leadership 

of the Jewish Agency.97 

Opposition to the agency proposal began to erode in the first half of 1924. The 

convening of a Non-Partisan Conference in February and its decision “to study the 

subject of the Jewish Agency, and if practicable, to formulate an appropriate plan 
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whereby American Jews can associate themselves with such Agency, and to confer 

with the Zionist Organisation,” made it apparent that the future of the agency would 

be determined by Weizmann’s meetings with the American non-Zionists. The 

pressing needs of the workers in Palestine together with the lack of alternative 

solutions also softened the party’s opposition.98 Weltsch, an early advocate of the 

proposal, tried to rally support: the inclusion of non-Zionists would accelerate Zionist 

activity which in turn would position Zionism once again as the true and 

comprehensive solution to the Jewish problem. This would also inherently serve the 

interests of a party that linked expectations for a broad national renaissance to Zionist 

development in Palestine. Weltsch asked his colleagues to withdraw their proposal 

limiting the non-Zionist role to purposes of inspection alone, as the increase in 

financial resources depended on the non-Zionists’ full integration.99 

The Hitaḥdut modifed its position at the AC meeting held July 22-31, 1924 in 

London.100 On the eve of the meeting, Weizmann took Sprinzak aside and impressed 

upon him the critical need for the expanded agency: “There are moments when a 

nation is liable to commit suicide. The Zionist Organization in its present form and 

with its current capability is expected to self-destruct, but through the creation of the 

Jewish Agency it will come back to life.” Weizmann claimed dramatically that “if he 

were to die now before the establishment of the Jewish Agency it would bankrupt 

Zionist work, but after succeeding in the matter of the agency he could depart this life 

and the next generation would be assured of Zionist realization.” He believed that it 

was possible to realize Zionist goals within 15 years, and suggested that the next step 

was the redemption of the Jezreel Valley, very likely a welcome proposal for labor 

ears. Sprinzak described the meeting as intimate, replete with “trembling and tears.” 

The effect was unsettling: 

I sat down and kept silent; the entire matter of the conversation was not overly 

pleasant for me, because by this intimate exposure he in a sense obligated me 

and turned me into his confidant. It was hard for me to tell him that even 
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though I had chosen a passive response for the present, in my heart I did not 

believe in the approach that he was describing.101 

 

However, it soon became apparent that in the face of mounting pressures and 

demands, there were no other practical alternatives. The Hitaḥdut sought a 

compromise solution. In his address at the AC, Sprinzak announced that the party 

would support the Jewish Agency on condition that it received guarantees for the 

support of Hebrew culture and independent labor, and that the League of Nations 

would be formally notified of the Jewish Agency’s new composition only after a trial 

period of 3 years. Sprinzak reported afterward that “the situation is not easy for 

Weizmann, though everyone is pressured by the realization that there is no escape 

from this proposal…Weizmann’s plans arouse hopes, at a time when others have no 

suggestions for improving the situation.” The left wing was willing to support 

Weizmann, but on certain terms, and both Weizmann and his close advisors made a 

conscious effort to mobilize its support. In a meeting with the labor delegation, 

Weizmann threatened to resign and leave it up to others to carry out the negotiations 

with the American leaders. When Weizmann left the room, Joseph Cowen uttered: 

“Good. We’ll see how you play Hamlet without Hamlet himself.” In Sprinzak’s 

words: “Indeed, Weizmann can be likened to Hamlet, and we are in the midst of the 

tragedy.”102 

Sprinzak’s proposal was rejected by the AC, which adopted the following resolution: 

1. The Actions Committee notes with satisfaction the negotiations which the 

President of the Zionist Organisation has conducted in America for the 

extension of the Agency. The Actions Committee instructs the Executive of 

the Zionist Organisation to continue the negotiations on the basis of proposals 

submitted for the reconstitution of the Jewish Agency until the Executive can 

recommend to the Congress a detailed plan as a basis of co-operation in the 

future. The arrangements contemplated shall be submitted to the 14th Congress 

for decision. 

2. The Actions Committee recommends that the Executive in its negotiations 

take into consideration the proposals of the Committee on the Jewish 

Agency.103 
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These proposals included the principles viewed by the Hitaḥdut as the basis of the 

agency’s activity: increased immigration, public ownership of land, settlement on the 

principle of independent labor and Hebrew language and culture. The Hitaḥdut was 

forced to relinquish its demand for a fifth principle: the democratization of the Jewish 

Agency through the creation of a world Jewish congress after a transitional period of 

3 years.104 

Though the issue was raised again at the party’s council in July 1925, it appears that 

in principle Hitaḥdut’s position was determined at the London AC meeting: as long as 

its four conditions were met, the party would support the enlargement of the Jewish 

Agency.105 In its platform at the 14th Zionist Congress which met in Vienna from 

August 18-25, 1925, the Hitaḥdut linked the establishment of the Jewish Agency to 

the five points that had been formulated in London the year before, however the 

demand for a transitional period was again dropped. Structural reform in the Zionist 

Organization was proposed to ensure Zionist control of the agency’s settlement 

policy. Instead of shekel sales as the basis for Zionist representation, general and 

proportional elections would take place. 106 In spite of attempts in the Congress’s 

political committee to put off discussion of the Hitaḥdut’s conditions until the final 

negotiations with the non-Zionists, the party’s large delegation demanded, as a 

condition for its support of the proposal to expand the agency, the authorization of 

these principles at the congress and their inclusion in the constitution of the Jewish 

Agency. As a compromise, the congress authorized three conditions verbatim 

(continuous strengthening of immigration, redemption of the land through public 

ownership and Hebrew language and culture) as well as the fourth with a slight 

change: instead of “independent labor” the decision noted “agricultural settlement 

based on Jewish labor.” The party’s last condition on democratization was softened to 

read that “representatives would be chosen as much as possible through democratic 

elections.”107 
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The party as a whole continued to support Weizmann’s position until the expansion of 

the agency in 1929. The financial crisis in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah made the 

need for additional support more acute, as reflected in Sprinzak’s explanation for his 

view in the spring of 1927: 

My attitude to the establishment of the agency is much more positive than it 

was previously. The reasons for this have a negative cause – everything that 

has befallen us as a result of the Fourth Aliyah. After having been forced to 

sell ourselves and our honor seven times a day in order to save lives…the 

danger of the “Agency” doesn’t threaten me any more….Instead of selling 

ourselves as poor beggars, it would be better to enter into an honest 

partnership that takes action, saves lives and searches out possible avenues of 

activity, until the firm, the ‘nation,’ is finally solid and able to take on the 

responsibility.108 

 

Hitaḥdut’s conditions from the 14th Zionist Congress were approved anew at 15th 

Congress in 1927, though the democratic nature of the agency was phrased 

differently.109 Joffe, who could not accept the party’s position regarding the agency, 

resigned from Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in July 1927.110 Though the experts’ report of the 

Joint Palestine Survey Commission in the summer of 1928 with its criticism of 

communal settlement and the Jewish National Fund aroused considerable debate 

within the party, it did not derail the support of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir or the Hitaḥdut.111 

Arlosoroff advised against an alteration of the party’s policy, his prime concern being 

the speedy development of the Jewish settlement in Palestine.112 At the party 

conference held from June 30 to July 1, 1928, the majority feeling was expressed by 

Abraham Katznelson: “We must not support those who declare ‘An end to the agency, 
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Sprache und Kultur… Die Methode, durch welche die verschiedenen Gemeinschaften ihre Verteter 

bestellen werden, soll in jedem Falle durch Uebereinkommen gemäß den örtlichen Verhältnissen 

festgestellt werden und soll soweit wie möglich die Form demokratischer Wahlen haben,” in Protokoll 

der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 665-666. 
108 Sprinzak to Arlosoroff, 9 Adar Bet, 5687, Sprinzak Letters, vol. 1, 325. 
109 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XV. Zionisten-Kongresses Basel, 30. August bis 11. September 

1927 (London: Zentralbureau der Zionistischen Organisation, 1927), 495: “Gemäß den früheren 

Beschlüssen erwartet der Kongreß mit Bestimmtheit, daß die Jewish Agency die hauptsächlichsten 

jüdischen Gemeinschaften der Welt, inbesondere auch den jüdischen Jischuw von Erez Israel, auf 

demokratischer Grundlage repräsentieren und Vertreter der organisierten jüdischen Arbeiterschaft 

enthalten wird.” 
110 Eliezer Joffe to the Central Committee of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Mid Tammuz, 5687, in ,אליעזר יפה 
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an end to Weizmann’s regime’.” In its decision which passed 24 to 4, the conference 

instructed party delegates at the coming AC meeting to oppose all of the negative 

elements in the report of the Joint Palestine Survey Commission and to insist upon the 

full safeguarding of the principles adopted at the 14th and 15th congresses, which were 

seen as a guarantee that the Jewish Agency’s work would have Zionist content.113 At 

the AC meeting in July, the Hitaḥdut conditions were again adopted.114 The final 

Zionist approval to the expansion of the Jewish Agency was given at the AC in 

December 1928. Nahum Twersky summed up this chapter: 

It is not without inner satisfaction that I mention our role – the role of Ha-

Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and the Hitaḥdut – in the successful outcome of the battle for 

the agency, and in the inclusion of Zionist principles in the structure of the 

enlarged agency. It was our clear and unconditional position that helped the 

Zionist Organization to persevere during the difficult hours, and the conditions 

we proposed have penetrated the minds and become a formal and indivisible 

part of our future work.115 

 

Zionist Policy in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah 

As Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and the Hitaḥdut supported Weizmann’s position regarding the 

Jewish Agency, so did Weizmann continue to accord priority to labor interests and 

settlement. Weizmann had made statements in this regard during his earlier visits to 

Palestine, and his support was expressed clearly at the 14th Zionist Congress. Labor 

elements were concerned that in light of shifting priorities related to the large middle 

class immigration of the Fourth Aliyah, the Zionist Organization might alter the 

preferred position that had been accorded the labor organizations as the major 

initiators of Zionist settlement.116 This change, it was feared, could bring about a 

reduction in budget and a weakening of the political status that the labor parties 

enjoyed in the Zionist Organization, and perhaps even cause the eviction of labor 

representatives from the ZE.117 At the congress, criticism of the labor movement and 
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collective settlement was expressed by the Polish general Zionist faction Et Livnot as 

well as by the Revisionist and Mizrachi parties. These groups had begun to develop a 

middle-class ideology and argued for the development of the yishuv through private 

initiative as opposed to national capital. Heschel Farbstein, the Polish Mizrachi leader, 

insulted the pioneering elements with the epithet Kostkinder (kept children).118 

Sprinzak described the mood: “The congress has been successful so far, but its actual 

and profound substance is full of venom, animosity and jealousy toward the Hebrew 

worker and his position in Zionism…in this sense this congress is perhaps the most 

difficult and dangerous one for Zionism. It is a congress of a class struggle….”119 

Arthur Ruppin and Chaim Weizmann advocated on behalf of the labor camp. Though 

Ruppin did not ignore the labor sector’s deficiencies, he held that the workers 

constituted the foundation of Zionist settlement. Weizmann praised the pioneering 

role of the worker whose efforts under such harsh conditions overshadowed all 

shortcomings: 

What has happened at the Fourteenth Congress that today he has been 

converted into a Kostkind? It is true that there are deficits in the budget of the 

kvutzot and moshve ovdim. But when you talk so much about this, do not 

forget one thing. There is an invisible capital which the Keren Hayesod does 

not invest, in overwork, in energy, in hunger and in malaria. Items not to be 

found in the budget. We should be careful not to forget that. Everything shall 

be done within the bounds of possibility for the Fourth Aliyah.120 

 

Weizmann’s remarks convinced many of the so-called General Zionists and 

forestalled the move to bring about an overall change in Zionist policy toward labor 

settlement. The congress did however reduce the budget allocated to the building of 

workers quarters and the Solel Boneh construction company, and the demand for 

assistance to the Mashbir was rejected. The Colonization Department’s budget was 

doubled in comparison to the last congress, though almost a quarter of the raise was 

earmarked for middle class settlement. The monopoly of labor elements in the 
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Immigration Department was also changed in order to allow representation of all 

parties.121 

In spite of Weizmann’s support for the labor camp, the congress ended in a state of 

tension between the two. As in earlier congresses, Weizmann insisted on a vote of 

confidence in the executive’s program. The Hitaḥdut delegates informed Weizmann 

some two hours before the vote that they would be able to support the executive in a 

simple vote of confidence, but could not in good faith agree to the phrase emphasizing 

its political successes. Undeterred, Weizmann went ahead with the vote of confidence 

which passed, 136 to 17 (out of a total of 310 delegates). Along with the other labor 

parties, the Hitaḥdut abstained, while the Radicals and Revisionists voted in 

opposition. In explaining its position, the Hitaḥdut declared that it identified with the 

fundamental lines of the ZE’s political activity but criticized its failures and lack of 

initiative. Weizmann left the congress before its conclusion and as a new executive 

was not chosen, the old one was asked to continue until its successor could be 

appointed by the AC within three months. As a result of the crisis, the Hitaḥdut 

decided not to join the new executive.122 

The crisis was resolved within a few months. Sprinzak and Weizmann renewed close 

ties at the end of September when the two met in Paris for an impromptu meeting of 

the outgoing executive along with some members of the AC.123 According to 

Sprinzak’s detailed description of the meeting, Weizmann opened with a proposal for 

an executive without political “wings,” i.e. representatives from the labor or religious 

parties. The ensuing debate, with complaints that the parties were exerting pressure in 

order to put their delegates on the executive and rebuttals that real credit for Zionist 

activity lay primarily with the parties, suggests the growing pains of a movement in 

the midst of a process of politicization. Veteran Zionist leaders such as Naiditsch, 

Motzkin and Feiwel supported the co-option of party representatives to the ZE while 

Georg Halpern and Siegfried van Vriesland, who were identified with middle class 

interests, opposed this trend. When the majority accepted the principle of party 
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representation, Halpern and van Vriesland announced their refusal to join to the new 

executive. Ultimately, the AC which met in Berlin in late October decided to maintain 

the previous executive, which included representatives from the Hitaḥdut, Po’alei 

Zion and Mizrachi. Sprinzak retained control of the Labor Department. It would 

appear that the Hitaḥdut continued to participate in the executive largely due to 

Sprinzak’s popularity among veteran Zionist leaders and close affiliation with 

Weizmann, as well as the broad support that Weizmann’s leadership enjoyed within 

the party and the fear that anti-labor forces would utilize a change in its composition 

to increase their power.124 

The economic crisis in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah put this ideological and political 

coalition to a severe test. Rising unemployment, the decline in workers’ wages and 

investment in construction and the drop in immigration forced Zionist institutions to 

re-examine their policies and find ways to relieve the distress in the yishuv.125 Within 

the labor camp, Aḥdut ha-Avodah demanded the expansion of Zionist activity and the 

creation of new settlements irrespective of the economic situation. The party 

employed pressure tactics, blaming the ZE for unemployment, issuing ultimatums and 

threatening to withdraw from the ZE unless its demands were met.126 The Hitaḥdut 

position was characterized by realism, a perception of the “big picture,” and the 

understanding that current circumstances necessitated compromise. When the crisis 

was first perceived in late 1925, party leaders proposed the expansion of labor 

settlement as a way to relieve unemployment, though they emphasized no less the 

need for a Mortgage Bank to encourage construction and for public works to provide 

urban as well as rural workers with immediate relief.127 By September 1926, the party 

had adopted a new settlement policy which provided not only for the familiar 

workers’ settlements but, in an attempt to attract private investment, also for private 

farms that relied on hired labor.128 In early 1926, Sprinzak suggested that the number 
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of immigration certificates to “chalutzim” be reduced and at the end of the summer of 

that year, both Sprinzak and Arlosoroff proposed limiting the number of immigrants 

for the near future, especially from among small businessmen and tradesmen.129 

Sprinzak opposed the Histadrut’s ambitious development plan at the end of 1926, 

claiming that an extensive and immediate plan, without sufficient capital, would bring 

about a collapse of the project and undermine the Zionist Organization’s credibility as 

the body responsible for the national enterprise.130 As head of the ZE’s Labor 

Department, he recognized the needs of urban tradesmen and middle class farmers 

who had run into severe financial difficulties.131 In order to meet the demands, he 

resisted all attempts to cut the department’s budget and labored on the ZE to bring 

about its increase.132 

These positions mirrored the policy advocated by Weizmann and the ZE. In mid 

1926, Weizmann demanded that the Zionist goal of immigration be subordinated to 

the economic consideration of absorption in order to avoid the deepening of the crisis. 

“The workers are not responsible for the situation and they show wonderful 

discipline,” Weizmann noted. “Still the pioneering immigration had to be reduced to a 

minimum in order to prevent the ruin of the existing settlements.”133 At the end of that 

year, the PZE decided that the basis of existing settlements would be strengthened 

over the next three years and that the number of new settlers was to be limited.134 

When its efforts to raise funds proved ineffectual in early 1927, the ZE transferred 

most of its budget to the Labor Department, as proposed by Sprinzak.135 

As opposed to Aḥdut ha-Avodah, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir refrained from demonstrative 

tactics designed to pressure the ZE into adopting a more pro-labor stance. At the 

Histadrut Council which convened in February 1927, the Aḥdut ha-Avodah leaders 
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demanded that an ultimatum be presented to the ZE stating that unless labor demands 

were met within a month, labor representatives would resign from the executive.136 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir spokesmen argued that the problem of unemployment was an 

economic issue that required a rational economic answer. Political pressure to accept 

unrealistic solutions would not solve the problem and was liable to destroy the 

cooperation between labor and Zionist institutions and put the entire Zionist enterprise 

in danger.137 

Matters came to a head in the debate over the construction of the Teachers’ Seminar 

in Jerusalem in 1927, when the public committee in charge of the project awarded 

construction to a private contractor who hired workers in accordance with prevalent 

market conditions rather than terms negotiated with the local Workers’ Council. The 

acquiescence of Zionist bodies in this matter was seen as an abandonment of the 

workers, making further cooperation between the Zionist leadership and organized 

labor impossible, and necessitating a public, and sometimes violent, struggle to 

enforce the workers’ demands. The Jerusalem Workers’ Council announced its refusal 

henceforth to distribute the unemployment funds provided by the ZE. This struggle 

was supported by Aḥdut ha-Avodah, whose leaders again expressed their desire to 

quit the ZE and terminate the Histadrut’s assistance in distributing financial aid to the 

unemployed.138 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir rejected the struggle which was opposed to national 

needs. Sprinzak clarified: “It is impossible to construct economic life in Erez Israel 

through terror…no capital or industry can develop under this fear.” Organized labor 

was a desirable goal, but it was not to be instituted through struggle.139 The party 

rejected the proposal to remove its representatives from the ZE and demanded that the 

Histadrut condemn the behavior of the Jerusalem Workers’ Council. In a manifesto 

from March 1927, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir criticized the public committee and supported 

the demand for organized labor, which should be established through “explanation 

and convincing public argument.” Demonstrations against the ZE only served to 

undermine the political status of the Zionist Organization and thus to endanger the 
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future of the labor movement’s constructive enterprise, which depended on the 

organization’s support.140 At the meeting of the PZE on March 10, 1927, Sprinzak 

opposed forcing all public or national bodies to conform to the demands of the 

unionized labor. The meeting ended with a compromise which stated that the 

executive would do as much as possible to ensure the employment of organized 

labor.141  

In the meantime, the economic situation went from bad to worse. The ZE’s efforts to 

raise funds proved unsuccessful, and the dole, which cost some £P 10,000 a month, 

could not be continued for long. Kisch proposed suspending the aid to the 

unemployed and transferring the responsibility for the workers in Palestine to the 

shoulders of the yishuv’s institutions, especially the Histadrut. The labor 

representatives on the PZE, Sprinzak and Kaplansky, tried to soften the blow with 

proposals to reduce the dole gradually, and ultimately, their proposals led to the 

postponement of the decision until after the 15th Zionist Congress.142 

As opposed to the workers’ demands, another approach developed within the Zionist 

Organization, namely the “Consolidation Policy”, which was initiated and backed 

primarily by the Linkes Zentrum. This group emerged in the first half of 1927 from 

the pro-Left section of the German General Zionists, and included Robert Weltsch 

(who had recently left Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir), Kurt Blumenfeld, Martin Rosenblueth, 

Felix Rosenblueth (who had been co-opted to the ZE at Weizmann’s instigation in 

November 1925 as Head of the Organization Department), Salman Schocken, Moritz 

Bileski and several other Zionist leaders (Erich Cohn, Meinhold Nussbaum, David 

Werner Senator, Isaak Feuerring, Herbert Foerder and Alfred Schwarz). The group 

crystallized around the idea of an economic consolidation program for Palestine, and 

a detailed proposal was prepared for the 15th Congress. Economic work in Palestine 

was seen to be the key to Zionist realization, as the necessary path to the Jewish 

National Home and as the way to show one and all the ability of the Zionist 

movement to transform the character of the Jewish people. In place of dogmatic 
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thinking, the group advocated a non-political, pragmatic, balanced and moderate 

approach.143  

The Linkes Zentrum advocated a comprehensive reform of economic policy in 

Palestine with the goal of consolidating existing ventures and bringing them to self-

sufficiency. Economic expansion was to be completely suspended. The continued 

support of each enterprise was to be evaluated objectively in a business-like manner 

without regard for ideological considerations such as whether its ownership was 

public or private. Management practices had to be rational and projects with a low 

expectancy of success would be shut down. In order to put these reforms in the hands 

of a neutral committee, the ZE would be divided into political and economic bodies, 

the latter apolitical and run by experts. Settlement policy would be placed outside the 

authority of the Zionist Congress. Likewise, immigration would be regulated and 

Weltsch even called for Jewish emigration from Palestine in order to reduce 

unemployment and aid economic recovery. The reforms were not motivated by 

opposition to Labor or a desire in principle to challenge the nature of Zionist 

settlement. The pivotal role of national capital and agricultural settlement continued to 

enjoy support. However, ideology would have to give way to rational economic and 

management considerations as the main determinants of Zionist policy in Palestine.144 

The Third Council of the Histadrut met in the summer of 1927 to consider labor’s 

stance on the consolidation policy.145 Overall, the delegates from Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

seem to have reconciled themselves to the new approach. Aharonovitch stated that it 

was a fallacy to think that the small labor settlement could carry out the task of 

building up the Land of Israel, which was the mission of the Jewish People. The 

workers’ hopes that their settlement enterprise would serve as a major force in the 

realization of Zionism had been disappointed. The recognition, even by labor forces, 

of the importance of private initiative in building up the land forced labor to prove 

that the workers’ settlements could make a decisive contribution to the advancement 

of the Zionist enterprise, even without constant external support.146 Arlosoroff 
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criticized the tendency of labor institutions to take on Zionist tasks and to expand 

activity without economic justification. The economic failure put the realization of 

national goals at risk, including the chances of building a new society, since the 

building of a self-sustaining society was a necessary condition for the realization of a 

workers’ movement. He argued against the consolidation plan as well as the views of 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah, both of which aspired to solve only short-range goals. The 

construction of a national economy, even under the best of conditions, would require 

time to evolve and mature. He asked the workers to see the required revisions not only 

as an expression of weakness and retreat, but also as a period of transition needed for 

the next breakthrough. What was important was the consolidation of existing 

enterprises and the creation of conditions for the expansion of future activity. A 

socialist view based on market rationalization and regulation required opposition to 

the anarchic view which disregarded every objective limit, and recognition of the 

necessity for a period of restraint and consolidation to be followed by a period of 

renewed activity. Arlosoroff wanted to adopt the consolidation policy, not out of 

defeat but as a positive response to the situation. He proposed even to expand the 

policy’s goals in 4 areas: consolidation of the workers’ agricultural settlements, 

strengthening of the economic institutions in the Zionist Organization and the 

Histadrut, easing the problem of unemployment and consolidation of the urban middle 

class settlement. To achieve these goals, it would be necessary to raise an annual 

budget of £P 1.5 million for the next few years.147 Sprinzak and Wilkansky also 

accepted the premises of the new plan.148 Aḥdut ha-Avoda had a more difficult time 

with the new policy and some of its leaders opposed the inherent limitations, 

especially the limitation of immigration. Most delegates to the conference were 

however willing to accept a change, though some objected to the political 

ramifications of the plan, which in their view amounted to an opportunity to exert 

control over the labor settlement.149 

The conference issued several practical demands which reflected the positions of Ha-

Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and the moderates in Aḥdut ha-Avoda. Three practical goals for the 

near future were set: the curbing of unemployment through projects designed to 
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develop infrastructure, transition from full settlement to “light” settlement in urban 

workers quarters and the empowerment of the Jewish National Fund in order to 

expand future settlement. All Histadrut enterprises were to increase their economic 

efficiency and strengthen their economic basis – even to the stage of self-

sustainability.150 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s traditional policies made it easier for it to adapt to the new reality 

and form a new orientation. Its commitment to participation in the Zionist 

Organization and the ZE was a longstanding characteristic of its activity. Though the 

party was concerned over the rise in the influence of anti-labor elements in the Zionist 

Organization, it did not come to the conclusion that there was an immediate need for 

the worker’s domination of the movement. Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir continued to 

differentiate between the possible and the desirable, and avoided extremist positions. 

It distinguished between the severe demands that could be made of its members and 

the need to moderate its demands of others. On this basis the party could agree to 

middle class investment as a force encouraging Zionist settlement. Economic 

efficiency was a value in itself, and was not to be subordinated to social or ideological 

considerations.151  

On the eve of the 15th Zionist Congress, which met in Basel from August 30 to 

September 11, 1927, Weizmann pointed out the key lines of his policy. Aside from 

the expansion of the Jewish Agency, discussed above, the most pressing issue was the 

consolidation of Zionist finances: “We must now first of all set our house in order. 

We must ensure that income and expenditure during the coming year absolutely 

balance each other and that our burden of debt is removed or at least considerably 

reduced. As long as this has not been done and no new resources opened up, there 

must be a breathing space.” Though reforms would be necessary, labor settlement 

remained the cornerstone of settlement policy: 

I do believe that the essential principles of our policy of colonization have 

stood the test of experience: I mean the priority of agriculture, the employment 

of Jewish labour, the principle of Jewish self-labour of the settlers, the policy 

of national land ownership, the provision of mortgage and industrial 

credits…our workers possess an invaluable reserve of spiritual and physical 

energy. They maintain remarkable discipline, even in such difficult times as 
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these. They have a deep sense of national responsibility. In a new country, 

which has to be opened up by hard physical labour, the workers must of 

necessity play an important part. We now have in Palestine some 35,000 

persons belonging to the working class, forming a very considerable 

proportion of the new Yishuv…Reforms will be necessary, but they must not 

be carried out at the expense of the social spirit and the creative idealism 

which are the strongest foundations of our work of reconstruction.152 

 

This did not move Weizmann from the opinion that in order to meet the challenges at 

hand, the executive had to be free from any partisan loyalties: 

I believe I have the concurrence of my colleagues in saying that the Zionist 

Executive must not be responsible to or dependent on the confidence of any 

body or party other than the Congress. The future Palestine Zionist Executive 

must be so composed as to be in complete accord, in sprit as well as in words, 

on the essential problems of the moment: the stabilization of our finances, the 

insistence on the priority of our colonisation work over all other expenditure, 

the postponement of all new schemes as long as no new large resources are 

available, and the adoption of the economic reforms recommended by expert 

opinion.153 

 

In his opening address at the congress, Weizmann saluted “those who stand in the 

forefront of our movement, our pioneers who labour without rest in Palestine itself in 

the upbuilding of Eretz Israel.”154 Before the vote for the new executive, Weizmann 

countered claims that the proposed leadership was hostile to the workers by making 

two clarifications: “The Histadrut and its institutions are recognized as the legitimate 

representative of organized labor opposite the Zionist Organization” and “the Zionist 

Organization and its institutions are obliged to employ unionized workers.”155 

However, heavily influenced by the Linkes Zentrum, the congress went on to adopt 

the consolidation policy and choose an executive without party representation.156 It 
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appears that while the Hitaḥdut could understand the practical necessity for 

consolidation, it was the exclusion from the executive that was most painful. On the 

eve of the congress, it had pushed for a coalition-based executive with a policy 

sympathetic to the workers. However, in the face of rising support for an executive 

without party representation, some labor delegates at the congress began to consider 

the possibility of cooperating with Weizmann’s opponents in order to form an 

alternative executive. This soon was seen to be an unrealistic option given the relative 

strengths of the delegations. In the vote, Weizmann was re-elected 113 to 84 (out of a 

total of 281 delegates) with the Center and most of the Left voting for, and Mizrachi 

and some of the General Zionists voting against. In comparison, the executive was 

elected 83 to 62 with similar sources of support, aside from the workers’ parties, 

which abstained. Labor reservations about opposing Weizmann were reflected in the 

fact that its delegation of 63 members chose to abstain rather than block the formation 

of the new executive.157 Eliezer Kaplan stated that the Hitaḥdut had no confidence in 

the Palestinian part of the new executive (probably referring to Harry Sacher), but was 

willing to give it a chance. Arlosoroff declared that the Hitaḥdut viewed the new 

executive’s program as an act against the Labor movement. However, aware that a 

vote against this body could well block the election of any executive and cause a 

repetition of the 14th Congress, the party had acted patriotically and decided to 

abstain. From this moment on, the party would judge the executive on the basis of its 

deeds.158 Sprinzak, though maintaining his support of Weizmann’s leadership, sought 

to bring down the new executive as soon as possible.159 The party continued to 

advocate participation in the Zionist Organization, unlike Po’alei Zion which called 

for a separate appeal and domination of the Zionist Organization.160 
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Indeed, after the congress Aḥdut ha-Avodah pursued the idea of a separate fund-

raising appeal, and at the Histadrut Actions Committee in October 1927 David Remez 

and Berl Katznelson called for the dispatch of a delegation to raise money among 

Jewish unions in the US. This was opposed by the Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir members who 

saw little chance of success and feared that such activity would only hurt the 

campaigns run by the Zionist Organization. An independent campaign would be seen 

as deterioration in Zionist unity, it would alienate the workers even more, and it 

would justify claims that the labor parties were class-oriented organizations that 

wanted to break off from the Zionist Organization. As opposed to the idea of a 

separate appeal, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir members suggested that the workers devote 

themselves to the existing campaigns as a way to continue their activity and amass 

public influence.161 Arlosoroff argued that a decision to establish a new campaign 

would amount to a declaration of political struggle against the current Zionist 

policy.162 The Zionist Organization was currently struggling with its Keren Hayesod 

appeal in the US, and a workers’ campaign would compete for the same donors. The 

Histadrut emissaries had less chance of success than the Zionist Organization, and if 

the Keren Hayesod appeal should fail, the blame would be cast on them. Other leaders 

of the party sought an agreement with Keren Hayesod either through a division of 

donor groups between two organizations or the allocation of a certain sum from the 

monies collected to labor institutions. Ultimately it was decided to send a Histadrut 

delegation to the US including Arlosoroff, Rubashov and Dov Hoz. As it had been 

previously arranged that Arlosoroff would be taking part in the US Keren Hayesod 

appeal, the Histadrut effort was merged into that of the Zionist Organization reflecting 

the workers’ contribution to the common Zionist cause and hopefully ensuring 

continued support of their institutions.163 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir also opposed the proposal 

for a separate European campaign on behalf of the Histadrut’s “Palestine Workers’ 

Fund” and prohibited its members from taking part in the delegation sent by the 

Histadrut for this purpose.164 

                                                 
161 See Sprinzak, Baratz, Friedlander, Laufbahn and others, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir Council, October 1927, 

LA File 36; Central Committee of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, October 1927, LA, Files 24 and 35. 
162 Histadrut Actions Committee, 13.10.1927, LA 
163 Ibid.  
164 Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 280-281; 19.10.1928 ,ח. שורר, "רשימות מהגולה", הפועל הצעיר. 
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The workers’ distress reached its peak in the winter of 1927-1928, and with it, the 

tension between labor leaders and the ZE. The executive’s decision in December to 

terminate the dole and place responsibility for the workers on the shoulders of the 

Palestine Administration met with mixed responses on the part of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir. 

Some members felt that the executive had no alternative. Aharonovitch demanded the 

dismissal of a Zionist leadership that didn’t take sole responsible party for easing the 

crisis. Most recoiled from such an extreme view but could not reconcile themselves to 

the ZE’s decision.165 Some of Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s leaders suggested mobilizing the 

labor camp for a struggle ultimately designed to win control of the Zionist 

Organization. In the opinion of Ben-Gurion and Eliyahu Golomb at the Histadrut 

Council in November 1927, unification of the labor parties and a united struggle to 

win over the Zionist masses would assure the acceptance of labor demands. For this, 

labor should sever all relations with the ZE, mobilize a sympathetic majority in the 

Zionist Organization and bring about the election of a new leadership.166 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir advocated a much more moderate and pragmatic view which 

recognized the political and economic reality. According to Sprinzak and Kaplan, 

breaking off ties with the ZE would only create a crisis, not support for the work in 

Palestine. The resignation of the ZE due to labor pressure would add to the economic 

crisis a social and political dimension as well. The workers would be seen as an 

irresponsible minority, guided by irrational principles. Though the debate was left 

unresolved, it would appear that Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir’s views prevailed. Ben-Gurion’s 

demands were rejected and the labor parties continued to cooperate with the ZE in 

dispensing aid to the unemployed workers. Though this was gradually reduced in 

early 1928, it was continued until the spring, by which time other sources of income 

were helping to relieve the situation.167 At the Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir Central Committee 

meeting in December, Aharonovitch advocated unification with Aḥdut ha-Avodah but 

the move was opposed by Twersky, Arlosoroff, Laufbahn and a group of influential 

                                                 
165 Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 282-283; Kaplan and Katznelson in the Central Committee of the Party, 

6.12.1927, LA, File 35. 
166 Golomb and Ben-Gurion in Histadrut Actions Committee, 12.12.1927, LA.;  החלטות מועצת

1927ההסתדרות הי"ט, נובמבר  . 
167 Ben-Zvi, Remez and others, in the Histadrut Actions Committee, 12.12.1927, LA; Frumkin in the 

Council of the Histadrut, March 1928;  ,4.4.1928הסכם בדבר הפסקת הסיוע, דבר . 
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members from Nahalal.168 The debate took a personal turn when Aharonovitch 

accused Arlosoroff of frustrating Sprinzak’s appointment to the ZE for reasons of 

self-advancement. However, in spite of the personal confrontation, Sprinzak and 

Arlosoroff were united in their support of Weizmann’s leadership and their view that 

the party had to maintain close contacts with him.169 

Another expression of the difference between Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Ha-Po’el ha-

Ẓa’ir can be seen in their views about the use of force in the struggle to ensure 

“Hebrew Labor,” the employment of Jewish workers in the middle-class settlements 

(moshavot) of the First Aliyah. Sprinzak opposed the use of force, claiming that in an 

economy that had not yet been firmly established, the use of such tactics might deter 

future private investment and thus harm the possibility of workers’ immigration and 

absorption. Moreover, a struggle against the employment of Arabs would provide the 

British with evidence that the yishuv was indeed trying to dispossess them and might 

even push the Arab nationalist movement to extreme positions. Sprinzak advocated 

the use of compulsory arbitration and a public campaign designed to create 

sympathetic public opinion. Arlosoroff, on the other hand, contended that the fruit 

orchards could support the higher cost of Jewish workers, and thus called for the 

moderate use of force by the ZE, which was justified at a time when severe measures 

were called for, as evidenced by the Zionist demand that the British provide financial 

relief.170 Geva contends that Sprinzak’s view was not accepted by the majority of the 

party members.171 

 

The Unification of the Labor Parties and the Formation of Mapai 

Though there were certainly ideological and organizational similarities between 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir during the first half of the decade, it was 

largely the alienation of the labor parties within the Zionist Organization in the wake 

of the 4th Aliyah that led them to unify and aspire to a dominant position in the Zionist 

movement. This was the result of numerous factors, including the eviction of the party 

                                                 
168 Hazan, Moderation, 162; Protocol of the Central Committee of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 10.12.1927, LA 

IV-402-35. 
169 Hazan, Moderation, 162-163; Sprinzak to Aharonovitch, 8 Tishrei 5788, Sprinzak Letters, vol. 1, 

345. 
170 Histadrut Actions Committee, 21, 22 and 28.11.1927, 21.1.1928, LA. 
171 Geva, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 286. 
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representatives from the ZE during the 15th Congress at Weizmann’s initiative, the 

decline in the influence of the labor parties in the Zionist Organization during the 

crisis of the Fourth Aliyah and the consolidation policy, the criticism of labor 

settlement by the Joint Palestine Survey Commission and the sense that in the 

expanded Jewish Agency with its large non-Zionist component, workers needs would 

have to be represented by a strong and unified delegation.172 Meetings to pursue the 

unification began in the winter of 1926-1927, a “Unification Platform” was publicized 

in May 1929 and a referendum was held in each party during the summer. In a move 

designed to strengthen and broaden its influence in preparation for the unification, 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir united with the Galician Zionist youth movement Gordonia in 

December 1928.173 Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Aḥdut ha-Avodah each held a final 

conference in January 1930, after which a unification conference was convened. A 

lively debate within Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir accompanied and influenced the negotiations. 

Throughout the process, spokespersons from Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir demanded the 

softening or removal of sections in the joint platform that characterized the workers as 

a class, predicted a class struggle, linked the new party’s activity to a world-wide 

worker’s movement or tied it formally to the Socialist International. They emphasized 

the Zionist movement as the party’s primary sphere of activity. As opposed to more 

doctrinaire socialist formulations, Sprinzak posited “the establishment of a free, 

working, Hebrew nation in the Land of Israel.” The workers’ movement would have a 

profound national orientation embodied in its “loyalty to the Zionist Organization and 

to Knesset Israel.”174 This inclusive nationalist view, while focusing on the needs and 

struggles of the Jewish worker in Palestine and aspiring to the development of labor 

settlement in the country, did not limit its vision to a Jewish working class, or contend 

with a competing vision of a global worker’s struggle. However, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir 

did not have the last word. The final platform which served as the basis of the party 

                                                 
172 Ibid., 350-352; Hazan, Moderation, 169. 
173 Hazan, Moderation, 169-171; Shapira, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 460-463; Protocol of Gordonia 
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ידי אחדות העבודה בתשרי תרפ"ט-ב. כצנלסון ואושרה על ; LA 405 IV, File 4;  ,המצע לאיחוד", הפועל הצעיר"
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unification bears the indelible mark of Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s socialist views, perhaps a 

sign of its future dominance in Mapai.175  

In summing up the legacy of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Chazan notes the following themes: 

(1) the party character and framework – the centrality of the individual, the preference 

for small steps, elitist tendencies, the party organ and a gallery of talented individuals 

which included Sprinzak, Arlosoroff and Kaplan; (2) a constructivist view of Zionist 

realization which sanctified self-labor, Jewish immigration, land purchase and 

settlement as the main components of Zionist of action, ideology and labor politics; 

(3) a collaborative attitude toward other bodies and organizations – a desire to limit 

internal public controversy in the yishuv, an appreciation of the importance of 

Weizmann’s role as the leader of the Zionist movement, an awareness of the 

important link between the realization of Zionist goals and the movement’s ties with 

Great Britain and an optimistic view regarding an agreement with the Arabs and (4) 

political moderation – the attempt to minimize the detrimental effects of the demand 

for a Jewish majority without actually rejecting the idea, the avoidance of ideological 

or political actions that smacked of a desire to hasten an ultimate solution, the 

acceptance of the necessity of defense, and the distaste for any admiration of 

militarism or use of force.176 This could almost serve as a dictionary definition of 

Weizmannism, and with the party’s assimilation into Mapai, one of the bastions of 

support for Weizmann and Weizmannism lost its separate organizational identity at 

precisely the time when the Zionist movement was challenged from without and 

within. 
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Chapter 5: “Weizmannism” and Aḥdut ha-Avodah 

Early Contacts 

In contrast to Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir which served as the mainstay of support for 

Weizmannist policies, Aḥdut ha-Avodah was often in the opposition.1 Much of the 

reason for this had to do with the basic nature of the party. As a Marxist movement 

that aspired to create a workers’ society in Palestine, the party had considerable 

difficulty (and limited interest) in cooperating with bourgeois groups and leaders. 

Organizationally, it aspired to unite workers into a body that would control Jewish 

settlement of the country. Ideologically, it opposed imperialism and colonialism, and 

viewed the Arab question in class terms. This often led the party to adopt critical 

views toward Great Britain as will be seen below. Powerful leaders, the like of David 

Ben-Gurion, Berl Katznelson and Yitẓḥak Tabenkin needed outlets for their energies, 

independent of the Zionist Organization, which was under the Weizmann’s watchful 

hand. Thus, for ideological, organizational and personal reasons, Aḥdut ha-Avodah 

clashed with the pragmatic and gradualist approach of Weizmann on almost every 

central issue. In 1931, Aḥdut ha-Avodah became the dominant partner in the unified 

Mapai (Mifleget Po’alei Ereẓ Israel), which set as its goal the domination of the 

Zionist Organization. This would have a critical and lasting effect on the leadership 

and policy of the Zionist movement. 

The process of forming Aḥdut ha-Avodah began with the meeting, within the 

framework of the Jewish Legion, of Palestinian Jewish workers from Po’alei Zion, 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and a group of “non-partisans” who, though lacking a party 

structure, shared a common view which served as a kind of unwritten political 

platform.2 The latter group, led by Berl Katznelson, Yiẓḥak Tabenkin, David Remez 

                                                 
1 This discussion relies heavily on:  יוסף גורני, אחדות עבודה 1919-1930: היסודות הרעיוניים והשיטה המדינית

(תשל"ג ,אביב: אוניברסיטת תל אביב והקבוץ המאוחד-תל)  (hereafter Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah); Goldstein, 

Mapai Formation;  עם  :אביב-תל) 1936 - 1930התגבשות מדיניותה  –יעקב גולדשטיין, בדרך להגמוניה: מפא"י
(תש"ם, תרבות וחינוך -עובד   (hereafter Goldstein, Mapai Hegemony); Yonathan Shapiro, The Israel 

Labour Party: 1919-1930 (London: Sage, 1976). 
2 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 17, 336;  ברל כצנלסון, "פרקים לתולדות תנועת הפועלים", כתבי ב. כצנלסון, מהדורה

188(, כרך י"א, תש"י-ישראל, תש"ה-אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ-תל) כרכים 12שניה,   (hereafter Katznelson, 

Writings); ישראל ואיחוד עולמי פועלי ציון -פלגת פועלי ארץאביב: מ-צבי, פועלי ציון בעליה השניה )תל-יצחק בן
200(, 1950, >צ.ס.< התאחדות ; The desire for labor unity began earlier, with the formation of Agricultural 

Unions in the Galilee and Judea in 1911. See תלא' ) , כרךישראלית-רסלבסקי, תנועת הפועלים הארץמשה ב-
115-111(, תשט"והקיבוץ המאוחד, אביב:   and ישראל, כרך א' )תל-שושן, תולדות תנועת הפועלים בארץ-צבי אבן-

208-171אביב: עם עובד, תשכ"ג(,   (hereafter Even Shoshan, Workers’ Movement in Palestine). This has 

been questioned by Israel Kolatt: 1905-ישראל -ישראל קולת, "אידיאולוגיה ומציאות בתנועת העבודה בארץ
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and Shemuel Yavne’eli, labored incessantly for unity within the labor movement in 

Palestine and its unification into one party.3 The importance of the common 

experience in bringing the party leaders together is illustrated by Berl’s recollection 

that before Ben-Gurion’s departure for America in 1915, the two never really got to 

know each other. Once they walked together all the way to Jaffa4 but couldn’t find a 

topic to discuss. When Ben-Gurion returned from America as a member of the Jewish 

Legion, he fell ill and had to rest in hospital. There he received a copy of Ha-Avodah, 

in which Berl’s article “Facing the Days Ahead” appeared and after reading it he said 

“If this book expresses the views of the workers in Palestine, what reason do we have 

to be divided even for a moment?” In Egypt the two developed a close relationship.5 

Eliyahu Golomb also reported that in the Legion, the leaders of the various labor 

factions discussed extensively the issue of unification.6 

In the wake of the Balfour Declaration and the British conquest of Palestine, leaders 

of both Po’alei Zion and the “non-partisans” were overcome by almost messianic 

expectations. In the words of Yavne’eli: “In the movement of rebirth that has been 

aroused within the Jewish People during the last generation, we see the first stage in 

the realization of the messianic idea. The End! This magic word that we have refused 

to let slip from our lips shall be voiced today.” After listing all of the signs of 

redemption – the Zionist movement’s accomplishments in settlement, in policy and in 

the unification of the people, he noted 

…the creation of a Hebrew army is the last and most pronounced sign that the 

End of Days is near. Every Jewish soldier in the Hebrew camp fulfills the 

messianic idea. The creation of a Hebrew military force is the elimination of 

the exile and its utter negation, the renewal of historic life after a long 

interruption and the return of the Pride of Judah.7 

 

Ẓevi Schatz, a member of the same group proclaimed: “Volunteering [for the Jewish 

Legion] is the start of a revolutionary movement among our people…a selection of 

                                                 
(,1965", )חיבור לשם תואר ד"ר לפילוסופיה, האוניברסיטה העברית, 1919  chapter 6. See Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 
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3 Even-Shoshan, vol. 1, 165-171; Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 18. 
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our youth are going to war, many of them will fall. The rage will pass, the cannons 

will fall silent, and a new war will likely break out within a short time, the war for the 

nationalization of the land.”8 Katznelson evinced a similar spirit: “I am not so naïve as 

to hope that I will witness the perfection of mankind, but I do believe in a supreme 

awakening, which elevates the individual and the public.” This also appeared to be the 

course history was taking: 

And I still hold the view that there is a history in this world, whose decrees 

and commands and paths are unknown to us, and it murmurs to me that this is 

the road that history has chosen to test the strength and the enthusiasm of the 

people. Would it be honest of me to deride this enthusiasm? No, no such man 

am I!9 

 

Such messianic overtones were expressed by leaders of Po’alei Zion as well. David 

Ben-Gurion saw in the current developments the active hand of history. In the last 

conference of Po’alei Zion before the establishment of Aḥdut ha-Avodah, he claimed: 

“we must plan all of our work in the country in light of the hope for the future and the 

responsibility placed upon us by history.”10 Both he and Izhak Ben-Zvi viewed the 

Balfour Declaration as a necessary revelation of historical justice.11 Like Berl, Ben-

Gurion believed that the Jewish people, and especially the workers’ movement, had to 

prepare themselves for the historical Day of Judgment which would follow the end of 

the war.12 The sense of the approaching End of Days can be seen in the words of 

Raḥel Yanait (later Ben-Zvi): “This time, we proceed with an awareness of the 

importance and the necessity of this critical step…this is an end to slow creeping and 

to a state of transience and uncertainty; we abandon the small trails and set out on the 

main road.”13 Volunteering for the Jewish Legion was perceived as the beginning of a 

national and social revolution among the Jewish people.14 

Common to these views was a belief in national activism, an aspiration to participate 

collectively in revolutionary events in order to reach national and political 

                                                 
 .צבי שץ, "על הסף", בתוך בעבודה: קונטרס חברים )יפו: הסתדרות הפועלים החקלאיים בארץ ישראל, תרע"ח(, 90 8
9 Shapira, Berl, 79; Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 19-20; Katznelson to Mordechai Kushnir, Mid-Sivan 5678, 
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objectives.15 Realization of such goals necessitated a unification of labor forces. This 

revolutionary approach and subsequent drive towards labor unification would leave a 

clear mark on Po’alei Zion and Aḥdut ha-Avodah in the years to come, and set them 

apart from the non-messianic, evolutionary and moderate views of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir. 

For the former groups, the campaign to mobilize Zionist workers in Palestine for the 

Jewish Legion was the first political expression of this activist view. It was felt that 

participation in the conquest of Palestine through the creation of a Jewish military unit 

would provide some guarantee for Zionist political success in the future. Volunteering 

for the legion was seen as an important political step that would advance the 

implementation of the Balfour Declaration.16 Conversely, as noted above, Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir leaders generally opposed volunteering for the legion, and not surprisingly, 

also refrained from merging into a united labor party at this time. 

The drive for labor unity led Po’alei Zion and the non-partisan group to merge into 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah in March 1919. Not wanting to limit new membership, the united 

party refused to adopt a clear and well-defined ideology. However, as Gorny notes, 

three key ideas stood at its ideological core: political activism with messianic 

overtones, constructivist socialism and overall unity of the labor movement.17 At the 

founding convention held from March 28-April 1, 1919, key speakers described the 

new organization as something much broader than a political party. In the words of 

Berl Katznelson: 

This union is not going to make us one sect, one religion or one sociological 

church, and neither is it going to be a political party. The central aim of a 

political party in our day is to gain political power, and change the society by 

seizing the institutions of government…. In the labor movement in Palestine, 

which is engaged in building a nation, such political activity, though 

important, is by no means the essence of our movement. We desire to create 

life itself in its wide scope and all its different aspects. This can be done only 

if we take care of all details of the worker’s life, through ongoing pioneering 

and ceaseless personal activity…each member taking charge of all aspects of 

everyday life, and doing it day after day.18 

                                                 
15 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 20. 
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Tabenkin explained that the aim was not just to lead a class but to lead the nation, 

“and not just to lead the nation but to be the entire nation, to create a working Hebrew 

nation.”19 The proposed platform for the new party opened with the words: 

The labor movement in Eretz Israel is a branch of the socialist labor 

movement in the world, which aspires to redeem the individual fully from the 

oppression of the existing order in which private capital rules over the life of 

the nation, economic and cultural creativity and relations between nations and 

countries…The labor movement in Eretz Israel is a branch of the Zionist 

movement of the Hebrew nation, which yearns for the redemption of the 

people of Israel from exile. Its aspiration: The revival of the nation of Israel, 

returning to its land in great numbers, clinging to its earth, creating its 

settlement and its labor and becoming a free nation which rules in its land, 

speaking in its own Hebrew language, arranging its own life and creating and 

developing its material and spiritual possessions.20 

  

From its inception, the activist and messianic forces within Aḥdut ha-Avodah drove it 

to seek control over the entire Zionist movement, to lead it politically and determine 

the character of the nascent Jewish yishuv.21 This can already be seen in the 

assumption by Po’alei Zion in Palestine in 1907 that the Jewish labor class in the 

country was the only social class with the objective characteristics necessary to realize 

socialist and nationalist ideals, as opposed to the individualist and competitive traits 

of the middle class. Thus, the proletariat with its collectivist nature was the proper and 

only expression of the general national will.22 Ben-Gurion developed this idea further 

in 1911: “Of all the sects and classes of the nation, the worker is unique because all of 

his interests and needs coincide with the building and needs of the nation. The 

interests of the workers and the general national interests are identical.”23 As 

examples of this identity of interest, labor leaders could point to the creation of the 

                                                 
19 Minutes of the Inaugural Convention of Aḥdut ha-Avodah, 28 March – 1 April 1919, Aḥdut ha-

Avodah Papers, LA File 43. 
20 See  התאחדות מעמד העובדים בא"י 'אחדות העבודה', הצעה לועידה הכללית של פועלי ארץ-ישראל", )יפו, סוף"

4-1העבודה, כרך א', -שבט תרע"ט(, ילקוט אחדות ; translated in Paul Mendes-Flohr and Jehuda Reinharz, 

eds., The Jew in the Modern World: A Documentary History, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1995), 585-587. Shapiro makes the claim that the organization avoided the term “socialism” and 

instead adhered to “social Zionism” (ציונות סוציאלית), noted in article 4 of the platform, which he then 

goes on to elaborate. See Shapiro, The Israeli Labour Party, 28-29. A closer reading of the text (pages 

2-3) reveals that the same adjective in Hebrew was used to describe “the socialist labor movement in 

the world” (תנועת העבודה הסוציאלית בעולם) and “socialist international” (אינטרנציונל הסוציאלי), and 

thus it would appear that this was simply the adjectival form used at that time. 
21 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 267. 
 .יצחק בן-צבי, "תפקידנו", ילקוט "האחדות", 612 22
 .דוד בן-גוריון, "הפקידות והפועלים," ילקוט "האחדות", 173-174  23
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Ha-Shomer defense organization, the adoption of Franz Oppenheimer’s program for 

cooperative agricultural settlement and labor’s consciousness of the importance of 

national capital in establishing a Jewish society in Palestine.24 At the last Po’alei Zion 

conference in 1919 Ben-Gurion demanded that the Zionist movement transfer 

exclusive control over the entire constructive enterprise in Palestine to the new labor 

federation that was in the process of formation. “This federation must be the sole 

contractor for all of the work undertaken by the Jewish people in Palestine.” In order 

that “Palestine be established on socialist foundations, our influence in the Zionist 

Organization must be expanded so that it will follow in our path, otherwise we will be 

lost.”25 The constructivist and socialist enterprise thus served as the basis for Aḥdut 

ha-Avodah’s claim to hegemony within the Zionist movement.26 At the Agricultural 

Conference on the eve the party’s inauguration, Berl proclaimed that the workers’ 

movement stood before a critical struggle over the character of the Zionist project. A 

war raged between two approaches: 

Will Zionism be established on man’s deprivation or on his independence? On 

the liberation of labor or on its subjugation? Will conditions arise that allow 

mass immigration? Will Jewish land be a national possession, an opportunity 

for every person who labors for his people or will it become a sport for 

speculators? Will the language and the culture be adopted by the entire people 

or only by a select few?... The supreme and ultimate nationalist view does not 

recognize two answers. 

 

Berl went on to call for the immediate unification of the labor movement as a pre-

condition for the realization of these principles in the Zionist movement.27 Tabenkin 

also envisioned a struggle for control of the Zionist movement, as he stated at the 

same conference: “We must now obtain the worker’s control of his own fate, at least 

internally within the movement if we are unable to win such control over the entire 

society at the present moment.”28 

Gorny identifies 4 major political principles in the ideology of Aḥdut ha-Avodah: (1) 

the establishment of the Zionist enterprise as a “state on the way,” leading eventually 

to the creation of a Jewish majority and sovereign state in Palestine; (2) the 

                                                 
 .דו"ח מן הוועידה הרביעית של ברית פועלי-ציון העולמית, האחדות, 46 )כ"ט אלול, תרע"ב( 24
 ."ילקוט האחדות", 583 25
26 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 266. 
27 Katznelson, Writings, vol. 1, 115. 
 .אחדות העבודה: קובץ, )יפו: התאחדות ציונית-סוציאלית של פועלי ארץ-ישראל אחדות העבודה, תרע"ט( 95 28
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maintenance of Zionism’s popular-democratic character politically and socially; (3) 

the adoption of an activist view which called for taking the initiative and creating new 

facts on the ground as opposed to merely reacting to events; and (4) the recognition 

that political and social action must be carried out by the Jewish people itself in 

Palestine and the diaspora. This essence of the party’s social activism was socialist: 

collective settlement on national land with the aid of national capital.29 

The party demanded the ultimate establishment of a Jewish state, though it was 

realized that this could take years, largely due to the pre-requisite of a Jewish majority 

in Palestine.30 In the meantime, the party envisioned that the Jews in Palestine would 

possess extensive autonomy. The Mandatory Administration would formally transfer 

authority over Jewish internal affairs to the representative Jewish bodies in the 

country, and these bodies would be able to pass laws and enforce their legislation on 

the entire Jewish population in Palestine.31 The party organ contended that the Jewish 

autonomous leadership in Palestine would have primary authority: “Neither the 

existing Zionist Organization, nor the world Jewish congress which is destined to 

replace the Zionist Congress, nor the local government can take the place of the 

General Federation of Jews in Palestine and perform its duties.” The editorial went on 

to divide responsibilities among the various governing bodies: the British government 

would be responsible for creating the political and legal conditions conducive to the 

development of the Jewish National Home, the Zionist Organization or world Jewish 

congress would raise the finances for mass immigration and land purchase, and the 

local organization of Palestinian Jewry would represent the interests of the Jewish 

residents and protect them.32 In Ben-Gurion’s view, this autonomy was not to be 

restricted to the communal level but rather was to extend over all areas with a Jewish 

majority; in places where the Jews were a minority, they would form a community 

which would be co-opted onto the autonomous body.33 By facilitating the creation of 

a Jewish majority in the country, autonomy served the final goal, which remained a 

                                                 
29 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 267-268. 
30 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 271-273;  הברית העולמית של הפועלים העברים הסוציאלים 'פועלי-ציון' מפלגת"

572-568 דמוקרטים באר"י )פועלי ציון(," ילקוט "האחדות",-הפועלים העברים הסוציאל "החלטות הועידה של  ;
607סוציאלית 'אחדות העבודה'", שם, -התאחדות ציונית , קונטרס, ט"ו )ל' תשרי גוריון, "לאספת הנבחרים"-דוד בן ;

33תר"פ(,  . 
31 Ben-Gurion, ibid., 34. 
 ."לאסיפה הלאומית", קונטרס, י"ד )י"ט תשרי תר"פ(: 4 32
 .דוד בן-גוריון, "לסדור האבטונומיה העברית", קונטרס, קי"ב )י"ז אדר תרפ"ב(: 4 33
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sovereign state. As Ben-Gurion stated at the 14th Zionist Congress in 1925: “Zionism 

is the building of a state. Without this substance, Zionism is empty, meaningless…. 

This conception of Zionism requires the creation of a Jewish majority in Palestine.”34 

Support for Jewish statehood with its requirement for a Jewish majority was voiced 

consistently by various party spokesmen throughout the 1920s, and in a secret 

memorandum to the Jewish Agency Executive after riots of 1929, Ben-Gurion noted: 

“the ingathering of the exiles, the concentration of the Jewish people in its land and 

national independence35 – this is the final stage in the realization of Zionism. The 

establishment of a Jewish majority in the country precedes this.”36 In his proposal for 

the unification of Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir in 1929, Katznelson noted 

that “the realization of Zionism means the return of the Jewish people in its masses to 

its homeland” and its “independent political existence in the entire expanse of Ereẓ 

Israel.”37 

The principle of maintaining Zionism as a popular-democratic movement involved the 

attempt to create an alternative to the Zionist Organization in an effort to reach a 

position of labor dominance. Gorny points out two stages in the “democratization” of 

the Zionist movement: the search during the years of the Third Aliyah for a broader 

and more popular organizational alternative, and after giving up on this idea, the 

attempt during the Fourth Aliyah to dominate the Zionist Organization from within.38 

The former can already be seen in the editorial from late 1919 noted above, which 

referred to a future world Jewish congress that was destined to replace the Zionist 

Congress.39 During the deliberations of the Po’alei Zion delegation to Palestine in 

early 1920, Ben-Gurion suggested that the time was right for the convention of a 

world congress of Hebrew workers for Palestine at which a program would be 

declared.40 His goal was not to create a class-based alternative but rather to unite all of 

the classes into a single organization that would ultimately be dominated by the 

workers. Thus, the national capital would finance constructivist activity of the 

                                                 
34 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 201-202. 
35 In the original: קוממיות ממלכתית. 
36 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 275-276;  דוד בין-גוריון, "על בטחון הישוב ותפקיד הסוכנות היהודית בשעה זו", ט"ו
 .LA 405/IV ,תשרי תר"ץ
37 Katznelson’s Draft of the Unification Platform, LA 404/IV, File 6. 
38 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 278. 
39 See note 32 above. 
ישיבה רביעית, 11.1.1920, משלחת פועלי-ציון בארץ-ישראל 1920, 2 כרכים, בעריכת חיים גולן )רמת אפעל: 1989,  40

46יד טבנקין(, כרך א',   (hereafter Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols). 
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working class in Palestine.41 A similar idea was raised by David Bloch (also known as 

Ephraim Blumenfeld) who suggested the creation of a world Jewish congress which 

would serve as the organizational basis for Jewish national activity. Once established, 

the new entity would be dominated by the workers. Taxes would be collected for 

constructive work in Palestine.42 Both men envisioned the involvement of the middle 

class, though the leadership would clearly be in the hands of the workers. In the words 

of Ben-Gurion: “We are not only a party of workers. My plan is a dictatorship of the 

Hebrew laborer in all of the national affairs of the Jewish people. And when the 

workers take control, they will tax the bourgeois for the benefit of all national 

interests.” Tabenkin expressed a similar position: “Our war is for the dictatorship over 

Zionism and this is possible as it is the only solution. This is a catastrophic moment 

for Palestine and the Jews here, and may necessitate a world Jewish congress, which 

would ensure competing and victorious factions.”43 

As Gorny notes, the term “dictatorship” should be understood as decisive and active 

leadership with the aim of transforming the national movement into some form of 

sovereign state. Noting the challenges yet to be faced, Ben-Gurion concluded: “Only a 

state can fulfill this. Therefore, we will be forced to develop the nation into a political 

force.”44 

Later that year, Ben-Zvi wrote that one of the partners in the realization of the Zionist 

enterprise was 

the Jewish people throughout the world, which voices its desire from our one 

and only global platform. Today, this is the Zionist platform, but tomorrow 

perhaps a more comprehensive and dependable one will be created, namely 

the world Jewish organization of the Jewish workers which is destined to be 

formed for the purpose of building our land.45 

 

The desire on the part of party spokesmen to create an alternative to the Zionist 

Organization was never translated into action, and it is doubtful whether the intention 

was to ever disband it. Indeed, at its Vienna Conference in September 1920 the World 

Alliance (or Federation) of Po’alei Zion split largely over the issue of participation in 

                                                 
41 31st Session, 17.3.1920, Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, vol. 1, 205. 
42 22nd Session, 29.2.1920, ibid., 138-140. 
43 30th Session, 16.3.1920, ibid., 195.  
44 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 269-270; 30th Session, 16.3.1920, Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, vol. 1, 

198. 
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the Zionist Congress, with Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Right Po’alei Zion, under Shelomo 

Kaplansky, uniting into the World Federation of Po’alei Zion which advocated the 

centrality of participation in the congress and constructive activity in Palestine.46 

Moreover, as seen from Ben-Gurion’s remarks in the meeting of the Po’alei Zion 

delegation, the establishment of a world Jewish congress was bound up with the 

establishment of a world Jewish workers’ organization that would turn into the 

authoritative political body.47 

The idea of a world Jewish congress was abandoned once it was seen to be unrealistic, 

but the search for an alternative to the Zionist leadership continued, especially in the 

mind of David Ben-Gurion, who suggested the creation of a parallel organization 

composed of those who carried out the practical work in Palestine, since the Zionist 

Organization had become 

an unnecessary and annoying obstacle between the people and those who 

bring Zionism to its fulfillment. The Jewish worker has been given the 

responsibility not only for his work, but for the entire project. The national 

resources must be transferred directly from the nation to the builders without 

middlemen, and the builders need to appear directly before the nation, without 

interpreters.48 

 

Ben-Gurion proposed that the Histadrut (Labor Federation) become a worldwide 

organization of those fulfilling the Zionist vision: “Until now most of us believed that 

the Zionist Organization was the conduit for the realization of Zionism and we 

planned all of our activities accordingly. This idea has been proven to be false. For me 

this is perfectly clear. We must find a different tool. The only instrument that can 

carry this out is the Labor Federation in Palestine.”49 Consequently, Ben-Gurion 

suggested to by-pass the Zionist Organization and appeal directly to world Jewry 

through the Histadrut for funds to finance the Zionist enterprise. Katznelson disagreed 

on this issue, and proclaimed on the eve of the 13th Zionist Congress: “With all of its 

                                                 
46 See Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 298-300; Shapiro, The Israeli Labour Party, 35-36;  ,ברוך בן-מאיר

9ביולי", קונטרס, מ"ט )ו' אלול תר"פ(:  27-"מוועידת פוע"צ בוינה, מכתב מן ה ההפרדה שלנו", צבי, "-יצחק בן ;
5קונטרס, נ"ב )כ"ט אלול תר"פ(:  ; Katznelson to the Executive of Aḥdut ha-Avodah, 16.8.1920, 

Katznelson, Letters, vol. 1, 136-138. Negotiations to merge with the Z.S. which had split off from 

Ẓe’irei Ẓion at the Kharkov Conference in May 1920 continued until August 1925 when it merged into 

the World Federation of Po’alei Zion-Z.S. 
47 See note 40 above. 
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faults, the Zionist Congress is the sole supreme body of the Nation.”50 Ben-Gurion 

continued to support the idea of an alternative, but his views represented a minority 

view in the party.51 

Moshe Beilinson suggested the opposite approach to Ben-Gurion: instead of 

separating from the Zionist Organization, Beilinson proposed that the party integrate 

fully and rise to a position of leadership in order to further its key interests: mass 

settlement and productivization. This would not be done through class warfare. “Not 

class interests but rather matters pertaining to the building the land, these are what 

determine the movement’s methods and tactics.” This would be the only way for the 

worker’s movement to gain “the right to be the legitimate heir to the Zionist Congress 

as the leader of the of the Jewish liberation movement and to appear as the living 

center of the Jewish revolution.” The path to hegemony in the Zionist movement 

would lead to the establishment of “an authentic Jewish workers’ movement and to 

the realization of organic socialism,” which was the correct expression of Zionism in 

general.52 Gorny notes that the idea of “organic socialism” was intended to serve as an 

ideological basis for integration into the Zionist movement, which would serve the 

interests of the entire Jewish people. This view emphasized national unity despite 

class differences within the Zionist movement.53 

Friction between Aḥdut ha-Avodah and the Zionist leadership developed almost 

immediately. The Zionist Commission, which came to Palestine in 1918, provided the 

first opportunity. From the start, it was identified closely with Weizmann and the 

ZE.54 Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s criticism of this body can be seen clearly in the report 

presented by the mission of the World Alliance of Po’alei Zion to Palestine in 1920, 

in which considerable attention was devoted to the Zionist Commission. 55 Notable 

                                                 
 .ברל כצנלסון, "ערב הקונגרס", קונטרס, קכ"ח )ג' סיון תרפ"ג(: 3 50
51 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 280-283. 
 .משה בילינסון, "התנועה הציונית והסתדרות העובדים", קונטרס, קצ"ב )י' חשון תרפ"ה(: 7 52
53 Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 283-284. 
54 On the appointment and composition of the Zionist Commission see Friesel, Zionist Policy, 36-45. 

Friesel notes the general criticism voiced by leaders of the yishuv against the commission, see pp. 114-

115. Members included: Weizmann, Joseph Cowen, Dr. David Eder, Leon Simon, Angelo Levi 

Bianchini (Italy) and Sylvian Levy (France). 
55 The full report appeared in Yiddish (-די ארץ-ישראל-ארבייט: דין וחשבון פון דער ארץ-ישראל-ארבטטטער

ציון, יפו: תר"ף-פועלי קאמיסיע פונ'ם אלוועלטליכען יודישען סאציאליסטישען ארבייטערפערבאנד ) and was 

translated into Hebrew only many years later. See Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, vol. 2. An 

abridged Hebrew version appeared in Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s journal in 1920,  ,האדמה: קובץ לענייני הישוב
העבודה, כרך א'-ילקוט אחדות and parts of this were reproduced in ט' )סיון תר"פ( . The purpose of the 
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members of the delegation included: Zalman Rubashov (later Shazar), Izhak Ben-Zvi, 

David Ben-Gurion, Yitẓḥak Tabenkin and Shemuel Yavne’eli. Describing the 

difficulties of the yishuv in 1920 Ben-Zvi stated that: “The Zionist Commission was 

blind and weak. It remained short-sighted or inexcusably indifferent. The first and 

only organization to advocate an energetic struggle against the local administration 

and to wage a systematic battle was Aḥdut ha-Avodah.”56 A separate chapter in the 

report dealt specifically with the commission: 

The trust placed by the yishuv in the Zionist Commission was very great, and 

it would have been possible to work successfully. The entire yishuv waited 

impatiently for the Zionist Commission as the first expression of the great 

colonizing effort which was to begin immediately, and it was prepared to 

support the commission with all of its power. However, the first actions of this 

long-awaited commission fell short of the expectations. The members of this 

commission, who held the fate of the yishuv in their hands, turned out to be 

alien officials who know little about matters of the yishuv and are very distant 

from the spiritual world of the productive sectors in the country. …they 

regarded the local Jews with great suspicion and didn’t consult with them or 

listen to any of their suggestions.57 
In the area of politics, the commission should have looked primarily for 

avenues of communication with the masses of Arab workers in order to 

explain to them the goals of Zionism and seek peaceful relations and mutual 

help…Instead of an attempt to explain to the Arab population our true goals 

and the criminal demagoguery of the Arab effendis, they worked incessantly at 

calming the Jewish settlement.58 

 

The commission did not support the yishuv in its efforts to gain entry to the local 

administration and government, police or public works, and supported the limitation 

of Jewish immigration. To curry favor with the British, it complied with regulations 

prohibiting the singing of Ha-Tikvah or displaying the Zionist flag in public places. 

When it was decided to co-opt representatives from the yishuv, the commission’s 

chairman took action to ensure that most would come from the ultra-orthodox 

community in Jerusalem. In an effort to cause division among the workers, the 

commission offered preferential treatment to Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, supporting its party 

organ financially and awarding it the monopoly over railroad works. The commission 

                                                 
mission was to examine the possibility of creating a Jewish socialist society in Palestine within ten 

years. See Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 130. 
  .יצחק בן-בצי, "די פאליטישע סיטואציע", די ארץ-ישראל-ארבייט, 170 56
 ."דער ועד הצירים", די ארץ-ישראל-ארבייט, 180-181 57
58 Ibid.,183-184. 
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was also criticized for failing to support foreign volunteers in the Jewish Legion who 

wished to be released in Palestine instead of returning abroad, or to provide assistance 

to demobilized soldiers, many of whom subsequently left the country due to lack of 

employment.59 

Yavne’eli complained that 

at the most difficult moments in the yishuv, the Zionist Commission failed to 

realize the extent of its responsibility and refused to provide people and means 

to defend the Galilee when the dangerous situation was initially 

discovered…Only after months of negotiations and countless attempts by our 

comrades to bring the commission to an understanding of the seriousness of 

the situation, after their announcement that they would not leave the positions, 

after long weeks of drawn out expectations and courageous defense in the face 

of many attacks, did the commission finally agree to provide assistance to our 

embattled comrades in the Galilee. However, this came too late. 

 

He also criticized the ZE for failing to appreciate and support the Jewish Legion and 

demanded that it press the British to punish the perpetrators of the Nebi Musa Riots 

(April 1920) and release the members of the Haganah who had been arrested for 

organizing self-defense.60 

 Katznelson took the commission to task as an “anti-nationalist instrument” and “a 

foreign and alien institution” which continued the paternalistic traditions of 

organizations such as the Alliance Israélite Universelle and the Joint Distribution 

Committee. “There have never been years as bad for practical work as these; never 

have the representatives of the national institutions who reside here been so alien to 

the life of the yishuv as in the days of the tourists of the Zionist Commission.” The 

commission failed to recognize the important forces developing in the country: the 

organized labor movement, the mobilization for the Jewish Legion and the drive for a 

representative body.61 Relating to the commission’s policy, Tabenkin complained that 

“the Zionist executive is not interested in the profits of work but with momentary 

gains.” 62 

Other researchers have claimed that the Commission did not attach primary 

importance to the collective kevuẓot and limited the amount of funds it was willing to 

                                                 
59 Ibid., 184-188. 
 .שמואל יבנאלי, "דרישות השעה מאת הוועד הפועל הציוני", כתבים, כרך א', 52-54 60
61 Katznelson, Writings, vol. 1, 235-237. 
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provide. It also demanded control over funds allocated to labor organizations, and 

claimed that the workers were inefficient in their economic practices. Labor was 

unwilling to submit to external control and asserted that the success of agricultural 

settlement in Palestine should be measured not by business criteria but by its success 

in realizing social and ideological goals such as the creation of settlements and a class 

or workers cultivating the soil.63 In one case, the Commission cut the budget to Labor 

organizations, even though it had been approved by the ZE in London. As there were 

two labor exchanges, one run by Aḥdut ha-Avodah and another by Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, 

the Commission refused to fund either and contended that it should bear the 

responsibility for such bodies. This was viewed by labor leaders as an attempt by the 

capitalists abroad to control labor in Palestine.64 

The primary argument however was not with the Zionist Commission, but with the 

ZE in London. The London Jahreskonferenz of July 1920 served as a forum for the 

clash of ideologies and approaches. Berl, who attended the conference, wrote a 

scathing critique of the ZE and its policy. Of Weizmann’s address he wrote: 

Instead of surveying what has been done, instead of examining the political 

methods and principles of settlement, the leader presented his audience with 

an indictment of [the Jewish settlement in] Palestine whose iniquities are too 

heavy to bear. It takes itself “too seriously,” it lacks patience and a sense of 

proportion, it is excitable and given to exaggeration, it cannot distinguish 

between the sublime and the absurd, it is boisterous and it is fragmented into 

parties. 

Nowhere did Weizmann mention the yishuv’s achievements, the Jewish Legion, the 

stand at Tel Hai, the defense of Jerusalem or the elections to the Asefat ha-

                                                 
63 Shapiro, The Israeli Labour Party, 24-25; The Zionist Commission was indeed limited in the amount 

it could allocate to agricultural settlement. Alex Bein claims that due to the wide scope of its activities, 

only 12.5% of its total expenditures from 1918-1921 was budgeted for such activity. See Alex Bein, 

The Return to the Soil: A History of Jewish Settlement in Israel (Jerusalem: Youth and Hechalutz 

Department of the Zionist Organisation, 1952), 190; However, Hagit Lavsky, relying on the 

commission’s financial reports, shows that expenditures for agricultural settlement were actually much 

higher, averaging close to 24% of the budget during the entire period of April 1918 to September 1921 

and were second in size only to education. During the last 12 months, funds were apparently 

insufficient to cover the settlement program that had been conceived the previous year, and as a result 

settlement was almost completely frozen. See  1918-חגית לבסקי, יסודות התקציב למפעל הציוני: ועד הצירים
71-68, תשמ"א(, צבי-יד יצחק בן)ירושלים:  1921 . Lavsky shows that due to a lack of funds from of the ZE, 

the Zionist Commission was unable to carry out its programs to the full extent. What was done fell 

considerably short of labor expectations. In fact, despite labor's view that the commission impeded 

labor settlement, the commission did all in its power to further such activity. See Lavsky, 140-173, 200. 
64 Rosenthal to the Members of the AC, 18.10.1919, LA Aḥdut ha-Avodah Papers, 73;  הועידה"
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Nivḥarim.65 The Zionist Organization, in his opinion, had become a middle-class 

party across Eastern Europe. In contrast, and perhaps as an alternative to the Zionist 

Organization, stood the Jewish workers community in Palestine, which “had its own 

backbone” and was the source of an emerging nationalist identity. 

In this small settlement, considerable sensitivity has evolved regarding any 

expressions of humiliation or subjugation. People demonstrate courage, 

impatience and a desire to hasten the ultimate solution; in short, revolutionary 

traits. In this settlement, the attitude toward Zionism is being forged, one of 

complete independence as a personal matter and a personal need. 

 

As opposed to this revolutionary position, the Zionist leadership, he noted, expressed 

a gradualist view, as seen in Weizmann’s remarks at the Jahreskonferenz: “I do not 

say that we are expected to make Palestine a Jewish country in the next few months, 

or the next few years.”66 

Party leaders were disappointed with the Jahreskonferenz for other reasons as well. 

Several decisions indeed supported Labor interests, for example that land purchased 

by the Zionist Organization for the Jewish National Fund would remain the eternal 

property of the Jewish people. The conference also decided to establish the Keren 

Hayesod or Foundation Fund to be supported by donations, and to support 

development in Palestine according to national interests, not prospects for 

profitability. Moreover, the worker’s organizations were given formal recognition as 

the representatives of the laborers in Palestine, and the Zionist Organization agreed to 

cooperate with them and their projects. On the broader level however, labor hopes 

were disappointed. The conference rejected Labor’s position that only public funds 

should be invested in Palestine and refused to support the building of a socialist, 

rather than a capitalist economy in the country. Labor politicians may also have been 

disappointed by the peripheral role that they played at the conference, which was 

concerned with a wide range of major issues facing the movement.67 

                                                 
65 Katznelson, Writings, vol. 1, 231-232. 
66 Ibid., 233-238. The quote from Weizmann’s address at the 1920 Jahreskonferenz is from Chaim 

Weizmann, “Rebuilding the Jewish National Home,” WP, vol. 1, 292. Cv. Weizmann’s criticism of the 

labor settlement in Palestine above. 
67 Katznelson, ibid., 240-261; See Shapiro, The Israeli Labour Party, 38. 
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In short, at the beginning of the 1920s, Aḥdut ha-Avodah was considerably removed 

from the major ideas and positions of Weizmannism. It aspired to broad, 

revolutionary and relatively immediate goals – a workers’ society, a Jewish majority 

and a Jewish state in Palestine. It called for a more assertive Zionist approach to the 

British Administration over issues such as the Jewish Legion, the limitation of Jewish 

immigration, public expressions of Jewish nationalism and punishment of Arab 

rioters. In order to realize its goals, the party sought alternatives to the Zionist 

Organization and the Zionist Congress, and later aspired to take over the leadership of 

the Zionist Organization. Thus, at the beginning of our examination, the party served 

as the major ideological and political opposition to the ZE, led by Weizmann and his 

associates.68 

 

Policy toward Britain and the Arabs 

The attitude of Aḥdut ha-Avodah to the Arabs in Palestine derived from these general 

ideological positions. On one hand, the activist aspiration of creating a Jewish 

majority and sovereign state in a land that held an Arab majority required that Jewish 

national interests be given the highest priority and led to confrontation with the Arab 

nationalist movement. On the other hand, socialist ideology revolved around the 

principle of worker solidarity. In the context of the party’s position on the Arab 

question, this translated into two basic principles: the exclusive national right of the 

Jewish people to Palestine with the Arabs defined as a national minority, and the 

avoidance of dispossession of Arab tenant farmers. The resulting ambivalence toward 

the Arab question characterized Aḥdut ha-Avodah throughout the 1920s.69 

This can already be seen in the debates of the Po’alei Zion delegation in early 1920. 

Tabenkin had dour forebodings: “Political considerations force our leaders, both 

socialist and Zionist, to mislead public opinion into the utopian conviction that we can 

settle here in peace with the Arabs. As we consolidate our position here we will 

encounter a foreign and hostile element in which a jealous hatred has been ignited.” 

He criticized the way in which Jewish settlers purchased land from the local 

population, which sometimes led to the dispossession of Arab farmers and created an 

alliance between Jewish farmers and Arab landowners. The influx of capital from 

                                                 
68 Goldstein makes a similar observation, see Mapai Formation, 25. 
69 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 132. 
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Jewish land purchase would not stimulate the Arab economy as the sellers used the 

money for private purposes such as the purchase of additional wives, and the sale of 

their possessions only fed their animosity toward the Jews.70 Though it was possible 

to compromise on the method of land purchase, no such compromise could be made 

regarding the national right to the land. “No force in the world can facilitate a 

compromise between us and the Arabs unless we base our position in the country on 

national power. It would be utopian to believe that Zionism could be realized without 

a large-scale Jewish settlement.”71 

In the list of political demands at the end of the delegation’s report, the predominance 

of Jewish national rights can be clearly seen, alongside the recognition of autonomous 

status for the Arab population and expressions of labor solidarity (see Appendix C). 

Early on, the party looked for organizational frameworks in which Arabs and Jews 

could maintain contact. Izhak Ben-Zvi hoped that the advisory council proposed by 

the High Commissioner in 1920 would serve as a place to meet “all factions, religions 

and classes of the people residing in the country, a people whose influence is of great 

importance at present since it lives in proximity to our building endeavor and to a 

certain extent is a partner in it.” Nothing came of this idea, and within a few months 

he adopted the prevalent view in the party that cooperation could only be established 

on the basis of class.72 However, the party shied away from the actual implementation 

of this view in December 1920 when the proposal to create a separate trade union for 

Arab railway workers was rejected in the Histadrut executive.73 Some leaders, for 

example Ben-Gurion, were optimistic about the possibility of cooperation between 

Jews and Arabs, suggesting practical measures such as Arab participation in public 

work projects with equal pay, membership in the Histadrut sick fund, organization of 

Arab trade unions and cooperation between Arab villages and nearby Jewish 

                                                 
70 17th Session, 26.2.1920, Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, vol. 1, 116-117. Cv.  ,יצחק טבנקין, דברים

30-28(, כרך א', 1985-1967תל אביב: הקיבוץ המאוחד, )כרכים  7 . 
71 30th Session, 16.3.1920, Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, 195-196. 
 ,Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs ;יצחק בן-צבי, "המועצה הישראלית", קונטרס, נ"ח )כ"ד בחשון תרפ"א(: 7 72

133. Gorny notes that Ben-Zvi did not view the Arabs in Palestine as a national group. Ben-Zvi wrote 

in 1921: “the Palestinian Arab community is not part of the Arab people or the Syrian people nor is it a 

nation in its own right; it is made up of eleven ethnic communities and of numerous smaller sects,” see 

א(, תרפ"עבודההוצאת צבי, התנועה הערבית )יפו: -יצחק בן . 
73 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 134;  פרוטוקול הועד הפועל של ההסתדרות, כרך א', 1920-1921, ישיבה מיום

30.11.1920 ,2-1 . 
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agricultural settlements.74 Moshe Shertok was more skeptical, claiming that neither 

Arabs nor Jews were ready for cooperation and that the Arab workers, and not only 

the effendis, were hostile to the Jewish population.75 

All rejected the notion that Arab opposition to Zionism originated from nationalist 

motives, since Aḥdut ha-Avodah leaders generally denied the existence of an Arab 

nationalist movement in Palestine during the first half of the 1920s. Arab violence, 

including the riots of 1920 and 1921, was understood as the work of savages and 

thieves. This was given a class interpretation, according to which the wealthy 

landowners or effendis, fearing that progressive Jewish settlement would undermine 

their ability to exploit the Arab fellaḥin, incited Arab masses against the Jewish 

population.76  

The British Military Government itself was also seen to be part of the problem. The 

demobilization of the Jewish Legion and the ban on Jewish immigration created the 

impression that the British supported the local Arab population, and the arrest of 

Jabotinsky and other Jewish defenders after the Nebi Musa riots of 1920 seemed 

totally unfair. Criticism of the British administration was not limited to Aḥdut ha-

Avodah, but the party’s condemnation of the British was especially harsh. The party 

executive demanded that the military authorities be put on trial for failing to halt the 

hostile propaganda and incitement to riot, giving permission to hold anti-Zionist 

demonstrations even when they proved to be dangerous to the Jewish population, 

failing to arrest the main inciters or put a stop to their activity, failing to intervene 

after individual acts of violence were carried out against Jews or after the beginning 

of the riot, allowing Arab police to participate in the riots instead of reassigning them 

to other duties, preventing Jewish defense groups from entering the Old City in order 

to help protect the Jewish population, refusing to allow Jews to join the police force, 

and failing to investigate the crimes or detain suspected perpetrators. In addition to the 

public trial, the executive demanded the establishment of Jewish defense units 

throughout the country and the opening the gates of Palestine to free Jewish 

immigration.77 Describing the 1920 riots in Jerusalem, Katznelson wrote 

                                                 
 .קונטרס, צ"א )אב תרפ"א( 74
75 Shertok to Ben-Gurion, 24.9.1921, BGA 104/IV, file 6. 
76 Shabtai Teveth, Ben-Gurion and the Palestinian Arabs: From Peace to War (Oxford and New York: 

Oxford University Press, 1985), 48-49. 
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Instead of street riots and knife stabbings by a frenzied mob, wild and incited, 

this was a political pogrom, well-planned, in the light of day, by well-dressed 

individuals who carry out the instructions of the authorities…. Indeed the 

rioters are correct [in their claim that] now every resident of the country will 

see clearly that the government is with us.78 

 

Tabenkin, referring to the military administration, charged that “this government has 

declared open war against the Jews in Palestine.”79 In a telegram to the London Daily 

Herald, Ben-Gurion demanded that the Chief Administrator, Lt. General Sir Louis 

Bols, and the Governor of Jerusalem, Sir Ronald Storrs, be removed from their posts 

due to their responsibility for the riots in Jerusalem.80 

Party representatives at the Va’ad Le’ummi called on the British Administration to 

put down the riots that broke out on May 1, 1921 with a heavy hand, and to punish the 

offenders.81 The party also insisted that a Jewish military force should be established 

to protect the Jewish community and ensure immigration.82 Ben-Gurion summed up 

the party’s position: “No diplomatic relations nor British nor Arab diplomacy can 

save us from pogroms. In order to save ourselves we must organize and defend our 

lives. And it is our duty, in order to help ourselves, to raise the living standards of the 

Arab.”83 As Gorny notes, this “two-way activism” combined a strong policy against 

Arab rioters with a desire to seek avenues of cooperation with Arab workers on the 

basis of class identity.84 

Indeed, as opposed to Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir , it appears that following the riots of May 

1921, Aḥdut ha-Avodah was preoccupied with the need to enhance the yishuv’s 

                                                 
  .ברל כצנלסון, "בימי ירושלים", ילקוט אחדות-העבודה, כרך א', 230 78
 The British assessment of the riots was .יצחק טבנקין, "עת-פעולה", ילקוט אחדות-העבודה, כרך א', 237 79

quite different. Already in 1919, British officers noted large-scale Arab opposition to the Balfour 

Declaration, Jewish immigration and the policy of creating a Jewish National Home. See Storrs letter 

of March 1919 and Clayton’s telegram of March 26, 1919, NA FO 371/4253. See also Teveth, Ben-

Gurion and the Palestinian Arabs, 49-50. 
80 Daily Herald, 9.4.1920. 
 .פרוטוקולים של אסיפת הועד הלאומי, שנת תרפ"א, ישיבה מיום 16-17.5.1921 81
82 At the AC meeting in Prague on July 16, 1921, Aḥdut ha-Avodah delegates supported the renewal of 

a Jewish battalion. See: Sprinzak to the Central Office of Ha-Po’el Ha-Ẓa’ir , 11 Tamuz 5681, Sprinzak 

Letters, vol. 1, 227. 
83 See Ben-Gurion’s speech: 16-17.5.1921 פרוטוקולים של אסיפת הועד הלאומי, שנת תרפ"א, ישיבה מיום. See 

also speeches by Ben-Zvi and Tabenkin. 
84 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 136. 
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security.85 Not only Eliyahu Golomb, the Haganah leader, was concerned.86 At the 

12th Zionist Congress Katznelson noted that “the most critical political activity for us 

at present is renewed immigration, the expansion of He-Ḥalutz [pioneering youth 

movement], the strengthening of our security and the consolidation of our position in 

our country.”87 

At the same time, Ben-Gurion was planning for cooperation with the Arab population. 

In the summer of 1921, he published a short proposal for the upcoming party 

conference, entitled “Relations with our Neighbors.” 

The establishment of comradely relations between Hebrew workers and the 

masses of Arab laborers, grounded in common economic, political and cultural 

action is an essential condition for our redemption as a free working people, 

and the liberation of the working Arab people from servitude to its oppressors 

and exploiters – the ruling propertied landowners. The task of laying the 

groundwork for common action belongs to the Hebrew worker…who must 

stand at the vanguard of the movement of liberation and reawakening of the 

Near Eastern peoples. 

 

The first step would be the inclusion of Arab work groups in government public 

works contracts won by the Histadrut, at the same salaries and conditions offered to 

Jewish workers. As before, Ben-Gurion advocated separate labor organizations for 

Arabs and Jews. Representatives of the Arab workers would participate in a joint 

directorate, which would establish a separate Arab sick fund, to be affiliated with the 

Histadrut’s Kuppat Ḥolim, and separate cooperative kitchens. 

The leisure time of the Arab workers will be occupied with informal and easy 

lectures about the labor movement, collective life, Arab and general history, 

hygiene, etc. The principle aim of this cooperative activity must be to educate 

the Arab worker to live a life of organized and collective labor, a sense of 

discipline and responsibility for his fellow workers.88 

 

After the riots in Jerusalem on the anniversary of the Balfour Declaration in 

November 1921, Ben-Gurion analyzed the causes of Arab violence. The Arabs were 

                                                 
85 Neil Caplan concludes that after May 1921 the Zionist leadership in general was concerned primarily 

with security, but he fails to distinguish among the various sectors of the movement. See Caplan, 

Palestine Jewry and the Arab Question 1917-1925 (London: Frank Cass, 1978), 109-117. 
86 Golomb noted that the Jews were in danger of war and not only attacks, see: ,אליהו גולומב, חביון עז 

220, תש"י(, מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראלאביב: -כרך א' )תל . 
87 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 152-153. 
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indeed “wildmen” and “thieves” who had been incited by agitators, but the primary 

responsibility lay with the British authorities. The Arab rioters were but “human 

scum” manipulated by “open and covert agitators, evil plot-hatchers, and wicked 

administrators,” a reference to the officers of the military government. High 

Commissioner Herbert Samuel was responsible for not having replaced all of the 

“official agitators” who continued to serve under the civilian government and arouse 

hostility between Arabs and Jews. The worst was Ronald Storrs, the Governor of 

Jerusalem, whom Ben-Gurion regarded as the leader of the “evil, blood-stained” 

officers. “On whose hands is this Jewish blood that has been shed for a second time in 

Jerusalem?” he asked. The answer was of course Storrs, “the successor of Pontius 

Pilate, the governor of Jerusalem.” Ben-Gurion again demanded his immediate 

dismissal.89 

None of this, however, deterred Ben-Gurion from his assessment that an 

organizational framework was needed for Arab-Jewish cooperation. He argued that an 

Arab labor federation was essential to the interests of Jewish workers and hence the 

Histadrut should take the lead in establishing such a body. At the Histadrut Council 

which met in January 1922, Ben-Gurion pushed through a resolution instructing the 

Executive Committee to agree on methods for promoting cooperation between Jewish 

and Arab workers in the railways, postal services and telegraph offices. The 

Committee was to appoint suitable members to handle the affairs of this organization, 

in coordination with the Union of Hebrew Railway Workers.90 

The original idea was to develop a separate Arab union, but once this appeared to be 

impractical, Ben-Gurion brought about a modification to the original decision: “Until 

there are enough Arab workers prepared to form a national union, individual Arab 

workers will be accepted as members by the union of Jewish workers. Once they 

grow more numerous, a national union will be formed.”91 This led to the opening of 

the Railway Union to Arab workers, who eventually outnumbered the Jews, and 

subsequently to a demand that the Railway Union, and the Histadrut in general, cease 

to be a Zionist body and function only as a labor union. Ben-Gurion took steps to 
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prevent this, including the proposal of an “International Workers’ League in 

Palestine” (see below), but his actions also led to the Arab departure from the union 

and the formation of a separate Arab union in 1929. Ironically, Ben-Gurion’s original 

idea of a separate union was realized, though not his hope of Arab-Jewish 

cooperation.92 

At the meeting of the Va’ad Le’ummi Executive in April 1922, Ben-Zvi again denied 

the existence of an Arab Muslim nationalist movement in Palestine, claiming that the 

Arab population was nationally and religiously pluralistic. Arab-Jewish cooperation 

could only come after the Arabs recognized the inevitability of Jewish immigration to 

the country.93 

Ben-Gurion, on the other hand, was convinced that a nationalist struggle was being 

waged in Palestine, and he saw the conflict with the Arabs as the central problem 

facing the yishuv. At Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s third conference (Haifa, December 17-20, 

1922) he expressed the view that only power would succeed in such a clash and 

therefore the yishuv must be expanded as quickly as possible. Jews and Arabs could 

live together only on the basis of an agreement between the two national movements. 

“Our future lies with the Arab people: even if we become the majority in this country 

we will be surrounded by the vast Arab people. We have not yet found the point of 

contact with the Arab nationalist movement.”94 The conference called for “the 

establishment of friendly relations with Arab workers in this country and contact with 

general labour movements throughout the world.” Several speakers recognized the 

existence of Arab nationalism, but still viewed the movement as led by external 

elements. Gorny has suggested that the conference signaled a change in the party’s 

perception of Arab nationalism.95 

The fourth party conference which convened in En-Harod in May 1924, provided the 

opportunity to continue the debate on these issues. In preparation for the meeting, 

Ben-Gurion called for the creation of an International Workers’ League in Palestine as 

a roof organization for Arab and Jewish trade unions to be organized on a national 

                                                 
92 For more details see Teveth, 60-66. 
93 Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 136-137; 4- פרוטוקולים של אסיפת הועד הלאומי, שנת תרפ"א, ישיבה מיום
5.4.1922. 
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basis. The union would deal only with professional and cultural affairs, and each 

national association would have national autonomy.96 

At the opening of the conference, Katznelson stated that it was necessary to increase 

political activity, expand Jewish autonomy and fight the restrictions placed by the 

British administration on Jewish immigration.97 The British plans for a legislative 

council offered new ideological challenges as well as opportunities for Arab-Jewish 

cooperation. Shelomo Kaplansky, one of the founders of World Po’alei Zion, 

proposed the establishment of a bicameral parliamentary system in Palestine with a 

House of Representatives chosen by proportional elections and a Senate divided 

equally between Arabs and Jews that would hold veto power.98 Ben-Zvi feared that 

the hostile composition of the legislative body would hurt Jewish immigration, 

settlement and labor, and that it might encourage more extensive demands on the part 

of the Arabs. In his view, both houses had to be based on parity.99 Katznelson argued 

that the Jews would not be truly represented in such a body.100 Ben-Gurion expressed 

the main opposition to Kaplansky’s proposal, claiming that it would not be possible to 

arrive at a settlement with the effendi leadership which regarded the Jewish workers 

with animosity as both national and class enemies. He repeated his opinion that both 

Jews and Arabs should enjoy national autonomy and that the Jews should have the 

right to develop the uninhabited areas of the country: 

The Arab community in the country has the right of self-determination and to 

autonomy. We would never contemplate depriving the Arabs of this right. The 

national autonomy which we demand for ourselves, we also demand for the 

Arabs. However, we do not recognize their right to rule the country. If the land 

has not been built up by them and still awaits its cultivators, they have no right 

or legal cause to prohibit the development of the land, the restoration of its 

ruins, the renewal of its riches, the growth of its cultivated areas, the 

development of its culture or the increase of its labor settlement. 

 

It would be a mistake to draft a political program under the present conditions, when 

the Arabs enjoyed a large majority. An alliance had to be forged with the Arab 
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workers, whose status and conditions would be greatly improved by the Zionist 

workers. Ben-Gurion then reiterated his proposal for a federative workers’ league 

comprised of two national labor unions.101 

The conference rejected Kaplansky’s proposal and announced that an alliance and 

joint activity between Jewish and Arab workers in urban and rural areas was the 

primary way to solidify ties between the two peoples.102 Thus, while recognizing Arab 

nationalism in Palestine, the conference reflected the party’s continued reluctance to 

cooperate with the movement as long as its leadership was in the hands of effendis. 

The conference adopted Ben-Gurion’s idea of an alliance between Jewish and Arab 

workers, which not only followed socialist principles of labor solidarity but also held 

out the hope of cooperation between the Jewish and Arab nationalist movements in 

Palestine. Gorny suggests that perceived urgency of such cooperation was becoming 

more acute due to the lack of Jewish mass immigration which would alter the 

demographic balance in the country, and manifestations of Arab nationalist struggles 

in surrounding countries.103 

Party discussions on how to organize Jewish and Arab workers together lasted from 

late 1924 until after the third Histadrut conference in June 1927. Tensions between 

nationalist and socialist motives continued to cause complications in the party stance: 

separate labor organizations on a nationalist basis would cooperate within a bi-

nationalist federation; wage inequality between Arabs and Jews was reconciled with 

class solidarity through the dialectical explanation that the Jewish worker had greater 

economic and cultural needs, and his struggle for higher wages would ultimately 

benefit the Arab worker as well.104 The desire for direct contact with the Palestinian 
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Arabs led the party in 1926 to jettison the view that it was impossible to negotiate 

with the Arab nationalist movement as long as it was led by the effendis. That year, 

Ben-Zvi participated in negotiations with leaders of the Husseini family regarding the 

municipal elections in Jerusalem, though Zionist support was ultimately given to the 

Nashāshībī candidate.105 

Party leaders continued to attack the British Administration and British policy in 

Palestine, as well as Weizmann and the ZE for their support of the British. Katznelson 

wrote after the London Conference of 1920: 

The British administration is bad…though Weizmann does not think that the 

British administration has done us any wrong. Precisely the opposite…in a 

noble explanation that could have graced the pages of a British newspaper, 

Weizmann described to us the situation in Palestine after the [British] 

occupation. Whether this defense was the result of political tactics designed to 

defend and legitimize the acts of the British administration, or whether it 

originated in genuine conviction … who can tell? The heart of kings and 

ministers is unsearchable.106 

 

Following the May riots, Katznelson’s tone was even more biting: 

Our political leadership is dust and ashes. The representative of Zionism is 

Sokolow; the representatives of the Va’ad Le’ummi are Thon and Yellin. Is 

that sufficient? They were unable to organize a single decent protest, not even 

a refutation of the government’s announcement (about the parties responsible 

for setting off the riots). Of course they were incapable of speaking forcefully 

with the Jewish [High] Commissioner.107 

 

Katznelson wrote a scathing criticism of the British Administration following the 

High Commissioner’s speech on June 3, 1921, which he interpreted as the liquidation 

of the Balfour Declaration.108 Katznelson continued his criticism at the 12th Zionist 

Congress in 1921, claiming that the Zionist Organization had engaged only in public 

statements and had not created a real force in the country. The High Commissioner, 

was a disappointment among Jewish workers as well as many others. He had agreed 

to separate Transjordan from Palestine and had maintained a hostile administration. 

His policy towards the Arabs was not built on justice, but on surrender. The worst 

                                                 
 .Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 144 ;ישיבת הועד הלאומי, אב-אלול תרפ"ו, פרוטוקול הועד הלאומי 105
106 Katznelson, Writings, vol. 1, 240. 
107 Katznelson to the Central Committee of American Po’alei Zion, 19 Iyar 5681 (27.5.1921), 

Katznelson, Letters, vol. 2, 236. 
ילקוט אחדות- :reprinted in ,ברל כצנלסון, "נוכח המצב", חוברת )ז' סיון תרפ"א(, )במקום קונטרס, פ"ב( 108

279-278העבודה, כרך א',  . See Goldstein, Mapai, 37, 158. 
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thing was ban on immigration shortly after the riots, which rewarded the Arabs for 

their behavior. He proposed that the Congress proclaim that no one had the right to 

stop Jewish immigration. “We will accept no mandate, which should dare to do so! 

We have the right to demand this, not only as retribution for our suffering and 

pogroms, but in the name of basic human rights.”109 

At the Carlsbad Jahreskonferenz, which met shortly after the ratification of the 

Mandate and the Churchill Memorandum, Ben-Gurion and Berl Locker represented 

Po’alei Zion, Berl Katznelson and Yona Gruenfeld attended on behalf of Ẓe’irei Ẓion, 

and Zalman Rubashov and Israel Mereminski participated as members of the AC. 

Both socialist parties abstained from the conference’s resolution expressing support 

for the Mandate and appreciation of the ZE’s role in its completion (see above). The 

two parties presented resolutions of their own, which reflected a more critical stance 

towards Britain and the ZE. The first resolution received only 4 votes: 

The Annual Conference recognizes with satisfaction the legal endorsement of 

the Jewish people’s right to build its national home in Palestine, which was 

included in the Mandate. Without placing its trust in the powers that exist 

today in world politics and without giving too much weight to their promises, 

the conference sees the value of this international activity in the agreement of 

public opinion of Europe and America to Zionist goals, as expressed in the 

debate of the English Parliament and the views of English workers. 

 

Two additional proposals were shelved without discussion: 

The Annual Conference notes that despite the ratification of the Mandate, the 

gates of the country remain closed to the Jewish masses who seek work. The 

Palestine Government’s definitions of the yishuv from June 3, 1921,110 and the 

British Government’s declaration of July 3, 1922111 stand in stark contrast to 

the elementary right of free Jewish settlement. The Annual Conference 

                                                 
109 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 150-151. 
110 For the full text see the Palestine Weekly (special supplement), 3.6.1921. See also Doreen Ingrams, 

ed., Palestine Papers, 1917-1922: Seeds of Conflict (London: George Braziller, 1972), 128-130. 

Apparently the intention here is to Samuel’s explanation in his address on the occasion of the King’s 

Birthday on June 3, 1921 “that the Jews, a people who are scattered throughout the world, but whose 

hearts are always turned to Palestine, should be enabled to found there their home, and that some 

among them, within the limits which are fixed by the numbers and interests of the present population, 

should come to Palestine in order to help by their resources and efforts to develop the country to the 

advantage of all its inhabitants” (Ingrams, 128). 
111 The reference is not clear. On June 3 the Colonial Office sent a draft statement of its policy in 

Palestine to the Zionist Organization. This, as well as the office’s relevant correspondence with the 

Zionist Organization and the Palestine Arab Delegation were laid before Parliament on July 1, 1922 as 

Command Paper 1700 (popularly known as the Churchill White Paper). On July 4 the House of 

Commons debated British policy in Palestine, rejecting by a majority of 292-35 the motion criticizing 

the mandate and the concession to Rutenberg. 
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demands that the Zionist Organization, in its capacity as the Jewish Agency, 

have an influential role in the settlement policy of the Palestine Government. 

It further demands suitable participation of the Jewish citizens as well as the 

Jewish and Arab workers in Palestine in the local settlement organization. 

While fully appreciating the work carried out by those who direct the political 

activity of the Zionist Organization, the Annual Conference notes that the new 

situation created by the ratification of the Mandate requires a renewal of the 

executive in London and in Palestine in order to unify it and better prepare it 

for its work. 

 

A fourth proposal regarding relations with the Arabs was adopted.112 

In the following years, Katznelson expressed his disappointment with the ZE, which 

was responsible for the deterioration of Zionist policy.113 The Zionist agreement to the 

separation of Trans-Jordan from the Jewish National Home was a symptom of this 

decline. The Zionist leadership gave the yishuv 

a tranquillizing and relaxing education, which usually defends (the British), 

rationalizes every injustice, deadens every emotion, and softens every position 

with pleasant words and false comforts. This system has succeeded in making 

a popular political movement powerless and worthless, at first in its own eyes 

and afterward in the eyes of others.114 

 

Ben-Gurion was equally critical. Summing up Samuel’s term of office in 1925, he 

concluded that Samuel’s administration had failed in its primary goal: support for the 

construction of the Jewish National Home. Samuel had advanced the development of 

a Christian administration while the role of the Jews had been given less attention. 

The High Commissioner had reduced Jewish immigration, refused to assist Jewish 

settlement, and discriminated against the Jews in the areas of education and Hebrew 

language. Along with his criticism of Samuel, Ben-Gurion attacked Weizmann and 

the ZE for their lack of a militant political position. He opposed the abolition or 

weakening of Jewish force and called for a struggle against the Mandatory 

                                                 
112 “The Annual Conference repeats the solemn declaration made by the XIIth Zionist Congress, 

concerning the relations between Jews and Arabs and welcomes the fraternal proclamation of the Vaad 

Leumi, the trusted representative of the Jewish people of Palestine, addressed to the Arab people, 

calling upon them to base the relations of both peoples on common work for the revival of Palestine 

and of the Near East.” See Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to The XIIIth Zionist 

Congress, 50-51. 
 .ברל כצנלסון, "ערב הקונגרס", קונטרס, קכ"ח )ג' בסיון תרפ"ג( 113
 ברל כצנלסון, "עוד שלב", שם. 114
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government in order to defend Jewish rights, which were based on law and not on 

sufferance.115 

This desire for political activism was reflected by Zalman Rubashov at the conference 

of the World Alliance of Po’alei Zion in 1925. The party had always known the 

importance of political activism and understood the harm in “exaggerating our 

weakness and of submission.” Political inactivity was not the sole cause of attacks on 

the yishuv, but it was a contributing factor.116 Mereminski complained that the Zionist 

policy was dominated by British views: “All of the Zionist questions are understood 

and realized according to the spirit of Samuel. The fundamentals of the movement 

have been forgotten. Zionist policy follows that of the Churchill White Paper, and 

Weizmann follows the policy of Samuel, even after he has ceased to serve as the 

commissioner.”117 

Eliyahu Golomb also claimed that from the arrival of the Zionist Commission, there 

was a feeling that the ZE saw its primary role as the restraint of the yishuv according 

to British wishes. He felt that the political situation in Palestine was deteriorating, and 

the way to counter this was not obedience to England but a determined struggle on 

behalf of Jewish rights in Palestine.118 

It appears that with regard to foreign policy, Aḥdut ha-Avodah disagreed with the 

major assumptions and features of Weizmannist policy. Interestingly, Golomb, 

analyzing the differences in views between Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Aḥdut ha-Avodah 

in 1925, came to the conclusion that the primary disagreements centered on the 

attitude to British policy and the Arab question.119 Goldstein suggests that while 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah came closer to the positions of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir and Weizmann 

during the second half of the decade, the disagreement over foreign policy continued, 

and perhaps even became more severe over the next several years.120  

 

 

 

                                                 
 .דוד בן-גוריון, "לדין וחשבון של סמואל", קונטרס, רכ"ג )י"ז בתמוז תרפ"ה( 115
 ."בועידת 'פועלי ציון', שאלת הקונגרס הי"ד", קונטרס, רל"א )ט"ו באלול תרפ"ה(: 15 ואילך 116
 .קונטרס, רל"ג )כ"ט באלול תרפ"ה(: 20 117
 .קונטרס, רנ"ז )כ"ה בניסן תרפ"ו(, 20 118
 .א' בן-נפתלי, "לקראת הבחירות", קונטרס, רכ"ג )י"ז בתמוז תרפ"ה( 119
120 See Goldstein, Mapai, 38-39. 
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The Jewish Agency 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah voiced no objections to the resolutions adopted at the 1922 

Jahreskonferenz regarding the Jewish Agency.121 However, it became clear that 

Weizmann’s intention was not simply that the Zionist Organization function as the 

Jewish Agency but rather that the new body would be expanded through the cooption 

of prominent and affluent Jews who did not necessarily identify as Zionists, the party 

had serious misgivings. Not only did the plan constitute a political risk, it also 

undermined the democratic basis of the Zionist movement. At the party council 

meeting in preparation for the 13th Zionist Congress to be held in August 1923, the 

party consolidated its views: 

Our Position at the Congress 

The council of Aḥdut ha-Avodah absolutely rejects the “new tendency” now 

prevailing in the Zionist movement that is ready to abandon its popular nature, 

the political force of its claim and its national liberating character in order to 

attract “men of means.” Aḥdut ha-Avodah sees in this trend and the illusions 

nurtured by it the danger of the movement’s degeneration and the handing 

over of national and socialist aspirations to individuals and circles who are 

outside of the Zionist movement’s authority and influence.122 

 

Rubashov contended that the political danger emanated from the possibility that the 

people coopted by Weizmann to the Jewish Agency, especially those from England, 

would support Britain’s 1922 White Paper policy out of a sense of loyalty to their 

                                                 
121 The resolutions were as follows: 

 

a. The Zionist Central Council welcomes with profound satisfaction the provisions of Article 

4 of the Mandate for Palestine, which defines the Jewish Agency as the representative of the 

Jewish people and the Jewish National Home in the eyes of the major powers. 

b. The Central Council declares that the Zionist Organisation accepts the rights and duties of 

the Jewish Agency. The Zionist Executive shall function as the organ of the Jewish Agency. 

c. The Central Council instructs the Executive to make preparations for convening the Zionist 

Congress in the early summer of next year in order to discuss the critical issues facing the 

Zionist Organisation after the formation of the Jewish Agency. 

d. The Central Council declares that it is the wish of the Zionist Organisation that the Jewish 

Agency shall represent the whole Jewish people. 

e. The Central Council recognizes the convocation of a Jewish World Congress for the 

reconstruction of Erez Israel as the best means of realizing this object and calls upon the 

Executive, as organ of the Jewish Agency, to prepare for this Congress and to report to the 

Actions Committee, by the end of the year, with a view to settling the mode of election. 

 

See Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation to The XIIIth Zionist Congress, 55; Carlsbad, 

51-52, 54. Sections which appear in the Hebrew source but have apparently been removed from the 

English version are underlined. 
122 The council met in Tel Aviv on July 10, 1923. See: ,החלטת מועצת אחדות-העבודה, כ"ו בתמוז תשפ"ג

9"ג( קונטרס, קל"ו )ז' אב תרפ . Goldstein, Mapai, 44. 
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home countries. In his view, the danger was that “they want to put the Jewish Agency 

in the hands of people like this, just when terrible hazards are expected to befall 

Zionism, at an hour when the movement needs real and not imaginary reinforcement. 

Instead of stimulating and motivating forces, grave diggers have been put at the head 

of the movement in order to bury all that is sacred in the Zionist movement.”123 

Reporting from the congress itself, Shertok accused Weizmann of raising the Jewish 

Agency proposal without sufficient preparation and in rather vague terms. Weizmann 

had scorned the congress by absenting himself from the entire debate on the agency, 

creating the impression that he was forcing his position on the delegates. Like 

Katzenelson of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, Shertok explained that Weizmann based his 

demand to expand the agency on the difficult crisis in the yishuv the previous year. 

Weizmann’s main argument was that from the moment of the Mandate’s ratification, 

the struggle had moved from Downing Street to the Jezreel Valley, and it was there 

that the crisis had struck. This had been overcome, thanks to his efforts and the moral 

force of the workers, but both of these had their limitations. Another such crisis and 

the entire enterprise would be lost, as there was a limit to how much the pioneer could 

bear. An economic collapse in Palestine would be followed by the political collapse of 

the Zionist movement. “In order to prevent such a defeat, one thing was needed: 

money. In order to create a second line of defense, we need new groups of people 

willing to build the land from their homes, groups that have not as yet been tested.” 

There was nothing to fear from the addition of new people after the ratification of the 

mandate, since they are already Zionists. To those who demanded the intensification 

of political activity, Weizmann responded that this was impossible as long as the 

movement’s foundations were still limited and progress in Palestine was slow and 

unimpressive. Only when the construction of the land picked up speed and the scope 

of the enterprise grew, “only then can we move from a defensive war to a political 

offensive.” Shertok questioned whether new circles were indeed willing to join the 

Jewish Agency, and whether their cooption would bring an influx of funds to 

Palestine. If the answer to both questions was in the affirmative, Shertok saw the logic 

                                                 
זלמן רובשוב, "על תפקידנו בקונגרס", הוצאה בוועידה העולמית השישית של פועלי-ציון, 26-30 ביולי, 1923,  123

10ברלין. קונטרס, קל"ט )ה' אלול תרפ"ג(  . 
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in Weizmann’s plan. Thus, as Goldstein notes, already at this early stage, one of the 

party’s young leaders was prepared to adopt Weizmann’s position.124 

Speaking at the congress, Katznelson criticized the intention of giving up Zionism’s 

only weapon, an independent political movement. The promise that “new forces” 

would infuse Zionist work with fresh capital in return for participation in the Jewish 

Agency was not convincing. Only labor elements could carry out the task of building 

the land. Rather than bringing in outsiders, the Jewish Agency could be expanded 

through the cooperation of existing organizations. “We also appreciate the need to 

involve all those who want to assist our work in the Jewish Agency, however three 

bodies - the Zionist Organization, the yishuv’s organization and Keren Hayesod – can 

form the Jewish Agency without undermining the popular Zionist structure.”125 It may 

well be that that Katznelson was concerned not only with a potential risk to the 

Zionist Organization, but also with the marginalization of the labor Zionist 

movement. 

A similar approach characterized the resolution on the Jewish Agency proposed by 

Berl Locker in the name of Po’alei Zion: 

The Congress declares that the rightful body to constitute the Jewish Agency 

must be a democratically elected representative of all sectors of the Jewish 

people that are interested in building the Jewish homeland in Palestine. The 

Congress declares that the World Zionist Organization is willing to transfer its 

rights as the Jewish Agency to a democratically elected World Jewish 

Congress, which will take over the task of building the Jewish homeland in 

Palestine and create the necessary organs for this. Until that time, the Jewish 

Agency should be expanded provisionally by consulting with representatives 

of the Keren Hayesod, which already now comprises those sectors of the 

Jewish people which actually take part in the building of Palestine, as well as 

the Vaad Leumi and democratically elected representatives of the Jewish 

population in different countries. The shape and competence of this 

provisional body shall be determined by the Actions Committee.126 

 

Like the Hitaḥdut, the Po’alei Zion delegation voted against the Standing 

Committee’s resolution on the Jewish Agency.127 However, neither Po’alei Zion nor 

                                                 
 .מ. בן-קדם )משה שרתוק(, "מהקונגרס הי"ג – בעית הסוכנות המורחבת", קונטרס, קמ"א )י"ט באלול תרפ"ג( 124

See Goldstein, Mapai, 45. 
125 Katznelson, Writings, vol. 2, 58-59. 
126 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 421. 
127 Ibid., 425-426. 
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Aḥdut ha-Avodah broke with Weizmann, who apparently provided the best hope for 

the financial and political survival of the Zionist enterprise. 

At the party council in February 1924, Ben-Gurion continued to argue that a large, 

united, socialist party in Palestine could serve as an alternative to the Zionist 

Organization “which had gone bankrupt”, and pushed for unification with Ha-Po’el 

ha-Ẓa’ir.128 However, other party activists at the meeting expressed support for 

cooperation with the Zionist Organization and the Jewish middle class.129 

The Fourth Conference of Aḥdut ha-Avodah, meeting at En-Harod from May 12-20, 

1924, made the following decision on the issue: 

The Fourth Conference of Aḥdut ha-Avodah expresses its opinion that the 

Jewish Agency must be comprised of representatives from all sectors of the 

Jewish people that desire the establishment of a Jewish National Home in 

Palestine and are prepared to take part in its construction. In order to elect 

these representatives, special congresses will be convened in each country. 

The representation of the Jews of Palestine, to be selected by the Assefat Ha-

Nivharim, shall be guaranteed an important position in the Jewish Agency.  

The Conference calls upon the entire organized Jewish workers’ movement in 

the diaspora to participate in the convening of these congresses, and to form at 

them a united front to order to defend and bolster the creation of the 

Palestinian working class in the Agency. 

The cooption of representatives from social associations before the convening 

of the statewide congress can be done only on the condition that these 

associations promise to accept the authority of the general congress when it is 

convened and to put their positions in the agency under its power. In such a 

country, the Zionist Executive must attach delegates from the local worker’s 

organization to the territorial representation at the agency.130 

 

The decision amounted to the acceptance in principle of the establishment of an 

expanded Jewish Agency based on broad democratic principles, but it was still a far 

cry from Weizmann’s idea of the agency as a way to recruit the support of powerful 

Jewish elements in the diaspora. The party was apparently not yet ready to accept this 

concept. At the AC meeting in July 1924, two of the four who voted against the 

resolution noting satisfaction with Weizmann’s negotiations to expand the agency and 

calling for their continuation, were from the Zionist left wing: A. Brudny of Po’alei 

                                                 
128 See his remarks at the Aḥdut ha-Avodah Council, 16.2.1924, LA 404/IV, 4 מרכז, File 5, 2-4; Gorny, 

Aḥdut Avodah, 282-283. 
129 See the remarks of David Remez and Shmuel Yavne’eli: ibid., 4. 
 .התאחדות ציונית-סוציאלית של פועלי א"י אחדות העבודה, הועידה הרביעית של אחדות העבודה בעין חרוד, 183 130
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Zion (Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s international partner) and Israel Mereminski of the Z.S. 

(which would soon join as well). Locker abstained.131 

However, behind the scenes, signs of change can already be detected at this time. 

Sprinzak described how Locker and Kaplansky tried to appease Weizmann at a 

meeting held during the gathering: 

The love of the land and the desire to do something to expedite its 

construction, no matter what the price, has brought the labor democracy to a 

disgraceful surrender. You should have heard how B. Locker, who just 

yesterday shook the earth at the meeting of the Zionist Actions Committee, 

today in the presence of Weizmann spoke candidly and loyally, and how 

Kaplansky stated “we know that we cannot succeed without you, but perhaps 

it is possible somehow to soften the verdict.”132 

 

In spite of this, the Danzig Conference of the Z.S. (which was about to merge with 

Po’alei Zion) in September 1924 rejected the proposal to expand the Jewish 

Agency.133 

In the following months, Beilinson tried to convince his colleagues to drop their 

opposition to the agency’s expansion: 

If we really want to realize our enterprise, we must free ourselves from some 

solutions that may well suit Europe, but for us have become empty phrases. 

We have a defined and unique goal, the building of the land, and we must 

reach this goal by any means. From this perspective only must we discuss the 

extension of the agency, and this principle must take precedence before all 

others.... If the agency – whose expansion will not be carried out in a purely 

democratic way – can provide us with the possibility of continuing our work 

to a greater extent than up until now, we have no right to shun this body only 

because we preserve strictly democratic principles.134 

 

At the same time, Beilinson continued to advocate the party’s integration into the 

Zionist Organization and its aspiration to take over the leadership from within.135 

                                                 
 .אברהם קצנלסון, "המלחמה על הסוכנות", הפועל הצעיר, שנת תרפ"ח, מס' 37-38, 10.8.28 131
132 Sprinzak to Chanah Sprinzak, 25 Tamuz 5684, Sprinzak Letters, vol. 1, 273. 
 ."על ועידת צ"ס )צעירי-ציון( בדאנציג בספטמבר 1924", קונטרס, קצ"א )ג' בחשון תרפ"ה( 133
 Goldstein notes that .משה בילינסון, "הסוכנות היהודית", קונטרס, קפ"ח )כ"ז אלול תרפ"ד(: 11-12 134

Beilinson was not a member of the party but only a close sympathizer. See Goldstein, Mapai, 47. 
135 See 7 :)משה בילינסון, "התנועה הציונית והסתדרות העובדים", קונטרס, קצ"ב )י' חשבון תרפ"ה; Gorny, 

Aḥdut Avodah, 283-284. 
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The party continued to oppose Weizmann’s plan of expansion in the spring of 1925, 

though hints of a new approach start to appear.136 Rubashov, one of the staunchest 

opponents of the expansion, opened a window to the enlargement of the agency on the 

condition that it retain a democratic character which would allow the party to fight for 

its ideals: “Just as we learned to struggle with those streams within the Zionist 

Organization that disagreed with us and opposed our activity, so shall we learn to 

fight the new opponents that we encounter in the renovated body; we shall fight those 

who wish to fight, and get support from those who can provide assistance.”137 At the 

7th Po’alei Zion Conference in Vienna (August 1925), Locker, Rubashov and Uri Zvi 

Greenberg opposed Weizmann’s plan for the enlargement of the agency. Tabenkin 

also expressed his opposition, claiming that the agency would not succeed in bringing 

national capital to the country while private capital would flow into Palestine in any 

event. Above all he feared that the party’s struggle for hegemony in the Zionist 

Organization would be frustrated. However, Tabenkin suspected that his was a 

minority view.138 This was not the case at the conference at least, where the dominant 

view seems to have been opposed to Weizmann’s policy. With the unification of the 

World Alliance of Po’alei Zion and Z.S. on August 19, 1925, this position 

characterized the united party.139 Still, some party members supported the agency 

proposal, as evidenced by the articles published by Baruch Zuckerman and Moshe 

Beilinson in Davar during July and August.140 

At the 14th Zionist Congress which convened in Vienna in August 1925, the middle 

class option for building the yishuv appeared as a rising challenge to the socialist 

parties and Labor’s strongest ally seemed to be Weizmann and his supporters.141 It 

was Weizmann after all who stood up for the workers at the congress and portrayed 

them as a Zionist avant-garde, sacrificing their own well-being for the good of the 

                                                 
"מצעה של  ;דוד בן-גוריון, "על הפרק – ב. מסחר בזכויות יישוב", קונטרס, רי"ח )ה' בסיון תרפ"ה(: 16 ואילך 136

פוליטיקה לאומית וכלכלית( –אחה"ע לאסיפת הנבחרים", קונטרס, רכ"א )ד' בתמוז תרפ"ה(, )סעיף י"א  .  
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 .תמוז תרפ"ה(
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139 See Goldstein, Mapai, 49. 
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141 See Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 286. 
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movement.142 This support won Weizmann the party’s gratitude.143 However, Po’alei 

Zion-Z.S. continued to resist Weizmann’s proposal regarding the Jewish Agency. 

Abraham Katzenelson recalled that the party voted against the proposal to expand the 

agency.144 Golomb’s portrayal of the essential disagreement over the Jewish Agency 

is especially revealing: 

On this question, there were two opposing opinions at the Congress. As 

opposed to the opinion that that there was now a need, a necessity to involve 

every Jewish power, every public Jewish body with all of its advantages and 

its shortcomings, in the great political and economic work of the Zionist 

movement, a warning was heard at the Congress against the involvement of 

these societies, which in an emergency would let us down and weaken the 

force of our work just when it was necessary to gather our strength. 

 

According to Golomb’s account written shortly after the congress, Ben-Gurion 

proposed in the name of his party that in addition to the conditions of the Hitaḥdut 

(see above), the right of the yishuv and the workers’ organizations to participate in the 

Jewish Agency would be guaranteed. He proposed further that in those countries in 

which an organized and democratically chosen delegation of the Jewish people could 

be formed, that delegation would participate in the Jewish Agency as the 

representative of the Jews in that country. When Weizmann rejected these demands, 

Po’alei Zion-Z.S. voted against the Jewish Agency proposal.145 

It appears that with the rise of a middle class in the yishuv during the Fourth Aliyah 

and the appearance of the Revisionist movement in the middle of the decade, Aḥdut 

ha-Avodah drew nearer to the positions of Weizmann and the ZE. This was 

accompanied by a change in the party’s attitude to the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency.146 The financial and social crisis in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah made the 

                                                 
142 This was in response to Farbstein’s remark that the workers were Kostkinder (kept children). See 

Chaim Weizmann, “Shedding Some Illusions,” WP, vol. 1, 466 and the discussion above. 
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moved from an oppositionist stance that viewed the party as an alternative to the general organization, 

to a willingness to cooperate with the Zionist Organization despite criticism of that body. The growth 
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need for additional resources even more immediate, and Weizmann seemed to have 

the only answer. By the beginning of 1927, the party had altered its views and during 

that year, most of its leaders expressed their support for Weizmann’s plan.147 

The agreement between Weizmann and Louis Marshall in January 1927 to expand the 

agency along the lines of the Zionist Congress decisions and to appoint a commission 

to survey the situation in Palestine did not evoke criticism from labor elements, 

although the revisionists and Gruenbaum continued to oppose the move.148 Golomb, 

writing shortly after the agreement, raised various questions, but the overall tenor was 

not one of rejection: 

…the agreements in America come at a time when the primary Zionist 

concern must be to end the crisis, the hunger and the flight from the 

country…Has this been taken into consideration in the making of the 

agreements? Have the agreements provided the possibility of immediate action 

in order to break the crisis, of settlement and construction activity in the 

land?149 

 

Though Ben-Gurion argued that the Weizmann-Marshall agreement would not bring 

the yishuv any immediate relief and that help in the short term could come only from 

the Zionist Organization, he supported the idea of the agency’s expansion. Every 

person who could aid the building of the yishuv was welcome. Though he continued 

to advocate in principle the idea of a world Jewish congress based on democratic 

elections, he realized that the demand was impractical under current conditions: 

                                                 
of the middle class in Palestine during the Fourth Aliyah as opposed to the weakness of the workers’ 

movement, and the rise of the Revisionist movement with its competing aspirations to the leadership of 

the Zionist Organization caused Aḥdut ha-Avodah to look for allies, and the subsequent rapprochement 

with Weizmann and his supporters. This process led the party to change its views on the Jewish 

Agency as well. See Gorny, Aḥdut Avodah, 284-286. Goldstein also notes this change, for which he 

gives 5 reasons: Weizmann’s general support for labor Zionist settlement in Palestine, Weizmann’s 

frequent agreement with the labor parties during the crisis of the Fourth Aliyah, Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s 

support for the expansion of the Jewish Agency in 1927, the rise of the Revisionist movement which 

despite similar views in certain areas (opposition to the expansion of the Jewish Agency, belief in 

political activism, criticism of Weizmann’s conciliatory approach toward the British) advocated very 

different economic and social policies, and the overriding realization that there was no one better suited 

to lead the Zionist movement. Indeed, support for Weizmann in the party was not uniform: Katznelson 

and Ben-Gurion were among his more prominent detractors, while Moshe Beilinson and David Remez 

can be seen as his supporters. See Goldstein, Mapai, 39-40. From the discussion above, it appears that 

the process of reconciliation with the Zionist Organization must be distinguished from support of 

Weizmann’s plan for the expansion of the agency. Reconciliation may have begun in early 1924 as 

Gorny suggests, but clearly, support for the agency expansion took longer.  
147 Goldstein, Mapai, 55. 
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In the expansion of the Jewish Agency a serious and wide-ranging attempt has 

been made to ensure the lasting involvement of non-Zionist circles in the 

building of Palestine. This attempt of Weizmann’s should not be seen as 

defective from a Zionist perspective, but rather as the fulfillment of a Zionist 

duty … Moreover, the composition of the expanded agency that was 

advocated by Weizmann and accepted by the Zionist Congress – the system of 

half and half – doesn’t in itself present any real danger as long as we are 

certain that at least half of the members of the agency are truly Zionists. 

 

Ben-Gurion had no problem with the survey commission itself though he did have 

misgivings about the composition of the commission and the quality of its 

recommendations.150 In his address at the Histadrut Council which convened from 

January 31 to February 2, 1927, Ben-Gurion berated the Zionist Organization for its 

inactivity and its inability to solve the problem of unemployment in Palestine. At the 

same time, he complemented Weizmann and supported the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency though he regretted the fact that this was to be carried out at a time when the 

Zionist movement was at an economic and spiritual low.151 To the revisionist 

opposition, Beilinson replied: “Let’s be honest: we want the expansion and should not 

be ashamed of this fact. Jabotinsky may shout that we are selling Zionism. We want 

to enlarge the enterprise; at this cost it is worthwhile to take risks, as the growth of the 

enterprise is the way to overcome them.”152 Claiming that the real danger was 

revolutionary rhetoric accompanied by total lack of action, David Remez came out in 

favor of the Jewish Agency’s expansion at the Third Histadrut Conference in July 

1927.153 

Through this period, the party continued to aspire to the leadership of the Zionist 

Organization, though it realized that this required cooperation with the organization 

and participation in key processes, for example elections to the Zionist Congress.154 

On the eve of the 15th Zionist Congress in 1927, Katznelson called on the party to take 

national responsibility for the entire Zionist enterprise: 

We thought of ourselves as if we were the more responsible people, the ones 

who carry the burden. However, due to the education we received from the 

illegal parties in Russia, we always constituted a “side” in Zionism. We never 

wanted to be at the center and didn’t have the daring to say that we wished to 

                                                 
 .דוד בן-גוריון, "על הפרק", קונטרס, רצ"ג )ט"ז באדר א' תרפ"ז( 150
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take overall responsibility. We were satisfied with an oppositionist role, with 

concern for only part of the picture. We were not conscious of the fact that we 

constitute a broad popular movement. This revelation of the labor movement’s 

maturation and the development of the self-awareness that it is responsible for 

the fate of the entire nation has begun in Central Europe only now, after 

considerable delay. Until now we also lacked a broad outlook and the spirit to 

fight, not only for the agricultural budget or a certain factory but for the entire 

enterprise, for the determining voice in the [Zionist] Executive, Keren 

Hayesod and the rest of the institutions. As we made the kevuẓa and the 

moshav indispensable to the Zionist Organization, as we made Kaplansky 

indispensable to the Zionist Executive, so we should have penetrated all 

corners of Zionist work and made ourselves indispensable there…Of course, 

this road necessitates concessions, compromises, coalitions, and a whole list of 

unpleasant things; but when one realizes the necessity of doing it, one does not 

evade it.155 

 

This position necessitated a broader view of the Jewish Agency as well: 

The most important thing for us is immigration and settlement, under any 

conditions, and not a “pure democracy” without these things. A movement 

that wants to achieve its goal will subordinate itself in order to do so…we 

have no choice. We must try and request the expansion…No one can predict 

now whether the agency will have money or not. But it is clear that if this 

attempt doesn’t take place, there will be another. Here we have a project with 

Rutenberg, with Reading and with others. This is also an attempt at 

“expansion.” This entire path is not without tragedy, but it is preferable to the 

taking of no action whatsoever.156 

 

Despite Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s support of Weizmann’s plan for the agency, the party’s 

international affiliate, the World Alliance of Po’alei Zion-Z.S., continued to be 

divided on the issue, perhaps because the economic crisis was less immediate for a 

diaspora party.157 Differences of opinion were expressed at its conference, held on the 

eve of the 15th Zionist Congress. Shelomo Kaplansky opposed, arguing that the 

expanded agency was merely a repetition of Herzl’s failed illusion to win over the 

wealthy Jews in order to bring about a speedy realization of Zionist goals. He went on 

to question whether the expansion would produce the desired financial results. Both 

he and Israel Mereminski demanded that the party continue the opposition it had 

expressed at the congress two years earlier. Berl Locker explained how the party had 
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opposed the agency in the past due to its assessment that the financial gain would be 

made up for by the political loss that would result from the agency’s establishment: 

However, our comrades in Palestine have joined the supporters of the agency 

and our weak opposition. In fact, the harmful effects of this have already 

become apparent. Weizmann, who has always been so supportive of us, spoke 

at the Actions Committee in a different light altogether. A dybbuk has taken 

hold of him – the Marshall dybbuk, the agency. Even we must calculate our 

steps so that we do not hurt the shiduch, heaven forbid. At the present, we 

cannot change the situation. We must use it to our advantage.158 

 

At the congress itself, Po’alei Zion-Z.S., including the delegates from Aḥdut ha-

Avodah, voted for the first time in favor of expanding the Jewish Agency. Indeed, 

Locker moved to make some minor changes in the decision, and after the vote noted 

that the party still had concerns over the democratic nature of the agency. The 

decision reaffirmed the terms set down at the previous congress, ratified the 

Weizmann-Marshall agreement, and authorized the appointment of a survey 

commission.159 The party supported Weizmann’s re-election as President of the 

Zionist Organization, but abstained in the vote on the executive due to its reservations 

regarding the new body’s composition.160 In justifying the party’s decision not to 

block the new executive, Kaplansky noted that there was no alternative to 

Weizmann’s proposal, since a coalition with Mizrachi or the Revisionists was 

ideologically and politically inconceivable. Moreover, such a coalition would not 

enjoy the support of large sections of the Zionist center or the Zionist movement in 

America and could thus jeopardize contributions to the Zionist cause. Kaplansky 

called for an executive composed of a coalition of all those parties that wish to 

monitor the Palestine enterprise. This would further the class struggle within the 

Zionist Organization.161 

Though the experts’ report of the Joint Palestine Survey Commission in the summer 

of 1928 with its criticism of communal settlement on nationally owned land caused a 

furor in Aḥdut ha-Avodah, the party by then was fully behind the expansion of the 

Jewish Agency. When the decision was finally made in 1929 to expand the agency, 
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Ben-Gurion justified it, in similar terms to Katznelson; “We have a value which is 

greater that the democratic principle, and it is the building of Palestine by the Jewish 

people.”162 Weizmannist views had triumphed, perhaps more out of real necessity 

than ideological identification, but they had triumphed none-the-less. 

 

Zionist Policy in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah 

As noted above, when the crisis of the Fourth Aliyah hit in 1926-1927, Aḥdut ha-

Avodah continued to demand the expansion of Zionist activity and settlement, and 

utilized pressure tactics, such as ultimatums or threats to withdraw from the ZE in 

order to advance its demands.163 At the Histadrut Council which convened in 

February 1927, the Aḥdut ha-Avodah leaders demanded that an ultimatum be 

presented to the ZE stating that unless labor demands were met within a month, labor 

representatives would resign from the executive.164 In the wake of the controversy 

surrounding the construction of the teachers’ seminar in Jerusalem later that year, 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah leaders again expressed their desire to quit the ZE and terminate the 

Histadrut’s assistance in distributing financial aid to the unemployed.165 At the Third 

Conference of the Histadrut in the summer of 1927, Aḥdut ha-Avodah raised 

objections to the new consolidation policy, and some of its leaders opposed the 

inherent limitations, especially that on immigration.166 Most party delegates however 

were willing to accept the change, though some objected to the political ramifications 

of the plan, which in their view amounted to an opportunity to exert control over the 

labor settlement.167 

Katznelson, in his call to expand the party’s role in the Zionist movement, related to 

the Fourth Aliyah as well: 

Our duty was to approach the Fourth Aliyah, to take its worries upon 

ourselves, and to conquer it. We ought to have had a socialist organize the 

setting up of private industries in the country, and to establish relations with 
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the private capital which was entering the country – rather than have been 

content with declarations that we did not object to it.168 

 

Spurred on by the calls of Katznelson and others, Aḥdut ha-Avodah worked hard to 

win the elections for the 15th Zionist Congress held in August-September, 1927. Still, 

the labor parties together received only 22% of the votes and the General Zionists 

won an absolute majority. These results facilitated the exclusion of the labor 

representatives from the new ZE, and the Palestine ZE was put under Harry Sacher 

with the goal of balancing the budget, a job that would necessitate the streamlining of 

operations in Palestine.169 At the congress, Po’alei Zion advocated an independent 

fund-raising appeal and domination of the Zionist Organization.170 Indeed, after the 

congress, Aḥdut ha-Avodah pursued the idea of a separate appeal, and at the Histadrut 

AC in October 1927 David Remez and Berl Katznelson called for the dispatch of a 

delegation to raise money among Jewish unions in the US. In response to the ZE’s 

decision in December 1927 to terminate the dole and place responsibility for the 

workers on the shoulders of the Palestine Administration, some of Aḥdut ha-Avodah’s 

leaders suggested mobilizing the labor camp for a struggle ultimately designed to win 

control of the Zionist Organization. In the opinion of Ben-Gurion and Golomb at the 

Histadrut Council in November 1927, unification of the labor parties and a united 

struggle to win over the Zionist masses would assure the acceptance of labor 

demands. For this, labor should sever all relations with the ZE, mobilize a 

sympathetic majority in the Zionist Organization and bring about the election of a 

new leadership.171 

The most severe blow came with the publication of the “Experts Report” in mid-1928 

which claimed that the Histadrut’s intervention in the labor settlements and economic 

enterprises was harmful as it was motivated by certain social doctrines and not by 

sound economic goals, and thus its role in such affairs should be terminated. The 

report claimed that the communal settlements were an extravagance, and that no more 
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such settlements should be established. Existing kibbutzim should be turned into 

moshavim. Rather than financing poor workers, preference should be given to settling 

people with independent means who could establish profitable enterprises.172 

Kaplansky put the blame for the commission’s findings on the ZE and Weizmann for 

making an agreement with the Marshall group, agreeing to the Joint Survey 

Commission and acquiescing in the composition of the Experts Commission against 

the wishes of Po’alei Zion, which had, after consultation with Weizmann, approached 

sympathetic socialist leaders such as Leon Blum and Arthur Henderson (Secretary of 

the British Labor Party) with an invitation to join the commission.173 Yavne’eli called 

on the party to reconsider its participation in the Zionist Organization and a proposal 

was also apparently made to cooperate with the revisionist opposition against the 

ZE.174 Ben-Gurion opposed such suggestions: “Whatever may happen, we will not be 

driven out of the Zionist Organization.”175 At the AC meeting in Berlin in July 1928, 

the labor representatives made an impressive showing. The expert’s report was 

rejected and labor’s demands were accepted by a large majority: it would be left to the 

settlers to decide he nature of their settlements, all land purchased with the help of the 

Zionist Organization would be nationalized and could never be transferred to private 

ownership, and the principle of Hebrew Labor would take precedence over economic 

profitability. It was even decided, against the wishes of Sacher and the ZE, to raise the 

agricultural settlement’s budget from 75,000 pounds as suggested by the executive to 

115,000 pounds.176 

Shapiro has suggested that it was at this point that the Zionist Organization 

recognized “the pre-eminence of the labor leaders” and “acknowledged the spiritual 

dominance of the laborers and their leaders and accepted their method of building 

Palestine,” as evidenced in a statement printed in Haolam, the official Zionist paper: 

“We always stated that in the Zionist Organization even the one who is not a socialist 

must support the wishes of the Jewish laborer even if it entails many concessions, 

since he is still our main support. He is the most loyal and the symbol of the devotion 
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of our national ideal in the country.”177 This recognition, in Shapiro’s view, paved the 

way for the labor’s electoral success a few years later. 

At the 16th Zionist Congress in 1929, the two labor parties together with their diaspora 

affiliates received a total of 26% of the votes, giving the parties considerable political 

weight. The General Zionists lost their absolute majority in the Congress. The 

congress approved all of labor’s demands: a special budget for 120 families in En-

Harod, an additional budget for colonization, more money for the Histadrut Kuppat 

Ḥolim and added funds for labor districts.178 From this point, Aḥdut ha-Avodah 

concentrated on strengthening its position in the Zionist Organization, and its efforts 

to unite Aḥdut ha-Avodah and Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir were now aimed at achieving this 

goal.179 This paid off: the united Mapai received 29 percent of the votes at the 17th 

Zionist Congress, making it the largest delegation at the assembly.180 
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 .LA Aḥdut ha-Avodah Papers, 25 ,בן-גוריון לטברסקי, ללא תאריך  179
180 For the data see: xlii ,הקונגרס הציוני הי"ט והמושב הרביעי של מועצת הסוכנות היהודית, לוצרן. 



 

262 

  

Chapter 6: “Weizmannism” and the General Zionists 

Introduction 

According to the constitution adopted at the 12th Zionist Congress of 1921, the Zionist 

Organization was comprised of “Separate Unions” (Sonderverbände) and “Territorial 

Unions” (Landesverbände), also known as Federations. Separate Unions were 

characterized by three features: they advocated their own “special point of view” in 

addition to the Basle Program, their organization was not limited to the borders of a 

single country, and the members were bound by party discipline. Mizrachi, the 

Hitaḥdut, the World Federation of Po’alei Zion and, for a certain time, the 

Revisionists were all constituted as Separate Unions. Conversely, a Territorial Union 

was committed only to the Basle Program and was limited organizationally to a single 

country. Members were not bound by party discipline. The term “General Zionist” or 

“Plain Zionist” referred originally to members of the latter group: i.e. Zionists who 

were not formally members of a Separate Union and thus expressed their Zionism in a 

general sense. At the 12th Zionist Congress, the General Zionists held some 73% of 

the seats, yet this heterogeneous group shared no agenda or program beyond what was 

common to all members of the Zionist movement. During the 1920s, various groups 

emerged from the General Zionists: the Revisionists separated in 1925 and ultimately 

formed their own Separate Union, the Radicals in the same year established a faction 

that remained part of the Zionist federations, and the short-lived Linkes Zentrum was 

created in 1927, only to disperse before the following Zionist congress. Attempts to 

unite the General Zionists into a single body were made by Isaac Ignacy Schwarzbart 

and Salman Schocken at the 16th Zionist Congress in 1929, but these failed, and at the 

next congress in 1931, General Zionist delegates formed the World Union of General 

Zionists, simultaneously dividing into two groups: Group A (later to become the 

World Confederation of General Zionists) with 10% of the total Congress seats and 

Group B (to become the World Union of General Zionists) with 23%. At that 

congress the Radicals held 3% and the Revisionists 20% of the total seats.1 The 

                                                 
1 Isaac (Isaak) Ignacy Schwarzbart, “General Zionism,” in Struggle for Tomorrow: Modern Political 

Ideologies of the Jewish People, eds. Feliks Gross and Basil J. Vlavianos (New York: Arts, 1954), 24-

31. See paragraphs 3 and 11 of the constitution of the Zionist Organization, Stenographisches Protokoll 

der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 777-779. On General Zionism see:  שערי, מ"סתם דוד
ראובן ירושלים: ) 1939-1929הכללית העולמית, –איחוד ופילוג בראשית דרכה של הציונותכללית": -ציונות" ל"ציונות

(1990מס,   (hereafter Sha’ary);  :(1945, מכון להשכלה ציוניתמשה קליינמאן, הציונים הכלליים )ירושלים  
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following discussion will examine the positions of the General Zionist parties in 

Palestine, the Radicals, the Linkes Zentrum and the General Zionist groupings in 1931 

with regard to Weizmannist policies. The Revisionists will be the subject of our next 

chapter. 

General Zionism in Palestine 

It should be noted that in contrast to the Labor wing of the Zionist movement which 

was led by the parties in Palestine, the main strength of the General Zionist parties 

was to be found outside the yishuv. One reason was the weakness of general Zionism 

in Palestine, which was associated with the country’s well-defined Jewish middle 

class. Despite the fact that this group constituted the majority of the Jewish population 

and controlled most of the means of production in the country, it was disorganized 

and weak when it came to representation on the yishuv’s public institutions.2 The lack 

of unity among the General Zionists as well as their meagre electoral results can be 

seen in the tables below: 

General Zionist Representation from Palestine at the Zionist Congresses3 

(Numbers in parenthesis are from Sha’ary)4 

Congress Year General Zionist 

Delegates from 

Palestine 

Total Palestinian 

Delegation (all 

parties) 

No. of General 

Zionist Parties 

12 1921 1  1 

13 1923 1  1 

14 1925 5  3 

15 1927 5 (7) (27) 2 

16 1929 4 (5) (29) 2 (4) 

17 1931 (3) (37) (1) 

                                                 
(hereafter Kleinmann);  :רית הציוניים הכללים ביוסף קלוזנר, מהותה ושאיפותיה של הציונות הכללית )ירושלים

, תש"ג(בארץ ישראל . 
יגאל דרורי, בין ימין לשמאל: "החוגים האזרחיים" בשנות העשרים )תל-אביב: מפעלים אוניברסיטאיים, 1990(, -9 2
בצי, -ישראל בשנות השלושים )ירושלים: יד יצחק בן-נעמי שילוח, מרכז הולך ונעלם: החוגים האזרחיים בארץ ;13

107-106, 26-19תשס"ג(,  ; Sha’ary, 7-17. 
3 Drori, 13; Sha’ary, 13;  דן הורוביץ ומשה ליסק, מישוב למדינה: יהודי ארץ-ישראל בתקופת המנדט הבריטי

339-338אביב: עם עובד, תשל"ח(, -כקהילה פוליטית )תל . Drori corrects the figures of Horowitz and Lissak 

who didn’t take into consideration the “National Federation of Citizens” at the 15th and 16th Zionist 

Congresses. Sha’ary presents different results, shown here in parenthesis. 
4 Sha’ary, 13. 
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General Zionist Representation in the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim 5 

Year No. of General 

Zionist 

Delegates  

Total No. of 

Delegates 

No. of General 

Zionist Parties 

1920 58 314 8 

1925 50 (incl. 10 

Revisionists) 

159 9 

1931 4 71 1 

 

General Zionist Representation in the Tel Aviv Municipality6 

Year No. of General 

Zionist 

Delegates  

Total No. of 

Members 

No. of General 

Zionist Parties 

1925 14 41 4 

1926 15 41 3 

1928 9 15 4 

 

By the elections to the 16th Zionist Congress in 1929, the General Zionists in Palestine 

were divided into 2 major groups: the right leaning “Organization of General 

Zionists” (or Ezraḥim) led by Yehoshua Suprasky,7 and the left leaning “Federation of 

Democratic General Zionists” (or “Progressives”) led by Moshe Gluecksohn,8 Dr. 

Benzion Mossinson and Eliyahu Berligne. However, even when they ran together, as 

they did for the 17th Congress in 1931, the General Zionists in Palestine were weak 

electorally, winning only 3 places in the Palestinian delegation which numbered a 

total of 37. From the results of the elections to the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim, it appears that 

their power even declined over the 1920s. That said, the General Zionists were a force 

to be reckoned with in Tel Aviv.9 

                                                 
5 See the results published in  :משה אטיאש, עורך, ספר התעודות של הועד הלאומי לכנסת ישראל בארץ-ישראל

437-430, תשכ"ג(, דפוס ר"ח הכהן, מהדורה שניה מורחבת )ירושלים: 1948-1918תש"ח -תרע"ח  (hereafter Va’ad 

Le’ummi Documents); Drori (13-14) interprets this information in order to provide the number of 

General Zionist parties and delegates.  
 ;"לתוצאות הבחירות", שם, 8.12.1926 ;"התוצאות הרשמיות של הבחירות לעירית תל אביב", הארץ, 8.5.1925 6

2.1.1929"המועצה הרביעית של תל אביב", שם,  ; Drori, 4. 
7 Born in the area of Bialystok in 1879, Suprasky immigrated to Palestine in 1920 where he engaged in 

investment and land purchase as well as public activity, serving on the Tel Aviv municipal council, the 

Va’ad Le’ummi and the AC for most of the Mandate period. He was a major champion of private 

investment in the building and settlement of Palestine. See: אנציקלופדיה לחלוצי הישוב ובוניו, דוד תדהר,  
1684(, 1950, המחבראביב: הוצאת -תל)כרך ד'  .  

8 Gluecksohn was born in 1878 near Grodno and gained fame as a Hebrew journalist and newspaper 

editor. After immigrating to Palestine in 1919, he wrote for some journals associated with Ha-Po’el ha-

Ẓa’ir and from 1922 to 1937 edited Haaretz. 
9 Va’ad Le’ummi Documents, 436-437; Sha’ary,7-17. 
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One of the major reasons for this political weakness was the independent nature of the 

General Zionists in Palestine. Unlike their counterparts in the diaspora, who were 

defined by their organizational and political affiliation or ideological stance, the 

General Zionists in Palestine belonged to a well-defined middle class of self-reliant 

merchants, craftsmen or members of the free professions, who ran their affairs 

individually and independently. As opposed to the status of “subjects” under the 

previous Ottoman regime, these men saw themselves as citizens with equal rights, 

and, not surprisingly, they came to be known in the yishuv as the “civilian circles.” 

For these individuals the ideological debates took on a very practical significance: the 

advance of labor settlement and the struggle to improve the conditions of Jewish 

workers could well come at the expense of the middle class, which faced both 

economic and political competition from the new settlers.10 However, the group 

lacked a unifying ideology, a shared symbol set and a visionary leadership dedicated 

to political action. Moreover, the fact that this population was essentially self-reliant 

diminished its need to organize politically for the purpose of exerting pressure on 

sources of public funding.11  

Drori has classed these “civilian circles” into 5 overlapping groups: (i) political 

parties such as the General Zionists or Meir Dizengoff’s “Citizen” Party; (ii) 

professional associations of craftsmen, merchants or manufacturers; (iii) local interest 

groups such as the "Association of the Middle Class"; (iv) organizations established 

on the basis of religion, community or origin (Landsmanschaften), and (v) the farmers 

in the moshavot of the first Aliyah. The last group had few ties with the others, and 

established separate organizations. With the beginning of the Fourth Aliyah in 1924 

and the rise in the number of middle-class immigrants, of whom many identified with 

General Zionism and feared labor domination of the yishuv’s economy and 

institutions, the decision was reached to form the Federation of General Zionists, 

which succeeded in bringing most of these groups together. Indeed, in spite of their 

difficulties, and perhaps because of them, the General Zionists in Palestine were 

among the first in the Zionist movement to try to unite forces.12 

                                                 
10 Drori, 12-13. The source of the name “Civilian Circles” (חוגים אזרחיים) is an interesting topic that 

has not been thoroughly investigated. 
11 Giladi, 114-116. 
12 Drori, 13-15. 
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Two major areas of contention existed between the “civilian circles” and the labor 

movement in Palestine. The first was the issue of “Hebrew labor,” which raised 

questions regarding the national and Zionist value of Jewish self-labor, the attitude 

toward the broader social ideas of the labor movement, and the economic and social 

implications for labor relations within the yishuv. The second area of disagreement 

had to do with the preferred form of Zionist settlement in Palestine. What forms of 

agricultural settlement would be most desirable? Given the low profitability of 

agriculture and the lack of preparedness on the part of the immigrants, should 

preference even be given to rural settlement, or should urban development be 

accorded first priority? What should be the financial basis of the settlement: private or 

public capital? What would be the social implications of the different forms of 

settlement?13 

Three general Zionist parties were formed in Palestine before the first Asefat ha-

Nivḥarim in 1920: the Ezraḥ Organization, The Progressive Federation and the 

Radical Nationalist Party. All were short-lived. After their demise, attempts to unite 

the General Zionists in Palestine in anticipation of the 12th Zionist Congress in 1921 

resulted in the creation of two parties, the Organization of the Middle Class and a 

second group known only as the Non-partisans (not to be confused with the labor 

group led by Berl Katznelson) which succeeded in sending a single delegate to the 

congress. Neither of these parties lasted very long, and there doesn’t appear to have 

been any interaction with Weizmann or Weizmannist ideas aside from criticism of the 

Zionist Commission for its lack of representatives from the yishuv.14  

A memorandum signed by 2,262 “non-partisan Zionists” submitted to the congress by 

Yehoshua Suprasky complained of the movement’s waste of money in Palestine and 

claimed that the executive didn’t pay attention to the realities of life in the yishuv, 

which were also the realities for most of the immigrants from the diaspora, and busied 

itself only with attempts to reform the yishuv, a veiled suggestion that the executive 

gave a preferential status to labor settlement. It was claimed that the ZE didn’t take 

the needs of the other classes seriously and didn’t create any structures to ease their 

struggle for survival. Other demands were put forward such as the representation of 

the yishuv on the ZE, the periodic publication of financial reports, and the personal 

                                                 
13 Drori, 14-15. 
14 Drori, 19-32, 213 n. 2. 
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accountability of department heads for the activities under their authority. Regarding 

settlement, the memorandum stated: “every method of our settlement must be directed 

towards the creation of a class of small farmers, who are committed to self-work but 

also stand and function on their own and take sole responsibility for their actions and 

circumstances.”15 

In mid-August 1922 a general assembly was held with some 50 non-partisan Zionists 

in attendance. A provisional committee was chosen to start the process of forming a 

new organization, with Suprasky at the head. The committee convened a conference 

to which were invited Aḥad Ha-am, Meir Dizengoff, Dr. Ben Zion Mossinson, 

Beẓalel Jaffe, and representatives of the farmers, merchants and manufacturers.16 The 

participants were acutely aware of the attempts to consolidate the religious and the 

socialist wings of the Zionist movement, and the name chosen for the new formation, 

the Organization of Centrist Zionists (Histradrut Ẓionei ha-Merkaz), reflects an effort 

to stake a claim to the middle territory between right and left.17 However, despite its 

initial success in bringing together representatives from all of the middle-class 

political initiatives, within half a year, this organization would also be a thing of the 

past. 

On January 13, 1923, an assembly of general Zionists convened in Tel Aviv, to form 

the Organization of General Zionists. Suprasky presented the group’s objectives:18 

1. The organization would include all those who had not joined other Zionist 

organizations or parties; 

2. The organization would encourage concrete activity – a movement of mutual 

and independent aid among the immigrants; 

3. The organization would guard the interests of its communities in Palestine, the 

membership in which would be compulsory. 

4. Once the organization was founded, it would demand representation on all of 

the national institutions, from the Zionist Congress to the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim 

and from the Va’ad Le’ummi to the Community Councils.19 

                                                 
15 Drori, 32-33; See  ,"תזכיר ארץ ישראל לכניסה הציונית – גלוי דעת הישוב," בחתימת "ציונים אי מפלגתיים"

25.9.1921; 19.9.1921יום, הדואר  . 
16 See 21.8.1922 ,ההסתדרות ציונים בלתי מפלגתיים", הארץ". 
 .Drori, 33 ;"הסתדרות ציונים בלתי מפלגתיים", הארץ, 21.8.1922 17
18 See 15.1.1923 ,הסתדרות הציונים הכליים," דואר היום". 
 ."אסיפת הציונים הכלליים", הארץ, 18.1.1923 19
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The organization grew over the following months, and several Zionist leaders joined 

the new group: Dr. Ḥayyim Bograshov, David Yellin, Kadish Yehuda Silman, Dr. 

Joseph Mohilewer, Dr. Israel Rokach, Dr. Moshe Gluecksohn and Dr. Joseph 

Klausner.20 Already at this stage, it is possible to distinguish between two approaches 

within the Organization of General Zionists. The conservative view, advocated by 

Yehoshua Suprasky, emphasized the importance of private initiative and capital for 

the national effort, and saw the middle class as the central pillar on which the Jewish 

National Home would be built. The issue of Jewish self-labor was not seen in an 

ideological context, and the solution to unemployment was to be found not in 

professional action on the part of the working class but in the encouragement of 

private initiative which would create more jobs. New settlement would also be based 

on private investment. The experimental, collective settlement advocated by the labor 

movement had proved unsound and wasteful, and deterred potential investors. A more 

left-leaning approach was voiced initially by Mossinson and Bograshov, though 

Moshe Gluecksohn emerged as its most powerful advocate. This view expressed a 

positive attitude toward labor settlement and the Histadrut but contended that the 

middle class should also figure prominently in any plans for the building of the 

Zionist enterprise, which should utilize various social and economic methods. The 

workers were entitled to develop their own economy and social structures such as the 

Histadrut or collective ventures. Likewise, they had the right to strike although this 

weapon should be withheld in times of national emergency. New settlement would be 

encouraged through a combination of collective settlement based on national capital 

and private initiative.21 

The two camps also differed over the proposal to expand the Jewish Agency. 

Suprasky, Mossinson and Bograshov vied over the lone spot at the 13th Zionist 

Congress, with Suprasky, backed by the merchants and manufacturers, winning the 

race by 10 votes. During the campaign, Mossinson and Bograshov urged voters to 

choose one of them in order to avoid a “spiritual Uganda,” by which they meant the 

loss of a pure Zionist ideology that would result from the adoption of Weizmann’s 

                                                 
 .הארץ, 11.7.1923, 16.7.1923 20
21 See 6.5.1923 ,בוגרושוב, "לקראת הקונגרס הי"ג", הארץ, 12.7.1923 ;"המשבר בישוב ותקונו", דואר היום. For a 

discussion of the two camps see Drori, 38-50.  
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proposal to coopt non-Zionists to the Jewish Agency.22 Even after the congress, the 

debate over the agency continued to rage among the General Zionists in Palestine 

with mutual recriminations exchanged between those who supported Weizmann’s 

initiative, led by Suprasky, and those who opposed it, represented by Moshe 

Gluecksohn.23 Suprasky favored the expansion of the agency which was expected to 

bring the Zionist movement additional finances, increase private investment in 

Palestine and encourage private initiative, the lifeblood of the urban middle class, 

which would rise in importance as a result of these developments. For the same 

reasons, Suprasky attached great importance to the establishment of an investment 

bank through the efforts of Weizmann and Ruppin. Gluecksohn and his supporters 

opposed any action that might blur the Zionist or democratic character of the 

movement. The establishment of an investment bank in the United States was a wise 

and important step, but it would not solve all of the issues of private initiative and 

would not facilitate the immediate immigration to Palestine of tens of thousands of 

immigrants every year.24 Each of the groups submitted a resolution to the assembly of 

General Zionists which met in Tel Aviv on February 23 and 25, 1924, and after 

prolonged debate, Suprasky’s opinion prevailed.25 The debate between the camps 

continued in the local press, with Doar Ha-Yom supporting Weizmann’s position and 

Haaretz, Gluecksohn’s paper, supporting the opposition. Drori estimates that the 

group supporting Weizmann was the larger and more influential group within the 

General Zionist camp in Palestine. Evidently, the resolution adopted at the conference 

on February 25 served as the official platform for the General Zionists in the 

country.26 

It should be noted that at this time there was considerable tension between 

Gluecksohn and Weizmann. Haaretz received a monthly subsidy of £50 from the ZE 

and when this expired in September 1923 the executive refused to extend its 

                                                 
22 Drori, 34-35; 12.7.1923 ,לבחירות  ;אצל הציונים הכלליים", הארץ, 18.7.1923 ;"לבחירת הציר", דואר היום"

18.7.1923אל הקונגרס," הארץ,  25.7.1923יום, "גמר הבחירות להכנסיה", דואר ה ; "בחירת ציר לקונגרס", הארץ,  ;
20.7.1923. 
23 Gluecksohn’s group not only opposed the expansion of the Jewish Agency, but also the dismissal of 

Menahem Ussishkin from the ZE. Drori, 214, n. 25. 
 ,Suprasky’s group included Babkov, M. Uzieli and Izmojik ."לקראת ישיבת הועה"פ", הארץ, 24.2.1924 24

and Gluecksohn’s followers included Bograshov, Mossinson and Alter Droyanov. 
 ."כשלון האופוזיציה ביפו", דואר היום, 26.2.1924 ;"לאספה הכללית של הציונים", הארץ, 25.2.1924 25
בר-דרורא, "על 'גלוי דעת' ה'אופוזיציה' ועוד", דואר  ;ג' ]גליקסון?[, "על 'כשלון האופוזיציה'", הארץ, 27.2.1924 26

19.3.1924היום,  29.2.1924"מכתבים למערכת", שם,  ; . 
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assistance.27 Gluecksohn defended one of Weizmann’s staunchest critics, Yitẓḥak 

Gruenbaum, who in his words had “organized Polish Jewry from Agudat Israel to left-

wing Ẓe’irei Ẓion on a political and national basis and made them a significant 

factor,” and “taught the Jews of Poland to sing Hatikvah in the Sejm.” Weizmann’s 

derisive response was: “If a man like Gluecksohn, sitting in Jerusalem, can have the 

temerity or stupidity to say that Gruenbaum’s great merit consists in the fact that he 

has made the sound of the Hatikvah ring in the Polish parliament, at a time when the 

starving teachers and workers in Palestine receive from Poland £725 monthly for the 

Keren Hayesod, then there is no salvation for such people. They ought to be put into a 

straightjacket and not at the head of a paper which claims to represent Palestine public 

opinion.”28 Kisch in Jerusalem also noted that Gluecksohn was a virulent opponent of 

Weizmann.29  

The first country-wide council of the Organization of General Zionists, which 

convened on May 11, 1924, decided to establish a “General Zionist Federation,” to be 

led at first by a central committee.30 The committee was given 5 tasks: 

1. The organization of the General Zionists in Palestine 

2. The formulation of a program 

3. The preparation of a plan and constitution for the federation. 

4. The convening of a conference to ratify the constitution and elect a new 

executive committee 

5. The creation of ties with General Zionists outside of Palestine.31 

The new group became known as “The Federation of General Zionists” and its 

formation, as well as the work of the committee reflect the institutionalization of the 

general Zionists in Palestine.32 Indeed, the leaders of the new federation did not 

regard it as a political party in the normal sense of the word. Gluecksohn cautioned 

that the new formation should not become a party in the mold of the existing political 

groupings, which weakened the Zionist Organization due to the divisiveness created.33 

                                                 
27 Minutes of the ZE, 11.6.1923 and 12.11.1923, noted in WL, vol. 12, 25. 
 .Weizmann to Robert Weltsch, 29.2.1924, WL, vol. 12, 152-153 ;משה גליקסון, הארץ, 21.2.1924 28
29 Frederick H. Kisch to Weizmann, 3.6.1924, CZA Z4/16028. 
30 The names “Organization of General Zionists” and “Federation of General Zionists” were often used 

alternatively, although “Federation” was the correct name. See Drori, 214 n. 37. 
31 See 16.6.1924 ,הארץ. 
32 Drori, 36. 
 .משה גליקסון, "על הפרק / הציונים הכלליים", הארץ, 17.6.1924 33
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Within a month of the new federation, the central committee published an 

announcement calling on all non-partisan Zionists to organize, establish new branches 

and expand the federation. The reasoning for this was that due to the consolidation of 

the right and left wings of the Zionist movement, the largest sector in the yishuv had 

lost much of its influence. In light of the large influx of middle-class immigrants 

expected to arrive in the near future, it was imperative to mobilize the entire yishuv.34 

Indeed, although the “Federation of General Zionists in Palestine” expressed a desire 

to assist the new immigrants of the Fourth Aliyah who had begun to gravitate toward 

the cities and villages of Palestine, there is little evidence of concrete activity, a reality 

that seems to be consistent with the state of the federation until early 1925.35 

In the months leading up to the Tel Aviv municipal elections of May 3, 1925, efforts 

were made to unite the General Zionists into a single list, but ultimately 6 different 

General Zionist lists decided to compete. Of these, 4 gained representation with a sum 

of 14 seats, out of a total of 41.36 The need for unity was felt by several general 

Zionist leaders, who tried in June 1925 to establish a central block of all those who 

did not identify with the labor or religious parties. A founding conference was held on 

July 2 and a platform was published roughly a week later, though close inspection 

reveals no real common ideology. However, due to the impending elections to the 14th 

Zionist Congress, work on the formation of the center was suspended.37 

Despite the numerous attempts at unification, in the weeks before the congress the 

lines were again drawn between the pro- and anti-Weizmannist elements within 

Palestinian General Zionism. In a series of long articles in Haaretz, Gluecksohn 

argued for a more activist stance towards Great Britain even though the yishuv was 

not yet firmly established financially. The time had come “to put an end to the 

detrimental political passivity that would likely lead to complete political paralysis.” 

The Zionist Organization should demand of Britain: “a. complete and equal civil 

rights for the Jewish residents of Palestine. b. the right to a potential homeland, in 

other words the right of all Jews to immigrate [to Palestine], to settle and to work.” 

Only those who recognized this principle should be allowed to join the Jewish 

                                                 
 ."לארגון הציונים הכלליים", הארץ, 3.7.1924 34
35 For an example see Drori, 37; 25.8.1924 ,בהסתדרות הציונים הכלליים", הארץ".  
36 Drori, 53-56; 8.5.1925 ,התוצאות הרשמיות של הבחירות לעירית ת"א", הארץ". 
37 Drori, 58-60; 1.7.1925 ,הועידה של  ;ש. שורץ, "המרכז", הארץ, 1.7.1925 ;פ. דגן, "תעודת המרכז", דואר היום"

5.7.1925'גוש המרכז' בראשון לציון", דואר היום,  10.7.1925לאספת הנבחרים", הארץ,  "המצע של גוש המרכז ; . 
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Agency, which as the political representative of the Jewish people under Article 4 of 

the draft mandate was entrusted with the authority to demand of the British the right 

to a national homeland.38 In his demand for more assertive action vis-à-vis the British, 

Gluecksohn’s views resembled those of the Revisionist movement, which was at this 

time in the process of formation. Gluecksohn also signed the platform prepared by the 

Radical Zionists who met in Berlin on the eve of the 14th congress (see below) which 

combined an activist stance along with a desire for the social rejuvenation of the 

Jewish people.39 In all of these positions, Gluecksohn joined the radical voices in the 

Zionist movement which sought rapid and radical change while preserving ideological 

purity. 

A more pragmatic and economically-minded group, led by Suprasky, supported 

Weizmann’s efforts to expand the Jewish Agency, which it hoped would bring more 

funds into the Zionist movement and Palestine, and increase the role of private capital 

in the construction of the yishuv. In a series of three extensive articles, Issachar Dov 

Bar-Drora, the editor of Ha-Yishuv and one of the people behind the center block 

initiative, expressed his full support of Weizmann and the plan to expand the Jewish 

Agency.40 The Balfour Declaration, he argued, could not bring about the settlement of 

Palestine, especially since the country was largely barren and its fertile regions were 

for the most part under the control of another people, seven-fold the size of the Jews. 

What the Jewish people needed now was money, organizational talent and gifted 

economists, and these could be acquired only through the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency and through political and economic cooperation with the non-Zionist Jewish 

organizations in the United States.41 The cooperation with the Marshall group might 

indeed necessitate changes in the work and perhaps even in the principles of the 

Zionist movement, but there was no alternative. Reality demanded a break with 

spiritual pipedreams. “The romanticism of Zionism vanished the day the real work 

began,” he wrote. The new immigrants, even if similar in their national consciousness 

to Aḥad Ha-am or Rabbi Kook, could not maintain their Judaism in a sea of Arabs 

without massive financial assistance, and without planned and profitable construction. 
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The labor settlement, which dreamed of creating a new society, could not survive on 

small donations from the Keren Hayesod alone. The only answer was to expand the 

Jewish Agency.42 

Aside from the revisionists who had not yet separated as a separate party, six general 

Zionist factions in Palestine contended for seats in the 14th Zionist Congress. As most 

of these were small or non-ideological groups, the primary debate was between 

Suprasky’s “List of General Zionists” which included the leaders of the movement in 

Tel Aviv as well as some of the moshavot planters, and Gluecksohn’s “List of Radical 

Zionists,” which was supported by most of the general Zionist leaders in Jerusalem. 

Close ideologically to Suprasky’s group, and supportive of Weizmann’s views was 

the “United Center of Palestinian Voters” under Issachar Dov Bar-Drora, Peretz 

Dagan and Nahum Slouschz which relied on the moshavot farmers for its support.43  

From Suprasky’s address at the congress, it is possible to ascertain his group’s 

position. The development of the country rested on three bodies: the Jewish people, 

the ZE and the Palestine Administration. The Jewish people had done much to fulfill 

its commitment, and the Third Aliyah had also been very important. Compared to the 

£1.7 million collected from the entire Jewish people for the Keren Hayesod over the 

past two years, the third and fourth waves of immigration had invested more than £2 

million in industry and labor, over £5 million in construction, especially for work in 

cities and villages, and at least half a million pounds in agriculture in general, even 

though private capital generally showed little interest in agriculture in Palestine. Thus, 

the recent immigrants had brought into Palestine four times the capital collected by 

the entire Jewish people in the diaspora, not to speak of the newcomers’ human 

resources, personal sacrifices, work force and initiative. Of this investment, 50% had 

gone to the workers. Almost all labor was now in Jewish hands, despite the fact that 

Jewish labor cost twice as much. The “merchants and the dealers,” as the Fourth 

Aliyah was known, had established many industries. Private initiative and capital had 

its own special interests. 99% of the immigrants came to the country not out of 

pressure but due to a tremendous desire to create a new life. However, the Zionist 

Organization had not met its responsibilities. Only 2% of the Keren Hayesod funds 
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were allotted to family heads. Hundreds of families wished to settle in the country but 

the ZE did nothing to help them. Of the monthly budget of £230,000, only 20,000 was 

dispersed to the family heads. All of the settlement work was in the hands of one 

sector of the yishuv which wanted to control it. Decisions in such matters should not 

be left up to a single party but rather a non-partisan body must balance the interests of 

the employers and the employees.44  

Moshe Gluecksohn published his views in a series of articles in Haaretz. The influx 

of the Fourth Aliyah had augmented the yishuv’s middle class and as a result had 

sharpened the contrasts between its world view and interests and those of the working 

class. The gap between the rural and urban sectors had widened, as had the split 

between the pioneering and middle-class elements of the population. However, the 

conflict between the two classes was artificial, and the yishuv needed to stand on both 

legs. The middle class was justified in its demand for funds that would allow its 

members to find work and consolidate their settlement in Palestine, but it was also 

necessary to continue the movement’s support for labor settlement. Assistance should 

be given to absorb middle-class immigration as well as pioneering settlement, 

financial support should be extended to industry just as to agriculture and 

encouragement was needed for private investment as well as national settlement.45 In 

their platform published in July 1925, the Radical Zionists in Palestine expressed their 

demands in 6 areas: 

1. Opposition to the British curtailment of Jewish rights in Palestine which 

should be recognized as the Jewish homeland. 

2. Institution of proportional and representative elections to the Zionist Congress 

on the basis of shekel sales by each federation and party. 

3. Expansion of the Jewish Agency only on the condition that the popular and 

national elements of the Zionist Organization could be sufficiently guaranteed 

and that the role of the expanded agency would be confined to the economic 

sphere, while political matters would remain under the authority of the ZE. 
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This represented a softening of the group’s position which originally opposed 

the expansion under any circumstances. 

4. Increased involvement of the ZE in the policy of the Zionist banks, and 

agreement that the Jewish National Fund would act autonomously, though 

under supervision of the ZE when necessary. 

5. Support of agricultural settlement and efforts to establish new settlements. 

Demand that ZE assist immigrants from all classes and assist industrial and 

commercial ventures through the provision of loans and intervention with the 

British to order to protect Palestinian products. 

6. Management of the educational system for Jews in Palestine by the ZE.46 

Suprasky’s list won 48.6% of the votes within the Federation of General Zionists (3 

seats), the “United Center” won 27.1% (1 seat), and Gluecksohn’s group won only 

8.4% (0 seats). The revisionists won 14.9% (1 seat). In other words, the Weizmannist 

elements won over 75% of the general Zionist vote in Palestine for the congress, 

perhaps due to the fact that they seemed to have a more plausible economic plan and 

possibly because the decision at the 1925 London Conference to postpone the debate 

on the expansion of the Jewish Agency until the 15th Zionist Congress in 1927 took 

the wind out of the sails of those who wished to oppose the move. The competition 

with the new revisionist group, which offered a more comprehensive opposition to 

Weizmann and the ZE also took away votes from the radicals.47 

Six different general Zionist parties competed in the elections for the second Asefat 

ha-Nivḥarim, which took place on December 6, 1925: the revisionists; the Democratic 

Federation, a continuation of the radical group; the National Civil Federation, which 

represented the conservative wing of Suprasky’s group; the Center List, a 

continuation of the United Center; the Fourth Aliyah List and the Federation of 

Hebrew Women. Efforts to unite these groups into a single center party failed. 

Gluecksohn argued that the general Zionists could be divided into right and left 

centers, and castigated the former as having class aspirations in its struggle against the 

workers and the labor settlement. Instead of trying to unite all of the groups into a 
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single party, he called on the unification of the left-leaning elements, the “Left 

Center” in his words.48 

On November 19, 1925, Gluecksohn’s supporters formed the “Democratic 

Federation” and passed a program as well as an electoral platform that were to be 

ratified by a large assembly that would form a list of candidates. The platform 

included four sections: Zionist work was to be directed toward the masses, not only 

for the rich and influential sectors of society. The yishuv in Palestine should be 

organized as a national-political entity, legally recognized and autonomous in its 

internal affairs. Regarding foreign policy, the platform opposed any attempt or 

tendency to minimize the principle of the Jewish national home or to harm Jewish 

rights and interests in Palestine. The Zionist Organization was called upon to give 

economic support to agricultural settlement without ignoring urban settlement while 

at the same time increasing its financial assistance to industry and commerce. 

Education was to be nationalized.49A public assembly was convened on November 

23, 1925 to ratify the program and a second assembly met three days later to elect the 

list of candidates. Gluecksohn, Berligne, Mossinson and Bograshov were put at the 

top of this list.50 Both in terms of personalities and positions, the Democratic 

Federation was the latest manifestation of the radical group: though it viewed the 

workers’ organizations in a positive light, it rejected the idea of a class struggle and 

reserved the right to oppose what it felt were harmful tendencies in the labor 

movement. However, it refused to turn this opposition into its central platform, as had 

the National Civil Federation in Gluecksohn’s opinion.51 The Democratic Federation 

continued to see itself as part of the Federation of General Zionists, defining itself as 

“Left Center.” 

An attempt to organize the conservative wing of the Federation of General Zionists 

was made on August 28, 1925 when an assembly chose a provisional committee to 

put together a plan of action designed to pull in most of the general Zionists. The 

committee, which included Meir Dizengoff, David Izmojik and Sa’adyah Shoshani, 

composed a program to be presented before an assembly of supporters planed for 
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September 15. According to this program, the new “National Civil Federation,” 

placed national concerns above all other. Palestine should be recognized as the land of 

the Jewish People, and the Hebrew language and Jewish labor would constitute both 

the goal and the means of national reconstruction. Palestinian Jewry was the most 

important factor in building the country and therefore it had to organize on the basis 

of democratic elections and be given the power to supervise Jewish enterprises and 

institutions in the yishuv. The group felt that private property and a materialist system 

were the primary factors in the life of any society, and that private initiative, free 

competition and freedom of trade and labor constituted the main forces in the 

construction of Palestine. Any class privilege in economic or public life was 

unacceptable. The program called for the supply of apartments to workers and people 

without means and the establishment of cooperative institutions for medical 

assistance, low-cost loans, life insurance and insurance for the elderly.52 From its 

positions and membership, it can be surmised that the National Civil Federation was a 

direct continuation of Suprasky’s “List of General Zionists.”53 

In the elections, the revisionists won 8.7% of the votes (15 seats); the Federation of 

Hebrew Women, 7.5% (13 seats); the Democratic Federation, 5% (9 seats), the 

National Civil Federation, 3% (6 seats); the Center List, 3.4% (6 seats); and the 

Fourth Aliyah, 2.3% (4 seats).54 Since the revisionists were for all intents and 

purposes a separate party by this stage, and the Hebrew Women’s list did not have a 

defined position on the social, political and economic issues of the day, the 

Democratic Federation became the largest ideological group within the Federation of 

General Zionists although when counted together, the 3 remaining groups received 

more votes. Despite an attempt to unite the various general Zionist factions, the 

groups remained divided in identity and action in the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim itself.55 

Preparations for the elections to the Tel Aviv municipality, held in December 1926, 

led to a unification of the general Zionist groups in the city. The Non-Partisan List 

which had won 2 seats in the municipal elections of 1925 established a committee to 

unite all of the groups that didn’t affiliate with either the right or left-wing parties. 
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The committee met in early September and decided to form “The United Center.” A 

council was to be convened in order to authorize a platform. Benzion Mossinson, 

Raphael Soferman, Israel Rokach and Zalman David Levontin were appointed to draft 

the platform and present it to the council.56 The initiative received the blessing of both 

Gluecksohn, the leader of the Democratic Federation, and Suprasky, the chairman of 

the General Zionist party in Tel Aviv and their representative in the municipal 

council, and the latter group in its assembly on October 3, 1926 decided to unite with 

the United Center if its (unspecified) conditions were met. The negotiations 

apparently met with success as on October 24, the assembly of the General Zionists 

proposed that the United Center include the names of several of its members on its list 

of candidates for the city council including Izmojik and Gluecksohn.57 

The United Center aspired to create a non-partisan municipality, founded on the basis 

of a democratic constitution and devoid of class or party interests. Its goal would be to 

create the cultural, educational, economic and sanitary conditions for the good of the 

city’s residents, to improve the city’s financial situation and to provide assistance for 

the unemployed.58 Aside from the revisionists, two other middle-class parties 

participated: the Organization of Polish Immigrants and the Neighbors Organization. 

The United Center received 6 seats, the Organization of Polish Immigrants, 6; the 

Neighbors Organization, 3 and the revisionists, 5. In total, these groups won 48.8% of 

the total vote.59 

Despite the unification of the General Zionists for the purposes of the 1926 municipal 

elections, by mid-1927 the Federation of General Zionists had split into right and left 

leaning streams. In January of that year, the Provisional Committee of the National 

Civil Federation convened an assembly to discuss the situation in Palestine and the 

need for a reorganization of conservative forces in the yishuv. The participants 

included the leaders of the Home Owners Federation, the National Civil Federation, 

the Federation of Polish Immigrants and others. The head table included Bar-Drora, 

Levontin and Shoshani. Izmojik criticized the passivity of the right wing in the face of 

various negative developments: the deterioration of the political situation, the 
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annulment Tel Aviv residents’ right to participate in the Jaffa municipal elections, the 

discrimination against Jews in Haifa and Jerusalem and the worsening of the 

economic situation. He called upon the independent farmers, merchants, industrialists 

and manufacturers to organize politically in order to defend national assets and to 

build the country. Bar-Drora and Shoshani emphasized the danger emanating from 

labor attempts to take control of the Zionist movement. Shoshani presented a platform 

which was similar to that of the National Civil Federation in the second Asefat ha-

Nivḥarim. National interests were to be put above all others. Private property and a 

materialist system were viewed as the primary forces in building the land. Private 

initiative was to be supported. Preference for any particular class or attempts to give 

any class responsibility over the other sectors of the yishuv would meet with 

opposition. The settlement enterprise in Palestine should be put on a new path of 

development. A new political formation should be established to realize these 

principles. 25 of those assembled decided to join the new body which retained the 

name, “National Civil Federation.”60 

Two weeks later, the founding assembly of the new party was held. Some 173 

representatives of the Federation of Independent Farmers, the Federation of 

Industrialists, the Federation of Manufacturers, the Federation of Sephardim, the 

Federation of Yemenites, Benai Binyamin and Landsmannschaften from Poland, 

Rumania, Great Britain, Austria, Hungary, and the United States participated.61 

Moshe Smilansky read out a pre-prepared list of 6 decisions, which he proposed be 

adopted unanimously by the assembly. 

1. The primary reason for the financial deterioration was the fact that the policy 

makers took action that was not agreeable to the general public and didn’t 

meet the needs of all of the classes in the yishuv. 

2. The influence of all sectors of the yishuv in Zionist institutions had to be 

enlarged. 

3. The number of seats in the Zionist Congress allotted to the yishuv’s middle 

class had to be increased. 
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4. The executive of the National Civil Federation should demand of the ZE to 

place 3 of its representatives on the Commission of Experts. 

5.  The executive should prepare a detailed memorandum for the commission on 

the new movement’s positions. 

6. A committee should be established to formulate proposals for the solution of 

the economic crisis in the country. 

After a short debate, the resolutions were duly passed unanimously.62 It would appear 

that although the group had supported Weizmann and the ZE in the past, it had 

become more critical of late, perhaps in its effort to represent middle-class interests at 

a time of economic crisis and rise of the labor parties. 

The socio-economic view of the federation, and its criticism of the ZE was presented 

in two extensive articles in the weekly Ha-Yishuv, edited by Bar-Drora.63 The first 

argued against the view that the federation was a unification of the right against the 

left or a reactionary organization resisting progress. Though a few members might be 

of the old conservative school, the vast majority were far from this image and 

supported a general nationalist approach. According to this view, the ZE’s policy was 

responsible for the economic crisis and the resulting unemployment. A land could not 

be built according to a pioneering approach and the national funds were incapable of 

raising the huge sums needed to absorb the mass immigration. The only alternative 

was to turn to private capital and private initiative which could emerge from those 

sectors that the ZE had ignored. The masses of workers who had poured into the 

country would not be able to find work until men of means arrived, who could 

provide employment. In conclusion, immigration for the moment must be suspended, 

and priority must be given to men of private means and entrepreneurs. Young 

pioneers, as idealistic as they might be, could not contribute to themselves or to the 

land, until they have been guaranteed a livelihood. Only private investors and 

entrepreneurs would be able, when the time came, to help in absorbing Jewish 

workers. Until then, it would be best to give them a free hand to choose an 

inexpensive work force. After all, one couldn’t expect them to make constant material 
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sacrifices for an abstract ideal, behavior which would run against the healthy rules of 

economics. In short, the founders of the National Civil Federation held a clearly right-

wing position which called for establishing the Zionist enterprise on the principles of 

financial profitability and demanded that more attention be devoted to the middle 

class. As a corollary of this approach, financial support for the labor settlement in 

Palestine should be terminated and preference should be given to middle-class 

immigration. In essence, this was similar to the Brandeisian approach that had been 

opposed by Weizmann years earlier.64 However, in the circumstances of early 1927, 

the National Civil Federation expressed support for Weizmann’s efforts to expand the 

Jewish Agency.65 

In May, the party published its 15 “Principles” in anticipation of the elections to the 

Zionist Congress.66 The creation of a Jewish majority in Palestine was viewed as the 

only sure way of creating a Jewish National Home, but immigration had to be based 

on the economic absorptive capacity of the country. The major mechanism for 

developing the country had to be private Jewish capital and private settlement, while 

the national capital should focus on creating the conditions for normal development 

and he employment of Jewish workers, since Jewish labor was a necessary condition 

for the building of the country. Agricultural settlement and the expansion of areas 

cultivated by Jews were seen as a basic factor in the revival of the nation and the land 

and therefore the right to settle on national land and benefit from national funds had to 

be given to all sectors, regardless of ethnic community, party or class. The selection 

of settlers should be done according to the criteria of experience, physical and moral 

training, and the means that the settlers themselves could invest in their farms. 

Preference should be given to those who could establish themselves in the shortest 

amount of time. Urban settlement was no less critical for the realization of national 

goals, and national funds should therefore support this form of settlement as well. 

The class conflict was seen as a national disaster. Labor relations should be resolved 

through mutual agreements and compulsory arbitration. The Hebrew language must 

be instilled in all areas of life, and public education should include all of the elements 
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of Jewish culture. Class values should not be financed by the national funds. The 

Zionist leadership should take a more assertive approach towards the mandatory 

authorities and demand that all British commitments under the Mandate to assist the 

establishment of the Jewish National Home should be fulfilled completely. 

From this platform, it appears that the National Civil Federation had become a 

middle-class oriented political party, despite its avowed opposition to a class struggle. 

The middle class was to be given preference in immigration and settlement. 

What remained of the Federation of General Zionists now became a more well-

defined left-leaning body known as the Organization of General Zionists. 

Interestingly, Suprasky went along with the latter group.67 Its platform, publicized in 

June 1927 in preparation for the 15th Zionist Congress, was based on the program of 

the Radicals from the 14th Zionist Congress and that of the Democratic Federation 

from the second Asefat ha-Nivḥarim. 

1. The Zionist Organization: The organization must be strengthened through the 

introduction of constitutional changes intended to limit separatist tendencies 

on the part of parties and financial institutions. 

2. The Jewish Agency: Broad Jewish cooperation in the building of the country 

was necessary. The Zionist Congress had to receive tangible guarantees 

capable of safeguarding the principles defined at the previous congress. In 

addition to the assurance of continuous Jewish immigration, national purchase 

of land, agricultural settlement based on Jewish labor and the encouragement 

of Hebrew language and culture, the group demanded that formal decision be 

made defining the President of the Zionist Organization as the head of the 

Jewish Agency. 

3. Political Issues: The Zionist Organization must demand that the British 

Mandatory government meet all of its commitments as defined by the Balfour 

Declaration.68 

4. Principles of Economic Work: Zionist economic activity in Palestine had to 

undergo a change in organization and method. More assistance and guidance 

should be given to new immigrants. Support was expressed for the dispatch of 

the Zionist Reorganization Commission which it was hoped would usher in 
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more efficient methods of settlement and development. Classes should 

cooperate economically and national and private capital should be combined. 

Agriculture in its various forms must stand at the center of Zionist economic 

activity. Small private farming was to be encouraged. At the same time, the 

Zionist Organization had to increase its support of industry and 

manufacturing. 

5. Hebrew Labor and the Labor Constitution: Support was given to the 

employment of Jewish workers, the class conflict was seen as an obstacle to 

the development of the country and both labor and management were called 

upon to find ways to solve labor disagreements through the formulation of a 

labor constitution and the creation of bodies such as neutral labor bureaus and 

institutions for compulsory national arbitration. 

6. Education and Culture: The Zionist Organization must demand that the British 

Palestine Administration take over the issue of education in Palestine and 

provide the resources for this work. 

7. Organization of the Yishuv: The congress was asked to view the national and 

democratic organization of the yishuv in a positive light and to assist it in its 

internal and external battles.69 

 

Gluecksohn, analyzing general Zionist movements around the world, identified three 

trends. The Right Center, which included the Polish Et Livnot faction, the circle 

around the Zionist paper Dos Yidishe Folk in the United States and the National Civil 

Federation in Palestine, represented middle-class interests. This group understood the 

need to change the economic character of the new immigrants, but had so far opposed 

any practical steps to do so. It regarded agricultural settlement as “Tolstoyan 

romanticism” and contended that Zionism’s task was to support urban settlement and 

encourage trade, industry and manufacturing. Most of the General Zionists in the 

United States belonged to a second right-wing group which unlike the first, did not 

advocate a class ideology. This stream opposed the socialist ideals of the labor Zionist 

movement in Palestine and dismissed the labor settlements as failed “social 

experiments.” It shared with the right-wing parties the view that the economy in 
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Palestine must be put on commercial foundations, and generally cooperated with the 

right in the context of the Zionist Organization. As opposed to these groups, a third 

trend of general Zionists, more oriented to the masses and insistent on an activist 

political stance, should unite formally as a Left Center in order to constitute a force 

within the Zionist movement. This group included the Organization of General 

Zionists in Palestine.70 

Four general Zionist parties in Palestine competed for representation at the Zionist 

Congress: the revisionists, the Organization of General Zionists, the National Civil 

Federation and the Federation of Industrialists. The National Civil Federation 

received 2,245 votes (46% of the votes for center and right-wing parties and 13% of 

the total Palestinian vote), while the Organization of General Zionists received 1,055 

votes (21.6% of the center-right votes and 6% of the total Palestinian vote). The 

federation sent 3 delegates to the congress.71 

Following the congress, Izmojik concluded that “Weizmannist Zionism” was openly 

derisive toward all of the private enterprises in the moshavot and toward the Fourth 

Aliyah and viewed Tel Aviv as the source of evil. In Izmojik’s opinion, Weizmann 

divided the yishuv into two parts: the workers, to whom Weizmann showed favor and 

admiration, and the small shop owners, whose only importance was the supply of 

goods at a low price.72 

Perhaps as a result of this disappointment, the National Civil Federation decided to 

take steps to increase the influence of middle-class elements on the future of the 

yishuv. This included the creation of new institutions to extend credit for agriculture 

and small industry, but also a reorganization of the federation in order to attract not 

only organizations, but also individuals.73 Drori notes that the federation became a 

prominent part of the right wing in the yishuv, however, it was also affected by the 

political apathy which characterized the middle class.74 

 

The decline in support for the Organization of General Zionists led to changes in the 

composition of its leadership. When the council of the Tel Aviv branch chose 
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Suprasky to chair its new executive on January 28, 1928, Gluecksohn resigned from 

the organization. As Drori notes, the composition of the new executive, the election of 

Suprasky and Gluecksohn’s sudden break indicated clearly that the organization had 

taken a turn to the right.75 This was not without opposition. When the executive 

invited prominent individuals and representatives of various Zionist organizations to a 

meeting to discuss the reorganization of the Organization of General Zionists and to 

elect a national executive, Bograshov, Berligne, Gluecksohn and S. Rosenbaum 

published a letter in the local press opposing the meeting on the grounds that elections 

for a national executive held by a group of personally invited individuals had no legal 

validity.76 The meeting was held as planned on March 7, 1928 and an organizing 

committee was formed to mobilize the Organization of General Zionists across the 

country and convene a national conference which would adopt a general program and 

choose a permanent executive.77 On March 29, 1928 the Organization sent out a flyer 

calling on the members to renew their commitment to the General Zionist 

movement.78 

In response to the rise of the conservative wing within the Organization of General 

Zionists, Gluecksohn and several associates established the Organization of 

Democratic General Zionists, claiming that the former body had become a right-wing 

class-oriented party which was opposed to the principle of Jewish self-labor.79 To 

charges that he was splitting the general Zionist movement, Gluecksohn responded 

that in order to ensure unity, it was necessary to prevent the movement from being 

dragged in the direction of the National Civil Federation.80 A meeting of the various 

general Zionist streams decided on September 30, 1928 convene a conference in 

December of that year, to discuss their economic and political activity, however the 

meeting never took place.81 Some two weeks later, an assembly of the Organization of 
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Democratic General Zionists agreed that it would participate in the conference as a 

separate group.82 

Meanwhile, the general Zionist groups in Tel Aviv began to prepare for the municipal 

elections that were to take place in December 1928 according to a new ordinance 

issued by the British Palestine Government which reduced the size of the municipal 

council from 41 to 15 and raised the amount of taxes required for a right to vote.83 In 

the background was also the experts’ report of the Joint Palestine Survey 

Commission, and the meeting of the AC in Berlin which was to adopt the 

commission’s report.  

On October 2 the National Civil Federation held its first national conference, attended 

by members of the ZE, the Va’ad Le’ummi and the Federation of Independent 

Farmers. Bar-Drora opened the conference with an assessment that the four General 

Zionist representatives from Palestine (three from the Federation of General Zionists 

and one from the Federation of Industrialists) had exerted considerable influence on 

the decisions of the recent Zionist Congress. With the appointment of Harry Sacher to 

the leadership of the PZE, the confidence of property owners in the Zionist 

Organization had been re-established. The influence of those like Avraham Harzfeld 

and Yosef Kitzis had been curtailed. Other speakers expressed hope that the view 

which saw labor as the sole class building up the country would soon change. The 

conference joined the general protest of the yishuv against the desecration of the West 

Wall, and supported the general demand that the Mandatory Government ensure the 

rights of Jews in Palestine. The conference also protested against the British policy 

which practically closed the gates to Palestine, and expressed disappointment over the 

new statutes of Knesset Israel, which didn’t meet the minimum hopes of the Jewish 

community in the country. The federation expressed its satisfaction with the progress 

in the negotiation over the expansion of the Jewish Agency, agreed that the 

conclusions of the experts’ report suited the economic conditions of the country, and 

demanded that future development of the yishuv be based on these conclusions. The 

conference also demanded that the ZE devote more attention to the middle class and 
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assist it to settle in the country. The work of the Jewish National Fund, though 

important, was not sufficient and the national institutions were asked to allot land and 

to raise private capital for the purpose of purchasing land for middle-class settlement. 

In the future, settlement should be based on three principles: private land, complete 

freedom regarding self-labor, and the combination of a mixed farm with fruit 

orchards. The federation demanded that the experts from among the private farmers 

and Benai Binyamin should be involved in all settlement activity of the ZE, and 

special attention should be given to the settlement of the children of independent 

farmers next to the moshavot. The conference went on to demand that the mandatory 

government establish tax barriers in order to protect local produce and called on the 

ZE to convince the banks to lower interest rates, to provide convenient credit in order 

to encourage cottage industry, and to distribute promotional material to increase the 

investment of private capital and tourism to Palestine. Jewish labor was seen as a 

necessary condition for the building of the country, and it was decided to take steps 

together with the Federation of Independent Farmers and the national institutions to 

realize this goal. Regarding labor relations in the cities, the conference viewed 

favorably the efforts of the industrialists to maintain labor tranquility, and supported 

the idea of a binding labor statute.84As Drori has observed, the decisions of the 

conference reflect the emergence of a right-wing class-oriented party in which the 

independent farmers played an increasingly central role. Perhaps this was also the 

reason for its lack of unity. When the Federation of House Owners and the Federation 

of the Middle Class decided to run for the Tel Aviv elections on separate lists, the 

nascent party decided not to contend at all.85 

This left the field to the Organization of General Zionists and the Organization of 

Democratic General Zionists. A council of the General Zionists which met on October 

21, 1928 agreed to the new ordinance but demanded certain changes and decided to 

consult with representatives of other parties on the municipal council regarding the 

composition of the elections committee and the date of its formation.86 The 

Democratic General Zionists held their own council shortly afterward and decided to 
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protest the ordinance’s infringement upon the yishuv’s basic right to self-

determination. The group decided to participate in the elections and to call upon all 

those who did not identify with a class position – right or left wing – to cooperate on a 

joint list. The call was repeated by Gluecksohn in his paper, this time with express 

reference to the right-wing class orientation of the Organization of General Zionists.87 

Thus, on the eve of the municipal elections, the general Zionists were again split into 

two main steams. The conservative elements united with Meir Dizengoff’s list and ran 

under the name “The United Center,” while the liberal wing under Gluecksohn, 

Mossinson and Eliyahu Berligne, its candidate for mayor, ran as the Democratic 

Zionists. The bitter struggle between the two groups weakened the general Zionist 

movement in the country. In the elections, the United Center won 24.7% of the vote 

which gave it 4 seats on the city council. Receiving only 2.86% of the vote, the 

Democrats were utterly defeated, and received no representation on the council.88 

 

Although the National Civil Federation held a second conference on May 7, 1929, 

elected new executive bodies and reiterated its positions from the first conference, the 

party essentially ceased to exist after the 16th Zionist Congress. It would appear that 

between the right wing, filled by the Revisionists and the right center, held by 

conservative elements within the Organization of General Zionists, there was no room 

for a third right-of-center party.89 

The right center and the left center did run separately in the elections to the 16th 

Zionist Congress. The platform of the Democratic General Zionists, published in mid-

May 1929, repeated the demands made at the previous congress by the Organization 

of General Zionists (then under the sway of the “democrats”) and by the Radical 

Zionists at the 14th Zionist Congress.90 The Organization of General Zionists 

published its platform a week letter. The sections on the role of the current Zionist 

Congress, the Zionist Organization, the Jewish Agency and the political situation in 

Palestine were almost identical to the parallel portions of the Democratic General 

Zionist platform. The major differences were to be found in the section on 
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“Immigration to Palestine” and “Labor.” In the former section, the Zionist Congress 

was asked to put Jewish immigration at the top of the Jewish Agency’s priorities. It 

was demanded that a suitable number of immigration certificates be guaranteed for 

workers, especially professionals, who could meet the demands for Jewish labor in the 

villages, in the growing industrial sector and in various public works now underway. 

Certificates should not be given according to a party key but in accordance with the 

prospective immigrant’s professional training. Family heads should get the same 

rights as single men, and priority should be given to workers who received invitations 

from their relatives in the country. The responsibility for distributing immigration 

certificates should be handed over to national committees of the Zionist Organization. 

The Jewish Agency should also take action to abolish the limitations placed on the 

immigration of capitalists, relatives of Palestinian residents and those sponsored by 

Palestinian residents. Steps should be undertaken to amend the Immigration 

Ordinance of 1925. Three economic principles were presented that according to the 

General Zionists had to serve as the foundation for the economic activity of the 

Zionist Organization. 

1. The development of the land could not be the work of one class and could not 

be intended for one class. 

2. In the building of the land there is a place and a role for private as well as 

national capital, but the national capital must aid in opening up the way for 

private capital. 

3. Budgets must undergo a thorough reform so that economic assistance will be 

extended to economic enterprises only in the form of credit. 

Agriculture must stand at the center of economic activity in the land, but it must be 

established on healthy economic foundations, in accordance with the experts’ report. 

Special attention should be focused on the question of agricultural credit and the 

development of small private farming. The platform went on to demand that the 

Jewish Agency expedite the finalization of contracts between the Zionist Organization 

and the immigrants settled on Jewish National Fund land at the expense of the Keren 

Hayesod, prepare a comprehensive plan for strengthening industry and manufacture in 

the country and attain reductions in taxes and customs as well as government 

assistance for private initiative. As Drori notes, this section of the platform reflects a 
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clear right-wing class orientation.91 This can be said of the chapter on labor as well. 

Jewish self-labor was presented only as a recommended, not a required course of 

action. Although recognition of the Jewish right to labor should be demanded of the 

mandatory government and the municipal authorities, private Jewish employers 

should be encouraged but not forced in this regard.92 

In the elections to the 16th Zionist Congress, the Organization of General Zionists 

received 1,216 votes (2 seats), the National Civil Federation received 1,133 votes (1 

seat), and the Democratic General Zionists won 1,023 votes (1 seat). The revisionists 

received 2,687 votes (3 seats).93 In the wake of the congress and parallel to efforts to 

unite the General Zionists in the World Zionist Organization, general Zionists in 

Palestine also decided to unite the various streams into one group. The expansion of 

the Jewish Agency, the rise in the power of the Labor Zionist parties and the difficult 

political situation and sense of common danger following the 1929 riots probably 

contributed to a desire for general Zionist unification. In February 1930, they formed 

the Organization of United General Zionists in Palestine. Gluecksohn noted that the 

division among the groups had not been of much benefit but had in fact weakened 

them and prevented them from becoming a significant force in the Zionist movement 

and especially in the yishuv’s national institutions.94 Suprasky and Gluecksohn led the 

new organization which was joined by the general Zionist youth movements, Akiva, 

Aḥva and Ha-No’ar ha-Ziyyoni.95 The dual leadership of the united body reflected the 

perseverance of the two main streams within General Zionism in Palestine and it is 

not surprising that internal disagreements refused to disappear. Gluecksohn noted in 

mid-May 1931 that it was impossible to speak of a single coherent General Zionist 

ideology and that the unification had only blurred the differences between the 

streams.96 The attitude towards Weizmann and the continuation of his leadership was 

indicative. The more right-wing group identified with Suprasky argued forcefully that 

under no circumstances should Weizmann continue to serve as the president of the 

Zionist Organization, and criticized what it viewed as his conciliatory and lenient 
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attitude toward the mandatory government.97 As Moshe Uzieli stated: “We have no 

confidence in the current Zionist Executive and its re-election would bring about the 

disintegration of the Zionist Organization.”98 Consequently, a new executive under a 

new president had to be formed. Thus, in practical terms, the group joined the 

revisionists in demanding Weizmann’s replacement. Weizmann himself accused the 

group of being dragged along by the revisionists.99 

The progressive camp associated with Gluecksohn which since 1925 had come to 

identify increasingly with Weizmann’s positions, regarded him as a respected and 

talented leader. Not only had he ensured the political foundations for the development 

of the Jewish National Home, but he had also initiated the financial mechanisms for 

this development – the Keren Hayesod. When he realized that these were insufficient 

for the great goals ahead, he brought in forces from outside of the Zionist 

Organization and created the expanded Jewish Agency.100 Under the current 

circumstances, Weizmann had to vacate the position for the sake of Zionist unity, 

however, he might well return to the leadership at a later date.101 In Gluecksohn’s 

opinion, Weizmann’s tragedy resulted not from a misguided policy or tendency to 

give in to British demands but from what he termed “builders’ negligence.” 

Weizmann believed that by displaying moderation and loyalty towards the British 

government it would be possible to develop the country and create a reality that would 

be able to withstand any future setbacks. His error, according to Gluecksohn, was that 

this reality had not been sufficiently established, and now the Passfield White Paper 

had upset all of his plans. The fault lay not with Weizmann however, but with the 

entire Zionist movement. “We did not meet Weizmann’s demands, we didn’t bring in 

even a fifth of what Weizmann demanded every year, not even at a time when it was 

objectively possible.”102 
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Perhaps one of the reasons for this difference lay in the scope of respective groups’ 

concerns. While Gluecksohn and Mossinson seemed to be more concerned with the 

future of the Zionist movement as a whole, Suprasky focused solely on the yishuv. 

Thus, while the former group argued that the primary task of the 17th Zionist Congress 

was to rebuild the Zionist Organization and reinforce its foundations, Suprasky 

contended that the congress had to deal first with the crisis in Palestine which 

threatened the existence of the yishuv. Although both groups agreed on the need to 

form a new ZE on the basis of a broad coalition representing all Zionist streams, 

including the revisionists, Suprasky felt that its main role was to organize mass 

immigration to Palestine, while Gluecksohn argued that the new executive had to 

reorganize the Zionist Organization worldwide.103 

The unification of the general Zionists failed to increase their electoral power. In the 

elections for the 17th Zionist Congress the new list received 2,341 votes (7.8% of the 

total) which gave it a representation of 3 deputies, as compared to 5 seats won by all 

of the middle-class parties at the previous congress. A major cause for this decline 

was most likely the rise in popularity of the revisionists, who competed for much of 

the same vote and offered a clearer and more coherent message. The result was an 

increase in the revisionist representation from 3 seats in 1929 to 7 at the current 

congress.104  

On September 1, 1931, shortly after the dramatic events at the 17th Zionist Congress, 

the repudiation of Weizmann and the formation of a new executive made up of 

representatives from Labor, General Zionists B and Mizrachi, the General Zionists in 

Palestine convened a National Council. The meeting decided to support the World 

Union of General Zionists that had been formed under Dr. Ignacy Schwarzbart and to 

join it as an organization and remain in constant contact with its central office in 

Palestine. The Union had decided to establish two central offices, one in Cracow 

where the executive would reside, and the other in Palestine, each with autonomous 

rights. Suprasky expressed a desire to include the revisionists in the new ZE, though 
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the proposal received little support. Most speakers felt that despite their 

disappointment with the new executive, they should maintain a loyal attitude.105 

In summation, two major streams existed in Palestinian General Zionism from 1923 

to 1931, a conservative trend represented by Yehoshua Suprasky and David Izmojik, 

and a more progressive trend associated with Moshe Gluecksohn, Dr. Benzion 

Mossinson and Dr. Ḥayyim Bograshov. At certain times, the two streams functioned 

together within a single organizational framework and called for General Zionist unity 

in order to better compete with the larger and stronger parties to the left and right. 

However, it appears that the dominant trend was separation into two political 

frameworks, or even three when the most conservative wing consolidated as the 

National Civil Federation. 

The conservative trend tended to be much more critical of the Labor movement, 

criticizing the centrality of the Histadrut and what were perceived as labor attempts to 

dominate the economy and society in Palestine and place them on socialist 

foundations. Labor Zionism was seen as a challenge to the middle-class principles of 

private initiative and a free market, and due to its ideas of worker solidarity, as a 

danger to the national character of the Jewish people worldwide. Its class-oriented 

approach was seen as the root cause for the tensions between the workers and the 

middle-class elements in the yishuv. Regarding labor relations, the conservative wing 

tended to oppose strikes and lockouts as harmful to the national interest. It preferred 

the settlement of middle class in urban settlements as opposed to rural agricultural 

ones.106 The conservative elements were early supporters of Weizmann’s attempts to 

expand the Jewish Agency, which they perceived as an economically logical way to 

attract more capital to the yishuv. Apparently, this group did not feel that putting non-

Zionists at the helm of the Palestine enterprise amounted to a major ideological 

compromise or contradiction, perhaps as it focused more on the economic and social 

reality of the yishuv in Palestine as opposed to the broader Zionist movement. As the 

labor parties increased in size and power during the second half of the decade, and as 

the struggle for support from the Zionist bodies increased in the wake of the crisis of 
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the 4th Aliyah, the conservative elements became more critical of the Zionist 

leadership’s policy, which was perceived as favoring labor settlement. 

The left-leaning trend admired and supported the social ideals of the labor movement 

in Palestine, even if it didn’t identify with the latter’s socialist principles. Claims that 

labor intended to take over the Palestinian economy were seen to be greatly 

exaggerated, and it was pointed out that labor leaders cooperated with middle-class 

Zionists for the good of the nation. During the years of economic crisis in Palestine, 

members of this group maintained a certain neutrality, in an attempt to mediate 

between right and left, though it appears that more criticism was reserved for the 

right. This trend called for a strong labor organization and the establishment of an 

institution for labor arbitration. Settlement on the land was preferred.107 Unlike the 

conservative groups that grew apart from Weizmann and his policies, the left-leaning 

elements became increasingly supportive of Weizmannist policy. In July 1925, they 

essentially made their peace with the expansion of the Jewish Agency, just as the 

Hitaḥdut had done. As noted above, Gluecksohn’s references to Weizmann in the later 

years were generally supportive and empathetic.108 Weizmann’s aspiration for Zionist 

unity resonated in Gluecksohn’s own ideological expressions: 

The hour has come…to revive and fortify the authentic general Zionism, the 

non-partisan and classless popular-synthetic Zionism, which does not make 

the building of the land conditional on any particular class orientation or 

socio-economic system, but rather elevates in practice the revival of the people 

and the land above and beyond any of these trends or differences…. Zionism 

will not be realized without the joint efforts of all sectors and classes of the 

people.109  

 

Radicals 

At the 13th Zionist Congress in 1923, 23 delegates from general Zionist circles, 8 from 

the Al ha-Mishmar faction of the Polish Zionist Federation,110 united as Die Fraktion 

                                                 
107 Ibid., 97-100, 103-107, 112-114. 
108 Weizmann responded in January 1932: “A great many thanks for all the kind and affectionate things 

you have said to me.” Weizmann to Moshe Gluecksohn, 16.1.1932, WL, vol. 15, 267. 
 .משה גליקסון, "בעניני הציונות הכללית )תשובה לשואלים(", הארץ, 4.5.1928 109
110 This group was formed in the summer of 1923 at the Sixth Conference of the Polish Zionist 

Federation which split over the issue of expanding the Jewish Agency into the pragmatic, middle-class 

Et Livnot which supported the expansion as a way to expedite the building of the yishuv and more 

ideological and left-leaning Al ha-Mishmar which idealized the pioneering elements in Palestine and 

insisted on the revolutionary transformation of the Jewish people. The pro-Weizmannist Et Livnot held 

the clear majority. See Sha’ary, 53-54; Ezra Mendelsohn, Zionism in Poland: The Formative Years, 

1915-1926 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 248-252. 
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der Zionistischen Demokratie (The Zionist Democracy Party) in opposition to 

Weizmann’s intention to involve in the expansion of the Jewish Agency wealthy Jews 

who would not be selected through democratic means or bear any public 

responsibility as organizational representatives.111 Key figures in this group included 

Yitẓḥak Gruenbaum, head of the Al ha-Mishmar faction, Dr. Nahum Goldmann 

(Berlin), Dr. Emil Margulies, the representative of Czechoslovakian Jewry in the 

state’s national assembly, and Dr. Benzion Mossinson and Dr. Moshe Gluecksohn 

from Palestine. Robert Stricker (Austria) and Dr. Max Soloveichik, who had served as 

the Minister of Jewish Affairs in the Lithuanian government, joined a few months 

later.112 These individuals supported Jewish nationalist work in the diaspora 

(Gegenwartsarbeit) and stood at the head of the struggle for the recognition of Jewish 

national rights in their respective countries. Not surprisingly, they were concerned 

that wealthy Jewish organizations would oppose their efforts. Though the group had 

been influenced by the “Democratic Faction” formed by Motzkin and Weizmann at 

the 5th Zionist Congress in 1901, it consistently opposed Weizmannist positions 

throughout the 1920s. The group aspired to preserve the nationalist and democratic 

character of the Zionist Organization and opposed turning the raising of funds into the 

central item of the Zionist agenda, as Gruenbaum noted in his address to the congress: 

Can you imagine part of the “Jewish Agency” being responsible to the Zionist 

Organization, a second part being responsible to some other organization and a 

third part being responsible to yet a third body? What will come of this? 

Chaos. A body like this will not be able to function under any 

circumstances…. Including the non-Zionists as partners in order to expand the 

Jewish Agency will be seen by public opinion, the British Government and the 

entire world as reliable proof that we are incapable of realizing our enterprise 

on our own, and if they abandon us, those who claim that our forces are 

insufficient for the task at hand will be proven correct, and then our power will 

be reduced even more. 

We must not betray the principles of a popular mass movement…otherwise 

we will turn the Zionist institutions into “committees” without mass support, 

and the Zionist movement into a mere settlement project…. I wish to speak on 

behalf of the conscience of the Democratic Faction. Its main principle, Mr. 

President Weizmann, was the aspiration to revive the Jewish people, which 

would only come about when we succeeded in building the Land of Israel as 

our homeland, as the Jews’ State.... In order to attract those groups that do not 

                                                 
111 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 90; Sha’ary, 136-

138. 
112 For the list of members see: JR, 30.8.1923. 
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want a national renaissance, the construction of the land is being detached 

from all of the changes taking place in the life of the Jewish people, which is 

awakening to a new vitality. Settlement will be taken care of as Rothschild and 

others did in Argentina…. You are abandoning the plan for national work in 

the diaspora and cultural activity.113 

 

However, the resolution of the Permanent Committee to convene a World Jewish 

Congress within three years and at the same time to convene a conference of the 

Zionist Organization together with representatives of major Jewish organizations in 

order to draft an agreement regarding participation in the Jewish Agency in which the 

non-Zionists would have 50% of the delegates passed, 163 to 75. In opposing the 

resolution, the Fraktion der Zionistischen Demokratie proposed a minority resolution 

which claimed that the rights and responsibilities assigned to the Zionist Organization 

in the Mandate could only be transferred to an authorized representative of the Jewish 

people, in other words to a world Jewish congress. In order to facilitate the 

development of such a body, it was proposed to co-opt democratically elected 

representatives of major Jewish organizations and communities to a representative 

body of the Zionist Organization.114 Despite the group’s opposition to Weizmann and 

his policy, Soloveichik was put on the ZE in London, perhaps as a sign of 

reconciliation on Weizmann’s part. However, Soloveichik lasted only a few months in 

this position and in December 1923 submitted his resignation in protest over the delay 

in the ZE’s protest to the British Colonial Office against Herbert Samuel’s decision to 

form an Arab Agency as a counterweight to the Jewish Agency.115 

As noted above, the influx into Palestine of middle-class immigrants during the 

Fourth Aliyah and the social and economic crisis in its wake led to an intensive debate 

in the Zionist movement over absorption and settlement policy. Not coincidentally, 

two oppositionist parties were formed within the span of a few weeks in mid-1925: 

the Revisionist World Union on May 15, and he World Federation of Radical Zionists 

on June 3-4. Both drew their major strength from Polish Zionism – the source of the 

Fourth Aliya, both attacked the policy of Weizmann and the ZE especially in regard 

                                                 
113 See Sha’ary, 139; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 

52, 50(, 1967אביב: מ.ניומן, -יצחק גרינבוים, נאומים בקונגרסים הציוניים )ירושלים ותל ;117-124  (hereafter 

Gruenbaum, Speeches). 
114 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 413-429;  ,העולם
31.8.1923. 
115 Soloveichik to Gruenbaum, n.d. (1924), CZA A127/318. See also 27.12.1923 ,היינט. 
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to the proposal to expand the Jewish Agency, both emphasized the importance of the 

international political struggle to realize Zionist goals and both refused to seek 

recognition as a Separate Union, perhaps suggesting that they aspired to influence the 

majority of Zionists and not only the members of a particular party.116 The two groups 

held very different social and economic views, and exhibited different organizational 

styles. While the Revisionists formed a disciplined party-like body with a central 

charismatic leader, the Radicals maintained a much looser organization. When the 

two groups appeared at the 14th Zionist Congress (1925) the Revisionists held 5 seats 

to the Radicals’ 15. 

The initiative for the founding conference of the World Federation of Radical Zionists 

came from a group of Jewish leaders associated with the editorial board of the 

Encyclopaedia Judaica: Dr. Nahum Goldmann, Dr. Max Soloveichik and Dr. Jacob 

Klatzkin. These and others met on May 4, 1925 to discuss current issues that would 

be addressed at the coming Zionist congress, including the final status of the Jewish 

Agency and almost as an afterthought, decided to convene the conference.117 The 

conference, which convened in Berlin from May 31 to June 3, 1925, was not a 

meeting of elected representatives but rather a get together of like-minded Zionist 

leaders, including Gruenbaum, Soloveichik, Goldmann, Klatzkin, Stricker and 

Margulies. 3 leaders of the new Revisionist World Union attended: Dr. Juliuis 

Brutzkus, Joseph Schechtman and Yeshayahu Klinov. Additional individuals signed 

the platform that was drawn up at the conference.118 

Two major questions were debated in the meeting: what should be the group’s 

position on the expansion of the Jewish Agency and should the group organize as a 

separate party that would fight as an opposition to the ZE for its own views, or should 

it continue to work within the Territorial Unions, trying to expand its influence from 

inside the existing federations. Opinions were divided on the issue of the Jewish 

                                                 
116 Sha’ary (p. 142) claims that as opposed to the religious and socialist Zionist parties which were 

doctrinaire ideologically but very pragmatic when it came to external political matters, the Revisionists 

and the Radicals viewed the political process as the primary means for realizing Zionist goals. 

However, no proof is presented to show that this was the case at this stage. The Revisionists were 

recognized as a Separate Union in 1932 ( 1.9.1932העולם,  ) but this was struck down by the court of the 

Zionist Congress on 5.1.1933. See Jewish Daily Bulletin, 8.1.1933. 
117 Sha’ary 143; Circular letter by Nahum Goldmann, Berlin, 6.5.1925, CZA A 127/269. 
118 See the detailed minutes in:  ציוניסטישע בלעטער, צווייוואכען שריפט פאר די פראבלעמען פון דעם יידישען

1.7.1925-ו 16.6.1925ר הויפטלייטונג פון יצחק גרינבוים, ערשטער באנד, ווארשה, תרפ"ה, פאלק, אונטער דע ; 

19.6.1923-ו 12.6.1925, 5.6.1925העולם,  ; JR, 28.5.1925 and 19.6.1925. 
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Agency. Soloveichik argued in principle against the involvement of Jewish “notables” 

who could not take the place of the Jewish masses in building up the Jewish 

settlement in Palestine. Moreover, these individuals represented middle-class interests 

and religious circles and thus would not be able to direct the social and economic 

recovery needed by the yishuv. A Jewish Agency founded on the principle of equal 

representation by Zionists and non-Zionists would take away the Zionist Congress’s 

position as the dominant force in leading the development of Palestine. Goldmann 

took a more practical view, which contended that an agency could be formed as a 

temporary body for a set period of time, but the establishment of a permanent 

institution as proposed by Weizmann had to be prevented. Both groups thus opposed 

Weizmann’s proposal in practice. Regarding the nature of the party, it appears that the 

majority of the participants supported the idea of forming an oppositionist body.119 

The platform or “Programmatic Declaration” was divided into an ideological 

introduction and set of demands and plans related to the issues at hand. The first 

section claimed that the crisis in the Zionist Organization resulted from a lack of faith 

in the strength of the Zionist idea and the power of the Jewish national will. As a 

result of the Zionist leadership’s primary concern with the economic aspects of the 

Zionist enterprise and its almost exclusive devotion to fundraising, the work of the 

Zionist Organization had been neglected and the ZE’s diplomatic activity had 

increasingly been weakened. As a result, the political positions of the Zionist 

Organization were being undermined. The leadership had reconciled itself to British 

decisions such as the appointment of the High Commissioner without being consulted, 

and it appeared that Britain was emptying the Balfour Declaration of any meaning. 

Weizmann was attacked for his trust in Great Britain, which permitted Britain to go 

back on its commitments. A key expression of this lack of faith in the force of the 

national-Zionist will of the Jewish people could be seen in the proposal to hand over 

the management of the Zionist enterprise to a Jewish Agency, which due to its 

composition and structure, would not be committed to a Zionist world view. The 

establishment of the agency according to the proposed model would escalate the 

decline of the Zionist Organization as it would no longer be seen as the central body 

responsible for the building of Palestine. The platform also called for a change in the 
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professional and economical structure of the Jewish people. The new immigrants from 

Poland should be taken into productive enterprises and within the yishuv a suitable 

proportion of rural settlement should be maintained. The platform made no mention 

of Gegenwartsarbeit, the struggle for Jewish rights and cultural expression in the 

diaspora, or the separation between religious and nationalist aspects of Jewish culture 

in the yishuv, most likely in the interest of creating greater consensus. 

The operative part of the platform focused on three issues: 1. the preservation of the 

Zionist congress’s sovereignty in order that it continue to bear the primary 

responsibility for the constructive enterprise in Palestine, 2. the maintenance of a 

determined policy against any attempt to weaken the meaning of the Balfour 

Declaration and the British government’s commitment to uphold it, and 3. the 

assurance that Palestine would be built up on nationalist and not philanthropic 

foundations.120 

Another important document for understanding the position of the radical faction is 

the platform of Al ha-Mishmar in preparation for the 14th Zionist Congress. The 

document called for the establishment of Zionist federations in each country to which 

all the local Zionist organizations would belong and under which the various Zionist 

institutions and funds would operate. The central offices of the Zionist Organization 

were to be moved to Jerusalem, with only a delegation left in London. The platform 

emphasized the productivization of the Jewish people and the reform of its economic 

structure, and called for the strengthening of Jewish agricultural settlement though 

national capital. The training in the diaspora of pioneers for this purpose was to be 

expanded. All educational institutions in the yishuv were to be put under the authority 

of the Zionist Congress.121 

The platform came under fire from Haolam and the German Zionist Federation. Both 

claimed that it lacked content, Blumenfeld stating that the group’s only radical 

elements were the opposition to the expansion of the Jewish Agency and a desire to 

remove Weizmann from the leadership of the Zionist Organization. Other 

                                                 
אונזער פלאטפורם צום 14-טען קאנגרעס )אנגענומען אויף דער בערלינער קאנפערענץ פון די ראדיקאלע ציוניסטען  120

15.6.1925, ציוניסטישע בלעטער, (1925 2.6-31.5דעם  19.6.1925העולם,  ; . 
 "דיע פלאטפורם פון 'על-המשמר' אין פוילען צום 14-טען קונגרעס", ציוניסטישע בלעטער, 7, 1925.  121
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contemporary commentators also pointed to the faction’s lack of an operative 

program.122 

The group at first chose the Yiddish name of “Kongress Vereinigung von Radikale 

Zionisten,” (Congress Federation of Radical Zionists).123 Gruenbaum defined the 

organizational nature of the group: 

Radical Zionism defines itself as a Zionist stream (Richtung) that constitutes 

an integral part of the overall Zionist movement, and it does not restrict itself 

to a social class like the socialist parties or to a religious belief like the 

religious parties. Radical Zionism claims to represent Zionism in its general 

and pure sense, and the scope of its influence is not limited to a circle with a 

particular interest or ideology, which by its nature, excludes other circles. 

 

The group didn’t see itself as a permanent body but rather as a “Goal Oriented 

Association” (Zwecks-Vereinigung), a temporary gathering that struggles for defined 

Zionist goals and may disband after their realization. Unlike Separate Unions, their 

ongoing activity was carried out within the framework of the Zionist Federation of 

their respective countries. However, they ran as a separate list for the Zionist 

congresses and during the congress behaved as a party in every way. The group 

established a correspondence center first in Berlin, then in Vienna and then again in 

Berlin, but these offices housed no party machines, there was no party discipline, and 

world conferences were not meetings of elected representatives but rather gatherings 

of leaders and intellectuals. Though the organization framework was fairly loose, the 

group had a unified social and political outlook that had a much greater influence in 

the Zionist movement than the numbers would reflect.124 

At the 14th Zionist Congress however, the official name was the “Fraktion der 

radikalen Zionisten.” The group is listed in the congress minutes neither as a 

Territorial nor as a Separate Union, but as a “Fraktion”, even though no such structure 

was defined in the statutes of the Zionist Organization.125 

In the congress debate, Gruenbaum attacked the plan to expand the Jewish Agency, 

accusing Weizmann of giving up the Zionist movement’s leading role in Jewish life, 

in return for elusive material support: 

                                                 
 Kurt Blumenfeld, “Die Neue Opposition,” JR, 12.6.1925; Meyer ;"חזון השבוע", העולם, 19.6.1925 122

Abner, Ost-Judische Zeitung (Czernowitz), 21.3.1926. 
 .י.ש., "דיע קונפערענץ פון דער ציוניסטיסער אופאזיציע אין בערלין", ציוניסטישע בלעטער, 15.6.1925 123
124 Sha’ary 146-147, 174. 
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We have given up the fight for hegemony in Jewish life. We have chosen the 

path of a regular party, like other parties; we have chosen a policy of notables, 

and this has diminished us; it has blighted, battered and crushed our Zionist 

pride. We have started to run after everyone, after every major committee; we 

have begun to state publicly that we need considerable funds and that 

otherwise we will not be able to build Palestine. We must have these finances 

and we will join with anyone who can provide them! 

Certainly one needs funds, but one must not forget that the funds increase only 

in accordance with the growth of Zionism. They grow in proportion to the 

movement, to the connection that the Jews have with Palestine. For three years 

in America you have sought to win over these wealthy men; our friends in 

America have told us that otherwise the Keren Hayesod could not be 

established, and for years your Keren Hayesod remains in the same dead 

spot….Ladies and gentlemen, I believe that it is a basic and incontrovertible 

principle, that an organization or movement can best develop and have a major 

impact, overcoming people and opinions, only when it is inspired by a great, 

powerful belief in its own forces and ideals.126 

 

Moving on to foreign policy, Gruenbaum lamented the lack of a clear and consistent 

approach. “If I wanted to define in one word the policy, the foreign policy of the 

executive, I would have to say that it is impressionistic, a policy of fits and starts, of 

skips from one question to the next…. This in my opinion is very dangerous, we 

cannot rely on such a policy….” 

The ZE had to be more forceful in its struggle on behalf of the rights of the yishuv as 

well as favorable conditions for Zionist work in Palestine.127 Regarding the policy 

toward the Fourth Aliyah, he argued that steps would have to be taken to reform the 

middle-class patterns which characterized the new immigrants: 

If we do not take control of this aliyah, then perhaps some new cities will be 

established in Palestine, cities with a large Jewish population, but we will not 

have a Jewish land or Jewish labor. We will have no Hebrew language and no 

Hebrew schools, no Ereẓ Israel! 

We are of the opinion that this force must be controlled and regulated, so that 

it will be beneficial and not destructive. It has already brought life and revival, 

but it has also brought with it destructive phenomena. Our task is to eliminate 

these destructive impulses, to regulate and to adapt this new wave to our 

purposes in Palestine, the building of the national home in the country. And 

we can only accomplish this task if we bring an appropriate part of this 

immigration wave to agriculture and if we come to the aid of all those people 
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who really want to break…with the life of Nalevki and Dzika, to break with 

huckster life, with galut life.128 

 

Weizmann responded to his critics forcefully. After reiterating his commitment to the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency which had been held up due to opposition led by 

Gruenbaum, Weizmann rebutted the claim that he was selling out or demeaning the 

Zionist Organization: 

Read my speeches and what I have written: ask the thousands and hundreds of 

thousands to whom I have spoken. What have I given to them if not Zionism, 

full-blooded, 100 per cent Zionism?... And precisely in those lands where I 

have had the pleasure of working, has Zionism developed and grown, and 

precisely in those lands where today opinions are favourable for the Jewish 

Agency, so disagreeable to you, does there exist simultaneously a favourable 

sentiment for the Zionist Organization. This is the case in Poland, in Germany, 

in Canada, in South Africa, and in all other countries…. I have always said, 

and I repeat, that the Zionist Organization will perhaps have a harder, greater, 

more dignified role to play than heretofore. I have ventured on certain similes 

that I need not repeat, the analogy that the Zionist Organization must be the 

scout going ahead of the Jewish people…. And when I am so often 

reproached... with having betrayed and sold Zionism, then I say to you: …I 

was born in the Judengasse, I am part and parcel of the Zionist Organization, 

and can no more destroy this part of me than I can destroy myself…. If you 

reproach the Zionist Executive with cringing and servility, or whatever else 

you mean, I can cite against you as witnesses men who out of their own 

mouths have testified to the dignified manner in which the Zionist Executive 

with their weak powers negotiated with the self-same men.129 

 

Weizmann explained why Zionist foreign policy seemed disconnected: 

…your political leader, for good or ill, only comes to London in fits and starts. 

If you would only give your political leader the possibility of remaining in 

London to conduct political affairs, this false idea of impressionism would 

vanish within twenty-four hours. 

 

Replying to the need for a more forceful stance vis-à-vis the British, Weizmann 

stated: 

If today you talk about states and state politics without having the power and 

possibility of converting these forms into realities, then – forgive the harsh 

expression – you make yourselves ridiculous. We have tried to build up a 

different kind of statecraft, a statecraft based on the feeling of justice, which 

does everything at the moment necessary to reproduce this sense of justice in 
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others. And the evocation of this sense of justice, of appreciation of 

difficulties, was possible in the case of General Allenby in the year 1918 at the 

laying of the foundation stone of the university. That is pride in our eyes. 

Everything else is a political cliché, and sham borrowed from other peoples. I 

am a Jewish statesman, and you, Mr. Gruenbaum, are a creature of 

assimilation. 

 

On the need to transform the middle-class members of the 4th Aliyah, Weizmann was 

in agreement with Gruenbaum: 

I am also a bit of Dzika and Nalevki, and we have all become Zionists through 

the negation of Dzika and Nalevki. And though we may appreciate what 

mighty historic forces of Dzika and Nalevki have produced, Zionism would be 

valueless for us if it should yield in Palestine to the Galut. Zionism is a protest 

against Dzika and Nalevki. And the one thing at which we aim is to create in 

Palestine such conditions as may convert Dzika and Nalevki into that which 

we understand as Eretz Israel.130 

 

The executive’s report was endorsed by the congress 136 to 17, but given that there 

were more than 300 delegates at the congress, the majority in fact withheld its 

support. Immediately after the vote Weizmann intimated that the ZE might resign, and 

the next day announced that none of the current members of the executive would join 

the new leadership of the Zionist Organization. This led to a new resolution on the 

part of the congress’s standing committee calling on Weizmann and Sokolow “to 

remain at the forefront of movement,” which passed 217 to 15, with 18 abstentions.131 

In the new executive formed some months later, the radicals were not given any 

representation, though the congress did elect Gruenbaum and Stricker to the AC 

(which was referred to in English as the Zionist General Council after the 14th 

Congress).132 

At a conference held in Berlin at the end of January 1926, the group published a 

manifesto, which did not dwell on the expansion of the Jewish Agency but rather 

presented a coherent and comprehensive social and organizational platform for the 

building of the yishuv and the operation of the Zionist Organization.133 In its 

introduction, the manifesto opposed the restriction of Zionist work to the economic 

sphere, noting the multi-dimensional nature of Zionist activity, which combined 
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political, economic and cultural activity. Gegenwartsarbeit had to be included as an 

integral part of Zionist work in the diaspora. The principle of Hebrew Labor was to be 

employed in order to bring about a “change in the class structure of the Jewish people, 

the creation of a farming class tied to its land and a working class rooted in its 

production, the guarantee of workers’ rights and the strengthening of their self-

governing institutions.” Thus, despite the fact that they maintained a distinct middle-

class profile in the diaspora, the radicals supported the pioneering elements in the 

yishuv. Regarding the structure of the Zionist Organization, the manifesto advocated 

the division into political parties on the basis of practical and ideological positions, 

and not according to territorial bodies. Ironically, the radicals, continued to operate 

under the auspices of territorial Zionist federations, and acted independently only 

during meetings of the AC and the Zionist Congress. The group refused to turn into a 

Separate Union or to require members to support a set party position. The conference 

also called for the establishment of a professional and non-political cadre of Zionist 

officials.134 

In an attempt to coordinate positions on the part of those groups that opposed the ZE, 

radicals and revisionists met in Berlin on July 14-15, 1927. In the absence of the two 

main leaders, Gruenbaum and Jabotinsky, the meeting was led by Richard Lichtheim 

of the revisionists and Max Soloveichik of the radicals.135 Agreement was reached on 

opposition to Weizmann’s plan to expand the Jewish Agency, but regarding the 

question of the nature of settlement in Palestine, the parties differed on the role to be 

assigned to the middle and working classes. 

At the 15th Zionist Congress, Gruenbaum again criticized Weizmann for wasting his 

time with fruitless negotiations over the Jewish Agency and neglecting the all-

important political work with Great Britain. Supporting labor settlement in Palestine, 

Gruenbaum claimed that Weizmann could no longer bridge between the right and left 

wings of the Zionist movement and had to choose between labor and the bourgeois 

elements. It was no longer clear where Weizmann’s sympathies lay: on the one hand 

he had heaped praises on the workers but at the same time supported a professional 

executive of three non-partisan members. Actions spoke louder than words in this 

case. Finally, Gruenbaum claimed that Weizmann’s era was over: 
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The period of those who brought about the Balfour Declaration through their 

political work is passing, if not already at an end. The proof of this is the 

situation in which we find ourselves. The proof of this is that, in contrast to the 

powerful words that no one should stir from his place until the crisis has been 

overcome, we were presented with such a paltry budget proposal. Our leader 

thus had nothing to say. And when one has nothing to say except such phrases 

and such a budget, he has to go.136 

 

As noted above, in spite of Gruenbaum’s opposition, the congress re-elected 

Weizmann as President as well as a new ZE comprised of experts without party 

representatives. 

During 1927 and 1928 Weizmann pressed ahead with the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency. The Joint Palestine Survey Commission delivered its report on June 18, 1928 

and the matter was brought up for discussion at the AC meeting which opened in 

Berlin on July 19. Though other parties also criticized the report, the motions put 

forward by Max Soloveichik on behalf of the Radicals and Richard Lichtheim on 

behalf of the Revisionists expressing non-confidence in the ZE due to its deviation 

from the decisions of the Zionist Congress and calling on the conference to 

discontinue the negotiations over the agency were defeated 32 to 4.137 Another AC 

was convened in Berlin in December to ratify the report of the “Marshall Committee” 

and to make a final decision on the expansion of the agency. Gruenbaum argued that 

Zionist activity should not limit itself to the settlement work in Palestine and give up 

on nationalist work in the diaspora.138 Weizmann’s reply clearly prioritizes work in 

Palestine over Gegenwartsarbeit: 

Gruenbaum’s speech gives us cause for thought. As I understood him, his 

intention was to say that the agency might be beneficial for Palestine but not 

for Poland. I am quite familiar with the great struggle that Gruenbaum is 

waging and I understand how undesirable every fact that stands in the way 

must be. However, in this sense I am his complete opposite. I recognize the 

importance of his struggle for national rights but for my part I must focus on 

one goal only and close my eyes to everything else. Sometimes you do 

something in Poland which disrupts the main thrust of our work; I could 

pursue claims against you for this but I would never do so, because I do not 

want to intervene in matters that are outside my area of activity. Now 

however, when we are given the choice of either expediting the development 

of Palestine and hindering the nationalist policy in Poland, or hampering the 
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construction of the land and strengthening such policy, we must choose the 

first option without hesitation. I believe that your nationalism also depends on 

our work in Palestine. I support the merit of direct action in Zionism, i.e. the 

concentration of all forces in Palestine and for Palestine. Our strength in 

Palestine will not increase through demonstrations but through men, land and 

institutions, through the normal development of the Jewish people.139 

 

The conference went on to ratify Marshall’s report 35 to 5 (2 Revisionists, 2 Radicals 

and Rabbi Stephen Wise from the United States).140 

The decision of the AC, which met again in Berlin on May 31, 1929, to authorize the 

final agreement establishing the expanded Jewish Agency and to hold the founding 

assembly adjacent to the 16th Zionist Congress, forced the Radicals to re-examine 

their position and decide whether to remain outside the body that was to be 

responsible for directing the Zionist enterprise in Palestine, or find a way to influence 

it from within.141 

The First World Conference of the Federation of Radical Zionists was held in Warsaw 

on June 9-10, 1929, in conjunction with the statewide conference of Polish Al ha-

Mishmar, in which 117 delegates chosen from 56 cities participated. An additional 13 

representatives came from radical groups in Germany, Rumania, Bukovina, Austria 

and Czechoslovakia. The representatives of East Galicia did not attend.142 

Max Soloveichik complained of the ideological inertia in the Zionist movement. The 

Zionist Organization, in his view, had been transformed from a popular movement 

into a “venture” guided primarily by utilitarian concerns. The radical Zionists saw 

Zionism as a popular nationalist movement which encompassed all of the dimensions 

of a Jewish national renaissance. Thus, they included in their struggle the issues of 

Jewish rights and national life in the diaspora. The radicals did not object to the 

involvement of non-Zionists in the project of building up Palestine; what they 

opposed was a “plutocratic” Jewish Agency. Robert Stricker also supported work in 

the diaspora, claiming that the “building up of the land” depended on the “building up 

of the nation.” He focused more on a definition of Zionism’s final goal and the 

organizational nature of the radical faction. Stricker proposed that the radicals declare 
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openly that the ultimate goal of Zionism was the establishment of a Jewish state. 

Regarding the organizational status of the radical faction, Stricker opposed the 

establishment of an independent party. In his view, the radicals did not advocate any 

sectarian program that was valid only for some of the Zionists, as was the case with 

the socialist or religious Zionist parties. 

In his address, Gruenbaum criticized the decision to enlarge the agency, but 

significantly, called on the radicals to join the Jewish Agency Council and fight for 

radical-democratic principles from within. If they remained outside, he claimed, they 

would become a small and insignificant opposition, and would have no part in the 

Zionist enterprise. Though Robert Stricker had called on the assembly to shun the 

agency, just as the Revisionists had done, the conference adopted Gruenbaum’s view 

by a large majority. Summing up the conference, Gruenbaum noted that: “The 

decision to participate in the Jewish Agency Council was not a capitulation. We will 

continue to fight from within, but this will be done loyally.” As Sha’ary has observed, 

this signified a divergence from the revisionist line and the beginning of reversal from 

the categorical opposition to the ZE that had characterized the group from its 

inception to participation in the coalition at the 18th Zionist Congress in 1933. 

The reformulated platform included a definition of the final goal of Zionism: 

The final goal of Zionism is the national renaissance and liberation of the 

Jewish people, which is expressed in the rebuilding of Jewish life on national 

foundations, the struggle for national rights in the diaspora, and at its 

culmination, in the constitution of a Jewish kingdom in the Land of Israel. 

 

Zionist work included both the building of Palestine through the creation of a Jewish 

majority as well as national, cultural and economic work in the diaspora, which was 

designed to infuse all aspects of Jewish life with nationalist content. The platform 

warned against the way in which the Jewish Agency was to be enlarged, and sought to 

ensure the right of Zionist delegates to leave the agency if so decided by the Zionist 

Congress, and to require the Zionist delegates to accept the congress’s decisions in 

matters relating to the agency. The main organizational decision of the conference 

was to move the central office from Berlin to Vienna and put it under the leadership 
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of a group which included Robert Stricker. A new central committee was elected, 

with a similar composition to its predecessor.143 

At the 16th Congress the radicals were represented by 12 delegates, some 4% of the 

total number of representatives, including Rabbi Stephen Wise, who thus 

demonstrated his opposition to Weizmann. In his address, Gruenbaum again attacked 

the expansion of the Jewish Agency, which was born out of weakness and despair: 

We encountered serious obstacles that we couldn’t immediately 

overcome…we discovered that the speed of development wasn’t as fast as we 

had anticipated…and at that moment appeared the unfortunate slogan, the 

slogan of impatience and disappointment: “we cannot wait as a catastrophe 

threatens us.” This slogan was conceived in heavy and broken hearts. Just as 

in the days of the Uganda proposal, the source was desperation. Thus was born 

the policy of expansion.144 

 

Weizmann recognized the legitimacy of the non-Zionist leadership: “It was a 

disastrous moment when Weizmann, the representative of the movement for a Jewish 

national renaissance, stood up and declared: ‘those to whom we have turned, the 

representatives of the Jewish old guard, are also leaders in Jewish life.’ If Weizmann 

is the leader of the Jewish people, Marshall is not.” The involvement of non-Zionists 

also caused the Zionist Organization to abandon the call for a Jewish state: “The idea 

of a state that has begun to take its place in the national consciousness, in the Zionist 

movement, has also been brushed aside. It is no longer spoken of, as it is not possible 

to speak of it with people whose very essence is completely opposed to this idea.” 

American non-Zionists did not share the same understanding of a Jewish national 

identity.145 Gruenbaum reserved special criticism for the socialist Zionists: 

I am not surprised by our friends from the center or by others or by Weizmann 

and Sokolow, who after all are under constant pressure to find the necessary 

means to build the country. I am surprised by you Ben-Gurion and your 
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associates. Indeed, when the socialist demands and settlement plans were 

being hurt you were able to say: “we are prepared to suffer hunger and 

poverty, and to wait.”…Why don’t you make similar statements when Zionist 

sovereignty and Zionism’s liberating goals are under attack? 

 

Finally, Gruenbaum suggested various forms of damage control after the expansion of 

the Jewish Agency: a stipulation that would allow each partner, Zionist and non-

Zionist, to terminate the partnership and a decision that decisions of the Zionist 

Congress would be binding on the Zionist half of the Jewish Agency assembly. 

Gruenbaum closed dramatically: 

We know that in fact there is one day that is holy for us, and one place that is 

holy place for us – and it is the Zionist Congress. Only there is a Jew free. 

Only there can we express our impartial desire and only there are matters 

created according to our wishes and you, members of the executive, are 

destroying the congress, defiling our sanctuary. You are robbing it of the holy 

day, you have taken from it the holy day and the holy place. May the God and 

the history of the Jewish people forgive you.146 

 

Gruenbaum also delivered an address supporting Jewish cultural activity in the 

diaspora. He suggested the creation of a department within the ZE to direct this work 

and the establishment of a special fund to finance it. There was no contradiction in his 

view between this work in the diaspora and the development of the yishuv in 

Palestine: 

Some regard the diaspora only as a reservoir of funds, energy and forces for 

Palestine. However, if we continually draw from these resources in the 

diaspora and don’t concern ourselves with their growth, the reserves will 

dwindle and shrink.… Cultural work in the diaspora will serve as a force 

intensifying and bolstering the cultural work in Palestine. 

 

Interestingly, Gruenbaum was careful to distance himself from the ZE so as not to 

obligate it regarding the content of his lecture or the proposals contained within it. 

This suggests that the executive did not subscribe, at least not fully, to the views 

reflected in the address.147 

The radicals continued to oppose the formation of the Jewish Agency with various 

motions, but despite their clamor the memorandum of the new body was ratified 230 
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to 30, with 4 abstentions and 45 absentees.148 Speaking after the vote, which brought 

to a close seven years of unsuccessful opposition to the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency, Dr. Margulies affirmed that the radicals would participate in the Jewish 

Agency and struggle for their principles within it.149 

At the AC meeting which convened from November 4-9, 1930, in the wake of the 

publication of the Passfield White Paper, the radicals demanded that the ZE resign 

collectively and form a provisional executive until the next Zionist Congress. This 

proposal was rejected, but a political committee was formed to accompany the 

negotiations with Great Britain and Dr. Nahum Goldmann was coopted as the 

representative of the radicals.150 Unlike the revisionists who refused to take part, the 

radicals agreed for the first time to cooperate with the ZE in taking responsibility for 

Zionist foreign policy, despite the fact that they disagreed with Weizmann’s approach. 

This amounted to a turning point in the oppositionist history of the radicals, and 

especially in the political career of Dr. Goldmann who gradually moderated his views 

after taking on a number of political missions on behalf of the ZE. Initially, the 

decision to participate in the political committee raised eyebrows in the radical camp. 

The main office of Al ha-Mishmar sent out an explanation: 

Since the bloody events in Palestine, we have not wanted to focus general 

attention on the battle against Weizmann and we preferred to support and 

encourage the struggle against the British government. We have never waged 

a war of pretenders. We have never claimed that we are the saviors of the 

homeland and that things would be best if we were in control. The Zionist 

Executive has chosen this time to make a stand and we support it….We have 

not been deterred from taking responsibility. We are going to the elections as a 

responsible opposition, whose criticism has been substantiated by the riots.151 

 

As Sha’ary observes, this position amounted to a complete break with the 

Revisionists, and from this point, Gruenbaum became one of their fiercest opponents. 

At the Central Office meeting in Berlin (January 31-February 1, 1931) it was decided 
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3 against 2 to join the political committee. In response, Robert Stricker and his 

associates from Austria left the radicals and joined the Revisionists.152 

At the 17th Zionist Congress which met in Basel from June 30 to July 15, 1931, the 

radicals were represented by a total of 10 delegates, including Gruenbaum and 

Goldmann who served on the AC. In contrast, the 52 revisionist delegates represented 

a considerable increase compared to the 21 that had been elected at the preceding 

congress. However, despite its small size, the radicals were to have a critical influence 

on the proceedings of the congress (see chapter 9). 

The radicals remained a small though vocal element during the group’s entire 

lifespan.153 The group did not join the World Union of General Zionists in 1931 and 

retained a separate identity until the mid-1930s, although it continued to be a part of 

the Polish Zionist Federation and did not seek recognition in the Zionist Organization 

as a “Separate Union.”154 It did not develop relations with a youth movement and did 

not have a settlement arm in Palestine, in spite of its overt support for the pioneering 

elements there. Much more important was the group’s Zionist contribution to the 

journalistic debate in the Jewish press during the interwar period.155 

 

Linkes Zentrum 

In the elections for the 13th Zionist Congress in 1923, the Separate Unions won a 

majority with 57.5% of the seats compared to the 42.5% held by the Territorial 

Unions. Some of the latter met to find common ground, fearing an erosion of their 

status within the Zionist Organization, supportive of Weizmann’s proposal expand the 

Jewish Agency and perhaps hoping to bolster public support of his leadership, which 

had come under fire from Mizrachi, Aḥdut ha-Avodah/Po’alei Zion and the newly 

formed radical group. The initiative came from the West Galician delegation under 

Osias Thon and was joined by the delegation of the Zionistische Vereinigung für 

Deutschland (ZVfD). A preliminary meeting was held on the eve of the congress with 

most of the ZE in attendance as well as Gruenbaum of Al ha-Mishmar.156 However, 
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this did not lead to a unification of the general Zionist factions at the congress. Even 

those groups that agreed with Weizmann on the necessity of expanding the Jewish 

Agency and formed the pro-Weizmannist Vereinigte Landsmannschaften (United 

Federations) – the Polish Et Livnot faction, the delegates from the American Zionist 

Federation and the ZVfD – disagreed over the desired social and economic character 

of the yishuv and the priority to be given to national capital. Al ha-Mishmar of course 

stood at the center of the anti-Weizmannist faction which formed the radical group.157 

Shortly after the congress, the partners of the Vereinigte Landsmannschaften opened 

the Informationsstelle für die gemeinsamen Interessen der zionistischen 

Landsmannschaften (Information Bureau for the Common Interests of the Zionist 

Federations) in Berlin under Victor Jacobson. This body was to maintain contact with 

the various federations and organize caucus meetings on the eve of Zionist 

Congresses or AC meetings. The meetings however were sporadic and failed to bring 

about any lasting political formation. The Informationsstelle soon closed. Perhaps the 

major reason for this was the lack of a specific ideology and set of interests that bound 

the members of a party together. Indeed, one can sense an aversion to party politics in 

the words of key spokesmen of this group. Felix Rosenblueth argued that while 

General Zionism had taken overall responsibility for the ongoing work of the Zionist 

Organization and the raising of its budget, Zionist political parties pursued narrow 

interests which weakened the entire organization. As these irresponsible elements 

now held the majority in the Zionist Congress, the General Zionists had no choice but 

to organize as a party. Rosenblueth urged the federations to unite and become the 

nucleus of a ruling party that would if necessary take the helm of the Zionist 

Organization and return the parties to their rightful place on the sidelines, as before.158 

However, nothing came of this for the moment. Weizmann may have contributed to 

this state of affairs by ignoring the appeals of Robert Weltsch to campaign among his 

supporters, perhaps, as Hagit Lavsky has suggested, as this would be tantamount to an 

admission that he was not the universally acclaimed leader and required the support of 

an organized body.159 
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Ideological disagreements in the wake of the Fourth Aliyah continued to stand in the 

way of political unification. Polish Et Livnot and most of the General Zionists in 

Palestine took up the defense of the Polish middle-class immigrants who continued to 

form a bourgeois element after their move to Palestine, and attacked the Zionist 

establishment for giving preferential treatment to the young ḥalutzim. Most of the 

General Zionists in Central and Western European (i.e. Germany, Czechoslovakia and 

Great Britain) on the other hand, idealized the pioneers and supported the use of 

national capital to further pioneering agricultural settlement.160  

On the eve of the 14th Zionist Congress (1925) some of these latter groups tried to 

unite the “progressive” General Zionists on a more solid ideological basis. This move 

was designed first and foremost to bolster support for Weizmannist policies, which 

had received only limited backing from most of the Zionist parties. Even the center 

was not entirely behind the Zionist president’s policy. Polish Zionism was divided. Et 

Livnot, which under Dr. Jehoshua Gottlieb and Leon Lewite became from 1924 to 

1930 the leading faction in the Polish Zionist Federation, supported Weizmann’s 

proposal for the expansion of the Jewish Agency, but together with Mizrachi and 

middle-class elements from Palestine and the United states severely criticized the 

ZE’s policy in the wake of the 4th Aliyah. The group called for a new policy toward 

the new immigrants that instead of favoring labor settlement would assist urban 

development and industry by providing publicly subsidized credit for private 

initiatives.161 Support for this approach also came from some of the business-minded 

members of the ZE’s Financial and Economic Council, such as Dr. Georg Halpern 

and Salman Schocken. Al ha-Mishmar wanted to transform the middle-class 

immigrants and supported Weizmann’s plan to utilize national capital to build up the 

land through agricultural settlement, but opposed his intention of coopting non-

Zionists onto the Jewish Agency. The Zionist Organization of America was also 

divided into a right-wing, middle-class group under Abraham Goldberg, which 

maintained contacts with Et Livnot, and a more “progressive” group led by Louis 
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Lipsky, which supported Weizmann. Under these conditions, the smaller but 

disciplined German delegation under Rosenblueth and Kurt Blumenfeld which gave 

its unconditional support to Weizmann’s policy and endorsed his close connection 

with the labor movement, assumed greater importance.162 

At the congress, the heads of this group, together with their colleagues on the AC, 

Berthold Feiwel, Victor Jacobson and Arthur Ruppin, joined with a few General 

Zionists from other countries to form the Freie Zionistische Gruppe, which reached a 

membership of 17. Blumenfeld tried to present a neutral and responsible position. 

Countering the middle-class parties, he stated: 

Zionism is for us the national rejuvenation of the Jewish people. We do not 

accept the proposition that we have to take the Jews as they are, rather we 

believe that the importance and role of the Zionist movement lies in the 

transformation of the Jews in Eretz Israel and the Galut into a new type…. A 

characteristic view of some Zionist groups is the assertion that the Jews must 

be dealt with in the Galut as they are, and that they should also be appreciated 

in Palestine in the same shape and form as they exist in the Galut. One might 

well ask: ‘Why Zionism? What is the point of this Zionist movement, which is 

nothing more than a question of population transfer?’ After all, no Zionist 

believes that Palestine alone is enough to change people. 

 

To the left, he urged the need for practical reforms in economic policy. Though 

Blumenfeld’s intention was to express a neutral view, in the polarized atmosphere of 

the congress the left-wing parties perceived this group as just another opponent trying 

to weaken labor influence in the movement. Tensions developed with Weizmann as 

well. As noted above, the labor parties refused to support the vote of confidence in the 

ZE, and a new executive was chosen only some months later.163 

As a result, the German Zionists failed to create a unified bloc in support of 

Weizmann and his policies. The left had been inflexible perhaps, but more important 

was the fact that the pro-Weizmannist General Zionists had refused to put up a fight. 

Lipsky’s group had refrained from allying with the German Zionists to form a left-

leaning middle-class option, and Weizmann himself had held aloof from his own 

supporters, including the Hitaḥdut. Still, most key leaders of the German Zionist 

center such as Blumenfeld, Hantke, Weltsch, Rosenblueth, Bileski, Schocken and 
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Feuerring preferred to maintain a state-wide, non-partisan group with a leftist 

orientation, as opposed to a General Zionist party.164 

As the financial crisis of the Fourth Aliyah became apparent towards the end of 1926, 

General Zionists of various stripes called for changes in Zionist policy. In October, 

Robert Weltsch, who had recently left Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir, called for a limitation of 

immigration to Palestine, which could not absorb mass immigration at the present 

time, and a more rational economic policy which was critical for the development of a 

self-sufficient and productive economy in the country.165 The leadership of German 

Zionism also favored economic reform which was perceived as critical for Zionist 

development and the preservation of the alliance between Weizmann and the Zionist 

Left wing. In Lavsky’s assessment, this led to renewed attempts at political 

organization.166 

In late February 1927, Weltsch, Blumenfeld, Martin Rosenblueth, Felix Rosenblueth, 

Schocken, Bileski and several other Zionist leaders (Erich Cohn, Meinhold 

Nussbaum, Werner David Senator, Isaak Feuerring, Herbert Foerder and Alfred 

Schwarz) met in Berlin for a preliminary conference. The group discussed the idea of 

an economic consolidation or stabilization program for Palestine and at first it 

appeared that the entire ZVfD would adopt this position. However, at the 

Landesvorstand meeting in May, the group took on a new name– Linkes Zentrum 

(Leftist Center).167 

Blumenfeld and Bileski formulated a proposal to be presented at the 15th Congress. 

Economic work in Palestine was seen to be the key to Zionist realization, as the 

necessary path to the Jewish National Home and as the way to show one and all the 

ability of the Zionist movement to transform the character of the Jewish people. In 

place of dogmatic thinking, the group advocated a non-political, pragmatic, balanced 
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and moderate approach. According to the plan, existing enterprises in Palestine would 

be consolidated and steered toward self-sufficiency. All expansion would be 

suspended, and the fate of a particular venture would be determined on the basis of 

business-like considerations, irrespective of ideology or form of ownership (public or 

private). Management would put on a rational basis and failing enterprises would be 

closed.168 To carry this out, economic affairs would be put in the hands of a neutral 

committee. As a result, the ZE would be divided into political and economic sections, 

the latter apolitical and composed of experts. Settlement policy would be taken away 

from the Zionist Congress, and immigration would be restricted.169 

Agricultural settlement and the use of national capital in settling Palestine would 

continue to be central elements of the Linkes Zentrum’s policy, but economic 

efficiency would serve as the primary factor in determining which projects or 

settlements to support financially. Though, certain types of middle-class settlement 

might be given preference over large kibbutzim which were perceived as less 

efficient, the group maintained a pro-Left orientation and tried to create an alliance 

with the labor parties, explaining that its policies were ultimately in the interests of 

the workers themselves.170 However, perceiving these policies as a hostile attack 

designed to pry the Zionist leadership away from its commitment to labor principles 

in the settlement and development in Palestine, the labor parties totally rejected the 

Linkes Zentrum and its proposals.171 Fearing a break with the labor movement, some 

of the members of the Linkes Zentrum such as Felix Rosenblueth, Werner Senator and 
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Alfred Landsberg called on the group to suspend its demand for reforms.172 However, 

the majority continued to support the demand for economic reform. Weizmann may 

have had a hand in this as well. According to Felix Rosenblueth, Weizmann was 

prepared to endorse the consolidation program in order to win favor in the eyes of 

German Zionists who had begun to oppose him. This fact, along with his visit to 

Germany in June 1927 and presence at Linkes Zentrum meetings cemented his tie 

with the group and may have provided the German General Zionists with a sense of 

their importance. In May, the German Zionist vote helped pass the resolution to send 

the Reorganization Committee to Palestine.173 

However, by now, General Zionism in Germany was in decline. The results of the 

elections to the 15th Zionist Congress show that the general Zionists no longer 

constituted the majority of the German Zionist movement, and the Linkes Zentrum, 

which represented essentially all of the general trend, received only 35 percent of the 

vote, compared to Mizrachi which won 32 percent and Po’alei Zion, which took 22 

percent. The Radicals and the Revisionists won small numbers. Clearly, a 

considerable number of German Zionists moved from General Zionism to one of the 

political parties, a trend which paralleled the politicization going on in the Zionist 

movement worldwide. This overall decline in the power of the territorial union type of 

General Zionism, which had been most loyal to Weizmann’s leadership and policies, 

increased the bargaining power of the Linkes Zentrum and impressed upon it the need 

to organize a General Zionist party. At the congress it set up the Arbeitsgemeinschaft 

“Linkes Zentrum” together with the delegations from Czechoslovakia, Rumania and 

Bulgaria and delegates from Austria, Scandinavia and Switzerland. Some 40 delegates 

joined the group, a fact which gave it considerable influence. In return for supporting 

Weizmann’s leadership it insisted on organizational and economic reforms. This was 

crowned with success: Kurt Blumenfeld was appointed as chairman of the standing 
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committee, Isaak Feuerring was made spokesperson of the budget committee, Moritz 

Bileski was put on the inner resolutions committee, and Wilhelm Brünn and Nathan 

Grünstein were recognized as settlement experts. The economic consolidation plan 

was approved and a non-political executive was set up under Weizmann. Harry 

Sacher was appointed to head the non-partisan Palestine ZE.174 

However, the group’s success was short lived. Hagit Lavsky concludes that the 

emphasis on economic policy and the separation of settlement policy from politics 

and ideology amounted to German general Zionism’s abandonment of the labor 

movement. The leaders of the Linkes Zentrum themselves were uncomfortable with 

these changes, and thus turned inward, focusing more on Jewish communal issues and 

ultimately on Gegenwartsarbeit – the struggle for Jewish rights and cultural 

expression in the diaspora.175 The group did not appear as a separate organizational 

framework at the 16th Zionist Congress, and with the decline of German general 

Zionism, the German Zionist movement overall lost much of its importance on the 

world Zionist plane.176 

 

The World Union of General Zionists 

At the 16th Zionist Congress (1929), the Separate Unions won a majority of 165 seats 

(not including the Radicals), compared to 143 seats held by the Territorial Unions. 

The influence of the yishuv delegation, dominated by the labor movement, had 

increased considerably, especially due to the fact that it had been given double 

representation since the 13th Zionist Congress in 1923. At the AC meeting in May 

1927, it was decided to allow Separate Unions to run worldwide lists in order to hold 

on to the remainders produced by the results in any one country, and such a list of 

general Zionists was authorized on the condition that it was represented on the AC by 

members from at least 5 different countries.177 In preparation for the 15th Zionist 

Congress, a General Zionist list which included small Territorial Unions and members 
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of the AC who did not belong to any Territorial Union was indeed formed under 

Georg Halpern. However, the large federations and the more prominent leaders 

refrained from joining this group. Its goal was primarily technical and organizational: 

to avoid the loss of votes. A General Zionist world list, again under Halpern, was put 

forward for the 16th Congress as well, but it appears that it received only 1 delegate.178 

From the end of 1925, General Zionists met at the Zionist Congresses and AC 

meetings to exchange views and coordinate positions. On the eve of the AC meeting 

in London on July 19, 1926, some 25 General Zionist members of the AC, from the 

US, England, Poland, Germany, Czechoslovakia and Palestine, convened at the 

initiative of Louis Lipsky, and proclaimed the establishment of a center block. The 

new forum met during the AC meeting to discuss economic issues and proposals to 

ease the financial crisis in Palestine. Lipsky was chosen as the president of the group 

and Dr. Hugo Hermann from Czechoslovakia was appointed secretary. Though the 

formation of the group raised hopes for a permanent organizational framework of the 

center, there is no evidence that it continued to function.179 Three months later, on 

October 26, 1926, a Provisional Presidium of the “Plain Zionists” on the AC was 

elected: Dr. Arthur Hantke, Isaac Naiditsch, Kurt Blumenfeld, Leon Lewite and Dr. 

Osias Thon. There was apparently no organizational connection between the two 

groups.180  

In the elections for the 1929 congress, the term “General Zionists” came into common 

usage across the Zionist world. At this congress, the first practical steps were taken to 

unite general Zionists of all shades from both Palestine and the diaspora. A major 

factor in this development was the realization that the decline of the Territorial 

Unions was a permanent phenomenon that was expected to become more pronounced 

due to the politicization of the Zionist movement. On August 5, 1929, while the 

Zionist Congress was still in session, a group of General Zionist delegates met at the 

initiative of Isaak Schwarzbart, Chairman of the Zionist Federation of West Galicia, 

and elected a committee of 30 to be responsible for the establishment of a world 

General Zionist organization as a political party. An executive body of 8 was chosen: 

Abraham Goldberg (United States), Dr. Alexander Goldstein (South Africa), Morris 
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Myer (England), Dr. Leon Reich (East Galicia), Dr. Mattathias Hindes (Poland), 

Ignacy Schwarzbart (West Galicia), Dr. Moritz Bileski (Germany) and Dr. Georg 

Halpern (Palestine). A subcommittee of Schwarzbart and Bileski was appointed to 

formulate an ideological platform and convene a conference to be held at the next 

Zionist Congress with the purpose of establishing the World Organization of General 

Zionists. The committee began its activity in Cracow where Schwarzbart resided.181 

Schwarzbart suggests that the inertia of the General Zionists and hostility of some 

Labor leaders impeded unification. Moreover, the controversy in the Zionist 

movement over Weizmann’s refusal to call for the establishment of a Jewish state led 

to a split in the movement that cut across the General Zionist camp as well. A pro-

Weizmannist General Zionist faction was formed by Dr. David Eder while Menahem 

Ussishkin, Dr. Stephen Wise and Schwarzbart himself led those General Zionists who 

were critical of Weizmann’s policy. Preferring general Zionist unity to his stand 

against Weizmann, Schwarzbart tried to convince the Zionist Federation of West 

Galicia to serve as a bridge between the two groups at the coming congress.182 

As Sha’ary points out, the fact that the initiative to unite came from East European 

Zionists whose political culture and agenda were different than those in the major 

centers of general Zionism in Central and Western Europe as well as in America, also 

hindered the move. Though a dedicated activist, Schwarzbart’s modest stature in the 

Zionist movement and his geographical location on the Zionist periphery made it 

difficult for him to facilitate dialogue between General Zionists from East and West. 

The position of key Zionist leaders such as Weizmann, Sokolow, Motzkin and 

Ussishkin who held aloof from this attempt also made the unification that much 

harder.183 
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Other factors, however, encouraged unification, although as Sha’ary notes, a common 

position on the key organizational questions of the time – Weizmann’s continued 

leadership and the ultimate goals of Zionism – was not among them.184 From the 

results of the elections to the Zionist Congresses, the future for non-party Zionists 

seemed bleak indeed. The decline in the Territorial Unions was particularly dramatic 

between 1929 and 1931 when their representation dwindled from 47 to 23 percent of 

the seats, the Separate Unions earning a parallel gain.185 The merger in 1930 of the 

“Progressives” led by Moshe Gluecksohn and the Ezraḥim led by Yehosuha Suprasky 

into the “United Federation of General Zionists in Palestine,” and the unification of 

several General Zionist youth movements in Eastern Europe under the banner of Ha-

No’ar ha-Ziyyoni pointed the way to a broader amalgamation.186 In a programmatic 

article published in May 1931 in Haolam, the central organ of the Zionist 

Organization, Schwarzbart argued that the time was ripe for the formation of a 

“World Union of General Zionists” now that the Revisionists, the Radicals and Berit 

Shalom had set out on their own, leaving behind a much more homogenous group. He 

laid down the principles for a platform that would unite the “plain Zionists”: 

1. Support for the final goal of Zionism. 

2. Preference of national interests and the construction of Palestine over class or 

partisan ideologies. 

3. Unification of all constructive and productive elements and opposition to 

class egoism in social and economic affairs, whether socialist or capitalist. 

Compulsory mediation in conflicts of labor and property; middle-class 

settlement in Palestine. 

4. Unification of schools into a national education system and opposition to 

separate religious or class approaches in education. 

5. Creation of a central organization for the “plain Zionists.” 

6. Creation of a central organization for the “plain Zionist” youth. 

7. Establishment of a fund to finance general Zionist press and publications, for 

the purposes of propaganda and the education of the pioneering youth.187 
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On the eve of the 17th Zionist Congress, Moshe Gluecksohn called for a General 

Zionism built on a synthesis of spiritual and social ideals, rather than on a negative 

self-definition based on separation from such values. He advocated a broad coalition 

in the ZE and a restructuring of the Jewish Agency on the basis of democratic and 

representative principles.188 

On May 14, 1931, a preparatory conference was convened in Cracow for 

representatives of the General Zionist parties in Poland: the Zionist Federations of 

Eastern and Western Galicia and the Et Livnot faction in Poland.189 The purpose was 

to lay the ideological and organizational foundations for a united General Zionist 

framework in Poland. However, Al ha-Mishmar refused to take part in the 

preparations for a world General Zionist body. A draft ideological platform was 

drawn up, which noted in general terms the consensus within the General Zionist 

camp: 

1. Adherence to the Basel Program adopted at the First Zionist Congress and an 

aspiration to unite all forces to build the Land of Israel as a Jewish National 

Home and to form there a Jewish majority.  

2. Elevation of national interests and the necessities related to the building of the 

Land of Israel above any partisan, sectorial or class ideology. 

3. Unification of all productive elements – both labor and capital – to serve the 

people. 

4. Resuscitation and organization of private investment in order to produce, 

together with the national and pioneering settlement, means for the masses of 

Jewish immigrants to subsist. 

5. Unification of educational, medical and economic institutions into a body 

under national authority.190 

 

Regarding the Zionist program, the draft stated that “General Zionism aspires…to 

create a Jewish majority in Palestine as soon as possible,” thus opposing the gradualist 

policy of Weizmann and the ZE. This position aroused criticism from within the 
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General Zionist camp, and may be seen as a reflection of a move away from the 

group’s traditional support for Weizmannist policies such as the expansion of the 

Jewish Agency and moderate views in foreign policy. The platform suggests a critical 

stance and perhaps even opposition to Weizmann’s leadership.191Although the group 

shied away from the explicit use of the term party, the goal was indeed to create a 

centrist political force that could stand up to the parties on the right and the left. 

A call to hold a founding conference of the “World Union of General Zionists” on 

June 25-27, 1931 was signed by the Zionist federations of East and West Galicia, 

Serbia, Transylvania, Bukovina, Austria, Italy, Eastern France and Et Livnot. Missing 

were endorsements from the General Zionists in Germany, Great Britain, 

Czechoslovakia and the United States.192 The organizational work to convene the 

conference was undertaken by the local committee in Cracow that had been formed 

after the previous congress. Schwarzbart tried to involve the leaders of the Zionist 

Organization of America, and he travelled to Vienna for this purpose to meet Julian 

Mack, a follower of Louis Brandeis and opponent of Weizmann’s.193 Apparently, this 

paid off and some 16 of the 20 delegates from the United States joined Schwarzbart’s 

new organization.194 

A parallel effort to organize the General Zionists was made at the 17th Zionist 

Congress by David Eder, President of the English Zionist Federation and strong 

supporter of Weizmann. As opposed to Schwarzbart’s initiative which aspired to the 

creation of a separate party, Eder’s move was designed to garner support for 

Weizmann’s policies and leadership without creating a party-like structure that would 

obligate members to follow party positions.195 He succeeded in bringing together 23 

delegates from England, Germany, Czechoslovakia and the United States (though the 

majority of the American delegation joined Schwarzbart’s group), as well as 8 

additional members of the AC, for a declaration in support for Weizmann and his 

policy. The group was united by almost unconditional support for Weizmann, 
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opposition to the creation of a new party and support for the pioneering and labor 

elements in Palestine.196 

In the elections to the 17th Zionist Congress, the General Zionist camp again declined 

in strength, winning only 33% of the seats compared to 47% of the seats at the 16th 

Congress.197 At the Congress, two groups of General Zionists convened separately: 

General Zionists A and General Zionists B, the names originating from the names of 

the halls in the Merchants Association Building where they met. Group A was 

comprised of the 31 supporters of Weizmann gathered by Eder. The larger and better 

organized Group B held some 59 members who were critical of Weizmann’s policy 

and was a continuation of Schwarzbart’s efforts to establish a World Union of 

General Zionists as a separate party that could stand up against the parties from the 

right and the left.198 

Shortly after the opening of discussions, the members of Group A moved over to the 

hall where Group B was meeting. The main address was delivered by Dr. Moshe 

Gluecksohn, the leader of the “Progressives” in Palestine.199 He claimed that since the 

1929 disturbances, the political climate had changed in Palestine, a situation which 

required new leadership. Weizmann should not be convinced to retract his resignation 

and a new ZE should be based on a broad coalition, even without Weizmann. On the 

other hand, the movement should not get involved in a reformulation of the aims of 

Zionism which could raise the claim that it was now expanding its demands. The 

General Zionists should create their own economic and cultural power bases in 

Palestine. In the ensuing discussions, opinions were divided over the continuation of 

Weizmann’s leadership as well as the organizational nature of the proposed General 

Zionist union: the delegates in Group A favored a loosely organized group that would 

work together primarily at the Zionist congress while the people from Group B 

aspired to a Separate Union held together by party discipline. A committee of 13 was 

chosen to establish the foundations for the unification of all of the various General 
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Zionist factions. Kurt Blumenfeld and Isaak Schwarzbart took upon themselves the 

drafting of an ideological platform and organizational statutes. Though the delegates 

often expressed conflicting views, usually conforming to the positions of their 

respective group (A or B), they managed to convene a founding conference which on 

July 5, 1931 established the World Union of General Zionists. The conference 

endorsed an ideological platform, statutes and executive bodies for the new party.200 

The platform was short and not well-written, and apparently reflected a rather 

perfunctory discussion. Article 2 stated: “Faithful to the Basle Program, the Union 

aspires to the boundless realization of Zionism.” The goal of a Jewish majority, noted 

in the decision of the preparatory conference of Polish General Zionists in May, was 

omitted, apparently under the pressure of Blumenfeld. Article 3 explained that “the 

Union recognizes the primacy of national interests in all aspects of Jewish life in 

Palestine and the building of the land. The parties, the sections and the classes must 

reconcile their interests with the general national interests.” In article 4, the Union 

announced: “the slogan of unification and the mobilization of all of the productive 

forces of labor and property in order to put them at the service of the nation.” 

However, no explanation was given regarding the practical significance of this 

demand, perhaps because of its divisive nature within the General Zionist camp. 

Article 5 stated that “together with the strengthening and development of national 

funds and pioneering work, private initiative in agriculture and commerce must be 

aided and organized, as must the settlement of those masses who have the necessary 

finances, in full or in part.” This was also not thought out in depth, and remained a 

matter of disagreement between the two groups of General Zionists. The final article 

called for the establishment of a youth movement. As Sha’ary notes, the platform 

provides little indication of the new party’s class identity and there is no mention of 

the term liberal or liberalism. Nothing is said of the heated questions of foreign policy 

or leadership that preoccupied the 17th Zionist Congress, and it appears that both 

groups agreed that members would be given free rein in these issues.201 However, as 
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Kleinmann notes, it is possible to identify key principles that characterized the new 

group: 

1. Zionism, in the sense of the construction of a Jewish National Home, must be 

accorded “primacy” over partisan ideological views or collective interests. 

Subsequently, all Zionist activity, including health and education, should be 

unified and put under national authority. 

2. The settlement of those immigrants with private means, whether completely 

self-sufficient or not, should be encouraged and fostered. The rights and 

interests of the middle class should therefore also be ensured.202 

The statutes on the other hand were much more elaborate and contained 16 articles, 

some of which troubled the Organization Department of the Zionist Organization. For 

example: “The World Union is comprised of Zionist Territorial Unions and only in a 

country in which the Territorial Union has not joined the World Union in its entirety 

may another territorial group join.” This suggested that all Territorial Unions would 

by default be part of the World Union of General Zionists, a step that would strip the 

Organization Department of any significance.203 The document also notes that “the 

Union declares that it does not wish to be recognized as a Separate Union in the 

World Zionist Organization,” a reflection of the hesitation on the part of large sections 

of the new body, especially those from Group A, regarding partisan behavior and their 

opposition to party discipline.204 

Some of the problems of the Union can be detected from the formation of the 

executive. Schartzbart was elected Chairman, with Dr. Osias Thon and Dr. Shimon 

Feldblum on the Presidium. Members of the Executive included Leon Lewite and 

Mattathias Hindes from Poland; Dr. Emil Schmorak and Dr. Abraham Stupp from 

East Galicia; Kurt Blumenfeld and Dr. Alfred Landsberg from Germany; Abraham 

Goldberg and Mrs. Rose Halprin from the United States; Dr. Joseph Rufeisen from 

Czechoslovakia; Dr. Oskar Gruenbaum from Austria; and Menachem Ussishkin, Dr. 

Benzion Mossinson, Yehoshua Suprasky, Dr. Moshe Gluecksohn, Eliyahu Berligne 

                                                 
202 Kleinmann, 26; Kleinmann also defines a third point, the placing of all Zionist education and 

pioneer training under national authority, however this is essentially identical to the first point noted 

above. 
203 For the statutes and the discussion with the Organization Department see: CZA Z4/3211/I; Sokolow 

to the Executive of the Union, 26.10.1931 CZA Z4/3211/I. 
204 See the discussion of the statutes in Sha’ary, 45. 
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and Dr. Jehuda Ohrenstein from Palestine. Several spots were left open for 

representatives from the Zionist federations in Germany and the United States, which 

had not yet formally joined the Union. The English Zionist Federation had also not 

yet decided whether to join. It should be noted that the German and English 

Federations led the progressive, left leaning faction of General Zionism which 

supported Weizmann’s leadership and policies. The Zionist Organization of America 

was split in its support of Weizmann between the followers of Justice Louis Brandeis 

and those supportive of Weizmann under Louis Lipsky. Due to its internal struggles, 

the Zionist Organization did not involve itself in the international workings of the 

Zionist Organization at this juncture. The fact that these three large bastions of 

General Zionism remained for the moment outside the Union, weakened the 

progressive and Weizmannist elements within it.205 Other executive bodies included a 

branch executive in Palestine with autonomy in matters of settlement and a Central 

Council with representatives from 23 Territorial Unions.206 

At the Congress, Weizmann tried to win the support of Group B, and two of his 

confidants, Blanche Dugdale and Prof. Lewis Namier, invited Schwarzbart to a 

private interview, at which two other Weizmann supporters, Isaac Naiditch and Dr. 

Martin Rosenblueth, were also present. In the meeting, Weizmann spoke at length of 

his political views but Schwarzbart remained unconvinced by the Zionist president’s 

“policy of despair.” However, he promised to put Weizmann's views before a meeting 

of Group B which rejected them, a fact that increased the differences between the two 

General Zionist groups and aroused the wrath of Weizmann. Schwarzbart’s 

characterization of the differences between the Weizmannist and anti-Weizmannist 

camps is worth noting: 

At the 17th congress, one of the most important congresses, a dramatic struggle 

was waged over the final goal of Zionism. In fact, this was a struggle between 

two great and established systems. Weizmann, the evolutionist, contended that 

goals become final goals only after they have been implemented, while the 

anti-Weizmannist camp claimed that final goals must be proclaimed in order 

to harness the forces for their realization.207 

 

                                                 
205 Scha’ary, 45; Schwarzbart, “Zionist Federation in West Galicia,” 243. 
206 For the list of members see 13.8.1931 ,הארץ. 
207 See Schwarzbart, “Zionist Federation in West Galicia,” 245, 247. 
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In any event, lacking a common position on the two main issues – a definition of the 

final aims of Zionism and the composition of the ZE – the two groups acted 

independently during the congress. While the delegates from Group A under Eder and 

Blumenfeld were determined in their support of Weizmann’s leadership, not all of the 

delegates from Group B under Schwarzbart and Halpern wanted to remove Weizmann 

from his position. For example, when Arlosoroff put forward a motion to move on 

with the agenda and not to discuss a controversial interview that Weizmann gave to 

the JTA (see chapter 9), almost all of the delegates of Group A voted in favor while 

and most of the delegates from Group B opposed. Both groups however voted for the 

majority resolution of the Political Commission which expressed regret over the 

interview and viewed Weizmann’s explanation as insufficient.208 The two groups also 

held different social views. Group A, some of whom had been part of the Linkes 

Zentrum, strongly supported the labor movement in Palestine. Group B identified 

with the middle class and argued in favor of advancing private investment. Some of 

the members of the latter group sought to use the use the new organization as a means 

for a class war against labor elements in the yishuv and the Zionist movement.209 

Halpern was very involved in the efforts to form an executive based on a coalition 

which included the General Zionists, inclusive of Group A. The result of these efforts 

was the agreement of Selig Brodtzky to join the executive and its endorsement by 

most of Group A.210 

Several conclusions must be noted. During the 1920s, General Zionism was 

transformed from geographically defined federations into political parties. These 

parties failed to form a strong and united center within the Zionist Organization. Even 

the World Union of General Zionists created at the 17th Zionist Congress remained a 

divided organization that would soon split into two General Zionist parties. In this 

condition, the General Zionists were no match for the recently united Mapai which 

aspired to dominate the Zionist Organization. As will be seen in chapter 7 below, they 

were no more a match for the oppositionist Revisionist Union, which also harbored 

                                                 
208 Arlosoroff’s motion was defeated 101 to 129, and the censorship motion passed 123 to 106. See 

Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 387-389; Kleinmann 

claims that 58 of the 84 General Zionists supported the censure, which would correspond essentially to 

Group B. The remaining 26, basically Group A, supported Weizmann. See Kleinmann, 24; Sha’ary, 

47-48; See Schwarzbart, “Zionist Federation in West Galicia,” 246; Georg Halpern, JR, 24.7.1931. 
209 Kleinmann, 32-33. 
210 Georg Halpern, “Unsere Stellungsnahme auf dem Kongress,” JR, 24.7.1931. 
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hopes of taking the leadership of the movement. Not surprisingly, the popularity of 

General Zionism declined over the decade as the left and right wings of the movement 

vied for power. Apparently, the center could not provide a clear and attractive 

message during this period of polarization within the movement. As Weizmann had 

relied on the center and had not cultivated an alternative political base, the decline of 

General Zionism would have severe personal repercussions. As we shall see, 

Weizmannism was a different matter. 
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Chapter 7: “Weizmannism” and the Revisionists 

Revisionism essentially began as a criticism of the leadership and policies of Chaim 

Weizmann.1 Ze’ev (Vladimir) Jabotinsky, the founder of the Revisionist movement, 

had expressed his opposition to Weizmann’s policy of gradualism, moderation and 

dependence on Britain, even during his membership on the ZE from 1921-1923.2 In a 

private conversation in August 1922, Jabotinsky described to a friend his meeting 

with Weizmann earlier in the day: 

We both argued in a very intelligent, wonderful way. But, you know, I 

intuitively felt one thing: I cannot go in his ways, and one shouldn’t go in 

these ways, because they are bound to bring us to self-abdication. Weizmann 

believes that his way is that of a compromising realist, and mine is the way of 

a stubborn fantast, of a utopian; and I feel that his line is the line of 

renunciation, of subconscious Marannism, while mine is a difficult, stormy 

way, which will, however, lead more quickly to a Jewish State.3 

 

After the AC refused on January 16-17, 1923 to vote on three of Jabotinsky’s 

proposals – his cri de coeur in the words of one researcher, Jabotinsky left the ZE.4 

His letter of resignation called for a more forceful stance towards Great Britain, 

although strategic cooperation remained an underlying element of his approach.5 

                                                 
1 Anat Feldman notes that criticism of Weizmann’s policy served as the Revisionist party’s main 

guideline. See  1925-ענת פלדמן, "המאבק על הנהגת התנועה הרוויזיוניסטית, זאב ז'בוטינסקי מול מאיר גרוסמן
100)תשס"א(:  14", יהדות זמננו: ציונות, מדינת ישראל והתפוצות 1933 . 

2 Yaacov Shavit, Jabotinsky and the Revisionist Movement: 1925-1948 (London: Cass, 1988), 33; 

Colin Shindler, The Triumph of Military Zionism: Nationalism and the Origins of the Israeli Right 

(London: I. B. Tauris, 2006), 40-42.  
 ,שלמה גפשטיין, זאב ז'בוטינסקי: חייו, מלחמתו, הישגיו )תל-אביב: ההנהלה הראשית של קרן תל חי, 1941(, 97-98 3

quoted in Joseph B. Schechtman, Rebel and Statesman: The Vladimir Jabotinsky Story – The Early 

Years (New York: T. Yoseloff, 1956), 424. 
4 Jabotinsky proposed: “1. To inform both the Home Government and the Palestine Administration that 

the continuance of the present policy in Palestine threatens to ruin the Zionist movement financially, 

and to bring our enterprise in Palestine to bankruptcy. 

2. To declare that the presence of anti-Zionists or anti-Semites in the British personnel of the Palestine 

Administration was contrary to the Mandate, and to instruct the Executive to insist on their withdrawal. 

3. To proclaim, in view of the widespread assumption that Zionism has renounced its ideal, that the 

Movement stands on the basis of its historic aim and that our obligations vis-à-vis the Mandatory 

Power admit of no other interpretation.” (JC, 2.2.1923). See Shindler, Military Zionism, 42-43. 
5 “…the Actions Committee has validated those tactics which threaten to wreak havoc on the 

movement and bankrupt the Jewish enterprise in Palestine. Underlying these tactics is the fundamental 

view that as long as we lack coercive measures or sanctions it is impossible to compel the British 

government to give us even those rights that have been officially authorized. I believe that this policy is 

mistaken. Whoever fights persistently and systematically for the full realization of his rights will earn 

the respect and the honor of the English people and its government, and after a drawn out struggle, will 

win justice as well. On the contrary, a policy lacking courage could cause demoralization among the 

authorities in both the east and the west. 

Therefore, I see it as my duty to struggle openly against these harmful tactics and to thwart them 

though independent political actions…. It would be easier – and I have no doubt also morally justified 
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In an interview shortly after his resignation, Jabotinsky reiterated his dissatisfaction 

with the tactics of the ZE, but at the same time tried to dispel the notion that his goal 

was to form an opposition to the executive: 

Those who assume that it is my intent simply to establish an opposition to the 

executive are mistaken. For this I could have remained in the Zionist 

Organization with a clear conscience. Moreover, if I wanted to improve the 

executive in the future, the easiest thing would be to remain a member, as the 

last few months of work on this body have taught me that no one has the 

power to do something to which I am vehemently opposed. However, I don’t 

think that I have the energy to constantly drag the executive along, especially 

in matters of implementation. Therefore I have decided to resign.6 

 

After two years of mainly literary activity and speaking engagements, Jabotinsky 

established the Union of Zionist-Revisionists, which was based on activist groups that 

had formed in the meantime in Berlin and Riga, and called for a return to the basic 

Zionist principles of Herzl. Razsvet, the organ of the émigré Federation of Russian-

Ukrainian Zionists, served as the group’s key mouthpiece, first in Berlin and from 

December 1924 in Paris.7 Interestingly, Yehoshua Yeivin’s suggestion of the name 

“revisionists” was chosen at a preparatory meeting that month only after other options 

such as the “League of Zionist Activists” (the name of the Berlin group), “Activists,” 

“Democratic Group,” “New Democrats,” or “Razsvet Group” had been considered.8 

In describing the new group’s political tasks on the eve of the founding conference, 

Jabotinsky called for the replacement of the vague term “national home” with the 

clearer and more precise wording “Jewish State.” Quiet diplomacy had worked 

against Zionist interests, which necessitated the public declaration of Zionism’s 

                                                 
– to wage a tenacious struggle without resigning from the Zionist Executive. However, as I wish to 

avoid hurting the status of the Jewish Agency as much as possible, I hereby announce my resignation 

from the Zionist Executive, and as I no longer recognize the authority of the Zionist Executive, I have 

decided to resign from the Zionist Organization. See:  ,בתוך זאב 18.1.1923ז'בוטינסקי לצבי פרץ חיות ,
(, כרך 2016-1992כרכים )ירושלים: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל,  14ז'בוטינסקי, אגרות, בעריכת דניאל קרפי ומשה לוי, 

4 ,57-56  (hereafter Jabotinsky Letters).  
זאב ז'בוטינסקי, "תשובה לשאלות עתונאי בעקבות ההתפטרות", הדרך אל הרוויזיוניזם הציוני: קובץ מאמרים  6

31, 29אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ד(, -, בעריכת יוסף נדבה )תל1924-1923ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים  . See 

Jabotinsky, “Why I resigned,” JC, 2.2.1923. 
7 Joseph B. Schechtman and Yehuda Benari, History of the Revisionist Movement, vol. 1, 1925-1930 

(Tel Aviv: Hadar, 1970), 16-18, 27-29;  יוסף נדבה, "לתולדות ה"ראזסוויט", בתוך זאב ז'בוטינסקי, הדרך אל
.23-7, 1924-1923הרוויזיוניזם הציוני: קובץ מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים  . 

8 Joseph B. Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet: The Vladimir Jabotinsky Story – The Last Years (New 

York: T. Yoseloff ,1961), 37; N. Yeivin, “Naissance du Sionisme Révisionniste,” Notre drapeau: 

mensuel des Sionistes-revisionnistes de France, July 1955; Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist 

Movement, 29. 
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ultimate goal – the establishment of a Jewish State. While it was possible for the 

revisionists to carry out their task within the Zionist Organization, the political 

indecisiveness of that body along with the limitations that would likely result from the 

cooption of “assimilating elements” into the Jewish Agency made independent 

activity more appealing to Jabotinsky, but the decision was left up to the conference.9 

The founding conference, held in Paris on April 26-30, 1925, brought together a 

group of émigrés in Paris (Vladimir and Zinovy Tiomkin, Israel Trivus, Michael 

Berchin, and Dr. Simon Ginsberg) with supporters from abroad (Dr. Jacob Weinshall, 

Palestine; Meir Grossman, London; Abraham Recanati, Salonica; Isaac Cohen, 

Salonica; Charles Nehama, Sofia; Aaron Propes, Riga; Jacob Hoffman, Latvia; Dr. 

Julius Brutzkus, Berlin and Norbert Hoffman, Vienna).10 In his keynote address, 

Jabotinsky demanded that the term “national home” be understood to mean “Jewish 

state” and that Transjordan be regarded officially as part of the Jewish National 

Home. Steps should be taken to ensure a friendly British administration in Palestine 

including the involvement of the ZE in the selection of the next High Commissioner. 

Additionally, the structure of the local representative body should be based not on the 

current proportion of Jews to Arabs in the country, as conceived in Samuel’s proposal 

for a Legislative Council, but rather on the proportion of the entire Jewish people 

worldwide to the local population. To achieve these goals, Jabotinsky called for a 

political offensive in the form of a petition campaign to exert pressure on Britain. In 

order to ensure the yishuv’s security, Jabotinsky demanded the expansion of the 

British garrison through the addition of a Jewish unit that would be raised and as 

much as possible also funded by the Jewish people.11 

Meir Grossman argued that the British Administration had deliberately undermined 

the political position of Zionism. The Palestine Government was not cooperating with 

                                                 
זאב ז'בוטינסקי, "המשימות המדיניות של הוועידה" )19.4.1925(, הרוויזיוניזם הציוני בהתגבשותו: קובץ מאמרים  9

. 71-67אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ה(, -, בעריכת יוסף נדבה )תל1929-1925ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים   
10 Jabotinsky testified that he transcribed every address at the conference and “translated for everyone 

the speeches from all of the languages.” Following the conference, he wrote the minutes for Razsvet. 

See Jabotinsky to Oscar Grusenberg, 6.5.1925, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 4, 213. For the full minutes in 

Russian see “Конференція Сіонистовъ-Ревизіонистовъ,” Разсвѣтъ, 10.5.1925 (“Zionist Revisionist 

Conference,” Razsvet, 10.5.1925) (hereafter. “Zionist Revisionist Conference”). The conference 

resolutions appeared in a German edition of Razsvet that same year: “Die Resolutionen der Konferenz 

der Zionisten-Revisionisten in Paris,” “Rasswjet” (Deutsches Heft), unter der Redaktion von Wladimir 

Jabotinsky (Berlin: J. Span, 1925), 123-127 (hereafter “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten”). Cv. 

Schechtman, The Last Years, 37; Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 33. 
זאב ז'בוטינסקי, "הרצאות בוועידת-היסוד", )3.5.1925, 10.5.1925(, הרוויזיוניזם הציוני בהתגבשותו: קובץ  11

79-75, שם, 1929-1925מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים  . 
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the Jewish settlement effort and the colonies were left without security. Without a 

recognized Jewish defense force, large scale immigration was at risk. Britain, 

however, remained the lynchpin of foreign policy. “The systematic and active 

participation” of the mandatory [Great Britain] in the establishment of the Jewish 

National Home was “an essential prerequisite for the sources of Zionist 

colonization.”12 

The conference backed off from Jabotinsky’s outspoken demands to declare that the 

aim of Zionism was the establishment of a Jewish state. Trivus stated: “I, too, am for 

a Jewish State, but I am against using the words…Why should we use a term which is 

likely to frighten away even friends.” Grossman felt that it was “immaterial whether 

or not we say ‘Jewish State.’” Albert Starasselsky suggested using the formula 

employed by Sir Herbert Samuel in his speech at the London Opera House on 

November 2, 1919: “a self-governing commonwealth under the auspices of an 

established Jewish majority.” The new movement’s program read: “The aim of 

Zionism is the gradual transformation of Palestine (Transjordan included) into a 

Jewish Common-wealth, that is, into a selfgoverning Common-wealth under the 

auspices of an established Jewish Majority.” Any other interpretation of Zionism 

would be considered invalid. Transjordan was seen as an inseparable part of Palestine, 

subject to all provisions of the Mandate and intended for Jewish settlement.13 

Alluding to Herbert Samuel’s unsuccessful proposal of a Legislative Council which 

had been reluctantly accepted by Weizmann and the ZE, the conference resolved that 

the composition of representative bodies in Palestine must reflect the proportional 

relationship between the entire Jewish people in its capacity as the recognized 

                                                 
12 “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted in Schechtman, The Last Years, 37-38 and Schechtman and 

Benari, Revisionist Movement, 40-41. 
13 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,” 123-124; “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted in 

Schechtman, The Last Years, 37-38 and Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 40-41. No 

support has been found for the claim that the conference intended that Palestine should become part of 

the British Commonwealth, as suggested by Rinatya Robinson: יה גורודנצ'יק רובינסון, התנועה -רינת 
20(, 2010)ירושלים: יד יצחק בן צבי,  1940-1925הרוויזיוניסטית בשנים  ). Robinson makes no mention of any 

primary sources in describing the founding conference, and relies on a list of historical events 

published by the Revisionist movement in 1975 ( -הצה"ר, תרפ"ה—פסח גני, עורך, אירועים בתולדות חרות
13-12, 1975, ההנהלה העולמית -אביב: ברית חרות הצה"ר -תל)( 1975 – 1925תשל"ה ) ). Apparently, she was 

misled by the term “commonwealth” which had been employed by the US Congress in December 1918 

as well as by Samuel a year later to describe the Jewish National Home. See Shindler, Military 

Zionism, 88. Jabotinsky did write at this time that if a Jewish majority were to be created after 25 years 

of immigration, it could deserve to be included in the British Empire or another “civilized 

commonwealth of nations” or even within “a real League of Nations.” See Jabotinsky in JC, 19.6.1925. 
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colonizing nation, and the local population, thus ensuring a Jewish majority. Any 

other basis for such bodies was rejected.14 

The meeting also called for speedy and large-scale transfer of Jews to Palestine: “The 

grave deterioration of the economic and social conditions of the Jewish masses in the 

countries of their concentration, coupled with certain measures taken by the respective 

governments, has greatly intensified the need of the Jewish population to emigrate. In 

view of the almost complete closing of the gates to Jewish immigrants from Europe in 

North and South American countries, the only way to prevent the impending 

catastrophe is the speedy transfer to Palestine of the suffering Jewish masses.”15 

The conference made a series of political demands, which reflected an expectation 

that Britain would cooperate in the establishment of a “Colonization Regime”: 

1. The High Commissioner for Palestine is to be appointed by the Mandatory 

Government after agreement with the Zionist Organization. 

2. Only those individuals who recognize that the primary aim of the 

Administration is the establishment of the Jewish National Home are to be 

appointed to responsible positions in the Palestine government. 

3. The entire question of Jewish immigration is to be entrusted exclusively to the 

Zionist Organization. 

4. All uncultivated tracts of land in Palestine (including Transjordan) are to be 

transferred to a State Land Reserve for colonization after appropriate 

compensation has been made to the present owners. The administration of the 

State Land Reserve for the purpose of preparation, parcellation and settlement 

is to be assigned to the Zionist organization. Tracts of land from the State 

Land Reserve are to be placed at the disposal of Jews (both Palestinian and 

immigrant) as well as Arabs according to identical principles. 

5. An officially guaranteed Jewish national loan will be issued, secured by the 

[Jewish] national funds. 

6. A radical reform of the tax and tariff system must be carried out in Palestine in 

order to ease the situation of new settlers and to encourage the full 

development and intensification of Jewish agriculture, industry and trade. 

                                                 
14 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,”124. 
15 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,”124-125; “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 40. 
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7. The Jewish Regiment, which operated from 1917 to 1921, should be restored 

as an integral and permanent component of the British Forces in Palestine. 

8. Only those whose loyalty to the mandate as the constitution for Palestine is 

unquestionable may be taken into the local gendarmerie and police force. 

Nothing in these demands however was to be understood as a negation or diminution 

of the mandatory’s authority. The conference called on the Zionist Organization to 

organize a national petition campaign to set out these demands before the League of 

Nations, the Mandatory government and other governments.16 

Regarding the question of relations with the Zionist Organization, the conference 

decided that the Union of Zionist Revisionists was an integral part of the World 

Zionist Organization, but it reserved for itself the right of independent propaganda in 

Jewish and non-Jewish circles. The Union would not constitute a separate faction as 

defined in the constitution of the Zionist Organization, and it would “promote among 

its members all Jewish and Zionist political streams, with the proviso that members 

accept the discipline and entire program of the Union.”17 

In response to Weizmann’s plan to enlarge the Jewish Agency, the conference 

declared “that any reorganization of the agency along the lines of this plan would 

inevitably lead to the weakening of political Zionism and the decay of the Zionist 

Organization.” However, the group welcomed 

the unification of all sections of the Jewish people for responsible participation 

in the building up of Jewish Palestine, on condition that the upper hand remain 

with the democratically elected Congress which alone shall have the right to 

elect the entire body of the Jewish Agency, and to which the members of the 

Jewish Agency as a body, shall be individually responsible.18 

 

The conference also proposed a revision of the electoral system, support for an 

autonomous Jewish educational system in Palestine, and the expansion of the Jewish 

                                                 
16 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,” 125-126; “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted in 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 35-36. 
17 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,” 123, 126. 
18 Ibid., 126; “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist 

Movement, 38. 
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Colonial Trust. A central committee was elected and Jabotinsky was chosen 

president.19 

Not surprisingly, other “activitist” elements in the Zionist movement that were 

unhappy with Weizmann’s leadership greeted the new organization favorably. The 

editorial in Haaretz claimed that revisionism might 

at the next Zionist Congress, stir the Zionist Movement and awaken it from its 

deep apathy. The activism of Jabotinsky’s and his movement is a natural 

reaction against the passive attitude and the “realism” which has penetrated 

the Zionist ranks in the last couple of years. Year after year we have witnessed 

the tendency to curtail the Balfour Declaration, and the very concept of the 

National Home which was promised to us. We remained silent, and did not 

even try to oppose this trend. If the Revisionist Movement arrests this passive 

attitude, awakens the national political thinking and revives the political 

activities of the Zionist World Organization, it will fulfil its task; this will be 

its merit and its reward.20 

 

Moshe Beilinson wrote in Aḥdut Ha-Avodah’s organ, Kunteres: 

The Revisionists are dissatisfied with the Zionist political situation, but in this 

they are not alone: there is in Zionism today not a single group, not an 

individual, who thinks that the position is ideal…. The honesty, energy, and 

dynamism shown at the gathering in Paris cannot be denied. Neither can we 

deny their leader’s honesty and vitality, without which our aims cannot be 

attained. In this light, the new movement must be cherished as a force which is 

pushing Zionism towards political activism.21 

 

Jabotinsky’s opposition to the ZE was expressed again a month later when the 

question arose as to whether he would represent the new group at the 14th Zionist 

Congress. Clearly, he was the obvious choice to present the Revisionist position at the 

gathering, but he had serious misgivings: “Personally, I am most reluctant to go even 

though I have received a number of offers to serve as a candidate. This would mean 

rejoining the Zionist Organization.”22 However, Revisionist leaders, especially in 

Palestine, were adamant that he lead the delegation and a cable, apparently in 

transliterated Hebrew, was sent in the name of “the committee” to Razsvet’s office in 

Paris stating: “We have supported Vladimir’s candidature. Cable agreement.” In a 

                                                 
19 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten,” 126-127; “Zionist Revisionist Conference,” noted in 
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22 Jabotinsky to Joseph B. Schechtman, 4.6.1925, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 4, 222. Cv. Schechtman and 
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letter to a colleague a few days later he noted: “My major doubt is whether to agree. I 

do not want to avoid the issue, nor to confuse it by legal interpretations. Obviously, I 

will not agree to submit to the decisions of the Zionist Executive and I reserve the 

right to act politically in contradiction to its position. Consequently, there is no place 

for me at the Congress. We have not yet decided what to do; we are awaiting more 

information which will give us some idea of our chances of success. As soon as the 

position is clear I will cable.”23 The Revisionist Central Committee however put aside 

these objections and decided that Jabotinsky had to attend, a decision that he accepted 

against his will: 

Unfortunately I will have to go there. I fought bitterly in the Central 

Committee against participating in the Congress but I was left in the minority. 

We are weak and will be made a laughing stock there. I didn’t want to put my 

foot down as this would have created an unpleasant atmosphere at the very 

beginning of our activity. I will probably be the sole representative of the 

“daunting” revisionist movement and make a fool of myself.24 

 

This desire to distance himself from the necessary workings of a political system was 

characteristic of Jabotinsky’s political career.25  

In fact, Jabotinsky, speaking in the name of four Revisionist delegates, presented a 

comprehensive rejection of Weizmannist policies and proposed a radically different 

alternative. 

The difference between the two directions is to be found in the attitude 

towards Political Zionism. We understand Political Zionism to mean that 

every Zionist task, whether it be the ultimate goal or a current objective, must 

be accomplished through political means, and we contend that the present non-

political approach offers no way not only of achieving our ultimate goal, but 

also of fully resolving any of our day-to-day issues. This is because the official 

                                                 
23 Jabotinsky to Jacob Weinshall, 9.6.1925, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 4, 225; cv. Schechtman and Benari, 

Revisionist Movement, 48. 
24 Jabotinsky to Solomon Salzmann, 30.7.1925, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 4, 246; cv. Schechtman and 

Benari, Revisionist Movement, 48-49. Jabotinsky’s letter to Saltzmann is confused there with an earlier 
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25 See  :זאב צחור, "המאבק על הנהגת התנועה הציונית 1929-1935", בתוך תמורות בהיסטוריה היהודית החדשה

מרכז זלמן שזר לתולדות ישראל, לים: קובץ מאמרים, שי לשמואל אטינגר, בעריכת שמול אלמוג ואחרים )ירוש
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participate in political campaigns and pay their price – compromise, coalition, and changing alliances. 

Jabotinsky’s political career was replete with crises in which he wished get away from the public 
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view regarding our political activity at present has taken on the form of a 

slogan: “Put it off for two years.”26 

Our ultimate purpose is the creation of a Jewish majority in Palestine…. In 

order to create a Palestine in which half of the population is Jewish, and all the 

more so in order to create a majority, not only do we need to bring to the 

country a million Jews within 25 years, but we have to settle them there. In 

other words, 40,000 a year. The facts of the last year prove that we have the 

population for this….This is a huge task, almost a super-human one, a task 

which is unprecedented.27 

 

Noting the fact that a large proportion of the new immigrants settled in urban areas, 

Jabotinsky went on to analyze the potential for the development of industry in the 

country: 

Even if we institute protective tariffs and incentives for export and create an 

entire protectionist system with the full support of the government, we must 

still caution the optimists and point out to them that Palestine will not be able 

to absorb such a large increase in the urban sector. Even under the best 

conditions it will be necessary to direct an increasing percentage of 

immigrants to the reliable bread of the land. This is not the compulsion of 

ideologues who call for the “productivization” of the Jewish people but rather 

the basic need of a rational individual who is responsible for his family.28 

 

He then turned his attention to the condition of agricultural settlement which had 

reached a virtual standstill. Using the moshav Nahalal as an example, Jabotinsky 

calculated that the land needed to settle a single family alone cost 1,000 Palestinian 

Pounds without taking into consideration any development expenses, a cost that when 

scaled to meet the expected need exceeded Zionist capabilities. Only state control 

could bring about large-scale agricultural settlement. Official British reports testified 

to the fact that there was a considerable area of cultivatable land in the country that 

was not currently being farmed. This land should be expropriated by the government 

and turned into a Land Reserve for agricultural settlement. Similar policies had been 

carried out in many European countries, and Turkish law also stipulated that land left 

uncultivated for three years would revert automatically to government ownership. 

This Land Reserve could also serve as collateral for a national loan that would 

                                                 
26 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 236; זאב ז'בוטינסקי, "פתרון הבעיות – רק
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 .(”hereafter Jabotinsky, “Address at 14th Congress) ערי ז'בוטינסקי, תש"ז(, 271
27 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 236-237; Jabotinsky, “Address at 14th 

Congress,” 272. 
28 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 237-239; Jabotinsky, “Address at 14th 
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provide settlers with the means to prepare the land for farming.29 None of this could 

come about however given the current unfriendly attitudes in the Palestine 

Administration. The problem of hostile officials in its upper ranks could only be dealt 

with effectively if the British Government was legally required to consult with the 

Jewish Agency before making such appointments. There is no sense in calling for 

unlimited Jewish immigration to Palestine at a time when the British government was 

interested in establishing a Legislative Council, which would be perceived as the legal 

representative of the entire population and would obstruct the Zionist enterprise in the 

country. This body will be established very soon if the Zionists don’t take concerted 

preventative action, and it will be based on the current proportion of Jews and Arabs 

in the country without reference to the Jewish people, which is the body responsible 

for settling and developing the country. As such, the Jewish people have a key role to 

play in the legislative development of the country as well, irrespective of the number 

of Jews in Palestine at the moment. Even Samuel admitted before the Permanent 

Mandates Commission that it was not possible to establish a parliamentary system and 

ask it to decide in matters of Jewish immigration because the Arabs oppose this as 

well as the Balfour Declaration.30 

Jabotinsky cautioned the congress of the fragile security situation in Palestine: “Peace 

has not yet come to Palestine.” Britain had to take responsibility: “We demand that 

the Mandatory take responsibility. We do not ask her to make sacrifices in money or 

lives. England must ensure the peace in Palestine and if England doesn’t have the 

manpower in order to fulfill its responsibility, then it is our responsibility to find the 

men.”31 

The expansion of the Jewish Agency would weaken the only formal link with the 

British government. Interestingly, Jabotinsky agreed on the involvement of non-

Zionists in the decision-making process.  

And now, just when we have come so far and need political means to reach 

our goal, a plan has been proposed to cripple the only political instrument 

provided us by the mandate, the Jewish Agency, and stop up the pipeline to 

                                                 
29 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 239-242; Jabotinsky, “Address at 14th 

Congress,” 275-278. 
30 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 244-246; Jabotinsky, “Address at 14th 

Congress,” 282-284. 
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the mandatory. The only instrument! In the Mandate it is written that the will 

of the Jewish people can be communicated to the mandatory only through the 

Jewish Agency…. It is true that the financial basis of this body belongs not 

only to the Zionists. The material sacrifices must be offered by Zionists and 

non-Zionists, and whoever pays the dues is entitled to take part in the 

decisions. Why don’t we create a system of two houses: a Zionist lower house 

and a non-Zionist Senate, and both would work together on questions of 

budget, on issues of a purely financial nature related to the building of the 

land? Indeed, that would be the place where we would continue to grow. 

However, political Zionism is to be found only with us and not with them…. 

Even if we are optimistic regarding the political situation, even if you say that 

the current situation is fine and there is no need for political changes, who can 

be certain that at some point in the Zionist future there won’t be a crisis in 

which we will have need of this political instrument; the entire congress, with 

blood and tears, could unanimously make a major political decision and then it 

would be critical that this apparatus be in our hands without obstruction or 

censorship so that we could convey to the government the unambiguous will 

of the Jewish people. 

 

At a moment of crisis, the non-Zionist members of the Jewish Agency would be 

influenced by their feelings of loyalty to their home countries, as had those 

“extremists among the Anglo-Jews” who, after the 1920 Nebi Musa riots and the 

conviction of Jabotinsky by a military tribunal, responded to the Jewish demands for 

an appeal with the words: “Jews, don’t you dare to offend the prestige of the English 

people or the British Administration!”32 

Jabotinsky ended: 

I stand here in Canossa. Four years ago, I, like many emigrants, believed that I 

should leave my fatherland in the hope of being able to fight for it better on 

the outside. I stand before you as a Baal Teshuva, a penitent. This Congress 

can agree or disagree with me – this is of no importance; with you I have a 

common language; but with the others [non-Zionists] I have nothing to talk 

about. The Congress is sovereign – that’s why I am here. Don’t drive patriots 

away from the Zionist movement. It is possible that at a Congress which is no 

longer sovereign we will not meet many figures who now face each other at 

this Congress.33 

 

True to his pragmatic and gradualist views, Weizmann pointed to the faults in 

Jabotinsky’s basic premises. The idea of a Land Reserve was not practical as unlike 

Rhodesia, there was very little available cultivatable land in Palestine. In what may be 
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seen as a systematic criticism of Jabotinksy’s views, Weizmann stated: “Diplomacy is 

to seek to obtain that which can be defended before public opinion as a just 

demand.”34 Regarding the use of protective tariffs, not only was this instrument the 

subject of considerable academic disagreement, but industry in Palestine was still in 

its infancy. It would be wiser to focus on the infrastructure needed to further industry, 

such as the harbor and electric power.35 

A national loan was something worth working for, but there were preconditions:  

Only when the funds [from the Keren Hayesod and the Jewish National Fund] 

increase, when unemployment ceases, when we show that our work is 

increasing, will our moral credit capacity rise to half-a-million, to a million, to 

two million pounds. I know that beside moral credit capacity one needs 

something else, guarantees, but we shall have these only when our own efforts 

have increased…. I believe by an effort of one to three years the government, 

the League of Nations and other institutions may be suitably influenced and 

the possibility of floating a loan created, provided the income of the national 

capital increases from year to year.36 

 

Bringing pressure to bear on the British Government or sending petitions to the 

League of Nations would be of no use; he would only receive from these bodies an 

answer to the effect that 

we have taken upon ourselves a difficult task, and we are trying to carry it out 

to the best of our ability without harming the legitimate interests of others. We 

submit to the biological pressure, we yield to the organic growth of Palestine. 

If the immigration rises from 600 to 3,000 per month, we do not stand in the 

way. If it rises still further, well and good; but all this on the condition that this 

organic growth is not endangered by external mechanical pressure, and the 

administration of the country made impossible.37 

 

In referring to “external mechanical pressure” Weizmann may well have had in mind 

measures which could exacerbate relations with the Arab majority in Palestine. 

Though he had supported the establishment of the Jewish Legion during the war, he 
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now regarded it as useless and even harmful. Cooperation with the Arabs was 

necessary. 

The key lies in opening up the Near East to Jewish initiative in real friendship 

and cooperation with the Arabs. Palestine must be built up without disturbing 

a hair of the legitimate interests of the Arabs. The Zionist Congress must not 

confine itself to platonic formulae. It must recognise the fact that Palestine is 

not Rhodesia, but that 600,000 Arabs are there who, from the point of view of 

international justice, have just as much right to their life in Palestine as we 

have to our National Home…. Only if we refrain from that sort of thing and 

work in this direction have we any prospect of obtaining the credit that we 

need in order to secure for our national biological expansion the empty places 

of the earth. It is a difficult road, a road that the best of us follow with great 

effort. What the Syrians and the Romans in Palestine, what the Germans in 

Poland failed to do, the British Government in Palestine will also not be able 

to do. It will not dislodge the fellaheen in favour of the Jews. We must take 

Palestine as it is, with the sand dunes and the rocks, with the Arabs and the 

Jews as they come. That is our work. Everything else is make-believe. We 

stand or fall with our work and with our work alone.38 
 

Jabotinsky summarized the revisionists’ views in declaring the group’s opposition to 

the resolution of the Congress endorsing the ZE: 

In view of the fact that: 

1. The political passivity of the executive which was presented as part of its 

Zionist view in the statements of its most authoritative representatives has 

dangerously weakened and shaken our political positions in Palestine, in 

England and at the League of Nations; 

2. The executive failed to present at congress any plan for the solution of the 

country’s economic problems arising from the immense surge of 

immigration; 

3. The executive, overlooking its first and most important obligation to 

ensure the security of the yishuv against all possible dangers, has done 

nothing to request the mandatory government to bring Jewish forces of the 

necessary size in order to augment its obviously inadequate defense 

system; 

4. The tactics of the executive regarding the question of the Jewish Agency 

have gravely endangered the sovereignty of the Zionist Congress and the 

continued existence of the Zionist organization; 

The delegation of the Revisionist Zionists at congress votes against the motion 

of confidence in the executive.39 

 

The vote passed 136 to 17. 
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The period between the 14th and 15th Zionist Congresses witnessed a considerable 

growth in the strength of the Revisionist movement. In January 1926 Razsvet 

published reports of Revisionist successes at Zionist conferences in Bulgaria, Greece 

and Bukovina.40 In the elections to the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim on December 6, 1925, the 

Revisionists won 15 seats (out of 201); 11 in Tel Aviv, 2 in Jerusalem and 2 in Haifa. 

Compared to the elections to the Zionist Congress a few months earlier, this was 

regarded as a considerable success as well as a slap in the face to the ZE. Haaretz 

noted: “The success of Revisionism is a demonstration against the Zionist Executive 

and the Palestinian Administration, a demonstration against the passive attitude of the 

Executive and the violation of our rights by the Administration.”41 Jabotinsky visited 

the United States during the first half of 1926 to drum up support.42 At the 17th 

National Convention of the “Order of the Sons of Zion” held in June at Long Branch, 

New Jersey, he overcame the opposition raised by American Zionist leaders such as 

Louis Lipsky, Abraham Goldberg and Dr. Simon Bernstein, as well as Palestinian 

Labor leaders David Remez and Avraham Harzfeld, and succeeded in convincing the 

organization to uphold by a vote of 90 to 35 the decision of its executive to “endorse 

the principles of the League of Zionist Revisionists.”43 

Not surprisingly, these early successes led Jabotinsky and some of his supporters to 

predict a Revisionist take-over at the 15th Zionist Congress in 1927. Meir Grossman 

wrote in September 1925: “The immediate goal is to seize power, in a constitutional 

way, at the Fifteenth Zionist Congress – to prepare our own slate of candidates, to 

select and train in advance those who in two years’ time will take over the control of 

the Zionist Organization.”44 In October Jabotinsky himself stated at the Foundation 

Conference of the Revisionist Union in Latvia and Estonia that the goal was to create 

“a broad, disciplined and active Revisionist mass organization in all countries, which 

come to the next Zionist Congress as a large and unified fraction and take over the 

power from the present leadership.”45 Joseph Schectman expressed this desire at the 
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General Assembly of the Revisionists in Riga on October 22, 1925: “We are not a 

new Zionist party. Our desire is to be the Zionist Organization, which is very dear to 

us.”46 In January 1926 Jabotinsky noted: 

Our chances at the elections to the forthcoming Congress are very serious. 

Even in the present, embryonic state of our own organization and without a 

press of our own, we could even today – under honest election conditions and, 

of course, with energetic propaganda – obtain an absolute majority of the 

mandates to the Congress in Latvia, Estonia and Rumania, a considerable part 

of the mandates in Czechoslovakia and Vienna…. But should our 

organizational structure be developed and a press created in various languages, 

our preponderance in the Congress delegations from all the countries visited – 

with the exception of Germany – would be assured.47 

 

Solomon Jacobi, Secretary General of the Central Committee, wrote in February that 

what was needed at the next congress was “a decisive, active majority…we must 

clearly realize that we speak not of 20 or 30 mandates at the Congress, but of a 

majority of all mandates.”48 

Despite this optimism, the Revisionists in Palestine won, as noted above, 8.7% of the 

vote in the elections to the second Asefat ha-Nivḥarim on December 6, 1925, giving 

the movement 15 seats.49 Not surprisingly, it appears that the Revisionist delegation 

managed to pull together the activist or anti-Weizmannist elements in this body 

including Aḥdut Ha-Avodah and the Radicals into a bloc that supported several 

activist measures: the submission of a separate memorandum to the Permanent 

Mandates Commission of the League of Nations, the establishment of a Jewish armed 

unit, the assignment of government and uncultivated lands for Jewish cultivation and 

the transfer of responsibility over Jewish immigration to the Zionist Organization.50 

In Palestine, the Revisionist movement took on a clearly activist stance in defiance of 

the policy of the ZE. The transfer of the standard of the 40th Royal Fusiliers Battalion, 
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one of the three battalions of the Jewish Legion, from London to Palestine in 

December 1925, offered the first opportunity. The PZE, fearful of repercussions in the 

Arab community, tried to tone down the national festivities planned for the day. In 

contrast, the Revisionists aspired to turn the event into a demonstration of support for 

the reestablishment of the Legion. Apparently, their efforts were successful in 

mobilizing local Jewish public opinion, and large gatherings were held in Tel Aviv 

and Jerusalem, but these actions do not seem to have had any effect on British policy 

makers.51 

A second opportunity to express this stance was afforded on February 14, 1926, when 

the High Commissioner, Lord Plumer, announced a new ordinance which decreed the 

establishment of two separate military units: an Arab unit to serve in the interior of 

the western part of the country, and a Circassian unit to serve on the border of Trans-

Jordan. The British gendarmerie was to be merged into the Palestine Police Force.52 

This led the Revisionists in Palestine to renew their demands for the re-establishment 

of the Jewish Legion. A resolution calling for the creation of a Jewish military unit in 

Palestine passed in the Va’ad Le’ummi on February 25, with the 13 activist 

representatives (Revisionists, Aḥdut Ha-Avodah, Yemenites and Radicals) defeating 

the 6 moderates (Ha-Po’el Ha-Ẓa’ir, part of Mizrachi and Dizengoff’s Central Bloc).53 

This political initiative was accompanied by public meetings and demonstrations in 

Palestine, as well as an appeal to world Jewry published in March 1926 by the Central 

Committee of the World Revisionist Union.54 

The Revisionist position was opposed by the Weizmannist elements in the Zionist 

movement. Die Jüdische Rundschau criticized the Va’ad Le’ummi for being “carried 

away again by a policy of an empty fist.”55 Ha-Po’el Ha-Ẓa’ir accused the 

Revisionists of “fishing in troubled waters,” and cautioned that “playing at soldiers 

cannot create a favorable atmosphere for the upbuilding of Palestine.”56 
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This position was apparently strengthened with the arrival of Weizmann in Palestine 

in April. The meeting of the Va’ad Le’ummi on April 12, 1926 with Weizmann in 

attendance revealed the differences in outlook among the various parties. For Aḥdut 

Ha-Avodah, represented by Zalman Rubashov, the proposed reorganization of the 

security forces was an issue of overriding importance. The Revisionists however, 

went further. Abraham Weinshall, a Revisionist representative on the council, argued 

that this was but one example of the Mandatory Government’s anti-Zionist policy and 

called on Weizmann to explain how the ZE intended to convince the British to change 

it. Weizmann reported that he had assurances from the High Commissioner that the 

reorganization plan would indeed be changed and that Jews would be allowed to serve 

along with Arabs in the same units. In response to the Revisionist motion to state 

publicly that the High Commissioner’s clarifications failed to meet the demands of the 

yishuv, Ha-Po’el Ha-Ẓa’ir supported Weizmann’s position and proposed that such a 

decision be postponed until the publication of the proposed changes. However, Aḥdut 

Ha-Avodah ultimately joined with the Revisionists, the Radicals and part of the 

Sephardi and Yemenite groups to reaffirm the resolution of February 25.57 

The Revisionists continued to oppose the High Commissioner’s promise to establish 

mixed Arab-Jewish units in public meetings across Palestine and urged a worldwide 

political campaign against Britain’s anti-Zionist policy. Weizmann countered at 

assemblies held in the major cities that a political attack on Britain would be of no 

use, that Britain had completely fulfilled its commitments under the mandate and that 

the major problem was with the Jewish people, which had failed to provide sufficient 

resources for the building of the Jewish National Home.58 Jabotinsky visited Palestine 

in October, and on October 10-11, 1926, at the initiative of Izhak Ben-Zvi of Aḥdut 

Ha-Avodah, the Va’ad Le’ummi passed a motion to demand the establishment of a 

Jewish military unit within the Trans-Jordan Frontier Force.59 

As noted above, the Revisionists had called for the dispatch of a memorandum to the 

Permanent Mandates Commission of the League of Nations. In mid-April 1926 the 

Va’ad Le’ummi decided to appoint a sub-committee to draft the memorandum, and 

approved a motion by Abraham Weinshall to send a delegation to Geneva, however in 
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no members of Revisionist movement were included in the subcommittee’s 

composition. The Va’ad Le’ummi met again on April 27 to discuss the content of the 

memorandum and it was decided to focus on what were perceived as Britain’s most 

blatant violations of the mandate such as the plan for a purely Arab police force and 

Arab Legion, the disturbances at Jewish holy sites during prayer and the limitation of 

Jewish immigration. Meir Dizengoff, Sephardi Chief Rabbi Ben-Zion Ouziel and 

Chaim Arlosoroff, all of the moderate camp, were chosen to serve on the delegation to 

Geneva.60 

Another attempt to circumvent the ZE was made in June 1926 with an initiative by the 

Revisionist branch in Haifa to establish the “League for the Defense of the Rights of 

Palestinian Jews.” Established as a non-partisan association to collect information on 

abuses committed by the Palestine Administration and to challenge such abuses in 

court, the body was soon taken over by the Revisionists and reconstituted legally in 

1927 as Zechutenu (Our Right).61 Haaretz argued against the organization as an 

encroachment on the authority of the ZE: 

We may disagree with one or another view of the Zionist Executive. We may 

be dissatisfied with the policy of the Vaad Leumi and its method of conducting 

the affairs of the yishuv, but when we come to the question to the defense of 

the yishuv and of its rights, we have no representatives but the Zionist 

Executive and the Va’ad Le’ummi, and there can be no others.62 

 

The revisionist position appeared in Razsvet: 

The alleged monopoly of the Executive in this particular field, as well as in 

any other field, is but a meaningless invention. If such a prerogative did exist – 

even theoretically – it would be impossible to take it seriously, for the simple 

reason that the Zionist Executive does not exercise its “monopolistic” 

privileges, and shows a negative attitude towards the very principle of 

combatting those who abuse power.63 

 

The case of Zechutenu indeed illustrates the gap between the desire to carry out 

independent and assertive political activity, and the ability to do so. Jabotinsky wrote 

in mid-October 1927: 
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The members in Palestine are excited by the idea of establishing the 

organization “Zechutenu” (Our Rights). The idea is as follows: three quarters 

of the abuses against us can be invalidated through normal legal means, in 

other words by appeal to the highest authorities in London. The Zionist 

Organization cannot and will not do this. Neither will the Va’ad Le’ummi take 

such action. There is therefore a need for a private office – one in Jerusalem 

and one in London.64 

 

A few days later he wrote to the Central Committee of the movement in Palestine: “If 

you establish the Jerusalem office, I will create the bureau in London and also look 

for sources to finance it.”65 

However, Meir Grossman and other members of the central committee in London 

expressed doubts about the plan’s feasibility. Appeals to British courts would be 

expensive and in most cases the petitioners have the necessary legal standing to 

initiate such action. Appeals on a political basis would raise the question as to 

whether the new organization was encroaching on the authority of the ZE. The 

committee also asked whether the Revisionists in Palestine had suitable individuals to 

run the office in Jerusalem. After expressing serious doubts about the proposal, the 

committee decided to request that the Palestinian members forward a detailed plan of 

the organization, including the structure and functions of the offices in Palestine and 

London.66 An office was indeed established in Haifa under Abraham Weinshall in 

early 1928 and Jabotinsky insisted that petitioners be required to pay for its services. 

In March, the Central Committee decided on the establishment of a bureau in London 

and Jabotinsky took it upon himself to find the finances, although he was only able to 

raise a few hundred pounds that were donated by Joseph Cowen on condition that his 

name be kept secret.67 By October that year Jabotinsky became convinced that the 

organization should be taken over by the yishuv.68 He was well aware not only of the 

financial difficulties, but also of the fact that independent action would be perceived 
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as undermining both the ZE and the executive body of the Jewish community in 

Palestine: 

Whether the activity of bodies such as the Political Commission, Zechutenu 

and the Seventh Dominion League is fair towards the Zionist Executive is 

debatable, but regarding the Va’ad Le’ummi, these organizations are 

undoubtedly viewed as an attempt to solve the problems of the yishuv behind 

its back.69 

 

In June 1929 Jabotinsky admitted to the body’s lack of activity noting that only the 

Haifa branch displayed any activity.70 

Jabotinksy visited Palestine in October and November of 1926, and spoke at large 

public gatherings across the country, criticizing both British and official Zionist 

policy. His presence in the country was seen as an opportune time for the Palestinian 

Revisionists’ Third Conference, which convened on November 3. Jabotinsky attacked 

the ZE for its passive and indecisive response to British infringements on Jewish 

rights in Palestine. Abraham Weinshall called for active Revisionist participation in 

all of the yishuv’s representative bodies: the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim, the Va’ad Le’ummi, 

the municipalities and communal organizations. As far as the political sphere was 

concerned, the gathering endorsed the program adopted at the founding conference. 

Regarding development in Palestine, the conference called for the development of 

water resources and agricultural settlement on privately owned land.71 

Jabotinsky’s visit may have assisted the revisionist campaign in the Tel Aviv 

municipal elections which took place at the beginning of December 1926: the party 

won 12.5% of the vote and 5 seats on municipal council.72 However, the Revisionist 

Central Committee in Palestine decided to boycott the countrywide municipal 

elections scheduled for March 1927 due to its rejection of the new Municipal 

Franchise Ordinance 1926 promulgated on October 11, which granted the franchise 

solely to male Palestinian citizens who met certain financial qualifications, and the 

Palestine Citizenship Order in Council of 1925 which had also been denounced by the 

Revisionists as anti-Semitic due to the formalities imposed, the associated loss of 
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privileges enjoyed by permanent residents with foreign passports and the risk of 

deportation without the right of legal appeal. As a result, most of the recent 

immigrants had not taken out citizenship. Claiming that the two laws would in fact 

deprive a considerable percentage of the Jewish population in Palestine of the right to 

vote and thus perpetuate Arab control of the municipalities, the Revisionists appealed 

directly to the Jewish population in Palestine to boycott the elections.73 This action 

certainly contravened the policy of the ZE, which had encouraged the passage of the 

Order and of the Va’ad Le’ummi which supported the elections.74 Even the 

Praesidium of the Revisionist World Union advised the Central Committee in 

Palestine to accept the decision of the yishuv’s highest representative body and 

participate in the elections.75  

At the Second Revisionist World Conference which met in Paris from December 26, 

1926 to January 2, 1927, Jabotinsky castigated the tactics of the ZE, claiming that it 

…has been conducting an opportunistic policy, neither pressing, nor being 

able to stand up for, the just demands of the Jews. It has been addressing itself 

with demands, petitions, and appeals to various individuals, whereas the 

Government of Palestine is controlled not by those individuals but by British 

public opinion. Nowadays politics is democratic. It addresses itself to the 

masses. It is the appeal of one people to another. It is to British public opinion 

that appeal should be made. 

 

Intimating that Weizmann and the ZE were incapable of leadership, Jabotinsky 

interpreted the Zionist leadership’s aversion to mass appeals as the result of its 

outmoded hostility to the Gentiles: “The main difficulty lies in the attitude of the 

Zionist leaders towards the non-Jewish world…. Theirs is a typical ghetto mentality, 

which regards all non-Jews as Goyim, as enemies. With such a mentality nothing can 

be achieved. It is time that the Jewish people began to have confidence in the Goyim.” 

The resolution adopted unanimously by the conference read: “A large share of the 

responsibility for the crisis rests with the leadership of the Zionist Organization, who 

have shown themselves incapable of preparing a systematic colonization program and 

of directing the initiative of the Jewish pioneers.” The conference also criticized the 
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Zionist Organization for taking on State functions which were the responsibility of the 

British administration. The resolution stipulated: 

a) That the Jewish educational system be recognized as a Palestine State 

institution, b) That, accordingly, a Jewish Division shall be formed in the 

Education Department of the Palestine Government, its autonomy and national 

character being guaranteed so as to enable it to exercise control over the 

Jewish educational institutions, c) That the main expenditure on Jewish 

education be covered by the State budget. The same principles and 

corresponding demands apply to the Jewish medical and sanitary institutions 

in the country, the maintenance of which is the duty of the State and the 

respective municipalities.76 

 

Similar demands were echoed in Haaretz as well as in the Histadrut organ, Davar.77 

The Revisionists appeared at the 15th Zionist Congress in 1927 with a total of 10 

delegates, a far cry from their earlier expectations. Jabotinsky began his address of 

British policy in Palestine: the government had not created the conditions for 

industrial development and the security forces were composed primarily of local 

Arabs. The Police contained 45 Englishmen, 212 Jews and 1,300 Arabs while the 

Trans Jordan Frontier Force held 31 Englishmen, 37 Jews and 700 Arabs. Instead of 

applying political pressure on Britain to live up to its commitments, the Zionist 

leadership had recently stated that the political situation in Palestine was sufficiently 

sound in order to take in 25,000 Jews a year and that the problem was with the Jewish 

community for not providing adequate resources for their absorption. This let the 

British off the hook and placed the blame for the situation on the Jewish people. The 

intention of the ZE to surrender 50 percent of the control over the Jewish Agency to 

non-Zionists was another error. Non-Zionists should indeed be brought into the 

agency to cooperate in economic matters, but all political affairs should be left to the 

Zionist Organization, which would be represented by a politically sovereign Zionist 

Congress. He ended with a call to replace the executive: 

We firmly believe in the Jewish State and in the strength of our just cause. We 

also believe in England…in the English people and its public opinion. It is the 

Court of Appeal before which we can plead our just cause…We believe in the 
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honesty of our non-Zionist partner and we believe in England’s honesty. We 

just do not trust the Executive. That, however, the Congress can change!78 

 

Though the Revisionists might lobby and campaign against the ZE, they were divided 

on whether to circumvent it and initiate independent political negotiations with 

London. The founding conference had decided that the Union of Zionist Revisionists 

was to be an integral part of the World Zionist Organization, though it reserved for 

itself the right of independent propaganda in Jewish and non-Jewish circles.79 While 

visiting the United States in June 1926, Jabotinsky stated: 

I have no right to appear before the British Government…. It is the Executive 

of the Zionist Congress that has to do with the British Government. I have no 

right, Mr. Lipsky, and you have no right, to speak to the foreigner, to the 

stranger. Talk to the Jew – from you to him, from him to the convention, from 

the convention to the Congress, from the Congress to the Executive, the 

Executive will speak.80 

 

The Second Revisionist World Conference instructed the movement’s executive 

bodies to implement the decision of the founding conference “while preserving the 

legitimate prerogatives of the Zionist Executive with regard to external political 

affairs.”81 Despite his biographers’ claim that while Jabotinksy and most of the Paris 

members of the Central Committee supported independent political action, Meir 

Grossman and Richard Lichtheim insisted that contact with foreign governments 

remained the sole prerogative of the ZE, it appears that Jabotinsky continued to 

distinguish between the propagation of dissenting opinions and independent political 

initiatives.82 When Jabotinsky visited London in April 1928, he renewed the political 

connections from the days of the Jewish Legion and met with Members of Parliament 

                                                 
78 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 120-131; quote is from pp. 130-131; 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 119-121. 
79 “Konferenz der Zionisten-Revisionisten in Paris,” 123. 
80 “Order Sons of Zionism Convention discusses Revisionism,” Jewish Daily Bulletin, 22.6.1926. 

Robinson claims that during the second half of the 1920s, Jabotinsky expressed the desire and hope that 

the Revisionist World Union would develop into an independent entity. Her argument is based on a 

quote from Jabotinsky, alleged to have originated during this period. However, she misquotes 

Jabotinsky as using the term הצה"ר (The Revisionist World Union) when in the original the term הצ"ח 

(The New Zionist Organization) is employed. Since the NZO was formed in 1935, the document could 

not have been written in the 1920s, and was most likely written to justify the Revisionist separation 

from the Zionist Organization. See Robinson, 27. The quote is from  יעקב ויינשל, ז'אבו: שרטוטים לדמותו
109אביב: המתמיד, תשי"ד(, -של זאב ז'אבוטינסקי )תל  and not from the book noted erroneously by 

Robinson in the footnote. A more dependable source of the quote has not yet been found. 
81 Razsvet, 16.1.1927 quoted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 136. 
82 See Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 136. 



 

353 

  

Josiah Wedgwood and Lt. Commander Joseph Kenworthy as well as with Leopold 

Amery, at that time the Under-Secretary of State for the colonies.83 “I stirred up 

Wedgwood and Kenworthy against the ‘Arab Parliament’,” Jabotinsky noted in his 

correspondence. 

I went to Amery and asked him “What have you against me?” He swore that 

he had nothing against me and it was agreed that we would send him material 

on our activities to the address of the Under-Secretary of State for the 

Colonies. At lunch with Wedgwood in the House of Commons, I was received 

warmly by Lord and Mrs. Snowden and made the friendly acquaintance of 

Arnold Bennett.84 

 

The Jewish Daily Bulletin reported that Amery had invited Jabotinsky in order to 

receive an explanation about “the aims and arguments of the Zionist opposition,” after 

which he declared “that he would give his attention to the demands of the 

opposition.”85 However, in reporting to the Revisionist Central Committee in 

Palestine Jabotinsky noted: 

We have always stated that the submission of demands directly to the 

government is the sole prerogative of the Zionist Executive. Everything else – 

the molding of public opinion or the opinion of MPs, or even the submission 

to Amery of information on our activities – is the right of every party as long 

as it doesn’t constitute a direct approach to the administration itself. Most 

likely at the next conference we will have to re-evaluate this limitation as well. 

However, as long as this remains the consensus, perhaps it would be better to 

submit documents of this nature in the name of citizens A, B, or C (for 

example in the form of an appeal with hundreds of signatures)?... Regarding 

the fear that the Zionist Executive might be angered due to my meetings with 

personalities and ask what business this is of ours, first of all Amery himself 

invited me and I have a letter to this effect. Aside from this, he as well as the 

others are old acquaintances of mine.86 

 

The issue was debated again at the meeting of the Central Committee in Berlin in July 

1928. Jabotinsky proposed the establishment of a political office in London, but 

Grossman claimed that such an office would lead to negotiations with the British 

government, which had been precluded by the Second World Conference. The session 
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approved a compromise: as long as the Jewish Agency remained part of the Zionist 

Organization and was not expanded to include non-Zionists, Revisionist political 

activity would respect the prerogative of the ZE to conduct negotiations with 

governments and the League of Nations. A revisionist political office would not be 

established in London, though the Revisionist League would set up a “political 

commission” there.87 

The question of relations with the Zionist Organization continued to occupy the 

revisionist movement. Though Jabotinsky had originally conceived of an independent 

movement and continued to support this position, the prevailing view in the party was 

that it should constitute an opposition within the Zionist Organization. Considering 

the unity of the movement to be of paramount importance, Jabotinsky refused to force 

the issue, as he wrote to the Central Committee in Palestine in late March 1928.88 

 

In June 1928, the Revisionist Central Committee did circulate a memorandum among 

leading British politicians, expressing alarm at the endeavors to form a representative 

Legislative Assembly that would have given the Arabs in Palestine a decisive voice in 

the administration of the country.89 

In Palestine, the Revisionist branch in Tel Aviv appealed to the High Commissioner, 

Lord Plumer, to overturn the policy of the Head of the Immigration Department, 

Albert Montefiore Hyamson, who had ordered in early December 1927 to turn away 
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four young Jewish political refugees from the Soviet Union. The youths had been 

sentenced to exile in Siberia for Zionist activities, but had been allowed to leave for 

Palestine instead. Since they had no entry visas, Hyamson ordered their deportation. 

To support the appeal, a mass meeting was convened and Revisionist leaders 

addressed the 2,000 people who gathered. The speeches went beyond the specific case 

and attacked Hyamson for his hostile and arbitrary policy of restricting Jewish 

immigration, calling for his dismissal from the Palestine Administration. Lord Plumer 

cancelled the deportation order and on January 15, 1928, the four were permitted to 

enter Palestine.90 

Still, the independence of the Revisionist Party remained a minor issue at the Third 

Revisionist World Conference in Vienna, which brought together seventy 

democratically elected delegates from 18 countries in late December 1928. Jabotinsky 

again attacked the ZE: 

Under its present leadership, the Zionist movement is also being conducted in 

a manner contrary to the interests and the ultimate aim of Zionism. In recent 

years, official Zionist leaders have given up the idea of a Jewish State in 

Palestine. They are busy white-washing and justifying the British anti-Zionist 

regime. Their economic policy is hopelessly planless. 

 

He went on to criticize the plan to expand the Jewish Agency by including non-

Zionists on a fifty-fifty basis which he claimed would destroy the sovereignty of the 

Zionist Organization. The Revisionists would struggle against this suicidal policy 

from within the Zionist Organization, and continue to press for the sovereignty of the 

Zionist Congress.91 

Joseph Schechtman proposed an economic program that would serve the yishuv until 

the colonization regime could be established. According to his proposal, the Zionist 

Organization would cease to serve as the overall colonizer of Palestine. Institutions 

dealing with education and health would handed over to the Palestine Administration 

with safeguards to ensure the preservation of their national character. Agricultural and 

industrial colonization would carried out by private initiative only, with the support of 

Zionist Funds in the form of long-term credits. The functions of Keren Hayesod and 

the Jewish National Fund were to be redefined. Industry and commerce were to be 
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given attention alongside agriculture. Labor relations had to be subordinated to 

national interests, and conflicts had to be submitted to courts of compulsory national 

arbitration.92 

In spite of these proposals, a decision on independent political activity failed to 

materialize at the conference. Though the principle of such activity may have been 

acceptable to many delegates, there was apparently disagreement over its pace and 

scope. Jabotinsky and some of the younger members supported immediate and 

extensive action whereas others were more cautious. The resolution adopted at the 

conference essentially reaffirmed the decisions of the earlier World Conferences.93 

A different challenge to the Zionist leadership was reflected in Jabotinksy’s demand 

that the yishuv engage in political action independent of the ZE. This was not an 

altogether separate issue since Jabotinsky had moved to Palestine in October 1928 and 

had begun to take a direct role in local politics. On October 11, he urged the Va’ad 

Le’ummi to establish “a permanent representation of the Yishuv in London, to 

function alongside that of the ZE.” The Va’ad Le’ummi decided to postpone a 

decision until the resolutions of the Permanent Mandates Commission of the League 

of Nations were publicized.94 The conference indeed gave the Palestinian revisionists 

limited autonomy within Revisionist World Union, granting them the right “to 

determine independently the guiding lines in all questions of local nature, including 

the defense of rights, interests and security of the Yishuv,” though they were “obliged, 

in such questions as well, to act, within the limits of possibility, in loyal agreement 

with the Central Committee of the Revisionist World Union.” The World Conference 

and the plenary session of the Central Committee were moreover empowered to revise 

or annul any decision of the revisionist bodies in Palestine.95 

At the Vienna Conference, Jabotinsky, supported by the Palestinian delegation as well 

as by several European delegates, demanded independent political action on the part 

of the yishuv, arguing disingenuously both that the ZE had failed to defend the 

interests of the yishuv and that an independent delegation would not compete with the 
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ZE. Others, including Grossman, Lichtheim and Schectman, claimed that an 

independent representation would compromise a united Zionist front, undermine the 

possibility of a global Zionist policy, place the small yishuv on par politically with 

world Jewry and allow under certain circumstances the local interests of the yishuv to 

determine Zionist policy instead of broader Zionist calculations.96 Ultimately, no 

decision was taken, and the Palestinian delegation agreed to advise the Revisionist 

organization in Palestine to refrain from its demand for an independent representation 

of the yishuv in London at the coming elections to the Asefat ha-Nivḥarim.97 

The conference also discussed its course of action in the event of the expansion of the 

Jewish Agency. The possibility of separating from the Zionist Organization was 

raised, but no proposal was put forward on the subject. The resolution, unanimously 

accepted, only reaffirmed the revisionists’ opposition to Weizmann’s plan and 

promised to spare no effort at the next congress to prevent its realization. Should the 

congress authorize the agency’s expansion, “the Revisionist Union shall – by ways 

and means to be determined by its organs – continue the struggle to restore the 

sovereignty as the sole bearer of the Jewish Agency function.”98 

At this stage, the Revisionist movement, and most certainly Jabotinsky himself, 

continued to view Great Britain as a critical partner in the Zionist enterprise. This 

view underlined the Revisionist response to the ideas put forth by Col. Josiah 

Wedgwood, a Labor Member of Parliament and Zionist supporter.99 Wedgwood 

suggested that after the establishment in Palestine of a Jewish majority, the country be 

turned into a Jewish Dominion that would constitute the seventh such body within the 

British Commonwealth. Until such time, the country should be administered as a 

British Crown Colony. Wedgwood contended that the building of mandatory 
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Palestine into a national home for the Jews was a British interest that England should 

be actively involved in this goal.100 Even before the appearance of Wedgwood’s book 

on the subject, The Seventh Dominion, in early 1928, Jabotinsky wrote to him: 

Of course the country should be governed from London for quite a long period 

yet; local councils should be confined, for the present, to municipal or 

communal affairs only. This is Crown Colony régime. Nor would I shrink 

from something like direct annexation, fixing the status of the country forever 

as part of the British Commonwealth, now a C.C. [Crown Colony] and in the 

end a Dominion. 

And how do you propose to combine this with the essential obligations of the 

Mandate – Jewish settlement etc.? Flimsy as the Mandate is, it prevents at 

least the possibility of a formal withdrawal from Zionism on the part of, say, a 

government presided by the Morning Post crew. The obligation should be 

repeated in the instrument constituting the Crown Colony. Do you think that 

could be done?101 

 

Jabotinsky commented that the book was “more than brilliant and clever – it is a 

service to both causes, the British and the Zionist.... Had we today even a 99 per cent 

majority in Palestine, I, the extremist, would still fight every idea of independence and 

would insist on keeping within the British Empire.” Jabotinsky concurred with the 

book’s main thrust, “to make the British official directly responsible for the success of 

Jewish colonization.”102 In October 1928, Wedgwood’s hopes were welcomed at a 

Revisionist gathering in Berlin. A month later, the plan was endorsed by the All 

Palestine Zionist Revisionist conference in Jerusalem in which Jabotinsky 

participated.103 Wedgwood’s ideas were supported by other Revisionist writers such 

as Prof. Alexander Kulischer and Solomon Jacobi, and were the center of 

considerable discussion at the Third Revisionist World Conference, which extended 

“heartfelt greetings to Colonel Wedgwood as a true and noble-minded friend of the 

Zionist idea,” and concluded that there was no contradiction between the final aim of 

creating a Jewish state and the future dominion status of the country within the British 

                                                 
100 Josiah C. Wedgwood, The Seventh Dominion (London: Labour Pub. Co., 1928). 
101 Jabotinsky to Josiah Wedgwood, 15.10.1927, JI A1 2/17.  
102 Jabotinsky to Josiah Wedgwood, 5.3.1928, JI A1 – 2/18/1. 
103 JC, 26.10.1928 and 16.11.1928 noted in Rose, “The Seventh Dominion,” 402. 
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Empire.104 Jabotinsky took on the chairmanship of the Jerusalem branch of the 

League for the Seventh Dominion and Meir Grossman joined its London Executive.105 

The ZE was much more hesitant about the scheme. Though Weizmann did not want 

to alienate a true friend of the Jewish people, he did not see the creation of a Jewish 

state as a practical option at the current time. His first reaction seems to have been to 

try to get Blanche Dugdale, Balfour’s niece and the one to whom the book had been 

dedicated, to dissuade Wedgwood from the proposal altogether.106 After receiving a 

copy of the book, Weizmann’s response was polite, but noncommittal. Nahum 

Sokolow, who gave a more substantial answer, gently put the proposal aside: 

I have read your book, The Seventh Dominion with great interest and I think 

you show great talent and say may excellent things. Although the scheme 

appears for the time to be – in consequence of so many political considerations 

– a sort of “pious desideratum,” you are delightful to read and you make me 

think. 

 

Sokolow relegated to the future the time for a full consideration of Wedgwood’s 

arguments.107  

Responding to Wedgwood’s request for official Zionist endorsement of the plan, 

Leonard Stein, the Political Secretary of the ZE, expressed his doubts regarding the 

use of claims that: “the fulfillment of Zionist aspirations coincides with the most vital 

interests of the British Empire. Such statements would only give rise in the minds of 

Arabs and non-British Zionists to the suspicion that Zionism was, after all, an 

instrument of British imperialism.”108 

A few weeks later, he suggested that he Zionist Organization, “without going out of 

its way to antagonize Colonel Wedgwood or other friends of Zionism by launching a 

                                                 
104 See Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 164-165; Kulischer in Razsvet, 6.1.1929 and 

13.1.1929; Jacobi in Razsvet, 23.9.1928; Protokoll der Verhandlungen der III. Weltkonferenz der 

Union der Zionisten-Revisionisten, 22-31, 94. 
105 Jewish Daily Bulletin, 21.5.1929, 2; Razsvet, 27.10.1929. 
106 Weizmann to Vera Weizmann, 14.2.1928, WL, vol. 13, 541: “If you see Blanche give her my 

greetings and advise her to keep Wedgwood and Conway away from this Seventh Dominion business.” 
107 Weizmann to Wedgwood, 29.2.1928, WA; Sokolow to Wedgwood, 5.7.1928, Wedg.A.; Stein, 

“Josiah Wedgwood and the Seventh Dominion Scheme,” 146. 
108 Stein to Wedgwood, 5.2.1929, CZA S25/5587; Stein, “Josiah Wedgwood and the Seventh 

Dominion Scheme,” 148-149. 
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gratuitous attack on their proposals, should make it clear that it is in no way officially 

associated with the movement.”109 

The Revisionist World Union appeared at the 16th Zionist Congress with 18 delegates 

and two AC members. Jabotinksy defined Zionist goals: 

What is the “National Home”? As I understand it, in the Jewish people's soul 

this term has only one meaning. It is a national state, a state with a 

predominant Jewish majority, where the will of the Jewish people will 

determine the forms and ways of the collective life. And I believe that in the 

consciousness of the Jewish people the term “publicly and legally secured 

home” also has just this one meaning…. 

What is the meaning of “Palestine”? It is an area, whose essential geographical 

characteristic is that the Jordan River flows not along the border, but down the 

middle of the country. 

What is the meaning of “Zionism”? Zionism is not about an effort to give the 

suffering Jewish people in all countries a point of moral support, a consolation 

in Palestine. Zionism aims at an actual solution to the political, economic and 

cultural tragedy of many millions. Its purpose is therefore, not only to create in 

Palestine a [Jewish] majority, but to create living space, on both sides of the 

Jordan, for millions…. 

A “Charter” or a “Mandate” implies an obligation on the part of the civilized 

world and on the part of a great nation – not simply to “favor” us, not only to 

“treat us friendly”, but a solemn pledge to establish in Palestine a colonizing 

regime, so that the entire administrative system be geared to preparing and 

developing the land on both sides of the Jordan for the absorption of great 

masses of colonists. Everybody knows now what was perhaps not yet fully 

realized four or even two years ago: this problem will not be solved through 

fund-raising. The true “Zionist” upbuilding of the country will be achieved not 

through national money collection, but through the free mobilization of 

individual capital. And it is an established fact that the free capital goes only 

there where political prerequisites allow it. 110 

 

Jabotinsky went on to criticize the British for their conduct regarding the Western 

Wall, allocation of land and administration of justice. His most barbed remarks, 

however, were reserved for the ZE for its refusal to stand up to the British: 

It is therefore useless to adopt resolutions, useless to deliver addresses, useless 

to protest, useless to hope, when you leave the administration in the hands of 

men, who will not for a moment tolerate criticism of the British 

Government…. There is much talk about there being new prospects for the 

Zionist cause with the emergence of a Labor Government in London. Let us 

                                                 
109 Stein to PZE, 27.2.1929, CZA S29/19587; Stein, “Josiah Wedgwood and the Seventh Dominion 

Scheme,” 151. 
110 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 113-114. See the translation in 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 243-244. 
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not delude ourselves; the friendliest British Government cannot be more 

Catholic than the Pope; it cannot give more than is being demanded of it. If 

you again content yourselves with making paper manifestations and re-elect 

the same leadership, you will fritter away this new opportunity just as you 

frittered away similar opportunities four years ago, and the change in English 

parliamentary history will be of no benefit to us.111 

 

Jabotinsky repeated his opposition to the expansion of the Jewish Agency, claiming 

that the ZE had ignored resolutions of the previous congress for a three-year transition 

period and democratic elections, and had placed the current congress before a fait 

accompli since Jewish Agency Council was to convene the day following the 

congress.112 

Other Revisionist speakers also attacked Weizmann and the ZE. Meir Grossman 

pointed to the stagnation in the movement: 

Have our institutions grown? Has the budget or the bank increased? No! 

Everything has declined or remained at its former level. Have new ideas 

appeared? Have they attracted new people, new thoughts or new work 

methods? No! We have kept the old forms, the old thoughts, the obsolete 

apparatus and system. 

 

He argued that Weizmann was not the only suitable individual to lead the Zionist 

movement. Due to its weakness the Executive was losing its authority, and workers 

and industrialists were bypassing it in order to hold direct negotiations in matters of 

importance to them. Po’alei Zion had established a separate office in London.113 

Joseph Schechtman also expressed the revisionist opposition to the enlargement of the 

Jewish Agency, which reflected “the predominant spirit of liquidation” in the Zionist 

movement.114 Israel Rosov, in the name of the Revisionist fraction, declared that 

“since Dr. Weizmann has identified himself with a program and tactics which we 

consider harmful, we will vote against any Zionist Executive headed by Dr. 

Weizmann.”115 Jabotinksy announced that the revisionists would not join the Jewish 

Agency.116 

                                                 
111 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 115-118. See the translation in 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 245. 
112 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 118-123. 
113 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 218-220. 
114 Ibid., 454. 
115 Ibid., 545. See the translation in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 248. 
116 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 549. 
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The riots of August 1929 were interpreted by the Revisionists as proof of the Zionist 

leadership’s misguided policy, and the ZE became the primary target for revisionist 

criticism. Razsvet claimed that the executive had been informed in June of the 

authorization given to the Arabs to build a new wall in the area of the Western Wall, 

but had kept the matter a secret in order to avoid jeopardizing its chances of 

reelection.117 The executive was called upon to resign.118 Jabotinsky wrote “Instead of 

an Executive there is a void.” Concern was expressed that the executive due to its 

weakness, would follow the lead of Berit Shalom, and negotiate concessions with the 

Arabs: 

Were the Zionist Executive a determined and active body, with a definite 

orientation and clearly defined policy, there would be little harm or 

significance in the propaganda of these defeatists. The Executive is, however, 

a group of people who have in the last years, owing to their shortsightedness 

and incompetence, already surrendered so many important political positions, 

that we are seriously concerned that it may be strongly influenced in this 

matter by the Brit Shalom campaign, and enter into negotiations with the Arab 

leaders.119 

 

Leaving the acrimonious charges aside, the real debate was again between an activist 

diplomatic offensive against the British administration in Palestine and a moderate 

attempt to preserve a sense of common purpose between the British Government and 

the Zionist Organization. On August 15, 1929, the Betar School for Youth Leaders 

held a demonstration at the Western Wall, which included the unfurling of the Zionist 

flag and the singing of Ha-Tikvah, the Zionist anthem. While the ZE viewed the 

demonstration to be “possibly ill-advised,” Jabotinksy endorsed it without 

hesitation.120 The revisionists also disagreed strongly with way the executive 

presented the Zionist case before the Shaw Commission of enquiry. Jabotinksy wrote 

in December: “Instead of an attack on the regime, our case before the Commission 

has been converted into a sort of apologia justifying our existence – just like the old 

Abwehr des Antisemitismus121…. The rumor is that Merriman122 would have preferred 

                                                 
117 Razsvet, 25.8.1929; Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 254. 
118 J. Borisov in Razsvet, 15.9.1929 and editorial, ibid; Israel Trivus in Razsvet, 10.10.1929 noted in 

Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 254-255.  
119 “Statement by Revisionist World Executive,” JC, 6.10.1929. 
120 See Kisch, Palestine Diary, 250; 15.1.1930 ,זאב ז'בוטינסקי, דואר היום. 
121 Reference to the Verein zur Abwehr des Antisemitismus, the Association for Defense against Anti-

Semitism formed in 1890. 
122 Sir Boyd Merriman, counsel for the ZE. 
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to ‘hang the govt’, but Kisch and Co prevailed upon him with the argument that it 

would only irritate the officials with whom they (Kisch & Co) would still have to 

work in the future.”123 

The World Executive of the Revisionist World Union met shortly after the Congress 

in Paris (August 29) and in London (September 9) to consider the situation in the 

wake of the violent events. It concluded rather disingenuously that the new ZE had 

been elected under very different circumstances and therefore no longer represented 

the views of the Zionist movement. As a result, an Extraordinary Zionist Congress 

must be convened by the end of the year to choose a new executive. Until that time, 

the existing ZE must confine its activities to organizational and financial matters only. 

Political issues, especially those that involved negotiations with the British 

Government, the Palestine Administration or the League of Nations, must be taken 

care of by a special Political Committee composed of three representatives of the ZE, 

three representatives of the opposition and a seventh mutually acceptable individual. 

The proposal was to be submitted to the coming meeting of the AC. The Revisionist 

executive went on to define the demands that this committee was to put before the 

British:124 

                                                 
123 Jabotinsky to the Executive Committee of the Union of Revisionist Zionists, 12.12.1929, JI A1 

2/19/2 (also Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 6, 372-373). 
124 The full document follows: 

I. (a) Legalization of the Jewish Self-Defense in Palestine; 

(b) Establishment in Palestine of Jewish military units, incorporated in the Palestine 

garrison under British command and maintained by the Palestine treasury; 

(c) Disbandment of the Transjordan Frontier Defense Force which, while in great 

measure maintained by Jewish taxpayers, constitutes a constant menace to the 

internal security of Palestine; 

(d) Reorganization of the police force, involving the employment of purely Jewish 

police detachments in Jewish settlements and in Jewish or Jewish-Arab 

neighborhoods. 

II. (a) Dispatch of a Court of Inquiry, independent of local authority, with wide powers 

to establish responsibility and to carry out a searching investigation into the working 

of the Palestine Administration; 

(b) Punishment of all officials and other persons implicated in and responsible for 

the disaster; 

(c) Immediate suspension, pending inquiry, of all officials whose activities call for 

investigation by the Court of Enquiry; 

(d) Restoration of all destroyed Jewish property and full compensation, at the 

expense of the Palestine treasury and such Arab communities as participated in 

murder and looting, for all physical and material damage suffered by Jews. 

III. Definite recognition of the Wailing Wall and the area west of the Wall, as 

exclusively reserved for Jewish worship. 

IV. (a) Issue by H.M. Government of a Statement of Policy re-affirming the obligation of 

active cooperation in the establishment of the Jewish National Home assumed by 
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The Revisionist proposal to create a special Political Committee was discussed at the 

AC which convened in emergency session from September 6-11, 1929. Weizmann 

rejected the idea and declared that he was determined to continue the policies of the 

present executive. A united front with the Revisionists was moreover out of the 

question as long as they refused to join the enlarged Jewish Agency. As a 

compromise, some of the AC members raised the idea of an emergency committee but 

this was also rejected both by Weizmann and by the revisionist delegation. The latter, 

comprised of Grossman, Lichtheim and Dr. Selig Soskin, declared a struggle against 

the policy of the executive “reserving the right to take all of the political steps we 

consider necessary in the interests of the Zionist cause and of Jewish Palestine.”125 

The Revisionist executive called on all of its members to organize demonstrations 

demanding new elections for an Extraordinary Zionist Congress.126 In response, the 

LZE announced that adoption of the Revisionist program, impractical as it was, would 

only lead to serious complications with the British government. Formally, the 

executive was well within its rights: 

The struggle announced by the Revisionist is not directed against the 

Executive, but against the Zionist Organization itself. The policy of the 

Executive as presented to the Actions Committee and expressed in its 

resolutions, has been approved and adopted by the overwhelming majority of 

the Zionist body, to which the direction of Zionist affairs is entrusted between 

Congresses. 

 

The executive also pointed out that at the recent Zionist Congress, only ten percent of 

the delegates belonged to the opposition. The suggestion that this group now be given 

fifty percent of the representation on the Political Committee was therefore “nothing 

                                                 
Great Britain, and defining the basis of a new administrative regime favorable to an 

extensive Jewish colonization on both sides of the Jordan. 

(b) Abrogation of the Churchill-Samuel White Paper of 1922. 

(c) Establishment of the principle of a free Jewish immigration. 

(d) Creation of a Palestine Civil Service specially trained for ensuring governmental 

cooperation in the constructive work of Zionism. 

See Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 271-273; World Union of Zionist Revisionists, 

Executive Committee, “Declaration and Demands (Passed at the extraordinary meeting on August 29, 

1929),” JI G2 1/3. 
125 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 273; Statement of the World Union of Zionist 

Revisionists, Executive Committee, 13.9.1929, JI G2 1/3. 
126 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 274; World Union of Zionist Revisionists, 

Executive Committee, Circular No. 1, 20.9.1929, JI G2 2/1. 
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less than a constitutional coup d’état.” 127 The Revisionists again raised the proposal 

of early elections for a Zionist Congress at the AC meeting in March 1930 but this 

was rejected by a large majority.128 

Failing to influence policy from within the Zionist Organization, the Revisionists 

expanded their independent political action. In November 1929 the Revisionist 

Executive published a memorandum on the organization of Jewish defense units in 

Palestine which was sent to people of political influence in London, members of the 

Permanent Mandates Commission at the League of Nations and representatives of the 

press covering the League in Geneva. Dr. Selig Soskin relocated to Geneva where he 

maintained contacts with the press as well as diplomats at the League of Nations. 129 

A new memorandum opposing the formation of a Legislative Assembly in Palestine 

was circulated in London in November 1929: 

An improvement can come only as a result of a firm attitude calculated to 

convince the Arab population that the Jewish National Home policy, and 

especially the active encouragement of Jewish immigration, is the guiding 

principle of the Administration, a principle from which it will never depart. 

Such an attitude, expressed both in words and deeds, is the only means to 

discourage the extremist section among the Arabs and to strengthen the 

influence of their moderate circles – circles willing to negotiate with the 

Zionists on the basis of an unequivocal acceptance of the right of the Jews to 

immigrate into Palestine to the limits of the country’s capacity for absorption, 

developed by the unrestricted action of Jewish effort and capital. In order to 

exercise such an influence, the British Government and its representative in 

Palestine should retain the complete fullness of legislative and administrative 

power.130 

 

The revisionist party revived the demand for independent political action on the part 

of the yishuv at the session of the Va’ad Le’ummi on December 18, 1929. Again, the 

majority opposed, claiming that such activity was under the authority of the ZE in 

London. Rumors were reported in Razsvet that the Va’ad Le’ummi had received a 

cable from London opposing the proposal. In any event, the issue was dropped. 

                                                 
127 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 274-275; Jewish Daily Bulletin, 25.9.1929. 
128 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 277; World Union of Zionist Revisionists, 

Executive Committee, Circular, 25.3.1930, JI G2 2/1. 
129 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 277; World Union of Zionist Revisionists, 

Executive Committee, “Memorandum on the Defence of Palestine,” November 1929, JI G2 1/4; World 

Union of Zionist Revisionists, Executive Committee, Circular No. 5, 13.11.1925, JI G2 2/1. 
130 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 280-281; World Union of Zionist Revisionists, 

Executive Committee, “Memorandum on the Question of a Representative Assembly in Palestine, by 

the World Union of Zionist-Revisionists,” November 1929, JI G2 1/4. 
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Though Schechtman ascribes this to weakness on the part of the Va’ad Le’ummi, it 

would appear that once again, the Weizmannist view won the day.131 

Jabotinsky was not called by the ZE to appear as a witness before the Shaw 

Commission in late 1929, but after contacting the chairman with a request to testify, 

Jabotinsky was heard in London on January 24, 1930 in camera. His impression was 

that the commission was “almost unanimously against Zionism, and the report will be 

a most venomous one.”132 

Jabotinsky addressed some 6,000 people who gathered in Tel Aviv on December 23, 

1929, just two days before his scheduled departure for England. He dismissed the 

possibility of solving the Arab-Jewish conflict through rapprochement with the Arabs 

which in his view was a historic impossibility. The first victims of the Arab attacks 

had been those Jews who had the closest ties with Arab society – the religious, non-

Zionist, Arabic speaking religious Jews in Hebron, Jerusalem and Safed. Solutions 

emanating from this approach had no hope of success: the division of Palestine into 

Arab and Jewish “cantons” would in no way reduce the tensions between the two 

populations. The proposed joint legislative council would only become a forum for 

infighting and political maneuvering that would be exploited by the British to advance 

their own interests as opposed to those of the Arabs or Jews. Without a political 

offensive, no development of Palestine was possible, but the present ZE was 

incapable of this. 

Preoccupied as it was with a variety of entangled geo-political problems, the 

British Government could be induced to make a serious effort on behalf of the 

Zionist cause only by a truly great historical aim. Zionism must therefore 

confront both Great Britain and the international political powers with a 

broadly conceived imaginative program of action. 

The Yishuv was thus confronted with a blunt challenge: Who will represent the 

Statehood concept of Zionism? The present Zionist leadership could not be 

entrusted with the conduct of Zionist affairs. Official Zionist witnesses 

appearing before the Inquiry Committee, instead of denouncing the 

treacherous British regime in Palestine, preferred to offer apologetic 

explanations for the Jewish colonizing effort, to argue that Jewish colonization 

was beneficial to the Arab population, and to assure the Arabs and the 

                                                 
131 Razsvet, 5.1.1930 noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 152. 
132 Jabotinsky to Edna and Solomon Jacobi, 2.7.1930, JI A1 2/20/1, also in Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 7, 

23. 
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Mandatory Power that the Jews did not aspire to govern the country requesting 

only the right to exist.133 

 

In May, the Executive Committee of the World Union of Revisionist Zionists 

published its criticism of the report of the Shaw Commission. Entitled The Report of 

the Palestine Enquiry Commission (Commission on the Palestine Disturbances of 

August, 1929): Examination and Criticism – Vital Omissions and Misstatements, the 

booklet in fact reflects little criticism that is unique to the Revisionist Movement.134 A 

need for separate Jewish defense units is emphasized (pp. 9-11) and the claim is put 

forward that the Palestinian Arabs had ample grounds for their impression that they 

had the support of the Palestine Government (pp. 11-12). To show Zionist good will 

toward the Arabs, the booklet even quotes from the resolution of the 12th Zionist 

Congress in 1921 expressing “the determination of the Jewish people to live with the 

Arab people in Palestine on terms of harmony and mutual respect, and together with 

them to make the common home a flourishing community” (p. 15), in spite of the fact 

that the revisionists cautioned against such policies. It would seem that actual 

diplomatic work caused the Revisionists to moderate their stance. The document was 

distributed among Members of Parliament, delegates to the League of Nations and 

influential journalists, and Schechtman claims that it had a considerable influence on 

the deliberations of the Permanent Mandates Commission, to the extent that the 

Britain complained that the Commission had “apparently identified itself with the 

views of the more extreme Jewish circles as to the meaning and purpose of the 

Mandate.”135 

The Fourth World Conference of the Revisionist movement (Prague, August 10-15, 

1930) provided another occasion to criticize the Palestine Administration, which 

Jabotinsky in his opening address termed “the Hebron Government” just as the 

Czarist regime had been labelled “the Kishinev Government.” Jabotinsky surveyed 

British obligations and commitments to the Jewish National Home since 1917, 

concluding that the British Government had made a contract with the Jewish people, a 

                                                 
 ,See English translation in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement ;דואר היום, 24.12.1929 133

266.  
134 The Report of the Palestine Enquiry Commission (Commission on the Palestine Disturbances of 

August, 1929): Examination and Criticism – Vital Omissions and Misstatements (London: Executive 

Committee of the World Union of Zionist-Revisionists), 1930. 
135 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 264-265. 
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contract that had been honored by the Jews as evidenced by the settlement of 100,000 

Jews in Palestine over the past decade. Britain, however, had not kept its part of the 

bargain, and its attitude toward the Jewish National Home had remained one of 

“neutrality.” This had recently deteriorated into a hostile view of Jews and Jewish 

immigration, which encouraged Arab opposition to the Jewish settlement, culminating 

in the recent violence. The Zionist leadership was even more at fault for this state of 

affairs as it had absolved the British of any responsibility for the Jewish settlement of 

Palestine. Instead of demanding that the British Government honor its commitments 

to the Jewish National Home, Zionist leaders criticized the Jewish people for not 

raising enough money. The time had come for a “last experiment” with the British: 

Among the Jewish masses a radical change has taken place. The opinion has 

been formed that the entire English nation has irreparably betrayed our 

trust…We do not believe that our present experience with the Mandatory 

power justifies the expression of a total lack of confidence. We have had poor 

lawyers, who instead of lodging complaints against the Administration have 

sung its praises. We therefore cannot place the entire blame for the failure of 

the trial on the “judge” alone. In this sense, what is needed at the present is not 

a suspension of relations with the Mandatory power but rather a modification 

of Zionist policy in such a way as to bring about a radical change in British 

policy. It is moreover our opinion that the basis for our belief in the possibility 

of such a change – the common interests shared by England and Zionism – 

continues to exist in the present as much as it did in the past…. The Jewish 

people cannot wait indefinitely for a change in English policy. The delaying 

tactics of Plumer’s time (not to mention the current policy) have actually 

strengthened those elements which were hostile to us. The period before us 

will be a time of a last experiment. At the end of this period the Jewish people 

will be able to make appropriate conclusions and determine whether it would 

be in the Zionist interest to leave the Mandate for Palestine in English hands. 

At the moment, the most pressing need is to demand of England a total change 

in its policy, in the spirit of Judenstaat Zionism.136 

 

Meir Grossman claimed that the ZE had failed because it had refused to announce the 

ultimate goals of Zionism in a sufficiently clear and forceful fashion, and because it 

did not follow a well-defined plan. The final goals were “the full liberation of the 

Jewish people, the creation of opportunities to become politically, economically and 

                                                 
זאב ז'בוטינסקי, "הניסיון האחרון: נאום-פתיחה בועידה העולמית הרביעית לברית הצה"ר", נאומים: -1927 136
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culturally independent – the creation of a separate state entity in Palestine, founded on 

a majority.” Alluding to the ZE he continued: 

We often ask ourselves: why speak of the ultimate goals, as this merely 

irritates the enemy? The ones who say that forget the following simple truth: if 

you forget the ultimate goals, you lose the compass, the direction, the purpose 

of the movement. One begins to pursue paths of compromise, and this 

ultimately causes the decline that we are experiencing today. Therefore, one 

cannot speak of reconstruction without confirming that the ultimate goal 

remains unchanged, and that the fight for the political content of Zionism as 

understood by Herzl and every simple Jew, is maintained. 

Since 1918, the fate of the Zionist movement has rested in the hands of a 

group of men who stand at its peak…We have condemned and fought the 

policy of these men. Everyone knows why and if it was not clear earlier, it is 

today. Where this has brought us is known. This policy cannot be 

reconstructed and will be destroyed in the total collapse. 

 

The Zionist leadership feared that a proclamation of the final aim would alarm the 

Arabs in Palestine, and it did not wish to trouble the Palestine Administration with 

such problems. As a result, the Arab problem had not been dealt with at an early 

stage. Now the Zionist leadership was unwilling or perhaps even unable to deal with 

the problems involved in the pursuit of the final goal. Without a clear ultimate 

objective, there could be no plan for its achievement, and the British Government 

could not be convinced to participate in something that remained obscure. The ZE 

over the last decade had identified itself so closely with the British Government that 

its own opinion was lost completely. Zionist demands were only made as part of a 

protest, the least productive atmosphere for positive political action. Given the failure 

of official Zionist policy, the Revisionists were now forced to engage in independent 

political work, and from this moment the Revisionist Union would consider itself free 

to do so. Regarding the Arabs, it must be made clear that the creation of Jewish 

majority was inevitable although economic cooperation was be strongly encouraged. 

A systematic plan had to be formulated for separating the more liberal sections from 

the Arab extremist leadership and linking their economic prosperity to the progress of 

the Jewish National Home.137 

                                                 
137 Meir Grossman, “Rekonstruktion der Zionistischen Politik, (Das Referat von M. Grossman),” JI G2 

7/1/3; JC, 8.8.1930. 
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The conference went on to suspend the decision of the Vienna Conference in 1928 to 

respect the political prerogatives of the ZE and to refrain from submitting demands 

directly to the British Government and the League of Nations: 

The Conference declares: 

1. The events in Palestine must be interpreted as breakdown of the policy of 

the Zionist leadership. 

2. Despite the absolute failure of its political system, the leadership did not, 

after the bloody occurrences in Palestine, draw the obvious conclusions 

from those occurrences: i.e. the convocation of Congress and the 

resignation of the Executive. 

3. Our proposals for common political action were rejected by the Zionist 

Executive without submitting their own proposals for an understanding 

making possible the representation of our policy and method in the 

political work of the Zionist Organisation. 

4. The Conference takes note of the pronouncement by the Zionist Executive 

that its political prerogatives have passed to the Extended Agency. In 

consequence the decision of the 3rd Conference of the Union in respect of 

those political prerogatives is herewith suspended until the creation of a 

Jewish Agency elected on fundamentally democratic principles. 

5. In view of the foregoing and the resultant catastrophe and the grave peril 

facing Zionism, the Conference empowers the Executive of the Union to 

take all necessary steps for the extension of the work of political 

explanation already initiated. 138 

 

Revisionist opposition to Weizmann’s policy came to a head at the meeting of the 

Zionist General Council (ZGC) which met in Berlin from August 24-30, 1930. 

Replying to the criticism of Robert Stricker and others who claimed that young people 

would abandon the Zionist Organization if it did not declare its support for a 

Judenstaat, Weizmann stated: 

The Jews’ State was never an end in itself but rather the means to an end. 

Nothing was said about a Jews’ State in the Basle Program or in the Balfour 

Declaration. The content of Zionism is the creation in Palestine of a number of 

material foundations upon which an autonomous, united and productive 

Jewish society can be established….  

Young Arabs are growing up in Palestine who, from their point of view, are as 

“Zionist” as we are and it would be ridiculous to ignore this force and entrench 

ourselves in that opinion…. We must work together, and if, some day, we 

constitute the majority, we will not subdue them by force of the majority, just 

as we do not now wish them to subdue us.139 

 

                                                 
138 “Declaration Concerning the Inner Zionist Situation,” JI G2 7/1/3; JC, 8.8.1930. 
139 Minutes of the AC, 28.8.1930, CZA Z4/282/19 [photocopied]; (Cv. CZA S 25/1755) JR, 29.8.1930; 

Hattis, The Bi-National Idea in Palestine, 89; Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 281; 

Weizmann, Devarim, vol. 3, 569-570;  9.9.1930העולם . 
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This was strikingly similar to the testimony that ZE member Harry Sacher had given 

before the Shaw Commission some months previous, at Weizmann’s instructions 

according to the minutes of the ZGC: 

I say frankly we hope that one day, as a result of this natural process, there 

will be a Jewish majority in this country…. What political form this particular 

community may take I do not know, and I do not intend to prophesy. One 

thing, however, is quite certain. Jews have no intention of dominating or being 

dominated in respect of any other people in the country.140 

 

Lichtheim and Stricker called on the executive to resign, as did the Radicals under 

Gruenbaum. The Mizrachi members of the executive submitted their resignation. 

However, the majority of the gathering supported Weizmann’s position. Kurt 

Blumenfeld, speaking on behalf of the German ZGC members, expressed “full 

confidence in Dr. Weizmann.” Ruppin called for “an active policy of friendly 

relations between Jews and Arabs” and suggested that the Political Commission of the 

AC make note of the recent memorandum of Berit Shalom. Though the revisionist 

demand for agrarian reform won support from most of the delegates, the motion to 

carry this out in the whole of Palestine, including Transjordan, was voted down by the 

majority. Revisionist speakers claimed that Jewish settlement in Palestine was limited 

by political conditions: Soskin stated that he “did not see how it would be possible to 

continue the Jewish colonization effort under present conditions.” Grossman claimed 

that “under present political conditions no further progress was possible in Jewish 

agriculture.” Klinov argued that “these great Jewish efforts have to be backed by more 

political power: It is difficult to appeal to the Jewish public if you cannot give them 

faith and confidence in the political situation.” The majority, which accepted 

Weizmann’s constructivist view, agreed that settlement work took priority and had to 

proceed irrespective of political factors. Joseph Baratz of Mapai denied that “the 

question of colonization was part of the general political issue.” The Jews “could not 

afford to wait for favorable political conditions.” Weizmann himself argued that 

political factors should not be overemphasized and that the path to Zionist realization 

was through the Zionist movement’s own constructive efforts and execution of a 

                                                 
140 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 284; Minutes of the AC, 28.8.1930, CZA Z4/282/19 
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comprehensive colonization plan. The majority also opposed independent political 

action on the part of the Revisionists.141  

Revisionist opposition to the Weizmannist approach of the ZE was evident in the 

revisionist responses to the British intent to publish on October 20, 1930 the report of 

the Hope Simpson Committee and the policy statement known as the Passfield White 

Paper. Jabotinsky had apparently warned the ZE not to cooperate with the committee 

at the time of its appointment in May.142 According Revisionist sources, the 

Revisionist Executive knew the general substance of the White Paper three days 

before its publication, and on October 18, Meir Grossman met with Weizmann and 

asked for the exact text. Though Weizmann refused, Grossman offered the assistance 

of the Revisionist Union in trying to postpone the publication until the reconvening of 

Parliament. This was also rejected by Weizmann who continued to support the line of 

British-Zionist partnership. Grossman stated that the Revisionist Union would thus be 

forced to take steps on its own.143 

At a conference for the Jewish Press held by the revisionists the next day, Grossman 

issued the Revisionist response to the impending White Paper which he termed “a 

considered and planned attack on all the bases upon which the Jewish effort and 

achievement in Palestine have hitherto rested.”144 

On the same day (October 19) the Revisionist Executive also delivered an official 

letter to the ZE demanding that the AC or a proportional representation of all Zionist 

groups body be convened by October 27. Should Britain issue the White Paper before 

this date, the Revisionists demanded that Weizmann and the entire ZE resign and 

inform the British Government that further negotiations were suspended pending the 

meeting of the AC and the convocation of the next Zionist Congress.145 

 

 The ZE contacted the Executive Committee of the Revisionist World Union in an 

attempt to forestall the publication of this statement in the press the following 

morning (October 20). Though the Revisionists refused, the ZE did manage to 

                                                 
141 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 281-283. 
142 Jabotinsky noted this in a speech at a demonstration in Warsaw in November. See Razsvet, 

15.11.1930 noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 310. 
143 World Union of Zionist-Revisionists, Executive Committee, Circular Letter no. 3, 2nd Series, 

26.10.1930, JI G2 2/1. 
144 Ibid. 
145 Ibid. 
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convince the Jewish press in England and abroad to refrain from publishing it. The 

Jewish Telegraphic Agency and the London Jewish papers merely noted that the 

Revisionist Executive had issued a statement, publication of which would be 

dangerous. However, the Revisionist statement was given wide publicity in the 

general press, including The Manchester Guardian, The Daily Herald, The Morning 

Post, The Financial Times and The Daily Sketch as well as many provincial dailies. It 

also appeared in the American and continental press.146 

Britain published the White Paper on October 20 at 6:00 PM and at a simultaneous 

press conference Weizmann publicized his letter to Lord Passfield announcing his 

resignation from the presidency of the ZE and the Jewish Agency. The next morning, 

the Revisionist Executive issued a declaration, which amounted to a direct rejection of 

the Weizmannist position held by the ZE (See Appendix D).147 

Jabotinsky, concerned about a split in the Revisionist movement, had serious 

reservations over the text of the declaration and wrote from Warsaw that had he been 

in London at the time he would have voted against almost every article. “I must insist 

that the outcome be a compromise and not support for either of the two approaches in 

our movement.” He suggested: 

a) If it is impossible to avoid appearing at the Zionist Actions Committee, at 

least refrain from any regular cooperation with this body…. 

b) Do not repeat the suggestion of establishing an emergency committee 

together with us. If others propose this, for heaven’s sake don’t agree; things 

are different now than they were a year ago – there is nothing to save and it is 

not worthwhile for us to do anything before the congress. The only thing we 

should worry about is a body to supervise the elections. 

I am convinced that we must now be silent and refrain from action. Everyone 

is looking at us and waiting for us to make a scene. There will be no scenes 

and we will make no unexpected statements…. We should only struggle 

against turning Weizmann into a hero instead of one who has gone 

bankrupt.148 

 

At the AC session which opened on November 4, 1930, Weizmann explained that a 

few days before the publication of the Passfield White Paper he still had hopes that 

the British Government would change its statement but this became impossible after 

                                                 
146 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 314. 
147 World Union of Zionist-Revisionists, Executive Committee, Circular Letter no. 3, 2nd Series, 

26.10.1930, 3-5, JI G2 2/1. 
148 Jabotinksy to Meir Grossman, 25.10.1930, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 7, 133. 
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the Revisionist statement. The ZE had decided to initiate proceedings against Meir 

Grossman at the Congress Court of Honor for “breach of confidence and breach of 

discipline.” The case was tried at the Seventeenth Congress and the second charge 

was upheld. Grossman was ordered to pay court costs.149 

The Revisionist movement was not of one mind with regard to the conclusions to be 

drawn from the proclamation of the Passfield White Paper. In a Berlin speech, 

Jabotinsky claimed that Zionist work could still be carried out in Palestine, and 

though Britain “was not the only possible Mandatory Power,” he supported “a last 

attempt to secure England’s cooperation.”150 To a Warsaw audience he stated that the 

Zionists had to pose the question to England “Can you do your work in Palestine in 

accordance with our aspirations or not?” and if the reply was unfavorable, they would 

have to start working for a revision of the Mandate.151 On the other hand, Joseph 

Schechtman, noting that the White Paper “had deprived Great Britain of the moral and 

formal right to remain in Palestine as a Mandatory Power,” advocated the abolishment 

of the mandate. “This means, of course, non-cooperation with the British Government 

on the part of the Zionist Executive…Wherever England’s interests are involved and 

wherever Jews live, the latter will try to cause the former the greatest possible amount 

of trouble….”152 While opinions on the editorial board he Revisionist organ, Razsvet, 

were divided, Schechtman himself reported in November 1930 that the 

“overwhelming majority” of the Revisionist World Executive in London rejected the 

proposal to start a campaign for the removal of Britain as the Mandatory and stood by 

the policy of a “last experiment” as adopted at the Prague conference.153 

The events at the AC meeting and the clash between the Revisionists and the ZE over 

the proper response to the Passfield White Paper confirmed in Jabotinsky’s mind the 

need to separate from the Zionist Organization and to establish an independent 

movement. As he wrote to Selig Soskin in early September: 

Judging from the letters and the papers, our world has not yet witnessed such a 

revolting scene as this session of the Zionist Actions Committee. In my 

capacity as a mere publicist, I have decided now to initiate a concrete and 

                                                 
149 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 316. 
150 Razsvet, 2.11.1930 noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 317. 
151 JC, 7.11.1930; Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 317. 
152 Razsvet, 2.11.1930 noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 318. 
153 Minutes of Razsvet Editorial Board, 21.11.1930, noted in Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist 

Movement, 319-320. 
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open campaign for an independent Zionist organization. For heaven’s sake, 

look at the situation. What are we counting on? Weizmann is not the main 

issue but rather the people around him, who refuse to oust him even at a time 

of deepest indignation.154 

 

A month later he wrote to Revisionist Executive stating that “I am in favor of 

resigning from the A.C. unless its impending session takes steps amounting to a 

rejection of Weizmann’s Berlin speech.” Given the likelihood that Weizmann would 

be re-elected at the coming Zionist Congress, he concluded: “Everything, therefore, 

must be prepared for the eventuality that we may be compelled to leave the Congress 

and continue as the Constituent Assembly of the Independent Zionist 

Organization.”155 

The most extreme demands for separation from the Zionist Organization came from 

the Palestinian Revisionists who held an Extraordinary Conference on January 31, 

1931. The conference published a communiqué in Do’ar ha-Yom, calling for the 

expression of non-confidence in Weizmann, his removal from office and a refusal to 

recognize the Zionist Organization as the representative body of world Jewry. The 

notice also demanded that the Zionist Congress be held by March 1931 at the latest.156 

This policy met with opposition from the London branch of the Revisionist World 

Executive led by Meir Grossman, Jona Machover and Abraham Angel, which, from 

its vantage point atop the central workings of the world Revisionist movement, 

supported continued participation in the Zionist Organization.157 This group was 

supported by Lichtheim, Stricker and Soskin. Proposing to put off a decision on 

Revisionist action after the congress until the results of its elections were known, 

Lichtheim had managed to postpone the internal confrontation with Jabotinsky for a 

few months, but the latter remained adamant that the matter had to be discussed 

beforehand. On January 10, 1931 he wrote to Machover:  

                                                 
154 Jabotinsky to Selig Soskin, 3.9.1930, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 7, 101. 
155 Jabotinsky to the Executive Committee of the Union of Zionist Revisionists, 2.11.1930, JI A1 
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157 Schechtman and Benari, Revisionist Movement, 286-287; See Executive Committee of the Union of 
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For years I have been borne the loathsome burden of “opposition.” I believe 

that for objective reasons, the Seventeenth Congress will be the last attempt, 

and should it fail as well I shall not agree to remain as a minority within the 

Zionist Organization, which in my opinion is a gang of scoundrels. This is 

final. If there is any chance of a compromise, I will grasp it. From the reply of 

M.I.,158 it appears that there is not. 

Please try to reach a compromise. If this doesn’t work out, I don’t think that 

we should annoy anyone with our words – the prospect of going to the 

Congress for two weeks of mud-slinging topped by our own collapse holds 

little appeal for me. 

I doubt that anyone can accuse me of a personality cult or of forcing my 

opinions on others, but when I demand that a certain issue be placed 

immediately on the agenda (regardless of its outcome) it must be done. After 

all, I must labor faithfully for things in which I do not believe, such as the 

elections for the congress. I urge that in the next few days the members 

discuss, confidentially of course, what to do if we are unsuccessful at the 

Congress. If we find a formula that is acceptable to everyone – well and good. 

If not, we will consider the ways and means of bringing about a painless 

separation.159 

 

The sides agreed to convene the Revisionist World Executive in Boulogne on April 5-

6, 1931 with the topic of post-congress action as the first item on the agenda.160 

Writing to Machover, Jabotinsky looked for a way to maintain party unity in the face 

of conflicting views on the question of participation in the Zionist Organization: 

In my last letter to M.I. I wrote something like this: “I will not remain in any 

organization that is part of the Zionist Organization – that is final. You do not 

wish to break off from the Zionist Organization and that is also final from your 

perspective. I sat up all night and conceived of a plan that I believe could 

satisfy us both. If you don’t like this plan, please put together one of your 

own.” I think that this is fair. Please believe that I honestly cannot remain in 

the Zionist Organization and cannot be a member of an organization that 

recognizes its sovereignty – I just can’t. I concluded some time ago that 

preoccupation with the task of “winning at the Congress,” exhausts our 

strength and consumes our energy (even mine – because of stupid loyalty). On 

one hand, this goal forces the London people to go overboard with their good 

behavior and on the other hand, it forces Weisel161 to attack Dr. Weizmann. 

Don’t think for a minute that I don’t understand why you hesitate to carry out 

our decision to condemn the Zionist Executive before the British Government. 

I feel the same reluctance: it is uncomfortable for members of the firm to take 

                                                 
158 Meir Iillich – the reference is to Meir Grossman. 
159 Jabotinksy to Jona Machover, 10.1.1931, Jabotinsky Letters, vol. 7, 169; See the translation and 
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public action against the firm itself. Loyalty to the “common” firm will always 

hinder our independent policy, even though we have annulled our recognition 

of the Zionist Executive’s “prerogative”. For these reasons, this subject is 

closed and there is no way back.162 

 

At the Boulogne meeting, it was agreed that in principle, conditions might be created 

that would force the Revisionist World Union to leave the Zionist Organization. 

Furthermore, it was decided that if the coming Zionist Congress failed to adopt the 

resolution of the Revisionist faction stating that the goal of Zionism was the creation 

of a Jewish majority in Palestine, or if the ZE didn’t undertake to abide by this 

principle, the Revisionist World Executive would propose to the party conference that 

the Revisionist Union secede from the Zionist Organization.163 

With this agreement in his pocket, Jabotinsky devoted himself to the election 

campaign in Eastern and Central Europe. The results were impressive: compared to 

the 18,000 votes and 21 delegates at the previous congress, the Revisionists won 

54,848 votes and sent 52 deputies to the 17th Zionist Congress. More than half of this 

increase was accounted for by the results in Poland where the number of votes cast for 

the revisionists rose from 4,229 in 1929 to 29,985 in 1931.164 The scene for the 

confrontation that would take place at the Zionist Congress of 1931 was thus set in 

advance, but the results would come as a surprise to all parties. 
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164 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 17, 21; Schechtman, 

Fighter and Prophet, vol. 2, 147. 



 

378 

  

Chapter 8: “Weizmannism” and Mizrachi 

Introduction 

Mizrachi was the first Zionist political party, formed in Vilna in 1902, largely as a 

religiously orthodox response to the creation of the “Democratic Faction” led by 

Chaim Weizmann and Leo Motzkin, which aspired to place secular nationalist 

cultural work on the agenda of the Zionist Organization.1 Initially, Weizmann berated 

the party for its ideological weakness and passivity: 

The Mizrachi resemble a clerical party rather than a national-religious one…. 

Our Jewish Orthodoxy has not understood how to hold power in these spheres 

of national life, and for a long time now neither the communities nor the 

younger generation as a whole have been under the influence of the rabbinate. 

The rabbis are not in a position to put an end to the assimilatory influences 

affecting the communities. In fact they have to adapt themselves to them, and 

hence arises the tragic paradox that it is precisely the Orthodox who produce 

the greatest opponents of Zion, both in East and West…. In Zionism, the 

Orthodox have always constituted the inert element, the most obedient. They 

have never shown initiative, but have said Yes to everything coming from 

above. While they had nothing in common with the leaders, nothing in 

common inwardly, they were nevertheless the most consistently docile and 

accommodating…2 

 

After the British conquest of the Palestine, the welfare of the orthodox Jewish schools 

in the country became a matter of prime concern, especially due to the lack of funding 

for these institutions.3 Believing that the Zionist goal was within reach and hoping to 

influence public life in the yishuv, Orthodox communities in several of the Jewish 

colonies in Palestine soon organized local Mizrachi societies. Rabbi Ben-Zion Ouziel, 

a leader of Mizrachi in Palestine, was among the well-wishers at the reception of the 

Zionist Commission in Tel Aviv in 1918, and Mizrachi intervention contributed to the 

commission’s reception by the Jerusalem rabbis. The Mizrachi leaders in the country 

met with the Weizmann and the Zionist Commission and asked that the Zionist 

Organization take financial responsibility for the religious schools associated with 

                                                 
1 Judah L. Maimon (Fishman), The History of the Mizrachi Movement (New York: Mizrachi Hatzair of 

America, 1928), 47. Katzburg raises the possibility that Mizrachi’s firm political stance was in some 

way a continuation of its loyal support of Herzl against the Democratic Fraction in the early days of the 

Zionist Organization; see  הציונות והמזרחי בתקופת הנהגתו של הרב ברנתנאל קצבורג, "פרקים בתולדות-
אילן, -אביב: הוועדה להוצאת כתבי הרב מאיר בר-אילן, מוולוז'ין עד ירושלים, כרך א' )תל-אילן", בתוך מאיר בר

19תשל"א(,   (hereafter Katzburg, “Chapters in the History of Mizrachi”). 
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Mizrachi and the improvement of religious life in the country in general. The response 

was that both things were possible on condition that orthodox Jewry in Palestine unite 

as one section of the Zionist Organization.4 

In August 1918, the first Mizrachi conference in Palestine was held in Jaffa, with 

some 50 delegates from Jerusalem, Jaffa and the settlements in Judea. Three major 

subjects were discussed: participation of Mizrachi in the organizational and cultural 

activities of the yishuv’s institutions; funding for the upkeep of religious schools and 

the creation of a separate school board for religious education; and the organization of 

local rabbinates in the various cities and settlements.5 

At the Zionist Organization’s London Conference of February-March 1919, Mizrachi 

delegates insisted on discussing the issue of cultural work and succeeded in bringing 

about a recommendation (which seems to have been regarded by Mizrachi as a firm 

decision) to establish two separate committees to administer the two streams of 

Zionist education – Mizrachi-led orthodox and non-orthodox – respectively.6 The 

implementation of this decision, which would give Mizrachi autonomy in matters of 

education, was delayed, perhaps due to the stand of the Zionist Commission, which 

opposed the transfer of public and publicly funded activity to a particular political 

stream.7 Moreover, Menahem Ussishkin, the head of the Zionist Commission in 

Palestine, opposed the idea of separate committees which he believed would weaken 

the religious influence in the non-orthodox schools. At a Palestine teachers’ 

conference in Jaffa in late December 1919, he suggested a single committee to be 

comprised of representatives of teachers, parents and the Zionist Organization, with a 

third of each group nominated by Mizrachi.8 

                                                 
4 Ibid., 13-14. 
5 Ostrovsky, 18; Geulah Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon in his Generations (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav 

Kook, 1998), 232-233. 
6 See the decision in CZA S48/24. See also Ostrovsky, 45-46; and  מאיר בר-אילן )ברלין(, "הוועידה
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Katzburg, “Introduction”). 
7 See Katzburg, “Introduction,” 38. 
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The second Mizrachi conference in Palestine, held in August 1919, adopted the party 

constitution and organizational procedures. The body resolved inter alia to struggle 

for the independence of religious education.9 

Mizrachi held its first post-war World Convention in Amsterdam from January 14-19, 

1920. Two sessions were held on the issue of religious education in Palestine. The 

delegates from Palestine, supported by those from Germany and England, demanded 

autonomy for the orthodox system, while many of the representatives from Eastern 

Europe felt that it would be wrong for Mizrachi to abandon non-orthodox schools to a 

secular influence. They suggested that Mizrachi demand that “the total education of 

the Zionist Organization be national-religious until an agreed number of parents 

specifically request that a secular school be organized for their children.” Ultimately, 

the convention adopted the proposal by Joshua Heschel Farbstein, President of Polish 

Mizrachi, that the convention request the Zionist Organization to implement the 

decision of the 1919 London Conference to establish two education committees. 

However, should the ZE refuse to do this, Mizrachi would transfer the national 

religious school system to its exclusive authority without any connection to the 

Zionist Organization’s Education Department.10 The convention also decided to move 

the movement’s headquarters from Germany to London, but after two years of 

financial difficulties, it was decided to relocate to Jerusalem.11 

Mizrachi representatives met with Weizmann in London on February 26, and 

summarized their position in a letter that day which stated that Mizrachi had decided 

“to grant half of our annual budget to the Zionist Executive. If the educational 

arrangement proposed by us is not accepted, we will allocate the sum of £25,000 for 

the traditional schools which will be directed by us.” Weizmann replied: “I shall 

discuss this with Mr. Ussishkin; I shall endeavor to do everything I possibly can to 

resolve this question in the sense and spirit of your proposal.”12 

At the London Conference in July-August 1920, Rabbi Judah Leib Fishman (later 

Maimon), one of Mizrachi’s most important writers and spokesmen, criticized harshly 

                                                 
9 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 235-238; Ostrovsky, 29-37;  ,החלטות הועדיה השניה של המזרחי בארץ"
 .in Ostrovsky, 185-189 אלול תרע"ט"
10 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 254-258. 
11 Maimon, History, 102; Maimon, Sefer ha-Mizrachi, 247. 
12 See the correspondence printed in: 13 'דואר היום,  ;המזרחי )וארשה(, 1920, מס' 13 ;העברי, 1920, מס
24.3.1920; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 256; Weizmann to the Mizrachi Organization, 1.3.1920, WL, 

vol. 9, 319-320. 
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the activity of the Zionist Commission in Palestine. His main complaint was that the 

commission had not implemented the decision of the earlier London Conference to 

establish two Education Committees in Palestine, and discriminated against religious 

education in the country. Weizmann replied: “If you think you have a monopoly on 

Judaism you are making a big mistake. We are all equal in Judaism. Eretz Israel will 

not be built, and should not be built, by two kinds of Judaism.”13 From the report of 

Rabbi Samuel ha-Levi Brot, a Mizrachi leader in Poland, it is possible to gain a sense 

of the alienation felt by Mizrachi delegates: 

Regrettably, we must acknowledge that the attitude of the conference to us 

was not distinguished by extra sympathy. It was sufficient for one of the 

speakers to utter any expression or word against Mizrachi for the door-posts to 

tremble from the sound of the applause that speaker received for his remarks. 

To our great sorrow, even members of the top leadership were not innocent of 

this injustice, although they surely had a moral obligation as leaders and 

directors of the general movement to relate with objectivity to all the opinions 

and views in the movement. It seems to me that Mr. Weizmann never received 

as much applause as when he responded to the criticism voiced by the 

Mizrachi representative. Also Ussishkin, in his answer to the complaints 

which Mizrachi registered against the group which dared to desecrate the 

Sabbath publicly in the streets of Jerusalem, found nothing more appropriate 

to say than that for Mizrachi the whole subject was only a matter of party 

politics and beyond that, it is of no concern to Mizrachi at all. This “logical 

response” found so much favor in the eyes of the conference, that the hall 

almost quaked with the sound of the applause, signifying agreement with these 

words of wisdom.14 

 

Possibly due to the hope on the part of orthodox delegates from other parties to 

increase the religious influence on non-orthodox schools, the proposal for separate 

education committees was rejected. Instead, it was decided to form a single 

educational committee with a separate supervisory committee for orthodox education. 

This gave Mizrachi educational and pedagogic autonomy for its schools, while 

preserving a single administrative unit. All Talmud Torah schools and yeshivot were 

to be put under the authority of the religious supervisory committee.15 It has been 

                                                 
13 Noted in Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 259-260. 
14 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 260; 42 'המזרחי, 5680, מס.  
15 Katzburg, “Introduction,” 38; Maimon, Sefer ha-Mizrachi, 243-245. 
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suggested that this decision was part of Weizmann’s policy to bring about modern 

reforms in the yeshivot of the Old Yishuv.16 

Hoping to strengthen religious Zionism and its influence on the yishuv, Mizrachi 

constituted the primary force behind the establishment of the Palestinian Chief 

Rabbinate. Rabbi Maimon was one of the Presidents of the conference held from 

February 22-24, 1921 at which Rabbi Abraham Kook and Rabbi Jacob Meir were 

chosen as the Ashkenazi and Sephardi Chief Rabbis respectively, and the official 

minutes are graced with his signature.17 

Mizrachi saw itself as the guardian of Jewish tradition in Palestine. At the 12th Zionist 

Congress it initiated a resolution stating that: “The Zionist Organization should 

establish, maintain and support only such institutions in whose public conduct and 

acts there is no offence to the customs of Jewish tradition.” A motion to table the 

resolution passed 148 to 122, and when a roll call was taken, the motion to table 

passed again 159 to 145.The Mizrachi leader Hermann Struck then declared that the 

Mizrachi delegation would vote against the budget and the movement would not take 

part in the fundraising campaigns of Keren Hayesod and the Jewish National Fund. In 

the face of considerable uproar, Weizmann proposed that the Congress adopt Herzl’s 

formulation that the Zionist Organization would not undertake anything that offended 

religious sentiments and that the ZE and AC would seek ways in which to implement 

the resolution without interfering with individual freedom. In a statement 

characteristic of his aspiration to unite Jewry under Zionist leadership, he ended the 

session: 

I ask you, my highly esteemed gentlemen, I appeal to you not to allow the 

Congress to be bitterly torn asunder in its last hour. We must find a modus 

vivendi. Life in Palestine will discover it. We must not nip the matter in the 

bud. We need to find ways to facilitate collaborations among all sections of 

Judaism, Zionism and the Congresses. This is difficult, but not as difficult as 

everything else. It is your job to find a way, gentlemen of the right and the left, 

and you will find it before you disperse.18 

 

                                                 
16 Katzburg, “Introduction,” 39;  :מנחם פרידמן, "המאבק על דמות הישיבות והרבנות בירושלים", הציונות

110-105(: 1971ב' ) ישראל-מאסף לתולדות התנועה הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ .  
17 Maimon, Sefer ha-Mizrachi, 251-292. 
18 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 615-621; Bat-

Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 344-345. 
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In the next session, Rabbi Dr. Chajes of Vienna, who was not a member of Mizrachi, 

suggested a compromise: “In the public conduct of the institutions, which are 

established, maintained and supported by the Zionist Organization, nothing shall be 

done which will offend Jewish tradition. It is the responsibility of the Zionist 

Organization leadership to assure implementation of this resolution.” The compromise 

resolution was adopted.19 

Mizrachi continued to express its dissatisfaction with the ZE’s handling of religious 

matters. A number of Mizrachi leaders felt that Jewish public life in Palestine should 

be conducted according to traditional Jewish law, and some went even farther and 

called for the extension of Jewish law to private affairs as well. In November 1922, 

Farbstein expressed the desire of Mizrachi to extend Jewish religious law over family 

matters in opposition to Weizmann who felt that such matters must be voluntary. This 

did not cause the party to vote against the ZE at the 13th Zionist Congress.20 Polish 

Mizrachi also criticized its Palestinian wing for agreeing to the principle of two 

education committees, and demanded that there be only one school system, which 

would have an orthodox orientation.21  

Mizrachi continued to oppose the violation of Sabbath and dietary laws in the 

workers’ settlements in Palestine, and attacked the ZE for its failure to implement the 

decision of the 12th Congress.22 At the 13th Zionist Congress, Struck stated that the 

party could not express its confidence in the ZE because the policy adopted at the 12th 

Congress regarding the observance of Jewish religious law in public life had not be 

implemented in any form. In spite of this and objections by other parties, mainly over 

the issue of the Jewish Agency, the congress accepted the Executive’s report by a 

large majority.23 Near the end of the Congress, Sokolow stated in Weizmann’s name 

                                                 
19 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 647-648, 747; Bat-

Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 345-347.  
20 Farbstein to the ZE, 22 Heshvan 5683, RZA, World Center Section, 5683, II;  ,וואהל", ידישע שטימע"
אסף קניאל, יומרה ומעש: המזרחי בפולין בין שתי  ;"הקונגרס הציוני", המזרחי, י"ח באלול תרפ"ג ;ב' בתמוז תרצ"ג

244, תשע"א(, אילן-אוניברסיטת ברגן: -מלחמות העולם )רמת  (hereafter Kaniel, Aspirations and 

Achievements). 
ש'  ;2-3 ;ש"ז יעבץ, "תקיפות", המסלה, כ"ח באב, תרפ"ג ;י.ל. זלוטניק, "אחרי...", המזרחי, י"ג באדר תר"פ 21
 .Kaniel, Aspirations and Achievements, 244-245 ;בראט, "נחפשה...", יודישע לעבען, א' באדר ב' תרפ"ט
 ,Farbstein to H. Pick, 4 Shvat 5683, RZA, World Center Section ;"הועידה...", המסלה, י"ב באב תרפ"ג 22

4; Farbstein to Sokolow, 25 Elul 5683, RZA World Center Section, 5683, II; Kaniel, Aspirations and 

Achievements, 246. 
23 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 308-313. The 

description by Bat-Yehudah (Rabbi Maimon, 355) appears to be incorrect; see: Eilam, 44, 422. 
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that complaints of public violation of religious law had been made by opponents and 

supporters of the ZE, and that the decision adopted at the previous Congress had to be 

implemented so that every Jew, even the most strictly religious, would be ensured the 

opportunity of employment in the large construction works.24 Maimon claimed 

afterward that Weizmann had opposed the demands of Mizrachi, but ultimately had 

been forced to accept them.25 In any event, Dr. Hermann Pick was elected to the 

executive as a representative of the party though he resigned in early 1924 claiming 

that Mizrachi had not been allotted a sufficient budget.26 Other members of Mizrachi 

continued to demand a tougher response to the ZE and even called for independent 

settlement activity.27 

The issue of education was again raised at the 14th Zionist Congress. Maimon 

demanded that autonomy be granted to religious education, which should be put under 

the authority of a separate committee. He added that some form of religious 

instruction should be instituted in non-orthodox schools as well. 

We would be happy if there would no longer be a need for a special Mizrachi 

educational network. Anyhow, we would be happy if all the schools in 

Palestine, which excelled marvelously in fulfilling their obligation to the 

Hebrew language, would do as well with regard to the Sabbath and the other 

sanctities of Israel.28 

 

The Education Commission of the Congress proposed a resolution that “The Zionist 

Organization is the proprietor of the educational authority in Palestine and is 

responsible for its budget.” It also put forward a resolution that after the Congress, a 

special commission in Palestine would, together with representatives of the yishuv and 

the teachers, work out a program for the selection of a new Education Committee on a 

democratic basis and perform necessary changes in educational procedures.29 The 

                                                 
24 Ibid., 511. 
 התור, 1924, מס' 5 25
26 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 507-508; Daily 

News Bulletin, 7.2.1924. 
 ;דברי הרב הגר, "הועידה העולמית," התור, ל' בתשרי תרפ"ז, ;כ"פ טכורש, "שאלות...", התור, א' באב תרפ"ד 27

Mizrachi in Sanok to Mizrachi in Cracow, 20 Adar Bet, 5692, IRZA, World Union II, 182. 
28 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 524-525; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi 

Maimon, 371. 
29 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 622; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 

371. 
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second resolution was adopted immediately, but the vote on the first resolution was 

delayed until the debate on the budget, at which time it was rejected.30 

At the meeting of the AC which convened after the Congress, a “Committee of 

Twenty” was formed, including representatives of the Zionist Organization, the yishuv 

and the teachers, with the purpose of putting together a plan for educational affairs. 

Mizrachi was represented by 6 members, including Rabbi Maimon. The committee, 

which met frequently during the spring of 1926, disagreed over the question as to 

which body should take responsibility for Jewish education in Palestine – the Va’ad 

Le’ummi or the Zionist Organization. The labor parties and some of the General 

Zionists favored the former, whereas Mizrachi insisted on the latter. Ultimately the 

majority decided that “The Zionist Organization must be the proprietor of education 

in Palestine and have full responsibility for it.” The yishuv would also participate in 

supervising the budget. A second question concerned the issue of autonomous streams 

within the education system. The labor parties and Mizrachi, both of which advocated 

a comprehensive ideology, demanded autonomy for their schools, while the General 

Zionists called for a united school system. Mizrachi wanted a separate school board 

that would exercise extensive autonomy, but agreed to a compromise according to 

which there would be a common Board of Education for all schools with autonomy 

for the Labor and Mizrachi institutions.31 

At the 15th Zionist Congress, Mizrachi refused to join the newly elected executive due 

to the refusal of the Zionist leadership to provide legal safeguards against the 

repetition of public violations of Jewish tradition in Palestine, the unrepresentative 

composition of the executive, the majority of whose members were alien to “the spirit 

and soul of the people,” the lack of a guarantee that Zionist labor in Palestine would 

be conducted in in a religiously traditional spirit and the fact that “the executive has 

come with no practical economic plan that would could improve the crisis in 

                                                 
30 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 626, 641. Maimon claimed that the 

first resolution was postponed until the final night of the Congress, “at an hour when all the delegates 

were already tired, exhausted, angry and dazed” suggesting a sinister motive to defeat the resolution 

more easily. In fact, according to the Congress minutes, all of the Education Commission’s resolutions 

were presented together on the last evening (as were the resolutions of several other commissions) and 

the sole motion with budgetary ramifications was postponed until the debate on the budget which 

followed shortly after. See  ,2, מס' 1926-1925יהודה ליב מימון )בן אברהם(, "חינוך ומזרחי", התור ; Bat-

Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 371-372; Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 553-

638. 
31 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 372-373; CZA J17\8577; S30\1944; J17\7674; S25\570\3 
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Palestine.”32 Due to the reduction of the budget for religious education and other 

religious matters, Mizrachi decided to revive its Eretz Israel Fund.33 The movement 

also opposed Weizmann’s demand for budget cuts and the creation of an executive of 

experts.34 

There were those in Mizrachi who were not satisfied with the role of religious 

supervisor within the Zionist Organization. Rabbi Moshe Avigdor Amiel of Grajewo 

had stated at the Mizrachi conference in Amsterdam (1920) that “in building the Land 

of Israel, Mizrachi should not only write the mezuzah and stick it on the door, but 

should be a partner in constructing and placing the door in its jamb.”35 Following the 

12th Zionist Congress, Rabbi Samuel ha-Levi Brot of Warsaw expressed his 

disappointment that Mizrachi had restricted itself to religious demands: “As long as 

we perceive ourselves only as a party with the task of supervising religious maters, it 

will be impossible to acquire the deserved influence on Zionist work.”36 Similar ideas 

were expressed over the years by Joshua Heschel Farbstein and Rabbi Yiẓḥak 

Nussenbaum, who claimed that the only justification for the existence of Mizrachi as 

a separate political party lay in its political activity, since orthodox Jews could join 

other Zionist parties and try to influence them in matters of religion.37 That said, some 

Mizrachi members admitted that the party never really developed a consistent and 

systematic political view, and vacillated among the Revisionist, General Zionist and 

Labor positions.38 

It should be noted that during the 1920s, Mizrachi in “Congress Poland”39 under 

Farbstein became the most important center of the world movement. Unlike the 

                                                 
32 See Bar-Ilan’s address at the Congress: Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 

441. 
33 Ibid., 461; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 384. 
34 See Bar-Ilan’s address at the Congress: Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 

1, מס' 1928-1927יהודה מימון, "אחרי הקונגרס," התור,  ;88 . 
35 Maimon, Sefer ha-Mizrachi, 295; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 257. 
 ,Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 347; Kaniel ;שמואל הלוי ברוט, "המזרחי", העברי, 1921, מס' 39 36

Aspirations and Achievements, 252. 
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established at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 as a part of the Russian Empire. Geographically, it 

corresponded roughly to the Kalisz Region and the Lublin, Łódź, Masovian, Podlaskie and 
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headquarters in Jerusalem which continued to concentrate primarily on religious and 

educational activity in Palestine, the center in Warsaw served as the movement’s 

central voice in matters of foreign policy, economic development and settlement, and 

played a central role in the finance of the Jerusalem office.40 In 1921, 60% of the 

Zionist shekels sold by Mizrachi worldwide came from Poland. At the 14th Zionist 

Congress in 1925, representatives from Poland made up over half of the Mizrachi 

delegation.41 Largely due to the influence of Farbstein, who had been an active 

Zionist before the establishment of Mizrachi and continued to advocate an activist 

stance on these issues, the Warsaw office insisted that Mizrachi put these matters at 

the top of its list of priorities.42 Not surprisingly, Farbstein became the most 

outspoken critic of Weizmann within the Mizrachi movement. 

During this time, Mizrachi constantly opposed Weizmann’s conciliatory stance 

toward Great Britain.43 At the 13th Zionist Congress in 1923, Farbstein attacked the 

ZE’s acceptance of the Churchill Memorandum in 1922 and claimed that it had not 

responded appropriately to the separation of Transjordan from Western Palestine.44 

Opposing Berit Shalom’s willingness to make concessions to the Arabs in the effort to 

reach an agreement, Farbstein insisted at the 14th Zionist Congress (1925) that the 

Jews must become a majority in Palestine.45 

At the Mizrachi Convention in Antwerp (August 10-16, 1926), Farbstein demanded 

that Mizrachi must be united on political issues, and not just on religious ones. He 

attacked the Zionist leadership for its weakness in giving in to the British 

Government, which by separating Transjordan from the area intended for the Jewish 

National Home had deviated from its commitments in the Balfour Declaration and the 

Mandate for Palestine. He stated: 

                                                 
Świętokrzyskie Voivodeships of Poland as well as southwestern Lithuania and part of the Grodno 

District of Belarus. 
40 See: יוסף אליחי, "פרבשטיין ראש קהילת ווארשה ונשיא המזרחי בפולין", שרגאי: כתב-עת לחקר הציונות הדתית

182-179אילן, תשנ"ג(, -ישראל, כרך ד' )ירושלים: אוניברסיטת בר-והעליות לארץ  (hereafter Elichai, 

“Farbstein”). 
 RZA World ,"די מזרחי'סטישע...", מאמענט, 18.1.1922, 5, פרבשטיין למזרחי עולמי, י"ב בתמוז תרפ"ו 41

Mizrachi, תרפ"ו V. 
42 Together with Rabbi Yiẓḥak Nussenbaum, Farbstein stood at the head of the Zionist Organization in 
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Mizrachi. See Elichai, “Farbstein,” 176, 181. 
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(hereafter Elichai, Mizrachi 1928-1939). 
44 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIII. Zionisten-Kongresses, 192-195. 
45 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XIV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 140. 
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We aspire to see Eretz Israel in its natural boundaries as it was before. We 

have nothing against our Arab neighbors and want to live peacefully with 

them. However, we want them to understand that we are not coming to the 

Land of Israel to expel anyone but are returning to the Land as residents and 

citizens who were expelled from it. 

 

He also complained that the Zionist leadership had disregarded the activities of 

Mizrachi in education and labor in its reports to the League of Nations.46  

At the Zionist Congress in 1929, Meir Berlin (later Bar-Ilan), President of World 

Mizrachi, rejected the view that Palestine was the home of two peoples, and 

announced that Mizrachi aspired to the creation of a Jewish majority in the country.47 

Though this remained the dominant view in the movement, other opinions were also 

voiced, such as that of R. Yeshayahu Shapira, a member of the left wing of Ha-Po’el 

ha-Mizrachi, who saw himself as a friend of Berit Shalom and contended that the 

Jewish people was destined to live together with other residents of the land. Still, he 

claimed that the Land of Israel served as motherland only to the Jews and was not 

perceived as such by the Arabs in the country. Moreover, he cautioned Berit Shalom 

not to cast doubt on the justice of Zionist claims, which he claimed could endanger 

the Zionist enterprise.48 

Mizrachi advocated a hardline approach after the 1929 riots. Farbstein again attacked 

Weizmann at the 16th Congress for omitting the riots from his memorandum to the 

League of Nations. British policy was unfair, prohibiting the Jews from setting up a 

screen to separate between men and women during prayer while allowing the Arabs to 

work and disturb Jewish prayers. British conduct during the riots amounted to a 

spiritual pogrom, which was much harder than a physical one.49 When Berit Shalom 

demanded that the death sentences of convicted Arab rioters be commuted, Rabbi 

Bar-Ilan wrote to the ZE in London and to Lazarus Barth, one of the leaders of 

Mizrachi in Germany: 

I anticipate a great danger if the Zionist Executive doesn’t insist vehemently 

on the preservation of discipline throughout the country, in other words if the 

Zionist Executive doesn’t use all measures to inform and to warn the members 

of Berit Shalom as well as others, that there is no place for private political 

activity outside the executive…because that, after all, is our entire strength – 

                                                 
46 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 380-381. 
47 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVI. Zionistenkongresses, 86. 
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organizational discipline; without it we have no police, no judges, nothing, and 

if we violate this discipline, especially in political matters, all of our work is 

worthless.50 

 

In response to Weizmann’s remarks at the meeting of the AC in Berlin in August 

1930 (see previous section), Bar-Ilan declared in the name of Mizrachi that the denial 

of the Land of Israel was heresy.51 When the AC convened again in Basle in 

November, Farbstein criticized the views of Weizmann, who had openly admitted that 

since 1922, Britain had directed a policy of whittling down the Balfour Declaration. 

Since Weizmann had expressed a lack of faith in the establishment of the Jewish state, 

he could no longer serve as the leader of the Zionist movement. Under the 

circumstances, the entire ZE had to resign, a provisional committee to manage 

political affairs had to be appointed by the AC, and the question of Zionist policy had 

to be put before an extraordinary Zionist Congress which was to be convened at the 

earliest opportunity.52 This position was supported by the Mizrachi leadership in 

Eastern Poland and Galicia, Lithuania and Palestine.53 However, some of the 

members of the central committee, especially those from Germany, supported 

Weizmann’s moderate policy. Others on the committee were slighted apparently by 

the fact that Farbstein had acted without consultation, though this remained an 

internal matter and outwardly, all expressed their absolute opposition to Weizmann’s 

policy.54 In any event, the AC agreed to the idea of the extraordinary congress but 

rejected the demand that the ZE resign. In spite of this, the Mizrachi representatives 

remained on the Executive, perhaps in order to present a united face at the outset of 

negotiations with the British ministerial subcommittee on the revision of the Passfield 

White Paper policy.55 Judah Leib Maimon and Daniel Sirkis, who advocated a 

hardline policy, feared that Bar-Ilan might agree to a more compromising stance. 

However, when it was decided at the AC meeting of January 1931 to postpone the 
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52 Minutes of the AC Meeting, CZA Z4/283/10 
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extraordinary congress (which had in the meantime been scheduled for February), the 

two Mizrachi members of the ZE, Bar-Ilan and Barth, resigned.56 There may have 

been additional reasons for this move. According to a report in the Jewish Chronicle, 

the November AC meeting had appointed a political committee to formulate, together 

with the ZE, the demands and proposals to be submitted to the British Government as 

part of the negotiations over the Passfield White Paper. The Jewish Chronicle claimed 

that Weizmann disregarded the committee as well as the opinions of his colleagues on 

the executive, and tended more toward the views of the non-Zionist members of the 

Jewish Agency Executive. It stated that his attempt to hide from members of the ZE 

important documents relating to the negotiations had brought about the resignation of 

Rabbi Bar-Ilan.57 

In a letter to Ostrovsky, Bar-Ilan admitted that German Mizrachi members opposed 

the move.58 The former complained to Bar-Ilan “that this was most certainly a wrong 

step which considerably diminished the organization’s prestige.”59 Possibly, this had 

to do with the claim in labor circles that the move was nothing more than a political 

ploy.60 However, Bar-Ilan denied this in his response to Ostrovsky: “Personally, I 

think that my departure from the executive raised our prestige, but really, the matter 

never occurred to me. I admit that I had no ‘Mizrachi’ interest in mind. I don’t say 

this to my credit, perhaps I should be faulted, but it is a fact that my withdrawal was 

the result of a Zionist concern alone.”61 

                                                 
56 Report of the Executive of the Zionist Organisation submitted to the XVIIth Zionist Congress, 9. 

Ganizi, “Between Revisionism and Religious Zionism,” 45; Katzburg, “Bar-Ilan and Zionist Policy in 

the 1930s,” רט"ו; Katzburg, “Chapters in the History of Mizrachi,” 22. 
57 JC, 9.1.1931. No minutes have been preserved from the AC meeting of January 1931. A draft outline 

of the minutes provides little information on Bar-Ilan’s statement. See Katzburg, “Chapters in the 

History of Mizrachi,” 22-23. 
58 Bar-Ilan to Ostrovsky, 24 Shvat 1931, IRZA File תרצ"א; See Katzburg, “Bar-Ilan and Zionist Policy 

in the 1930s,” רכ"ג. 
59 Bar-Ilan to Ostrovsky, 19 Adar 1931, IRZA File תרצ"א; See Katzburg, “Bar-Ilan and Zionist Policy 

in the 1930s,” רכ"ה; Katzburg, “Chapters in the History of Mizrachi,” 23; Ganizi, “Between 

Revisionism and Religious Zionism,” 45. 
60 See for example Joseph Sprinzak’s description of the AC meeting: “ ‘Mizrachi’ is afraid of the 

competition with the Revisionists and wants to win over the Zionist voter in the next elections through 

its political ‘radicalism’ and evasion of responsibility for the political negotiations which should be 

completed before the congress.” See Sprinzak Letters, vol. 2, 93. 
61 Bar-Ilan to Ostrovsky, 19 Adar 1931, IRZA File תרצ"א; See Katzburg, “Bar-Ilan and Zionist Policy 

in the 1930s,” רכ"ו-רכ"ה . 
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Mizrachi’s dominant political line can be seen in the proposal submitted in December 

1929 by Meir Bar-Ilan to the ZE regarding the testimony that should be presented to 

the Shaw Commission. Bar-Ilan advised declaring that 

our goal is a large and constantly growing settlement in Palestine. It doesn’t 

matter whether the Jewish entity is called a Jewish state or a national home. 

The intention is the same. In this land, to which we have historical rights that 

have never been relinquished, we hope to free ourselves from passive 

servitude and become an active force in all of the material and spiritual work 

that constitutes our public life. 

 

Bar-Ilan went on to state that Zionism didn’t intend to drive the Arabs out of the 

country and that they would remain in their homes and benefit from their natural 

increase. Clearly, the Arabs had their own lands and would not migrate to Palestine, 

while the Jews would continue to enter the land in accordance with its absorptive 

capacity. There must be understanding between the two sides – the Jewish people that 

aspired to autonomy in Palestine and the Arab citizens who currently resided there.62 

At the 17th Zionist Congress, Farbstein again attacked Weizmann’s policy, claiming 

that Zionism was based on the view that the Jews could not survive in the diaspora 

where they constituted a minority. Weizmann’s policy was leading to a new Jewish 

minority in Palestine of all places. “For the members of Mizrachi… the Jewish 

majority in Palestine and the Jewish state are not just pretty phrases or opportunities 

for social or military experiments but rather one of the major principles of our 

belief.”63 

Despite Farbstein’s outspoken opposition to Weizmannist policies, the majority of the 

Mizrachi representatives were apparently more cautious, and only 3 of the 35 

Mizrachi delegates voted against the motion to table the Revisionist definition of 

Zionist aims as compared to 4 who supported it. The majority abstained.64 In 

                                                 
 ,"הצעת הרב ברלין להנהלה הציונית בדבר העדות לפני ועדת החקירה" ירושלים, י' כסלו תר"ץ, תיק הרב ברלין 62 

RZA 
63 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 398-399; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. 

ZionistenKongresses, 196. 
64 Since the vote was by roll-call, the names of the three Mizrachi delegates who opposed the motion to 

table the Revisionist proposal are listed in the minutes: Farbstein (Poland), Rabbi Naftali Halpern 

(West Galicia) and Israel Podhorzer (East Galicia). Four Mizrachi delegates supported the motion: 

Lazarus Barth (Germany), Dr. Marcus Cohn (Switzerland), Gedaliah Bublick (US) and Isidore Epstein 

(US). See Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 11-14, 21, 

398. This qualifies Elichai’s assertion (Mizrachi 1928-1939, 25) that many Mizrachi delegates 

supported the Revisionist proposal. Ganizi (“Between Revisionism and Religious Zionism,” 46) claims 

that since the vote on Zionist aims at the 17th Zionist Congress took place late at night, only few 
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retrospect, Weizmann’s expectation that approximately half of the Mizrachi 

delegation would support him in the non-confidence vote earlier that evening seems to 

have been a realistic assessment.65 This caution may also explain the fact that 

Mizrachi delegates failed to insist on the inclusion of Revisionist delegates in the 

executive formed towards the end of the congress, while agreeing to the participation 

of Mapai.66 

It has been noted above that German Mizrachi tended to be more supportive of 

Weizmann and his policies. Already at the Mizrachi world congress in Antwerp in the 

summer of 1926 it became clear that the German arm of the movement was not 

satisfied with the World Center’s handling of economic and political affairs. The 

German delegates proposed that the World Center focus on the development of the 

Jewish settlement in Palestine in an orthodox spirit without committing its members 

to a particular Mizrachi political or economic approach. The proposal was rejected in 

the conference primarily due to the assessment that Mizrachi was incapable of 

influencing the general Zionist movement unless it functioned as a political party. 

From that point on, the German Mizrachi center demanded the introduction of 

democratic procedures into the party framework and improvements in financial 

management. These demands were not met, and at the Mizrachi Convention in Basel 

(June 25-29, 1931) just before the 17th Zionist Congress there was a sense that the 

movement was on the eve of crisis. The German delegates wanted to remove Rabbis 

Bar-Ilan and Maimon from the World Center, largely due to the difficult financial 

situation, while the delegates from Poland preferred to keep Maimon even if it meant 

that some of the Germans would break off. Maimon however, in the interest of peace 

gave up his position at the World Center. Ultimately, this sacrifice failed to preserve 

the unity of the party and on October 17, 1931 the German Mizrachi Organization 

announced its secession from the World Mizrachi Organization on the grounds that 

                                                 
participated, and thus creates the impression that most Mizrachi members didn’t vote for this reason. 

Indeed, as will be shown in the next chapter, some 70% of the delegates at the Congress did cast a vote, 

and there is no reason to suspect that Mizrachi participation would be exceptionally low, especially on 

such an important issue. It is more likely that while hesitant to vote for the Revisionist resolution under 

the circumstances, Mizrachi members were equally unwilling to vote against the demand for a Jewish 

majority in Palestine, and as a result abstained from voting altogether. See Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi 

Maimon, 398-399. 
65 See chapter 9. 
66 See 484 ,)דוד בן-גוריון, זכרונות, כרך א' )תל-אביב: עם עובד, תשל"א; Ganizi, “Between Revisionism and 

Religious Zionism,” 49. 
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the Mizrachi World Congress (Basle, June 1931) had rejected the Left Mizrachi 

group’s demands that the party’s leadership cease its stubborn anti-Weizmann policy, 

focus solely on religious and cultural activities and refrain from taking part in political 

conflicts in the Zionist movement. From then on, German Mizrachi did not participate 

in the world movement’s conferences or councils. It may be significant that all of the 

Mizrachi delegates who supported the Revisionist position at the 17th Zionist 

Congress came from Poland, whereas those who opposed it came from Central 

Europe or the United States.67 

The gap between Mizrachi’s ideological views and political caution is evidenced in 

the party’s response to the opening address delivered at the Jewish Agency Council 

by its chairman, Dr. Cyrus Adler, on July 14. Adler dealt with the conclusions of the 

Western Wall Commission, and commented with satisfaction that no Jewish demand 

for ownership of the wall had been advanced. He expressed his personal belief that “if 

the entire Muslim world would today propose to return the Holy places to the Jewish 

nation in order that it build the Holy Temple and renew the sacrifices, the Jewish 

nation would not accept this proposal.”68 Maimon retorted: 

The chairman emphasized in his address that we did not demand the right of 

ownership of the Wall. That the Agency did not demand this, was for us the 

most scaring national humiliation. The Jewish nation will never concede this. 

Even before the deliberations of the Wall Commission began, the 

representatives of religious Jewry met in Jerusalem – not just Mizrachi but all 

of Orthodox Jewry – and presented the request to the Agency to demand the 

right of the Jewish nation’s ownership of the Wall. We consider your not 

doing this a betrayal. The Jewish nation will not make peace with the idea that 

the Arab nation is the owner of the Western Wall… The personal convictions 

of the chairman are not our concern. But by what right did he announce, in an 

official address, that he believes that if the Arabs will return the Temple 

Mount to us in order that we establish the Holy Temple there again and offer 

sacrifices, we will not accept it? The chairman had no authority to say this. We 

believe that we will yet establish the Holy Temple and that the whole world, 

permeated with the spirit of G-d, will acknowledge this right of ours. In the 

name of all of religious Jewry I declare: The Western Wall is ours and we will 

not relinquish it. We believe that the Temple Mount, too, will be returned to 

us, “not by might nor by power” (Zech. 4:26), but the Almighty will bestow 

His spirit on the governments of the world, who will recognize this historic 

                                                 
67 Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 397-398; 9 'השל פארבשטין, יידישע שטימע, 1931, מס; Daily News 

Bulletin, 19.10.1931; Ostrovsky, 131-132; Ganizi, “Between Revisionism and Religious Zionism,” 51. 
68 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses; Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi 

Maimon, 399. 
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right of ours. We believe the spirit of G-d will again dwell in Zion, and the 

Holy Temple will stand on its place.69 

 

Due to the sensitivity of issues surrounding the Western Wall and the Temple Mount, 

the secretary of the Zionist Congress, Dr. Hugo Hermann, asked the ZE in London for 

direction in preparing the official minutes of the session. A more moderate version 

had already been published in the Congress newspaper. Sokolow, the new president of 

the Zionist Organization, replied that “the part on the Western Wall need not be 

publicized,” and Arlosoroff, the Head of the Political Department in Jerusalem 

concurred, stating that “in my opinion it is advisable to delete the whole section, if it 

is still not too late to do so.” Ultimately, the secretary of the ZE, Dr. Leo Lauterbach, 

notified Arlosoroff that the view in London was that for internal as well as external 

reasons, the section should be toned down rather than omitted altogether, and that 

Farbstein was in agreement. Ultimately, Maimon’s response was reported in the 

official minutes in a single sentence: “We believe that our Holy places will be 

returned to us, not by might and not by power, but because God will bestow His spirit 

on the nations of the world, who will recognize our historic rights.”70 

Mizrachi’s approach to the expansion of the Jewish Agency also went through 

changes. On the eve of the 13th Zionist Congress (1923), Mizrachi opinions were 

divided. Farbstein and the leaders of Ẓe’irei ha-Mizrachi, Kalman Frankel and 

Shemuel Ḥayyim Landau, claimed that the expansion of the Jewish Agency would 

hurt the Zionist cause as it would give the non-Zionist elements the power to 

influence matters in line with their own views.71 Tchorsh, Federbusch and others 

supported Weizmann’s stance due to the difficult state of the yishuv and the potential 

economic benefit of the expanded Jewish Agency. Moreover, they felt that the 

character of the yishuv would be determined by the settlers, not by those who 

provided financial support.72 The Mizrachi conference prior to the congress decided to 

support Weizmann’s proposal. 

                                                 
69 Quoted in Bat-Yehudah, Rabbi Maimon, 399-400; the original text can be found in CZA S25/2940. 
70 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 574; Bat-Yehudah, 
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At the Congress itself, some of the Mizrachi delegates expressed the opinion that 

Weizmann’s proposal was undemocratic act and called for the convention of a world 

Jewish assembly in order to mobilize the various segments of the Jewish world to 

assist Zionism.73 However, the party delegation agreed to the compromise resolution 

which it felt ensured the Zionist character of the enterprise in Palestine while 

promising added economic support.74 

The debate over the Jewish Agency was revived in 1925, and Farbstein now 

supported its expansion. This position was authorized by Mizrachi’s council.75 

However, Farbstein’s views soon changed again. At the 15th Zionist Congress in 

1927, he noted, as part of his overall opposition to Weizmann’s policies, that the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency would obstruct the Zionist Organization, and that 

Palestine would be given no preference over other lands in the diaspora. “I do not 

wish to put the key to Palestine in strange hands,” he stated.76 With the support of part 

of the movement in Poland, Farbstein opposed the enlargement of the agency.77 

Concerns came from other quarters as well. Apparently in 1928, Judah Maimon 

expressed the fear that the cooption of non-Zionists would increase the power of non-

observant Jews in the movement and approached the Union of Orthodox Rabbis in the 

United States, in an attempt to organize a large religious faction within the Jewish 

Agency. It seems that nothing came of this effort.78 However, the president of 

Mizrachi in the United States, Gedaliah Bublick, viewed the addition of non-Zionist 

groups as a way in which to mobilize all streams of Judaism on behalf of Palestine. 

The expansion of the Jewish Agency would benefit Mizrachi, “since the Reform 

element of the Agency, although it is very distant from Orthodox Jewry, is 

nevertheless closer to Mizrachi than to those whose position is based only on 

nationalism.” Mizrachi would thus become the “central source from which the other 

sections of Jewry would draw the power of their influence,” and even Agudat Israel 
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would join in the building of the Land of Israel within the framework or the Jewish 

Agency.79 

Farbstein changed his mind again a year later. He stated at the AC meeting in 

December 1928 that although he had opposed the expansion of the Jewish Agency in 

the past, due to the changes that had taken place in the United States, it was now 

impossible to oppose Weizmann’s plan.80 At the 16th Zionist Congress in 1929, 

Mizrachi proposed the addition of an article in the constitution of the Jewish Agency 

that would require the new body to take care of religious needs.81 The ZE opposed the 

measure at first on the basis of the claim that the term Hebrew culture included Jewish 

religion. This was rejected by the Mizrachi leadership which stood firm in its demand. 

Ultimately, the executive gave in, not wanting to drive Mizrachi into the opposition 

and hoping to satisfy Louis Marshall, one of the key architects of the Jewish Agency 

expansion, for whom the fostering of Jewish religion was of paramount importance.82 

Fearing that the orthodox world view would dominate Palestine, Gruenbaum 

demanded at the AC meeting in August 1929, that the additional clause include the 

words, “that the freedom of belief and conscience of the yishuv in Palestine be 

protected.” This aroused opposition from the Mizrachi benches and as a result 

Arlosoroff drafted a compromise: “The activities of the Jewish Agency shall include 

within their scope provision for meeting Jewish religious needs, it being clearly 

understood that individual freedom of conscience shall remain safeguarded and 

assured.”83 This won the approval of Mizrachi and was incorporated into the final 

draft of the Jewish Agency constitution despite the fact that Farbstein apparently 

continued to oppose the move.84 Rabbi Bar-Ilan and Lazarus Barth of Germany joined 

the ZE.85 

One additional characteristic of Mizrachi policy that also ran against Weizmannist 

policies was its support of the middle class. At the Third Conference of Mizrachi in 
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Poland in early 1922, it was noted that of the pioneers who had recently immigrated to 

Palestine, “a considerable portion are craftsmen and middle class who share views 

that are close to Mizrachi, and we must muster all of our strength in order to increase 

private initiative and create an opportunity for the artisan, the merchant and the 

manufacturer in Palestine.”86 Indeed, the Mizrachi labor bureau in Jerusalem reported 

that year that the immigrant groups associated with Mizrachi included grocers, small 

traders, peddlers, various manufacturers, artisans, skilled craftsmen or people without 

a trade who wished to find a place in the country and in urban life.”87 Throughout the 

1920s, Mizrachi spokespeople criticized the ZE for its lack of support of the middle 

class. In his address at the Jahreskonferenz in Carlsbad in July 1922, Farbstein 

demanded that the Jewish National Fund lease out land to private individuals and 

provide them with the same financial means as those extended to the communal 

settlements. He also attacked the economic policy of Arthur Ruppin which he claimed 

disregarded private initiative, and berated the ZE for not providing assistance to 

artisans, merchants and small manufacturers.88 At the 14th Zionist Congress in 1925, 

Farbstein pointed out that the financial assistance allotted by the ZE to commerce and 

industry was negligible compared to the aid given to the communal settlements. He 

referred to the Executive’s report which noted that of the 25,000-30,000 immigrants 

that had come during the past two years, only 92 had received assistance for the 

purposes of commerce and industry, and called the pioneers Kostkinder (kept 

children).89 Bar-Ilan argued on behalf of the middle class at the same forum: “…we 

view with sympathy and with all due respect to the so-called middle class. Not 

because we believe that the middle class will build the country in a capitalist fashion 
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which does not scare us, but because we hope that the middle class will build the 

country also in a religious spirit.”90 Farbstein continued to complain at the 15th 

Congress of the ZE’s one-sided approach which favored the immigration of pioneers 

who had been trained as farmers and workers. “We certainly do not underestimate the 

importance of ḥalutzim, and we are convinced that without them the building of Eretz 

Israel would not be possible. However, I believe that on the other hand, the ḥalutzim 

would not build Eretz Israel without the middle class.” He did not believe that it was 

possible to transform the Jewish people, which was overwhelmingly middle class, 

into a nation of farmers and laborers.91 

In contrast to their preference for the middle class and private initiative, Mizrachi 

leaders did agree that the land in Palestine had to be put under national ownership, 

with an option left open for private individuals who wished to “redeem” land from 

non-Jewish owners, and due to their influence, a decision was made at the London 

Conference (summer 1919) that it was permissible for individuals to redeem territory 

in Palestine which would become their private property, while all of the land 

purchased with public funds would be the property of the “people”.92 Rabbi Maimon 

claimed that the nationalization of land had a basis in scripture: “And the land shall 

not be sold in perpetuity; for the land is Mine;”93 Rabbi Yehuda Leib Zlotnick 

expressed the opinion that state land in Palestine would be recognized as the national 

property of the Jewish people, and demanded that the amount of land in private hands 

be reduced.94 Mizrachi’s Second Conference in 1919 adopted resolutions in this spirit. 

One stated that: “Any land in Palestine that can be put under national ownership must 

be nationalized.” In another resolution, the Jewish National Fund was called upon to 

lease land to Mizrachi groups formed for the purpose of establishing settlements. 

Emphasis was placed on the requirement that the settlers work the land on their own. 

Mizrachi also demanded that settlements be established on private land, which would 

be Jewish in labor, spirit and language. Large tracts of land would not be concentrated 

in private hands.95 When, in 1921, the ZE sought to register 60,000 dunams of land 
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91 Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XV. Zionisten-Kongresses, 183- 185. See also  ,נתיבה, חוב' כ-כ"א

370-369ט:ו אלול תרפ"ז,  ; Elichai, “Mizrachi in Congress Poland,” 84.  
92 See 10 ,13.8.1919 ,34 ,המזרחי; Elichai,“Mizrachi in Congress Poland,” 84. 
93 Leviticus, 25:23. 
 .הצפירה, 1-2, 9.9.1919 94
 .מהחלטות הועידה ה-2 של המזרחי, הצפירה, 20, 15.5.1919; שם, 19-21, 14.5.1919 95
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purchased by the Zionist Commission for the Jewish National Fund in the name of a 

different organization, ostensibly to preserve the option of selling part of the area to 

private individuals in the future (since this was not allowed under the provisions of 

the Fund), Mizrachi expressed its opposition: “If there is a possibility of putting the 

land under national ownership, it cannot be handed over to a private authority.” 

Mizrachi demanded that the ZE annul the decision and order that all of the land be 

registered in the name of the Jewish National Fund.96 

Over the years, there were voices in Mizrachi that called for a split from the Zionist 

Organization: 

“Have we succeeded during our 25 years of cooperation with the Zionists in achieving 

in any way our goal of convincing them of our views that Palestine should be built in 

accordance with Jewish Law…? Experience shows us the opposite, that instead of 

influencing them, they have influenced us…”97 

However, the leadership of Mizrachi, and especially Farbstein, opposed secession and 

advocated a more compromising approach to the Zionist Organization, even during 

the years in which Mizrachi was not party to the ZE.98 

Though it was close to the Revisionist party in its views on economics and foreign 

policy, Mizrachi did not assume the same role of opposition to the ZE and 

Weizmannist policy. During most of the period under discussion, Mizrachi 

participated in the ZE, and its absence from 1927 to 1929 corresponded to an identical 

absence on the part of the labor parties due to the decision at the 15th Congress to elect 

a professional executive as opposed to an executive composed of political 

representatives. Moreover, in spite of the vocal opposition of key Mizrachi leaders 

such as Heschel Farbstein, it has been shown that Mizrachi delegates were often 

divided and generally more cautious than the core opposition. Weizmann’s 

assessment that roughly half would vote for him in the censorship motion at the 17th 

Zionist Congress was probably on the mark.99 Only a few individual Mizrachi 

delegates voted for the Revisionist motion regarding a Jewish majority in Palestine. 

                                                 
 .הצפירה, 25, 7.7.1921 96
97 See for example: Mizrachi in Lvov to the World Center, 23 Tishrei 5686, RZA, World Center 

Section, 5686, V. 
98 See correspondence between the Polish Ẓe’irei ha-Mizrachi to the World Union, 1 and 17 of Tamuz, 

5692, IRZA, World Union, II, 89;  ,2-1ש' פדרבוש, "הוראת שעה", המסלה, י"ט באלול תרפ"ג "המהלך  ;
9בקונגרס", התור, י"ט באלול תרפ"ז,  , Kaniel, Aspirations and Achievements, 246. 

99 See next chapter. 
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As noted, the movement split over the issue of Weizmann’s leadership and policy, 

with the pro-Weizmannist branch in Germany separating itself from the movement 

that was dominated by the Polish center. It must also be remembered that within 

Mizrachi there were pioneering elements that shared some of the values of the labor 

settlement in Palestine. 

Weizmann’s part of the relationship is also interesting to observe. Weizmannism was 

by nature inclusive and the enterprise in Palestine belonged to orthodox Jews as well 

as the non-Orthodox. Though Weizmann rejected any attempt to force religious 

observance on the yishuv, he understood the need to respect Jewish law in national 

institutions in order to make them ideologically and practically accessible to the 

orthodox population. 
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Chapter 9: Weizmann and “Weizmannism” at the 17th Zionist Congress 

Many of the developments of the 1920s came to a head at the 17th Zionist Congress 

which met in Basel from June 30 to July 15, 1931. Palestinian Arab opposition to the 

existence of the Jewish National Home had been vented brutally in the riots of 1929. 

The British response, ultimately expressed in the Passfield White Paper, reflected the 

voices in the British Government that were most hostile to Zionism, and the 

MacDonald Letter of February 1931, which addressed the issues of Jewish 

immigration and land purchase, did not erase the effect of the earlier pronouncement. 

Weizmann’s moderate and pro-British orientation had become the target of 

considerable criticism within the Zionist movement and his historical success in 

neutralizing the potentially most dangerous stipulations of the White Paper was not 

sufficiently appreciated amidst the din of the debate, initiated by the Revisionists, 

over the final goals of Zionism. The results of the expansion of the Jewish Agency, a 

considerable organizational achievement, were also disappointing. In addition to the 

riots that broke out in Palestine, Louis Marshall had passed away suddenly on 

September 11, 1929, depriving the agency of its driving force in the United States. 

The stock market in New York crashed six weeks later, ushering in the great 

depression which had prolonged effects in America and beyond. Lord Melchett 

(formerly Lord Alfred Mond), another source of support and former Chairman of the 

Jewish Agency Council, died on December 27, 1930.1 

The internal political constellation had changed as well. Most of the labor parties had 

been united into Mapai in 1930, resulting in the subordination of Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir to 

the Aḥdut ha-Avodah majority and the loss of an independent and pro-Weizmannist 

voice within the movement. The General Zionists, the majority of whom were now 

organized into parties instead of non-partisan Zionist federations, were divided into 

left- and right-leaning bodies with only the smaller leftist group fully supporting 

Weizmannist positions. The Revisionists, confident in their increased numbers, were 

optimistic about their chances of pushing through the Congress a definition of Zionist 

goals as the establishment of an independent state with a Jewish majority on both 

sides of the Jordan River, and constituted a vocal opposition to Weizmann whom they 

hoped to replace with their own leader as the President of the Zionist Organization. 

                                                 
1 Chaim Weizmann, “A Summing-up, 1916-31,” in Chaim Weizmann, WP, vol. 1, 637. 
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Weizmann himself seemed to be fatalistic and defeatist, and in his opening address on 

July 1, 1931 he spoke as if he were taking leave of the Zionist Organization: 

The Seventeenth Zionist Congress meets at a time of great difficulty, both 

internal and external. In the course of the last two years we have suffered 

many disappointments, and the organization has been subjected to a severe 

strain – financial as well as political. The position of Jewish communities in 

all parts of the world has undergone a change for the worse, and we have been 

more gravely affected than anyone else by the world-wide economic 

depression. Our work of reconstruction in Palestine has been slowed down to a 

dangerous degree, and the Congress will be faced with the serious problem of 

deciding what ways and means to adopt in order to safeguard the existing 

structure of the Jewish National Home, and to establish it on a broader and 

surer basis. 

In this, my final report, I must ask for your indulgence if, before dealing with 

our present position, I go back and deal with the past history of the 

movement…. I shall attempt to review the events as impartially as is possible 

under the circumstances, and with the hope that the shortcomings of my 

presentation will not be judged too severely.2 

 

Weizmann’s views of the Arabs had also changed after the riots and he had come to 

the conclusion that the Arabs and the Jews in Palestine had to share power equally 

through the principle of parity. This clashed head on with the views of Jabotinsky and 

the Revisionists.3 

Jabotinsky’s address at the congress on July 2 focused on the Endziel or final goal of 

Zionism, which he defined as “…the creation of a Jewish majority in Palestine on 

both sides of the Jordan.”4 However, from Jabotinsky’s words themselves it appears 

that this was only the immediate goal, not the ultimate aim of the movement which 

seems to have been closer to the kind of large scale ingathering envisaged by Theodor 

Herzl. Interestingly, even the notion of an independent state did not constitute the 

ultimate goal: 

The expression “State” is the most precise of them all. But even the word 

“State” has various meanings in political usage. It is never quite clear whether 

it designates complete independence or not. France is a State within the 

meaning of complete independence. But Illinois or Kentucky are states too, 

and yet merely parts of a State. As to the idea of majority, the word State does 

not give a reply either. South Africa, for example, is the State of the Boers and 

the British, and yet these do not form the majority of the population…. The 

                                                 
2 Weizmann, “A Summing-up, 1916-31,” 613. 
3 Ibid., 634-636, 639 
4 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 164-178; The quote is 

from p. 176. For a partial English translation see: Schechtman, The Last Years, 148-150. 
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essence of the term “Jewish State” is determined by the following two factors: 

(1) An ethnic majority of the Jewish element in the population of the land; and 

(2) self-Government. This second factor is rather elastic. If we had today a 

Jewish country with a preponderantly Jewish population, but occupied by 

another power, we would certainly combat this power, but Zionism would not 

exist. For the Jews of that country would be in the same position as many 

normal nations already living in their own country…. But one factor is not 

elastic. It exists or it does not, and that is – a numerical majority…. 

A National Home is a country in which the people whose National Home it is, 

constitute the majority of the population. This is not the ultimate aim of 

Zionism. One million Jews would suffice today to create a majority in 

Palestine. This, however, is not the limit of our hopes. We want a Home for all 

the suffering Jews, and nobody can predict how many Jews there will be who 

will suffer during the next few generations. But the immediate aim of the 

practical Zionist effort must be the creation of a majority….5 

 

This was followed by an address by Yitẓḥak Gruenbaum, who reiterated the Radicals’ 

support of Weizmann’s socio-economic views along with its opposition to his foreign 

policy: 

Weizmann’s address was not an attempt to clarify his program for us. It was 

the political bequest of a man taking leave of a high position after having left 

his mark on an entire period in the development of the Zionist movement. We 

must consider what of this legacy can help to guide our work in the future and 

what we must be unconditionally discarded as a relic of the past. From this 

political legacy of Dr. Weizmann we must keep his social views, his view that 

at the present stage of the building of the land, pioneering is the driving and 

constructive force which is now dominant and will dominate in the future as 

well. We must also retain his awareness that labor is the foundation of the 

society that we wish to establish in Palestine…. It is a common mistake to 

think that Weizmann’s social views about settlement are closely related to his 

political approach.... I repeat: Weizmann’s approach is out of date – it has 

been relegated to history. The riots of 1929 put an end to this approach and 

there is no going back…. When Weizmann saw the reality, analyzed it and 

surveyed its functions, he said to himself “In order to develop actual 

construction, in order to create a spring board for future development, we are 

forced to avoid classes with the mandatory at any cost, to avoid making too 

many demands, to avoid arousing dissatisfaction, and to ensure that we can 

build and build and build.” This was Weizmann’s approach for which he made 

sacrifices, and for which he chose a course of action that could rightly be call 

minimalist. Possibly, at that time, when the numbers of Jews in Palestine 

reached only 55,000, Weizmann’s policy was correct. However, we promptly 

crossed the line between this policy and one of complete denial, and in the 

bloody days of August 1929 this policy expired with the change in the nature 

of our enemies’ attacks. Previously, they believed that it was enough to strike 

at our political rights and to interpret them to our disadvantage but the 

                                                 
5 Ibid., 170-171; Schechtman, The Last Years, 149. 
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obstacles were not efficient enough to prevent our work; they only slowed us 

down. After seeing the results of 10 years, our foes realized that political and 

legal obstacles were not enough. They changed their line of attack and tried to 

place obstacles in our way that would prevent the continuation of our work. 

When they moved ahead in this direction, it became apparent that it was no 

longer possible to continue with Weizmann’s policy. The struggle was forced 

upon us and if we fail to win new legal terms, our work will be suspended or it 

will be reduced and slowed down as in the past. When matters reached this 

stage, Weizmann’s policy expired, and the dead cannot be brought back to 

life. 

 

Gruenbaum went on to discredit the value of the MacDonald Letter, and to demand a 

new activist orientation in Zionist foreign policy “based on an unremitting struggle for 

our right to the Land of Israel.”6 

The next day, Weizmann granted an interview to the Jewish Telegraphic Agency in 

which he countered Jabotinsky’s views: 

I strongly feel that agreement with the Arabs is obtainable on the basis of 

parity. If the Legislative Council should come, equal Arab and Jewish 

representation would afford an opportunity for satisfactory cooperation. We 

also demand equal distribution of funds for Arabs and Jews within the 

Palestine Development Scheme. 

I do not see how we can demand more. Parity does not mean a bi-national 

state, which is vague and does not necessarily imply parity. I have no 

sympathy or understanding for the demand for a Jewish majority. A majority 

does not necessarily guarantee security. We may have a majority and still be 

insecure. A majority is not required for the development of Jewish civilization 

and culture. 

The world will construe this demand only in one sense, that we want to 

acquire a majority in order to drive out the Arabs. Why should we raise a 

demand which can only make a provocative impression? The Zionist 

movement is faced with two important tasks: to develop the Jewish Agency in 

the United States, and to bring about an Arab-Jewish understanding; and then 

we have also to maintain our position in London.7 

 

The interview appeared in the press on July 6 and was raised by Robert Stricker who 

criticized Weizmann’s policy during the morning session of the Congress.8 When 

                                                 
6 Gruenbaum, Speeches, 107-113; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. 

ZionistenKongresses, 182-187. 
7 Chaim Weizmann, “Jewish Majority in Palestine Not Necessary,” WP, vol. 1, 641-642. 
8 “Saying He Doesn’t Represent Views of Congress, Weizmann Repeats He Isn’t Candidate,” Jewish 

Daily Bulletin, 6.7.1931; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. 

ZionistenKongresses, 290. 
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called upon in an interpellation that evening to clarify his statement, Weizmann tried 

to soften its impact by claiming that: 

he had neither said nor ever intended to say that any one group at the Congress 

desired to drive the Arabs out of Palestine or that the desire for a Jewish 

majority had been interpreted by any Congress group in that sense. But 

experience had taught them that their desire for a Jewish majority had been 

misinterpreted by the outside world as a desire to rule over or even to drive out 

the Arabs…. That was why he said that he had no sympathy with the demand 

for a majority as a political slogan. He would, however, state with all the 

emphasis at his command that any demand for a limitation of the size and 

expansion of the Jewish population in Palestine was absolutely inacceptable. 

He believed that is was their duty to bring the largest possible number of Jews 

in a secured position into Palestine, and to lay the firm foundations of a large, 

politically secure and autonomous Jewish settlement, strong economically and 

culturally, and able to fulfil all the functions of a true National Home…. He 

had said that majority alone would not guarantee the security of the National 

Home because he believed that security could be achieved in the first place 

through adequate political guarantees and in the second place through 

amicable relations with their non-Jewish neighbours. The relations of the 

growing National Home to the Palestine Arabs should be governed by the 

principle of complete parity without regard to the numerical strength of either 

people. He had frequently stated that they did not wish to be dominated in 

Palestine, but neither did they desire to dominate. It was their desire to avoid 

giving cause for unease, and so to create that atmosphere of peace and 

confidence in Palestine which he believed the best foundation for their work of 

reconstruction and the constant growth of the Jewish National Home.9 

 

This did not satisfy his critics, and though Arlosoroff tried to sidestep the issue and 

move on with the agenda, the Revisionists, seconded by Nahum Goldmann, 

successfully introduced a motion to instruct the Political Commission to put aside all 

other matters and “to prepare without delay a resolution on Zionist objectives and 

submit it to a plenary session of the Congress as soon as possible.” Goldmann was 

elected chairman of the specially designated sub-committee of the Political 

Commission.10 

The next morning, July 7, Weizmann delivered a lengthy reply to his detractors in 

which he laid down the major tenets of Weizmannist policy. It is therefore worthwhile 

to examine this at length: 

                                                 
9 “Zionist Congress Bulletin,” no. 7, CZA LK 6/3, 5-6; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen 

des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 304-305.  
10 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 305-306, Reinharz, 

“Goldmann and Weizmann,”115-116. 
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There has been a great deal of criticism of my statement in which, in my 

personal capacity, I said that in my opinion the Prime Minister’s letter re-

established the basis for cooperation, and that I should recommend this view 

to Congress. Less than that I could hardly have said after a committee of the 

British Committee [the Cabinet Subcommittee] had devoted weeks to the 

consideration of our affairs at a time when the British Empire had other 

important matters to deal with – I will only mention India. The Government 

had the right to learn my views on the result of the negotiations for which I 

bore the principal responsibility. I have made it clear that I could only speak in 

a personal capacity, and that the decision lay with Congress. The Government 

might have published an interpretation without consulting us, and owing to 

imperfect knowledge of the circumstances might not have done justice to our 

aspirations in the appropriate form. This danger was averted at the moment 

when negotiations commenced. An interpretation of the [Passfield] White 

Paper could not have been issued more than once; a commentary upon an 

interpretation was out of the question. We had to choose between entering into 

discussions or leaving it to the Government to publish a statement without 

previous consultation with us. We chose the first alternative. 

Stress has been laid on the fact that the White Paper has been described by the 

Prime Minister as “the dominating document”. This was part of an incidental 

remark made by him to an impromptu reply to a Supplementary Question of 

which he had had no notice. The real status of the letter was explained by the 

Prime Minister in a formal statement on the following day, the terms of which 

are well known and need not be repeated…. It has been represented as though 

it were open to the Palestine Administration to choose by which document it 

could be guided, the White Paper or the Prime Minister’s letter; indeed, from 

the way in which it has been discussed, it might be supposed that where there 

was conflict between the two, the White Paper would prevail. It is, however, 

perfectly plain from the terms of the letter itself that where there is a conflict it 

is the letter and not the White Paper which must prevail, and in this sense it is 

the letter which is the dominating document. This was the opinion of 

authoritative legal and political circles in England. 

…From my saying that the Prime Minister’s Letter in my opinion re-

established the ground for cooperation, it has been deduced that I accepted the 

part of the White Paper dealing with the Legislative Council. This is not so. I 

have clearly defined our position with regard to that problem in my letter to 

Lord Passfield of September 19th. Parts of that letter were read out by Mr. 

James de Rothschild in the House of Commons on November 17th. In it I 

asked for a Round Table Conference between Jews and Arabs under the 

auspices of His Majesty’s Government; I wrote as follows: “I submit that the 

setting up of a Legislative Council should be one of the results of the 

agreement to be reached at the Round Table Conference and should not 

anticipate it; common ground must be found between the two races before 

there is a chance of fruitful work in a Legislative Council.” I further expressed 

in the same letter our conviction “that the setting up of such a Legislative 

Council without a previous understanding between us and the Arabs would do 

only harm, and render indefinitely more difficult the attainment of such an 

understanding”.  
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I do not pretend that the Letter has given us everything we want. In politics, 

one cannot unfortunately obtain all one wants. One is frequently given the 

choice of taking what one is given or to go empty-handed. The Letter is a 

compromise of which it can at least be said that it does not block the way, as 

the White Paper would have blocked it, to further advancement. If loyally 

carried out – and it will be our business to see that it is – it is the starting point 

from which we can proceed to consolidate and improve our position. What is 

essential is that the Letter should be implemented in practice. On this point it 

is not yet possible to express satisfaction. 

My views about a Jewish majority were set forth in the statement which I 

made yesterday. The large Jewish immigration of which we are in need cannot 

be created at a moment’s notice by a magic formula. It depends on three 

factors: on political conditions, the attitude of the immigration authorities, and 

our own efforts. As regards political conditions, it is obvious that confidence 

in their stability are of the utmost importance in attracting immigrants, 

especially those of the well-to-do classes. We often had grounds for serious 

complaint against the Government, but our position was made no easier when, 

after obtaining 1500 certificates, we were unable to utilize them awing to lack 

of funds. Therefore we must always remember that our own efforts must 

remain the decisive factor. In the end, the size of immigration will depend on 

ourselves. This is the practical programme, and we shall get no further by 

announcing vague formulas, however imposing, which correspond to no 

reality. 

While the political situation has caused us incessant anxiety, we have been 

harassed by financial difficulties, the acuteness of which is, I fear, nor fully 

realized by certain sections of the Congress. In some quarters it seems almost 

to be thought that it is of no particular consequence whether the Keren 

Hayesod is maintained or not, and that is very nearly a matter of indifference 

whether the Jewish Agency does or does not continue to be furnished with the 

necessary financial resources. The Keren Hayesod and he Keren Kayemeth 

must remain an integral and essential part of the foundations on which alone a 

sound structure can be built, whatever importance is attached to private 

enterprise…. 

I have unfortunately been unable to descry in the speeches of the Opposition 

any hint as to how the existing discrepancy between the possible and the 

desirable is to be removed…. I have repeatedly given utterance to my deep 

disappointment and dissatisfaction with the attitude both of the Government at 

home and still more of the Administration in Jerusalem. No Government, 

however great, can afford to tamper with a promise solemnly given, and the 

greater the Government the less it can afford it. I fear that the Government by 

not fully appreciating the great moral forces stored up in the Zionist 

movement, and through having forgotten that in a time of great need the 

sentiment of a suffering people turned to Great Britain; I fear that the 

Government having whittled down its promise and so belittled a great act of 

statesmanship, has squandered the sympathies of an ancient race, - which even 

the British Government should not perhaps allow to be a matter of 

indifference. 

…it would be naïve to believe that ten years of work suffice to overcome such 

obstacle. I do not believe that Palestine can be attained through a short-cut. 
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What I believe is that we shall attain our National Home through hard tedious 

work and deep suffering. We are all bound up together in the strong faith in 

the Zionist idea and its realisation. But deep faith in a cause is not manifested 

through heroic phrases but through the patience with which daily difficulties 

are met. In this spirit we must continue on our way without hesitation, and I 

ask you not to make this way too difficult for the new Executive whom you 

will now elect.11 

 

Over the next few days, the issue of the final aims of Zionism was debated in the 

Political Commission, which initially adopted the Revisionist position in its majority 

proposal: 

I. Zionism is the movement for the emancipation of the Jewish people. This 

homeless and landless people, compelled to wander from land to land, whose 

opportunities for work and the development of whose creative forces are 

endangered in all lands, seeks relief from its economic, spiritual, and political 

distress by the return to its homeland in order to rebuild it and to renew its 

national and political life in Erez Israel as a free people, without dominating or 

being dominated by any other section of the population. 

The aim of Zionism is set forth in the Basle Programme, which demands the 

establishment of a home for the Jewish people in Erez Israel secured by public 

law. 

The way to realise this aim consists in an unrestricted and constantly 

increasing Jewish settlement in the country, leading to the formation of a 

Jewish majority of the population within the historic boundaries of Erez Israel. 

II. The Congress expresses its regret at the views uttered by Dr. Weizmann 

with reference to the demand for a Jewish majority in Palestine in the 

interview given to the J.T.A., and regards the reply made by him to be 

interpellation as inadequate.12 

 

Minority resolutions were prepared by the Revisionists, Labor and the General Zionist 

Group A. The Revisionist draft included the following: 

Congress declares: The establishment of a “public-recognised, legally-secured 

home in Palestine for the Jewish people” demanded in the Basle Programme, 

and the reconstitution of the “Jewish National Home in Palestine” assured in 

the Mandate mean the transformation of the entire Mandated territory of 

Palestine on both sides of the Jordan into a Jewish State, i.e. into a 

Commonwealth with a population having a Jewish majority.13  

 

                                                 
11 Zionist Congress Bulletin, no. 8, 1-6, CZA LK 6/3. 
12 “Politcal Resolutions,” CZA LK 6/6 VII/2; This was apparently completed by Friday, July 10, see 

JC, 17.7.1931. 
13 Ibid. 
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However, by the time the topic was debated in plenum on the evening of July 12, the 

Political Commission’s proposal had been toned down significantly. The key section 

now read as follows: 

The homeless and landless Jewish people, which is compelled to migrate, 

strives to overcome its abnormal political, economic, and spiritual condition 

by re-establishing itself in its historic homeland through a large and 

uninterrupted immigration and settlement, and by recreating in Erez Israel its 

national life with all the essential features of a people’s normal existence.14 

 

Gone was any reference to a Jewish majority or historic borders. 

The political resolutions drafted in Goldmann’s sub-committee were brought to the 

plenum for debate on the evening of July 12.15 Before dealing with the resolution on 

the final aims of Zionism, the Congress voted on the Political Commission’s motion 

to censure Weizmann, ostensibly because of his lack of support for a Jewish majority 

in Palestine as reflected in his ITA interview. The motion read: 

The Congress regrets Dr. Weizmann’s statements to the ITA and considers his 

answer to the interpellation unsatisfactory.16 

 

Goldmann admitted that he attempted to leverage the motion in order to force 

Weizmann to resign: 

Up to the very last minute I tried to reach an agreement with Weizmann, 

whereby he would withdraw his candidacy in writing, and I would withdraw 

the motion of censure…Before the permanent president of the Zionist 

congresses, Dr. Leo Motzkin, gave me the floor, I again approached 

Weizmann…I said, “Dr. Weizmann, if you will give me a letter now, 

addressed to the Labor Party delegation, saying that you are not a candidate 

                                                 
14 “Resolutions of Political Commission,” CZA LK 6/6 VII/2. 
15 Goldmann played a critical role in this congress and displayed for the first time the political prowess 

that would emerge in later years. Two interrelated questions stood at the center of the debate on the 

evening of July 12: the continuation of Weizmann’s leadership and the definition of Zionist aims. In 

the highly charged atmosphere following the events of 1929-1931, Goldmann was convinced that for 

the sake of Zionist unity, Weizmann should temporarily relinquish the leadership of the movement, at 

least until the Zionist Congress of 1933. Years later, Goldmann recalled that he and Weizmann had a 

“kind of gentlemen’s agreement” on this matter. However, when the congress met, Weizmann refused 

to announce publicly that he was not a candidate for the presidency. See Nahum Goldmann, The 

Autobiography of Nahum Goldmann: Sixty Years of Jewish Life (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 

Winston, 1969), 114-115. Jehuda Reinharz accords Goldmann a much less important role, noting that 

Weizmann, who tended to personalize political battles and certainly knew of Goldmann’s role in the 

proceedings, did not cite him as one of those responsible for his defeat. See Jehuda Reinharz, “Nahum 

Goldmann and Chaim Weizmann: An Ambivalent ‘Relationship’,” in Nahum Goldmann: Statesman 

without a State, ed. Mark A. Raider (Albany: SUNY Press, 2009), 130; Weizmann to Julius Simon, 

14.8.1931, WL, vol. 15, 174. 
16 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 385-389. Goldmann, 

Autobiography, 115-116. 
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for president, I will on my own responsibility ask Dr. Motzkin to postpone the 

session for an hour and to convene the Political Committee to drop the motion 

of censure.” 

 

Weizmann, in Goldmann’s view convinced of victory, refused the offer. The vote of 

censure passed 123 to 106, with the Revisionists and Radicals spearheading the 

attack. Weizmann left the hall accompanied by his friends, and the next day he left 

Basel.17 

As seen in the following note, Weizmann apparently tallied up the expected vote 

during the debate, and anticipated victory.18 

 

Figure 1: Tally of Votes by Party 

 

The note should be understood as follows: 

                                                 
17 Ibid., 116-117. 
18 Unsigned and undated calculation of votes by party, WA 1518. An explanation has been affixed to 

the note by the Weizmann Archives, stating that this is Weizmann’s calculation from the vote on July 

12, 1931. It is reasonable to assume that this represents Weizmann’s count shortly before the censure 

vote that evening. The other key vote, which dealt with the final aims of Zionism, took place after 

Weizmann’s departure from the Congress. 
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Party For the censure 

resolution (Against 

Weizmann) 

Against the 

censure resolution 

(For Weizmann) 

General Zionists 

(81) 

40 41 

Workers  72 

Revisionists 44  

Mizrahi (34) 18 16 

Radicals 8  

Groups (2) 1 1 

Total 111 130 

  

It would appear that the major discrepancy between Weizmann’s expectations and the 

actual outcome has to do with the vote of the General Zionists. If his count is 

corrected according to Moshe Kleinmann’s claim that 58 of the 84 General Zionists 

voted against Weizmann (see chapter 6), the result, 129 for the censure and 115 

against, is very close to the actual outcome and most likely provides a fairly close 

reflection of the opinions at the Congress, especially since 90% of the delegates 

participated in the vote.19 

The congress went on pass the Political Commission’s more moderate resolution 162 

to 0, and to reject the Revisionist demand to define the goal of Zionism in terms of a 

Jewish majority in Palestine. The latter was done through a roll call vote to table the 

                                                 
19 Weizmann’s expectations corrected according to Kleinmann, 24 would look as follows: 

Party For the censure 

resolution 

Against the censure 

resolution 

General Zionists 58 (Mainly Group B) 26 (Mainly Group A) 

Workers  72 

Revisionists 44  

Mizrahi 18 16 

Radicals 8  

Groups 1 1 

Total 129 115 

For the number of delegates see: Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. 

ZionistenKongresses, 21. 
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Revisionist resolution, which passed 121 to 57. Only 10 non-Revisionists were among 

the opposing minority: 3 from Mizrachi, 3 Radicals and 4 General Zionists.20 Even 

though Weizmann’s departure from the ZE had been assured, the congress refused to 

abandon Weizmannist views of caution and gradualist realization. Apparently, there 

was greater opposition to Weizmann than to the policy that he embodied. However, it 

should also be noted that only 70% of the delegates participated in the vote, which 

suggests that a considerable number of delegates could not bring themselves to vote 

against the call for a Jewish majority, in spite of the need for caution. 

With the rejection of the Revisionist motion, Jabotinsky tore up his delegate’s card 

stating that “This is not a Zionist Congress,” and after confrontation with some of the 

other members, the Revisionist delegation left the hall demonstratively.21 In the 

caucus that was held immediately afterward, Jabotinsky called for the immediate 

announcement of an independent Zionist Organization that would follow Herzlian 

ideals. However, most of the delegates, led by Meir Grossman, opposed the proposal, 

claiming that now was the time to form a coalition that would depose Weizmann. 

Some even proposed that the Revisionists join the coalition-based ZE that would no 

longer be led by Weizmann. A compromise was reached whereby the Revisionist 

faction would return to the Congress without Jabotinsky, and would vote for Sokolow 

as president. However, the group would not join the new executive, preferring to 

remain in the opposition.22 

The Congress went on to select a new ZE. Though the custom at Congress was to 

elect the president and executive at the final sitting, events at the Seventeenth 

Congress forced the issue. Discussions were held from July 6 to 15 in the Standing 

Committee (Permanenzausschuss), which ultimately proposed Nahum Sokolow as the 

new President of the Zionist Organization and an Executive composed of Chaim 

Arlosoroff (Labor), Selig Brodetsky (unaffiliated member of the outgoing executive), 

                                                 
20 Ibid., 11-14, 397-398. Gruenbaum declared that the radicals would not participate in the vote on the 

revisionist resolution and indeed Polish Al ha-Mishmar and Dr. Israel Waldmann abstained. See 

Sha’ary, 183. 
21 Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 398. On the more 

moderate view within the Revisionist movement represented by Meir Grossman, see Feldman, 

“Jabotinsky vs. Grossman,” 111. 
 .Feldman, “Jabotinsky vs ;בנימין לובוצקי, הצה"ר ובית"ר )ירושלים: מכון להשכלה ציונית, 1946(, 31 22

Grossman,” 112. In spite of this testimony, it appears that the Revisionist position regarding 

participation in the executive was less clear cut. Discussions continued in the Standing Committee as 

will be seen below.  
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Heschel Farbstein (Mizrachi), Berl Locker (Labor) and Emanuel Neumann (General 

Zionists B). On July 15 the Congress elected Sokolow 118 to 48 and the executive 

103 to 42. The radicals abstained from the vote and did not participate in the new 

executive. Their spokesperson, Soloveichik, stated that they would judge the new 

body according to its actions.23 

Underlying the Standing Committee’s deliberations over the composition of the new 

executive was the disagreement over Weizmannist policies that had characterized the 

movement for a decade. At first, it was not clear whether Weizmann continued to be a 

candidate for the presidency of the organization. Schwarzbart, for example, suggested 

that the President of the Standing Committee contact Weizmann to see if he would 

accept the candidacy should it be offered. Farbstein from Mizrachi made a similar 

suggestion.24 Following the Congress decision to define the final aims of Zionism, an 

act that was perceived as a victory for the Revisionists, both Berl Katznelson and 

David Ben-Gurion suggested that the Revisionist led camp, the “anti-Weizmann 

concentration” in Berl’s words, take the initiative.25 The idea of a broad coalition was 

supported by the Mizrachi and Radical delegates, but Group A of the General Zionists 

and Labor opposed. Katznelson noted that the Left did not have an “anti-Weizmann 

candidate.”26 The continuation of the debate was hindered by the uncertainty 

regarding the outcome of the Political Commission’s debate on the final goals of 

Zionism, but by Friday July 10, the president of the Standing Committee could point 

to three options: a Grand Coalition from right to left, a coalition without the 

Revisionists, or a cabinet of personalities without reference to their party 

association.27 Later that day, Stricker announced that the Revisionists would be 

willing to take the leadership in the executive if the Congress decided favorably, from 

his perspective, on the issues of Zionist aims, the Jewish Agency, and the response to 

British Policy (the Passfield White Paper and the MacDonald Letter) – in short, a 

                                                 
23 XVII Zionisten Kongress, “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” Basel, August 

1931, CZA Z4 228/3; Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 

458-459, 461-462. 
24 “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” First Sitting, 2; Third Sitting, 1. 
25 Katzenelson, ibid., First Sitting, 4; Ben-Gurion suggested that the Right bloc form the executive, 

ibid., Third Sitting, 2. 
26 Ibid., 4. 
27 Dr. Ephraim Waschitz of the Revisionists even proposed a delay until the Political Commission 

arrived at a decision. See ibid., Third Sitting, 1; Fifth Sitting, 3. 
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rejection of the key Weizmannist policies.28 On Saturday night, Weizmann met with a 

joint session of the Political Commission and the Standing Committee, and towards 

the end of the meeting telegrams began to arrive from Palestine (see below).29 The 

discussions became more intense during the last two days with an all-night session on 

the night of July 14-15. No mention was made of a categorical decision on the part of 

the Revisionists to stay outside the executive, though Lichtheim noted that in addition 

to the rejection of the Revisionist motion on the Jewish Agency30 there were other 

weighty reasons that prevented the party from joining the executive. Responding to 

Berl Locker’s proposal that the executive be composed of representatives from Labor, 

the General Zionists and Mizrachi, Stricker stated that “The Revisionists are opposed 

to Weizmannist policy (“Weizmannsche Politik”) with or without Weizmann. The 

only program that this proposed executive can offer is a Weizmann-Program.” 

Commenting on the possibility of an executive headed by the General Zionists B, 

Mizrachi and the Radicals, Lichtheim noted: “The revisionists will oppose the 

continuation of the ‘Weizmann system’.”31 

In the struggle to form a desirable executive, Weizmannist forces were afoot as well. 

Labor refused to join the new executive without Selig Brodetsky, who felt that he 

could not join without Weizmann’s support. Only after meeting with Weizmann and 

some of his Zionist and non-Zionist supporters and receiving their instruction to join 

the Executive did Brodetsky agree.32 

It appears that in the behind-the-scenes negotiations, the Revisionists overplayed their 

hand, holding out for an absolute majority on the executive. Emanuel Neumann, one 

of the leaders of the General Zionists Group B and ultimately their delegate on the 

ZE, testified that he tried to bring some of the more moderate Revisionists to modify 

their position and agree to a coalition of the four largest groups: Labor, Revisionists, 

General Zionists and Mizrachi. As he notes: 

                                                 
28 Ibid., Sixth Sitting, 4. 
29 Unfortunately, no record was kept of Weizmann’s remarks. Ibid., Seventh Sitting, 5. 
30 On July 10 Jabotinsky moved that the Zionist Executive be empowered to terminate the contract with 

the non-Zionist section of the Jewish Agency “in order to restore the sovereignty of the Zionist 

Congress over the area of Zionist political activity.” The resolution was defeated 121 to 48. See 

Stenographisches Protokoll der Verhandlungen des XVII. ZionistenKongresses, 359-361. 
31 “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” Eighth Sitting, 8; Ninth Sitting, 11,12. 
32 Selig Brodetsky, Memoirs: From Ghetto to Israel (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1960), 145-

146; “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” Sitting of 15.7.1931, 16. 
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Actually, I thought, it was a most fortunate situation for them – a heaven-sent 

opportunity. In a broadly-based coalition Executive, such as I envisaged, the 

Revisionists would have been almost certain to exercise great influence, 

perhaps even the predominant influence. This was all the more likely if, as I 

expected, Jabotinsky were to enter the Executive either as chairman or as the 

leader of a majority reflecting the majority in the Congress. The prospect 

would thus have been created for the pursuit of a new and firmer political line. 

This I believed would have opened a new chapter in Zionist history: the 

rejection of Kleinzionismus and a return to the classic Herzlian view. But the 

Revisionists were adamant. I could not budget them: for them it was “all or 

nothing.” I knew that I had to make my choice, and I did so. 

 

A last-minute awakening was too late: 

There followed an all-night meeting of the Permanenzausschuss, tedious and 

often stormy…. We were all rather exhausted and our nerves were frayed. At 

last, toward morning, we reached an agreement on the new coalition Executive 

– one without Weizmann or the Revisionists…. We were in the process of 

winding up our business in the committee when I was called out to the 

corridor. There, with his jacket-collar turned up against the cool air of early 

morning, stood Vladimir Jabotinsky. Without wasting words, he proposed that 

I come with him and reach an accommodation with his group on the 

composition of the Zionist Executive. It was the first sign of a change of heart 

on the part of the Revisionists but it came at the twelfth hour. “It’s too late,” I 

said to him. “We have already reached agreement and decisions in the 

committee after an all-night session; we cannot possibly reopen the question.” 

He turned from me and walked away without a further word, possibly feeling, 

as I did, that they had missed a historic opportunity.33 

 

The sense of a lost opportunity was shared by historians and many within the 

Revisionist ranks.34 Benjamin Akzin viewed Jabotinsky’s demands regarding the final 

aims of Zionism and the composition of the executive as a predictable failure: 

We all knew that the majority of the congress would not vote for such a 

resolution. It was hard enough for them to bid farewell to Weizmann, and one 

could foretell that they would not take two decisive steps at the same time, 

giving up the “cautious” leader and abandoning the principle of caution in 

formulating the demands of the movement. With all of the ardor of a young 

man, I opposed Jabotinsky’s proposal in the internal debates that preceded the 

Congress. I emphasized that we could advance the idea of a state better by 

                                                 
33 Emanuel Neumann, In the Arena: An Autobiographical Memoir (New York: Herzl Press, 1976), 101-

102; Yechiam Weitz, “The Revisionist Movement and Democracy,” Journal of Modern Jewish Studies, 

10, no. 2 (2011): 190. 
34 See  ישראל קולת, "מקומו של זאב ז'בוטינסקי בפנתאון הלאומי", בתוך איש בסער: מסות ומחקרים על זאב

מכון בן , )שדה בוקר: 3, כרך עיונים בתקומת ישראל: סדרת נושאאבי בראלי ופנחס גינוסר, בעריכת ז'בוטינסקי, 
17(, 2004, גוריון-גוריון לחקר ישראל, הציונות ומורשת בן : “In the opinion of most historians, including 

admirers of Jabotinsky, the Seventeenth Zionist Congress of 1931 marked the time of his greatest lost 

opportunity.” See Weitz, “Revisionist Movement and Democracy,” 191. 
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joining the executive together with a majority of General Zionists, Mizrachi 

and part of the Left, than by voting in favor of a Jewish state. I also argued 

that if three of our representatives, with Jabotinsky at the head, were to join 

the executive – and that was a real possibility – our influence would be 

decisive, especially since the executive would be headed by a soft and 

impressionable figure such as Sokolow. Jabotinsky triumphed of course in the 

internal debate.35 

 

At the Conference of the Palestinian Revisionists held in January 1933, Meir 

Grossman criticized Jabotinsky for rejecting the offer to participate in the ZE without 

rationally considering the political ramifications and costs of such a move.36 

Ultimately, the Revisionists were isolated at the Congress. In the words of Zalman 

Shazar (Rubashov): “In spite of their success before and during the Congress…and 

although many seem to have been taken with their style…they did not pass even one 

of their resolutions, and at the fateful hour they were left all alone.”37 

Zeev Tzahor has pointed to Jabotinsky’s characteristic aversion to political maneuvers 

as the root cause of the Revisionist behavior at the Congress. Lacking the will to carry 

out the necessary steps to conquer the Zionist Organization from within, Jabotinsky 

had, since 1925, preferred to set up an alternative body, a goal that was rejected 

repeatedly by the moderate circles within the Revisionist Union. Jabotinsky could not 

disregard these elements, whose absence would have left the Revisionist movement in 

the hands of its radical wing led by the likes of Abba Aḥimeir and Uri Zevi 

Greenberg, a most undesirable result from Jabotinsky’s perspective. The actions at the 

17th Zionist Congress were thus meant to demonstrate to the members of the 

Revisionist mainstream that the party could not succeed in taking over the Zionist 

movement from within, and thus to lead them to the conclusion that separation was 

the only path.38 The final goal of Zionism would thus serve as a test: 

If the Congress accepted it, this would mean that it supported the Revisionist 

ideal, and thus Revisionist leadership. If not, then this was not a true Zionist 

movement and the Revisionists would draw the appropriate conclusion and 

secede. Jabotinsky presented the “ultimate objective” issue as the condition 

                                                 
 בנימין אקצין, מריגה לירושלים: פרקי זיכרונות )ירושלים: הספריה הציונית, 1989(, 183. 35
36 Grossman at the National Council of the Revisionist World Union held in Kfar Saba, 15.1.1933, JI C 

10, noted in Tzahor, “1929-1935,” 253. 
יחיעם ויץ, "בין פתק הבוחר לבין רצון  ;זלמן רובשוב, "עם תום הקונגרס הי"ז", הפועל הצעיר, 24.7.1931 37

ריים הפרישה: יחסם של זאב ז'בוטינסקי ומנחם בגין לדמוקרטיה", בתוך בדרך הדמוקרטיה: על המקורות ההיסטו
מכון בן  ,וניברסיטת בן גוריון בנגבשל הדמוקרטיה הישראלית, בערכית אלון גל )גולדברג( ואחרים )שדה בוקר: א

504(, 2012, גוריון לחקר ישראל, הציונות ומורשת בן גוריון . 
38 Tzahor, “1929-1935,” 252-258. 
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sine qua non for his continued membership in the movement. He hoped 

thereby to prevent his fellow party members from finding additional pretexts 

for delaying secession if – as he gauged in advance – he did not in fact win 

hegemony over the movement.39 
 

Most of the individuals selected for the executive were closely associated with 

Weizmannist policies. Sokolow had been a member of the executive throughout the 

previous decade and was generally viewed as Weizmann’s partner.40 Arlosoroff 

defined himself as an “extreme Weizmannist,”41 and Selig Brodetsky, another veteran 

of the previous executive whose continued membership had become a condition for 

the support of the Labor party, informed the Standing Committee that although he 

sometimes disagreed with Weizmann, his views were essentially similar and some of 

the criticism of Weizmann must be directed towards himself as well.42 Berl Locker 

had also been a loyal supporter of Weizmann and would later dedicate a book to 

him.43 Farbstein and Neumann were the only dissident voices on the panel.44 

                                                 
39 Zeev Tzahor, “The Struggle between the Revisionist and the Labor Movement – 1929-1933,” 

Modern Judaism 8, no. 1 (1988): 19. 
40 Moshe Kleinemann, wrote in Haolam, “Sokolow is not a new face on the executive of our 

movement. He has taken his place next to Weizmann all these years and he is responsible for many of 

our political victories…. Moreover, Sokolow is not even new to the presidency since he has served as 

the President of the Executive and stood at the helm of the movement and the Zionist enterprise 

together with Weizmann…. As far as the rest of the executive is concerned, this is only a changing of 

the guard, a switch of individuals and in no way a fundamental change of principles…. The 

Revisionists are correct in defining their attitude toward the executive as ‘stiff opposition,’ because for 

them nothing has really changed aside from the removal of Weizmann, who was the special subject of 

their relentless hostility and attacks.” See:  משה קלינמן, "סיכומים", העולם: עתונה המרכזי של ההסתדרות
572, 28.7.1931הציונית העולמית,  . 

41 Arlosoroff wrote to his wife Sima: “It is possible to see a contradiction between events at the 

Congress – the tone of the speeches, the vote of non-confidence in Weizmann – and this executive, 

which is made up of a Weizmannist majority (Locker, Brodetsky and myself) and which announced a 

program that I wrote myself…. The radicals (Gruenbaum’s faction), the Mizrachi and the Americans 

didn’t want to agree under any circumstances that I – an extreme Weizmannist in terms of policies – 

stand at the head of the Political Department in London.” See  ,16.7.1931חיים ארלוזורוב לסימה ארלוזורוב 
 .http://benyehuda.org/arlosoroff/047.html#_ftnref34, המופיע ב: 
42 “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” Ninth Sitting, 12. In his memoirs, Brodetsky 

notes: “What we wanted was that Congress should re-elect him, with what I called a ‘fortified 

Weizmannism’, to go on to fight for the rights of the Jews in Palestine…. I had warned some of the 

more extreme anti-Weizmannists before the vote of censure was taken that I would not enter the 

Executive if it was carried. When Weizmann was not re-elected President, I felt I could not serve on 

the new Executive, not only because of loyalty to Weizmann, but also because I felt that I could not do 

my work without Weizmann’s support and that of his friends, English Zionists and non-Zionists, and 

the American non-Zionists.” Brodetsky, 145. 
43 Berl Locker, Covenant Everlasting: Palestine in Jewish History (New York: Sharon, 1947); Locker 

later testified that the new executive continued Weizmann’s policy, see  ברל לוקר, "חיים וייצמן", בתוך
262, תשכ"ד(, וסד ביאליק בהשתתפות הספרייה הציוניתבחבלי קיום ותקומה )ירושלים: מ . 

44 Yehuda Karni in Haaretz, (19.7.1931) stated that the new executive was not a coalition executive but 

a Weizmann executive. Only Farbstein and Neumann represented semi-opposition partners. The 

revisionist Ha’am on 17.7.1931 (wrongly marked 16.7.1931) stated that this was a Weizmann 

executive without Weizmann. Neumann indeed rejected Weizmannist ideas which he identified as 

http://benyehuda.org/arlosoroff/047.html#_ftnref34
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Following the elections, Sokolow announced the new executive’s policy guidelines: 

1. Continuation of practical reconstruction work in Palestine, irrespective of 

political conditions, by furthering an uninterrupted immigration and 

colonization. 

2. A systematic effort to reinforce the national funds and prepare new financial 

campaigns with a view to strengthening national colonization and creating the 

prerequisites for the development of private enterprise, it being understood 

that the principle of organised Jewish labour shall be safeguarded. 

3. Consolidation of existing settlements, continuation of the national 

settlement, and the taking of active measures with a view to attracting the 

middle classes to agricultural colonization and industry. 

4. Recognition of equal rights of all social forms of colonization provided they 

are economically sound. 

5. Energetic defence of the rights granted to the Jewish people by the 

Mandate, and co-operation with the Mandatory with a view to the complete 

implementing of the Mandate, and especially with a view to securing the 

support of the Mandatory and the Palestine Administration in the upbuilding 

of the Jewish National Home. 

6. Active measures in the economic, social, and political fields with a view to 

bringing about peaceful relations and a rapprochement between Jews and 

Arabs in Palestine, on the principle that, whatever the numerical strength of 

either people, neither shall dominate nor be dominated.45 

 

Isaac Naiditsch wrote in the official Zionist weekly, Haolam: “From the declaration 

that Sokolow read out at the final session of the Congress, there is nothing in the 

program of the new executive that is very different than that of its predecessor. We 

find in the statement the conclusion that neither shall we dominate nor be dominated – 

this is in fact the parity program about which Weizmann spoke so much. The 

members of the executive are for the most part supporters of this idea. This is the 

result of the fact that I have noted elsewhere: it was not the program but rather the 

                                                 
“Kleinzionismus”: “In the face of seemingly insuperable obstacles, the true nature of the movement was 

at times obscured and ‘sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought.’ There emerged the doctrine of 

evolutionary Zionism, of gradualness, of accommodation to the discouraging realities. The sights were 

lowered. The ultimate goal seemed impossibly remote, perhaps a chimera. Defeatism spoke with the 

voice of reason…. The trend toward compromise was often rationalized and sublimated into virtue.” 

See Emanuel Neumann, “Foreword,” Vision and Victory: A Collection of Addresses by Dr. Abba Hillel 

Silver, 1942-1948 (New York: Zionist Organization of America, 1949), n.p.; Neumann, In the Arena, 

103-104. Heschel Farbstein was a Zionist veteran who had attended the first Congress in 1897. He was 

not regarded as a party man, and did not favor the division of the Zionist Organization into political 

parties, although he did ultimately become one of the central leaders of the Mizrachi movement. His 

primary interest was the settlement and advancement of the middle class in Palestine. See:  ,יהושע טהון
כ"ו-"בעל המעוף היפה", בתוך עסקן למופת, כ"ג . The original appeared in the Polish Zionist newspaper, 

Nowy Dziennik. 
45 “Main Policy of the New Executive,” The New Judaea 7, no. 1 (July-August 1931): 221. 
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man that was deposed.”46 “Weltsch writes that Weizmann was brought down, but his 

policy emerged victorious”47 

One of the reasons for the rejection of the Revisionist position was the arrival at the 

congress on the night of July 11 and during July 12 of several telegrams from the 

leadership of the yishuv in Palestine warning of the dangers that would be created by 

such a decision.48 The initiative appears to have been that of Frederick Kisch, the 

Head of the Palestine Executive of the Jewish Agency. The entry in his diary for 

Saturday July 11 notes: 

Disquieting news from the Congress to-day, all parties having fallen into the 

trap set for them by the Revisionists in demanding a fresh definition of Zionist 

aims. According to information which we have received, the Labour Group at 

first very wisely moved the rejection of the proposal when it came before the 

Political Commission. After this step had failed to command a majority, they 

proposed something on the lines that the aim of Zionism is to rebuild the 

Jewish National Home in Palestine on the basis of free immigration and 

colonization. Even this resolution, which already went dangerously far with 

the ambiguous phrase “free immigration”, was rejected. The Revisionists 

proposed: “A Jewish State with a majority both sides of the Jordon”, which 

was happily rejected. Then came the General Zionists, as usual hanging on to 

the coat-tails of the Revisionists, with the Labour formula and adding he 

phrase “within the historical frontiers”. This proposition which is obviously 

most objectionable as it would gratuitously add the French Mandatory Power 

in Syria and the Emir Abdullah to our opponents, was accepted by the 

Commission for submission to Congress. When this information reached me 

in the evening, I immediately sent off the following telegram to Sokolow and 

Motzkin at the Congress: 

“Deem it duty warn Congress against fresh definition aim stop Basle 

programme satisfied Herzl should satisfy us Convinced overwhelming 

majority Yishuv shares this view”. 

As I was obliged to send it in clear, I omitted all argumentation and used a 

phrase which I thought might sound a popular note should my telegram be 

accepted, as I hoped it would be, by the forces of reason as distinct from those 

of reaction. 

At the same time, I pressed Ben Zvi to arrange for the Vaad Leumi to send a 

telegram supporting my statement that the Yishuv shares my view, which was 

based on a resolution adopted to-day by the Executive of the Vaad Leumi at a 

special meeting to consider this issue.49 

                                                 
 .י.א. ניידיץ, "אחרי הקונגרס הי"ז", העולם: עתונה המרכזי של ההסתדרות הציונית העולמית, 28.7.1931, 573 46
47 For a description of the negotiations to form an executive see 5.8.1931 ,31.7.1931 ,דבר, מכתבים מבאזל. 
48 Benjamin Aktzin, then a young Revisionist at the Congress, believed that the Revisionist position 

would have been rejected even if the cables had not arrived when they did. See Aktzin, Oral 

Testimony, Oral History Division, Institute for Contemporary Jewry, The Hebrew University of 

Jerusalem, File 71/24. 
49 Diary of Frederick Kisch, CZA S25/835, 440-441. The entry does not appear in the published 

version of the diary. Copy of Kisch’s telegram to Sokolow and Motzkin, 11.7.1931, CZA S25/1743. 
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Indeed, the Va’ad Le’ummi sent a telegram that same day (July 11): “Strongly oppose 

acceptance recommendation political committee reference Zionaim stop Apprehend 

serious consequences.”50 

Eliyahu Golomb and Sa’adyah Shoshani, leaders of the Haganah in Palestine, also 

dispatched a telegram to the congress, cautioning that under the current 

circumstances, “extreme declarations” could bring about a renewal of bloodshed in 

the country.51 Robert Stricker and Oskar K. Rabinowicz, the Revisionists at the joint 

meeting of the Political Commission and the Standing Committee which received the 

telegrams, claimed that they were fake as the Va’ad Le’ummi could not possibly have 

met between Friday, when the final aim resolution was proposed, and Saturday night, 

when the telegrams were received.52 Motzkin telegraphed Ben Zvi for confirmation: 

“Please cable immediately whether Shoshani’s claims are founded.” Ben Zvi 

complied: “From the Va’ad Le’ummi’s cable to you, you can understand that 

Shoshani’s claim is founded.”53  

Writing home, Stephen Wise remained skeptical: 

Then came the bombshell of the Congress, of which you will probably have 

heard long before this – the telegram from two men in Jerusalem, secret of 

course, warning us not to adopt our political resolution aiming at a majority. 

Many of us think it was a Weizmann trick evoked by him. No one believes 

him above such cheap tricks, excepting his hangers-on who are cheaper and 

meaner and wilier even than he. But some of the Palestinians tell me that the 

two men are to be trusted. I cannot give their names. One of them is a violent 

anti-Laborite and the other mildly pro-Labor. The Palestinians met at midnight 

and reported to us, as did Mack, that the praesidium had telegraphed 

                                                 
50 Ben Zwie, Elimalieh, Kaznlson, Szold, Executive Waad Leumi to Congreszion Basle for Eliahu 

Berlin, 11.7.1931, CZA J1/68.  
 .יהודה סלוצקי, ספר תולדות ההגנה, כרך ב', חלק ראשון )תל-אביב: הספריה הציונית, 1959(, 492 51
52 Referring to the famous dispatch publicized by Bismark in July 1870 which incited the Franco-

Prussian War, Rabinowicz whispered to Stricker: “This is the Ems telegram of the Congress; it can’t be 

genuine.” Stricker then declared to the committee “This is a faked telegram.” See Oskar K. 

Rabinowicz, “A Few Memories,” in Robert Stricker, ed. Josef Fraenkel (London: Ararat Pub. Society 

1950), 56-57. The story is also related in אביב: -יוסף ב. שכטמן, זאב ז'בוטינסקי: פרשת חייו, כרך ב' )תל
199(, 1959קרני,  . See also Robinson, 38.  

53 Motzkin to Benzwi, 12.7.1931 and Ben Zevi to Motzkin, 12.7.1931, CZA J1/68. See also “Protokolle 

der Sitzungen des Präsidiums des XVII. Zionistenkongresses,” CZA L9/71, 7. The date is erroneously 

noted as July 7 instead of July 11. According to these minutes, it was decided that Motzkin should 

telegraph Ben Zvi in Jerusalem to see if the telegrams were “authentisch”; cv. “XVII Zionisten 

Kongress, Basel August 1931, “Protokoll der Sitzungen des Permanenz-Ausschusses,” CZA Z4 228/3, 

which records that the committee began its meeting on Saturday July 11 at 11:30 PM, and at the end of 

the meeting the telegrams arrived from Palestine which showed the seriousness of the situation. One of 

the members, Twersky, proposed that the position of the Palestinians be accepted. 
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cryptically to ascertain the facts. You can see how this serves Weizmann’s 

purpose. These two men, I forgot to say, are the heads of the Agana [sic] or 

self-defense. If majority must go out of the political report, because of 

Palestine’s dictation, then he triumphs. It is one of these coup de theater which 

Weizmann somehow seems to be able to pull out of his sleeve whenever 

occasion requires.54 

 

Yet another telegram came in from Tel Aviv, signed by the mayor, Israel Rokach and 

Moshe Smiliansky, head of the Hitaḥdut ha-Ikkarim (Farmers’ Federation): “The 

situation in the country requires caution in making decisions regarding the final 

goal.”55 

A similar attempt to dissuade delegates at the congress from voting for an extreme 

definition of Zionism was made by Cyrus Adler, who cabled Felix Warburg in New 

York on July 11: 

Political Committee Congress yesterday adopted resolution defining objective 

Zionism for majority Jews within boundaries historic Palestine stop I deem 

this resolution provocative Arabs and extremely dangerous in affect British 

Government League of Nations as contrary mandate stop Mack group here 

responsible large measure advancing supporting this resolution stop Believe 

urgent you immediately communicate Brandeis use his best influence with his 

group abandon resolution any such colour reply soonest. Love. Cyrus.56 

 

Although no evidence has been uncovered linking Weizmann to the various 

telegrams, he may have tried to influence the deliberations of the congress by eliciting 

a message of support from the British Government.57 Weizmann had met with the 

British Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald, a few days before the Congress, and the 

latter had expressed his concern for Weizmann’s position and hope that Weizmann 

would remain in office. Winston Churchill, who joined the meeting later, added that 

he didn’t believe that the Jewish people would be so stupid as to let Weizmann 

leave.58 On July 10, Weizmann called Arlosoroff and Ben-Gurion to a meeting at the 

                                                 
54 Stephen Wise to his children, 12.7.1931, WA 1518 (also in CZA CM 422 Box 122). 
55 Municipal Historical Archives of Tel Aviv, Division 4, File 3b (original number 3a, basket number 

589). 
56 J.C. Hyman to Felix Warburg, 11.7.1931, WA 1518. 
57 Some researchers, studying the personalities involved, Namier and Ben-Gurion, have concluded that 

Weizmann’s goal was to win some British gesture that would buttress his position at the Congress, see 

Rose, The Gentile Zionists, 51; idem., Lewis Namier and Zionism, 56;  'מיכאל בר זוהר, בן גוריון, כרך א
241(, 1975ביתן, -אביב: זמורה-ל)ת  (hereafter, Bar Zohar, Ben-Gurion – Hebrew); Anita Shapira, Ben-

Gurion: Father of Modern Israel (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2014), 90. Bar 

Zohar characterizes this as an “almost desperate step.” 
58 Bar Zohar, Ben-Gurion – Hebrew, 240; ,27.6.1931 ,יומן בן-גוריון BGA. 
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Zionist Congress in which he noted that his imminent departure from the ZE, the 

adoption of the Jewish majority resolution and the complications at the congress 

posed a danger to the Zionist movement. He went on to reveal that he had received a 

letter from the Prime Minister’s son, Malcolm MacDonald, which hinted that the 

senior MacDonald might agree to a framework for the administration of Palestine 

based on parity, the equal representation of Jews and Arabs irrespective of their 

relative numbers. This was much more favorable to the Zionist cause than the 

principle of proportional representation which served as the basis of the Legislative 

Assembly proposal. Weizmann now proposed that Ben-Gurion and Lewis Namier 

meet with the Prime Minister over the weekend at his summer residence in Chequers, 

relate what was happening at the congress, and ask for his agreement to a parity 

arrangement.59 

The two flew to London on July 11 and proceeded to Chequers the next morning 

where they met with the Prime Minister and his son. Ben-Gurion reported on the 

situation at the Congress. MacDonald was especially interested in the outcome of his 

letter and expressed regret that some of the commitments in it, such as the share of 

Jewish labor in public works or the policy toward Jewish immigration and land 

purchase had not as yet been put into effect.60 Namier and Ben-Gurion complained of 

the outgoing High Commissioner, Chancellor, to which the Prime Minister replied: 

“If I could have my own way, he would have been dismissed long ago.” He went on 

to say that now that Chancellor had left his position, he would not act any longer on 

behalf of the government but through his many important contacts he would work 

against Zionist interests. The new High Commissioner was a suitable man from all 

perspectives. MacDonald went on to hint that the Colonial Secretary, Lord Passfield, 

posed an obstacle and there were others who hindered the implementation of 

MacDonald’s intentions as described in his letter. The Prime Minister also insinuated 

that there would be changes in the leadership of the Colonial Office.61 

Namier and Ben-Gurion then brought up the proposal to continue the work of the 

Cabinet Committee (which had produced the MacDonald Letter), in order to discuss 

                                                 
 Bar ;(hereafter Ben-Gurion, Memoirs) דוד בן-גוריון, זכרונות, כרך א' )תל-אביב: עם עובד, תשל"א(, 480 59

Zohar, Ben-Gurion – Hebrew, 241. 
60 David Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation with the Prime Minister, Chequers, 12th July, 1931,” 

Translated from the Hebrew, WA 1518. 
61 Ben-Gurion, Memoirs, vol. 1, 481. 
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major questions of Zionist policy such as Transjordan, land policy, immigration and 

the Jewish part in the development scheme. The Prime Minister supported the idea but 

due to the complaint of the Colonial Office that questions regarding Palestine had 

been taken out of its control, he might need to make a change in the composition the 

committee, but he would have to consult with his colleagues on this.62 

The conversation turned to the question of the Legislative Council and Namier asked 

if the government still agreed the idea of a round table conference before any 

constitutional change. To MacDonald’s question whether there was any improvement 

in Arab-Jewish relations that could serve as a basis, Ben-Gurion replied that the 

position in the country was influenced by the attitude of the Government. If it 

demonstrated conclusively that it was determined to carry out its obligations under the 

Mandate, there was hope that in a year’s time a fair number of Arabs would be 

interested in an agreement. MacDonald stated that he could not give a final answer at 

the moment. He sympathized with the idea, but felt he needed additional information 

as to the situation in Palestine and the prospects that the conference would be 

successful.63 

The discussion moved on to the question of parity. Ben-Gurion noted: 

We asked the Prime Minister as to the policy of the Government in future in 

respect to the balance between Jews and Arabs, the question of political 

administration in the country, and the question of development. We suggested 

that absolute equality should be established as a fundamental – not in regard to 

personalities, but as between Jews and Arabs as national entities – with respect 

to participation in all constitutional institutions, and with respect to all benefits 

accruing from the development scheme. With regard to the development 

scheme, this would mean that one-half of the money spent on that scheme by 

the Government should be allocated to the Jews, and half to the Arabs. The 

same principle should apply to all government advisory legislative and 

executive institutions, in which there should be complete equality – co-

operation between Arabs and Jews as between two equal partners, thus 

avoiding domination by one or the other.64 

 

The reasoning for this was that the entire Jewish people across the globe must be 

considered, not only those who currently resided in Palestine.65 MacDonald expressed 

his approval of the proposal and added that 

                                                 
62 Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation,” 1-2. 
63 Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation,” 2; Ben-Gurion, Memoirs, vol. 1, 482. 
64 Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation,” 2. 
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originally it was not intended that the Jews should receive only half of 

Palestine. The Arabs had already received substantial concessions after the 

War, e.g. in Hedjaz, Iraq, Syria; the Jews had only Palestine, and should a 

necessity arise for a decision as between Jews and Arabs in Palestine, the 

Prime Minister said he was prepared to decide in favour of the Jews.66 

 

Ben-Gurion and Namier expressed their fear that due to the bitter feeling against 

Britain in the wake of the events of 1929, the Shaw Commission, the Passfield White 

Paper, the suspension of immigration in 1930 and the non-fulfillment of the 

MacDonald Letter, it would be impossible to secure Weizmann’s re-election as 

President of the Zionist Organization. Regarding relations with the Jewish Agency, 

The Prime Minister pointed out that in Great Britain there was no precedent 

for the conducting of negotiations by a Cabinet Committee with private 

persons; this was the first Government, and he believed it would also be the 

last, to show such an attitude as that shown towards Dr. Weizmann in the 

recent Cabinet Committee meetings.” 

 

MacDonald expressed “great admiration” for Weizmann and “was in absolute 

agreement with the lines of his Zionist policy.” Although he would regret the loss of 

Weizmann at the helm of the Zionist movement, he would “continue a policy of 

active assistance in the building up of the National Nome with Dr. Weizmann’s 

successors, while continuing to consult in all maters with Dr. Weizmann himself.” 

At the end of the meeting, Malcolm MacDonald updated Weizmann by telephone and 

together with Namier and Ben-Gurion, drafted a telegram with the opinions of the 

Prime Minister, which was sent with the condition that it would not be published “so 

as not to antagonize the Colonial Office” which had not been invited to participated in 

the meeting.67 Ben-Gurion hurried back by train and reached Basel by afternoon.68 

                                                 
66 Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation,” 2; Ben-Gurion, Memoirs, vol. 1, 481. 
67 Ben-Gurion, “Note of a Conversation,” 3. The telegram, sent to Weizmann over Namier’s name, 

read: “bengurion myself saw premier stop he declared his full agreement principle parity between jews 

arabs as national entities added in strict confidence that himself would give such equality leaning 
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adlinistration (sic) considers new highcom excellent man for post will see him personally and insist 

most emplatically (sic) on policy of letter and original intention mandate being carried out stop 

sympathetic round table conference but impossible commit himself without fuller information stop 

concerning second cabinet conference personally same view as Christmas but understands difficulties 

and must consult colleagues stop expressed strongly confidence friendship for you agreement your 

policy as he understands it stop said if you out of office will continue same policy with your successors 

but even so consult you stop this cable strictly confidential as premier was giving his own personal 

views.” WA 1518. 
68 For an interesting description of the arrangements for the return trip, see Ben-Gurion, Memoirs, vol. 
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If the initiative had been designed to stir up support for Weizmann at the Congress, it 

failed to achieve its goal. Weizmann honored MacDonald’s stipulation that the cable 

be kept secret, and no mention of the meeting has been found outside of the 

immediate circle of those involved. In light of his behavior, it seems hard to believe 

that Weizmann was out for personal gain, especially given the expectation expressed 

to Ben-Gurion and Namier that he would not be re-elected. It is more likely that an 

opportunity had arisen to win British support for a moderate solution to the Arab-

Jewish crisis in Palestine, an opportunity that could perhaps be leveraged due to the 

situation at the Congress. In a broader sense, perhaps Weizmann, Ben-Gurion and 

even MacDonald, were working to preserve a Weizmannist option, even when aware 

that Weizmann himself might well soon be out of office.69 

This can be seen in MacDonald’s report on the meeting to Colonial Secretary Lord 

Passfield, in which the former seems to have tentatively supported the idea of parity: 

I was assured…that though Weizmann himself was likely to be defeated the 

Executive which would be elected would carry out his policy on the whole. 

They pressed upon me the desirability of letting it be known that our policy 

was inspired by claims of parity as between Jews and Arabs in Palestine. I told 

them that I did not know exactly what it meant in detail, and in that respect 

could not commit myself one way or the other. I said, however, that in 

principle I thought this was a reasonable formula, though in its application I 

would have to have you and the Colonial Office responsible together with the 

Palestine Government.70 

 

Passfield, however, rejected the proposal: 

I would remind you of the impossibility of accepting the new principle which 

the Zionists seem to be going to press, namely that of Parity. This is a world 

full of danger. The Jewish population of Palestine is still under 20% of the 

whole, and with the Arab birthrate of 55 per 1000 there is little prospect of that 

proportion being much (if at all) increased for years to dome. The application 

of parity to Land Development would be wholly unpracticable.71 

 

                                                 
69 Rose (Gentile Zionists, 52), claims that “The unambiguous nature of the prime minister’s pledge 

enabled Weizmann to go before Congress with a tangible proposal.” The logic here is questionable, as 

Weizmann proposed the idea of parity in his address of July 6, almost a week before the endorsement 

at Chequers. 
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71 Lord Passfield to Ramsay MacDonald, 24.7.1931, ibid. 
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Taken as a whole, the Seventeenth Zionist Congress was a resounding victory for 

Weizmannism. Considering the calls for caution that were raised spontaneously from 

various quarters of the Zionist world, the rejection of the Revisionist resolution 

defining the aims of Zionism in terms of a Jewish majority in Palestine and the 

adoption of a moderate proposal, the formation of a clearly Weizmannist executive 

without Revisionist membership or influence, the failure of any attempts to weaken 

the Jewish Agency or the Zionist Organization’s relationship with Great Britain, and 

even the internal Revisionist criticism of Jabotinsky’s conduct, it would appear that 

the Zionist movement recoiled almost instinctively from the demonstrative and 

revolutionary views advocated by the Revisionists, almost as if it had an inherent 

Weizmannist character. Unknown to most of the delegates, the Zionist movement had 

renewed its message of moderation and cooperation with the British Government. 

Weizmann could be replaced. Weizmannism could not. 
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Conclusions 

Zionist policy during the 1920s was guided by Weizmannism. This was not a 

consolidated ideological system such as Jewish Orthodoxy, Marxism or liberalism, 

but rather a general orientation that offered a direction for determining policy and 

steering the movement. One must remember that after the Balfour Declaration, the 

Zionist movement had a real enterprise to manage. It faced very real challenges across 

a wide range of subjects: foreign relations, finances, immigration, settlement, relations 

with the Arabs, education, and more. The membership of the Zionist Organization 

was also diverse ideologically and geographically. Decisions became more complex 

and carried greater ramifications. There were many different conceivable options 

from which to choose. Moreover, in key areas, the new reality after the first World 

War was still in flux. Unlike the British Government which had centuries of 

experience in administering colonies overseas and had developed a professional 

colonial service, the Zionist Organization had no experience whatsoever in running 

such projects. It is not surprising that the debates were so intense and the 

disagreements so deep, especially as British policy changed, as resources became 

more strained, and as models of settlement proved more challenging. To navigate 

these unknown waters, the Zionist movement needed its own set of celestial 

constellations which differed from the ideals of a workers’ struggle, the striving for a 

messianic age or the goals of a free economy. 

An analysis of Weizmannism reveals the following elements: 

1. Pragmatic, moderate and cautious steps along with a willingness to 

compromise on matters of secondary importance would bring about the 

gradual realization of achievable goals. Change would come through evolution 

not revolution. This approach embodied the idea that politics is the art of the 

possible. Purely demonstrative actions, extreme demands and empty threats 

would not advance Zionist interests and could well be counterproductive. 

Violence was to be eschewed. 

2. The realization of Zionist aims depended on a partnership with Great Britain 

which must be maintained even in the face of rising opposition in Britain and 

dissatisfaction in the Zionist movement. This resulted in a defensive strategy 
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designed to preserve British pro-Zionist commitments and counter any attempt 

on the part of British leaders to back down from these undertakings. 

3. Support must be given to labor settlement, agricultural villages and pioneers. 

National capital and land acquisition should be used for this purpose. 

4. Consensus should be reached with the Arabs without relinquishing the goal of 

a Jewish majority in Palestine. In order to achieve consensus, it was possible 

to share power as long as the terms of the Mandate were respected. This could 

be done within the framework of a Legislative Council, a federation or parity 

(equal power in government irrespective of the current or future numerical 

relationship between the two nations). 

5. The Zionist movement had the responsibility of taking a position of leadership 

in Jewish life. It would to lead the world-wide Jewish movement for the 

building of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. However, this required 

broad Jewish engagement and participation, which included the sharing of 

power with concerned Jews who did not identify as Zionists. In a sense, 

Zionist goals were too important and too demanding to be left to Zionists 

alone. Since the Zionist movement increasingly shared with Jewish rights 

organizations a broader concern for Jewish welfare, it could approach such 

leaders and groups for their support, even if they did not agree on the ultimate 

solution to Jewish physical or spiritual distress. 

6. Jewish nationalism must be centered on Palestine. While Weizmannism could 

envisage a continued Jewish diaspora of socially integrated Jewish 

communities along the lines of Germany, Great Britain or the United States, it 

could not accept the model of Jewish minority or national rights in the 

diaspora – the trend known as Gegenwartsarbeit. Weizmann’s key partners in 

Europe and America viewed themselves as equal citizens in their countries of 

residence and the idea of Jewish national autonomy would have been an 

anathema to them. 

These principles were applied to both foreign and internal policy. In order to maintain 

the Anglo-Zionist alliance and exploit it in order to further Zionist interests, the 

Zionist Organization had to play the game of international diplomacy: identification 

of common interests, rational argument, give-and-take negotiations, compromise, and 
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the postulation of attainable, often interim, objectives. This required an accurate 

reading of British intentions and priorities which in turn necessitated constant 

communication and interaction whether at the masterful hand of Weizmann himself, 

by other Zionist leaders closely acquainted with the British government or through the 

representation of well-placed individuals, usually non-Jews, who were very much at 

home in the British ruling class. 

To a large extent, Weizmannism can be seen as a pragmatic response to the 

challenges faced by the Zionist movement: the need for British support, the hope of 

arriving at some workable arrangement with the Arabs, and the necessity of financing 

the growing Zionist enterprise in Palestine. It was conditioned much less by 

developments in the Jewish world outside of the Zionist movement. Weizmannism 

was single minded in positing the Jewish Nationial Home as the sole solution to 

Jewish material or spiritual needs. It did not concern itself with the economic and 

political struggles of Jews in the diaspora, as evidenced by Weizmann’s consistent 

refusal to engage in Gegenwartsarbeit and his opposition to the support of American 

non-Zionists for Jewish settlement in Crimea. Key developments such as the failure of 

minority treaties in Eastern Europe or the closure of America’s gates to Jewish 

immigration certainly influenced developments in Palestine – a prime example is the 

Fourth Aliyah – and this in turn required the attention of the Zionist movement and 

naturally its Weizmannist leadership. The increasing needs of Jewish communities in 

distress as well as the increase in activity of Jewish philanthropic organizations, 

especially in the United States, may have also had an effect in arousing support 

among well-established Jews for involvement in the expansion of the Jewish Agency. 

The proposal itself was an attempt to harness Jewish philanthropic energy, focus its 

work on Palestine and provide it with Zionist direction. Indeed, after the death of 

Louis Marshall, the Jewish Agency was represented primarily by members of the 

Zionist Organization, ultimately turning into the primary executive body of the 

Zionist movement. 

Based on results, it appears that the Weizmannist approach was quite successful. 

British parliamentary opposition to the Jewish National Home was overcome and the 

British government’s support for the policy expressed in the Balfour Declaration was 

reaffirmed, the Churchill Memorandum allowed for continued growth of the Jewish 
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National Home, the Mandate was ratified in Parliament and the League of Nations, 

the British Government postponed indefinitely the idea of a Legislative Council, 

British support for the Jewish National Home was reconfirmed in the summer of 

1923, the idea of an Arab Agency was abandoned altogether, and the potentially 

devastating policy of the Passfield White Paper was nipped in the bud. The gates to 

Palestine remained open during the 1930s, enough time to allow the entry of over 

200,000 immigrants in what became known as the 5th Aliyah. 

Weizmannist policy toward the Arabs living in Palestine was dictated primarily by the 

desire to maintain close relations with the British. Weizmann did not believe at first 

that Arab opposition to Zionism was a result of powerful and unmanageable forces 

such as Arab nationalism which would manifest itself in other places. Local problems 

arose from incitement and exploitation of the Arab population and these could be 

solved through local measures such as economic development and a clarification that 

Zionism did not mean to hurt the Arab community in Palestine. These views changed 

in the wake of the Arab riots of 1929 and Weizmann began to perceive Arab 

opposition to Zionism as the expression of a nationalist movement. He altered his 

policy to fit the new understanding and began to pursue the idea of parity, a pragmatic 

formula that would give each people an equal role in running the country irrespective 

of their numbers. 

Throughout the decade, Weizmannism sought a consensus with the Arabs predicated 

on the condition that a Jewish majority in the country would be allowed to evolve. 

Unlike the Revisionists, it could not give up the desire for consensus and unlike Berit 

Shalom, it could not abandon the goal of a Jewish majority. However, these two 

aspirations – Arab consensus and Jewish majority – may have been mutually 

exclusive. Significantly, this remained an exclusively internal Zionist debate. The 

Arab leadership in Palestine exhibited no real interest in any option that provided for 

the continued development of a Jewish National Home. 

The Weizmannist viewpoint regarded Zionism as an expression of an encompassing 

national, religious-historical identity that extended beyond the partisan interests of a 

particular organization. This approach was reflected in its position on the composition 

and role of the Jewish Agency. Composed equally of Zionists and non-Zionists, the 

body would facilitate universal Jewish participation in the Palestine enterprise, which 
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was at the heart of Zionist activity. Within the Zionist Organization there was little 

disagreement over the need for money and support from affluent Jewish communities 

for work in Palestine and Weizmann freely admitted the importance of the Jewish 

Agency in providing political legitimacy and financial resources. The question was to 

what extent supporters who did not accept the Zionist ideology were to be welcomed 

as real partners. Already in August 1919 Weizmann put the issue very clearly: “We 

do not have the right to shut out any Jew.” He also advocated the principle of “no 

taxation with representation.” Yet Zionism would lead the way. The Zionists would 

serve as “spokesmen” and “trustees” of the entire Jewish people. Potential partners in 

this project were individuals who came mostly from Jewish rights organizations and 

shared with Weizmann a Jewish identity that transcended organizational limitations in 

search of a broader Jewish unity. It took years to realize Weizmann’s dream of a 

Jewish Agency and his untiring work to bring the agency to fruition is testimony to 

his energy and patience, in addition to the immense importance it held for him. As 

noted, the Jewish Agency combined two forms of Jewish life, civically integrated 

Jews organized into voluntary organizations in the diaspora and comprehensive 

nationalist life in Palestine. Diaspora nationalism did not fit into this model. 

The expansion of the Jewish Agency was one of the most important issues in Zionist 

internal policy during the 1920s and received major attention at Zionist gatherings and 

party deliberations, as well as in the negotiations between Zionists and non-Zionists. 

In a sense it signified the march of Weizmannism in the Zionist movement: no Zionist 

party agreed to the expansion of the Agency when it was first proposed, yet by 1929 

the vast majority of delegates at the Zionist Congress had become convinced that this 

was the best way to meet Zionist needs. 

Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir shared most of the Weizmannist positions: an understanding that 

the realization of Zionist goals depended on the movement’s ties with Great Britain, 

an optimistic view of an agreement with the Arabs, a collaborative attitude toward 

other Jewish and Zionist organizations, a constructivist view of Zionist realization 

with saw self-labor, Jewish immigration, land purchase and settlement as supreme 

goals, minimization of the detrimental effects of the demand for a Jewish majority 

without rejecting the idea, avoidance of ultimate solutions, ultimatums, distaste for the 

use of force, pragmatism and the preference for small steps. Thus, it was by nature the 
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greatest source of support for Weizmann and Weizmannist policies in the Zionist 

Organization. This was reflected in the party’s agreement to support the Legislative 

Council while advocating tactical measures to delay its implementation and limit its 

authority. When other labor elements issued threats and ultimatums during the 

difficult years of the Fourth Aliyah, Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir refused to pressure the ZE into 

accepting unrealistic solutions and agreed to the limitation of immigration due to 

economic constraints. Though the party concluded that an Arab nationalist movement 

was rising in Palestine and hence was more forthcoming with supportive statements 

for cooperation with the Arabs, when it came to actual issues – for example the 

Legislative Council or a joint workers’ organization, the dominant view was to avoid 

joint organizations and allow each community to take care of its own interests so as 

not to blur national boundaries or dilute of Zionist demands for a majority and a state. 

Although the party at first rejected Weizmann’s proposal of a Jewish Agency made up 

of Zionists and non-Zionists, it came around at the AC meeting in London in July 

1924 and agreed to the new body on condition that its basis of activity would include 

increased immigration, public ownership of land, settlement on the principle of 

independent labor and the fostering Hebrew language and culture. From that point, the 

party became the most important supporter of the idea in the Zionist movement. With 

its assimilation into Aḥdut ha-Avodah, this pro-Weizmannist voice was severely 

weakened. 

Aḥdut ha-Avodah clashed with Weizmann on almost every important issue during 

most of the period in question and until the advent of the revisionists, served as the 

major ideological and political opposition to the ZE, led by Weizmann and his 

associates. As a Marxist party, it had difficulty in collaborating with bourgeois 

elements and it was ideologically opposed to colonialism and imperialism, of which 

Great Britain was a major representative. The party sought revolutionary change and 

aspired to either replace the Zionist Organization or to dominate it from within. It 

advocated political activism and expressed almost messianic hopes for the future. In 

its early years, the party aspired to broad, revolutionary and relatively immediate 

goals: a workers’ society, a Jewish majority and a Jewish state in Palestine.  

Party spokesmen called for an assertive Zionist approach to the British Administration 

over issues such as the Jewish Legion, the limitation of Jewish immigration, public 
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expressions of Jewish nationalism and punishment of Arab rioters. The party opposed 

the expansion of the Jewish Agency until 1927 and then various factors – the rise of a 

middle class in Palestine, the appearance of the revisionist party, Weizmann’s support 

of labor in the Zionist Organization, the lack of an alternative plan to raise funds for 

the yishuv and the absence of an alternate leader – led it and even its diaspora 

counterpart, Po’alei Zion, to change their position, support the Agency and back (not 

always wholeheartedly) the continued leadership of Weizmann. This was not a 

meeting of minds as seen with Ha-Po’el ha-Ẓa’ir: rather it appears that the adoption of 

Weizmannist views was partial, halting and above all a result of circumstances. 

The General Zionists cannot be regarded as a single party until the end of the period 

under discussion, and even the World Union of General Zionists formed in 1931 was 

more a temporary combination of two groups than a consolidated party. General 

Zionism, with its origins in the Zionist Federations, was heavily influenced by local 

conditions. Thus, the General Zionist party positions varied from country to country, 

responding differently to different aspects of Weizmannism. Frequently General 

Zionists were divided into right-leaning and left-leaning groups – this was the case in 

Palestine, Poland, the United States, and ultimately in the large formations that 

composed the World Union of General Zionists. Usually, the left-leaning groups were 

closer to Weizmannist ideas but this was not always the case, for example in 

Palestine. 

There, the right-leaning group under Moshe Suprasky which championed the middle 

class and private initiative supported Weizmann’s efforts to expand the Jewish 

Agency which it felt would improve the economic conditions in the country. The left-

leaning group under Moshe Gluecksohn opposed the expansion of the Jewish Agency 

like the other workers’ parties and called for the executive to “stand up” more 

forcefully to what were perceived as British concessions to the Arabs. This latter 

group even signed the Radicals’ platform at the 14th Zionist Congress in 1925 and like 

the Radicals, it favored labor elements in the yishuv but this did not serve to moderate 

its opposition to other aspects of Weizmannism. In the mid-1920s, the right-leaning 

groups won some 75% of the General Zionist votes for 1925 Zionist Congress. With 

the intensification of the crisis of the Fourth Aliyah in Palestine, this camp became 

more critical of Weizmannism which it saw as preferring labor, while the left-leaning 
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group, which reconciled itself to the expansion of the Jewish Agency in July 1925, 

became more sympathetic to Weizmann’s views. Clearly, neither group identified 

with all of the aspects of Weizmannism and the local conditions had much to do with 

the parties’ respective positions. 

The radical group under Yitẓḥak Gruenbaum constituted an opposition to 

Weizmannist views on most issues during the 1920s: it fought consistently against the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency, it supported Gegenswartarbeit as a central theme of 

its activity, and it demanded a more hardline approach to the British, even coming 

close to the Revisionist Union during its first years. The group idealized the pioneers 

and supported labor elements within the Zionist movement but even here its goal was 

the revolutionary transformation and productivization of middle class immigrants. 

On the other hand, the German Linkes Zentrum remained very supportive of 

Weizmannist ideas throughout its short lifespan. It reflected a pragmatic approach and 

despite its initial support of labor elements in Palestine, it pushed for a professional 

and non-dogmatic approach in order to contend with the economic crisis in Palestine. 

The World Union of General Zionists which included most, but not all, of the groups 

mentioned above was formed by two groups, a left-leaning Group A which was pro-

Weizmannist and a more right-leaning Group B that remained critical of Weizmann’s 

policies. The behavior of this group contributed to Weizmann’s downfall at the 17th 

Zionist Congress.  

All in all, the General Zionists, excluding the Radicals, reached an all-time low at this 

congress with some 84 delegates (33% of the total number). Of these it is estimated 

that 58 voted against Weizmann, mostly from the larger and right-leaning Group B. 

This would support the conclusion that the Zionist Organization was undergoing a 

process of polarization. The moderate left (Hitaḥdut) had been dominated by the more 

extreme elements within Mapai. The revisionists championed a campaign at the 

Congress for a more extreme definition of Zionist aims. Both right and left aspired to 

dominate the Zionist Organization. Not only had the center lost seats to the more 

extreme parties on the right and the left, but it had itself shifted to the right. If 

Weizmannism represented a consistently centrist position, it naturally would lose 

support in this more polarized environment. This trend was possibly acerbated by 

Weizmann’s disregard for the need of creating a personal political base, sometimes 

even alienating his friends and supporters. 
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Turning to political theory, the Zionist case seems to follow Starzinger’s view that 

center parties thrive at times of low polarization and conversely suffer at times of high 

polarization. The Zionist center would become yet weaker still in the following years, 

and it is possible that the later success of Mapai can be explained, as suggested by 

Sartori, by the fact that it began to compete with the center over the moderate 

electorate, a process which prompted it to adopt more moderate views. 

The party that presented itself as a radical alternative to Weizmann and Weizmannism 

was the Revisionist Union. Although Vladimir Jabotinsky agreed that Britain was a 

necessary partner, the party opposed what it saw as the ZE’s conciliatory or “pacifist” 

attitude. Moreover, it fought against the expansion of Jewish Agency as a selling out 

Zionism, opposed the preferential attitude to the labor settlement and predicted long-

term struggle with the Arabs in Palestine. It called for the re-establishment of the 

Jewish Legion and formulated ultimate aims such as the establishment of a Jewish 

state and Jewish majority on both sides of the Jordan river. It favored demonstrative 

protests, issued maximalist demands, and initiated independent diplomatic activity. 

The party planned to dominate the Zionist Congress already in its first years, a hope 

that became much more palpable in 1931. However, when faced with the possible 

results of Revisionist policy, the Congress rejected its path. 

Unlike the labor parties or the Revisionists, Mizrachi did not present an independent 

or systematic political viewpoint. At first it limited its concern to the religious nature 

of the Zionist movement and the yishuv and therefore sought control over the 

orthodox education system. Ultimately, this was granted through the formation of a 

separate supervisory committee for orthodox education, which gave Mizrachi 

autonomy over religiously observant schools. 

While the Mizrachi headquarters in Jerusalem continued to concentrate primarily on 

religious and educational activity in Palestine, the center in Warsaw under Joshua 

Heschel Farbstein served as the movement’s central voice in matters of foreign 

policy, economic development and settlement, and played a central role in the finance 

of the Jerusalem office. In its criticism of Weizmann’s policies, this center expressed 

an activist view that was not unlike the Revisionist approach. It disagreed with the 

conciliatory approach to Britain, opposed significant concessions to the Arabs, 

rejected the idea that Palestine was home to two peoples and advocated the creation of 
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a Jewish majority in Palestine. These convictions became stronger after the riots in 

1929 and were reiterated by Rabbi Meir Berlin, one of Mizrachi’s most important 

leaders. German Mizrachi did not accept this view and due to its rejection of the anti-

Weizmannist position of the movement’s leadership it seceded from the World 

Mizrachi Organization. Significantly, despite the outspokenness of Farbstein and 

Berlin, the majority of the Mizrachi delegates at the 17th congress exercised caution 

and did not support the revisionist resolutions. Mizrachi wavered with regard to the 

expansion of the Jewish Agency: at first the party, including Farbstein was supportive. 

In 1927 Farbstein opposed the Agency’s expansion but by the end of 1928 he returned 

to his former position of support. 

 

*** 

 

Weizmann was censored and deposed at the 17th Zionist Congress in 1931. There 

were numerous personal reasons for this – Weizmann’s aloofness, perhaps his 

weariness, his unfortunate press interview and political intrigue. Most significantly, as 

he never devoted himself to the development of a political party (unlike Ben-Gurion 

and Jabotinksy), Weizmann lacked a loyal power base. Paradoxically, the removal 

took place after two major victories on Weizmann’s part: the expansion of the Jewish 

Agency and the issue of the MacDonald Letter in 1931 which neutralized two of the 

most potentially damaging policies of the Passfield White Paper a few months earlier. 

Weizmann was sent packing, but Weizmannism continued to serve as the movement’s 

northern star for years afterward because it continued to be the most realistic response 

to the situation at hand. Despite the increasing polarization in the Zionist movement, 

no other approach commanded greater support. At the end of the 17th Congress, 

neither of the two primary opposition parties which opposed Weizmannism, the 

Revisionists and the Radicals, were invited to join the executive, which was made up 

mainly of individuals close to Weimann’s approach. The new executive’s policy 

statement was a direct continuation of Weizmannist ideas. Even the British Prime 

Minister affirmed his continued support for Weizmann’s parity proposal, though it 

was ultimately blocked by Passfield. Weizmannism continued to lead the movement 

because no other formulation of policy – socialist, religious, revisionist, radical, 
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liberal-middle class – had a better answer. Four years later, Weizmann himself would 

be invited to return. 

 

*** 

 

The concept of Weizmannism appeared in the 1970s in the writings of Joseph Gorney 

and Evyatar Friesel. More recently, it appeared in a slightly different formulation and 

ideological framework in the work of Meir Hazan. In this dissertation an attempt has 

been made to examine Weizmannism in depth and in light of developments in the 

Zioinist movement from 1921 to 1931. Our conclusion is that Weizmannism 

expressed a central stream in Zionist policy during the period under discussion. Later, 

after the MacDonald White paper of 1939 and in response to it, Zionist policy would 

become in certain respects more “activist” under the influence of Ben Gurion, but this 

was a later development. 

 In the final analysis, Weizmannism reflected the moderate stream in Zionism which 

would cut through political formations and continue to lead the Zionist movement for 

at least another decade and exert considerable influence for generations. Moderates 

were to be found in Mapai, for example Arlosoroff and later Moshe Sharett who 

would lead the moderate trend into the 1950s against the activism of Ben-Gurion. 

German Mizrachi split off from the world movement over the question of moderation, 

and moderate elements of Mizrachi have existed throughout its history. The General 

Zionists split into the World Union and the World Confederation, largely over these 

issues. The Revisionist Union, which utterly opposed Weizmannism, would leave the 

Zionist Organization altogether for a decade and return only after the Holocaust. The 

Radicals, the other oppositionist group, would disappear in the mid-1930s. The 

moderate trend embodied in Weizmannism would lead the Zionist Organization to 

agree in principle to the partition plans of 1937 and 1947, to pursue a policy of self-

restraint during the Arab Revolt of the late 1930s, and to encourage official 

cooperation with Britain during most of the 1940s. Ultimately, it would help the 

Zionist Organization to mobilize support at the United Nations in 1947 and win over 

American recognition for the new state. 
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 תשכ"ד.אביב: עם עובד, -כרכים. תל 2ארז, יהודה, עורך. ספר העלייה השלישית. 

סוציאליסטית וברית נוער צ"ס בברית -, עורך. ספר צ"ס: לקורות המפלגה הציונית–––––––

 המועצות. תל,אביב: עם עובד, תשכ"ג.

 אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראל, תשי"ג.-ארלוזורוב, חיים. יומן ירושלים. תל 

 ה.תרצ"-אביב: שטיבל, תרצ"ד-כרכים. תל 7. כתבי חיים ארלוזורוב. –––––––

 אביב: תשי"ח.-. מבחר כתבים ופרקי חיים. תל–––––––

 .1984אביב: יד טבנקין, -. עם, חברה ומדינה: נושאים על הפרק. תל–––––––

  תש"ן.-כרכים. ירושלים: מוסד ביאליק, תשמ"ב 2בובר, מרטין. חלופי אגרות. 

 .1990אביב: זמורה ביתן, -בונדי, רות. פליקס: פנחס רוזן וזמנו. תל

(". 1920 – 1917פרשה של קבוצת אינטלקטואלים ) –ברם, ברוך. "הפועל הצעיר" הגרמני א-בן

 .49-95(: 1981ישראל ו' )-הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ

מרכז זלמן שזר, , עורך. מפלגות וזרמים פוליטיים בתקופת הבית הלאומי. ירושלים: –––––––

 תשל"ה.

-1971אביב: עם עובד, -כרכים. תל 3 .גוריון. בעריכת יהודה ארז-דוד. אגרות דוד בן גוריון,-בן

1974. 

 תרצ"א.דבר, אביב: -. אנחנו ושכנינו. תל–––––––

 אביב: עם עובד, תשל"א.-. זכרונות. כרך א'. תל–––––––

ולמי פועלי מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראל ואיחוד עאביב: -תל .צבי, יצחק. פועלי ציון בעליה השניה-בן

 תשי"א., ציון >צ.ס.< התאחדות

 .. התנועה הערבית. יפו: הוצאת עבודה, תרפ"א–––––––

 אילן, תשל"ו.-אביב: אוניברסיטת בר-אילן, מאיר. אגרות. כרך א'. תל-בר

אביב: הוועדה להוצאת כתבי הרב -כרכים. תל 2 ין עד ירושלים. מהדורה חדשה.'. מוולוז–––––––

 אילן, תשל"א. -מאיר בר

 .1975ביתן, -אביב: זמורה-תל. כרך א' .גוריון-בן .זהר, מיכאל-בר

אביב: הקיבןץ המאוחד, -כרכים. תל 4ישראלית. -ברסלבסקי, משה. תנועת הפועלים הארץ

 תשכ"ג.-תשט"ו

 תשל"ט.מוסד הרב קוק, ם: יהודה, גאולה. הרב מימון בדורותיו. ירושלי-בת

. חיבור לשם קבלת תואר "הפועל הצעיר בשנות העשרים: הדרך למפלגת פועלים"גבע, ישי. 

 דוקטור לפילוסופיה, האוניברסיטה העברית בירושלים, תשמ"ה.
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אביב: עם -. תל1936 - 1930התגבשות מדיניותה  –גולדשטיין, יעקב. בדרך להגמוניה: מפא"י 

 , תש"ם.תרבות וחינוך-עובד

. "היחסים בין מפא"י לבין וייצמן במעבר מתקופה האוטוריטטיבית לתקופה ,המלוכה –––––––

דרכו של חיים וייצמן בתנועה  (". בתוך מדינאי בעתות משבר:1935 – 1931הקונסטיטוציונית )

אביב: -. תל65-72בעריכת יוסף גורני וגדליה יוגב,  ,, קובץ מאמרים1948 - 1900הציונית 

 אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ז.-יברסיטת תלאונ

מאסף: כתבים לחקר  .. "מפלגת 'אחדות העבודה' ביחסה לרעיון הסוכנות היהודית"–––––––

 .68-84תנועת הפועלים היהודית ז' )תשל"ה(: 

תרבות וחינוך -אביב: עם עובד-ישראל: גורמים להקמתה. תל-. מפלגת פועלי ארץ–––––––

 תשל"ה.

 תשי"ד.-אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראל, תש"י-כרכים. תל 2. חביון עז. גולומב, אליהו

 תשי"ז.ועדת התרבות,  -כרכים. חיפה: מועצת פועלי חיפה  3גורדון, אהרן דוד. כתבי גורדון. 

'השאלה הערבית' כשאלה יהודית.  לאומית:-גורדון, עדי, עורך. 'ברית שלום' והציונות הדו

 .2008כרמל, ירושלים: 

. 1925-1931יזיוניסטית בארץ ישראל ו, יעקב. העימות הקובע בין תנועת העבודה לתנועת הרגורן

 תשמ"ו.יד טבנקין,  :אביב-תל

רוח הזמן: לקט הרצאות בתוך  .ה"ויצמניזם" כדרך לאומית" –"אוטופיה ומדיניות גורני, יוסף. 

. 35-48, ומרב סגליעל אונגר , בעריכת 1996 – 1985שם ד"ר חיים ויצמן במדעי הרוח -על

 .1999ירושלים: מכון ויצמן למדע, 

אביב: -: היסודות הרעיוניים והשיטה המדינית. תל1919-1930. אחדות עבודה –––––––

 אוניברסיטת תל אביב והקבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ג.

: יד . ירושלים1917-1948. מדיניות ודמיון: תכניות פדרליות במחשבה המדינית הציונית –––––––

 תשנ"ג. בן צבי,יצחק 

 .1985אביב: עם עובד, -. השאלה הערבית והבעיה היהודית. תל–––––––

אוניברסיטת  אביב:-ישראל. תל-חיים וייצמן ותנועת הפועלים בארץ שותפות ומאבק:. –––––––

 אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ו. -תל

וייצמן בתנועה הציונית  דרכו של חיים גורני, יוסף וגדליה יוגב, עורכים. מדינאי בעתות משבר:

 אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ז.-אביב: אוניברסיטת תל-, קובץ מאמרים. תל1948 - 1900

תרבות וחינוך תשל"ה  -אביב: עם עובד -גטר, מרים. חיים ארלוזורוב: ביוגרפיה פוליטית. תל

 תשל"ח.

דינאי בעתות וייצמן". בתוך מ –. "מנהיג ותיק ומנהיג עולה: יחסי ארלוזורוב –––––––

, קובץ מאמרים, בעריכת יוסף 1948 - 1900דרכו של חיים וייצמן בתנועה הציונית  משבר:

 אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ז.-אביב: אוניברסיטת תל-. תל49-56גורני וגדליה יוגב, 

 אביב: עם עובד, תשל"ג.-גלעדי, דן. הישוב בתקופת העליה הרביעית. תל

רית באביב: -(. תל1975 – 1925תשל"ה ) –הצה"ר תרפ"ה -בתולדות חרותגני, פסח, עורך. אירועים 

 .1975, חרות הצה"ר
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-אילן, כ-ספר השנה של אוניברסיטת בר ."1925-1939גניזי, חיים. "בין המזרחי לרביזיוניסטים 

 .271-286 (:תשמ"ג) כ"א

כרך ב'. . ת דתית", בתוך מאה שנות ציונו1925-1939. "בין 'המזרחי' לרביזיוניסטים: –––––––

אילן, המכון לחקר הציונות -. רמת גן: אוניברסיטת בר41-54, אבי שגיא ודב שוורץ בעריכת

 הדתית, תשס"ג.

אביב: ההנהלה הראשית של -הישגיו. תל –מלחמתו  –גפשטיין, שלמה. זאב ז'בוטינסקי: חייב 

 .1941קרן תל חי, 

אביב: -. תל1949 - 1923התנועה הרביזיוניסטית גראור, מינה, עורכת. ימי הצה"ר: כרונולוגיה של 

 .2013מכון ז'בוטינסקי, 

 .1967אביב: מ.ניומן -גרינבוים, יצחק. נאומים בקונגרסים הציוניים. ירושלים ותל

קאמיסיע פונ'ם -ארבטטטער-ישראל-ארבייט: דין וחשבון פון דער ארץ-ישראל-די ארץ

מו"ל לא ידוע, ציון. יפו: -רפערבאנד פועליאלוועלטליכען יודישען סאציאליסטישען ארבייטע

 תר"ף. 

אביב: מפעלים -דרורי, יגאל. בין ימין לשמאל: "החוגים האזרחיים" בשנות העשרים. תל

 .1990אוניברסיטאיים, 

נסיונות להתארגנות פוליטית בשנות  –. "התארגנות המעמד הבינוני בארץ ישראל –––––––

 .116-125(: 1987) 44קתדרה  .העשרים"

. חיבור לשם קבלת התואר "20-. "החוגים האזרחיים" בישוב הארצישראלי בשנות ה–––––––

 .1981אביב. אפריל -דוקטור לפילוסופיה. אוניברסיטת תל

. "עמדותיהם של ז'בוטינסקי, גליקסון, ולבונטין בשאלת הקרקע וההתישבות בראשית –––––––

רות , בעריכת ון ומעשה: קובץ מחקריםישראל, רעי-בתוך גאולת הקרקע בארץ ."20-שנות ה

 .1990 יד יצחק בן צבי, ירושלים:. 199-208, קרק

", הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה 1924"עמדתו של דואר היום מהיווסדו ועד סוף  –––––––

 .141-164(: 1987ישראל י"ב )-הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ

", הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה 20-ה ישראל בשנות-. "הציונים הכלליים בארץ–––––––

 .87-131(: 1985ישראל י' )-הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ

דרכם של שישה מראשי 'החוגים  ישראל העות'מאנית:-. "שורשים בגולה ובארץ–––––––

ישראל", הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה הציונית והישוב -האזרחיים' לציונות ולארץ

  .117-137(: 1995י"ט ) ישראל-היהודי בארץ

-זאב אוטיץ, עורכים. מפלגת התאחדות בפולין בין שתי מלחמות עולם: קובץ. תלושלמה  ,דרך

 .1988יד טבנקין, אביב: 

ישראל בתקופת המנדט הבריטי כקהילה -משה ליסק. מישוב למדינה: יהודי ארץ הורוביץ, דן ו

 אביב: עם עובד, תשל"ח.-פוליטית. תל

לאומית. ירושלים: -יהודה ליב מאגנס והמאבק למדינה דו רית שלום' ל'איחוד':הלר, יוסף. מ'ב

 .2003מאגנס, 
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ישראל "אחדות העבודה". הועידה החמישית של -סוציאליסטית של פועלי ארץ-התאחדות ציונית

הועד הפועל של אביב: -כ"ו חשון, תרפ"ו( דין וחשבון. תל-אביב )י"ח-אחדות העבודה בתל

 תרפ"ז. סוציאלית של פועלי א"י "אחדות העבודה", -התאחדות ציונית

-ט"ז אייר, תרפ"ד( דין וחשבון. תל-. הועידה הרביעית של אחדות העבודה בעין חרוד )ח'–––––––

 תרפ"ו. סוציאלית של פועלי א"י "אחדות העבודה", -הועד הפועל של התאחדות ציוניתאביב: 

כרכים. רמת  2. הפרוטוקולים של הוועד הפועל, המועצה והוועידה. בעריכת חיים גולן. –––––––

 .1987-1993אפעל: 

-וגנר, יגאל ואיל כפכפי. שורש המחלוקת: הריב ההיסטורי בין תנועת העבודה והרביזיוניזם. תל

 תשמ"ב.עם עובד, אביב: 

אביב: מסדה, -ביו ונאומיו הציוניים. תלוודג'בוד, ג'וזיא )יאשיה(. וודג'בוד אל היהודים: מבחר כת

 .תש"ו

 אביב: המתמיד, תשי"ד.-ויינשל, יעקב. ז'אבו: שרטוטים לדמותו של זאב ז'אבוטינסקי. תל

 אביב: מצפה, תרצ"ז.-. תלכרכים 4וייצמן, חיים. דברים: נאומים, מאמרים ומכתבים. 

עריכת לואיז פישר. ירושלים: . חיים וייצמן הנשיא הראשון: מבחר איגרות ונאומים. ב–––––––

 ארכיון מדינת ישראל, תשנ"ה.

ויץ, יחיעם. "בין פתק הבוחר לבין רצון הפרישה: יחסם של זאב ז'בוטינסקי ומנחם בגין 

בדרך הדמוקרטיה: על המקורות ההיסטוריים של הדמוקרטיה  בתוך .לדמוקרטיה"

יברסיטת בן גוריון בנגב, מכון שדה בוקר: אונ .491-527, אלון גל ואחרים, בעריכת הישראלית

 .2012בן גוריון לחקר ישראל, הציונות ומורשת בן גוריון, 

לחקר  -מאסף  .ולדשטין, יעקב. "מפלגת 'אחדות העבודה' ביחסה לרעיון הסוכנות היהודית"

 .84-68)תשל"ה(:  'ז תנועת העבודה הציונית והסוציאליזם

הועד המרכזי של אביב: -י"ד תמוז, תרפ"ג. תל-ט )דברי חברים( : ועידת "הפועל הצעיר" בנהלל:

 תרפ"ג.מפלגת הפועלים בא"י "הפועל הצעיר", 

ציון ל"ב )תשכ"ז(:  .והמדיניות האנגלית" 1919ערבי באביב -ורטה, מאיר. "המשא ומתן הציוני

76-115.  

בוטינסקי כרכים. ירושלים: מכון ז' 14 .ז'בוטינסקי, זאב. אגרות. בעריכת דניאל קרפי ומשה לוי

 .1992-2016בישראל, 

 .1923-1924הדרך אל הרוויזיוניזם הציוני: קובץ מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים  .–––––––

 אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ד.-בעריכת יוסף נדבה. תל

 . ירושלים: ערי ז'בוטינסקי, תש"ז.1905-1926. נאומים: –––––––

 . ירושלים: ערי ז'בוטינסקי, תש"ח.1927-1940. נאומים: –––––––

 .1925-1929. הרוויזיוניזם הציוני בהתגבשותו: קובץ מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים –––––––

 אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ה.-תל .בעריכת יוסף נדבה

 .1930-1931לשנים . הרוויזיוניזם הציוני במאבקיו: קובץ מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" –––––––

 אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ז.-תל .בעריכת יוסף נדבה

 .1932-1934. הרוויזיוניזם הציוני לקראת מפנה: קובץ מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים –––––––

 אביב: מכון ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ז.-תל .בעריכת יוסף נדבה
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 תשל"א.הספריה הציונית, כרכים. ירושלים:  2זינגר, מנדל. שלמה קפלנסקי: חייו ופועלו. 

-. תל1927-1947פוליטית של "השומר הצעיר" -זית, דוד. ציונות בדרכי שלום: דרכו הרעיונית

 תשמ"ה.ספרית הפועלים, אביב: 

לבנון, עורכים. ספר איש התורה והמעשה ליובלו הששים של הרב משה  זסלנסקי, א.י. וא.י.

 תש"ו.הפועל המזרחי, דפוס אוסטרובסקי. ירושלים: 

אביב: -. תל1905-1945חזן, מאיר. מתינות: הגישה המתונה בהפועל הצעיר ובמפא"י, 

 .2009 ,אביב ועם עובד-אוניברסיטת תל

-81)תשס"ז(:  124קתדרה  ". . "פולמוס ההתנדבות לגדוד העברי: חשבונם של 'נשארים'–––––––

108. 

כלכלית: העקרונות המנחים, דרכי הביצוע עלייה לפי יכולת הקליטה ה"חלמיש, אביבה. 

עיונים בתקומת  בתוך .וההשלכות הדמוגרפיות של מדיניות העלייה בין מלחמות העולם"

 .179-216, סדרת נושא: כלכלה וחברה בימי המנדט, בעריכת א' בראלי ונ' קרלינסקי .ישראל

 .2003 ,בנגב גוריון–בן אוניברסיטתשדה בוקר: 

 .1967-1985כרכים. תל אביב : הקיבוץ המאוחד,  7דברים. טבנקין, יצחק. 

 .1985 שוקן, אביב:-ישראל: מהשלמה למלחמה. ירושלים ותל-גוריון וערביי ארץ-טבת, שבתי. בן

. ירושלים: הספריה הציונית על יד 1915-1919טולקובסקי, שמואל. יומן ציוני מדיני: לונדון, 

 ההסתדרות הציונית העולמית, תשמ"א.

 אביב: עם עובד, תשכ"א. -כרכים. תל 3נאלי, שמואל. כתבים. יב

הספריה הציונית, יגר, משה. תולדות המחלקה המדינית של הסוכנות היהודית. ירושלים: 

 תשע"א.

דמוקרטים -ילקוט "האחדות": מבחר הספרות העתית של מפלגת הפועלים העברים הסוציאל

 .1962עם עובד, אביב: -. תל1907-1919תרע״ט, -ישראל )פועלי ציון( תרס״ז-בארץ

ישראל -סוציאלית של פועלי ארץ-אביב: התאחדות ציונות-כרכים. תל 2העבודה. -ילקוט אחדות

 תרצ"ב.-אחדות העבודה, תרפ"ט

 אביב: עם עובד, תש"ז.-כרכים, תל 2יפה, אליעזר. כתבי אליעזר יפה. 

 .1983אביב: צ'ריקובר, -ציון. על עתונים ואנשים. תל-כ"ץ, בן

 .2016כהן, אורי ומאיר חזן, עורכים. ויצמן מנהיג הציונות. ירושלים: מרכז זלמן שזר, 

 .2013ערבי. ירושלים: כתר, -כהן, הלל. תרפ"ט: שנת האפס בסכסוך היהודי

כהן, מיכאל י'. וייצמן והבריטים: ניצחון וטרגדיה". בתוך ויצמן מנהיג הציונות, בעריכת אורי כהן 

 .2016. ירושלים, מרכז זלמן שזר, 227-259ומאיר חזן, 

 .1993אביב: -כרכים. תל 2כץ, שמואל. ז'בו: ביוגרפיה של זאב ז'בוטינסקי. 

 תשמ"ד.-אביב: עם עובד, תשכ"א-כרכים. תל 6כצנלסון, ברל. אגרות ב. כצנלסון. 

ישראל, -אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ-כרכים. תל 12. כתבי ב. כצנלסון. מהדורה שניה. –––––––

 תש"י.-תש"ה

 .1947אביב: עם עובד, -חרוד. תל-לביא, שלמה. מגילתי בעין

-יד יצוק בן. ירושלים: 1921 – 1918לבסקי, חגית. יסודות התקציב למפעל הציוני: ועד הצירים 

 תשמ"א.צבי, 
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פוליטית בציונות: הציונות הגרמנית ו'המרכז השמאלי', -. "נסיונה של פוליטיקה א–––––––

תוך: אומה ותולדותיה: קובץ מאמרים בעקבות הקונגרס העולמי השמיני ". ב1925-1927

. ירושלים: מרכז זלמן שזר, 261-284למדעי היהדות, חלק ב', בעריכת שמואל אטינגר, 

 תשמ"ד.

תפוצות  .("1929, 1928, 1924מתוך שלושה נאומים ) "לואי מארשאל והקמת הסוכנות היהודית:

 . 105-112י"ד )תשל"ו(:  ישראל

 . 1946 ,ציונית להשכלה מכוןלובוצקי, בנימין. הצה"ר ובית"ר. ירושלים: 

 תש"א., הצעיר המכבי גורדוניה של העליונה ההנהגהאביב: -לוביאניקר )לבון(, פנחס. יסודות. תל

התאחדות ברוסיה -ציון-: קורות צעירירלוינסון, אברהם. "בראשית התנועה", בתוך נפתולי דו

 ברוסיה התאחדות - ציון-צעירי של ל"חו שלחתמאביב: -תל. 13-43 ,הסובייטית. כרך א'

 תש"ה. ,הסובייטית

 תשי"ד.עיינות, אביב: -לופבן, יצחק. מבחר כתבי י. לופבן. תל

לוקר, ברל. בחבלי קיום ותקומה: כתבים ונאומים נבחרים. ירושלים: מוסד ביאליק בהשתתפות 

 הספרייה הציונית, תשכ"ד.

הספריה הציונית, ירושלים: מסות, מאמרים ורשמי פעולות. ירושלים:  . מקיטוב עד–––––––

 תש"ל.

ישראל מאז העלייה הראשונה. תקופת המנדט -ליסק, משה, עורך. תולדות היישוב היהודי בארץ

 תשס"ח.-תשנ"ד ,למדעים הישראלית הלאומית האקדמיהכרכים. ירושלים:  3הבריטי. 

 .134-154 (:1988) 47פרעות או מרד?" קתדרה לנג, יוסף. "מאורעות תרפ"ט: הפרעות, 

 אביב: הארץ, תרפ"ח.-מדזיני, משה. עשר שנות מדיניות ארצישראלית. תל

פרקי  בתוך .מוסק, משה. "הרברט סמואל ועיצוב הדפוסים הראשונים של מדיניות העלייה"

הספריה לים: ירוש. 286-310מחקר בתולדות הציונות, בעריכת י. באואר, מ. דייוויס וי. קולת, 

 .תשל"והציונית, 

-כרכים. ירושלים: תשל"ט 2מימון )פישמן(, יהודה לייב. אגרות הרב יהודה לייב הכהן מימון. 

 תשמ"ג.

 תשט"ו.-כרכים. ירושלים: תשי"ד 2. למען ציון לא אחשה: פרקי זכרונות על הציונות. –––––––

קובץ לזכר הגאון רבי יצחק יעקב בתוך ספר המזרחי:  .. "תולדות המזרחי והתפתחותו"–––––––

 תש"ו.מוסד הרב קוק, ירושלים: . שפ"א -ה' ,ריינס זצ"ל למלאות שלושים שנה לפטירתו

 .2010הספריה הציונית, מנור, אהוד. ברל לוקר: דיפלומט ציוני וסוציאליסט אופטימי. ירושלים: 

פית". בתוך ויצמן מנהיג מנור, אודי. "'העגלה הציונית נוסעת לאט'" ויצמן וההתיישבות השיתו

 .2016. ירושלים, מרכז זלמן שזר, 299-338הציונות, בעריכת אורי כהן ומאיר חזן, 

 ל"י הוצאתאביב: -ישראל. תל-מרגלית, אלקנה. אנאטומיה של שמאל: פועלי ציון שמאל בארץ

 תשל"ו., פרץ

-תל אוניברסיטתאביב: -מרגלית, אלקנה. השומר הצעיר: מעדת נעורים למרכסיזם מהפכני. תל

 תשל"א., אביב

 .תשמ"ו, המאוחד הקיבוץאביב: -רעיון ואורח חיים. תל . תנועת הנוער גורדוניה:–––––––
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כרכים. רמת אפעל: יד טבנקין,  2חיים גולן. בעריכת . 1920ישראל -ציון בארץ-משלחת פועלי

1989. 

 .1943נדבה, יוסף. הלורד יאשיה וודג'בוד. ירושלים: אחיאסף, 

בתוך זאב ז'בוטינסקי, הדרך אל הרוויזיוניזם הציוני: קובץ  ."לתולדות ה"ראזסוויט" .–––––––

אביב: מכון -תל. 7-23 ,, בעריכת יוסף נדבה1923-1924מאמרים ב"ראזסוויט" לשנים 

 ז'בוטינסקי בישראל, תשמ"ד.

 תשט"ז.דפוס אחוה, ניסנבוים, יצחק. אגרות הרב ניסנבוים. ירושלים: 

 תשכ"ט.ראובן מס, . עלי חלדי. מהדורה שניה. ירושלים: –––––––

פעילות ציונית אמריקנית בארץ ישראל בתקופת  מדפוס פעיל לדפוס סביל:"סילבר, מתיו מרק. 

 .2000. חיבור לשם קבלת תואר דוקטור, האוניברסיטה העברית בירושלים, "המנדט

ערבי במשנת מרדכי מרטין בובר -ודילאומיות ציונות והסכסוך היה התיחום:-סימון, ארנסט. קוו

 .1973, ערביים ללמודים המרכזובפעילותו. גבעת חביבה: 

 אביב: הספריה הציונית, תש"ך.-סלוצקי, יהודה, ספר תולדות ההגנה. כרך ב'. חלק ראשון. תל

אביב: -. תל1929-1948עופר, פנחס. אויב ויריב: התנועה הציונית והיישוב בין ערבים לבריטים, 

 .2001, קובררי'צ

בתוך הציונות ומתנגדיה בעם היהודי: קובץ  .. "הקמת הסוכנות היהודית המורחבת" עילם, יגאל

 תש"ן.הספריה הציונית, ירושלים:  .363-373, בעריכת חיים אבני וגדעון שמעוני ,מאמרים

 .1973אביב: משרד הבטחון, -תל .הגדודים העבריים במלחמת העולם הראשונה .–––––––

 . ירושלים: הספריה הציונית, תש"ן.1919-1931. הסוכנות היהודית: שנים ראשונות –––––––

היובל, -אביב: הועד להוצאת ספר-היובל לכבוד ר' יהושע העשל פרבשטיין. תל-עסקן למופת: ספר

 תש"ה.

אביב, -אוניברסיטת תלאביב: -)תעודות(. תחל 1921-1935פישמן, אריה, מהדיר. הפועל המזרחי: 

 של"ט.ת

", חיבור לשם 1925-1933פלדמן )בן דרור(, ענת. "המאבק על הנהגת התנועה הרוויזיוניסטית 

 .1995גוריון בנגב, -קבלת תואר מוסמך למדעי הרוח והחברה, אוניברסיטת בן

-1925. "המאבק על הנהגת התנועה הרוויזיוניסטית, זאב ז'בוטינסקי מול מאיר גרוסמן –––––––

 .99-125)תשס"א(:  14נו: ציונות, מדינת ישראל והתפוצות יהדות זמנ ."1933

הציונות: מאסף לתולדות  .פרידמן, מנחם. "המאבק על דמות הישיבות והרבנות בירושלים"

  .105-118: (1971)ישראל ב' -התנועה הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ

אביב: אוניברסיטת -ל. ת1922 – 1917פריזל, אביתר. המדיניות הציונית לאחר הצהרת באלפור: 

 אביב והקיבוץ המאוחד, תשל"ז.-תל

 ."1931 – 1927פי יומנים בריטיים, -ישראל על-. "בראי עקום: הציונות והמצב בארץ–––––––

, בעריכת בתוך תמורות בהיסטוריה היהודית החדשה: קובץ מאמרים לשמואל אטינגר

 תשמ"ח. מרכז זלמן שזר, ירושלים:. 225-246, שמואל אלמוג ואחרים

( בראייה היסטורית". בתוך ויצמן מנהיג 1919-1921המאבק בין ויצמן לברנדייס ). "–––––––

 .2016. ירושלים, מרכז זלמן שזר, 181-208הציונות, בעריכת אורי כהן ומאיר חזן, 

 תרצ"ט.-כרכים. תל אביב: דפוס ספר, תרצ"ה 13פרקי הפועל הצעיר, 
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במאבק בין הפועלים לרוויזיוניסטים על ההגמוניה בתנועה שלב ההכרעה  - 1931צחור, זאב. "

דברי הקונגרס העולמי למדעי היהדות. חטיבה ב'. כרך ב'. תולדות עם ישראל )העת  .הציונית"

 .127-132החדשה(, ירושלים: תשמ"ה, עמ' 

בתוך איש בסער: מסות ומחקרים על זאב  .. "ז'בוטינסקי וז'בוטינסקאיזם"–––––––

 גוריון בן מכון: בוקר שדה קריית. 39-47, אבי בראלי ופנחס גינוסרבעריכת  ז'בוטינסקי,

 .2004, גוריון-בן ומורשת הציונות, ישראל לחקר

". בתוך תמורות בהיסטוריה 1929-1935. "המאבק על הנהגת התנועה הציונית, –––––––

. 247-281, בעריכת שמול אלמוג ואחרים ,היהודית החדשה: קובץ מאמרים לשמואל אטינגר

 .ירושלים: מרכז זלמן שזר לתולדות ישראל, החברה ההיסטוריה הישראלית, תשמ"ח

 צמח, שלמה. עבודה ואדמה, ירושלים: ראובן מס, תש"י.

 תשי"ב.עם עובד, אביב: -. שנה ראשונה. תל–––––––

בתוך פרקי מחקר . קאופמן, מנחם. "לואי מארשל וחיים ויצמן והקמת הסוכנות היהודית"

הספריה ירושלים: . 38-95 ,בתולדות הציונות מוגשים לישראל גולדשטיין בהגיעו לגבורות

 תשל"ו.הציונית, 

 תשל"ו.הקיבוץ המאוחד, אביב: -קולת, ישראל. אבות ומייסדים. תל

. חיבור לשם תואר "1905-1919ישראל -אידיאולוגיה ומציאות בתנועת העבודה בארץ". –––––––

 .1965יברסיטה העברית, ד"ר לפילוסופיה, האונ

. "מקומו של זאב ז'בוטינסקי בפנתאון הלאומי". בתוך איש בסער: מסות ומחקרים על –––––––

אבי בראלי ופנחס גינוסר, עיונים בתקומת ישראל: סדרת נושא, בעריכת זאב ז'בוטינסקי, 

 .2004ן, גוריו-שדה בוקר: מכון בן גוריון לחקר ישראל, הציונות ומורשת בן .7-23 ,3כרך 

 .29-61 :(1967בדרך א' ) .מכיבוש העבודה לקידוש העבודה" –. "הפועל הצעיר –––––––

 .97-114, בתוך אידיאולוגיה ומדיניות ציונית ."להשקפותיה של 'ברית שלום'" .קידר, אהרן

  ח.תשל"מכרז זלמן שזר, ירושלים: 

ך פרקי מחקר בתולדות בתו ."1925-1928שלום' בשנים -"לתולדותיה של 'ברית .–––––––

הספריה הציונית, ירושלים: . 224-285הציונות, בעריכת י. באואר, מ. דייוויס וי. קולת, 

 .תשל"ו

קלוזנר, יוסף. מהותה ושאיפותיה של הציונות הכללית. ירושלים: ברית הציוניים הכללים בארץ 

 ישראל, תש"ג.

 תש"ה. ציונית, קליינמאן, משה. הציונים הכללים. ירושלים: מכון להשכלה

כרמל,  הבריטים. ירושלים: –גוריון  -בן –העימות המשולש: וייצמן  קליר, אלי. נקודת השבר:

 תשס"ג.

-גן: אוניברסיטת בר-קניאל, אסף. יומרה ומעש: המזרחי בפולין בין שתי מלחמות העולם. רמת

 .2011אילן, 

הקיבוץ הארצי קפלנסקי, שלמה. חזון והגשמה: מבחר כתבים, הרצאות ונאומים. מרחביה: 

 .1950 ,השומר הצעיר
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בתוך  .אילן"-קצבורג, נתנאל. "פרקים בתולדות הציונות והמזרחי בתקופת הנהגתו של הרב בר

הרב  אביב: הוועדה להוצאת כתבי-. תל18-64, אילן. מוולוז'ין עד ירושלים. כרך א'-מאיר בר

 אילן, תשל"א.-מאיר בר

 :ניב המדרשיה )תש"ל(. אילן והמדיניות הציונית בשנות השלושים"-. "הרב מאיר בר–––––––

 רל"ה.-רי"ב

. 1940-1925התנועה הרוויזיוניסטית בשנים  יה. סערה מסייעת:-יק(, רינת’רובינסון )גורודנצ

 .2010 ,צב בן יצחק יד ירושלים:

בתוך פרקי מחקר בתולדות  .בשאלה הערבית" 1928לון משנת רובינשטיין, אליקים. "השא

ירושלים: הספרייה הציונית על יד . 311-347הציונות, בעריכת י. באואר, מ. דייוויס וי. קולת, 

 הנהלת ההסתדרות הציונית והמכון ליהדות זמננו, האוניברסיטה העברית, תשל"ו.

אביב: -. תל1918-הקרקעית של "ועד הצירים" ברובינשטיין, שמעון. ברקיע הציפיות: המדיניות 

1993. 

מחקרים בתולדות עם ישראל . "1936 – 1929רוז, נורמן. "הוויכוח על המועצה המחוקקת בשנים 

 .217-245(: תשל"ב,)וארץ ישראל ב'

 מכבי-גורדוניה ארכיוןתנועת נוער עממית חלוצית. חולדה:  רוטנשטרייך, נתן, עורך. גורדוניה :

 תשמ"ב., לבו פנחס ש"ע הצעיר

 .1968עם עובד, אביב: -רופין, ארטור. פרקי חיי. כרך ג'. תל

בתוך חיים וייצמן:  .ריינהרץ, יהודה. "מנהיגותו של חיים וייצמן: מדינאות כאמנות האפשרי"

 ירושלים: גנזך המדינה, תשנ"ה. .י"ח-ט"ז ,מבחר איגרות ונאומים –הנשיא הראשון 

בתוך תולדות האוניברסיטה העברית  .ם ויצמן: דברי פרשות". "נאומו של חיי–––––––

ירושלים: מאגנס,  .323-326שאול כ"ץ ומיכאל הד, , בעריכהת בירושלים: שורשים והתחלות

 תשנ"ז.

 תשי"ב.עם עובד, אביב: -רמז, דוד. טורים. תל

 2תעודות. שרגאי, עורכים. ספר הציונות הדתית: עיונים, מאמרים, רשימות, ש.ז. רפאל, יצחק ו

 תשל"ז.מוסד הרב קוק, כרכים. ירושלים: 

התכנית ההתיישבותית והרעיון החברתי  –שביט, יעקב. מרוב למדינה: התנועה הרביזיוניסטית 

 .1983, הדר עם בשיתוף יריבאביב: -. תל1925-1935

פארבאנד פון -מלחמות. בוענאס איירעס: צענטראל-שווארצבארט, יצחק. צווישן ביידע וועלט

 .1958פוילישע יידן אין ארגענטינע, 

גאליציה ושלזיה -שווארצבארט )שווארצבארד(, יצחק. "ההסתדרות הציונית הארצית של מערב

מאיר באומינגר, בעריכת אריה בתוך ספר קראקא: עיר ואם בישראל,  .("1939 – 1919)

 תשי"ט.מוסד הרב קוק, ירושלים:  .207-255, גלברונתן בוסאק, 

ישראל -הפילוג שחיזק: הפרדוקס של הציונים הכלליים בארץ –. "האיחוד שהחליש שילוח, נעמי

ישראל -הציונות: מאסף לתולדות התנועה הציונית והישוב היהודי בארץ .בשנות השלושים"

 .64-108(: 2001כ"ג )

ישראל בשנות השלושים. ירושלים: יד -. מרכז הולך ונעלם: החוגים האזרחיים בארץ–––––––

 ואוניברסיטת חיפה, תשס"ג.צבי -בן

 .1957-1959אביב: קרני, -כרכים. תן 3שכטמן, יוסף ב. זאב ז'בוטינסקי: פרשת חייו. 
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–כללית": איחוד ופילוג בראשית דרכה של הציונות -שערי, דוד. מ"סתם ציונות" ל"ציונות

 .1990. ירושלים: ראובן מס, 1929-1939הכללית העולמית, 

)אוגוסט  20עת ליהדות ולציונות -כיוונים: כתב ."1923-1933 –יקלים' . "הציונים 'הראד–––––––

1983 :)11-51. 

 - אביב תל אוניברסיטת: אביב-. תל1929-1939שפירא, אניטה. המאבק הנכזב: עבודה עברית, 

 תשל"ז., המאוחד הקיבוץ

 אביב: תשל"ה.-שפירא, יונתן. אחדות העבודה ההיסטורית. תל

 תרבות וחינוך, תשל"ה. -אביב: עם עובד -וזורוב. תלשפירא, יוסף. חיים ארל

 אביב: עיינות, תשכ"ח.-. הפועל הצעיר: הרעיון והמעשה. תל–––––––

 בתנועה וייצמן חיים של משבר: דרכו בעתות בתוך מדינאי. "מנהיג ללא כתר"שפר, גבריאל. 

: אביב-תל .73-83יוגב,  גורני וגדליה מאמרים, בעריכת יוסף קובץ - 1900-1948, הציונית

 , תשל"ז.המאוחד הקיבוץ

 תשכ"ט.-אביב: עיינות, תשכ"ה-כרכים. תל 3שפרינצק, יוסף. אגרות. בעריכת יוסף שפירא. 

 .1952אביב: מפלגת פועלי ארץ ישראל, -פה. תל-. בכתב ובעל–––––––

בציונות המאבק על ההגמוניה בישוב ו –בוטינסקי ’גוריון וז-בן שריד, מנחם. לשילטון בחרתנו:

 .2005אורן, . הרצליה: 1930-1935

-1947אביב: הוצאת המחבר, -כרכים. תל 19תדהר, דוד. אנציקלופדיה לחלוצי הישוב ובוניו. 

1971. 
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Appendix A: The MacDonald Letter, 13.2.19311 

10, Downing Street, 

Whitehall 

13th February, 1931. 

Dear Dr. Weizmann, 

In order to remove certain misconceptions and misunderstandings which have arisen 

as to the policy of His Majesty’s Government with regard to Palestine, as set forth in 

the White Paper of October, 1930, and which were the subject of a Debate in the 

House of Commons on the 17th November, and also to meet certain criticisms 

put forward by the Jewish Agency, I have pleasure in forwarding you the following 

statement of our position, which will fall to be read as the authoritative interpretation 

of the White Paper on the matters with which this letter deals. 

2. It has been said that the policy of His Majesty’s Government involves a serious 

departure from the obligations of the Mandate as hitherto understood, that it 

misconceives the Mandatory obligations, and that it foreshadows a policy which is 

inconsistent with the obligations of the Mandatory to the Jewish people. 

3. His Majesty’s Government did not regard it as necessary to quote in extenso the 

declarations of policy which have been previously made, but attention is drawn to the 

fact that, not only does the White Paper of 1930 refer to and endorse the White Paper 

of 1922, which has been accepted by the Jewish Agency, but it recognises that the 

undertaking of the Mandate is an undertaking to the Jewish people and not only to the 

Jewish population of Palestine. The White Paper placed in the foreground of its 

statement my speech in the House of Commons on the 3rd April, 1930, in which I 

announced in words which could not have been made more plain, that it was the 

intention of His Majesty’s Government to continue to administer Palestine in 

accordance with the terms of the Mandate as approved by the Council of the League 

of Nations. That position has been reaffirmed and again made plain by my speech in 

the House of Commons on the 17th November. In my speech on the 3rd April I used 

the following language: 

His Majesty’s Government will continue to administer Palestine in accordance with 

the terms of the Mandate as approved by the Council of the League of Nations. This is 

an international obligation from which there can be no question of receding. 

Under the terms of the Mandate His Majesty’s Government are responsible for 

promoting “the establishment in Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish people, 

it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which might prejudice the civil 

and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine or the rights and 

political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.” “A double undertaking is 

involved, to the Jewish people on the one hand, and to the non-Jewish population of 

Palestine on the other: and it is the firm resolve of His Majesty’s Government to give 

effect, in equal measure, to both parts of the Declaration, and to do equal justice to all 

                                                 
1 248 Parl. Deb. H.C. (5th ser.) (1931) cols. 751-757. 
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sections of the population of Palestine. That is a duty from which they will not shrink, 

and to the discharge of which they will apply all the resources at their command.” 

That declaration is in conformity not only with the articles, but also with the preamble 

of the Mandate, which is hereby explicitly reaffirmed. 

4. In carrying out the policy of the Mandate the Mandatory cannot ignore the 

existence of differing interests and viewpoints. These, indeed, are not in themselves 

irreconcilable, but they can only be reconciled if there is a proper realisation that the 

full solution of the problem depends on an understanding between the Jews and the 

Arabs. Until that is reached, considerations of balance must inevitably enter into the 

definition of policy. 

5. A good deal of criticism has been directed to the White Paper upon the assertion 

that it contains injurious allegations against the Jewish people and Jewish Labour 

organisation. Any such intention on the part of His Majesty’s Government is 

expressly disavowed. It is recognised that the Jewish Agency have all along given 

willing co-operation in carrying out the policy of the Mandate, and that the 

constructive work done by the Jewish people in Palestine has had beneficial effects on 

the development and well-being of the country as a whole. His Majesty’s Government 

also recognise the value of the services of labour and trades union organisation in 

Palestine, to which they desire to give every encouragement. 

6. A question has arisen as to the meaning to be attached to the words “safeguarding 

the civil and religious rights of all inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective of race and 

religion,” occurring in article 2, and the words “ensuring that the rights and position 

of other sections of the population are not prejudiced,” occurring in article 6 of the 

Mandate. The words “safeguarding the civil and religious rights,” occurring in article 

2, cannot be read as meaning that the civil and religious rights of individual citizen, 

are to be unalterable. In the case of Suleiman Murra, to which reference has been 

made, the Privy Council, in construing these words of article 2, said: “It does not 

mean … that all the civil rights of every inhabitant of Palestine which existed at the 

date of the Mandate are to remain unaltered throughout its duration: for if this were to 

be a condition of the Mandatory jurisdiction, no effective legislation would be 

possible.” The words, accordingly, must be read in another sense, and the key to the 

true purpose and meaning of the sentence is to be found in the concluding words of 

the article: “irrespective of race and religion.” These words indicate that in respect of 

civil and religious rights, the Mandatory is not to discriminate between persons on the 

ground of religion or race, and this protective provision applies equally to Jews, 

Arabs, and all sections of the population. 

7. The words “rights and position of other sections of the population,” occurring in 

article 6, plainly refer to the non-Jewish community. These rights and position are not 

to be prejudiced, that is, are not to be impaired or made worse. The effect of the 

policy of immigration and settlement on the economic position of the non-Jewish 

community cannot be excluded from consideration. But the words are not to be read 

as implying that existing economic conditions in Palestine should be crystallised. On 

the contrary, the obligation to facilitate Jewish immigration and to encourage close 

settlement by Jews on the land, remains a positive obligation of the Mandate, and it 
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can be fulfilled without prejudice to the rights and position of other sections of the 

population of Palestine. 

8. We may proceed to the contention that the Mandate has been reinterpreted in a 

manner highly prejudicial to Jewish interests in the vital matters of land settlement 

and immigration. It has been said that the policy of the White Paper would place an 

embargo upon immigration, and would suspend, if not, indeed, terminate, the close 

settlement of the Jews on the land, which is a primary purpose of the Mandate. In 

support of this contention particular stress has been laid upon the passage referring to 

State lands in the White Paper, which says that “it would not be possible to make 

these areas available for Jewish settlement in view of their actual occupation by Arab 

cultivators, and of the importance of making available additional land on which to 

place the Arab cultivators who are now landless.” 

9. The language of this passage needs to be read in the light of the policy as a whole. 

It is desirable to make it clear that the landless Arabs to whom it was intended to refer 

in the passage quoted, were such Arabs as can be shown to have been displaced from 

the lands which they occupied in consequence of the lands passing into Jewish hands, 

and who have not obtained other holdings on which they can establish themselves, or 

other equally satisfactory occupation. The number of such displaced Arabs must be a 

matter for careful inquiry. It is to landless Arabs within this category that His 

Majesty’s Government feel themselves under an obligation to facilitate their 

settlement upon the land. The recognition of this obligation in no way detracts from 

the larger purposes of development, which His Majesty’s Government regards as the 

most effectual means of furthering the establishment of a National Home for the Jews. 

10. In framing a policy of land settlement, it is essential that His Majesty’s 

Government should take into consideration every circumstance that is relevant to the 

main purposes of the Mandate. The area of cultivable land, the possibilities of 

irrigation, the absorptive capacity of the country in relation to immigration are all 

elements pertinent to the issues to be elucidated, and the neglect of any one of them 

would be prejudicial to the formulation of a just and stable policy. 

It is the intention of His Majesty’s Government to institute an inquiry as soon as 

possible to ascertain, inter alia, what State and other lands are, or properly can be 

made, available for close settlement by Jews under reference to the obligation 

imposed upon the Mandatory by article 6 of the Mandate. This inquiry will be 

comprehensive in its scope, and will include the whole land resources of Palestine. In 

the conduct of the inquiry provision will be made for all interests, whether Jewish 

or Arab, making such representations as it may be desired to put forward. 

11. The question of the congestion amongst the fellahin in the hill districts of 

Palestine is receiving the careful consideration of His Majesty’s Government. It is 

contemplated that measures will be devised for the improvement and intensive 

development of the land, and for bringing into cultivation areas which hitherto may 

have remained uncultivated, and thereby securing to the fellahin a better standard of 

living, without, save in exceptional cases, having recourse to transfer. 
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12. In giving effect to the policy of land settlement, as contemplated in article 11 of 

the Mandate, it is necessary, if disorganisation is to be avoided, and if the policy is to 

have a chance to succeed, that there should exist some centralised control of 

transactions relating to the acquisition and transfer of land during such interim period 

as may reasonably be necessary to place the development scheme upon a sure 

foundation. The power contemplated is regulative and not prohibitory, although it 

does involve a power to prevent transactions which are inconsistent with the tenor of 

the scheme. But the exercise of the power will be limited and in no respect arbitrary. 

In every case it will be conditioned by considerations as to how best to give effect to 

the purposes of the Mandate. Any control contemplated will be fenced with due 

safeguards to secure as little interference as possible with the free transfer of land. 

The centralised control will take effect as from such date only as the authority charged 

with the duty of carrying out the policy of land development shall begin to operate. 

The High Commissioner will, pending the establishment of such centralised control, 

have full powers to take all steps necessary to protect the tenancy and occupancy 

rights, including the rights of squatters, throughout Palestine. 

13. Further, the statement of policy of His Majesty’s Government did not imply a 

prohibition of acquisition of additional land by Jews. It contains no such prohibition, 

nor is any such intended. What it does contemplate is such temporary control of land 

disposition and transfers as may be necessary not to impair the harmony and 

effectiveness of the scheme of land settlement to be undertaken. His Majesty’s 

Government feel bound to point out that they alone of the Governments which have 

been responsible for the administration of Palestine since the acceptance of the 

Mandate have declared their definite intention to initiate an active policy of 

development which it is believed will result in substantial and lasting benefit to both 

Jews and Arabs. 

14. Cognate to this question is the control of immigration. It must, first of all, be 

pointed out that such control is not in any sense a departure from previous policy. 

From 1920 onwards, when the original Immigration Ordinance came into force, 

regulations for the control of immigration have been issued from time to time, 

directed to prevent illicit entry and to define and facilitate authorised entry. This right 

of regulation has at, no time been challenged. 

15. But the intention of His Majesty’s Government appears to have been represented 

as being that “no further immigration of Jews is to be permitted so long as it might 

prevent any Arab from obtaining employment.” His Majesty’s Government never 

proposed to pursue such a policy. They were concerned to state that, in the regulation 

of Jewish immigration, the following principles should apply, namely, that “it is 

essential to ensure that the immigrants should not be a burden upon the people of 

Palestine as a whole, and that they should not deprive any section of the present 

population of their employment” (White Paper, 1922). In the one aspect His Majesty’s 

Government have to be mindful of their obligations to facilitate Jewish Immigration 

under suitable conditions, and to encourage close settlement of Jews on the land: in 

the other aspect they have to be equally mindful of their duty to ensure that no 

prejudice results to the rights and position of the non-Jewish community. It is because 

of tins apparent conflict of obligations that His Majesty’s Government have felt bound 

to emphasise the necessity of the proper application of the absorptive capacity 



 

472 

  

principle. That principle is vital to any scheme of development, the primary purpose 

of which must be the settlement both of Jews and of displaced Arabs upon the land. It 

is for that reason that His Majesty’s Government have insisted, and are compelled to 

insist, that Government control of immigration must be maintained and that 

immigration regulations must be properly applied. The considerations relevant to the 

limits of absorptive capacity are purely economic considerations. 

16. His Majesty’s Government did not prescribe and do not contemplate any stoppage 

or prohibition of Jewish immigration in any of its categories. The practice of 

sanctioning a “Labour Schedule” of wage-earning immigrants will continue. In each 

ease consideration will be given to anticipated labour requirements for works which, 

being dependent on Jewish or mainly Jewish capital, would not be or would not have 

been undertaken unless Jewish labour was made available. With regard to public and 

municipal works falling to be financed out of public funds, the claim of Jewish labour 

to a due share of the employment available, taking into account Jewish contributions 

to public revenue, shall be taken into consideration. As regards other kinds of 

employment, it will be necessary in each case to take into account the factors bearing 

upon the demand for labour, including the factor of unemployment amongst both the 

Jews and the Arabs. Immigrants with prospects of employment other than 

employment of a purely ephemeral character will not be excluded on the sole ground 

that the employment cannot be guaranteed to be of unlimited duration. 

17. In determining the extent to which immigration at any time may be permitted, it is 

necessary also to have regard to the declared policy of the Jewish Agency to the effect 

that in “all the works or undertakings carried out or furthered by the Agency it shall 

be deemed to be a matter of principle that Jewish labour shall be employed.” His 

Majesty’s Government do not in any way challenge the right of the Agency to 

formulate or approve and endorse such a policy. The principle of preferential and, 

indeed, exclusive employment of Jewish labour by Jewish organisations is a principle 

which the Jewish Agency are entitled to affirm. But it must be pointed out that if in 

consequence of this policy Arab labour is displaced or existing unemployment 

becomes aggravated, that is a factor in the situation to which the Mandatory is bound 

to have regard. 

18. His Majesty’s Government desire to say finally, as they have repeatedly and 

unequivocally affirmed, that the obligations imposed upon the Mandatory, by its 

acceptance of the Mandate, are solemn international obligations, from which there is 

not now, nor has there been at any time, an intention to depart. To the tasks imposed 

by the Mandate His Majesty’s Government have set their hand, and they will not 

withdraw it. But if their efforts are to be successful there is need for co-operation, 

confidence, readiness on all sides to appreciate the difficulties and complexities of the 

problem, and, above all, there must be a full and unqualified recognition that no 

solution can be satisfactory or permanent which is not based upon justice, both to the 

Jewish people and to the non-Jewish communities of Palestine. 

I am, my dear Dr. Weizmann, 

Yours very sincerely, 

(Signed) J. RAMSAY MACDONALD. 
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Appendix B: Statement of the Zionist Organisation Regarding Palestine, 

3.2.19192 

THE JEWISH COUNCIL FOR PALESTINE 

1. A Jewish Council for Palestine shall be elected by a Jewish Congress 

representative of the Jews of Palestine and of the world, which shall be 

convoked in Jerusalem on or before the First day of January, 1920, or as soon 

thereafter as possible by the Provisional Jewish Council hereinafter 

mentioned. 

The Jewish Congress shall determine its functions as well as the constitution 

and functions of the Jewish Council in conformity with the purpose and spirit 

of the Declarations of the Peace Conference and of the powers conferred by 

the Mandatory Power upon the Jewish Council. 

2. The Jewish Council shall be recognised as a legal entity and shall have 

power: 

a) To co-operate and consult with and to assist the Government of 

Palestine in any and all matters affecting the Jewish people in 

Palestine and in all such cases to be and to act as the representative of 

the Jewish people. 

b) To participate in the development and administration of immigration, 

close land settlement, credit facilities, public works, services and 

enterprises, and every other form of activity conducive to the 

development of the country. The organization of Jewish education to 

be entrusted to such Council. 

c) To acquire and hold real estate. 

d) To acquire and exercise concessions for public works and the 

development of natural resources. 

e) With the consent of the Jewish inhabitants concerned or their 

accredited representatives, to assess such inhabitants for the purpose 

of stimulating and maintaining education, communal, charitable and 

other public institutions (including the Jewish Council) and other 

activities primarily concerned with the welfare of the Jewish people in 

Palestine. 

f) With the approval of the Mandatory Power and upon such terms and 

conditions as the Mandatory Power may prescribe to administer the 

immigration laws of Palestine in so far as they affect Jewish 

immigration. 

g) With the approval of the Mandatory Power, to issue bonds, 

debentures, or other obligations, the proceeds of any or all of which to 

be expended by the Jewish Council for the benefit of the Jewish 

people or for the development of Palestine. 

h) The Jewish Council shall hold all of its properly and income in trust 

for the benefit of the Jewish people. 

3. A Provisional Jewish Council of representatives of the Zionist Organisation, 

of the Jewish population in Palestine, and of such other approved Jewish 

                                                 
2 “Statement of the Zionist Organisation Regarding Palestine,” 3.2.1919 in: AC Protocols, vol. 1, 286-

287. 
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organisations as are willing to co-operate in the development of a Jewish 

Palestine shall be formed forthwith by the Zionist Organisation. Such 

Provisional Jewish Council shall exercise all of the powers and perform all of 

the duties of the Jewish Council until such time as the Jewish Council shall be 

formally constituted by the Jewish Congress. 

4. Finally when in the opinion of the Mandatory Power the inhabitants of 

Palestine shall be able to undertake the establishment of representative and 

responsible government, such steps shall be taken as will permit the 

establishment of such government through the exercise of a democratic 

franchise without regard to race or faith; and the inhabitants of Palestine 

under such government, shall continue to enjoy equal civil and political rights 

as citizens irrespective of faith. 
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Appendix C: Political Demands of the Po’alei Zion Delegation, 19203 

1. Palestine shall be distinguished as a special administrative and political unit, 

the administration of which is to be separate from the colonial administration 

of Egypt, Mesopotamia, Syria, etc. 

2. Palestine is indivisible with the Mediterranean to the west, the Syrian Desert 

to the east, Mt. Hermon to the north and the Gulf of Aqaba to the south. The 

area contained within these borders is that which was promised for the 

creation of a National Home for the Jewish people. The Sinai Peninsula will 

also be put under Palestinian administration. 

3. The representatives of the Jewish people, for the time being the World Zionist 

Organization, will approve high officials sent to Palestine by the 

administration. 

4. All prohibitions of Jewish entry are removed. Jewish immigration to Palestine 

must be completely free and unrestricted. 

5. All uninhabited, uncultivated or unoccupied (mawat) land4 shall be put under 

the eternal ownership of the Jewish people. The Jewish council to be formed 

in Palestine, and for the time being the representatives of the World Zionist 

Organization, shall be given immediately the authority to investigate, survey 

and register these lands. 

6. The lands that were formerly owned by the Ottoman government (jiftlik)5 and 

vacant (mahlul) land6 will be put under the eternal ownership of the Jewish 

people. The rights of those who inhabit and cultivate these lands will be 

preserved and protected unequivocally. 

7. Land quotas shall be set and no one shall have the right to own more. The 

quota will be set according to the area that a working family can cultivate on 

its own. The remainder of the lands – uncultivated or semi-cultivated – will be 

redeemed from the large land owners for the purposes of national settlement in 

return for a sum to be set by the Jewish council, for the time being by the 

representatives of the World Zionist Organization. 

8. The Jewish council, for the time being the representatives of the World Zionist 

Organization, shall hold a monopoly over the execution of all sorts of 

necessary public works, for example the laying of railroad tracks, the paving 

of roads, streetcars, telegraph and telephone lines, electric lighting, irrigation, 

the drying of swamps, the construction of harbors, the exploitation of natural 

resources and the like. Native born and Jewish immigrants are equal in all 

matters of labor law. 

9. England will guarantee a Jewish national loan, the purpose of which is to build 

the land and to facilitate mass immigration and colonization in Palestine. 

                                                 
 For the Hebrew translation see .יצחק בן-בצי, "די פאליטישע סיטואציע", די ארץ-ישראל-ארבייט, 176-179 3

Po’alei Zion Delegation Protocols, vol. 2, 117-118; see also Gorny, Zionism and the Arabs, 131-132. 
4 Unoccupied, hilly, scrub wood-land and grazing grounds not held by title deed. See Stein, The Land 

Question in Palestine, 12. 
5 Mudawara or jiftlik lands were originally privately owned and then turned over the Sultan Abdul 

Hamid. Absolute ownership was vested in the state. Ibid., 14. 
6 This land was vacant due to neglect or absence of heirs. If left uncultivated for three years, such land 

escheated to the state according to Ottoman law. Ibid., 13. 
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10. The official languages in Palestine will be Hebrew and Arabic. In all official 

documents of the administration, these two languages must be used, in 

addition to English. 

11. All of the administration must be established on new foundations. Set levels of 

education must be required of all candidates for government positions. In 

addition, the knowledge of Hebrew and Arabic shall be required of all officials 

hired in places where there is a mixed population. 

12. Every place – village, settlement or city – shall be given local autonomy in 

local matters. In each place where the inhabitants belong to one group, their 

language shall be the national tongue; and in every place where the population 

is mixed, the administration must use the two official languages of the land. 

13. Each national group shall be given national autonomy in its own internal 

national affairs. The national autonomous bodies shall each use its own 

language in all of its official documents and in all of its relations with the 

central government.  

14. The Elected Assembly (Asefat ha-Nivḥarim) shall serve as the representative 

of the Jewish autonomy in Palestine. [There followed a list of its duties.] 

15. A new enlistment to the Jewish Legion shall take place. 

16. Recognition is hereby given to the Jewish Haganah as a national militia. 

 

These are the real guarantees that must be dealt with immediately. Their goal is to 

ensure the life and the economic and cultural development of those Jewish inhabitants 

already in Palestine and the hundreds of thousands waiting on the threshold…but the 

interests of the fellaḥin and the masses of Arab workers will not be affected by the 

Jewish influx. For we wish to build this country not only for ourselves but for all its 

current inhabitants. We want the fraternal support of the masses of local workers and 

we want to extend to them in return our brotherly assistance. Together with them we 

will fight against the colonialist-imperialist policy of capitalism, against the land 

speculators and against all of the economic parasites who consume their bodies just as 

they consume ours. We will build a working society in a way so that an honorable 

place will be given to the Arab working class, which together with us will be the 

bearer and ruler of a free Palestine built on labor and social equality. 
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Appendix D: Pronouncement of the Revisionist World Union Executive, 

20.10.19307 

At this critical moment when the British Government has delivered a severe blow at 

the age-old Jewish National aspirations and the leader of the Zionist Organisation has 

at long last confessed his inability further to lead the movement, we send out this mail 

to the Jewish People not to become downhearted but to maintain fully its 

determination to continue the work of reconstituting their National Home. 

Governments come and go, Empires are built up and are dissipated, but the will of the 

Jewish people to regain Palestine remains unaltered. No temporary crises, no betrayal, 

neither Empires nor Governments, – however powerful – can prevent the fulfillment 

of the historic Jewish identity. 

We must calmly review the position, without being blinded either by anger with the 

British Government, or by sympathy with the Zionist leadership which must share 

responsibility with it. The events of the last few days should have come as no surprise 

to those who were earnestly concerned about the upbuilding of Palestine and who 

have attended to warnings made in due season. The failure of the British Government 

to carry out the Mandate, was for years as obvious as the inability of the Zionist 

leadership to understand the position and to adopt adequate measures against the 

imminent menace. Instead of making a stand against the first attempts to curtail and 

misrepresent our rights under the Mandate, the Zionist leadership has allowed this 

attitude of the Mandatory to drag on for years. 

We must face the situation with courage and without pitiful lamentations. In a 

struggle like ours, such set-backs are inevitable, but are remediable if the mistakes are 

recognized in time. Instead of merely complaining and regretting, we must learn the 

lesson of the present events and apply these lessons in our future conduct, both in 

relation to the British Government and our own internal affairs. 

We must realize the error of relying on promise without adequate guarantees, or 

building without reserves, and of colonizing without adequate security. 

The first duty of world Jewry, is to declare that they deny most emphatically the 

arbitrary right of the British Government to change or modify the objects of the 

Mandate which is first and foremost an international agreement; that they do not 

accept or acknowledge the modifications, eliminations and restrictions comprised in 

the last British Statement; that they will use their best endeavours to circumvent the 

proposed measures which constitute a violation of the very terms of the Mandate, and 

that they will not co-operate with the British Government in establishing a machinery 

for the purpose of arresting the further development of the Jewish National Home and 

undermining all that has already been achieved at the cost of such great sacrifice. 

…Jewry’s position will compel it to fight for its rights and aspirations, employing 

such measures as may be necessary and applicable at each moment, being convinced 

that the appalling injustice will have to be rectified. 

…The Zionist Executive has for years misrepresented the real situation, excusing the 

British Government and the Palestine Administration, proclaiming and making us 

believe that the political situation was satisfactory. 

Although Dr. Weizmann has tendered his resignation in connection with the 

publication of the British Statement of Policy, it must not be mistaken as duly only to 

                                                 
7 World Union of Zionist-Revisionists, Executive Committee, Circular Letter no. 3, 2nd Series, 

26.10.1930, 3-5, JI G2 2/1. 
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that event. His resignation was inevitable. It has been led up to by a succession of 

political defeats and setbacks, a continuance of which Zionism could not longer 

survive. There is a danger, however, that under the pretext of a Jewish united front, 

attempts may be made to use the circumstances of Dr. Weizmann’s resignation as a 

means for again rallying around him the Zionist masses. This is no time for sentiment. 

There can be no question of standing behind him, as a leader, in our further struggles. 

Zionists must draw the conclusions from this crisis: 

 

1. The Actions Committee must be immediately convened. 

2. The Zionist Executive must be removed. 

3. An Emergency Committee must be entrusted with the conduct of Zionist 

affairs, pending the election of the new Executive. 

4. An Ordinary Congress (with new elections) must be convened as speedily as 

possible. 

5. A representative Central Election Board must be appointed to supervise the 

Congress Elections. 

6. A special fund must be raised and placed in the hands of an Emergency 

Committee for the maintenance of the work in Palestine. 

7. Pending the meeting of the Actions Committee, the Zionist Executive must 

confine itself to the Administration of the affairs of the Zionist Organisation. 

 

The need for the construction of the Zionist Organisation and adoption of political and 

colonization methods suited to the new circumstances, are the immediate tasks 

confronting the Zionist leaders. Every Jew throughout the world must, at this moment, 

consider himself mobilized for the Jewish cause, and rally to the support of the 

Opposition, which has in the past few years predicted the debacle and raised a 

warning voice against the consequences of the policy for so long pursued. 
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עבודה זו נעשתה בהדרכתם של פרופ' אביתר פריזל ופרופ' שאול 
שטמפפר.



 
 א

 

 
 תקציר בעברית

הציונית כבר לפני  ההתקבל בהיסטוריוגרפי המושג "וויצמניזם" כזרם מוביל במדיניות הציונית

שנים, בדרך כלל כעמדה המנוגדת לזו של ז'בוטינסקי והתנועה הרביזיוניסטית מחד גיסא, ולדרכו 

גוריון ומה שמכונה הזרם ה"אקטיביסטי" בציונות הסוציאליסטית מאידך גיסא. בהקשר -של בן

נית בין , שכיהן כנשיא ההסתדרות הציוןזה מקובלת ההערכה כי על אף העובדה שחיים ויצמ

, לא היה לבד בגיבוש התפיסה הזאת, הוא היה דוברה 1935-1946ושוב בשנים  1921-1931השנים 

 המשכנע והבולט ביותר של הגישה המזוהה עם שמו.

לוויצמיזם היו מספר מרכיבים: סינתזה בין הציונית הפוליטית, המעשית והרוחנית; תחושה כי 

העם היהודי לתחיה רוחנית ופוליטית; חזון חברתי  לתנועה הציונית יש תפקיד היסטורי בהובלת

המושתת על מרכזיותה של התיישבות העובדת; הישענות על התמיכה  יקונסטרוקטיביסט

קיום עם הערבים בארץ בלי ויתור על -הבריטית בבית הלאומי היהודי; וחיפוש פתרון מוסכם לדו

מדובר בגישה פרגמטית, מתונה,  עליה חופשית וצמיחה ביישוב היהודי. בהגדרה כוללנית יותר

מתפשרת והדרגתית ביחס להגשמתן של מטרות הציונות, בניגוד לגישות מהפכניות והפגנתיות 

 מימין ומשמאל.

בתוך התנועה הציונית, התמיכה בגישה הוויצמניסטית מקורה בראש ובראשונה במחנה הפועל 

נצק, אליעזר קפלן, דוד רמז ויצחק הצעיר. בין דוברי המפלגה נמנו חיים ארלוזורוב, יוסף שפרי

לאופבן. היו גם תומכים מבין חברי אחדות העבודה כגון ברל לוקר ומשה שרתוק )שרת(. מקור 

תמיכה נוסף היה התנועה הציונית בגרמניה וחלק מהנהגתה האינטלקטואלית כגון מרטין בובר, 

רנית והמתונה של רוברט וולטש, הנס קוהן, ושמואל הוגו ברגמן, שאהדו את הגישה הפש

הוויצמניזם. בפולין, קבוצת "עת לבנות" בהנהגתו של ד"ר יהושע גוטליב וליאון לויטה תמכו 

 בגישה, כמו גם קבוצת לואי ליפסקי בארה"ב.

של המאה העשרים עברה התנועה הציונית תהליך של פוליטיזציה עם מעבר  20-בשנות ה

 1902לצד תנועת מזרחי, שהוקמה עוד בשנת  מפדרציות טריטוריאליות למפלגות חוצות גבולות.

כדי לאגד ציונים בעלי השקפה דתית, קמו מפגלות נוספות באגף השמאלי של התנועה הציונית: 

עם האגף הימיני של צעירי ציון כדי להקים את  1920-, התמזג ב1905הפועל הצעיר שנוסד בשנת 

חוד של פועלי ציון עם עוד קבוצת שהיתה אי ההתאחדות; באותה שנה הוקמה גם אחדות העבודה,

את הברית העולמית של פועלים שנה קודם לכן, והתחברה עם פועלי ציון ימין באירופה כדי ליצור 

חדו כדי להקים את מפלגת , הפועל הצעיר ואחדות העבודה בארץ התא1930פועלי ציון. בשנת 

ציונים הרוויזיוניסטים. אלה ברית ה 1925פועלי ארץ ישראל )מפא"י(. באגף הימני, נוסדה בשנת 

שלא הזדהו עם הציונית הדתית, הסוציאליסטית או הרוויזיוניסטית יחד עם שרידי הפדרציות 

-הטריטוריאליות כונו "הציונים הכלליים" וגם הם התאחדו בברית העולמית של הציונים

ר מכן . אולם, כבר מראשיתה המפלגה הייתה מפולגת והיא התחלקה לאח1931הכלליים בשנת 

 לשתי מפלגות, אחת הנוטה ימינה ואחת הנוטה שמאלה.

של המאה הקודמת היתה השפעה ניכרת על  להתפתחות הפוליטית של שנות העשרים והשלושים

התמיכה בוויצמן ובוויצמניזם. לאחר המיזוג בין ההתאחדות לבין אחדות העבודה לתוך מפא"י, 



 
 ב

 

זיוניסטים הביעו התנגדות עיקשת לעמדות גברו הקולות האקטיביסטים במפלגה החדשה. הרווי

של ויצמן, וכך גם רוב נציגי מזרחי. רק מיעוט במפלגה הציונית הכללית החדשה תמכו בעמדות 

הוויצמניסטיות. כך, באחדות העבודה ובאגף הימיני של הציונים הכלליים, היחס לעמדות 

יין כי ויצמן לא הקים מפלגה חשוב לצ ויצמניסטיות היה בדרך כלל ביקורתי, אך תלוי בנסיבות.

 עצמאית ולא יצר לעצמו בסיס פוליטי נאמן.

, ניכרת השפעה גדולה של הוויצמניזם על ההרכב הפרסונאלי של 1923בתקופה זו, ובמיוחד משנת 

ישראל. במשך כל התקופה הנדונה -התחלק בין לונדון לבין ארץ ההנהלה הציונית, שמקום מושבה

לואי  1931 – 1923( השתתפו בהנהלה בלונדון חיים ויצמן ונחום סוקולוב ובשנים 1931 – 1921)

(, דוד 1921-1925יוסף כהן ) –ליפסקי היה חבר בהתכתבות. המקום הרביעי היה בידי ציוני בריטי 

(, כולם מקורבים לוויצמן. פליקס רוזנבליט )לימים 1928-1931( וזליג ברודצקי )1925-1928אידר )

. גם העובדים 1926-1931פנחס רוזן(, מינוי נוסף של ויצמן, שימש כראש מחלקת הארגון בשנים 

המזכיר הכללי של ההסתדרות המקצועיים היו אנשי שלומו של ויצמן, ובראשם ישראל כהן שהיה 

הקולונל פרדריק קיש  1923הציונית ולאונרד שטיין שהיה מזכירה הפוליטי. ד"ר דוד אידר ומשנת 

שימשו כיושבי ראש של ההנהלה הציונית בא"י. יוסף שפרינצק היה חבר הנהלה )בא"י( במשך רוב 

 .1931-ו 1921ההנהלות בין השנים  5מתוך  4-העשור, וארתור רופין היה חבר ב

 שלפנינו בוחן את השפעתם של רעיונות ויצמניסטיים על התנועה הציונית בעשור שבין המחקר

 , והוא מתרכז בבחינת השאלות הבאות:1931-ל 1921השנים 

 מה היו הרעיונות המאפיינים של הוויצמניזם? .1

בשאלות של מדיניות חוץ, מה אפיין את הגישה הויצמניסטית כלפי הממשלה הבריטית  .2

 של מדיניות זאת? ישראל ומה היו תוצאותיה-הממשל המנדטורי בארץו

מה היתה העמדה הוויצמניסטית בשאלת היחסים עם הערבים ואיך השתנתה עמדה זו  .3

 במשך שנות העשרים, ובמיוחד אחרי מאורעות תרפ"ט?

מה היו המניעים שעמדו מאחורי התכנית להרחיב את הסוכנות היהודית ובאיזה מידה  .4

 אמצים אלה?הצליחו מ

איך התקבלו העמדות הוויצמניסטיות במפלגות הציוניות השונות? האם אפשר לזהות  .5

גישות עקרוניות בעד ונגד הוויצמניזם? מה אפשר להסיק לגבי ההצלחה היחסית של 

 מגמות מתונות או "אקטיביסטיות" בתנועה הציונית בשנות העשרים?

ת הדינמיקה של הציונית הכללית האם המחקר על מפלות מרכז יכול לעזור להבין א .6

 ועמדתה כלפי הוויצמניזם?

? האם ההסתדרות הציונית 1931מה היו הסיבות להדחתו של ויצמן בקונגרס הי"ז בשנת  .7

 דחתה גם ובמקביל את הוויצמניזם כאוריינטציה הרעיונית והפוליטית המובילה?

ל המדיניות הבריטית כלפי את השאלות הללו, נעשה שימוש נרחב בספרות המחקרית ע כדי לבחון

הבית הלאומי היהודי, השאלה הערבית בציונית, הרחבת הסוכנות היהודית, קורותיהן של מפגלות 

ציוניות ופדרציות במדינות שונות והביוגרפיה של חיים ויצמן. מחקרים אלה מנתחים לעומק את 

ימין ושמים פחות נושא המחקר אך לרוב מציגים את הדינמיקה הציונית כמחלוקת בין שמאל ל



 
 ג

 

דגש על שאלות של מדיניות או אסטרטגיה כללית. מטרתנו כאן היא לבחון את טבעו של 

 הוויצמניזם והשפעתו על התנועה הציונית בכללותה.

המחקר נשען על ארכיונים רבים, בראש ובראשונה הארכיון הציוני המרכזי בירושלים וגנזך 

קולים של ההנהלה הציונית בלונדון שהתכנסה וייצמן ברחובות. חשובים במיוחד הם הפרוטו

מספר פעמים בשבוע לאורך כל התקופה. כל המפלגות הציוניות הקימו ארכיונים כמו גם מוסדות 

אביב וירושלים. כמו כן, נעשה שימוש במסמכים -היישוב כגון ארגון ההגנה, ועריות תל

אים בארכיון הלאומי ישראל הנמצ-ובהתכתבות של הממשלה האנגלית וממשלת המנדט בארץ

הבריטי החיוניים להבנת המדיניות הבריטית. מנהיגים ציונים רבים חשו שהם נמצאים בעיצומה 

של תקופה היסטורית רבת משמעות ושמרו את אגרותיהם וכתביהם. האוסף המקיף והחשוב 

 ביותר הוא ללא ספק אוסף מכתבי חיים וייצמן אך כתביהם של מנהיגים אחרים תורמים רבות

להבנת התקופה. העיתונות היהודית והציונית העשירה בארץ ישראל, אנגליה, גרמניה וארה"ב 

 מוסף מידע ולפרשנות חשובה להשלמת התמונה. 

נבחנת השפעתו של הוויצמניזם על  הראשון בחלקוהמחקר מתחלק לשני חלקים עיקריים. 

בוחן את השפעת הוויצמניזם  ראשון פרקה מרכיבים מרכזיים במדיניות הציונית בשנות העשרים:

על מדיניות החוץ הציונית, דהיינו יחסה של ההסתדרות הציונית אל הממשלה הבריטית 

בודק את עמדותיו של הוויצמניזם בשאלה הערבית,  שני פרקישראלית. ה-ומדיניותה הארץ

 פרקבמיוחד את יחסו לערבים המתגוררים בארץ ישראל, והאפשרות של הסכמה כלשהי עמם. ה

מכוון את הזרקור על אחת הסוגיות הפנימיות החשובות בשנות העשרים: הרחבת  לישיש

 הסוכנות היהודית ותפקידה בניהול מפעל הפיתוח בארץ ישראל.

המחקר בתגובה בתוך התנועה הציונית לעמדות הוויצמניסטיות. חילקנו את  מתמקד השני בחלקו

ונות ויצמניסטיים בחמש המפלגות הנושא לחמישה פרקים בהם נבדק תהליך קבלתם של רעי

הציוניות העיקריות: הפועל הצעיר/ההתאחדות, פועלי ציון/אחדות העבודה, הציונים הכלליים 

)לרבות הפלג ה"רדיקלי", התנועה הרוויזיוניסטית ומזרחי. פרק בנושא הקונגרס הציוני הי"ז 

בחלקו הראשון של  מסכם את המחקר ומראה כיצד נושאים טעונים שהועלו 1931שנערך בשנת 

המחקר עמדו במרכזו של ויכוח חריף בתנועה הציונית, גרמו לעימות שדחק מן הזירה הן את 

ויצמן והן את ז'בוטינסקי מבלי להרוס את מורשתם האידיאולוגית, שהמשיכה להטביע את 

 חותמה על התנועה הציונית למשך עשורים ואולי אף לדורות.

ידי תפיסה -שהמדיניות הציונית בשנות העשרים הובלה עלהמסקנה העיקרית של המחקר היא 

ויצמניסטית. תפיסה זו לא היתה מערכת אידיאולוגית מגובשת כגון אורתודוכסיה יהודית, 

מרקסיזם או ליברליזם, אלא אוריינטציה כללית שהציעה כיוון להובלת התנועה ולקביעת 

התנועה הציונית ניהול מפעל של ממש. מדיניותה. יש לזכור כי בעקבות הצהרת בלפור, הוטל על 

התנועה עמדה בפני אתגרים קשים בשורה של נושאים: יחסי חוץ, כספים, עליה, התיישבות, 

יחסים עם הערבים, תעסוקה, חינוך ועוד. ההסתדרות הציונית הורכבה מגורמים מגוונים מבחינה 

היו כבדות משקל. גם גיאוגרפית ורעיונית. קבלת החלטות נעשתה מורכבת יותר וההשלכות 

הפוליטית במזרח התיכון הייתה עדיין נזילה. שלא כמו הממשלה הבריטית שהיתה  הקונסטלציה

בעלת ניסיון של מאות בשנים בניהול מושבות מעבר לים, ושבמשך השנים הכשירה למטרה זו 
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בהיקף פקידות קולוניאלית מקצועית, לא היה להסתדרות הציונית כל ניסיון בניהול פרויקטים 

היו כה חריפים ושהמחלקות היו כה עמוקות,  םובמורכבות כזו. אין תימה איפוא שהוויכוחי

במדיניות הבריטית, כאשר המשאבים שעמדו לרשות ההנהגה הציונית  םבמיוחד לאור השינויי

ודפוסי ההתיישבות העלו שאלות רבות. כדי לנווט את הספינה במים הסוערים  הלכו והתמעטו,

ם הללו, היה על התנועה הציונית לאמץ לעצמו מצפן משלה, שונה מהאידיאלים של והלא מוכרי

מלחמת מעמדות פועלית, שאיפה לימות המשיח או היעדים של כלכלה חופשית. בסופו של דבר, 

  הספינה הציונית הפליגה לפי המצפן הוויצמני כי לא נמצאה מפה טובה או מדויקת יותר.

 יזם התאפיין במספר היבטים:הוויצמנ מתוך המחקר עולה כי

תפיסה כי נקיטת צעדים קטנים, פרגמטיים, מתונים וזהירים, המלווים בנכונות להתפשר  .1

בעניינים בעלי חשיבות משנית, יביאו להגשמתם ההדרגתית של יעדים ברי השגה. השינוי 

ולא מהפכה. גישה זו מאמצת את האמירה המפורסמת של  התפתחותיבוא באמצעות 

ביסמארק: "הפוליטיקה היא האמנות של האפשרי". מעשים הנעשים למטרה  אוטו פון

הפגנתית, דרישות קיצוניות, ואיומי סרק לא יקדמו את ענייני הציונות ואף ייתכן כי 

 יגרמו לה לנזק. בנוסף לכך גורסת התפיסה כי יש לדחות את האלימות בכל מחיר.

הגדולה. לכן יש לשמור בכל משמר  הגשמת מטרות הציונות תלויות בשותפות עם בריטניה .2

גם לנוכח האופוזיציה הגוברת באנגליה ותחושות האכזבה מהמדיניות  על השותפות,

 הגנתית לאסטרטגיההבריטית שהיו בתוך ההסתדרות הציונית. תפיסה זאת גרמה 

ציוניות מצד בריטניה ובד בבד גם למנוע כל -שמטרתה לשמור על ההתחייבויות הפרו

 היגים בריטיים לסגת מהתחייבות זו.ניסיון של מנ

, ביישובים חקלאים ובחלוצים. לשם כך יש לנצל הון העובדת בהתיישבות לתמוךיש  .3

 לאומי וקרקע לאומית.

 בארץיהודי  רובקיום  לקונצנזוס עם הערבים מבלי לוותר על המטרה של להגיעיש  .4

התחלק עם הערבים כדי להשיג קונצנזוס, על פי הגישה הוויצמניסטית, אפשר ל .ישראל

בשלטון כל עוד תנאי המנדט יכובדו. לשם כך ניתן לאמץ מסגרת של מועצה מחוקקת, 

פדרציה או הסכם פריטטי )חלוקה שווה של כוח השלטון בלי קשר ליחס המספרי בין 

 היהודים ובין הערבים בהווה או בעתיד(.

תנועה יהודית כלל  להובילעליה . היהודי העם בהנהגת היסטורי תפקיד מוטלעל הציונית  .5

העולמית שתתמקד בבניית הבית הלאומי היהודי בארץ ישראל. אולם, הצלחת משימה זו 

היתה תלויה בהתגייסותם של יהודים בעלי השפעה ואמצעים, שלא הזדהו בהכרח עם 

האידיאולוגיה הציונית, וזאת חייבה באופן פרדוקסלי את שיתופם בהנהגת המפעל 

וים, המטרות הציוניות היו חשובות מדי ודרשניות מדי כדי להשאירם הציוני. במובן מס

גברה, במיוחד במזרח  רק בידי הציונים. מכיוון שהדאגה המשותפת לרווחת היהודים

אירופה, הן בתנועה הציונית והן בארגונים לשמירה על זכויותיהם של היהודים, הציונים 

כה, גם אם לא הסכימו בדבר הפתרון יכלו לפנות לעמיתיהם בארגונים אלה בבקשה לתמי

 האידיאלי המתאים למצוקה היהודית הפיסית והרוחנית.

. בוויצמניזם היה מקום לפזורה יהודית של ישראל בארץ להתמקד היהודית הלאומיותעל  .6

קהילות יהודיות המשולבות בחברה הסובבת כמו שהיה נהוג בגרמניה, אנגליה וארה"ב, 



 
 ה

 

ויות לאום או זכויות מיעוט מחוץ לארץ ישראל, מגמה אך הוא דחה את רעיון של זכ

(. השותפים של ויצמן באירופה Gegenwartsarbeitשזכתה לכינוי "עבודת ההווה", )

ובאמריקה ראו את עצמם כאזרחים שווי זכויות בארצות מגוריהם וכל רעיון של 

 אוטונומיה יהודית לאומית בתוך מדינה ריבונית לא יהודית נדחה על הסף.

עקרונות אלה ייושמו הן במדיניות החוץ והן במדיניות הפנים של ההסתדרות הציונית. כדי לשמר 

ציונית ולנצלה לקידום האינטרסים הציוניים, נאלצה ההסתדרות הציונית -את הברית האנגלו

לשחק לפי כללי הדיפלומטיה הבינלאומית: זיהוי אינטרסים משותפים, גיבוש טיעונים 

ל משא ומתן, התפשרות, וקביעתם של יעדים ויעדי ביניים ברי השגה. מצב זה רציונאליים, ניהו

חייב קריאה נכונה של הכוונות והעדיפויות הבריטיות ולשם כך נדרשה תקשורת שוטפת ומגע 

מתמיד אם בידיו המומחיות של ויצמן עצמו או על ידי מנהיגים ציונים אחרים שהכירו מקרוב את 

ות ידידים, בדרך כלל לא יהודים, מהמעמד הגבוה שהיו מקורבים הממשלה הבריטית או באמצע

 לחוגי השלטון.

במבחן התוצאה, הגישה הוויצמניסטית היתה מאד מוצלחת. בפרלמנט גברו התומכים בקיום 

איפשר את  1922הבית הלאומי היהודי על המתנגדים, והתזכיר ע"ש צ'רצ'יל שהתקבל בשנת 

המנדט על ארץ ישראל אושר בפרלמנט ובחבר הלאומים זמן  המשך התפתחותו של הישוב היהודי.

קצר אחר כך. הממשלה הבריטית דחתה לזמן בלתי מוגבל את הצעת המועצה המחוקקת שהיתה 

חזרה ותמכה בבית הלאומי  1923אמורה לתת לערבים השפעה רבה בחקיקה בארץ ישראל, ובקיץ 

כנות היהודית ננטשה לגמרי אחרי היהודי. הצעת הסוכנות הערבית שהובאה כמשקל נגד לסו

דחייתה באסיפה של מכובדים ערבים בירושלים. כך גם האיום שבספר הלבן ע"ש פספילד על 

ידי יהודים סוקל בעודו באיבו בעקבות דיונים בתת -הפסקת העלייה ומניעת רכישת קרקעות על

ראל נשארו יש-ועדה של שרים שהוקמה במיוחד כדי להגיע להסכם עם הציונים. שערי ארץ

עולים במסגרת העלייה  200,000-פתוחים בשנות השלושים, זמן שהספיק לכניסתם של למעלה מ

 החמישית.

ידי הרצון לשמור על יחסים -ישראל הוכתבה בעיקר על-המדיניות הציונית בשאלה הערבית בארץ

קרובים עם הבריטים. ויצמן לא האמין בתחילת התקופה הנדונה שההתנגדות הערבית לציונות 

נבעה מכוחות חזקים ובלתי נשלטים כגון לאומיות ערבית. התנועה הזאת, לדעתו, תגשים את 

ולם הערבי. בעיות מקומיות נגרמו מהסתה וניצול האוכלוסייה הערבית ואפשר עצמה בבירות הע

ידי פיתוח כלכלי והבהרה כי אין לציונות כל כוונה לפגוע בקהילה הערבית -היה לטפל באלה על

ישראל. גישה זו השתנתה בעקבות מאורעות תרפ"ט כאשר ויצמן החל לראות את -בארץ

תנועה לאומית. כתוצאה מכך, הוא גם שינה את מדיניותו ההתנגדות הערבית לציונות כביטוי ל

נוסחה פרגמטית שהציעה להעניק לכל עם תפקיד שווה  –והחל לקדם את רעיון הפריטטיות 

 בניהול ענייני המדינה, בלי קשר ליחסי המספרי ביניהם.

במשך כל שנות העשרים של המאה הקודמת, ויצמן שאף להגיע לקונצנזוס עם הערבים מבלי 

ישראל. בניגוד לרוויזיוניסטים, הוא לא יכול -וותר על הכוונה ליצור, עם הזמן, רוב יהודי בארץל

היה לוותר על השאיפה לקונצנזוס, ובניגוד לברית שלום, הוא לא היה מוכן לוותר על המטרה של 

אופן היו מנוגדים ב –קונצנזוס עם הערבים ורוב יהודי  –רוב יהודי. ייתכן כי שתי המטרות הללו 
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ישראל לא גילה -מוחלט. חשוב לציין שהוויכוח נשאר במחנה היהודי בלבד. ההנהגה הערבית בארץ

 כל עניין באפשרות שכללה את המשך פיתוחו של בית לאומי ליהודים.

היסטורית מקיפה, החורגת -לפי התפיסה הווייצמניסטית, הציונות היא ביטוי לזהות דתית

זו באה לידי ביטוי בעמדה הוויצמניסטית כלפי הרכבה ותפקידה  מענייניו של ארגון מסוים. גישה

של הסוכנות היהודית. כגוף המורכב באופן שווה מציונים ולא ציונים, הארגון היה אמור לקדם 

ישראלי, ועליו להימצא במרכזה של הפעילות הציונית. -את ההשתתפות כל היהודים במפעל הארץ

ן ובתמיכה מהקהילות היהודית העשירות היה ברור לכל, בתוך ההסתדרות הציונית הצורך במימו

וויצמן הודה בחשיבות הסוכנות במתן לגיטימציה פוליטית ומשאבים כספיים להסתדרות 

הציונית. השאלה היתה באיזו מידה אפשר לקבל כשותפים מלאים אנשים שלא קיבלו על עצמם 

ציגים מארגונים יהודים שנלחמו את האידיאולוגיה הציונית. בסופו של דבר היו אלה בעיקר נ

למען זכויות אזרח ליהודים, ובדומה לוויצמן, שאפו ליצור אחדות יהודית נרחבת. נדרשו שנים 

של ויצמן כדי להגשים את החזון היא  תכדי להגשים את חלום הסוכנות, ועבודתו הבלתי נלאי

. כאמור, הסוכנות עדות לאנרגיה ולסובלנות שלו, ובעיקר לחשיבות שהוא ייחס למטרה זאת

היהודית חיברה בין שני דפוסים של חיים יהודיים: יהודים הנהנים מזכויות אזרח מלאות בארץ 

בפזורה, לעומת חיים לאומיים מקיפים  םמגוריהם, המאורגנים בארגונים יהודים וולונטריי

 ישראל. המחקר שלנו מראה כי לא היה מקום במודל הזה ללאומיות יהודית בגולה.-בארץ

ציונית בשנות -אחת הנושאים החשובים ביותר בעשייה הפנים ההרחבת הסוכנות היהודית הית

-העשרים והיא זכתה לתשומת לב מרכזית בכל האספות הציוניות והמגעים בין הציונים ובין הלא

ציוניים. במובן מסוים היא סימלה את התבססות הוויצמניזם בתוך תנועה הציונית: אף מפלגה 

רוב  1929סכימה להרחבת הסוכנות כאשר זאת הוצעה בפעם הראשונה אבל עד לשנת ציונית לא ה

 צירי הקונגרס הציוני השתכנע כי זו הדרך הטובה ביותר לקדם את הצרכים הציונים.

היתה הסכמה עם רוב העמדות הוויצמניסטיות: שמירה על הקשרים עם  הצעיר הפועלבמפלגת 

בריטניה, גישה אופטימיסטית לגבי הערבים, רצון לשיתוף פעולה עם ארגונים יהודים וציונים 

ישראל ששמה דגש על עליה, רכישת -אחרים, ראיה קונסטרוקטיביסטית של ההגשמה בארץ

התוצאות השליליות לדרישה לרוב יהודי מבלי  קרקעות, והתיישבות כמטרות עליונות; מזעור

ממטרות סופיות ואולטימטומים; רתיעה מהשימוש בכוח, פרגמטיות  תלוותר עליה, הימנעו

והעדפת צעדים קטנים. לכן, מפלגת הפועל הצעיר היתה מקור התמיכה החזק והנאמן ביותר 

בהסכמתה לתמוך בהקמת  במדיניות הוויצמניסטית בהסתדרות הציונית. עמדתה באה לידי ביטוי

שמטרתם היתה לדחות את  םהמועצה המחוקקת, כאשר בו בזמן היא קראה לצעדים טאקטיי

הקמתה של המועצה ולהגביל את סמכויותיה. כשגורמי שמאל אחרים הציגו איומים 

ואולטימטומים בשנותיה הקשות של העלייה הרביעית, מפלגת הפועל הצעיר סירבה ללחוץ על 

ית לקבל פתרונות לא ריאליים, והסכימה להגבלת העלייה בגלל אילוצים כלכליים. ההנהלה הציונ

ישראל ולכן הרחיקה -המפלגה אמנם הגיעה למסקנה כי מתגבשת תנועה ערבית לאומית בארץ

לכת בקריאות שלה לשיתוף פעולה עם הערבים, אולם כשהיה מדובר בנושאים קונקרטיים, כגון 

עובדים משותפת, הגישה השלטת היתה להימנע מארגונים המועצה המחוקקת או הסתדרות 

משותפים ולאפשר לכל קהילה לטפל בענייניה בנפרד, כדי לא לטשטש את הגבולות הלאומיים או 

לדלל את הדרישות הציוניות לרוב יהודי ולמדינה. למרות התנגדות המפלגה להצעתו של ויצמן 
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ים, כבר בישיבת הועד הפועל בלונדון בחודש לייסד סוכנות יהודית המורכבת מציונים ולא ציונ

, היא הסכימה לגוף החדש בתנאי שיושתת על עלייה מוגברת, בעלות ציבורית על 1924יולי 

הקרקע, התיישבות על הבסיס עבודה עצמאית ופיתוח התרבות העברית וספרותה. מרגע זה 

היטמעות המפלגה לתוך המפלגה הפכה לתומך החשוב ביותר בתנועה הציונית בעד הסוכנות. עם 

 ויצמניסטי הזה.-מפלגת אחדות העבודה, נחלש מאד הקול הפרו

היתה מחלוקת עם ויצמן בכמעט כל נושא חשוב במשך רוב התקופה  העבודה אחדות למפלגת

הנדונה. עד לעלייתם של הרוויזיוניסטים, אחדות העבודה שימשה כאופוזיציה האידיאולוגית 

הציונית בהנהגתו של ויצמן ושותפיו. כמפלגה מרקסיסטית, היה לה והפוליטית העיקרית להנהלה 

קושי בשיתוף פעולה עם גורמים בורגניים, והיא התנגדה מבחינה עקרונית לקולוניאליזם 

ולאימפריאליזם, בזמן שאנגליה שימשה דוגמה בולטת לשתי התופעות הללו. המפלגה דרשה שינוי 

ה של ההסתדרות הציונית או להשתלט עליה מהפכני ושאיפתה היתה או לתפוס את מקומ

מבפנים. היא קראה לאקטיביזם פוליטי וביטאה תקוות כמעט משיחיות לגבי העתיד. בשנותיה 

הראשונות, היו למפלגה מטרות רחבות ומהפכניות והיא שאפה להגשים אותן באופן מיידי: חברת 

 ישראל.-עובדים, רוב יהודי ומדינה יהודית בארץ

קראו לעמדה תקיפה כלפי הממשלה הבריטית בנושאים כגון: הגדודים העבריים,  דוברי המפלגה

הגבלת העלייה, ביטויים פומביים של לאומיות יהודית והענשתם של פורעים ערבים. עד לשנת 

היא התנגדה להרחבת הסוכנות היהודית ורק אז, מספר גורמים גרמו לה ולשותפתה  1927

 –לא תמיד בלב שלם  –כיוון ולתמוך בסוכנות היהודית ואף הבינלאומית, פועלי ציון, לשנות 

-צמיחה של מעמד ביניים בארץ לתמוך בהמשך כהונתו של ויצמן עצמו. גורמים אלה כללו:

ישראל, הופעת המפלגה הרוויזיוניסטית, תמיכתו של ויצמן בפועלים בהסתדרות הציונית, חוסר 

ועמד חלופי לראשות התנועה. לא הייתה כאן תכנית אלטרנטיבית לגיוס כספים ליישוב והעדר מ

הסכמה עמוקה כמו אצל הפועל הצעיר: נדמה כי אימוץ עמדות ויצמניסטיות היתה חלקית, 

 מהוססת, ומעל הכול תוצאה של הנסיבות.

מפלגה אחת עד לסוף התקופה הנדונה ואפילו הברית העולמית של  הכלליים בציוניםאין לראות 

היתה יותר חיבור זמני בין שתי קבוצות מאשר מפלגה  1931בשנת  הכלליים שנוסדה-הציונים

מגובשת. הציונית הכללית, שהיתה בעלת שורשים בפדרציות הציוניות, הושפעה מאוד מהתנאים 

המקומיים. לכן, עמדותיה היו שונות ממקום למקום ולכל ארגון מקומי היו דגשים והשקפות 

יו מפולגים בין קבוצה הנוטה ימינה ובין קבוצה הנוטה משלו. לעיתים קרובות הציונים הכלליים ה

ישראל, בפולין, בארה"ב, וגם בגושים הגדולים שהקימו את -זה היה המצב בארץ –שמאלה 

. בדרך כלל, הארגונים שנטו שמאלה היו מקורבים יותר 1931-הברית העולמית בקונגרס הי"ז ב

 לישרא-לוויצמן אך זה לא היה תמיד המקרה, למשל בארץ

שם, הקבוצה הנוטה ימינה, בראשות משה סופרסקי, שראתה את עצמה כנציג מעמד הביניים 

והיוזמה הפרטית, תמכה בהרחבת הסוכנות בטענה כי היא תביא לשיפורם של התנאים הכלכליים 

הנהגתו של משה גליקסון, כמו שאר מפלגות השמאל  בארץ. הקבוצה היותר שמאלנית, תחת

זה וקראה להנהלה הציונית לעמוד ביתר תקיפות נגד הוויתורים בארץ, התנגדה למהלך ה

הבריטיים לערבים. קבוצה זו אף צירפה את חתימתה לפלטפורמה של הרדיקלים )ראה להלן( 
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הפועלית בארץ. אולם  ת, וכמו הרדיקלים היא תמכה בהתיישבו1925בקונגרס הציוני הי"ד בשנת 

טים אחרים של הוויצמניזם. לקראת הקונגרס הקבוצה הזאת הוסיפה להתנגד ביתר שאת להיב

מהקולות של הציונים הכלליים בארץ. עם התגברות משבר  75%-הי"ד, הסיעות ה"ימינית" גרפו כ

העלייה הרביעית, הפך מחנה זה לביקורתי יותר כלפי הוויצמניזם, שלדעתו העדיף את הפועלים 

לימה עם הרחבת הסוכנות היהודית על פני מעמד הביניים. הקבוצה ה"שמאלנית" לעומת זאת הש

הגישה ויצמניסטית. ברור כי אף קבוצה לא הזדהתה עם כל  ואהדה יותר את 1925ביולי 

 המרכיבים של הוויצמניזם, והתנאים המקומיים השפיעו רבות של עמדותיהן.

תחת יצחק גרינבוים שמרכזה היה בפולין,  ,הרדיקלית הקבוצהסיעה ציונית כללית נוספת, 

ה לרוב העמדות הוויצמניסטיות בשנות העשרים: היא נלחמה ללא לאות נגד הרחבת התנגד

הסוכנות היהודית ותמכה ב"עבודה ההווה", כמרכיב מרכזי בפעילות שלה. היא דרשה עמידה 

הרדיקלים ראו  איתנה יותר מול הבריטים, בדומה למפלגה הרוויזיוניסטית בשנותיה הראשונות.

כו בפועלים בתנועה הציונית, אך כאן מטרתם הייתה המרה מהפכנית בחיי החלוצים אידיאל ותמ

 ופרודוקטיביזציה של העולים ממעמד הביניים שהגיעו בעלייה הרביעית.

( שמר אמונים לתפיסה Linkes Zentrum) הגרמני השמאלי המרכזלעומת הרדיקליים, 

פרגמטית ועל אף תמיכתה ויצמניסטית במשך שנות פעילותו הקצרות. קבוצה זו אימצה לה גישה 

ישראל היא ביקשה להתמודד עם המשבר הכלכלי באופן מקצועי ואובייקטיבי. -בפועלים בארץ

הכלליים, שכללה בתוכה את רוב הקבוצות שצוינו לעיל אך לא את -הברית העולמית של הציונים

ישה ויצמניסטי וקבוצה ב' שביקרה את הג-קבוצה א' הפרו כולן, הוקמה ע"י שתי סיעות:

 הוויצמניסטית. התנהגותה של המפלגה הזאת תרמה להדחתה של ויצמן בקונגרס הי"ז.

( התכנסה תנועה מקוטבת למדי. הציונים הכלליים )בלי לקחת 1931בקונגרס הציוני הי"ז )

צירים בלבד,  84בחשבון את הרדיקליים( הגיעו לשפל של כל הזמנים בקונגרס הזה כאשר מנו 

מהם הצביעו נגד ויצמן, רובם מקבוצת  58רים בקונגרס. אפשר להעריך כי שהיוו כשליש מסך הצי

ידי הגורמים הקיצוניים יותר במפא"י. -ב' הגדולה. השמאל המתון )האחדות( נשלט על

 –הרוויזיוניסטים ניהלו קמפיין בקונגרס להגדרה קיצונית יותר של מטרות הציונות. שני האגפים 

על הנהגת התנועה. המרכז לא רק איבד מנדטים למפלגות קיוו להשתלט  –השמאלי והימיני 

הקיצוניות מימין ומשמאל, אלא הוא בעצמו זז ימינה. אם הוויצמניזם ייצג במשך העשור את 

מרכז המפה הציונית, הרי עם הקיטוב בתנועה הוא איבד מכוחו לטובת המפלגות הקיצוניות יותר. 

לם מהצורך בבסיס פוליטי אישי ואף לבודד את מגמה זאת הוחמרה בגלל נטייתו של ויצמן להתע

 אוהדיו ותומכיו.

( כי מפלות Starzingerנדמה כי המקרה הציוני עולה בקנה אחד עם מסקנתו של וינסנט סטרזינגר )

מרכז משגשגות בתנאים של קיטוב נמוך אך סובלות בתקופות בהן הקיטוב מתגבר והכוחות 

עוד  ששמאל ומימין. המרכז הציוני עתיד היה להיחלהמפלגים את החברה יכולים לתקוף אותן מ

(, ניתן להסביר את הצלחתה של Sartoriיותר, וייתכן כי בהתאם לתפיסה של ג'יובני סרטורי )

מפא"י בעובדה שהיא התחילה להתחרות עם הציונים הכלליים על ציבור הבוחרים המתונים, 

 יותר. תהליך שגרם לה לאמץ עמדות מתונות
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גה את עצמה כאלטרנטיבה רדיקלית הן לוויצמן והן לוויצמניזם היתה ברית המפלגה שהצי

הציונים הרוויזיוניסטים. אמנם, מייסדה, זאב )ולדימיר( ז'בוטינסקי, הסכים כי אין תחליף 

לאנגליה כשותף, אולם המפלגה התנגדה למה שהיא תפסה כיחס הוותרני או פציפיסטי של 

ולה. בנוסף לכך, הרוויזיוניסטים נלחמו נגד הרחבת הסוכנות ההנהלה הציונית כלפי בריטניה הגד

היהודית )שראו בה כעין מכירת חיסול של הציונות(, התנגדו להעדפת ההתיישבות העובדת וחזו 

ישראל. המפלגה קראה לחידושם של הגדודים העבריים, וגיבשה -מאבק ממושך עם ערביי ארץ

רוב יהודי בשני עברי הירדן. היא נמשכה למחאות  מטרות סופיות כגון הקמת מדינה יהודית בעלת

הפגנתיות, פרסמה דרישות מקסימליסטיות ויזמה פעילות דיפלומטית עצמאית. הרוויזיוניסטים 

שאפו להשתלט על התנועה הציונית כבר בשנותיה הראשונות של המפלגה ותקווה זאת הפכה 

אולם, כאשר הקונגרס נאלץ . 1931י"ז בשנת -לדבר הרבה יותר מוחשי לקראת הקונגרס ה

 להתמודד עם השלכותיה המדיניות הרוויזיוניסטית הוא בחרה שלא לאמץ גישה זו.

לא גיבשה עמדה פוליטית עצמאית או  מזרחישלא כמו מפלגות הפועלים או הרוויזיוניסטים, 

סיסטמתית. בתחילת התקופה הנדונה, המזרחי התעניינה רק באופי הדתי של ההסתדרות 

והישוב ולכן רצתה לקבל שליטה על מערכת החינוך הדתית. לבסוף, התנועה קיבלה את  הציונית

מבוקשה כאשר הוקמה ועדה מפקחת על החינוך הדתי שהעניקה למזרחי אוטונומיה בתחום בתי 

 הספר הדתיים.

בירושלים התמקד בעיקר בפעילות הדתית והחינוכית בא"י,  המזרחיבשעה שהמשרד הראשי של 

שה בהנהגת יהושע השל פרבשטיין שימש כקול המרכזי של התנועה בענייני חוץ, המרכז בוור

פיתוח כלכלי, והתיישבות. המרכז גם מילא תפקיד חשוב במימון המשרד של התנועה בירושלים. 

בביקורתו על המדיניות הוויצמניסטית, הוא נתן ביטוי לעמדות שלא היו רחוקות מאלה של 

חי חלקה על הגישה המתפשרת כלפי בריטניה, התנגדה לוויתורים הרוויזיוניסטים. תנועת המזר

ישראל היא ביתם של שני עמים, ותמכה בהקמת -ארץ משמעותיים לערבים, דחתה את תפישה כי

תפישה זו התחזקה אחרי מאורעות תרפ"ט והושמעה גם על ידי הרב  ישראל.-רוב יהודי בארץ

ביותר של תנועת המזרחי. תנועת המזרחי  מאיר ברלין )בר אילן(, אחד המנהיגים החשובים

-בגרמניה לא הסכימה לגישה זו ואף פרשה מארגון המזרחי העולמי בעקבות העמדה האנטי

וויצמניסטית שלו. מעניין לציין כי למרות דבריהם הקשים של פרבשטיין וברלין נגד הוויצמניזם, 

הרוויזיוניסטיות. ביחס להרחבת רוב צירי מזרחי בקונגרס הי"ז נהגו בזהירות ודחו את ההצעות 

הסוכנות היהודית, עמדת מזרחי עברה כמה תהפוכות: תחילה, המפלגה ובראשה פרבשטיין, 

 הוא חזר לעמדתו המקורית. 1928פרבשטיין התנגד לצעד אך עד סוף  1927תמכה בהצעה. בשנת 

ספר סיבות אישיות , בקונגרס הציוני הי"ז, הודח חיים ויצמן מההנהגה. היו בוודאי מ1931בשנת 

התרחקותו, אולי התעייפותו, ראיון עיתונאי לא מוצלח ואינטריגות פוליטיות. אולם  לכך, כגון

הגורם המשמעותי ביותר הוא העובדה שוויצמן מעולם לא הקדיש את עצמו להקמת מפלגה משלו 

ופן פרדוקסלי, גוריון( ולכן לא היה לו בסיס פוליטי נאמן ועצמאי. בא-)להבדיל מז'בוטינסקי ובן

ופרסום אגרת  1929ההדחה אירעה אחרי שתי הצלחות כבירות: הרחבת הסוכנות היהודית בשנת 

 –שניטרלה שניים מהסעיפים המסוכנים ביותר בספר הלבן של פספילד  1931מקדונלד בשנת 

הגבלת העלייה ורכישת הקרקעות. ויצמן נשלח הביתה, אבל הוויצמניזם הוסיף לשמש כמצפן 

י למשך שנים אחר כך משום שהוא המשיך להציע את התגובה המעשית ביותר למצב הקיים. הציונ



 
 י

 

על אף הקיטוב ההולך וגובר בתנועה הציונית, אף תשובה אחרת לא זכתה לתמיכה רבה יותר. 

בסיום דיוני הקונגרס, אף אחת ממפלגות האופוזיציה שהתנגדו לוויצמן לא הוזמנה להצטרף 

כבה לרוב מאנשים מקורבים לוויצמן. הצהרת המדיניות של ההנהלה להנהלה הציונית, שהור

החדשה היתה המשך ישיר של גישה ויצמניסטית. אפילו ראש ממשלת אנגליה, רמזי מקדונלד, 

בין יהודים ובין ערבים, וזאת למרות  תאישר את המשך תמיכתו בהצעת ויצמן על פריטטיו

וויצמניזם המשיך להוביל את התנועה הציונית ידי פספילד, שר המושבות. ה-שהרעיון נפסל על

-סוציאליסטית, דתית, רוויזיוניסטית, רדיקלית או ליברלית –ששום מדיניות אחרת  משום

לא היתה מסוגלת לתת תשובה טובה יותר לצרכי התנועה. ואכן, כעבור ארבע שנים,  –בורגנית 

 ויצמן בעצמו הוזמן לחזור לכס הנשיאות.

מראה בבירור כי הוויצמניזם שיקף את הזרם המתון בציונות שעתיד היה לבסוף, המחקר שלנו 

לחצות גבולות פוליטיים שונים ולהוביל את התנועה הציונית במשך עשור לפחות ולהשפיע עליה 

באופן ניכר למשך דורות. זרם מתון במפא"י הוסיף להתקיים בהנהגת אנשים כמו חיים 

גוריון. המזרחי בגרמניה פרש מהתנועה -ל דוד בןארלוזורוב ומשה שרת כנגד האקטיביזם ש

העולמית על רקע של מדיניות מתונה, ויחד עם זאת אלמנטים מתונים הוסיפו להתקיים במזרחי 

כלליים -במשך כל תולדותיה. הפילוג בין הציונים הכלליים לברית העולמית של ציונים

יחס השונה לוויצמניזם הכלליים אירע בעיקר בגלל ה-ולהתאחדות העולמית של הציונים

ולמתינות. ברית הרוויזיוניסטים שהתנגדה באופן כמעט מוחלט לוויצמניזם, עתידה לעזוב את 

התנועה הציונית למשך עשור ולחזור אליה רק אחרי השואה. הרדיקלים, המחנה האופוזיציוני 

 .30-השני, ייעלמו באמצע שנות ה

היה להוביל את התנועה הציונית להישגים הזרם המתון שבא לידי ביטוי בוויצמניזם עתיד 

-וב 1937-מרשימים. הוא גרם להסתדרות הציונית להסכים מבחינה עקרונית לתכניות החלוקה ב

, לאמץ את מדיניות ההבלגה בזמן המרד הערבי בשנות השלושים, ולקיים שיתוף פעולה 1947

ות הציונית לגייס תמיכה רשמי עם אנגליה במשך רוב שנות הארבעים. לבסוף, הוא עזר להסתדר

 ולהביא להכרה האמריקאית במדינה החדשה. 1947באומות המיוחדות בשנת 

 

 


