
0 holds that the pressures brought to
rompelthe administration todance to
ce is that, whereas Asad believes that
>these pressures willingly and ends up
1completely,Egyptand Jordan main-
.ement of coercion precludes total har-
jf that, difficulties notwithstanding,

linistration to shift sides are not neces-

e as no surprise that initial ideas about
the USemanate from this camp.22

id its Pitfalls

itions between states can produce com-

las its pitfalls. In the process of becom-
initial expectations may become disap-
m may engender friction. Although
ites the feelingofstrangeness, intimacy
le enhancement of respect - which is

tance.

les appear tobeat work in the relations
pragmatic ArabstatesandtheUS. They
iral dimensions: not as the embodiment

m - the threateningshadow ofthe past -
Uncle Sam' able to dole out largesse to its
xies the recognition appears to be gain-
rhapsthey cannotgetalongwithout the
longonlywith the US, asthis could turn
llite-states, and this time not by compul-

tion.

^rab statescontinue to harborthe threat-

ncethey perceive the USasan adversary
resources, they tend to regard it in terms
i and to identify its presumed hostility
ngthem harm. Paradoxically, then, the
Dearmore respect for - or, perhaps, are

han the pragmatists.

Y1, 1986, reportonthe deliberations ofan inter-
iel-US relations sponsoredbyYarmilkUniversity.
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Economic Democracy
and the Origins ofthe Israeli
Labor Economy

Haim Barkai

TheWeltanschauung ofthe '1928Manifesto'1
Theterm'Economic Democracy' (henceforth, ED), asaninterpre
tation of socioeconomic developments in the industrialized
world, surfaced in Germany in the late 1920s. Some of its
features, thoughnot the term itself, weregivencurrencybySid
neyandBeatrice Webb in 1897.2ThenotionofED, presentedand
developed in 1928, was more than just a conceptual framework
fortheinterpretationofanongoing historicalprocess, andaplat
form for socialist policy. It was also a response to the Bolshevik
Revolution, whose message hadbecome anarticleoffaithamong
many left-wingEuropean intellectuals. Asan interpretation of
European economicand socialhistory EDchallenged RosaLux-

* This article is the first ofa two-part essayon The NotionofEconomicDemoc
racy: Its Relevance to and Impact on the Socialist Endeavor in Palestine and
Israel',duetobepublished (inGerman) inavolume dedicated tothememory
of Fritz (Peretz) Naphtali: R. Rurup (ed.), Wirtschaftsdemokratie und sozia-
listischer Aujbau:Fritz Naphtali's Wirkenim Deutschland und Israel (XOln
[Bund Verlag] 1989 [forthcoming]). I am indebted to Fred Gottheil for
comments on an early draft, and to R. Rurup for detailed comments and
advice on the final draft of this paper. The intellectual environment and
research facilities at the Maurice Falk Institute and the editorial finesse of its
editor, Ms. Maggie Eisenstadt, were of great help in the preparation of this
essay. [Professor HaimBarkaiteachesEconomics at the HebrewUniversity
of Jerusalem.]

1 This ishopefullyanaptdescriptionofthevolumepreparedandpublishedbya
group ofpeople ledbyFritzNaphtali: F.Naphtali etal., Wirtschaftsdemokra
tie,ihrWesen undZiel, Berlin(Verlagsgeselschaft desalgemeinendeutschen
GewerkschaftBundes) 1928.

2 Sidney andBeatrice Webb, Industrial Democracy, London (Longmans) 1897
(New Edition 1901). The relevance of the contribution of the Webbs is under
lined in Naphtali et al., Wirtschaftsdemokratie, p. 7.

[TheJerusalem Quarterly, NumberForty-Nine,Winter 1989]
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operateasasingle, centrally-run, multi-settlemententerprise. By
the same token, this involvedthe issueof the nature ofmember
ship: werekibbutz members directly oronly indirectly members
ofthe movement? Thefirstalternativemeant,ofcourse, that the
'center' had the authority to move members from one settlement
toanother. Theimmediateoperationalproblemthatprecipitated
thewhole debate was control ofthecash flow, namely: whether
finances fromtheZionistdevelopmentbudget, andthusalso reve
nuesfromsales, were toaccrue directlyto a specific kibbutz, or
whether these were to flowinto the central coffersof the move
ment, which would have authority over their disbursement.
In substance this was a debate between two alternative visions

ofthenature ofthe collective settlement movement: autonomy
versus centralization.21 Those in favor ofautonomy maintained
that membership is a relationship between a member and the
kibbutz which he or she has chosen tojoin. The relationship
between amember and the movementasawhole isconsequently
only indirect, andeffected through membership in aspecific kib
butz. Thispremiseinevitablyledtotheoperationalrulethat each
kibbutz is a unique economic entity, though it does, of course,
belong toakibbutz movement which istobeendowed with speci
fic functions.

Eventhosein favorofcentralcontrolobviouslydidnotadvocate
'dictatorship' in the political sense of the term. They were
committedtodemocraticprinciplesofgovernment, which meant
that the leadership at the local and national levels was to be
elected bymembers ofthe movement. Similarly, those favoring
theautonomy principle didnotreject theauthorityofthe move
ment. They agreed, for instance, that the all-important control
wielded bythemovementovertheflow ofnewmanpower (due to
incoming immigration), hence over allocation of candidates be
tween existing settlements and new kibbutzim, would be one of
the major functions of the central authorities of the movement.
The autonomy-versus-centralization debate represented signi

ficantdifferences in outlook ontheworkingsofsocialistentities.
It caused a major rift, which was finally resolved in 1925 in favor
oftheautonomy principle. Henceforth, everykibbutz would bea
distinctand unique enterprise, owned and run by its members,
with the kibbutz movement being a voluntaryorganization of
setdements. Thecentral organs ofthe movementwere not to have
any direct power over members and finances of kibbutzim and
would thus not be involved in their day-to-day operation. The
centralbodies were,however, authorized toassign newcomers to
themovement tospecific settlements, at that time avery signifi
cant function. Their most important mission was to initiate and

This isalmost identical tothedebate oncentral planning thatwas raging at
thetime intheSoviet Union and inthesocialist movement inEurope.
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control the ideological and organizational effort*in the Jewish

youth movements in Europe - the main source of potential im
migrants to Palestine and of candidates to the movement. The

central organs were also empowered to coordinate and advise in

education and membership matters, and to run an economic ad

visory (extension) service. Finally they were to function as the

movement's representatives in the Histadrut and in Zionist orga
nization, and as mediators with the (British) government.

The settlement of the rift in the kibbutz movement was of

momentoussignificance.22 It finallyestablisheda frame work spe
cified in terms of operational rules which set a pattern for the

workings of the system at the plane of its basic cells - the indivi

dual settlements. It also cleared the way for the establishment of

three (later two) differentgroupings of kibbutz movements. These

differed on politics - the exact 'shade' of socialist, and particu

larly Zionist politics - but not on the working principles of the

kibbutz, or on their identity as a distinct movement operating as
an integral part of the labor movement and the labor economy.

In retrospect, the Histadrut's involvement in settling this dis

pute is of no less significance than its resolution: a group consisting

of the leadership of the movement, in its capacity as a Histadrut

arbitration committee, mediated between the disputants and

finally imposed the solution. This involvement was of great sig

nificance for the future of the movement and the labor economy.

It established and acknowledged the ultimate authority of the

movement, represented by its formal organization, over one of its

components - the kibbutz movement. This precedent endowed

the Histadrut with informal authority over the comings and

goings of the other groupings comprising the labor economy

(Figure I). It also strengthened the authority of the political lead

ership over the Histadrut enterprise sector where, owing to the

ownership arrangements, it had legal authority to run the enter

prises (though only by replacing the management). It also bol

stered the authority of the Executive Committee and its chair
man, the Secretary General of the Histadrut (then David Ben-

Gurion), in disputes between various constituent groups within

the labor economy.

The tight Zionist settlementbudget led to an inevitable scramble

for funds, which meant struggles among all those who depended

on the Zionist movement for capital funding. The leadership of
the Histadrut, representing the labor movement, had to reconcile

• Asizable groupof those favoring centralization, the so-called 'minority', split
away to establish its own movement. But although the dissenting settlement
returned to the fold in 1926, this happened only after several scores of
members (including many of the leaders of the 'minority') left the movement
and returned to the Soviet Union. In Russia they were allowed to establish a
collective in the Crimea, which was later disbanded. Many of its members
were later exiled to Siberia in the 1934 purges. Survivors of this group were
allowed to return to Israel after 1967.
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