

Chapter 7 - The Rabbis of HaPoel HaMizrachi and the Politicians
Religious Zionism's confrontation with the term "da'at Torah," whose essence  is adherence to the rulings of the rabbis, goes far beyond the question of the status of Hever HaRabbanim.[footnoteRef:1] This confrontation is interwoven as a recurring motif in the ideology of Religious Zionism at various intersections. This issue began to preoccupy Religious Zionism mainly after the establishment of the Chief Rabbinate of Israel, when a religious leadership was actually created that was seen by many as the supreme authority of Religious Zionism, although this was not always implemented in practice. [footnoteRef:2] [1:  Zeev Safrai and Avi Sagie, eds., Bein samkhut leautonomiah bemasoret yisrael [Between Authority and Autonomy in Jewish Tradition] (Tel Aviv: United Kibbutz Press, 1997).]  [2:  Shulamit Eliash, “Hayaḥasim bein harabanut haroshit leereẓ yisrael vehashilton hamandatori (1936-1945)” [The Relationship between Israel’s Chief Rabbinate and the Mandatory Government (1936-1945)] (PhD diss., Bar Ilan University, 1979), 70-80.] 

As stated in the introductory chapter, Religious Zionism has never considered  the authority of the rabbis as binding in all matters. The most extreme example of this is the Religious Kibbutz movement, which took an approach that restricted the authority of the rabbinate to distinctly halachic matters.[footnoteRef:3] For our purposes, we will focus on the dilemma surrounding "da'at Torah" in the context of the position of Hever HaRabbanim in the Mafdal. [footnoteRef:4] This context is one of the links that demonstrates the problematic situation that Religious Zionism faced time after time when dealing with da'at Torah. [3:  Fishman, Bein dat leideologia.]  [4:  It should be noted that the issue of the status of the rabbis in the Mizrahi and Hapoel HaMizrahi movements was raised in their meetings immediately following the establishment of the state, but the focus was on the chief rabbinate. Here we will focus on the specific context of the rabbinic organization Hever HaRabbanim.
] 

From the very establishment of Hever HaRabbanim, its founder and leader, Rabbi Tchorsh, emphasized that the Hever HaRabbanim  is not a 'Council of Torah Sages'. [footnoteRef:5] The comparison that begs to be made to the supreme rabbinical body in Agudat Israel led Rabbi Tchorsh to emphasize that Hever HaRabbanim  did not intend to emulate Agudat Israel, where the rabbis are the final arbiter in all matters and the politicians of the party were obligated to obey them. [5:  Tchorsh, “Opening Remarks,” Institute for Research on Religious Zionism, PM, 645.] 

Although the issue of da'at Torah preoccupied the rabbinical community from the very beginning and to a lesser extent also in the 1950s, during the period of the 1960s, described in this chapter,  considerable attention was paid by Hever HaRabbanim to the failure of the Mafdal politicians to obey the rulings of its rabbis. Based on the statements below, it can be determined that although at the beginning of Hever HaRabbanim's career they clearly did not intend to act as a "Council of Torah Sages", they did expect that their opinion would listened to, far beyond what actually happened. After that, we will focus on the issue of "The Sabbath Law" as a case study of the interactions between the political party and the rabbis. This subject will complete the profile of the reciprocal relations between the Mafdal and Hever HaRabbanim during this period.
Already in the first issue of Shvilin, Rabbi Tchorsh relates to the subject of the rabbis' involvement in matters that are not purely halachic. It should be noted that although Rabbi Tchorsh's words were not directed at the Mafdal's political activity, his reference to the issue of the involvement of rabbis in general is relevant to our case:
Our fellow rabbis are on the front- the frontline in the war of life. Out of loyalty to the principle that the Torah and the state are indivisible, they cannot content themselves with clarifying the laws of permitted and forbidden to whoever comes to them to ask a question.  Instead, they also go out to the people – to guide and direct them. There are those who criticize them for this activity and complain: "The rabbis are engaging in politics"! We say: "Gentlemen, this is not politics, this is the rabbi's job."[footnoteRef:6] [6:  “Bemaarakhot torah vemedina” [In the Systems of Torah and State], Shvilin 1 (1962): 50.
] 


Rabbi Tchorsh's view on this matter is clear: the rabbis should not be satisfied with merely expressing their opinion on classic halachic issues, such as kashrut laws, but they should guide and give moral direction on political issues as well. As explained in the theoretical background, this is defined as "da'at Torah."
In another reference made by Rabbi Auerbach, the rabbi of Moshav Sdeh Yaacov and quoted in Shivilin, one sees that the frustration over ignoring da'at Torah focused on the relationship between the party and the rabbis:

We, the members of Hever HaRabbanim  of HaPoel HaMizrachi, all of us members of HaPoel HaMizrachi, accompany with love, affection, and concern all the actions of the movement. We rejoice in its achievements and grieve its failures, but this does not mean that we have to be yay-sayers to everything. We rabbis have ceased to be moral guides to the movement…Our convention must put forth the word of God, to make da'at Torah heard on all the issues at hand, to clarify and explicate – through the prism of what is eternal, the halacha, regarding all the questions of the day that arise and come to the surface. And the movement should listen with fear and trembling to the voice of God emerging from a community whose profession and faith is Torah. [footnoteRef:7] [7:  Rabbi S. B. Orbach, “Tafkidah shel harabbanut” [The Role of the Rabbinate], Shvilin 6-7 (1964): 152.] 


His words speak for themselves. It seems that the frustration that prevailed because of disregard for their opinion of the rabbis permeated the consciousness of the rabbis, who explicitly declared that the party does not heed "da'at Torah".
****
Rabbi Moshe Maimon (1924-2002) was born in Tunis to his father, Rabbi Eliyahu Maimon, and his mother, Nishria. He served as a melamed, shohet and kashrut inspector, and cantor. After the establishment of the state, he immigrated to Israel with his family and settled in Tiberias. In Adar 1951 he was appointed by the Israeli Chief Rabbis Ben Zion Meir Chai Uziel and Yitzchak Isaac Halevi Herzog, to be the rabbi of Moshav Beit Shikma near Ashkelon, and in the summer of that year, he was appointed rabbi of Afula, where he served for about seven years. In 1958 he was appointed the Sephardic rabbi of Kfar Ata, which later became "Kiryat Ata". Rabbi Maimon also took a serious view of the failure to obey the rabbis in the party:

 I would like to emphasize two points: (a) that we do not see the influence and imprint of Hever HaRabbanim  on the leadership of the movement. This has pained for us for a long time. (b) An editorial in HaTzofe also touched upon this point, and how painful it is to see that a newspaper that is the mouthpiece of the movement proposes not to let Hever HaRabbanim make a real decision on matters, but only "to take them into account". [[footnoteRef:8]] [8:  Yehuda Gor, “Shluhuto shel ḥever harabanim” [The Mission of the Ḥever harabanim ] Shvilin 6-7 (1964): 167.] 


Rabbi Maimon's harsh words actually contradict the line set down by Rabbi Tchorsh upon the establishment of Hever HaRabbanim, according to which Hever HaRabbanim will not aspire to be like the Council of Torah Sages, which constitutes da'at Torah for Agudat Israel. The contrast can be explained by the fact that perhaps the rabbis did not want da'at Torah in the broadest sense, but they felt that even their limited consultation was not important to the party.
Rabbi Shaul Yisraeli, one of the leaders of Hever HaRabbanim, expressed his views in a similar spirit. At the eighth convention of Hever HaRabbanim, which convened in Sivan 5773, Rabbi Yisraeli explained his thoughts regarding the relationship between Hever HaRabbanim and the party. Underlying his words was the definitive demand that the party heed the opinion of the rabbis, the da'at Torah. He stated categorically, "We demand reinforcement of the status of Hever HaRabbanim within the movement." He stated that "there is a difference between the rulings of laymen and the rulings of rabbis" and that "the state cannot be run according to the rulings of laymen." Rabbi Yisraeli specifically demanded that "every issue and problem be decided sincerely according to the Torah opinion." In his address, he referred to the inevitable parallel drawn to the "Council of Torah Sages" in Agudat Israel:

"We do not have an institution of the Council of Gedolei HaTorah [great Torah Sages], we do not aspire to this, because none of us sees himself entitled to label himself as a gadol [great sage]. For us, the designation "talmid hacham"[Torah scholar]  is also an honorable title…We are facing major decisions in the life of the state, and we want the voice of the Torah to be heard resoundingly in these decisions.” [[footnoteRef:9]] [9:  “Yeud veshliḥut” [Destiny and Mission], Shvilin 6-7 (1964): 126.] 

It is interesting to note these words of Rabbi Yisraeli, who says that Hever HaRabbanim is not a council of Gedolei HaTorah, but not because of disregard for the Torah, but because no members of Hever HaRabbanim  call themselves "Gedolim". The message is clear: although the rabbis of Hever HaRabbanim  do not call themselves "great", they certainly expect full obedience from the party. Rabbi Yisraeli's opinion on this matter is clear-cut and unequivocal: the party must obey the instructions of the rabbis. Rabbi Yisraeli went on to say that "we stand by our demand, that the voice of Hever HaRabbanim be heard in the movement's institutions and that it obligate its leaders and members in all matters concerning questions of religion.”
The harsh criticism directed at the party by Hever HaRabbanim comes after a series of issues, when it was claimed that Hever HaRabbanim had no share in the decisions: the issue of recruiting yeshiva students to the IDF, the question of the reform in education, questions concerning religious legislation as well as the issue of the integration of rabbis in public institutions.[footnoteRef:10] At the same time, there were also areas where the voice of the rabbis was heard, such as the recruitment of religious women into the IDF, which was opposed by the Chief Rabbinate and Hever HaRabbanim. In this issue, the Mafdal toed the line – with the exception of the Religious Kibbutz movement, which supported the recruitment of religious women - as well as the rabbis’ opposition to applying the law of obligatory national service to religious women, while giving their consent only to service that was voluntary.[footnoteRef:11] [10:  Zevuluni, “Ein shomrim al kavod harabbanut” [There are no Protectors for the Honor of the Rabbinate], Ḥerut, February 3, 1964, 6.]  [11: “Hamafdal telekh lipshara: tikra leharḥiv et tenuat hahitnadvut” [The National Religious Party Compromises: It Will Call for the Expansion of the Volunteer Movement], Al Hamishmar, November 19, 1971, 16.] 

The  uneasy relations between Hever HaRabbanim and the Religious Kibbutz movement were a matter of record on the subject of the recruitment of religious women, a matter that was opposed by the rabbis of the Hapoel HaMizrachi and the Chief Rabbinate of Israel.[[footnoteRef:12]]The 'Religious Kibbutz' movement published a manifesto clarifying its position against the position of the rabbis: [12:  Pulmus al giyus habanot hadatiyot” [Debate on the recruitment of religious girls], Haareẓ, December 12, 1961, 6. The debate took place, among other places, in the pages of the Religious Kibbutz Movement’s publication Amudim. The Religious Kibbutz Movement also opposed the appointment of a rabbi for the kibbutzim. This was criticized by the leaders of the Hever HaRabbanim, who wanted to appoint their own rabbi for the religious kibbutzim affiliated with Hapoel HaMizrahi. See for example: Avraham Tirosh, “Hakibbuẓ hadati: Einenu zikukim lerav mikẓo’i” [The Religious Kibbutz: We Don't Need a Professional Rabbi], Maariv September 9, 1968, 12.] 


A central principle followed by our movement is that issues relating to the Israeli public that are discussed in the central institutions of the movement do not need the approval of the Council of Rabbis. Therefore, it is not Hever HaRabbanim  who decides what the movement's view is and what is the public opinion of our members... With all the respect we have for all the rabbis, we do not believe that they are beyond criticism. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  “Hakibbuẓ hadati meshiv leḥever harabanim” [The Religious Kibbutz Movement Responds to the Ḥever harabanim], Haẓofeh, November 24, 1964, 2.] 
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 In the 'Letters to the Editor' section of HaTzofe, angry letters were written about the disrespect shown by the Religious Kibbutz towards Hever HaRabbanim. "Do you think that even a problem that you define as a public issue and discuss in the institutions of the movement, doesn't this problem require soliciting a halachic opinion?" wondered one of the readers of HaTzofe, and added sarcastically: "Does a discussion in the institutions of the movement constitute a solution and a halachic ruling? And if so - why do we have Hever HaRabbanim  at all?" In another letter, the writer said: "The rabbis of this generation, and only they, are the ones who determine the halacha and how to behave." [footnoteRef:14] And Simha Meron, who was later to become the Director of the Rabbinical Courts, write with unconcealed criticism,  that it was expected of a political leader who expresses his opinion on halachic matters "to first consult with the rabbis and not to demand that they participate in their discussions after he has already publicized his statements in the press.”[footnoteRef:15] [14:  Letters to the editor, HaTzofeh, November 30, 1964, 2.]  [15:  Letters to the editor, HaTzofeh, December 28, 1964, 2.] 

In the following years too, Shivilin presented a sharp and blatant criticism of the party's attitude towards the rabbis:

Is this deviation justified: not involving the rabbis in the practical and ongoing work of the movement? One gets the impression that there is, God forbid, a deliberate intention on the part of those who head the movement to minimize  the rabbis’ inclusion in work and influence in the fields of endeavor. Not to seek their advice and guidance nor to give prominence to their status and honor, both internally and outwardly.” [footnoteRef:16] [16:  “Maamadam vekevodam shel harabanim batenua” [“Status and Honor of the Rabbis in the Movement”] Shvilin 21-22, (1969): 5.
] 


There is clear mention here of the tendency in the Mafdal  not to include the rabbis in the activity of the party. There is a subsequent reference to the claim that the party operates in a democratic way and that this is the reason why the rabbis have no special influence in the party:

If you answer: Our movement is democratic, and the individual who is legally elected  will govern – so be it. But the legitimacy of a democratic choice does not always coincide with the spiritual essence and needs of the movement. Within a democratic choice – and  beyond it – the spiritual leaders, the great Torah sages, must be included and integrated into the action committees of the movement, so that da’at Torah  and halachic opinion will be heard at the centers of discussions on the problems of the state and our Torah-centered way of life. Making them part of this – is a necessity of the first order for the movement and its future. [footnoteRef:17] [17:  Ibid.
] 


The underlying premise of the argument is that, even if the party operates upon democratic principles, this does not contradict the inclusion of the rabbis in the movement's institutions, in parallel to those who were democratically elected. The issue of the status of the rabbis in the movement was at the center of the discussions at the ninth convention of Hever HaRabbanim that convened on 13 Shvat 5728 (winter,1968) . At this convention, Dr. Zerach Warhaftig spoke as a representative of the political echelon who addressed the issue of the status of the rabbis in the party:

As  a member of the Mafdal, I am proud that such prominent rabbis are in our camp. I am familiar with the claims that I often hear from rabbis within the movement's institutions who wonder where is the influence of Hever HaRabbanim on the movement, why are their voices not heard to the extent necessary. On this subject, I must say: The National Religious party, Mizrahi and Ha Poel HaMizrachi, seems to be in the most delicate situation in the State of Israel. In a situation where it does not stand back from any problem in the state, anywhere within the state and within the people... and that is why the Mafdal is in a delicate situation and it is often attacked from one side and the other because it is not extreme either to this or that side.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  “Birkat doktor Z. Warhaftig, sar hadatot” [Blessing of Dr. Z. Warhaftig, Minister of Religions], Shvilin 21-22, (1969): 208.] 


Warhaftig's main claim is the fact that Religious Zionism is in a complex reality and cannot act as if it is the only actor in the arena. That is why it must navigate sagely and not make a decision for one extreme or  the other. Therefore, absolute consideration of the opinion of the rabbis is, in effect, submission to one specific side; this is not consistent with the delicate situation of the party. Warhaftig demonstrated to the rabbis a number of cases where, in his opinion, the rabbis were wrong in their approach. One of these cases is the "Sabbath Law", which we will elaborate upon below. It should be noted that the "Sabbath Law" issue is a unique case study that demonstrates more than anything the influence of religious leadership within a political movement.
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The national convention of Hever HaRabbanim, Shvat 5728
   Asher Cohen points out that the issue of Sabbath inherently involves aspects with a potential for the intervention of the religious leadership. The issue of Sabbath is covered extensively and in detail in the halacha. And to be sure, Sabbath is considered one of the most prominent emblems of Judaism and its observance is of supreme importance in halacha. [footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Asher Cohen, “Halakha vemedina, daat torah vepolitika: zikot gomlin bein manhigut datit vepolitit bamiflagot hadatiot” [Halakha and State, Da’at Torah and Politics: Interrelationships between Religious and Political Leadership in the Religious Parties], in Shnei evrei hagesher, 440-441. The issue of Shabbat was also at the center of Leibovich’s polemic. See Cohen, Hatalit vehadegel, chapter seven.] 

The Sabbath issue was always the focus of attention of Religious Zionism, and the importance of maintaining the public observance of the Sabbath was never the subject of controversy within the religious sector. For example, the country's president Zalman Shazar, who attended the funeral of the late British Prime Minister, Winston Churchill in January 1965, which was held on the Jewish Sabbath, made sure to walk and not travel by car. Rabbi Tchorsh said that "the president's action has a special meaning to the public both abroad and at home", and thus "the president demonstrated to the whole world the deep connection of the State of Israel with the Sabbath, the soul of the nation".[footnoteRef:20] [20:  “Rav K. P. Tchorsh yoshev rosh ḥever harabanim: ẓaado shel hanasi hifgin klapei huẓ kesher hauma im hashabbat” [Rabbi K. P. Tchorsh, Chairman of the Rabbinical Association: The President's move showed the outside world our nation's connection to the Sabbath], HaTzofe (February 1, 1965): 2.] 

The religious legislation concerning the Sabbath has undergone many changes.[footnoteRef:21] In 1951, the Work and Rest Hours Law was enacted – a law that, to a certain extent, regulated the status of the Sabbath in Israel. However, following the enactment of this law, it became clear to the religious representatives in the Knesset that this was not a substitute for the national Sabbath law, which was supposed to more securely enshrine what is permitted and prohibited on the weekly day of rest. Zerach Warhaftig pointed out that the law regarding days of rest has a declarative value but it does not actually regulate the observance of Sabbath in the various sectors.[footnoteRef:22]   In 1957 Warhaftig introduced a bill for the "Sabbath Law", which included the observance of the Sabbath in almost all areas of the country. This proposal was opposed by Attorney General Haim Cohen, who proposed his own Sabbath law, which did not include all the areas where the Sabbath should be observed according to Warhaftig's proposal. Meanwhile, a crisis broke out over the issue of ‘Who is a Jew’ (1958), and the coalition negotiations on the Sabbath law came to halt. [21:  See Zerach Warhaftig, Hukah leyisrael: dat umdina [Constitution for Israel: Religion and State], (Jerusalem: Mesilot, 1998) 262-280; Eliezer Don-Yehiya, Hapolitika shel hahasdara: yishuv sikhsukhim benosei dat beyisrael [The Politics of Settlement: Conflict Resolution on Religious Issues in Israel], (Jerusalem: Florsheimer Institute for Policy Studies, 1997) 47-48. On the issue of Shabbat before the establishment of the state: Rivka Rinsky, “Baayot hashabat bayishuv hayehudi baareẓ uvmosdot hahanhaga haẓionit vehayishuv bishnot ha1920s veha1930s” [The Problems of Shabbat in the Jewish Yishuv in Israel and the Leadership of Zionist and Yishuv Institutions in the 1920s and 1930s] (MA diss. Bar Ilan University, 1980).]  [22:  Warhaftig, Ḥuka leyisrael, 265.] 

Only in 1964 did Warhaftig, by virtue of his position as Minister of Religions, propose a Sabbath law, in accordance with the coalition agreement with Mapai. This time, the proposal was opposed by the Minister of Labor, Yigal Alon, who claimed that the subject of the Sabbath Law belongs to him as Minister of Labor, since this law deals with matters of work on Sabbath and falls within his purview. The issue of the Sabbath law went through negotiations again, and finally it was submitted in a shortened format by the Minister of Labor. [footnoteRef:23] Among other things, the city of Haifa was not included in the ban on public transportation on Sabbath. Due to the limited proposal, the religious called upon the legislators not to call this law the "Sabbath Law", and it was finally passed under an amendment to the Work and Rest Hours Law, in 1966. The representatives of the Labor Party supported the law, the ultra-Orthodox representatives opposed, because of the limited proposal that concerns  Haifa. A new law, under the name "Sabbath Law" has not been enacted to date. Dr. Warhaftig, referring to the issue, explains the political reality that did not allow a "full Sabbath law": [23:   “Ḥever harabanim koreh le’ishur hahok behekdem” [The Ḥever harabanim  calls for passage of the law as soon as possible], Haẓofeh (July 13, 1965), 1.] 


Although it is possible that there were situations when the Knesset was more concerned with religious matters and there was perhaps the possibility of passing a Sabbath law in a limited way, better than the amendment to the Work and Rest Hours Law. [footnoteRef:24] [24:  Warhaftig, Ḥuka leyisrael, 271.] 


Warhaftig explained the need to settle for a limited Sabbath law by pointing to the political makeup of the Knesset, and added that if there had been a different makeup of parties, better results might have been achieved. This reflects the analysis of Don-Yehiya [footnoteRef:25] as presented in the first chapter: the political leadership takes into account considerations of realpolitik whereas the religious leadership is not obliged to do so. Warhaftig described the Chief Rabbinate's negative position regarding the proposed Sabbath law, and how he and his friends tried to convince the rabbis that it was impossible to achieve more than that: "We did not ask the Chief Rabbinate to agree to the proposed bill. What we wanted from them was non-resistance,  acceptance ex post facto, and we did not get that." Warhaftig's description reflected the position of the Chief Rabbinate and of Hever HaRabbanim of the Mafdal. The resolute opposition of the rabbis was strongly expressed in the first issue of Shvilin, in 5722-1962, when the discussions on the Sabbath law were in full swing. [25:  Don-Yehiya, “Manhigut datit vemanhigut politit.”] 


Three members of Hever HaRabbanim commented in the first issue of Shvilin on the subject of the Sabbath law: Rabbi Tchorsh, Rabbi Natan Zvi Friedman, and Rabbi Baruch Yashar. What all three have in common is total opposition to a compromise in the Sabbath law, according to which the status quo would remain in Haifa, namely, the continuation of public transportation in the city.
Rabbi Friedman discusses the issue of the Sabbath law from a halachic point of view and examines the concept of relying on the halachic rule: "permitting a prohibition for the sake of [preventing] another prohibition", that is, whether it is permissible to support the Sabbath law while allowing public transportation in Haifa on the Sabbath. His conclusion is that in this case this rule cannot be invoked because one of the prohibitions must be less serious than the other, which in his opinion does not apply in this case. [footnoteRef:26] [26:  Friedman, “Birurim misaviv laḥok” [Clarifications about the Law], Shvilin 1, (Year?) 13-14.] 

****
Rabbi Baruch Yashar (1896 - 1989) was the first rabbi of Acre after the establishment of the state. Born in eastern Galicia, he immigrated to Eretz Israel in 1933. After the establishment of the state, he was appointed the Ashkenazi rabbi of Acre. He published many books on a variety of Torah subjects, in addition to his articles published in various Torah journals and files. He also published a book documenting the town of Komarno and its people who perished in the Holocaust, and a book reviewing the Jewish history of the city of Acre. He edited and published the books "Binah Le'Itim" by Rabbi Azaria Figo on the Torah, on the Book of Psalms, and five megillot. In the discussion about the Sabbath law, Rabbi Yashar also came to the same conclusion as Rabbi Friedman, while relying on the halachic rule that "one is not allowed to assist in committing a crime" - that is, supporting a law that allows the desecration of the Sabbath in the city of Haifa is aiding in the committing of a crime.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Rabbi Barukh Yashar, “Ḥok hashabbat miḥuyav bamiẓiyut” [The Sabbath law is mandatory in reality] Shivilin 1 (Year?) 15-17.] 

Rabbi Tchorsh addressed the matter from the philosophical aspect and he emphasized that he was not discussing this question in terms of the halacha. He described the dilemma:

What is better than what? If we accept the "Sabbath Law" as it is, we will exclude Haifa from the obligation to observe the Sabbath; that means, to ignore Haifa …And [should we] save the whole country from Sabbath desecration, without taking into account the situation in Haifa or not, because since the city of Haifa is not included in this law, the law must be completely abandoned, whatever happens in consequence.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Tchorsh, “Vekatorah ye’aseh” [It Will be Done Like the Torah,”] Shivilin 1, 10.
] 


After Rabbi Tchorsh continued to describe the dilemma, he claimed that the matter should be decided in a halachic way, and therefore he said that the problem should be "handed over to the great Torah sages, the members of the limited and extended rabbinate." He concluded his article with the words "And it shall be done as the Torah prescribes -This is the proposal and this is the solution" (ibid., p. 12). Rabbi Tchorsh did indeed air the dilemma, but his approach, namely, to leave the matter to the ruling of the Torah sages, clearly meant opposing a compromise regarding Haifa.
In this matter Rabbi Yisraeli's approach was different, and he argued that the limited Sabbath law should be accepted, since a better result could not be achieved in the controversy that was created. Rabbi Yisraeli represented the minority opinion, and his opinion was not accepted.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Transcript of an interview with Rabbi Ariel, Institute for Research on Religious Zionism, 21; Rabbi Shaul Israeli, “behilkhot koaliẓiya” [Regarding the Laws of the Coalition], Amud Hayemini, 1965, 118-120.] 

The opposition of the majority of Hever HaRabbanim to the compromise on the Sabbath law incensed the Knesset members of the Mafdal, who saw this as a harmful intervention considering the position of the coalition where the religious MKs could not do whatever they pleased. Warhaftig articulated this in his speech at the ninth convention of Hever HaRabbanim. There, he presented several examples that illustrate the fact that the intervention of rabbis in political matters does not bring benefits, with one of the examples pertaining to the Sabbath law:

…And more than once we found that the rabbis, and also our own Hever HaRabbanim, did not understand and did not support the way we wanted to solve problems. In recent years, we have come across several laws that, very unfortunately, were not passed, possibly because the rabbinical world did not understand us and did not draw the conclusion that no other way was possible. That's why the Sabbath law was not accepted – because they wanted more. I want more, too, but what can we do when in this set of circumstances, it is impossible…[footnoteRef:30] [30:  “Blessing of Dr. Z. Warhaftig,” Shvilin. Warhaftig made a similar argument regarding the 1951 Hours of Work and Rest Law at a joint meeting of the Knesset members and the rabbis at home of Rabbi Herzog, quoted in Cohen, “Halakha vemedina.”] 


Warhaftig claimed that the Sabbath law was not passed in the end because of the rabbis' position, thus creating a frontal clash between the party and the rabbis; Warhaftig made it clear that there are things that must be compromised, when these are political rather than halachic questions. In this situation, if you don't compromise, you don't gain even the least part. This claim was leveled by Warhaftig also regarding other laws over which the rabbis opposed compromise, such as the law on autopsies and the law on recruitment of yeshiva students. However, the Sabbath Law illustrates more than anything the place of religious leadership within a political movement, when their opinion is met by sharp criticism from the political leadership, which does not follow da'at Torah as determined by the religious leadership, in our case, Hever HaRabbanim. 
The frustration in Hever HaRabbanim regarding the party's refusing to accede to da'at Torah continued to accompany it throughout its career. We will conclude the discussion on this topic, in the words of Rabbi Yeshayahu Halamish, at the ninth convention of Hever HaRabbanim, whose words illustrate the growing frustration within Hever HaRabbanim on the subject of da'at Torah:

What attitude of respect and status does Hever HaRabbanim command within the National Religious Party? The 20 years have to prove themselves, to what extent the tradition of the forefathers should be bound to the ruling of Torah sages and not left to be decided by the masses. Not everyone is great enough or righteous enough to rule for himself. There is an issue of da'at Torah …[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Shvilin 21-22 (1969): 243.] 


In his discussion about the position of religious leadership, Asher Cohen distinguishes between "mandatory directive" and "limited consultation" as models of the two poles that describe the interrelationship between religious leadership and political leadership. "Mandatory directive" is characterized by the complete subordination of the political leadership to the religious leadership. "Limited consultation" is characterized by the independence of the political leadership, with a limited commitment to the religious leadership. (This pole is more difficult to define precisely because it is subject to the changes arising from different political realities). Between these two poles, there is a continuum of different possibilities that characterize the independence of the political leadership vis-à-vis the religious leadership.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Cohen, Hatalit vehadegel, 90.
] 

In light of the discussion about the frustration that Hever HaRabbanim felt over the disregard for da'at Torah, one can conclude that Hever HaRabbanim aspired to the "mandatory directive" model whereas the party aspired to the "limited consultation" model. In light of Rabbi Tchorsh's position at the time of the founding of Hever HaRabbanim, whereby the purpose of Hever HaRabbanim was not to be a "Council of Torah Sages", it can be said that it was Hever HaRabbanim that changed its policy on the issue. This, in contrast to the party, which advocated the line presented by Rabbi Tchorsh at the establishment of Hever HaRabbanim – to be an advisory body only, without the power to impose obligation.
From all of the above, it can be seen that the dilemma surrounding da'at Torah has preoccupied religious Zionism since the beginning. The argumentation of today can easily be integrated into the argumentation of that time. The complexity of the relationship between religious leadership and political leadership is clearly seen in the case of Hever HaRabbanim. Hever HaRabbanim did not constitute a source of authority for the party, although it wished to. During the 1970s this would be one of the reasons for the decline of Hever HaRabbanim.
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