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Introduction
The present article investigates the position of the Jewish tradition vis-à-vis the 
right to political participation. The article asks whether Jewish tradition recognizes 
this right, and, if it does, to what extent. To this end, it reviews and analyzes 
Jewish legal sources from the Talmudic period to modern times and explores the 
way in which Jewish tradition addressed the new challenges that it faced. Thus, 
it evaluates the contribution of Jewish tradition to the acceptance of the right to 
political participation among the Jewish people, especially in Israel.

The right to political participation is the right of individuals to participate in 
the political process and to influence the political authority. In modern countries 
the right to political participation consists primarily of the right to vote and run for 
office, along with other rights such as the right of assembly, the freedom of speech, 
and the freedom of demonstration—all of which enable further participation and 
influence beyond the regular elections.1 The present article focuses on the core 
of this right, namely the right to vote and to be elected. In the context of small 
communities, characteristic of Jewish political existence for generations, the right 
to vote was not always a right to elect representatives for office but often to vote 
directly on public matters. In some cases, however, it refers to elections. 

The article discusses Jewish tradition as articulated in Jewish law or halakha. 
The main obstacle in dealing with rights in Jewish law is that the halakha normally 

1 On the right of political participation as a human right see Henry J. Steiner, “Political 
Participation as a Human Right” in Harvard Human Rights Y.B. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1988), 77; Gregory H. Fox and Brad R. Roth, Democratic Governance 
and International Law (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), ch. 2.   



2  |  Haim Shapira

speaks about duties rather than rights. Thus, to talk about rights, one must translate 
duties into rights. If we assume that most duties imply parallel rights, such a 
translation should not prove impossible.2 In our case, the premise that it is the 
duty of a community to reach decisions by majority consent, if it exists, takes 
for granted the right of individuals to express an opinion that counts toward that 
majority. Nevertheless, this type of conclusion requires cautious examination. As 
we shall see, the supposition that decisions should be made by the “public” or 
even by a “public majority” is not always consistent with the acknowledgment of 
the individual’s right to public participation. The problem arises when the term 
“public” refers to a collective rather than to the individual members who form the 
community. Furthermore, “majority” may denote a group within the community 
that represents the “public” rather than the majority of all its members. Focusing 
on the right of the individual to political participation thus raises the question 
of whether the majority truly rules, and, if so, whether this indicates that every 
member of the community can exercise the right to express an opinion.

The article introduces the claim that Jewish law has gradually recognized the 
right to political participation. The discussion explores the path of development 
followed by the recognition of this right, which was not always linear; it also 
examines the extent of the right, as well as the ways in which halakhic authorities 
dealt with new challenges. Recognition of this right by halakhic authorities 
occurred in the context of the environments within which the Jewish communities 
existed. A dialogue, explicit or implicit, was effectively established between the 
Jewish tradition and the outside world; another aspect of the discussion, therefore, 
is to explore this dialogue. Finally, the article assesses the contribution of Jewish 
tradition to the acceptance of democratic principle especially in Israel. Contrary 
to a common view that there is a contradiction between Jewish tradition and 
democratic culture, the article suggests that Jewish tradition created a wide basis 
for the acceptance of democratic principles. At the same time, it points out the 
limits of the traditional recognition of political participation, and consequently the 
need for a dialogue between the Jewish and democratic cultures. 

The context in which Jewish law recognized political rights is that of the 
local community. The foundations of the organized community were laid in the 
early talmudic period, and the complete structure was built in the Middle Ages. 
Thus, the article takes the reader on a legal-historical journey from the talmudic 
period through the Middle Ages to the twentieth century. The first two sections 
are devoted to the process that led to the recognition of the right to political 

2 On the relationship between rights and duties see W. N. Hohfeld, Fundamental Legal 
Conceptions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1919); Joseph Raz, The Morality of 
Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 170–172. 
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participation; the first section treats talmudic sources, the second medieval ones. 

3 Section three discusses the right to political participation as formulated in the 
modern period by rabbinic authorities in the twentieth century. Sections four and 
five deal with new challenges faced by halakhic authorities; section four deals 
with women’s right to political participation; section five addresses  equal rights 
of non-Jews. The summary in section six assesses the effect of Jewish tradition 
on the acceptance of democratic principles within the Jewish state and elsewhere.

1. Talmudic Sources
In the time of the Mishnah and the Talmud, the community was organized within 
the framework of the city. The “city” was a well-organized small town or a large 
village that had such communal institutions as a synagogue, school, court of law, 
welfare system, and some others.4 In tannaitic sources there is a collection of 
laws that may be called “the laws of the people of the city.”5 These laws specify 
the authorities of a Jewish city and the rights and duties of its inhabitants. The 
constitutional framework they reflect suggests a democratically structured 
community in the classical sense of the term.6 The “people of the city” form 

3 Note that all translations are my own, unless otherwise stated. For more information about 
the material covered in these two sections, see Haim Shapira, “Democratic Principles in 
the Halakha and the Jewish Political Tradition: the Community Reign and Majority Rule,” 
in The Democratic Way: On the Historical Sources of the Israeli Democracy, ed. Alon Gal 
et al. (Beersheva: Ben-Gurion University of the Negev Press, 2012), 15–53 [Hebrew]; 
Shapira, “Majority Rule in the Jewish Legal Tradition,” Hebrew Union College Annual 82 
(forthcoming 2013).  

4 See B Sanhedrin 17b, which counts ten institutions. On the character of cities in the 
talmudic era, see Ze’ev Safrai, The Jewish Community in Palestine in the Days of the 
Mishnah and Talmud (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center for Jewish History, 1995), 
29–49 [Hebrew].

5 In the Mishnah, civic ordinances are scattered in various places, mainly in Bava Batra 
1:5, Megillah 3:1, Sheqalim 2:1. The Tosefta has a compilation of civic ordinances in 
Bava Metzia 11, particularly from ordinance 23 onward. For an analysis of the chapter in 
Tosefta, see Noam Zohar, On the Secret of the Creation of Talmudic Literature (Jerusalem: 
Magnes Press, 2008), 33–65 [Hebrew]. 

6 For a review and analysis of the structure of the Jewish city in that period see: Martin 
Goodman, State and Society in Roman Galilee )Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allanhheld, 
1983), 119–134; Shmuel Safrai, “The Jewish City in Palestine in the Days of the Talmud 
and Mishnah,” in Holy War and Martyrology in Jewish History and World History: The 
City and the Community, A Collection of Lectures (Jerusalem: The Israel Historical Society, 
1968), 227–236 [Hebrew]; Z. Safrai, The Jewish Community (above n. 4); Z. Safrai, “The 
Jewish Community in the Talmudic Period,” in Kahal Yisrael: Jewish Self-Rule over the 
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an assembly called “the ranks of the people of the city,”7 which constitutes the 
supreme civic body of the town. Alongside the assembly operated the governing 
body of the town, which consisted of the “seven good people of the city”.8 The 
“people of the city” hold authority in various spheres, including significant areas of 
legislation. The tannaitic halakha includes several of these. The most cited source 
is: “The people of the city are authorized to set prices for goods, measurements, 
and workers’ wages. And they are authorized to enforce these.”9 

Specification of these areas is intended to define the domain in which the 
people of the city hold authority. It is clear that the people of the city do not hold 
legislative authority in purely religious matters that are part of halakha. According 
to this tannaitic law, they have legislative authority in matters of trade. Other 
adjunct laws (in the Tosefta) contain additional examples relating to city life, such 
as imposing limits on pasture or imposing a ban on relations between individuals 
and the foreign (Roman) authorities. Yet, the borderlines between halakha and 
civil law are not fully drawn. Jewish law contains also monetary laws (mamona) 
that are distinct from religious matters (issura). Could the people of the city use 
their legislative power to interfere in monetary laws? Talmudic law does not 
provide a direct answer to this question. Only in the Middle Ages did halakhic 
authorities answer this question (affirmatively).10 

Who are the “people of the city” who have this right and what are the terms 
of citizenship? The Mishnah in tractate Bava Batra states: “How long shall he 
reside in the city to be considered a citizen? Twelve months. Having purchased a 
house there to dwell in he becomes as the people of the city.”11 According to this 
definition, every permanent resident of the city becomes a citizen with respect to 

Generations, vol. 1, The Ancient World, ed. Y. Gafni (Jerusalem: Zalman Shazar Center, 
2001), 150–151 [Hebrew].

 All translations or phrases or quotes from the Hebrew that appear in this .(מעמד אנשי העיר) 7
article are my own, unless noted otherwise. 

 There is a reference to the rank of the people of the city in B Bava Metzia .(שבעה טובי העיר) 8
78b and 106b. The rank of the people of the city and the seven notables are also mentioned 
in the B Megillah 26a, J Megillah 3:2 (74a). An early mention of the seven notables is even 
found in Josephus’s Antiquities of the Jews, 4, 8, 14.

9 See T Bava Metzia 11:23 (ed. Lieberman, 125) and B Bava Batra 8b. For further examples 
of legislation, see the Tosefta.

10 Menachem Elon, Principles of Jewish Law, History, Sources, Principles (Jerusalem: 
Magnes Press, 1988), 558–578 [Hebrew].

11 Bava Batra 1:5. A variant of this uniform definition is found in the Tosefta: “If he has 
resided there for thirty days then he becomes as the people of the city with respect to alms, 
and six months for raiment, for the poor of the city [in another version: “for city rails”], after 
twelve months. T Pe’ah 4:9 (ed. Lieberman, 57); Cf. J Pe’ah 8:7 (21a); B Bava Batra 8a.
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rights and duties. He need not be a member of a particular class, or enjoy high 
standing or great wealth. If he purchases a home or lives in it for twelve months, 
he is regarded a taxable citizen with a right to the services provided by the city. 
He is also entitled to join the “rank of the people of the city,” that is, the general 
assembly, and to voice an opinion on city rulings. 

In Palestine during the Mishnaic and Talmudic eras, mixed Jewish and 
non-Jewish populations lived side by side in the cities. What status did the non-
Jewish citizens hold according to halakha? The Mishnah says nothing specific 
in this regard. One could argue that because the Mishnah is addressed to Jews, 
the halakha refers exclusively to the Jewish community. Hence, it stands to 
reason that in settlements of mixed populations, ethnic groups would organize 
into separate polities. Indeed, we know that during Roman times many cities had 
ethnic populations organized as discrete communal-political sectors.12 However, a 
tannaitic source that appears in the Tosefta and in both Talmuds relates explicitly 
to mixed communities of Jews and non-Jews, and states: “In a city where Jews 
and gentiles live together a treasurer is appointed from among the gentiles and 
one from among the Jews and they collect from the Jews and the gentiles and 
support the gentile poor and the Jewish poor, and visit the gentile sick and the 
Jewish sick, and bury the gentile dead and the Jewish dead, and comfort gentile 
and Jewish mourners, and cleanse the vessels of the gentiles and those of the Jews 
because of ways of  peace.”13 This tradition appears to call for equality in the 
treatment of all people of the city, Jewish and non-Jewish. At first glance it seems 
that what is being addressed here is righteousness and deeds of loving kindness, 
that is, voluntary precepts dealing with interpersonal relations. However, at least 
some of these precepts involve both the municipal tax system and the services it 
provided. For this reason, it would be correct to say that this halakha deals with 
the social rights of the people of the city and the equal status of Jews and non-
Jews. Moreover, it calls for the appointment of Israelite and gentile treasurers, 
indicating that even the appointment of city officials requires equality between 
Jews and non-Jews.14 It does not specify, however, the general political status of 

12 See Arieh Kasher, “The Jewish Politeuma in Alexandria: A Model of Community 
Organization in the Roman-Hellenistic Diaspora,” in Center and Periphery, Palestine and 
the Diaspora in the Second Commonwealth Period, the Mishnah and the Talmud, ed. Y. 
Gafni (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center for Jewish History, 2004), 57–91 [Hebrew]; 
and the literature referred to in note 1.

13 T Gittin 3: 13–14 (ed. Lieberman, 259); J Gittin 5:8 (47c); B Gittin 61a. The above citation 
is from the Jerusalem Talmud.

14 Note that this matter appears in a baraita in the Jerusalem Talmud, although not in the 
version of the Tosefta, where the term parnasin, administrators, is used, indicative of Jews. 
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gentiles—for example, their right to participate in the ranks of the people of the 
city and their eligibility to hold public positions. 

The democratic structure of the talmudic city echoes the Greco-Roman 
polis, and the Hellenistic influence on the constitution of the Jewish town is 
quite apparent. At the same time, the unique character of the Jewish city is also 
manifest. At this point, the polis had long since ceased to be democratic and 
served as a vehicle of rule by the elite.15 The Jewish city, in contrast, offered a 
more popular framework most clearly seen in its welfare and educational systems 
the likes of which were unknown in Roman cities of the time.16 This was also 
reflected in the political framework of the city. As we have noted, all city residents 
were considered citizens and counted as “people of the city.”

At the same time, however, we have no details beyond the basic constitutional 
structure of the city. What authority did the general assembly have, and what 
decisions did it make? How were powers divided between the assembly and 
the city leaders? Were the leaders elected by the assembly? There are no clear 
answers to these questions in tannaitic sources, nor much information in either 
Talmud.17 A dictum found in the Babylonian Talmud states: “One does not set up 
officials over the public except by taking counsel with the public.”18 This dictum 
indicates that the public must take part in the election of administrators or public 
leaders, but also that officials were not elected directly by the public but by some 
other agency that is not mentioned. The agency was supposed to consult with 
the public about the appointment, although it is not clear in what way and who 
represented the public in this consultation. Talmudic sources designate only the 
general framework. They recognize that political authority lies in the hands of the 
people of the city and view all permanent residents as citizens with equal rights 
and duties, but offer no details about how decisions were reached in the city or 
how officials were appointed. These questions are answered in greater detail in 
medieval halakhic literature.

See also Sifrei Deut. 157 (ed. Finkelstein, 208–209), and the discussion further in this 
article, section 5. 

15 Arnold H.M. Jones, The Greek City from Alexander to Justinian (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1940), 157–219.

16 Z. Safrai, The Jewish Community (above n. 4), 50–76, 347–352.
17 See ibid., 262–267.
18 B Berakhot 55a, in the name of R. Yizhak, a third-century Palestinian sage. On the 

term parnas, see Steven Fraade, “Local Jewish Leadership in Roman Palestine: The 
Case of Parnas,” in Halakha in Light of Epigrapy, ed. A. Baumgarten et al. (Göttingen:   
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,   2011), 155–173. 
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2. The Middle Ages
In the early Middle Ages, the majority of Jewish communities existed within a 
Muslim cultural environment. Their structure was traditional and patriarchal. 
Halakhic sources during the Gaonic era recognize the political authority of the 
traditional leadership of the elders, but they contain no reference to the power 
of the public or to the principle of majority rule. This attitude is apparent in a 
responsum by R. Hanania Gaon (tenth century), who cites and interprets the 
talmudic law regarding the power of the people of the city as follows: “And 
our Rabbis said: ‘the people of the city are authorized to set prices for goods, 
measurements, and workers’ wages. And they are authorized to enforce these’—
and all of this in accordance with the decision of the elders.”19 This interpretative 
note of R. Hanania reflects his notion that the authority of the people of the city is 
granted to the elders. Thus, we may conclude that in early Middle Ages there is a 
regression in the democratic character of the Jewish community.

The first mention of the principle of majority rule appears to be in a responsum 
of R. Isaac al-Fasi (Rif) about the manner of enacting ordinances in the community: 
“The principal manner in which this is usually done is that the majority of the 
congregation consults the elders of the congregation and they enact the ordinance 
accordingly and implement it, as is the custom.”20 R. Isaac al-Fasi mentions two 
bodies, the “majority of the congregation” and the “elders of the congregation.” 
The term “elders of the congregation” refers to the leadership of the community, 
whereas the “majority of the congregation” refers to a larger circle of community 
members, presumably the majority of the community. But given the brevity of 
the responsum, it is difficult to know whether this majority is counted from the 
entire community or only from a certain group within it.21 As noted earlier, the 
phrase “majority of the congregation” was often used rhetorically to mean that 
the support of the majority was required, not that all members of the community 
actively participated in the decision-making process. 

19 Sha‘arei Tzeddek, 4, 4, 16 (Otzar Hageonim, Ketubot, Teshuvot, §162: 52). See Aharon 
Nachlon, The Kahal and its Enactments in the Geonic Period (Jerusalem: The Institute for 
Research in Hebrew Law, 2001), 59–65. A perusal of Nachlon’s book, an anthology of all 
the Geonic material on community regulations, reveals that the principle of majority rule 
is not mentioned even once. 

20 R. Isaac Alfasi, Responsa Rif, §13.
21 Elon, Principles of Jewish Law (above n. 10), 580, assumes simply that this refers to 

majority opinion. But Yehiel Kaplan argues that in view of the Geonic tradition, which did 
not recognize the majority, one should not interpret this too simply. He believes that also 
in Rif’s understanding it was the elders who endorsed the ordinances. See Yehiel Kaplan, 
“Majority and Minority in the Medieval Jewish Community,” Shenaton ha-mishpat ha-ivri 
20 (1995–1997): 213–280 [Hebrew].
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A salient example of the gap between the principle of majority rule and the 
right of every member of the community to participate in decision making can 
be found in an eleventh-century halakhic responsum. In the wake of a dispute 
in the French community of Troyes, the people of the city dispatched a series of 
questions to the sages of the German city of Mainz (Magenza), R. Yehudah b. 
R. Meir ha-Kohen and R. Elazar b. R. Itzhak. Among others, the following two 
questions were asked: (a) “Are the people of the city permitted to impose their 
will on the minority of their congregation and enact ordinances for them?” and 
(b) “Should we ask each and every member whether he is in agreement with our 
thoughts and intentions?”22 The first question is one of principle: Do the majority 
of the people of the city have the authority to enact ordinances that are binding also 
for the minority that opposes them? The second question has to do with procedure 
and whether it is necessary to ask the opinion of each member of the community. 
The inquirers explained that under normal circumstances the majority of the 
community accepted the decisions of the leadership. The question was, therefore, 
whether the city leadership should rely on the support of the silent majority or 
whether it must obtain the explicit agreement of all the people in the city. Rabbis 
Yehudah and Elazar answered the first question in the affirmative. The people of 
the city have the right to enact ordinances that are approved by the majority and 
to impose them on the minority who are not in favor of them. Concerning the 
second question about how to count the majority, the responders ruled that it was 
unnecessary to ask the opinion of every individual. The community leadership can 
take for granted that simple folk usually acquiesce to the opinion of the important 
members of the community. Counting on the support of the silent majority is 
based not only on the fact that this is how the community normally behaves but 
also on the merits of the matter, or in the language of the responders: “The general 
rule is that the small [should] obey the great in whatever they put into effect.”

This responsum expresses the democratic principle that majority consent is the 
basis for the legitimacy of community decisions, but in the same breath it accepts 
the aristocratic notion that “the small should obey the great.” The discrepancy 
between reliance on the majority and recognition of the right of every individual 
to express an opinion is evident. 

22 Sefer Kolbo 142. This question is discussed at length in Irving A. Agus, “Democracy in 
the Communities of the Early Middle Ages,” Jewish Quarterly Review 43 (1952): 163–
165; Avraham Grossman, “The Attitudes of the Early Sages of Ashkenaz to Authority and 
Community,” Shenaton ha-mishpat ha-ivri 2 (1975): 175–199 [Hebrew]. For a detailed 
discussion of the different versions of the responsum, see Haim Soloveitchik, The Use of 
Responsa as a Historical Source (Jerusalem: The Hebrew University, 1991), 87–106.
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In the twelfth century, there was a lively debate between halakhic authorities 
on the principle of majority rule. This elicited sharp dissent from Rabbenu Yaacov 
Tam, the greatest French sage in his day, who held the view that the public may 
not impose a ruling on protesting individuals whose rights it may infringe. In 
Rabbenu Tam’s view, any ruling that may infringe upon individual rights, 
particularly property rights, must be accepted by those whose rights are liable to be 
threatened. Therefore, all community decisions must be unanimously approved.23 
According to this approach, the opinion of every member of the community must 
be heard, and every individual has the power to oppose a ruling that threatens 
his rights. It should be stressed that it is property rights that concerned R. Tam 
here, not the right to political participation, but the implication relates to political 
participation as well.

As other scholars have explained previously, it seems that R. Tam’s attitude 
is based on a view of the community as a partnership of individuals. Partners 
are judged according to the principles of private law, and decisions that threaten 
the rights of any of the partners require unanimous consent.24 From a practical 
point of view, this system clearly raises difficulties by granting every member of 
the community the right to veto majority decisions. Indeed, notwithstanding R. 
Tam’s high standing and influence, there is no indication that the communities 
followed his approach. A few of his students continued to adhere to the theory, but 
apparently no communities applied it in practice.

Most of the halakhic authorities disagreed with R. Tam and were unequivocally 
in favor of majority rule. R. Eliezer b. Yoel Halevi of Bonne (Rabiya), who was 

23 R. Tam interpreted the Talmudic halakha that authorizes the people of the city to implement 
their decisions as pertaining to the situation in which the decisions were initially accepted 
unanimously: “What we have said [in the Talmud]: ‘the people of the city have authority 
to enforce their decision’—this means that they have authority to punish monetarily one 
who violates a decision that they took unanimously, to which he agreed when they enacted 
it, but now he violates it” (Mordekhai b. Hillel, Bava Kama 179 and Bava Batra 480). 
For a review and discussion of all sources on the opinions of R. Tam, see Yehiel Kaplan, 
“Decision Making in the Jewish Community According to Rabbenu Tam,” Zion 60 (1995): 
277–299. For additional aspects, see Ephraim Kanarfogel, “Unanimity, Majority, and 
Communal Government in Ashkenaz during the High Middle Ages: A Reassessment,” 
American Academy of Jewish Research 38 (1992): 79–105; Avraham Reiner, “Rabbinical 
Courts in France in the Twelfth Century: Centralization and Dispersion,” Journal of Jewish 
Studies 55/2 (2009): 298–318. 

24 Shalom Albeck, “The Relationship of R. Tam to the Problems of His Day,” Zion 19 
(1954): 27. Yitzhak Baer maintains that R. Tam’s approach corresponds to the German 
law that prevailed throughout Europe in the early Middle Ages. See: Yitzhak Baer, “The 
Foundations and Decisions of Jewish Communal Organizations in the Middle Ages,” Zion 
15 (1950): 1–41, particularly from p. 38 onward.
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active in Germany at the end of the second half of the twelfth century, expressed 
this position as follows:

And should any among the people of the city protest against the 
intentions of the heads of the community or against a ban [herem],25 
if the majority of the community consents, the ban shall be instituted, 
as I shall clarify. And should the majority not consent and express an 
objection, even the heads of the community may not protest . . .  but 
if the majority approves and the minority objects then the ban shall 
be instituted on them against their will, as we read in the second 
chapter of tractate Avodah Zarah: “One shall not enact a decree on 
the community unless the majority of its members are able to bear 
it, as is said: ‘You are cursed with a curse, for you are robbing me, 
the whole nation’ (Malachi 3: 9). If it is the whole nation, it is valid, 
and if not, not.26

 According to Rabiya, the community is an independent entity, a corporation, 
not a mere aggregate of individuals. The majority in the community represents 
the community as a whole and acts on its behalf. Rabiya finds this principle 
in the Talmud, which identifies public majority with the nation as a whole. It 
follows that the authority of community decisions is based on majority rule. If 
the public majority consents to it, a decree is carried out even against the will of 
those who oppose it; if the majority does not agree to it, however, the decree lacks 
authority. Rabiya emphasized that even the heads of the community are bound by 
majority opinion and have no authority to oppose it. This explicitly contradicts the 
statements of R. Yehudah ha-Kohen and R. Eliezer b. Yitzhak in the responsum 
discussed above. Rabiya does not accept the principle that “the small must obey 
the great,” and instead refers to the duty of the heads of the community to concede 
to majority opinion. It is clear that Rabiya is not imagining an oligarchy using 
status and high birth to force its will on the community, but rather a leadership that 
enjoys the trust of the community, which is why he is cited as one who supports a 
leadership elected by the entire community.27 

25 A ban (herem) was normally attached to every enactment and was intended to support an 
ordinance and serve as a sanction against transgressors.

26 R. Haim b. Isaac, Responsa ’Or zarua (abridged), (Lipsia: 1860), §222 and parallel in 
Mordechai, Bava Batra, 282. At the end of this section Rabiya explains: “And I extended 
my commentary seeing that among my fellow rabbis some would say that this means etc.” 
(ibid.) The rabbi he refers to is R. Eliezer of Metz, who was a disciple of R. Tam.

27 “Our ancestors would choose officials to lead their communities and govern them. And 
because they were elected, nothing whatsoever could be added to or subtracted from their 
acts. So wrote R. Avi ha-Ezri” (Responsa of R. Haim Or Zarua, 65).
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These statements reflect a fundamental change that occurred by that time in 
the structure of general community leadership and in the halakha. The traditional 
oligarchy gave way to an elected leadership, and decisions within the community 
were reached by majority rule. The change finds expression in the halakha as 
well. The halakhic authorities began to relate to the principle of the majority in 
a serious and practical way. They determined that it is necessary to consult the 
majority, and that majority rule holds sway even over the heads and officials of 
the community,28 as clearly evident in the words of R. Meir b. Baruch (Maharam), 
who was active in Germany during the second half of the thirteenth century:

As to your question, if there is a dispute in your community and you 
are unable to reach an agreement . . . it seems to me that you should 
get the taxpaying householders together and they will express an 
opinion under oath for the sake of Heaven and the rectification of 
the city, and they will follow the majority whether in their choice 
(election?) of leaders or other officials (chazanim), or in the matter 
of repairing the pouch for donations (kis tzedaka), or in appointing 
officials for the synagogue (gabbayim), or in building or tearing 
down synagogues, adding or subtracting, and buying a wedding 
chamber, a chamber for craftsmen, and establishing or abolishing 
all the needs of the community.29

Maharam maintained that all community decisions, including the choice 
(election) of officials, should be determined by majority rule. He explained that 
at the beginning of a meeting the congregants would avow that the opinions they 
express are “for the sake of Heaven and the rectification of the city” and not for the 
sake of any private interest. Subsequently they would discuss matters and reach 
decisions based on majority opinion. Maharam specified that the assembly should 
be composed of “taxpaying householders.” If in past generations the majority 
was counted among the relatively narrow ranks of the “great” or “meritorious” 
or “important” citizens, the Maharam determined that anyone who paid taxes is 
entitled to participate in the decision-making process. 

R. Asher b. Yehiel (Rosh), student of Maharam of Rothenburg, also adopted 
the principle of majority rule and explained it as follows: “Know that concerning 
any public matter the Torah says ‘follow the majority,’ and therefore any matter 

28 This opinion was first presented by Rabiya, R. Eliezer b. Yoel Halevi of Bonne (Responsa 
of R. Haim Or Zarua, 65, Mordekhai b. Hillel on Bava Batra 282).

29 Responsa Maharam (Berlin, 1891), 885; Hagahot maimoniot, Tefilah 11:2. The responsum 
is included also in R. Judah b. R. Eliezer ha-Levy of Mintz, Responsa Mahari mintz, §7.
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the community agrees upon follows the majority, and the minority must then 
abide by what the majority agrees upon.”30 The principle of “follow the majority” 
was applied in the Talmud only to the rabbinical court (beit din) and not to public 
issues. Rosh was the first sage who applied it explicitly to public issues based on 
halakhic rulings that have continued to evolve since the twelfth century.

The principle of majority rule was also accepted by the sages of Spain, as 
expressed by R. Shlomo b. Adret (Rashba), who was active in Barcelona in the 
thirteenth century:

The strict law regarding city decisions [is that] so long as the 
majority agrees and enacts and accepts as law, individual opinion is 
overlooked, because the majority in every individual city acts as the 
great court for all of Israel. And if they decree a ruling it will stand 
and the transgressor will be punished, as is written, “in cursing you 
are accursed etc.” That is to say, the majority may issue a ban even 
against one’s will, as is written: “in cursing you are accursed and 
me you have robbed the whole nation,” if it is “the whole nation” 
it is valid. That means the individuals are subject to a curse if the 
majority supports it.31

Rashba drew a striking comparison between the power of the majority vis-à-vis 
individuals and the power of the great rabbinical court vis-à-vis the Jewish people. 
Just as the court is an authorized body with enforceable power over the Jewish 
people as a whole, so too, the public majority is authorized to enforce its rulings 
on the community in general. Rashba’s ruling comprises two elements: the power 
of the public and the support it must receive from the majority. 

In summary, according to the prevailing opinion among the halakhic authorities 
of the thirteenth century, community decisions, including the appointment of 
community officials, must be arrived at by majority. Consequently, every member 
of the community, or at least every taxpayer in the community, has the right to 
participate in the decision-making process and to elect officials.

What about the right to be elected to hold a position of leadership? Is this 
an equal right or are there preferred ranks for holding office? Maimonides, who 
was asked about the nature of the city leadership, defined it as follows: “And 
the seven good people of the city are the learned sages, men of Torah learning 
and of virtuous deeds.”32 According to this definition, the authority of the city 

30 R. Asher b. Yehiel, Responsa Rosh, Principle 6, §5.
31 R. Shlomo b. Adret, Responsa Rashba, 5:126.
32 Maimonides, Responsa, ed. J. Blau (Jerusalem: Makitzei Nirdamim, 1960), §271.
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leaders is based on their personal merits, on being men of Torah learning and of 
virtuous deeds, so that the leadership should be chosen from the community’s 
religious elite. Thus, anyone who cannot claim to have such status cannot 
nominate himself for the position. Rashba, however, defined community leaders 
in an entirely different manner: “The seven good people of the city mentioned 
everywhere are not seven people selected for their wisdom or wealth or honor, but 
seven people nominated by the community to stand as officials.”33 According to 
Rashba, the city leaders’ authority does not stem from their personal status (their 
wisdom, wealth, or honor) but from being elected by the public. This definition 
allows any decent person (transgressors were disqualified) to be nominated 
for a leadership post, and allows the community to choose whomever it wills. 
The dispute between Maimonides and Rashba reflects not only the different 
approaches toward the leadership of the community but also the development 
that took place in Jewish communities over the hundred years that separate the 
two sages. Maimonides’s position is consistent with the elitist approach that 
characterizes Jewish communities up to the twelfth century, where the authority 
of the leadership was based on the personal status of community members. By 
contrast, Rashba’s position is consistent with the new reality and approach, 
whereby the authority of the leadership is based on public consensus. 

Scholars pointed to the parallel phenomenon taking place in European society 
and law. In the thirteenth century, European cities and certain other organizations 
began making decisions based on the majority principle. This was a result of 
the influence of Roman law, which recognized this principle, in contrast to the 
local German law that did not recognize it and required unanimous agreement. 
Historians are divided on the question whether this affected Jewish communal 
life and law. Yitzhak Baer maintained that halakhic authorities learned all their 
legal principles from Christian jurists: “The principle of majority rule in all public 
matters was accepted in the cities of Europe only during the thirteenth century, 
first in southern Europe that was more open to the influence of Roman law, 
then in northern countries that accepted it later. . . . Mainly, the Jewish scholars 
learned their laws from their Christian colleagues, the jurists and Canonists, and 

33 R. Shlomo b. Adret, Responsa Rashba, 1: 617. On the parallelism between “city leaders” 
in the Jewish communities and the officials of gentile cities, see Arieh Grabois, “The 
Leadership of Officials (parnasim) in the Communities of Northern France in the Eleventh 
and Twelfth Centuries: The ‘Community Leaders’ and the ‘City Elders,’” in Culture and 
Society in Medieval Jewish History: Festschrift in Memory of Haim Hillel Ben-Sasson, 
ed. Reuben Bonfil, Menachem Ben-Sasson, and Joseph Hacker (Jerusalem: Zalman 
Shazar Center, 1989), 303–314; Yitzhak Baer, The History of the Jews in Christian Spain 
(Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication society, 1992), 186 ff.
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not from the Talmudic tradition.”34 Opposing him are other historians, including 
Haim Soloveitchik and Avraham Grossman, maintaining that this was internal 
halakhic development that has nothing to do with external influence.35 The main 
evidence for the latter position is the fact that decisions by majority were common 
already in the eleventh century, and even if the majority was not counted based 
on community members, it is still clear that there was no need for unanimous 
agreement.

The question of the equal right of all, rich and poor, wise and ignorant, 
continued to trouble halakhic scholars. After the expulsion from Spain, there was 
a sharp disagreement between two scholars in the Ottoman Empire regarding the 
question whether the principle of majority rule refers to a quantitative majority 
(rov minyan) or a qualitative one (rov binyan). R. Shmuel di Modina, one of 
the great scholars of Salonika in the sixteenth century, was asked: “Our rabbi, 
teach us as one audience, including the rich, the middle class, and the poor, some 
knowledgeable in the Torah and important, what is the law, how the public should 
behave with respect to the public’s needs.” He replied as follows:

Apparently the Torah simply said to follow the majority to the point 
where it appears that there is no division between rich and poor 
and all are counted equally, and the minority is ignored relative 
to the majority. And this is how it appears at face value in the 
answer of Rosh, who wrote: “And in all matters about which the 
public agrees we follow the majority, and individuals must observe 
everything that the majority agrees about, etc. Therefore the Torah 
said in all public agreements: ‘follow the majority.’” This is what 
everyone thinks, but I see that the meaning of what the Torah said 
about “following the majority” is not what appears to people . . . 
Because the Torah did not say “follow the majority” but (only) when 
those who are in disagreement are equal, then majority inclination 
is decisive. But when there is a difference between two factions, 
is it possible that one man counts for more than 1,000? Where is 
it written in the Torah? But we must say that when the Torah said 
“follow the majority” it may be a qualitative majority (rov binyan) 

34 Grabois, “The Foundations and the Beginnings of the Jewish Community in Middle Ages,” 
Zion 15 (1950): 38 (Hebrew).

35 Soloveitchik, The Use of Responsa (above n. 22), 102–105; Grossman, “The Attitude of 
Ashkenazic Sages” (above n. 22), 175–199. See Kaplan, “Majority and Minority” (above 
n. 21), following Baer but in a milder version. 
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or a quantitative one (rov minyan). When they are equal it is rov 
minyan. When they are not equal it is rov binyan.36

R. Shmuel di Modina admits that the simple meaning of the principle, “follow the 
majority” indicates a simple numeric majority, without “dividing between rich 
and poor,” and this is what everyone believes. But in his opinion, the principle of 
majority decision should be accepted only when the parties to the disagreement 
are equal. When one party exceeds the other in wisdom or wealth, there is no 
reason to mechanically follow the majority. For this reason, Di Modina decrees 
that the deciding majority is a qualitative one (rov binyan); only where there is 
no clear qualitative majority should the quantitative a majority (rov minyan) be 
followed.

Opposing him was R. Eliyahu Mizrahi, one of the great scholars of Turkey in 
the sixteenth century:

The entire public is referred to as a court in these matters, similarly 
to rabbinical judges who convene in a rabbinical court, who are 
not allowed to break until they reach a decision as a result of any 
disagreement that occurred between them . . . they are merely 
counted and follow the majority, in accordance with the decree of 
our holy Torah, “follow the majority.” And he who deviates from the 
many is called a sinner. And no distinction is made if that majority 
consisted of rich or poor, learned or laymen, because the entire 
public is referred to as a court for interpersonal matters.37

R. Eliyahu Mizrahi based the authority of the community on the concept of 
rabbinical courts, and argued that “the entire public is referred to as a court for 
interpersonal matters.” In other words, as far as public affairs are concerned, the 
entire community must be regarded as a rabbinical court. By virtue of this analogy, 
rulings in the community should follow the method of ruling in court, that is, by 
majority opinion. Similarly to rabbinical courts, also in the community everyone 
must be counted, and therefore it makes no difference whether the majority 
consists of the rich or the poor, of the wise or the laity. The conclusion that arises 
from the argument of R. Eliyahu Mizrahi is that everyone in the community is 
granted an equal right to express his opinion about the selection of officials and 
other community decisions. 

36 R. Shmuel di Modina, Responsa Maharashdam, O.H. 37.
37 R. Eliyahu Mizrahi, Responsa, 50, p. 145. These two answers were cited in Menachem 

Elon’s article “Democracy, Basic Rights, and Good Governance in the Jurisprudence of 
Oriental Sages,” Shenaton ha-mishpat ha-ivri 18–19 (1992–1994): 9–63 [Hebrew].
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These opinions guided future generations of halakhic authorities as well as 
community practices. Historians believe that the principle of majority rule has 
been accepted from the thirteenth century onward and that community decisions 
were usually made in this way.38 These principles were applied in the responsa 
of decisors in subsequent generations until the twentieth century, showing that 
there was recognition of the equal right of all community members (at least of 
taxpayers) to be partners in the political process.

3. From the Principle of Majority 
to Individual Right

Although the right to political participation was recognized at the practical level, 
at the level of halakhic discourse no such right was formulated. A formulation 
of the right to political participation (as a right) appears for the first time at 
the beginning of the twentieth century. The recognition of this right serves as 
a standard for determining the pattern of community elections. The issue was 
brought up in halakhic responsa of three prominent authorities to a problem 
that plagued the Jewish community in Czechoslovakia.39 After World War I, the 
government of Czechoslovakia established a proportional electoral system in the 
country. According to this method, various groups could be elected to municipal 
councils and to the legislature according to their proportion within the population. 
Subsequently, members of the Jewish community of Munkacs asked the authorities 
to implement a proportional electoral system in their community as well. The 
Munkacs Rebbe, Haim Eliezer Shapira, objected because the Munkacs Hasidim, 
whom he represented, were in the majority, and following the majoritarian 
approach which was in effect until then, they held all the powers. For this reason, 
those who did not belong to this hasidic group demanded to change the system 
and to obtain representation. The local government did not want to decide on the 
matter and brought the question before the central government in Prague. The 
Interior Minister summoned the Chief Rabbi of Czechoslovakia, Rabbi Dr. Haim 
Brody, and asked him what the electoral system according to halakha should be. 
Rabbi Brody answered that the proportional method is the most appropriate. The 

38 H. H. Ben-Sasson, Studies in Medieval Jewish History (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1977), 
116–124 [Hebrew]; Simcha Goldin, Uniqueness and Togetherness (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz 
Hameuchad, 1997), 145–156 [Hebrew]; Kenneth Stow, Alienated Minority (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 1997), ch. 8.

39 The case, its background, and the three responsa are described in Shlomo Shragai, “The 
Law of Election,” Sinai 14 (1945): 100–114, repr. in Thoughts about Jewish Democracy, 
ed. Benny Porat (Jerusalem: The Israel Democracy Institute, 2010), 273–291 [Hebrew].
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Minister of the Interior, who received a different opinion from other rabbis, asked 
him whether there may be differences of opinion in the halakha, and what was to 
be done in such cases. R. Brody replied that this is possible, and that in these cases 
the leading scholars of the generation must be consulted. In the case at hand, he 
suggested referring the question to the chief rabbis in Mandatory Palestine, Rabbi 
Abraham Isaac Kook and Rabbi Yaakov Meir. When formulating the question, 
Rabbi Brody presented his position in the case as well, and thus there are three 
references to the question.

Rabbi Shapira’s claim was that the binding halakhic principle is “follow the 
majority,” meaning that the majority should decide in all matters, and that granting 
participatory rights in community groups to the minority contradicts this halakhic 
principle. The three rabbis rejected this claim. Rabbi Chaim Brody claimed that 
the majority had the right to decide but that it had no obligation to do so. The 
majority may waive its right and hand over the power to a minority or to a group 
of individuals. For considerations of fairness and honesty the majority should 
take into account the minority and allow it to be represented, as evidenced by the 
proportional electoral method.

Rabbi Kook ruled in a similar vein: “And there is no doubt that all social 
matters involve concession and yielding, whether for individuals or the public, and 
therefore it is the consensus and custom of the public that elections be conducted 
according to the principle of  proportionality in order to avoid controversy, 
which is a genuine Torah law.” Rabbi Kook found precedents for his ruling in 
the methods of appointment of biblical judges. He claimed that the way of the 
Torah is to ensure that the process whereby judges and public representatives are 
elected reflects the voices of all sectors of society. A decision by the majority that 
suppresses entirely the minority opinion is in complete contradiction with the 
way of the Torah. In principle, argued Rabbi Kook, the fundamental rule of public 
enterprise is partnership. Therefore, it is necessary to ensure that each partner has 
an equal right to share in the political process. 

The clearest formulation of the personal right to political partnership appears 
in the answer of Rabbi Yaakov Meir, the first Sephardic Chief Rabbi of Mandatory 
Palestine. Rabbi Meir determined that not only is it proper to grant this right based 
on considerations of integrity, but that it is required by Torah law. He presented 
two reasons for his ruling: a rational reason (“the rational law”) and halakhic 
reason (“the legal law”):

To add a personal touch, I say that true judgment is based on reason 
as well as law. Reason: when it comes to every honest person, his 
reason requires him to accord to each person his rights as a human 
being, and the franchise is granted to every individual, with no 
distinction between rich and poor, to vote and to be elected. If so, I 
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wonder how the majority has the power to deprive the minority, and 
even an individual, of his human rights? . . . [The basis in] law is that 
our holy Torah states that we should follow the majority only for laws 
that apply to everyone equally. Then they follow the majority. But 
in regard to one sect against the other sects, then the judges are no 
longer considered judges but rather are considered litigants . . . And 
this distinction is made explicitly from the great sage, Rabbi Joseph 
of Trani: “They taught to follow the majority only in a matter where 
all are equal—then one should follow the majority opinion. But if 
all agree to deprive one of his rights, they all should be considered 
interested parties [and are therefore disqualified from sitting in 
judgment].” 40 All the more so, in a case in which several parties 
come to deprive one party of its power and its right to contest the 
election. Thus, we must judge correctly that they are not impartial 
and therefore [in this case we] should not follow the majority. 

The two grounds cited by R. Meir are instructive. The first, the rational one, 
expresses a clear concept of human rights. All people have personal rights by 
virtue of their status as a person. These rights are not related to their social status, 
to whether they are rich or poor, or to any other of their characteristics. Among 
these rights is the right to vote and to be elected, a right that cannot be denied 
by the majority. The second reason, the halakhic one, is similar to the first. The 
authority of the majority, recognized by the halakha, applies to public matters in 
which all are considered equal. But the power of the majority does not apply to 
infringe on the rights of the minority or of the individual. This distinction contains 
a clear definition of the balance between the powers of the majority and the rights 
of the individual.

Rabbi Ben-Zion Meir Hai Uziel, the Sephardic Chief Rabbi of Mandatory 
Palestine, Rabbi Yaakov Meir’s successor, also spoke about the right of the 
individual to political participation. In 1935, Rabbi Uziel was asked by the Mizrahi 
and Hapoel Hamizrahi Union who was eligible to vote. He replied as follows:

Everyone in town is a partner in the regulation of their common 
needs in town, and therefore all adults who pay the taxes imposed 
on them have equal rights with all the residents to express an 
opinion in matters of community and municipal leadership, that is, 
to vote and to be elected to the managing bodies . . . And it seems 
that the notion of “taxes” includes all joint payments in which the 

40 R. Yosef Trani, Responsa Maharit 1:95 (born in Safed, 1568, died in Istanbul, 1639.)
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individual participates in his estimation. This includes payments for 
water and sanitation services and the like. And all these services are 
paid from the public treasury and conducted by an elected public 
administration. Thus, the law provides that all those who participate 
in the payment of what was imposed upon them, whether a great deal 
or a little, also have the right to participate in electing the municipal 
public leadership with full and equal rights.41

Rabbi Uziel formulates a personal right to vote and to be elected that is granted 
equally to all. He softens the traditional halakhic requirement whereby the right 
is vested only in the taxpayers in the community, possibly limiting the right to the 
wealthy who have a tax liabilities, whereas the poor, who can not pay taxes, would 
not be entitled to vote or to be elected. In his interpretation, he says that the idea 
of “taxes” does not reflect a certain income bracket but any payment for services 
that can attest to the fact that the person is a member or resident of the community.

It is reasonable to assume that the formulation used by twentieth century sages 
in explicitly recognizing the right of the individual to vote and to be elected was 
affected by the recognition in society at large of the right to individual choice. At 
the same time, though, this conclusion follows from halakhic tradition itself. The 
decisors do not articulate their opinions as an innovation or a new interpretation 
of the sources. They regard their opinions as proper interpretations of the halakhic 
tradition. The indirect dialogue between halakha and external reality brought the 
halakhic authorities to explicate what is already implied in halakhic sources.

4. New Challenges: Women’s Suffrage
The new reality has posed new challenges before halakhic authorities. One 
important challenge in this area was the right of women to political participation. 
Until the twentieth century, Jewish tradition did not recognize the right of women 
to be partners in the political process. In this respect, Jewish tradition was no 
different than what was customary in surrounding societies and countries. The 
changes that took place in this regard since the beginning of the twentieth century 
raised the issue among halakhic decisors as well. Here the matter was not just an 
explication; it was about innovation. The issue first arose in Jewish communities 
of the Diaspora, from where it reached Mandatory Palestine. There, the issue arose 
in 1918 following the decision of the second constitutive assembly of the Yishuv 
to grant women the right to vote. The controversy became the main political and 
religious issue from 1918 to 1926. As it is beyond the scope of this article to 

41 Rabbi Ben-Zion Meir Hai Uziel, Responsa Mishpetei Uziel, vol. 4, H.M. 3.
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review all the opinions on this issue, I will describe the controversy in broad 
strokes and focus on two main opinions.42

Halakhic decisors distinguished between active suffrage, namely the right to 
vote, and passive suffrage, that is, the right to be elected. Most (Orthodox) rabbis 
objected to granting women both active and passive suffrage.43 According to 
another group of halakhic authorities, women should be granted the right to vote 
but not to be elected.44 Yet another group of halakhic decisors stated that women 
should be granted both active and passive suffrage.45 The distinction between 
active and passive suffrage is based on the fact that in halakhic sources there is 
no explicit prohibition against active voting by women but there is such a ban 
on their holding public positions. The main source that is cited in this context 
is Maimonides in Laws of Kings: “One should not endow a woman with royal 
sovereignty . . . and to all positions in Jewish communities, one must appoint 
only men.”46 

Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak ha-Kohen Kook, the Chief Rabbi of the Mandatory 
Palestine, expressed his unambiguous opinion against granting suffrage to 
women.47 He discussed the issue from a broad perspective, examining three 
aspects of the question: (a) from the legal point of view, whether it is allowed or 
prohibited; (b) from the point of view of the common good, whether the Jews will 
benefit from allowing or prohibiting it; and (c) from the point of view of ideals, 

42 About the history and politics of this controversy, see Menachem Friedman, Society and 
Religion: The Non-Zionist Orthodoxy in Eretz Israel (Jerusalem, 1978), 146–184 [Hebrew]; 
reference to halakhic materials on p. 146, n. 1. A great deal of halakhic information is 
found in Justice Menachem Elon’s ruling in the Leah Shakdiel case, Leah Shakdiel v. The 
Minister of Religious Affairs HCJ 153/87, and others, Rulings 42(2) 221, and in his book, 
The Status of Women: Law and Judgment, Tradition and Transition, the Values of a Jewish 
and Democratic State (Tel Aviv, 2005), 51–101.    

43 Among them were Rabbi Israel Meir ha-Kohen of Radin, author of Hafetz hayyim and 
Mishnah berurah, and Rabbi Haim Ozer Grodzinski of Vilna, one of the great decisors of 
the first half of the twentieth century, and most of the famous rabbis in Palestine.

44 Among these was Rabbi David Zvi Hoffman, head of the Rabbinical Seminary in Berlin. 
See his article in Jeschurun 6 (1919): 262–267 [German]. It was translated into Hebrew in 
The Kibbutz in the Halakha: Collection of Articles (Sha‘albim: n.p., 1984), 286–290. His 
words are cited by Justice Elon in the Shakdiel case. 

45 Among them were rabbis who belonged to the Mizrachi religious Zionist movement. See 
Friedman, Society and Religion (above n. 42).

46 Maimonides, Laws of Kings 1:5.
47 Ma’amarei ha-R’ayah, a Collection of Articles by Rabbi Kook (Jerusalem, n.p., 1984), 

189–194. There are three different responsa by him regarding this matter. For analysis 
of R. Kook Halakhic approach in this issue see also: Avinoam Rosenak, The Prophetic 
Halakha (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 2007), 246–253 [Hebrew].
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whether our moral consciousness rejects the matter or demands it. Regarding the 
law, Rabbi Kook appealed to general principles and policy considerations (as 
there is no direct rule relating to the issue). He believed that women’s suffrage 
contradicts the principle that only men have public obligations, that “it is the 
way of men to conquer, it is not the way of women to conquer” (Yevamot 65b). 
Moreover, it can result in the mixing of the genders, which is liable to conflict with 
the principles of modesty espoused by the halakha. Regarding the common good, 
Rabbi Kook believed that the Jewish people will greatly benefit from continuing 
to rely on their sources and thereby retain their uniqueness. He believed that 
preserving the special character of the people also reinforces the recognition of 
their rights to Eretz Israel. Regarding the ideal, Rabbi Kook believed that the 
Jewish perception of the women’s ideal place is completely different from that 
of European nations. Keeping the women’s place outside the bustle of public life 
is necessary to protect their position, delicacy, and modesty. In his opinion, this 
attests to greater respect for women. He particularly emphasized the protection 
of the integrity of the family and believed that granting women the right to vote 
could bring political controversy into the home, which would present a risk to 
family harmony.48

An entirely different position was expressed by Rabbi Ben-Zion Meir Hai 
Uziel. At the time of the debate, Rabbi Uziel was Chief Rabbi of Tel Aviv, and 
subsequently Chief Sephardic Rabbi of Israel. R. Uziel did not express this 
position during the debate itself.49 In hindsight, he wrote: 

This question became a point of contention in Israel and threw the 
entire Eretz Israel into upheaval. And day after day, leaflets and 

48 Note that his son, R. Zvi Yehuda Kook, indicated that although his father opposed the 
matter, he did not use the term “prohibited.” In his opinion, the matter lacked merit but it 
was not halakhically prohibited. Shlomo ha-Kohen Aviner, ed., Conversations of Rabbi Zvi 
Yehuda (Jerusalem: Yeshivat Ateret Kohanim, n.d.) [Hebrew].

49 Uziel, Mishpetei Uziel 4, H.M. 5. The response was reprinted in Uziel, Piskey uziel be-
sheilot ha-zeman (Jerusalem: Mossad Ha-Rav Kook, 1976), §44. This is what he wrote: 
“I wrote this answer at the time in order to clarify the halakha for myself, and I did not 
want to publish it and issue a practical ruling on the matter, but now, after this question 
was resolved on its own, I found it appropriate to publish it for the glory of the Torah.” 
The answer was published only in 1939, after the issue had been decided, and after the 
death of R. Kook. It is possible that R. Uziel refrained from publishing the answer as 
long as R. Kook was alive. For analysis of the dispute between R. Kook and R. Uziel see 
Y. Cohen, “The Controversy between Rabbi Kook and Rabbi Uziel on Granting Women 
the Franchise,” Hapenina–Memorial Book for Penina Rafel (Jerusalem: Bene Hemed 
publishers, 1989), 51–62 [Hebrew].
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warnings, pamphlets and articles appeared in newspapers, frequently 
published in order to prohibit women’s participation in elections 
altogether. Some relied on Torah law, others on maintaining the 
boundaries of morality and modesty, and others yet on protecting 
the peace in the family home. And everyone’s opinion was based on 
the same phrase: “novelty is forbidden by the Torah.”

This is his opinion regarding the right of women to vote:

We found no clear basis to prohibit the first one (active suffrage), 
and it is inconceivable to deprive women of this basic personal 
right. For in these elections we appoint leaders for ourselves and 
give power of attorney to our elected representatives to speak on our 
behalf, to arrange the affairs of our settlement, and to levy taxes on 
our property. And women, directly or indirectly, accept the authority 
of these representatives and observe their public and national laws. 
And how can you hold both ends of the stick: to impose upon them 
the disciplinary obligation of the representatives of the nation and to 
deny them the right to vote?

Regarding the right of women to be elected he said:

The second question is that of the representatives—whether a 
woman can be elected. And in this we apparently found an explicit 
prohibition (Sifrei on Duet. 29:16): “‘You may indeed set [a king]’—
[if he] dies, you should appoint another one in his stead, a ‘king’ 
and not a queen.” And from this Maimonides learned: “One should 
not endow a woman with royal sovereignty, for it is said: ‘[set 
a] king over you’ and not a queen. And to all positions in Jewish 
communities one must appoint only men” (Laws of Kings 1: 5). . . 
. But I am doubtful whether this rule is based on the principle that 
a woman is disqualified from serving as a judge or on the principle 
of the “dignity of the public.” The difference is in a case in which 
she is not appointed by the court but chosen by a portion of the 
community as their representative and agent . . . According to the 
first explanation, it would not be effective, just as an individual is 
not allowed to accept a woman’s testimony in matters of divorce, 
marriage, and the like because the Torah disqualified her. But 
according to the second explanation, their choice should be effective 
. . . And from what is written in the Tosafot that Dvora was a judge 
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because they accepted her authority over themselves, it proves that 
their acceptance is effective . . . Accordingly, it is clear that what is 
written in Sifrei is to be interpreted in this way that we do not appoint 
a queen over the public by an appointment of the court because of 
the dignity of the public. Therefore the individual or individuals are 
entitled to elect her, and by the right of the electors she joins the 
group of the elected.

Rabbi Uziel concluded his answer as follows: 

(a) The woman has a perfect right in elections in order that she may 
partake in the meaningful duty to the representatives who will head 
the people. (b) The woman can also be elected with the consent and 
enactment of the public.

Note that despite the opposition of the decisors, over time the community, 
including the ultra-Orthodox community, accepted women’s suffrage. Already 
before the establishment of the State of Israel and certainly ever since, there has 
been no rabbinic authority calling for women to avoid voting. Naturally, there is 
a political interest here as well. If the ultra-Orthodox community had prevented 
women from voting, it would have undermined the community’s representation 
in the institutions of the Yishuv and subsequently, of the state. Nevertheless, 
the fact that the decisors did not oppose the right to vote indicates that, in any 
case, they found no prohibition against women voting. This is not the situation, 
though, with regard to women’s right to run for office. Here there is still objection 
among ultra-Orthodox authorities. Indeed, one cannot find a single woman among 
Ultraorthodox Knesset members or in other public positions. 

In sum, halakhic authorities had to face the challenge of women’s suffrage. 
The demand for equal right to vote ran against the custom, and the demand for 
equal right to run for office was against an explicit prohibition. The rabbis were 
divided in their response to this challenge. Some of them opposed women’s 
suffrage altogether, others accepted active suffrage and opposed passive suffrage, 
and others yet accepted women’s equal right to vote and run for office. Eventually, 
the controversy was decided by social reality. In halakhic terms, one may call it 
the norm: “This is the norm and no one contests it. Come and see how people 
behave.”50

50 Justice Elon in the Shakdiel case (above n. 42), §36.
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5. From Community to a State: 
Non-Jews’ Right to Political Participation 

The new reality raised another challenge for halakhic authorities regarding 
the equal right of non-Jews to political participation. As we have seen, in 
the halakhic tradition the right to political participation developed within the 
boundaries of the Jewish community. Halakha did not deny the right of non-
Jews to political participation, but because it referred to the Jewish community, 
in practice it granted this right to Jews only. The new reality, however, required 
halakhic authorities to address a situation in which all citizens of the country 
have equal rights. From the outset, Zionist leaders proclaimed that the future 
state would be democratic and grant equal rights to all its citizens. Consequently, 
in Israel’s Declaration of Independence, the state committed itself to “ensure 
complete equality of social and political rights to all its inhabitants irrespective 
of religion, race, or gender.” What is the position of the halakha on this matter? 
Does it recognize the expansion of the right to political participation and grant it 
equally to all, Jews and non-Jews alike? 

It seems that the first one to address this question was Rabbi Isaac Herzog 
(1888–1959), who was chief rabbi of Mandatory Palestine, and later Chief Rabbi 
of the State of Israel at its inception. In his work, Law for Israel According to 
Torah, Rabbi Herzog extensively discussed the issue of “minority rights” and that 
of “public appointments of non-Jews today.”51 In his discussion, Rabbi Herzog 
addressed both halakhic and realpolitik considerations. First, he mentioned 
the demand of the international community, included in the UN Resolution of 
November 29, 1947, to grant equal rights to all residents. This requirement was 
a condition for recognition of the State of Israel by the international community; 
as so, it had a decisive halakhic weight. In his opinion, even if the halakha had 
ruled that equal rights should not be granted to everyone, the UN demand ought 
to have been accepted because it was in the national interest. The requirement to 
grant equal rights to all is even stronger, inasmuch as the halakha does not object 
to it in any way. Rabbi Herzog explained that halakhic laws limiting the status 
of non-Jews did not apply to the current reality and therefore are not valid today. 
It follows that on the one hand there is no halakhic restriction against granting 
equal rights to non-Jews, and on the other, this was required by political and 
national considerations.

51 R. Y.H. Herzog, Constitution and Law in a Jewish State According to the Halacha, ed. 
Itamar Warhaftig (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1989). The topics in brackets cited 
above in the text are the titles of the second and third parts of the book.
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Rabbi Herzog raised another argument that was based on a model of 
partnership that, in his opinion, describes the establishment of the State of Israel 
in the best way: 

The basis of the state itself is a kind of partnership. It is, so to speak, 
through the mediation the nations, say even idolaters, who agreed 
to give us a shared government in a way that would grant us a clear 
superiority, and the state would be named after ourselves. Does the 
law of the Jewish Kingdom (malkhut yisra’el) apply to this state 
to the same degree to which it applied in the days of David and 
Solomon? . . . This is another matter. Indeed, this is a partnership 
between the Jewish people and a gentile people under conditions 
that ensure a certain measure of superiority for the first partner. The 
question is, therefore, only whether we are allowed to form such a 
partnership.52

At the root of R. Herzog’s approach is the distinction between the ideal model of 
the “Jewish Kingdom” that fits the Kingdom of David and Solomon, and the real 
model of partnership that fits the State of Israel. R. Herzog admits that halakhic 
rulings regarding the State of Israel need not be made with reference to the ideal 
model of the Kingdom of Israel, but in light of current reality, which must be 
grasped more modestly as a partnership between citizens, Jews and non-Jews 
alike. This partnership is offered to the Jews as a deal, the terms of which are 
defined in advance. On one hand, it grants a certain priority to the Jewish people, 
and on the other, it requires a division of political power and the granting of 
equal rights to all citizens. The question, therefore, is not about the content of the 
arrangement, but only whether it is permissible and appropriate to accept it. R. 
Herzog raises several doubts, but in the end his answer is clear: it is worthwhile, and 
therefore permissible and proper. This model summarizes and reflects his position 
on this issue. The halakhic justification for granting equal rights to non-Jews is 
based primarily on pragmatic considerations of political expediency. The halakha 
contains no prohibition that would prevent accepting this principle, but neither is 
there an obligation to accept it in the absence of pragmatic considerations. 

R. Herzog devoted a special discussion to the right to be elected and to fill 
public positions. Although the justification he presented so far also applies to this 
issue, he chose to devote a special halakhic discussion to it. Unlike the right to 
vote, which the halakha does not limit explicitly, the right to fill public offices 
is restricted. Talmudic law requires that only Jews be appointed to public or 

52 Ibid., 20.
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government positions. “‘One from among your brethren you shall set as king over 
you, you may not set a foreigner over you, who is not your brother’ (Deut. 17:15): 
all appointments which you make must be only from among of your brothers.”53 
Maimonides also ruled in this spirit.54 In this matter, then, the halakha presents 
a more difficult challenge. R. Herzog addressed this limitation by using the 
distinction already raised by decisors in the past, between appointment by virtue 
of law and acceptance by the public.55 According to this distinction, the restriction 
on appointing a non-Jew to public office applies only to the appointment by 
virtue of law, but the public is entitled to accept voluntarily even those whom the 
halakha disqualifies by virtue of law. Because in a democracy the public voluntary 
accepts these public appointments, they are also deemed acceptable according to 
the halakha. Therefore, there is no halakhic prohibition regarding the right to be 
elected and to discharge public functions, and thus it all comes back to the main 
political consideration of granting equal rights to all.56 

In sum, R. Herzog’s opinion is that all citizens of the state should be granted 
full equal rights, regardless of their religion and nationality, including the right 
to vote, to be elected, and to discharge all public functions. However, as noted 
above, his main reason for granting equal rights is based on pragmatic and political 
considerations rather than on a moral acceptance in principle of the equality of 
non-Jews. R. Herzog found halakhic “permission” to grant equal rights, but did 
not provide a justification for doing so in the first place.

By contrast, Rabbi Shaul Israeli (1909–1995), one of the most prominent 
authorities on issues of state and halakha, presented a different approach. 
R. Israeli’s discussion focuses on the gentiles’ right to be appointed to public 
office, which is the more problematic side of this issue from the halakhic point 
of view. R. Israeli did not recognize the distinction between “appointment” 
and “acceptance” with regard to the manner in which the appointment is made. 
Instead, he offered another distinction concerning the nature of authority. The 
halakhic prohibition against appointing a non-Jew to public office has to do, in 
the words of Maimonides, with “power” (serara). Thus, R. Israeli distinguished 

53 B Qiddushin 76b, cf. Sifrei Deut. 157 (ed. Finkelstein, 208). 
54 Maimonides, Laws of Kings 1:4.
55 Herzog, Constitution and Law (above n. 51), 22–24. As the source of this distinction R. 

Herzog mentions R. Hayyim Benbenisti, Knesset ha-gedola, H.M., §7.
56 Furthermore, R. Herzog discussed the problem of appointing judges who are not Jewish. 

This is a more serious matter, because apart from the prohibition against granting authority 
to non-Jews, there is a special prohibition against turning to the “courts of the gentiles.” 
After he analyzed the reasons for the prohibition, showing that they do not apply in the 
context of Israel, he reached the conclusion that non-Jews can be appointed to the position 
of judge. Herzog, Constitution and Law (above n. 51), 24–25.
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between “power” and elected officials. Power is investing an individual with 
personal authority. Personal authority is manifest in the fact that it is not limited in 
time, and the person invested with it may even bequeath it to his sons. By contrast, 
an elected official does not act by virtue of personal authority but by virtue of 
being a trustee and a representative of the public. This is reflected inasmuch as 
his position is assigned to him for a limited time, and he cannot bequeath it to his 
sons. “For today the meaning of being a representative is not that they are vested 
with personal power over the public; they are merely agents and representatives 
of the public.”57 Consequently, R. Israeli claimed that the prohibition against 
granting authority to a non-Jew is limited to “power” only, the reason being that 
gentiles may become cruel toward those who are not from among their people.58 
This point does not apply when the persons are not vested with personal authority 
but act as representatives of the public, because the public limits their power both 
in the duration of time and in the scope of their authority. R. Israeli also used a 
partnership model to explain the matter:

And now it seems clear that, just as in the case of a business 
partnership between Jews and gentiles, it is possible to arrange a 
division of labor between them in such a way that the gentile takes 
care of managing the business and, as such, gives orders and assigns 
activities for everyone, etc., and it is not be perceived as a matter 
of power, because this is just by virtue of partnership and he gives 
orders in the name of all partners. Similarly, in the larger partnership 
of managing a city or a state, the fundamental content of the right 
of elected representatives does not change, and they do not acquire 
power, and are merely representatives of the public commanded to 
act for its benefit, and as such they are granted special rights.59 

A political organization, whether a city or a state, is a form of partnership. Just as 
Jews and gentiles are allowed to form business partnerships and divide positions 
and areas of responsibility between themselves, they are also entitled to do 
so in politics. The agreement of the partners to divide the political power and 
equal rights between themselves is binding. Elected officials are the trustees and 
representatives of the public, and therefore there is no reason not to appoint non-
Jews to such a position. 

57 R. Shaul Israeli, Amud ha-yemini, §12 (Jerusalem: n.p., 1966), 143.
58 He cites Sefer ha-hinnukh, Neg. Precept 498, which explains in this manner the prohibition 

against appointing a king “who is not among your brothers.”
59 Israeli, Amud ha-yemini (above n. 57), 144. 
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Unlike R. Herzog, R. Israeli did not base his argument on pragmatic 
considerations but on the principles of political organization. R. Israeli had no 
difficulty with a political partnership based on equality. He saw no need to justify 
the partnership by the fact that Jews were granted precedence or by the fact that 
the state was to be Jewish. The shared desire of the parties justifies the partnership 
without a need for further validation. Thus, the equal rights of the gentiles are 
based on the consent of the public, which includes both Jews and non-Jews, to 
establish the country in this manner.60 

Following the same line of thought, other decisors based the equal right of 
non-Jews to vote and to be elected on the commitment made in the Declaration of 
Independence. According to this approach, the consent of the public at the time of 
establishment of the state also forms the basis of the halakhic obligation to grant 
equal rights to all. This is what R. Haim David Halevy, who was Chief Sephardic 
Rabbi of Tel Aviv, wrote: “In the reality of our life in the State of Israel . . . when 
the Declaration of Independence explicitly states that Israel ‘will ensure complete 
equality of social and political rights to all its citizens irrespective of religion, 
race, and gender,’ Israeli society must grant all its citizens, including gentiles, 
all the full rights granted by law to Jews.”61 Those who hold this view recognize 
that the halakha provides no explicit source or precedent for granting the right 
to political participation to non-Jews. But this deficit can be remedied by the 
halakhic principle that recognizes the power of community to determine for itself 
the proper modes of functioning and to assume various commitments toward its 
members. The state’s commitment expressed in the Declaration of Independence, 
and later in legislation, to grant equal rights to all, Jews and non-Jews alike, has 
therefore full halakhic validity.62

60 For a comparison of R. Israeli’s and R. Herzog’s attitudes towards the State of Israel, see 
Chaim Burgansky, “Community and Kingdom: Halakhic approaches of R. Y.H. Herzog 
and R. Shaul Israeli to the State of Israel,” in Religion and State in Jewish Thought in 
the Twentieth Century, ed. Aviezer Ravitzky (Jerusalem: The Israel Democracy Institute, 
2005), 267–294.

61 R. Haim David ha-Levy, Ase lekha rav, vol. 9, (Tel Aviv: ha-Vaʻadah le-hotsaʾat kitve ha-g. 
R. Ḥ.D. Halevi, n.d.), 61, 283. A similar approach was adopted by R. Yehuda Amital, “The 
Treatment of Minorities According to the Torah in the State of Israel,” Daf Qesher Yeshivat 
Har-Etzion 200 (Tishrei 1990). 

62 Concerning the general treatment of minorities, see Eliezer Haddad, The Status of Minorities 
in the Jewish State: Halakhic Aspects (Jerusalem: The Israel Democracy Institute, 2010) 
[Hebrew]. On the right to be elected, see ibid., ch. 2. 
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6. Conclusion: the Role of the Jewish Tradition 
in Israel’s Democracy 

Does Jewish tradition in any way influence the fact that Jews tend to hold a 
positive attitude toward democratic rule? This question is especially interesting 
in the context of the State of Israel. From its inception, the Zionist movement 
adopted democratic principles, and Israel has maintained a stable democratic 
regime for over sixty-five years. These facts are not self-evident. Many Zionist 
activists and immigrants to Israel came from countries that do not have a 
democratic tradition. The pioneering groups of the first immigration waves came 
from Eastern Europe and exhibited definite socialist leanings. The ideological 
environment in Eastern Europe produced authoritarian communist regimes. 
Subsequent waves of immigration to Israel came only partly from countries with 
democratic traditions. After the establishment of Israel, many immigrants came 
from Middle Eastern countries that were not democratic either. Furthermore, one 
must also take into consideration the difficult political and security conditions that 
existed at the time of Israel’s establishment and its struggles in the early years. 
Such a combination of conditions does not usually encourage the development of 
democratic and liberal regimes. Nevertheless, despite the above circumstances, a 
stable democracy emerged in Israel. Jews living in Israel, whatever their origin, 
embrace the principles of democracy and take an active part in it. Despite the 
many controversies and divisions among the citizens of Israel, the question of 
the democratic regime remains outside the controversy. Even the most traditional 
communities, which opposed modernity and Zionism, did not voice explicit 
opposition to the democratic regime. Many members of these communities 
proclaim the superiority of a halakhic state, but in practice do not refrain from 
participating in elections and accepting the democratic rules. The development of 
a democratic regime in Israel and the wide support it enjoys therefore require an 
explanation. On what social and historical elements is it based?63

It is reasonable to assume that the explanation of this phenomenon includes 
several factors, which I consider without attempting to exhaust the topic. First is the 
Zionist movement’s Central European and liberal background. Herzl, the founder 
of the Zionist movement, was influenced by the liberal European atmosphere, 
which, in turn, determined the basic democratic structure of the Zionist movement 

63 See the collection of articles in Gal et al., On a Democratic Path (above n. 3); see also 
Yonatan Shapira, “The Historical Sources of Israeli Democracy: The Labor (Mapai) as 
a Dominant Party,” Israeli Society: Critical Aspects (Tel Aviv: Breirot, 1994), 40–53 
[Hebrew]. Shapira focused on the nature of Israeli democracy—procedural versus liberal—
as a result of the political system and of the parties. 



30  |  Haim Shapira

and of its institutions.64 Second, Israel was established after World War II and the 
Holocaust, which had moral and political implications. The moral lesson shared 
by many societies was to favor democracy and human rights. Politically, if Israel 
wanted to gain the sympathy of the West, it had to adopt a democratic regime. 
Third, the formal demand of the United Nations Resolution of November 29, 
1947 from the two future states, the Jewish and the Arab, to adopt democratic 
regimes.65 But these factors do not seem to provide a full explanation. The Zionist 
movement’s Central-European background was certainly an important factor; how, 
though, was this fact alone able to influence a national movement nourished by 
many diverse communities that, as noted, did not come primarily from countries 
with democratic traditions? The fact that Israel came into being after World War 
II and that there was an international demand for the establishment of democracy 
does not provide a full explanation either. Many countries that were established 
in the post-colonial era failed, despite the hopes placed in them and despite the 
demands made of them to adopt stable democratic regimes. 

At this point one must consider the possible role of Jewish tradition. As is 
well known, the interrelations between the Zionist movement and the Jewish 
tradition are complicated. On the one hand, the Zionist movement rebelled against 
tradition, especially against the Diaspora way of life. On the other hand, though, 
the Zionist movement built on tradition. The very idea of a national renaissance 
is based on reviving old concepts and values such as those of the Jewish people, 
Eretz Israel, and the Hebrew language.66 What was the role of tradition with 
respect to political philosophy and political arrangements? Some old political 
concepts were important to Israel’s founding fathers. For example, the concept 
of the “Kingdom of Israel” played an important role in Zionist political rhetoric, 
although in this context “kingdom” (malkhut or mamlakha) did not mean 
monarchy but sovereignty.67 The Kingdom of Israel might therefore be manifested 

64 See Amos Elon, Herzl (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1976), 247–293 [Hebrew]. Since the First 
Zionist Congress (1897) the movement operated in a democratic manner. Shlomo Avineri 
mentioned the fact that the Second Zionist Congress (1898) granted women the right to 
vote and to be elected before any other European parliament did so. S. Avineri, Herzl 
(Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center for Jewish History, 2007), 139 [Hebrew].

65 Available at: http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/038/88/IMG/
NR003888.pdf. 

66 The literature about this topic is immense. See for example Yosef Salmon, “Religion 
and Nationalism in the Zionist movement,” in Jewish Nationalism and Politics—New 
Perspectives, ed. Jehuda. Reinharz et al. (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center for Jewish 
History, 1996), 115–140 (and the literature mentioned there).

67 A use of this term was made by many writers, politicians, and ideologists (including 
rabbis). A special use was made by David Ben-Gurion, which Nir Kedar interprets as 
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in democracy. But what are the sources of this democracy? How did it capture the 
people’s hearts and how was it maintained for so many years?

It is possible to confront this challenge by suggesting that tradition played 
a constructive role here. It seems that historians tend to overlook the effect of 
Jewish tradition in shaping the political life on the renewed Jewish community 
in Mandatory Palestine and later on in the State of Israel. However, it is difficult 
to assume that Jewish tradition had no influence on the masses, both individuals 
and communities that joined the Zionist movement or immigrated to Israel. It 
most certainly influenced the more traditional segments of the movement and of 
the immigrants, and it unquestionably had an effect on the rabbis and leaders of 
these communities. How would these people view democracy in light of Jewish 
tradition? As shown in the present article, the approach of Jewish tradition can 
uphold democratic principles, and make it possible to consolidate a broad support 
for democratic rule in Israel. The fact that Jewish tradition, on its own, developed 
a quasi-democratic legacy created a traditional infrastructure based on which it 
was possible to mold Israel’s democratic structure. Subsequently, the democratic 
logic was accepted and a dialog was established between Jewish tradition and 
the democratic culture. It must be said that Jewish tradition by itself could not 
generate a liberal democracy. The Jewish political tradition was not liberal. It 
certainly needed the contribution of the liberal democracy tradition. A liberal 
democracy on its own, though, would not have been accepted so broadly. Only the 
combination of these two traditions could facilitate the creation and acceptance 
of democracy in Israel. Obviously, there is a tension between these two traditions 
and sometimes it erupts. Nevertheless, it should be recognized that Jewish 
tradition served alongside the liberal-democratic tradition as the historical source 
of Israel’s democracy.

Republicanism. See Nir Kedar, Mamlakhtiyut: David Ben-Gurion’s Civic Thought 
(Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2009).


