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Abstract

For six years since 1984 Israel underwent a unique political
experience: it was ruled by national coalitions supported by more than
75% of the members of parliament. Larger-than-minimal coalitions have
always been problematic for traditional coalition theory. The Israeli
case provides therefore an opportunity to examine the various actors’
motivations and behaviour, as they reflect on coalition theory at
large.

The assumption that actors are driven by "win maximization" is
central to formal models of coalition theory. This assumption led to
predictions of winning coalitions which are minimal in size, membership
or ideological scope. Non-minimal coalitions were regarded as
suboptimal choices, explainable on an ad hoc basis, e.g. national
emergency.

A careful examination of Israel’s "grand coalitions" suggests that
"not losing" is at least as strong a motivation as "win maximization".
This notion focuses on what actors stand to lose in case of failure,
rather than on what they could win if all turns out well. It implies
that actors would strive to be included in coalition, regardless of its
size.

Coalition payoffs to be won or lost fall into two categories -
office payoffs, in terms of power, position, and resources, or
ideology, in terms of shaping policy according to one’s political
convictions. An important observation which pertains particularly to
polarized systems is that the desire to prevent a rival ideology from

prevailing forms a major part in actors’ "not losing" considerations.
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While coalition politics takes place in the interparty arena,
attention should be drawn to intraparty politics as well. It may happen
that individual actors stand to lose a great deal by forming a minimal
winning coalition, which would strengthen the positions of challengers
for party leadership. In this case they may feel compelled to form
larger coalitions, in order to reduce payoffs to their in-house rivals.

In a nutshell, it 1is suggested herein that if apparently
suboptimal, larger-than-minimal coalitions are formed and maintained,
it may be because actors are motivated by "not losing". When risks seem
too great and uncertainty looms large, as is usually the case, "win
maximization" cannot provide a satisfactory heuristic tool, unless

supplemented by "loss minimization".
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Chapter One

Introduction

This dissertation describes the National Unity Governments which were
formed in Israel following the 1984 and then the 1988 general
elections, and ruled the country for almost six years. As a case study,
this unique experience will provide the backdrop for a theoretical
analysis of coalition formation and maintenance. It will be shown that
parties which have to choose between forming a minimal winning
coalition and an oversized coalition may make the latter, suboptimal
choice, although it clearly leads to loss of payoffs to themselves. How
can we explain such a behaviour?

As a case in point, in 1988 Mr. Yitzhak Shamir, the 1leader of
Israel’s Likud party, was able to form a narrow-based coalition between
his party and several small religious and nationalist parties; this
coalition would have included 65 out of 120 Knesset members, which
would have met the "minimal winning" criterion. A1l the various would-
be partners have given firm indication of their willingness to join in.
In such a government, the Likud would have held all major portfolios.
Nevertheless, halfway through the negotiations, Mr. Shamir turned to
his chief rivals, the Labour party which was the second largest in the
House (after the Likud), and invited them to join his coalition, which
eventually included 97 members. This dissertation will endeavour to
provide an answer to a simple question: Why did he do that - and why

did Labour consent?



A national coalition, or indeed any larger-than-minimal coalition,
seems to represent a suboptimal choice in that it goes against the
grain of accepted coalition theory, according to which winning
coalitions should be minimal (namely exclude numerically unnecessary
partners). In other words, the existence of non-minimal coalitions
questions the conventional assumption of coalition theory, which
maintains that actors strive to form coalitions in order to maximize
their gains. If this is indeed the case, actors who form non-minimal
coalitions apparently choose against their own interests. However, this
is only true as long as we assume that actors are solely motivated by
"win maximization" considerations.

This assumption has dominated the thinking of coalition theorists,
who were nevertheless faced with a need to explain the frequent
occurrence, in real life, of non-minimal coalitions in parliamentary

democracies. This they did by devising numerous ad hoc explanations,

all having to do with the specifics of given historical circumstances,
none claiming general theoretical validity. Perhaps the most common
among these extraneous factors relates to a situation of national
emergency, which places high premium on the "politics of consensus".
Still, the question needs to be asked: can all historical cases in
which larger-than-minimal coalitions were formed be explained only on
such "circumstantial" basis, or can there be another, general way of
accounting for them on theoretical grounds?

It 1is our contention in this dissertation that coalition-forming
actors should not be regarded exclusively as "win maximizers". They are
also "not losers", that is, they tend to adopt defensive, risk-averting
strategies in which gains may be lower, but they are also more certain.
Such actors strive to be included in a winning coalition regardliess of
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the size of the payoffs they could expect to gain. What matters for
them, first and foremost, is to be included in coalition - almost any
coalition.

Looking at parties as wunitary actors, they may therefore form
larger-than-minimal coalitions because they wish to participate in
coalition in order not to lose, whenever a minimal coalition seems
risky to form and maintain. Furthermore, looking at the behaviour of
party leaders as decision-making individuals, they may form oversized
coalitions for "not losing" considerations which involve intraparty
motives. Faced with challenges to their leadership position, they may
invite more parties to join in their government, so as to reduce the

stature of their in-party rivals.

In a nutshell, the argument of this dissertation is that if seemingly
suboptimal coalitions are formed and maintained, it may be because the
actors’ motivation is "not 1losing", rather than strictly "win
maximization". They make suboptimal choices because they regard the

optimal choices as too risky.

The Israeli Case

National Unity Governments (NUGs) cannot be regarded as an Israeli
innovation, completely unprecedented in the annals of political
history. Nevertheless, nearly all previous examples of such governments
have had to do with a need for consensus politics in the face of dire
crisis; even Israel itself had one such government, in 1967. What is
intriguing about Israel’s latter-day NUGs, however, is that they were
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formed as an answer to a parliamentary deadlock, rather than a national
crisis. In other words, it is precisely the lack of consensus, the neat
split of the electorate between rival blocs, which made Israel’s
politicians prefer the NUG solution to any other option. As such then,
Israel's national unity governments present a case worthy of study.

Furthermore, both the 1984 and the 1988 MUGs involved innovations
such as a "no win - no lose" Inner Cabinet, or a Prime Ministerial
Rotation. Thus, the coalition agreement made the government’s modus
operandi dependent on an ongoing interparty bargaining, contrary to
conventional implicit assumptions as though bargaining has to do with
the formation, rather than maintenance phase, and may subsequently
arise only in exceptional crisis situations.

The Israeli political deadlock which brought about both NUGs
constituted a rare example in real-life for phenomena which can usually
be studied only in simulations. This deadlock magnified the dilemmas
faced by party leaders everywhere, except that in more run-of-the-mill
situations they are dealt with one at a time, or perhaps do not show up
at all. As it happened, this "house divided against itself" brought out
all the various problems a leader has to contend with - at one and the
same time. This experience therefore encapsulates most of the general
features of Tleadership behaviour in coalition politics: dilemmas of
what ought to be done vs. what realistically can be done, as well as
the difficulties associated with negotiations with other parties from a
shaky position within one’s own party.

A1l in all, then, this particular period in Israel’s history
provides political science with an opportunity to look into coalition

processes under conditions of extreme constraints. Usually in science,

- 12 -



tests undertaken under extreme conditions yield significant theoretical
results. It is hoped that our case study will also prove useful to

scholars.

Coalition Politics in Israel

For Israel, the politics of coalition is the essence of the democratic
system of government. To paraphrase Disraeli’s statement, it may be
said that "Israel Tloves coalitions". This reflects on some profound
and general truth about the Jewish State. Israel is a political
creation: it was created, and ever since ruled by political parties, or
to be quite specific, by coalitions of political parties. The Zionist
movement, founded in 1897,* created during the first half of the 20th
century a Jewish community in Palestine, which became the state of
Israel in 1948.** Ever since its very inception, the Zionist movement’s
organizing principle has been party politics, and never has there been
a situation in which one party dominatedi: majority. Coalition politics
has been with the Jewish State even befofé it came into being.

Israel is, and has always been, a democracy under pressure. It has
faced difficulties resulting from external threats to its very

existence, scarcity of resources, mass immigration and a fragmented

society and polity. "The more than four decades survival of Israel’s

* On Zionism as an ideological, social and political movement, see
for instance Halpern, 1961; Laquer, 1972; Vital, 1975.

**  Probably the best account of the political system of the Jewish
community in Palestine is Horowitz and Lissak, 1977.
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democratic system of government, under intense external and internal
pressures, has been facilitated by an effective regulation of
unresolved conflicts within society" [Horowitz, 1990, p. 1]. In other
words, coalition politics has been the adhesive force within the
regime. It was through the employment of modes of conflict regulation
such as bargaining, compromise, pragmatism and consociationalism, that
the Israeli body politic has been able to survive.

The centrality of politics in Israel seems to be exceptional among
democratic nations. The political parties have always been the chief
actors in social, economic and cultural activity, elsewhere undertaken
by the state or non-political organizations. Israel’s democracy is a
system based on parties more than on formal institutions. It is not
surprising, then, that Israel was called the "parteienstaat par
excellence": "When comparing the part played by the parties in Israel
with the part played by them in other countries, it will be found that
they occupy a place more prominent and exercise an influence more
pervasive than in any other state, with the sole exception of some one-
party states" [Akzin, 1955, p. 509].

Not only was Israel always ruled by parties, it was ruled by
coalitions of parties. Twelve general elections (to date) have never
produced a clear winner in the shape of a single political party or
even an electoral bloc that won a majority of the seats in the Knesset,
the Israeli Tlegislature. A coalition government, not a one-party
government, is the Israeli norm. Consequently, coalition politics has
had a strong impact on the stability of the political system. During
the 1948-1977 period, when the Mapai/Lébour party enjoyed political
dominance and was perceived as the natural party of government,
coalition politics of bargaining and negotiation was the major
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"political game". As of the late 1970s, after Israel was left with no
clearly dominant party, coalition politics has loomed even larger.
Interestingly, despite the crucial importance of coalition
politics for the functioning‘ of Israel’s political system, very few
studies on the subject have been conducted. Much more attention was
given to research on individual parties, on electoral behaviour and on
the characteristics of the party system as a whole. Perhaps one reason
for this omission is the feeling that the Israeli case is too unique
for an adequate handling by any coalition model. De Swaan, for one,
found Israel "a difficult country for the theories" [1973, p. 237],
while Laver and Schofield claimed that "the Israeli party system is
enough to bring tears to the eyes of the most stalwart coalition
analyst" [1990, p. 230]. But perhaps, with a modification of coalition

theory as suggested above, the case may become somewhat clearer.

Qutline

The dissertation begins (Chapters Two and Three) with a review of
coalition politics in Israel until 1984, in order to set subsequent
developments in their context, the better to understand the formation
and existence of the national coalitions of the 1984-90 period. In
analysing the changing patterns of coalition politics in Israel, two
different periods can be identified - the year 1977 marking the
watershed. Chapter Two deals with coalition politics in a period when
Israel’s was a dominant party system, characterized by relatively
stable coalition governments. For 29 years, from 1948 to 1977,
Mapai/Labour controlled the business of government. During eight
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general elections, the electorate changed in size and composition and
so did voting patterns and party structures, but political power eroded
only very gradually. Mapai/Labour endeavoured to reinforce its
dominance by forming surplus coalitions and by employing modes of
conflict regulations, which had a moderating effect on competitiveness
and polarization within the political system. Finally, however, its
hegemony faded away.

Chapter Three describes coalition politics during the transition
from a "unipolar system" to a "bipolar system". During the 1977-1984
period, the party system saw the crystallization of two opposing party
blocs - the right-of-centre Likud/Religious bloc and the left-of-centre
Labour bloc. Supported by small centre parties, the Likud formed a
number of relatively unstable narrow-based governments. The weakness
and division of the political centre, coupled with major conflicts
between the Likud and Labour over fundamental issues, were gradually
creating a pattern of bipolar coalition politics which was essentially
an interparty competition over control of the system’s fragile "pivotal
position". Since the party system became disjointed right through the
middle, there followed a period of destabilization which was a prelude
to the formation of the national coalitions since 1984.

Having 1laid part of the foundation, so to speak, we turn in
Chapter Four to complement it by theory. There we relates the notion of
"not losing" to coalition models. A survey of the major coalition
theories shows that they all predict the formation of minimal winning
coalitions - presumably because they all base on the premise that
actors are solely motivated by "win maximization" considerations. The
relatively poor predictive powers of these theories, as well as the
frequent real-life occurrence of non-minimal coalitions, seem to
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justify looking for additional heuristic tools. In this vein it is
suggested to make use of the notion of "not losing", as explained
above. A model based on the Israeli case of the 1984 and 1988 national
coalitions is subsequently used to illustrate the logic and importance
of the politics of "not losing” in coalition behaviour.

Chapter Five returns us to reality by focusing on the coalition
bargaining which took place following the 1984 elections, producing a
Labour-Likud political deadlock. The strategies of the various actors
involved are analysed, showing how, given the political tie, the
opposing large parties as well as the smaller parties first turned
their attention to setting up "blocking coalitions”, and only
subsequently came to the conclusion that they would rather share power
in government than compete in repeat elections. Furthermore, Labour and
the Likud opted for a multipary coalition instead of a two-party
national executive. This chapter describes in detail the coalition
agreement, uniquely based on prime ministerial rotation and mutual veto
arrangements, which put a stranglehold on the national unity

government’s modus operandi.

The following two chapters deal with the maintenance of the 1984
NUG. This involved mainly efforts by Labour to swing the pivotal
parties to its side on fundamental issues (peace and territories), as
against the Likud’s politics of status quo. At the end of the day,
despite a few Labour successes, status quo won.

Chapter Six deals with the 1984-86 period, under the prime
ministership of Labour’s Mr. Shimon Peres. Despite the institutional
constraints on executive mechanisms, a high Tlevel of interparty
bargaining, focusing on the tantalising prospect of rotation, enabled
an effective decision-making on a number of issues. The Likud’s Mr.
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Shamir, notwithstanding strong intraparty opposition to the NUG formula
and its policies, has had to calculate each step with a view to
rotation.

Chapter Seven examines the 1986-88 period under the prime
ministership of Mr. Shamir. It was characterized by a Tlow Tlevel of
interparty bargaining, so that the Likud’s politics of status quo
prevailed. Labour’s Mr. Peres attempted in vain to change the status
quo by pursuing the politics of early elections. Nevertheless, he
stayed in the NUG, since the alternative could have been his party’s
relegation to opposition. Using the mechanism of the deadlocked Inner
Cabinet, also prescribed in the coalition agreement, Mr. Shamir has
been able to maintain his government on an even keel.

Chapter Eight deals with the formation and maintenance of the
national coalition following the 1988 elections which resulted in a
narrow victory for the Likud/Religious block over the Labour bloc. Mr.
Shamir formed a non-rotational NUG in order not to be dependent both on
extreme religious and nationalist parties and on his rivals within the
Likud. However, his alliance with Labour’s Mr. Yitzhak Rabin could not
sustain the government formula for too long because Labour’s Mr. Peres
and Mr. Shamir’s rivals within the Likud were determined to destroy
this government. Eventually, Mr. Peres succeeded to bring down the
government by tilting the balance of the coalition; however, he
subsequently failed to form a Labour government. In this way, the
downfall of the national coalition led to the formation of a narrow-
based Likud government.

Chapter Nine concludes the dissertation. Its major findings are
put together to show that the theoretical notion of "not losing" can be
used as a tool to give a structure to the discussion of real-life
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coalition politics in Israel. In trying to explain the empirical
phenomenon of larger-than-minimal coalitions, the notion of "not
losing" seems rather effective in its ability to explain the realities
of the Israeli national coalitions - not only the behaviour of parties
and factions within them, but also that of individual party leaders. It
turns out that while "win maximization" may well relate to hopes and
expectations, "not 1losing" can explain the compromises made in real-
life situations. Therefore, this principle seems capable of making a

meaningful contribution to coalition studies in general.

Sources

The source material used in this dissertation can be divided into three
categories:

General studies on coalition theory. Much use was made here of the
work done by Riker, Gamson, Leiserson, De Swaan, Dodd, Axelrod, Laver,
Brams, Schofield, Shepsle, and others. Their books, articles and papers
are included in the Bibliography. In October 1990, a conference on
coalition theory was held at Rochester University to honour Riker’s
seventieth anniversary. There I had the opportunity of meeting some of
these scholars and hearing their views.

Case studies on different individual countries. Here I related
mainly to Austria, one of the few western democracies ruled by a "grand
coalition" for any length of time, as well as other European countries.
These works too are listed in the Bibliography. Also, I have had an
opportunity to discuss Austrian politics at Tlength with Prof. W.
Mueller, when he visited Nuffield College in Oxford in 1990.
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Material relating to Israel. This, in turn may again be divided
into two subcategories:

General. The number of studies published on Israeli politics, both
in English and Hebrew, is fairly large, although, as mentioned above,
not much of it relates directly to coalition politics. Nevertheless, I
have relied a great deal on the works of the late Prof. D. Horowitz, a
distinguished scholar and a good friend, with whom I have had many
enlightening conversations. Also helpful were the works of Arian,
Diskin, Doron and others. These too are included in the Bibliography.

As for material relating specifically to the case-study period,
the major source was the daily and weekly press, complemented by
personal interviews with most of the individual actors involved. In
Israel, as in most democracies, nothing stays hidden for long from the
press. Hence, it should not come as a surprise that discussions herein
of apparently secret meetings, deals and so on, appear without a source
reference, to indicate that it has soon become common knowledge, to be
found in the newspapers of the time. It may be stated quite definitely
that most goings-on are public domain, and have been so since they have
taken place.

However, in order to gain insight into motivations, intentions and
prospects, I have talked to many individuals who took an active part in
Israeli politics during the case-study period, as well as some keen
observers. Data obtained in such interviews are marked as such in the
body of the text. In the Likud, I have talked to Ministers Sharon,
Moda’i and Nissim (who was chief negotiator on behalf of Mr. Shamir
during most of this period), as well as many others. I have also
communicated with the late Mr. Begin, in writing, and with Mr. Shamir
through his personal aide, Mr. Achimeir.
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As for Labour, I have interviewed former President Navon,
Ministers Peres, Rabin, and Shachal (chief negotiator for Mr. Peres),
Speaker Mr. Hillel, Secretary-General of the Histadrut Mr. Kessar and
others. Mr. Ya’acobi allowed me to read his political diary. I was also
given access to the Labour Party archives. The list of interviewees
also includes leaders of smaller parties, such as Mr. Weizmann, Prof.
Rubinstein, Mr. Hurwitz and others.

Several political commentators have shared with me their views and
insights, such as Mr. Crystal of Hadashot and Israel Radio and Mr.

Shchori of Haaretz. I was also given access to the archives of Israel

Radio. A full 1list of all interviewees and correspondents appears in
Appendix D. I would like to express here my gratitude to them all.
My superviser, Prof. Gordon Smith of LSE, has been patient,

encouraging and enormously helpful. My gratitude to him is boundless.
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Chapter Two:

A Workers Party’s Paradise

Labour Party Dominance, 1948-1977

Minority or Majority?

Political scientists’ views concerning political dominance in
democratic regimes differ dramatically.* They seem however to agree
that Israel has been for several decades a classic example of a
dominant-party system, with one party, Mapai (subsequently Labour),
ever acting as the central pillar of the political regime. Deeply
involved in the interaction between socioeconomic groups, elections and
state power, this party won electoral pluralities in one election after
another for almost half a century, between 1930** and 1977. This
predominance gave Mapai/Labour a sense of moral superiority, which was

reflected by its opponents’ attitudes of almost preordained

* E.g. Arian & Barnes: "It is our contention that the dominant party
system is sui generis" [Arian & Barnes, 1974, p. 592]; Compare
Sartori, "the notion of dominant party establishes neither a class
nor a type of party system" [Sartori, 1976, p. 195].

**  As noted in the Introduction, Israel’s political system actually
antedates the State itself.
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inferiority. The "other" parties were ineffective, "reduced to the role
of carping and sniping rather than that of developing immediate
alternatives" [Arian & Barnes, 1974, p. 599].

Mapai/Labour’s charismatic leadership, which in pre-independence
times implemented an agenda of rapid development of the Jewish
community in Palestine, was publicly identified with the realization of
the independent State of Israel. The party played the political game
quite skillfully, both to keep itself in government and to expand its
power base. Thus began a "virtuous circle" [Pemple, 1990, p. 16], which
made it possible for Mapai/lLabour to control government, even though it
always remained a minority party. The longevity and enduring stability
of Mapai/Labour’s dominance were, to a large extent, the outcome of
successful strategies, alliances and coalition politics: despite all

appearances to the contrary, it was not an historical inevitability.*

Israel’s Party System, 1948-1977

Israel elects its single-chamber, 120-member parliament, the Knesset,
on the basis of one of the most extreme version of the proportional-
representation (P.R.) 1ist system, where the entire country is deemed
as a single constituency. Inherited from pre-independence times (when

individuals and groups participated in politics on a voluntary basis),

* On the political dominance of Mapai/Labour until 1977, see
Etzioni, 1959, pp. 196-214; Medding, 1972; Arian, 1972, pp. 187-
201; Aronoff, 1979, pp. 115-132; Shalev, 1990, pp. 83-127.
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this system assures almost any political group of representation in the
Knesset.*

It should come as no surprise, therefore, that Israel’s electoral
system has resulted in an inordinate number of parties (usually called
"Tists" in this context) joining election campaigns, with better-than-
even chances of success. Even though party mergers and splits have
frequently occurred across the political spectrum, the overall level of
fragmentation has remained rather stable. The electoral system
accounted not only for repeated attempts by new lists to capture seats
in the legislature, but also for a large variance in party sizes.**

The P.R. electoral system in Israel has created a situation
characterized by a single dominant party facing a host of much smaller
parties, in a system that displayed a high degree of ideological
fragmentation, with a bilateral opposition. The fragmentation of the
Israeli party system during Mapai/Labour’s era is described in Table
2.1 on the next page.

Three characteristics of the party system in the 1948-1977 period
emerge from this table: the numerical balance between the different
groupings has remained basically stable; electoral volatility and party
mergers and splits have chiefly occurred within, not across,
political blocs; and the median position of the system has stayed

within the left-of-centre Labour bloc.

* For a discussion of the electoral system see Diskin, 1988, pp. 46-
64. For its historical origins, see Horowitz & Lissak, 1977, pp.
52-54.

**  For a full account of the various parties represented in the
Knesset, 1948-1990, see Appendix A.

- 24 -



Table 2.1 Election Results: Political Parties
(by affiliation)

Parliamentary seats
Party/Year 1949 1951 1955 1959 1961 1965 1969 1973

Left-of-centre

Communist 4 5 6 3 5 4 4 5
Mapam 19 15 9 9 9 8

A. Ha’avoda 10 7 8

Mapai 46 45 40 47 42 45 56 51
Rafi 10

CRM 3
State List 4
Right-of-centre

Free centre 2

Herut 14 8 15 17 17 26 26 39
Gen. Zion. 7 20 13 8 17

Progress. 5 4 5 6 5 4 4
Religious

NRP 16 10 11 12 12 11 12 10
Aguda 5 6 6 6 6 6 5
Other 9 8 5 5 4 5 6 3

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks for the respective years.

Mapai/Labour has exploited this fragmented, fractionalized and
polarized party system in a most effective way, as far as coalition
politics was concerned. It has laid out the rules of the coalition game
and defined the bargaining structure. Quite simply, the dominant party
determined who may join in the game and who is to be 1left out. This
kind of power is usually associated with parties which enjoy an
electoral, or at least a parliamentary majority. Yet in Israel, one
minority party seemed to enjoy majority status: Mapai/Labour’s
political strength has resembled the power of a governing party in a
two-party system, rather than a plurality party in a multiparty system.
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The Numbers Game: The Only Game in Town

Several factors account for Mapai/Labour’s political dominance, two of
which prove central to coalition politics: size and ideological
centrality, which together determine a party’s pivotal position in the
system.*

Naturally, a dom1nant party must demonstrate real strength at the
grassroot level, l/é', must prove an ability to mobilize again and
again a significant number of socioeconomic groups. Despite great
social, economic, demographic and cultural changes which took place
during the 1948-1977 period, vastly affecting the electorate,
Mapai/Labour has enjoyed large and relatively steady support from
various sectors of the public. At the grassroot level, the strength of
Mapai/Labour was manifest by its ability to secure one-third or more of
the popular vote in all the eight general elections between 1949 and
1973, ranging from 32.2 percent (in 1955) to 46.2 percent (in 1969).

The very size of Mapai/Labour’s share of the vote has guaranteed
its control over sizeable public resources, which were then distributed
according to a "party key" method [Galnoor, 1985, pp. 173-6]. This

method bases the distribution of resources upon the existing power

* Strong leadership was certainly an important factor in Mapai’s
dominance. In fact, Mr. David Ben-Gurion’s charismatic personality
overshadowed the leaders of all other parties (Mr. Menachem Begin,
the leader of Herut who became Prime Minister in 1977, proved an
effective and charismatic figure only after Mr. Ben-Gurion had
left the scene). Yet another contributing factor was Mapai’s
control of important political subsystems: the powerful trade
union movement, the Jewish Agency and many local authorities.
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relations, which process in turn affects future power relations. In
addition to making this kind of use of public resources, the party also
developed an elaborated patronage system, thus making itself, for many
social and cultural groups, "their own" party [Shapiro, 1980, pp. 28-
31]. Integrative in nature, Mapai/Labour has maintained its ongoing
activity on a high level which has enabled it to mobilize large cadres
for the real test - election time.

In parliament, a dominant party has to win the largest number of
seats; it should become the "number one" party, while its main rivals
should qualify merely as "also rans". Mapai/lLabour’s dominance in
parliament has always been clear-cut. Not only was the party the
largest Knesset’s group: it has always been bigger than a combination
of any other two parties. Mapai/Labour’s vast margin of plurality is

clearly indicated in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Mapai/Labour vs. the second largest 1ist, 1949 - 1973

Seats in the Knesset

Party/Year 1949 1951 1955 1959 1961 1965 1969 1973

Mapai 46 45 40 47 42 45 56 51
Mapam 19

Gen.Zionist 20

Herut 15 17 17 26 26 39

Note: In 1965, Mapai and Achdut Ha’avoda formed the Labour Alignment;
in 1969 and 1973, the Israel Labour party (Mapai, Achdut Ha’avoda and
Rafi) was allied with Mapam. Herut and Liberals joined in the Gahal
bloc in 1965 and 1969; in 1973 they created (with several smaller
groups) the Likud bloc.

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks for the respective years.
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The vast gap between the dominant and the second largest party has
had strong impact on coalition politics. Essentially, the political
bargaining structure in Israel has been defined by a single pole - the
dominant party. In Italy, for example, the dominant Christian
Democratic party has had to take into account in its coalition politics
the existence of another pole - the powerful Italian Communist party.
Thus, while both Israel and Italy have had dominant party systems, in
terms of coalition politics, Israel (during the period discussed in
this chapter) may be called a "unipolar system", whereas Italy was (and
still is) a "multipolar system" [Laver & Scofield, 1990, pp. 114-6]. In
this context, it is interesting to note that the "soft" hegemonial
system in Italy has proven more enduring than the "strong" Israeli
dominated system [Tarrow, 1990, pp. 306-332].

Mapai/Labour being by far the largest parliamentary party, its
leader has always become the "formateur", the person appointed by the
President to form the next government: the party has thus been the
"core" to any executive coalition, dominating the bargaining
structure.* In all its coalitions, it has had a majority in both
cabinet portfolios and parliamentary support. Being in fact a minority
party yet enjoying a "majority within the majority" situation,
Mapai/Labour achieved "dictatorial" powers within the political system
as a whole [Herman & Pope, 1973, p. 192].

In this way came into being a concentric decision-making process:

decisions were first made by the top leadership of the dominant party,

* On the bargaining advantages of being a coalition leader, see
Austin-Smith & Banks, 1988, pp. 405-422.
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thus becoming official party policies. These moved on to the executive
coalition in which the dominant party had a majority, and finally were
adopted by the Knesset, where the coalition had a majority. This

decision making system is outlined in chart 2.1.

Chart 2.1 Concentric Circles

I Mapal\

VvV

Labour

Coalition

Knesset
Source: Gutmann, 1961, p. 18.

Political dominance, of course, is not just a matter of numbers as
such, but also a matter of political perceptions. "A dominated system
is one in which party leaders assume that no majority government is
possible in the foreseeable future that excludes a particular party”
[Luebbert, 1986, p. 72]. Mapai/Labour has been taken for granted as the
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natural leading party by most actors in the political arena.
"Consequently, other parties as well accommodated themselves to this
state of affairs, aiming to become junior partners in government or, as
the Tleader of one such party once put it, to be a ‘corrective’ rather
than an ‘alternative’" [Horowitz, 1977, p. 4]. In other words, Mapai’s
"core" position has had considerable impact on the political behaviour
of other parties. The recognition of the infeasiblity of ousting Mapai
from government in the foreseeable future has set centripetal forces in
operation throughout the party system. The creation of alliances and
mergers between parties was, among other things, aimed at nearing the
"core" circle.

In the Tleft-of-centre bloc, the centripetal processes started in
the 1960’s, following the retirement of Mapai’s leader Mr. Ben-Gurion
and the struggle over his political heritage. In 1965 Mapai created an
Alignment with Achdut Ha’avoda, and in 1968 Mapai, Achdut Ha’avoda and
Rafi formed the Labour party. In 1969 the Labour party set up an
Alignment with Mapam. At the same time, centripetal moves began within
the religious bloc, where most constituent parties were nearing the
inner circle through participation in coalition governments. Even the
right-wing Herut party was constrained to cooperate to some extent with
Mapai - first in the World Zionist Organization, subsequently in the
trade union movement, the Histadrut, and finally in the 1967 national
coalition.

At the same time, centrifugal forces were also in operation within
the party system during Mapai/Labour’s dominant era. The rationale
behind such moves was to capture bargaining positions in preparation
for possible coalition alternatives which had not previously existed.
For example, the defection of Rafi (a right-wing faction within Mapai)
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from the party in 1965 was a move out of the inner circle, aimed at
creating new coalition possibilities.* The ultra-orthodox parties also
withdrew from coalition participation and waited for new opportunities.
The centrifugal moves intensified with the creation of the Likud in
1973, in which elements previously belonging to the left-of-centre bloc
were included.

In the 1973 elections, for the first time in decades, the
dominance of Mapai/Labour showed signs of weakness. The number of votes
gained by Labour in 1973, 621,183, was only one-third higher than the
Likud’s vote - 473,309. Moreover, the number of votes attracted by the
two largest parties has risen, again for the first time, to about 70
percent. These developments were indicative of future changes in the

party system that were to occur in 1977 [Arian, 1975, pp. 287-304].

Where the Action Is

Unless a party controls a majority in parliament, its size does not
necessarily determine political dominance in and of itself. "If we
ignore policy motivations entirely, then even a party with 49 per cent

of the seats is not dominant if it faces several other parties which

* Rafi’s schism actually split the "nucleus" of the dominant party
system - Mapai’s top leadership - and caused an irreparable
damage. A1l the attempts to restore a new "core" within the
framework of the Labour party were only partially successful.
Since Rafi’s breakaway, things have never been the same [Johnston,
1967, pp. 288-307; Yanai, 1969].
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hon 51 per cent of the seats between them. There is nothing to prevent
the other parties from ganging up and keeping the dominant party out of
office on a more or 1less permanent basis. Once we take policy into
consideration, however... certain parties at the ‘centre’ of the policy
system can prove very difficult indeed to keep out of office" [Laver &
Schofield, 1990, p. 86].

Indeed, it seems that a dominant party does not necessarily enjoy
a favourable bargaining position in parliament. Its Tlocation on the
parliamentary map must be central enough for it successfully to
negotiate with other parties in the process of coalition forming. The
"core" position of the party, in addition to its size, quite excludes
the possibility of forming a government without it. "There is an
important distinction to be made... between systems in which the
dominant party is located at the median position and those in which it
is in an off-centre position, away from the median” [Laver & Schofield, -
1990, p. 114]. The median 1is a good position to be in for coalition
participation.*

Theoretically, a potentially dominant party may or may not be
located in the political centre. If placed in an off-centre position,
however, it certainly has a strong motivation to move towards the
centre. The Tlogic of the development of political dominance suggests

that in the long run, any dominant party is eminently pragmatic, if not

* There are some exceptions to this rule, e.g. the Fianna Gail party
in Ireland: Despite being a dominant party in the median position,
it was not included in a number of coalitions. The Independent
party in Iceland is an off-centre dominant party that took part in
most coalitions. Such situations usually develop when other issues
overs?adow the left vs. right dichotomy [Budge & Keman, 1990, pp.
192-3].
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opportunistic, its main goal being to remain "near the centre where the
action is." This is because "its orientation towards power encourages
it to move with long term shifts in public opinion regardless of its
ideology... Any dominant party is, or will become, a centre party"
[Arian & Barnes, 1974, 595-9]. In other words, dominant parties
inevitably maintain flexible centrist governing formulae, lest they
lose their dominance sooner or Jlater. It is not easy to determine,
however, whether the dominant party simply moves to the political
centre, or perhaps it defines and shapes the political centre through
its dominance. Probably both are true.

It seems, therefore, that any dominant party has strong incentives
to move away from an ideologically cohesive but narrowly based set of
policies or grassroot support in order to become a "catchall party"
[Kirchheimer, 1966]. Consequently, if exclusivity may be important in
the early stages of dominance, inclusivity tends to become the
watchword for the successful dominant party further on. This rationale
has guided Mapai/Labour throughout the development of its political
dominance [Shapiro, 1976]. The party started out in pre-independence
times as the major force of the Jewish left, being truly a non-marxist,
socialist party, adhering to a combined Socialist-Zionist programme.
Since independence in 1948, the party has proven more flexible,
becoming a social-democratic party and enjoying good relationships with
bourgeois parties and the private sector. Finally, while nominally a
social-democratic party, Mapai/Labour has developed a substantial
interclass social base and behaved as a typical centre party in order
to maintain its political dominance. "Mapai’s success was due not only
to its dominant position in Israeli cabinets, but also to its gradual
shift to the centre. As a result, Labour’s issue preferences often
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represented the ideological centre of the various coalitions"
[Seliktar, 1982, p. 309].

Mapai/Labour has been a centre party in the sense of representing
the widest possible consensus. It has been the party of consensus
simply because of its being the biggest and most heterogeneous party in
Israel, drawing support from nearly all segments of society. This
heterogeneity seems to suggest a degree of overlapping between its
ideological positions and those of other parties, which has facilitated
the mergers that formed the Labour party and the Alignment between
Labour and Mapam. Indeed, there has been a wide gap between the
positions of the "hawkish" Rafi and Achdut Ha’avoda and the "dovish"
Mapam on foreign and defense issues - but each had partners within the
ranks of Mapai itself [Beilin, 1985].

Mapai/Labour’s positions vis-a-vis the three major ideological and
social cleavages in Israeli society have indeed reflected its "middle-
of-the-road" attitude: the Arab-Israeli conflict, involving mainly
"dovish" and "hawkish" views about the future of the territories
occupied since 1967; the religious issues, relating to the position of
Halacha (Divine Law) in a secular Jewish State; and the left-right
division regarding desired society and economy goals [Etzioni-Halevy &
Shapiro, 1977].

Placed at the centre of these cleavages and thus tending to
emphasize the pragmatical, rather than the fundamental aspects of
policy issues, Mapai/Labour has found it not too difficult to cooperate
with various parties. In particular, the selection of potential
coalition partners has had to do with the existence of cross-cutting
ideological axes, i.e., the possibility of different parties finding
themselves in similar positions on certain issues while at odds on
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other issues. This feature of the Israeli party system accounts for a
considerable degree of political moderation. The level of controversy
on each issue notwithstanding, no extreme polarization has developed as
yet in Israel to any alarming extent.

Traditionally, Mapai/Labour has been a moderate party, capable of
accomodating a variety of views. Being the most pluralistic of all
Israeli parties has been a great help on the interparty level, without
damaging it internally. Normally, ties with many diverse groups and
interests tend to create factionalism and make it difficult to maintain
party cohesion. However, this situation is tolerable because bilateral
opposition, within the context of a P.R. system and multipartism,
allows divisions within the dominant party to be papered over at
election time, preventing zero-sum factional fights. The electoral
system, of course, frees the party from the need to garner 50 percent
plus one vote in order to govern.

In this respect, Mapai/Labour was less compelled to dilute its own
programme, to alienate its core of support, or to choose among its
competing tendencies. At the same time, however, the overlapping
between Mapai/Labour’s policies and the ideological positions of
parties 1in each of the three political blocs - left, centre-right and
religious - facilitated interparty cooperation. Actually, the party has
actively been involved in a partial incorporation of policies and
interests that were traditionally represented by its bilateral
opposition. This has stressed the party’s image of centrality,
facilitated its role as a regulator of political conflicts and, of
course, reinforced its political dominance.

In order to assess the full impact of Mapai/Labour’s centrality,
one ought to examine more closely the Israeli political party map. In
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general, a "party map" relates to the way political parties are
organized along a continuum or in space, according to their ideological
dispositions, reflected as distances from an arbitrary political
"core". The combination of each party’s distance from other parties,
including the political "core", and its relative power, creates a
linkage between the "party map" and the composition of government.

As noted above, Israeli parties are involved in three major
jdeological confrontations: socioeconomic (left-right) issues, foreign
and defense policy issues and religious issues. The first two
categories happen to overlap, and could be accommodated on the left-to-
right scale. However, the weakness of a unidimensional ideological
continuum, in the Israeli context, is that it can hardly accommodate
religious issues. In other words, not all parties can properly be
located on the left-to-right scale, particularly the religious parties,
which in most ways are typical centre parties, with flexible policy
positions on many issues. When it comes to religious issues, however,
they should be placed at the extreme end of the ideological scale.
Consequently, a second policy dimension must be introduced in order to
provide for a more meaningful party map.*

The following charts represent the policy positions of Israeli

parties on uni- and bi-dimensional scales.

* The "objective" problem of placing the religious parties on the
left-to-right continuum has occasionally resulted in their
omission from discussion and presentation. On problems concerning
the Israeli left-right scaling see Diskin, 1976, 1980 and 1988;
Shamir, 1986, pp. 267-296.
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Chart 2.2 Parties along the Left-to Right Ideological Continuum
(1949-1977)
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Both charts suggest that the closer the location of a certain
party to the political "core", the higher its 1likelihood of
participating in government. The bi-dimensional party map cannot tell
which dimension is more relevant at any given time during coalition
formation. It does show, however, that Mapai/Labour has had to go quite
a long way towards a compromise with the religious parties, in order to

win their cooperation at the executive level.

Weight and Counter-Weights

An election campaign in a multiparty system is, among other things, a
political struggle for a bivota] position in the subsequent formation
of the next government. The ability to capture such a position is
rarely contingent upon the sentiments of the majority of the
electorate; far more often, it is at least partially a product of the
rules of the electoral game [Remy, 1975, pp. 293-301]. A specific party
may find itself in a pivotal position, on the left-right scale, if the
parties to its right and the parties to its left do not possess a
parliamentary majority or if (which is more wusual) their combined
majority does not have the makings of a coalition government. The
ability to "pivot" with less than an outright majority of the seats in
parliament is quite essential in situations of ideological polarity.
"The only way [a pivotal party] could be beaten by a vote on an issue
located on the left-right dimension would be as a result of an unholy
alliance of right and left. Furthermore, even if this had happened, it

is very likely that this alliance would have been forced to agree upon
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a policy position very close to that of the [pivotal party]" [Laver &
Schofield, 1990, p. 112].

In the Israeli dominated system, the operational distinction
between "left" and "right" was the impossibility of forming any
coalition between parties to the left of Mapai/Labour and to its right,
for ideological reasons, even though they have had a parliamentary
majority between them. Mapai/Labour’s pivotal position has been based,
then, not only on its size but also on its location at the centre of
the ideological spectrum. The bloc of parties to the right of
Mapai/Labour was the larger, but even so had little chance of forming a
coalition, since even with the support of the religious parties, it did
not have a majority in the Knesset. Mapai/Labour was "a uniquely
essential proto-coalition", precisely because it was impossible to form
a coalition without it [Riker, 1962, p. 130].

The party has retained its pivotal position in each of the eight
general election in the 1949-1973 period. In 1961, its political
dominance was tested for the first time. Deeply divided from within and
bitterly attacked from without because of the "Lavon Affair" [Yanai,
1981, 43-44 et passim.], Mapai had to cope with a merger between the
General Zionist and the Progressive parties which formed the Liberal
party, a real centre-right challenge to its hegemony. As it happened,
Mapai lost five seats in the Knesset, the Liberal party gained three,
but the overall picture has not changed dramatically. Although
weakened, Mapai still held the pivotal position. Following the
elections, the Liberal party led the "Club of Four" (which included
parties from both right and left), which tried to face Mapai en bloc in
the coalition negotiations [Diskin, 1988, p. 31]. Mr. Levi Eshkol,
Mapai’s  second-in-command, took charge of the negotiations and
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eventually succeeded in dismantling this unholy alliance and formed a
left-of-centre coalition government. The failure of the "Club of Four"
proved that a coalition of left and right parties without Mapai was not
a politically viable alternative.

In the 1965 election, the prospects of changing the pivotal party
looked more promising, and the composition of the next coalition
appeared to be in doubt. Thus, it was the first "critical election" in
Israel [Key, 1955, p. 4]. For the first time a strong right-wing
political bloc, Gahal (composed of the General Zionist and Herut
parties), was formed to fight Mapai head-on. No less significant was
the attempt by the secessionist Rafi 1list (previously a right-wing
faction of Mapai, led by Messrs. Ben-Gurion, Moshe Dayan and Shimon
Peres) to capture the pivotal position for itself. However, election
results showed once again that the parties to the right of Mapai,
including Gahal, Rafi, and the religious parties, could not achieve a
parliamentary majority. Rafi Tlearned the Tlesson and re-merged with
Mapai to form the Labour party following the Six Day War.

The 1969 election was not bitterly contested, due to the existence
of a national coalition since 1967. However, a very serious challenge
to dislodge the Labour party from its pivotal position was made in the
1973 election. The traumatic events of the Yom Kippur War provided the
background for the electoral fight between Labour and its rival from
the right, the Likud, resulting in the right-of-centre bloc gaining
strength vis-a-vis the left-of-centre bloc. The move to the right was
not limited to the electorate. In 1973, the State List (which
originated in the Labour party) gjoined the Likud. These significant
developments were not, as yet, strong enough to topple Labour from its
dominant status, shaky as it may have become. Still, it was clear that
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the party’s political dominance was nearing its end [Galnoor, 1980, pp.
119-148].

In the 1977 election, Labour lost both its status as the largest
party and its position as the pivotal party. Prior to the election, it
was believed that the Democratic Movement for Change (DMC), a new
centre party, might capture the median position in the system. As it
happened, the shift to the right was so strong that a coalition of the
right-wing and the religious parties, without the centrist DMC, was
possible. In the past, centre parties (such as the Liberal party in
1961 or Rafi in 1965) failed to "pivot" because, between them and the
right-wing and religious parties, they did not have a parliamentary
majority. In 1977, the right-wing and religious parties simply were not
dependent any more on the centre to form a government. The DMC was
cordially offered (and grudgingly accepted) an invitation to join the
right-of-centre coalition, but it had no real bargaining power. In a
matter of a few years, the DMC has virtually vanished from the
political scene [Rubinstein, 1982].

In conclusion, Mapai/Labour’s political dominance from 1948 to
1977 was not an accident or a matter of a few sporadic successes on
election day. The party has been the strong pivotal actor in the
political system, due to its numerical strength and moderate
ideological posture. Mapai/Labour, an electoral and parliamentary
minority, has achieved a majority status at the governmental level and
behaved as a fully established majority party. In the Israeli dominated
system, coalition politics did not determine who will govern the
country, but rather who will be the junior partners of the dominant

Mapai/Labour party.
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Surplus Coalition

The Coalition Actors

At any given time, it is not very easy to determine the unit of
analysis used to define coalition actors [Budge & Keman, 1990, pp. 39-
43]. The conventional assumption that only political parties play the
coalition game seems too simplistic, since quite often these do not
behave as unitary actors. Actually, a single coalition situation tends
simultaneously to involve different types of nonpartisan actors as
well: factions, political blocs and individual members of parliament -
all of whom try to influence the formation and the maintenance of the
national executive.

This has certainly been the case in the Israeli dominated system.
Participating in the coalition game were self-serving party leaders,
factions and breakaway parties, well-established parties, political
blocs (proto-coalitions) and various extra-parliamentary political
bodies: the powerful trade union movement, other pressure groups, the
media and other actors. Even if limited exclusively to political groups
within parliament, the nature of Israeli coalition actors does not
become much clearer, changing as it did over time and overshadowed by
the presence of a dominant party within the framework of an extreme
version of the P.R. system. As already noted, the existence of a single
pole, the central plurality party, has tended to initiate centripetal
and centrifugal moves, usually associated with party alliances,
mergers, and splits, by "other" parties trying to influence or else
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replace the party at the political "core". Not one Israeli party has
been left unmarked by this kind of experience, which accounts for the
extremely large number of participants in the coalition game.

Nevertheless, two major types of coalition actors can be
identified in the dominated system: from 1948 to the mid-1960’s,
individual parties were the chief players in the coalition game,
whereas from the mid-1960's on, blocs of parties organized along
ideological lines dominated the scene. In each bloc, however, there has
been a 1leading party which has dominated coalition strategies: Mapai
was the leading party in the Labour bloc, while Herut dominated the
Likud bloc. The leaders of these parties were simultaneously the heads
of the proto-coalitions.

The actors in the coalition games 1leading to the governments
formed by Mapai/Labour fall into three categories: First, "pariah"
parties, excluded a priori from participation in government. This has
been the case of the Israeli Communist party, regarded (not only by
Mapai/Labour but also by all other Israeli parties) as 1lying outside
the "Zionist consensus". The Communists never participated in any
executive coalition, not even in national coalition of 1967. Another
"excluded" party, at Tleast until the Six Day War, was the right-wing
Herut, the mainstay of opposition. Mapai and Herut shared traditional
hostility since pre-independence times, and have not had much in
common, policy-wise, afterwards. Viewing Herut as its most dangerous
rival, Mapai has gone to a 1ot of trouble in order to ascertain that no
political power come its way [Levite & Tarrow, 1983, pp. 301-3].

The exclusion of the extreme parties from potential participation
in government has been, of course, a smart coalition strategy which
served to increase Mapai/Labour’s political dominance well above
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whatever was warranted by its electoral and parliamentary achievements.
In very much the same way, the Christian Democratic party in Italy
excluded the Communist party from office on ideological grounds, which
policy also happened to improve its pivotal position in all the post-
war coalitions. "Centre parties, often in a pivotal position in the
coalition system, 1ike to portray their political rivals as members of
some lunatic fringe, typically alleging an obsession with extreme
policies and thereby attempting to marginalize them from the political
process" [Laver & Schofield, 1990, p. 47].

The second category of actors has included "occasional partners":
parties that have had coalition potential, yet participated in
government mainly when the needs of the dominant party required it. The
ultra-orthodox Adugat Israel, which cooperated with Mapai for only
three years in almost three decades, is a case in point. An ongoing
partnership between the two parties was quite difficult, due to the
vast gap separating them on the religious-secular scale. Also the
Liberals (formerly the General Zionist party), Poalei Adugat Israel and
Mapam, each belonging to a different political bloc, have alternated
between government and opposition. In general, whenever these parties
gained in electoral support, and more so when their policy positions
became popular, Mapai/Labour tended to include them in the coalition.
To this extent, the public was allowed a modest influence over the
political agenda of a government, the "core" of which has remained
constant.

The third category of actors were the parties which constituted
the "regulars" of the coalition governments in the 1948-1977 period.
First and foremost among them was Achdut Ha’avoda, which has joined
with Mapai in coalition for twenty two years, until the two parties
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formalized their alliance and finally merged. In addition, two smaller
parties, each belonging to a different political bloc, were included in
this category: the National Religious Party (NRP) and the Independent
Liberal Party (ILP, formerly the Progressive party). Both the NRP and
the ILP have joined in coalition with Mapai/Labour for over twenty
years.

In this "core" group, the ILP was the Jjunior partner which
probably preferred participation in government - for visibility, some
jobs for party activists, an opportunity to influence 1legislation and
fear of electoral extinction. Mapai/Labour’s interest to include this
small centre party in coalition was to offset the influence of the
leftist Mapam and Achdut Ha’avoda. Most important for the dominant
party, however, was to cooperate with the ILP, an "unnecessary" actor
(save the 1974 coalition), for preventing the crystallization of a
rival centre which, bringing together religious and right-wing parties,
might challenge its pivotal position, if not oust it from power
altogether [Mahler & Trilling, 1975, p. 216].

A political onslaught from the right has always been Mapai’s
nightmare. In retrospect, it is tempting to speculate on the possible
outcome of a move by Mapai, in the early 1960’s, to cooperate with both
constituents of the Liberal party, the Progressives and the General
Zionists, rather than with the leftist parties. This might have put the
entire party system on a different course, quite the better one for
Mapai. As it happened, having been left out of the 1961 coalition
government, the General Zionists looked for a political alternative and
found it in Herut. Thus were formed Gahal in 1965 and the Likud in
1973, and the stage was set for the termination of Mapai/Labour’s
political dominance in 1977.
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Be this as it may, the real inner "core" of coalition politics in
the dominant party system was the "historic alliance" between Mapai and
the NRP. For size and policy considerations, Mapai needed at least one
medium-size coalition partner, a permanent and stable one near the
political centre. Up to 1967, the NRP was an ideal coalition partner
since its policies were similar to those of Mapai’s, save on religious
issues. Finding a common ground and maintaining a status quo on
religious matters in the framework of a coalition seemed best for both
parties. For Mapai/Labour, minor concessions on religious issues were
exchanged for support on other major policies. As for the NRP, it could
always argue that whatever concessions attained would not have been
possible at all, had it stayed out of coalition altogether.

The shift of the NRP from centre to right on national issues,
following the 1967 war, brought uneasiness to its relationship with
Mapai/Labour. Still, both parties avoided confrontation by formulating
increasingly vague programmes on foreign and defense policy. This
helped maintain an overall coalition framework, but could not prevent
repeated cabinet crises and breakdowns. A1l in all, "[this] marriage is
one of convenience, not one based on harmony" [Don-Yehiya, 1975, p.

258].

Coalition Membership

Mapai/Labour has formed an uninterrupted series of seventeen coalition
governments during the tenure of eight parliaments. As required by 1law,
those governments were each presented to the Knesset, won a vote of
confidence and assumed office. There have been many changes in the
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party composition of these coalitions, however, with quite a few
parties and individual Members of Knesset (MKs) going in and out during
each government’s term of office (the picture in its entirety is
presented in Table 2.3 on the next page). Thus, the 8th coalition saw
the National Religious Party quit over the "Who is a Jew?" issue* in
1958, but this withdrawal did not force the downfall of the government,
which carried on until the elections to the 4th parliament. The 13th
coalition became a national unity government on the eve of the Six Day
war in June 1967, when joined by Rafi and Gahal. During the 15th
coalition, Gahal 1left in August 1970, when the government decided to
accept an American peace initiative, the Rogers Plan. The 17th
coalition was formed without the NRP, which joined in 1later only to
withdraw again, in December 1976, from the last of Mapai/Labour’s
governments.

Coalition membership seems to have had 1little to do with
ideological affinity. Never was there a coalition based on any one bloc
of parties, and most coalitions actually included parties from each of
the three main political blocs. Curiously, already in the first Knesset
Mapai and Mapam, both of the 1left-wing bloc, had had an outright

majority, but Mapai’s leader, Mr. Ben-Gurion, did not even include

* Since Israel’s Law of Return grants a more or less automatic
citizenship to any Jew asking for it, while leaving the question
of eligibility open to interpretation, this problem’s significance
is not exclusively theological, not quite. Rather, it has been
p]aguigg Israel’s political system ever since the State was
created.
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Table 2.3

Cabinet
1) 3/1949
2) 11/1950
3) 10/1951
4) 12/1952

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

*

1/1954
6/1955
8/1955
1/1958
12/1959
11/1961
6/1963
12/1964
1/1966
3/1969
12/1969
3/1974
6/1974

Coalitions Formed by Mapai/Labour, 1949-1974

Partners

Mapai*+Religious Bloc+Progressive+Sephardim
(48) . (1s) (5) (4)
Mapai+Religious Bloc+Progressive+Sephardim
(48) (18)  (5) (4)
Mapai+Hap.Mizrachi+Mizrachi+Aguda+Poa.Aguda
(50) 8 (2 (5)
Mapai+NRP+General Zionists+Progressive
(50) (10) (23) (4)
Mapai+NRP+General Zionists+Progressive
(50) (10) (23) (4)
Mapai+NRP+Progressive
(52) (10)  (4) _
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Mapam+Progressive
(45) (11) (10 (9) (5)
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Mapam+Progressive
(45) (11) (10) (9) (5)
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Mapam+Progressive
(52) (12) (7) (9) (6)
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Poalei Aguda
(46) (12) (8) (2)
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Poalei Aguda
(46) (12) (8) (2)
Mapai+NRP+Achdut Ha’avoda+Poalei Aguda
(45)  (12) (8) (2)
Alignment+NRP+Mapam+Ind.Liberals

(49) (11) (8) (5) .
Alignment+NRP+Mapam+In.Lib.+Rafi+Gahal

(49) (11) (8)  (5) (9) (22)
Alignment+NRP+Ind.Liberals+Gahal

(60) (12) (4) (26)
Alignment+NRP+Ind.Liberals

(54) (10)  (4)
Alignment+CRM+Ind.Liberals

(54) (3) (4)

Including the Mapai-affiliated Arab lists.
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73
73
65
87
87
66
80
80
86
68
68
67
73
104
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68
61
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Mapam in the coalitions of the early 1950’s. The conflict between Mapai
and Mapam on foreign policy orientations at the time has barred Mapam’s
participation, all the more so because Mr. Ben-Gurion never wanted an

entirely left-wing government in the first place.

Moderate and "Closed" Coalitions

Mapai/Labour formed coalitions that were "closed" and ideologically
moderate. A "closed" executive coalition implies the inclusion of all
parliamentary parties within a given 1ideological sphere. An "open"
coalition "skips" over one or more such parties. Usually, coalitions in
parliamentary democracies tend to be "closed". If some are found to be
"open", it is probably due to problems in defining and measuring
ideological distances in one dimension or more [cf. Taylor, 1972].
Mapai/Labour has always preferred moderate parties to extreme ones
within the various political blocs; whenever a more extreme party
participated in any of its coalitions, all the moderate parties in the
same bloc also participated. In Axelrod’s terms [1970], all its
seventeen coalitions were "closed" and "winning". The only exceptions
to this rule were Rafi and the Civil Rights Movement (CRM), Mapai’s two
breakaway parties, which were blackballed by the dominant party

[Diskin, 1988].*

* Unlike Rafi’s split, the CRM’s secession was not politically
dangerous, since it has remained within the left-of-centre camp.
Still, the challenge to the veteran leadership (Mrs. Golda Meir
was then party leader) was unforgivable.
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The dominant party tried to create balanced as well as moderate
situations. "If the dominant party has partners on opposite sides of it
on the same [policy] dimensions... then these flank parties tend to
balance each other out, as neither can get what it wants without the
dominant party’s support" [Luebbert, 1986, p. 80]. Thus, for instance,
the NRP with its "hawkish" policies on foreign and defense issues
(after the Six Day War) counterbalanced the "dovish" influence of the
ILP, Mapam, and moderate factions within Mapai itself. Certainly, the
dominant party has never sought a balance across the entire ideological
spectrum. It preferred not only a balance, but an ideological proximity
as well among its coalition partners. Consequently, in building
coalition governments, Mapai/Labour has started out from the "core" and
proceeded in both directions to bring in moderate rather than extreme

parties.

Bargaining for a Limited Partnership

Throughout its vrule, Mapai/Labour has been torn between the need to
form coalitions, because of its minority status, and the not wunnatural
desire to rule the country all by itself. The solution has been to
treat the various coalitions as limited partnerships: in the context of
the dominated system, the most important principle - if not the only
principle - 1in the process of coalition negotiation was that
Mapai/Labour should maintain an absolute majority in government. That
is to say, it should have more votes in the executive than all its

coalition partners combined. This principle was never negotiable, and
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~ has had a strong impact on the entire bargaining structure both for the
formation and the maintenance of executive coalitions.

Mapai/Labour’s "dictatorial” position in government was not always
readily accepted by its partners. The first challenge, by the "Club of
Four", as noted above, failed miserably. When two opposition parties,
Gahal and Rafi, joined in the national unity government on the eve of
the Six Day War, this principle was put to yet another test. While
there was an apparent cause to redistribute ministerial portfolios, so
as to reflect the relative parliamentary power of the various coalition
partners, old and new, this was not done, the reason given being that
Gahal and Rafi Jjoined government "just" because of a national
emergency. After the 1969 elections, when the formula of a national
unity government continued, a change in power relations within
government indeed took place, yet the absolute majority of the Labour
Alignment, consisting now of the Labour party (formerly Mapai, Achdut
Ha’Avoda and Rafi) and Mapam, was maintained.

Having a clear majority in government has made the dominant party
rather willing to compromise and make promises; these mattered, but not
too much. After all, it was up to Mapai/Labour to decide, during the
lifetime of the coalition, whether or not it was going to live up to
its promises. Consequently, bargaining was not limited to the formation
process, but rather was an ongoing endavour throughout the tenure of
each government. Needless to say, it was usually at the formation of a
new coalition that a great many previously ignored promises have had to
be dealt with.

Coalition bargaining to form the government has usually proven to
be a rather 1lengthy, excruciating process. Most negotiations took up
the entire period allowed by law; typically, the would-be coalition
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partners have had to be seen to drive a hard bargain. In fact, even
when portfolio distribution and policy issues could be readily settled,
bargaining has had to appear as a prolonged (and by implication, tough)
encounter, for reasons of political legitimacy. "What makes the talk so
long, difficult and complex is generally not the lack of goodwill among
the elites, but the fact that negotiations must appear the way they do
in order to satisfy the members whose orientations are still largely
attuned to the vocal, symbolic, and ideological aspects characteristic
of each respective political culture. It is wrong to assume that,
because interparty negotiations take a 1long time, much is being
negotiated among the parties. Most negotiation in cases of protracted
government formation takes place between leaders and their followers
and among rival factions within parties" [Luebbert, 1986, p. 52].

The never-ending bargaining process was, among other things, an
excellent device to avoid controversial issues. As it happened, parties
which had long participated in interparty negotiations came to prefer
the postponement of fundamental decisions, placing a greater emphasis
on operative goals, over which it was easier to compromise. This
tendency accounts, among other things, for the fact that no
constitution was ever drawn in Israel (the religious parties strongly
object to that), or that no decision was taken on the issue of the
occupied territories during the period between the Six Day War in 1967
and the Yom Kippur War in 1973, or actually ever since. In fact, the
practice of making compromises and the proclivity for short-term
solutions, in order to accommodate coalition parties, has created a
tendency in Israeli politics, whereby neither government nor the
Knesset has been able to implement comprehensive, long-term programmes
even on less controversial issues such as economic policy.
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Finally, there is no doubt that intraparty politics have an impact
on the coalition bargaining process. Factionalism and threats of party
splits, particularly in the context of the P.R. system, may constrain
decisions making in coalition negotiations. Intraparty tensions may
make it difficult for parties to participate in coalitions. In the
Israeli case, for example, "The NRP’s reason for not joining the Rabin
coalition was a desire for party unity. Similarly, Labour’s decision
not to yield on ‘Who’s a Jew?’ and a national coalition cabinet was, to
a large extent, influenced by its desire to maintain the party and its
electoral coalition with Mapam" [Don-Yehiya, 1975, p. 273]. Thus, even
the bargaining position of the dominant party was strongly affected by
intraparty politics. Moreover, it had carefully to distribute its
ministerial portfolios among its various factions, lest the delicate

intraparty balance be tipped and bring about a split.

Coalition Payoffs and Tradeoffs

In final analysis, payoff distribution is the name of the game for the
participants 1in coalition politics. Unless one expects to be paid, one
does not play the game in the first place. As for the stakes in the
coalition game, there seem to be "two major motivations for playing:
the desire to gain office and the desire to influence policy... Office
may be pursued instrumentally in order to enhance control over policy,
and conversely that policy may be pursued instrumentally in order to
improve the chance of getting into office" [Laver & Scofield, 1990, p.
164].
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Office Payoffs

Ministerial portfolios are certainly the major payoffs distributed
among coalition partners. Basically, the number of portfolios allocated
to parties may either conform to a norm of proportionality, whereby
each party will be represented in government in accordance with its
parliamentary strength; or else the distribution of portfolios may
reflect the individual bargaining power of each coalition partnér. The
proportional basis seems to provide for a sense of fairness and thus
may contribute to stability, whereas the use of bargaining power
appears to be associated with political "blackmail" and may introduce
destabilization into to the coalition game. Most coalition studies have
found that "the number of ministries received by partners in a
governing coalition is indeed explained, almost on a one to one basis,
by their contribution of seats to that coalition" [Browne & Franklin,
1973, p. 458].

Indeed, in the Israeli context, it was argued that "the ratio of
ministerial payoffs obtained by each party support, by and Tlarge, the
proportionality proposition. The size of the deviations in most cases
is not significantly large. However, in some instances, such as in the
1964-1969 period, Mapai managed to obtain a disproportionally large
share of payoffs as opposed to the 1974 government, when it was
underpaid. The NRP’s payoff is Tless variable, but at least on two
occasions (1951 and 1952) it obtained a larger than proportional
payoff. On the other hand, the smaller parties like the ILP, Mapam, and
Achdut Ha’avoda conform to the proportionality rule" [Seliktar, 1982,
p. 306].
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Actually, Mapai/Labour has managed, for most of the time, to
secure a disproportionally large share of the payoffs, compared to its
coalition partners - mainly, of course, because it was the dominant
party, not easily blackmailed by other parties. True, in the first two
coalitions, during the early 1950’s, the dominant party had paid a high
price for the cooperation of its partners, mainly the NRP. However, it
soon learned that a lower price would be sufficient to get the same
amount of cooperation. Since then, the dominant party has increased its
own payoffs disproportionally to its electoral strength, at the same
time reducing its partners’ share. In the mid-1970’s, Mapai/Labour’s
declining political dominance again forced it to offer a high reward
for participation. The Tloyal ILP provided an extreme example when its
four-member parliamentary group was offered two seats in the 1974
government [Nachmias, 1973, pp. 301-5].

It 1is popularly believed that smaller parties tend to "blackmail"
the larger parties. In Israel, the small coalition partners, at least
until 1977, although needed for the coalition to be a winning one, did
not even receive their fair share in the allocation of governmental
payoffs. Actually, the total rewards received by the smaller parties -
portfolios, government appointments, financial support, and so on -
seem to indicate a definite discrimination against them, compared with
Mapai/Labour’s share [Diskin, 1988, p. 162]. The Israeli experience can
explain why "bargaining power" is not always relevant. The one-party
dominance has been strong enough to make sure that no other party can
exercise much leverage against it. The smaller parties have been happy
"not to lose" and get whatever they were given.

The distribution of portfolios has both quantitative and
qualitative dimensions. Bargaining over who gets which portfolio does
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seem in practice to be an important component of coalition
negotiations. Although the assessment of quality is not always easy to
make, not least because different parties may take a different view of
the same portfolio, there seems to be a consensus in a given system on
the pecking order of portfolios. In the Israeli dominated system,
Mapai/Labour’s control has been qualitative as well as quantitative:
the Prime Ministership, Defence, Foreign Affairs, Finance and
Education. The ministries distributed to coalition partners have not
been, by and large, major or significant in any hierarchical sense.*
Mapai/Labour’s long-time ally, the NRP, traditionally received the
Ministries of Religious Affairs, Social Affairs and for a while the
Ministry of the Interior. The NRP valued these offices both for the
patronage possibilities inherent in them and their instrumentality for
controlling policy in certain areas important to the party. Smaller and
virtually "unnecessary" coalition partners, such as the ILP, Mapam and
Achdut Ha’avoda, scarcely received any relatively important portfolio.
While in office, all parties tried to 1ladle out patronage and
influence policies to their own advantage. Officially, positions in the
Israeli civil service could not be part of coalition, or any other kind
of bargaining. Most coalition agreements explicitly stated that the
public service should be depoliticised. In reality, however,
Mapai/Labour placed its own 1loyal personnel in top bureaucratic

positions, thus reinforcing its political dominance. Moreover,

* One major exception, quite easy to explain under the circumstances
prevailing then, was the appointment of Rafi’s Mr. Dayan as
Defence Minister on the eve of the Six Day War in 1967.
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Mapai/Labour’s patronage was not limited to government agencies. The
party also exercised control over patronage payoffs in various public
institutions, and most importantly over the trade union movement.

Within the state bureaucracy, a <clear manifestation of
Mapai/Labour’s dominance was its direct control over 75 to 90 percent
of the government budget through its ministerial portfolios. The party
tended to hold on to "big spending" ministries, while controlling the
rest through their budgets, which could only be spent with the approval
of the Finance Ministry. Sometimes, in order to settle conflicting
claims, Mapai/Labour saw fit to transfer departments from one ministry
to another, without 1losing much control in the process. In 1952, for
instance, the General Zionist party was given the Ministry of Commerce
and Industry, but without some departments (and their budgets) which
Mapai moved over to the Treasury. In 1961, Mapai handed the Ministry of
Labour to Achdut Ha’avoda after removing from it the Housing
Department, which eventually became a Mapai ministry [Seliktar, 1975,
p. 15].

The fact that in Israel there is no legal limitation on the number
of ministries and ministers has had an important impact on coalition
politics. Coalition partners have tended to prolong bargaining, hoping
to gain more seats at the government table. In final analysis, the size
of government depended on the ability of Mapai/Labour’s negotiators
successfully to conclude the coalition formation process without giving
up too many portfolios. Generally, the number of ministers has
continuously been on the increase, regardless of the parliamentary base
of the executive. If in 1949 there were 12 government positions in a
coalition based on 73 members of parliament, in 1974 a coalition of 68
MKs formed a 20 member government. The executive/legislature ratio has
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increased from a 1:6 level to more than 1:4. The number of
Mapai/Labour’s ministers has always been on the rise, the party’s
parliamentary strength, the total number of ministers or the number of
ministries notwithstanding. The change in figures certainly represents
a change in political culture.

If the table in the government meeting room seemed to have been
made out of rubber rather than wood, it suggests that coalition
politics in Israel is a "nonzero-sum game" rather than a "zero-sum
game". This partly explains why most Mapai/Labour governments have

been surplus coalitions.

Policy Payoffs

As noted above, a party can influence government policy by having
control over a particular ministry. Ministries initiate legislation and
introduce measures to advance certain policies; they can also spend
their budgets on specific programmes which involve policy payoffs. In
addition, a coalition partner may simply enjoy policy payoffs resulting
from the overall coalition policy package. In this context, a party’s
policy payoff is inversely related to the distance between its "ideal"
policy 1line and the policy of the government as a whole. The wider the
gap, the lower the policy payoff, and vice versa [Laver & Schofield,
1990, p. 193-4].

In a dominated system, the policy positions of the coalition tend
to correspond to the positions of the dominant party. After all, the
dominant party formed the coalition in the first place and most
probably is located at the political "core". Certainly in Israel,
Mapai/Labour’s policy positions have represented, to a large extent,
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the ideological centre of the various coalitions it formed. Whereas the
central dominant party has received maximum policy payoffs, all other
coalition partners received much less. The religious goals championed
by the NRP, for instance, have been able to obtain relatively low-value
payoffs, since such positions sharply deviated from the policies of a
government controlled by secular parties. There is a sense, however, in
which the "religious payoffs" could be regarded as not too low: simply,
in any other circumstances the religious payoffs would have been even
lower.

As for non-religious issues, the NRP, located as it was near the
"core", could and did enjoy high policy payoffs. After the 1967 war,
however, the NRP moved to the right on defense and foreign policy
issues; consequently, it received fewer policy payoffs in a
Mapai/Labour coalition which was based on the centrist formula of
status quo on those issues. The "dovish" socialist Mapam party, on the
other hand, received low policy payoffs across the board - in economic,
religious and nationalistic terms. The overall coalition policy
favoured a mixed economy rather than socialist planning. Mapam was also
quite displeased with the government’s policy package on religious
issues. Moreover, it was dissatisfied with the coalition’s foreign and
defense policy, and actually suspended its membership in the national
coalition of 1969 because of the participation of the right-wing Gahal.

The smaller ILP held positions similar to Mapam’s on religious
issues, but on economic issues it was to the right of both Mapam and
Mapai, advocating a basically free market economy. Achdut Ha’avoda,
which started out from positions similar to Mapam’s, eventually drifted

towards the "core" and merged with Mapai. Theoretically at least, this
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move represented an increase in its policy payoffs [Seliktar, 1982, P
309].

A Party which is mainly concerned with policy payoffs might join
the coalition but forgo the right to ministerial seats. Sometimes its
representatives may join government, but as ministers without
portfolios. Usually, these arrangements indicate the party’s interest
in the coalition policy package rather than its office patronage. The
Civil Rights Movement Jjoined the 1974 Rabin government but did not
assume ministerial positions, claiming interest only in government
policy. The ultra-orthodox Agudat Israel exerted coalition patronage
which was instrumental to the advancement of its religious policies. It
was not interested, however, in assuming government positions in a
secular Zionist government.

To conclude, Mapai/lLabour as the central party has provided the
core for the political system and as such controlled the distribution
of payoffs. It secured the cooperation of other parties by letting
them, in a selective fashion, enjoy the payoffs that were controlled by
the political centre. Mapai/Labour exchanged with its coalition
partners access to economic, political and ideological payoffs in
return for political support. In this way, the payoffs system

contributed significantly to the stability of coalition governments.

Continuity and Change

During the 1949-1977 period, Israel was governed by seventeen
coalitions, each with an average life-time of twenty months. These
relatively short-lived governments meant that coalition negotiation
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have become a regular feature of politics not only after elections, but
also in between. Dissension within the coalition was the chief cause of
government dissolution. Still, the short duration of the various
governments was not a reflection of political instability, since the
dominant party has always remained in control. Opposition parties have
never been successful in their attempts to bring down the government in
no-confidence votes in parliament.

Short-1ived governments came and went, but the rule of a single
party was never interrupted. It was an impressive display of government
continuity in a period of intensive change. The essence of stability
has had to do with the dominant party’s coalition politics. It employed

successful modes of conflict resolution which could deal with social
and economic change and cope with deep and widespread political and
ideological controversies. The regime attributes in Israel certainly
pointed to a political system with alarming disintegrative features.
The party system was fragmented, fractionalised and polarized. It went
through frequent changes in the wake of mergers and splits. Also, there
were many changes in the composition of the coalition governments due
to uneasy alliances between parties that did not always adhere to the
same set of political rules [Horowitz, 1990, pp. 1-10].

The centrality of a dominant party was, however, a cohesive force
which counterbalanced the centrifugal tendencies of the political
system. In fact, the deficiencies of the political system did more to
strengthen the dominance of Mapai/Labour than to undermine the system’s
stability. As we have seen, there have been changes of coalition
partners, but there was not a change of government. This situation
provided continuity and stability at the interparty level. The parties
served as agents to distribute resources and as mediators between the
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public and the government. The patterns of response by the parties and
government to demands of various political groups also contributed to

stability, but at the expense of political effectiveness.

Labour’s "Not Losing" Governments

In pre-statehood times, coalition "governments" were particularly
large-based, in order to achieve the widest possible consensus among
political parties and groups, due to the essentially voluntary nature
of the political organization in the obvious absence of the enforcing
powers of a sovereign state (some political groups actually rejected
the 1legitimacy of the Jewish central authority) [Horowitz & Lissak,
1979, pp. 13-5]. In those large coalitions Mapai, already the 1leading
political force but unable to acquire a clear hegemony because it did
not possess an outright majority, had to share power with other
political groups (save in the Histadrut, where it had exercised full
control). Mapai remained in minority in the interim coalition
government that was set up immediately after independence in 1948,

since it was based on the previous formula (Table 2.5).

Table 2.4 The Interim Coalition Government by Parties - 1948

Mapai

Mapam

General Zionists
Religious group
Orthodox group
Sephardic group
Progressive party

— et et PO N N

Total 13



The major political change of 1948, from community to statehood,
was not followed by a substantial change in the electoral and
parliamentary strength of Mapai. Although Mapai and its leaders were
identified with the establishment of the new state, the party never
became a majority party [Paltiel, 1975, pp. 397-414]. However, the
party could use its strength to bring to an end the tradition of
consensus and achieve for itself a majority status at the government
level, following the elections to the first Knesset. Certainly, in
sovereign Israel there was no more relying on voluntary obedience, so
Mapai, as the plurality party, could form coalitions in the manner
described above. In terms of coalition theory, Mapai acted according to
the 1logic of Riker’s "size principle" [Riker, 1962]. By reducing the
size of the "grand coalitions" which had existed before, it was able to
increase the payoffs granted to the fewer coalition partners - and
mainly to itself, as the coalition leader. Those smaller coalitions
still remained rather large, but not too large as to deny Mapai its
outright majority within the respective governments, as indicated in

Table 2.6 [Nachmias, 1975, pp. 241-254].

Table 2.5 Mapai/Labour’s strength in the Coalition Governments

1949 - 1973
Year 1949 1951 1955 1959 1961 1965 1969 1973
No. of
Members 12 13 16 16 16 21 24 20
Of which
Mapai: 7 9 9 9 11 12 14 16

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks.
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Generally, the size of Israel’s coalition governments has been
determined by "normal" political situations, not by external threats to
the democratic system. Only once was the size of coalition directly
influenced by an external threat - on the eve of the Six Day War in
1967, when a national unity government was formed to deal with a
perceived threat to Israel’s very existence. Ironically, this national
coalition came to an end in 1970 as a result of yet another external
"threat" - an American peace initiative which the right-wing Gahal
rejected, withdrawing from the coalition when the government decided to
go along with it. It seems that some external pressures tend to unite a
nation, and some work to divide it.

Israel’s survival needs in face of external threats to its
security seem to have created a popular attitude towards the political
parties, whereby they were expected to strive for consensus and
accommodation, or at least appear to be doing so. After all, larger
coalitions tend to have more 1legitimacy and authority than smaller
ones, particularly in dealing with serious crises. In this context,
coalition politics is viewed as a "nonzero-sum" game because political
parties cooperate as well as compete among themselves. "The political
culture in which coalition formation and coalition management takes
place attaches a high value to consensus: payoff maximization occurs in
terms of ‘concord’" [De Swaan, 1973, p. 81].

The impact of the prolonged conflict with neighboring countries on
the behaviour of political parties in Israel notwithstanding, it seems
that the composition of governments, and thus their size, have in final
analysis emerged from "normal" interactions among the actors in the
coalition game. In determining the size of the coalition, Mapai/Labour
has opted, as a matter of principle, to secure for its governments an
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outright parliamentary majority. In fact, all seventeen coalitions
formed by Mapai/Labour were supported by a majority of the members of
the Knesset. The size of these coalitions has varied: from a national
unity government, a "grand coalition" of 104 seats, through many
"surplus coalitions", to a "minimal winning coalition" of 61 seats in
the 120-seat Knesset.

The formation of a minority government, while theoretically a
viable possibility, has never been seriously considered. Of course,
some coalitions formed by Mapai/Labour lost parliamentary support and
became, through the resignation of the Prime Minister - never by losing
in a no-confidence vote in parliament - "caretaker" governments for
relatively long periods. Still, when the next executive coalition was
formed, it was based on the support of a majority in parliament,
usually an "oversized" one.

One way to explain surplus coalitions is by recalling Riker’s
"information effect": imperfect information, at the bargaining and
formation stage, may increase the size of the winning coalition [Riker,
1962, pp. 87-9]. For instance, in a highly fragmented multiparty
system, a surplus coalition may eventually be formed because no
participant has sufficient information to calculate in advance how many
parties would be needed for the coalition to be a winning one, or what
conditions will ensure the participation of one party or the other.

Riker’s "information effect" has to do with the stage of coalition
bargaining and formation, and as such, can indeed explain surplus
coalitions in "regular" multiparty systems. In dominant party systems,
however, the logic of the "information effect" is not as relevant,
since the dominant party controls the bargaining and formation process
and thus seems to have adequate information. What a dominant party
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cannot know for certain, is the way its coalition partners are going to
behave once government has been set up. "If a dominant party deals
simultaneously with a cluster of 1less powerful ‘other’ parties,
offering each of them a place at the government table, then none is
able to twist the dominant party’s arm in the negotiations that precede
government formation... Dumping an awkward passenger by the side of the
track in the run-up to the investiture debate presumably has few
costs... Dumping the same passenger after the government has formally
taken office is another matter altogether and may impose far higher
costs on the dominant party" [Laver & Schofield, 1990, p. 86].

That is to say, considerations concerning the maintenance and
stability of the coalition, rather than its formation, may explain the
existence of "larger-than-minimal" coalitions in dominant party
systems. "Some actors may defect the coalition at crucial moments and
therefore it may be necessary to form a ‘reserve’ in terms of weight,
i.e. votes" [De Swaan, 1973, p. 84]. Luebbert, in dealing with
dominated systems, suggests that the dominant party has an incentive to
add "unnecessary" coalition partners in order to avoid war of nerves
with smaller parties. "A minimum-winning government would contain no
excess parties, and the withdrawal of one party would bring down the
government. This situation permits a kind of blackmail of the dominant
party... for a party can threaten to leave the government at will, and
thus compel the dominant party to choose between making concessions or
renegotiating the entire government agreement. The 1leaders of the
dominant party can avoid this dilemma if they can form a government
that includes one or more unnecessary parties, none of which can bring

down the government by itself" [Luebbert, 1986, p. 79].
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In Israel, this proved to be the case in 1955, when the General
Zionist party left the coalition government without taking with it the
parliamentary majority of the Mapai-led coalition. In 1958 the National
Religious Party withdrew its support of the government over the "Who is
a Jew?" dispute, but coalition still enjoyed a parliamentary majority.
So it was not until the 1974 Labour government, headed by Mr. Yitzhak
Rabin, that the dominant party came to realize the high costs imposed
on a minimal winning coalition. Formed in the aftermath of the
traumatic 1973 war, it was an uneasy coalition to begin with. In 1976,
a minor incident developed into a major rift between Labour and the
NRP. Once the coalition agreement was shattered, the weakened dominant
party was unable to negotiate a new one. In fact, this coalition turned
out to be the last Mapai/Labour dominated government.

The notion that "larger-than-minimal" coalitions are more stable
than "minimal winning" coalitions in dominated systems seems to have an
important theoretical implication. Most coalition theories assume that
surplus coalitions are relatively unstable precisely because of the
inclusion of actors who are "unnecessary" for the coalition to be
winnihg. In the same way it is argued that "minimal winning" coalitions
are stable because there are no "free passengers" on board. In other
words, in the context of "minimal winning" coalitions, the various
actors have maximized their gains so they have no motivation to change
the composition of the coalition, whereas in surplus coalitions there
is still room to increase "winnings" by ejecting "unnecessary" actors.
Consequently, "minimal winning" coalitions should almost by definition
be more stable than coalitions of any other size [Dodd, 1976, passim].

It seems, however, that it is basically a question of semantics.
If we regard any change whatever in the party composition of the
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coalition as indicative of lack of stability, it may be reasonable to
suppose that "minimal winning" coalitions are the most stable ones. If
however Tlack of stability refers to the actual downfall of the
government, or to a substantial change in its political formula, there
is no reason to suppose that "larger-than-minimal" coalitions are
relatively unstable. The Israeli experience during the period under
discussion here has shown that surplus coalitions can be rather stable
precisely because a number of "unnecessary" actors are included: the
dominant party can maintain the basic coalition formula, in spite of a

political crisis with a junior partner who may or may not stay on
in the coalition.

Surplus coalitions in Israel result in part from internal
pressures within society at large. "The cleavage structure in Israel
which is based on ideological, religious, and ethnic factors makes it
necessary for the coalition leader to absorb the resulting pressures in
the coalition structure" [Seliktar, 1975, p. 5]. This can explain why
Mapai saw fit to include in the first two coalitions the Sephardic
party - an "unnecessary" partner, but one which was useful in dealing
with ethnic pressures. Similarly, the "open invitation" to the NRP to
join coalition governments, even when it was not arithmetically
necessary, served among other things to diffuse the explosive secular-
religious situation.

Enjoying a high degree of consensus, surplus coalitions have a
moderating effect on cleavages. Moreover, their ability to push through
parliament legislation on controversial issues is unmatched by smaller
coalitions. On specific policy issues, the consent of "interested"
parties is indeed crucial. For instance, on vreligious issues the
participation of religious parties is important, while on labour
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relations the cooperation of the 1left-wing parties is vital. These
instances could help explain surplus coalitions as well: "Political
requirements alter the definition of a ‘winning coalition’ because
decisions adopted by a simple majority or without the concurrence of
certain groups or individuals in the voting body will remain
ineffective" [De Swaan, 1973, p. 81].

Surplus coalitions were also created through the initiative of the
"other" parties, to which the dominant party favourably responded. The
usual case was for centre and religious parties to express interest in
expanding coalition scope by coopting parties ideologically adjacent to
themselves. In 1952, the Progressive party made joining the coalition
conditional on the inclusion of the General Zionist party. Similarly,
in 1974 the ILP pushed for the inclusion of the CRM in the coalition.
Intermittent attempts by the NRP to bring the Likud into government
were however rejected by Mapai/Labour, for obvious reasons.

The partners on the 1left, Mapam and Achdut Ha’avoda, usually
pressed for a "minimal winning coalition" exclusively composed by the
left-wing bloc. The dominant party refused to accede because it has
been its overall coalition strategy to ally with the centre and
religious parties. Actually, in most coalitions, the Tleft-of-centre
parties have become "unnecessary" actors. However, Mapai/Labour tended
to included them in government, not Tleast because of their much
stronger position in the powerful Histadrut. In this sense, the
Histadrut has been an extra-parliamentary actor who, in aroundabout
way, added "unnecessary" weight to the coalition government. Commenting
on "larger-than-minimal" coalitions, De Swaan argues that "political
requirements alter the definition of a ‘winning coalition’ because
decisions adopted by a simple majority or without the concurrence of

- 69 -



certain groups or individuals not represented in the voting body will
remain ineffective" [De Swaan, 1973, p. 81].

It has been noted already that Mapai/Labour attempted to control
coalition politics by counterbalancing ideologically divergent partners
in government. This was most evident in the juxtaposition of the NRP
and the ILP on religious issues, or the offsetting of Mapam by the ILP
in economic policy. This strategy, in the exigencies of a multi-
dimensional policy space, has brought about coalitions that tended to
be oversized and of an extended policy range. In this way the

government resembled "a supercoalition from which ad hoc coalitions for

each bill or each category of issues are formed" [De Swaan, 1973, p.
81].

In the context of coalition formation, the relative importance of
policy and size seem to display inverse proportionality. When
coalitions are formed to achieve particular policy goals, it is the
implementation of the coalition agreement that is important, not
coalition’s relative size. Minority, minimum-winning and surplus
coalitions, all may be acceptable to members (and even to nonmembers)
if salient policy goals can be attained. The possession of a "minimal
winning" coalition is all-important only in a world with no policy
goals whatsoever. For self-serving office-seekers, the only thing that
matters about a coalition is that its size should be minimal, because
in such a coalition participants can maximize their winning in terms of
office payoffs. Surplus or minority coalitions make sense only when
policy payoffs are involved as well [Budge & Keman, 1990, p. 18].

In Israeli coalition politics, the pursuit of ideological goals
has been important, alongside with the unavoidable office-seeking.
Consequently, from the theoretical point of view, both surplus
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coalitions and minority governments should have formed - at least on
occasion. The coalitions formed by Mapai/Labour were mostly "larger-
than-minimal", however, never minority governments, which begs a
question. We do know that dominated systems do not always have majority
governments. In typical dominated systems such as Italy and Sweden, for
instance, minority governments are rather common. Why not in Israel?

Luebbert argues that "the first and essential point to appreciate
is that in a dominated system the only opportunity a party has for
influencing public policy is by participation in a coalition"
[Luebbert, 1986, p. 73]. This may explain the behaviour of the "other"
parties which may seek coalition participation, realizing they have no
opportunity to influence government policy from opposition benches. Yet
why would the dominant party, which controls the bargaining process,
find it important to include the "other" parties in its coalitions, if
it does not have to?

It seems that Mapai/Labour has included some "other" parties in
its coalitions because they were weak and could not have much impact on
government policy. The cost of their inclusion was rather low, so it
was better to have them in coalition than outside. As mentioned above,
Mapai/Labour has been careful to maintain an absolute majority in the
executive coalition, and the presence of some "other" parties could not
make much of a difference. A minority government, however, if formed,
might have been blocked, at least occasionally, by the opposition -
regardless of its policies. In the Israeli political culture, a
tradition of supporting the government from the outside has never
developed. If you are not in, you are out. If you are out, you tend to
oppose. Certainly, policy positions are important to Israeli parties,
but when in opposition they tend to ignore policy considerations and
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oppose government for opposition’s sake (the rule being "you stand were
you sit").

It seems that in the 1950's and 1960’s, when the political
dominance of Mapai/Labour was at its highest and the system was not
extremely polarized, the "other" parties were moving towards the
centre, clamouring to be included in Mapai/Labour’s governments in
order "not to lose". For most parties, there were no strong ideological
barriers to coalition participation; the anti-establishment parties
have not been really powerful. The outcome was majority coalitions
which, based on Mapai/Labour strategy, turned out to be surplus
coalitions.

In the 1970’s, however, the political consequences of the Six Day
War made the party system more competitive and polarized, in particular
over the number one issue on the political agenda: the future of the
territories occupied in the 1967 war. This development forced parties
to take sides, to become either political "hawks" or "doves". Achdut
Ha’avoda, for example, which merged with the ruling Mapai party,
abandoned 1its previous "hawkish" positions and became a more moderate
faction within Labour. In a similar way, the General Zionist party,
originally rather moderate, became more "hawkish" in the framework of
the opposition Likud. Yet nowhere was this change more marked than in
the National Religious Party: traditionally moderate on defense issues,
it gradually became more and more nationalistic, undertook to champion
the cause of settlement, and its "historic alliance" with Mapai/Labour
seemed more and more anachronistic.

This redefinition of ideological positions involved making choices
about government participation. Under the changing circumstances, it
was Mapai/Labour which 1ooked for the inclusion of some "other" parties

- 72 -



in its coalitions in order "not to lose" its political dominance. Since
the base of potential coalition partners was narrowing, Mapai/Labour
found itself in trouble. The hesitancy of the NRP on whether or not to
join the 1974 coalition was an indication of the weakness of the ruling
party. Eventually, Mapai/Labour was unable even "not to lose", and its
half a century of political dominance came to an inglorious end in
feeble attempts to run a narrow, minimum-size government.

To conclude, in the dominated system, changes in electoral
politics did not generate changes in the politics of forming a
government. There was but one fixed bargaining structure, and it was
controlled by Mapai/Labour. The increasing importance of foreign and
defense policies after 1967, however, initiated a slow change in the
structure of the bargaining game, as Mapai/Labour was losing political
ground. The public support for a more right-wing national policy was
reflected in a qualitative change in the bargaining environment. In
1977, the voters decided to strip Mapai/Labour off both its large size
and pivotal position. A new bargaining structure was in the making, as

we shall see in the next chapter.
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Chapter Three

Control from the Sidelines:

The Likud’s Narrow-Based Goverhments, 1977-1984

From Dominance to Competition

Dimensions of Change

Most observers of Israeli politics identify two periods in the
evolution of the party system: one-party dominance and consensus
politics, from 1948 until 1977, and party competitive system and
adversarial politics, since 1977 [See, for instance, Horowitz, 1977;
Aronoff, 1988; Arian, 1977]. The "realigning electoral era", or the
"defreezing" of the party system structure in Israel began somewhere in
the mid-1960’s. Yet the year 1977 stands out as the watershed between
old and new politics, because in that year, for the first time -
through a "critical election" - changes took place in electoral
politics which revolutionized the pattern of coalition politics in
Israel.

How much change would justify the use of the word "realignment"?
V.0. Key, for one, suggests that a true realignment of a party system
involves "more or less profound readjustments... in the relations of
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power within the community, and in... new and durable election
groupings" [Key, 1955, p. 4]. In other words, a significant party
system realignment must manifest itself through changes both in the
politics of elections and in the politics of coalition. It seems that a
genuine realignment is not only an electoral change that persists, but
a change that has an impact on power relation, the way parties interact
to form a government. Thus, a gradual change in the makeup of the
electorate may "suddenly" change the composition of government; an
"electoral flux" which may not have meant much for a long time can, at
one particular juncture, dramatically change the structure of coalition
bargaining [Mair, 1990, p. 216; Smith & Mair, 1989, pp. 1-2].

The combined impact of changes in election and coalition politics
on the Israeli party system has been such that it seems to require a
new classification altogether. Realignment in Israel actually suggests
a party system change from the category of dominant party systems to a
new category of bipartisan (bloc) dominant, or bipolar systems.
Specifically, this realignment was characterized by the erosion of
Mapai/Labour’s political dominance and the rise to power of Herut/Likud
- two distinct yet related processes.

In assessing possible changes in a dominant party system, Duverger
notes that "domination takes the zest from life... The dominant party
wears itself out in office, it loses its vigour, its arteries harden...
every domination bears within itself the seeds of its own destruction"”
[Duverger, 1963, p. 312]. He seems to refer to the classic dilemma
facing a dominant party: how to retain the traditional core support and
at the same time attract new and significant political support. In
other words, a dominant party has to find the right balance between
rigidity and flexibility, if it is to maintain a long-term political
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hegemony. If the dominant party shows signs of immobility and
stagnation, it may turn the "virtuous cycle" of dominance into a
"vicious cycle" of political collapse [Pempel, 1990, p. 16].
Furthermore, "a failure of the dominant party is a major crisis for the
entire system" [Merkl, 1988, p. 574].

The realignment of the party system can be explained as a change
in the political elite to which the voters respond, or as an elite’s
response to social and electoral pressures. Sartori suggests that
political rather than social forces are decisive in party system change
[Sartori, 1969, p. 90]. Duverger maintains that once the dominant party
loses its spiritual dominance the voters will sooner or later bring
about its collapse [Duverger, 1963, pp. 308-312]. This is exactly what
happened to Mapai/Labour in its last decade in power. The party Tlost
its ideological and 1leadership supremacy and ran into political and
organizational crises. "One factor in the fall of the dominant party is
the inner structure of the party. Within a pluralistic party in power
over a long period of time, undermined relations within the party,
disagreements, disintegration and erosion encouraged the party’s decay"
[Shamir, 1986, p. 269].

The stagnation of the dominant party has opened up previously non-
existing opportunities to alternative party elites. In 1977, Israelis
were offered, for the first time, more than one real candidate for the
prime ministership, an alternative to Mapai/Labour’s rule. The voters
had the 1last word - and they chose Herut/Likud. However, but for the
alternatives created by party elites, there would have been no real
possibility for those voters to desert Mapai/Labour on such a scale.
Needless to say, social trends favouring Herut/Likud have existed 1long
before 1977, but before a real counter-elite was formed, Herut/Likud
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could not win. An alternative ruling group had had to crystallize
before electoral changes could manifest themselves in parliametary-cum-
coalition politics. According to this view, the electorate does not
create new parties and counter-elites; it merely realigns its support
and loyalties to the shaping political alternatives [Shapiro, 1980, pp.
23-38].

Some scholars assume that the change in the Israeli party system
has originated in the social, rather than political system. "The Labour
party lost power primarily because it, and its leadership, had 1lost
legitimacy by becoming increasingly unresponsive to the demands created
by a dynamically changing society" [Aronoff, 1979, p. 115].
Furthermore, "empirical analyses... seem to suggest that the electoral
changes witnessed in the Israeli party system... stem from the
electorate more than from the elite. The public appears to lead the
realignment... the public has preceded its leadership" [Shamir, 1986,
p. 293]. In other words, the party structure changed as a response to,
or more precisely as an attempt to take advantage of massive changes in
the attitude of the voters.

The roots of the party system change notwithstanding, it is clear
that Mapai/Labour, as a dominant party, had failed to provide
acceptable forms of "linkage" between citizens and state. A wide gap
has opened up between the party and the public, but "the party
machinery tried to conduct party 1life as 1if nothing had changed...
Their power game became a private one. Labour... showed... a growing
gap between the party machinery and the electorate" [Azmon, 1981, p.
433]. Certain of its continued rule under all circumstances,
Mapai/Labour has grown even more insensitive to public demands, which
attitude only helped the party in its headlong rush downhill.
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When support for a dominant party is on the decline, the situation
becomes rather complicated. Obviously, a dominant party which has never
had seriously to compete with other parties finds it difficult to
change its style or its methods, or even display the ideological
flexibility required for a real electoral struggle - just when it is
needed most. In Israel, the dominant Mapai/Labour party has gradually
gone into a state of stagnation and immobility which proved detrimental
to its electoral chances. "Because the distinction between party and
state is blurred in a dominant party system, the dominant party, while
being credited for any progress and achievement, is also blamed for all
problems and failures" [Shamir, 1986, p. 269]). The more disabled
Mapai/Labour became, the more its nonaccomplishments tended to loom
large in the eyes of the people.

A complex combination of factors contributed to the decline of
Mapai/Labour and the rise of Herut/Likud, a phenomenon that changed the
very nature, and with it the classification of the Israeli party

system.

Labour’s Leadership Crisis

A powerful and cohesive leadership has been a key factor in maintaining
Mapai’s political dominance. In particular, the cultivation of the
charismatic image of its leader Mr. Ben-Gurion as the "Founder of the
State" helped make Mapai the natural ruling party. In the early 1960’s,
however, an internecine struggle for leadership developed between Mr.
Ben-Gurion and his old comrades-in-arms, Mr. Eshkol and Mrs. Golda
Meir; as might have been expected, the more bitter it became, the more
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costly it turned out to be. On the face of it, the struggle focused on
the so-called "Lavon Affair" [on the whole affair, see Yanai, 1981].
Whatever its real causes, however, its long-term consequences for the
dominant party were nothing short of devastating. The conflict
destroyed the effective and indispensable partisan leadership of Mr.
Ben-Gurion; it badly damaged the ideological, indeed the moral
superiority of the Labour Movement; and it eventually resulted in an
acrimonious split in 1965, when Mr. Ben-Gurion, Mr. Moshe Dayan and Mr.
Shimon Peres, among others, were forced out of Mapai’s ranks; they then
went on to establish a new party, Rafi.

The intraparty victory of the Eshkol-Meir faction was, if
anything, short-lived. Although the compromising style of Prime
Minister Levi Eshkol has had some advantages in dealing with
controversial issues, the public at large had no confidence in his
ability to handle foreign and particularly defense affairs. Prior to
the Six Day War in 1967, under massive public pressure, Mr. Eshkol had
to vrelinquish the Defence portfolio to Mr. Dayan, a sworn enemy of the
vetern leadership. Rafi then rejoined Labour, and from 1967 to 1973,
younger leaders (such as Mr. Dayan, Mr. Peres, Mr. Abba Eban, and Mr.
Yigal Allon) became more influential within the party, yet they were
unable to assume full command because of factional rivalries among
themselves. Mrs. Meir, who succeeded Mr. Eshkol as prime minister,
still maintained a strong leadership position, not least because she
headed the powerful party machinery. The old Labour 1leadership has
become very well entrenched in its party positions, from which it was
able to manipulate the composition of party organs and control their
agenda. Also, the oligarchical leadership used to recruit activists in
the patron-client style, bringing in mediocre people to positions
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requiring more qualities than loyalty to superiors. They never allowed
the development of an open pattern of upward mobility for new and
capable young men and women; independent and creative young leaders
were an anathema to the old guard of the party.

The repeated succession crises brought about by this narrow-minded
leadership style did much damage to Labour’s power and public image. In
the aftermath of the 1973 war, there took place "a political
earthquake", with Mr. Rabin, Mr. Peres and Mr. Allon replacing Mrs.
Meir, Mr. Dayan and Mr. Eban as Prime Minister, Defence Minister and
Foreign Minister, respectively. Still, the new leadership was plagued
with the same bitter factionalism, which caused further damage to the
public image of Labour. As a matter of fact, the Rabin-Peres king-of-
the-castle running battle, which first began in 1974, still tops the
party agenda at the time of writing.

The emergence of the Democratic Movement for Change (DMC) as an
independent party in 1977 was widely perceived as an adequate answer to
this deepening leadership crisis. The DMC provided an alternative
channel of upward mobility for military, economic and academic leaders
who were not given a fair chance of competing for positions within
Labour’s ranks. Thus, the DMC played a major role in the downfall of
Labour in the 1977 election, since a majority of both its leaders and

voters had previously been identified with Labour.

The Legitimation of the Opposition

Political dominance involves, among other things, the delegitimation
the opposition, in order to deny it any credibility as a real
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alternative. A strong dominant party has the power to define the
boundaries of Tlegitimation, and this is exactly what Mapai/Labour has
done throughout its long period of rule. It has engaged in a systematic
campaign aimed at delegitimazing and isolating the Herut party and
other right-wing political forces. During the pre-independence era, Mr.
Ben-Gurion, Mapai’s unchallenged leader, consciously orchestrated the
efforts to stigmatize Herut and the entire right wing. The Irgun Zva’i
Leumi, the pre-state militia headed by Mr. Begin, which later formed
the core of the Herut party, was portrayed as being a terrorist
organization whose actions against the British authorities actually
undermined the Jewish struggle for independence. Needless to say, its
political organs were excluded from participation in the "national"
pre-state institutions headed by Mapai.

Following independence in 1948, Mr. Ben-Gurion blatantly accused
Herut of being an antidemocratic, repressive fascist type of movement,
posing a grave threat to the core values of the Jewish people and the
Israeli state. He explicitly expressed doubts about Herut’s commitment
to the precepts of parliamentary democracy and used to warn that if Mr.
Begin should come to power, Israel would turn into a dictatorship. More
than once, Mr. Ben-Gurion declared (it has actually become one of his
bywords) that all parties are eligible to participate in his
coalitions, "except Herut and the Communists". This was a clever bit of
ostracization, which turned Herut into a pariah party. Indeed, Herut
has been excluded from coalition participation from 1948 until 1967, at
which time of emergency it was invited to join in as a junior partner
in the national unity government headed by Mr. Levi Eshkol. Mr. Ben-
Gurion’s departure from active politics, with his partisan style of
leadership and bitter enmity towards Herut, thus signified the end of
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this party’s "illegitimacy". His successor, Mr. Eshkol, dealt with
Herut in a more conciliatory style, which helped reduce its political
isolation.

Meanwhile, after a long period on the farther shores of the
political map, Herut has been consciously making moves of its own
towards political legitimacy. Two such moves took place in 1965: Herut
participated for the first time in the election to the Histadrut, the
trade union movement controlled by Mapai; and more importantly,
together with the Liberal party, Herut set up a new political bloc
named Gahal. Despite its own declining power, the Liberal party seemed
to be a natural ally, both because it did have political legitimacy and
because of its traditional hostility towards the Labour Movement. In
forming Gahal, Herut was willing to forego immediate political payoffs
in anticipation of greater dividends in the future. Allowing the
declining Liberals to ride on the tailcoat of its own growing popular
support (the Jjoint party 1list was made up on a fifty-fifty basis),
Herut has won its oh-so-coveted legitimacy, not to mention the Liberal
party’s considerable material assets.

Thus, the crystallization of the new political bloc in 1965 was
for Herut a first critical step along the path of Tlegitimation.
Participation in the national unity government since 1967 made the
process irreversible. Mapai/Labour’s continued attempts to warn the
public against the dire consequences of Herut’s rise to power were now
futile. "In the final analysis, it would seem that a dominant party
seeking to reinstitute a policy of excluding and delegitimizing a
political opponent who has acquired a legitimacy status faces a much
more difficult task than was the case before that opponent gained
legitimacy" [Levite & Tarrow, 1983, p. 309].
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For the Liberal party, the establishment of a political bloc with
Herut was yet another attempt to find its proper place in the party
system. In spite of an impressive record in the history of the Zionist
movement, the party (formerly the General Zionists) has regularly
suffered major political setbacks since the state of Israel was
established. It has been unable to produce any charismatic leader of
national stature; its historic constituency was split between moderate
and extreme tendencies, between centre and right-wing; furthermore, the
party Tlacked clear parliamentary orientation, undecided as to whether
it should be in coalition with or in opposition to Labour. A1l this
came down to a decline in electoral support which in turn encouraged a
search for interparty agreements. When the merger with the Progressive
party in 1961 failed to create a strong political centre, the Liberals
resolved to ally with Herut even at the cost of a split with the
Progressives. Gahal gave the Liberals a more secure electoral basis,
guaranteeing their continued parliamentary representation, and of
course gave hope of a real alternative to Labour’s rule.

The formation of Gahal in 1965, which was expanded in 1973 and
renamed Likud, turned isolation and stagnation into political success.
In 1977, Herut and the Liberals found themselves running the legitimate

government of Israel.

Enter the Likud

The Likud’s major component was the Herut party. Descended from both
the revisionist faction in the Zionist movement and the Irgun Zva’i
Leumi of pre-independence period, this political party has for long
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stagnated in the backwater of Israeli politics. Its membership was
based on middle-class Ashkenazi, mainly urban and usually anti-
socialist groups. In time, this core attracted several other, mostly
discontent groups. Among them, Sephardim have been playing an
increasingly important role. It was, however, only the force of Mr.
Begin’s personality that has kept them together throughout this Tlong
period.

The Liberal party on the other hand has represented a better-off
segment of the population, mainly upper-middle class urban and rural
groups. It was perhaps the most distinctly Ashkenazi party in the
Israeli system. As noted earlier, possibly its most severe problem has
been in the sphere of leadership.

Yet another component, which Jjoined the Herut-Liberal alliance
(Gahal) in 1973 to form the Likud, called itself La’am. It was a hodge-
podge of Herut politicians who had previously been forced out of the
party for challenging Mr. Begin’s leadership, and later joined forces
with persons who had left Mapai/Labour - most of them supporters of the
"Greater Israel" idea.

The catalyst who played a major role in turning this rather
unlikely alliance into a party, in 1973, was ex-General Ariel Sharon.
Although without any power base of his own at the time, he was an
immensely popular war hero, who could influence if not manipulate
veteran party workhorses - particularly Mr. Begin, who simply adored
generals.

Unlike Mapai/Labour’s leadership, which had lost all dynamism and
became quite immobile, Herut/Likud’s leadership moved in the opposite
direction, from stagnation to openness and mobility. After years of
heading the oligarchical leadership of the natural party of opposition,
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Mr. Begin realized that only through genuine recruitment of new leaders
céﬁf¥%e inferior position of his party be changed. While protecting his
own top position, Mr. Begin was determined to set up a counter-elite
which would be able successfully to challenge the ruling party. When
Herut was still part of the national unity government, in 1969, Mr.
Begin invited Air Force General Ezer Weizmann to become a cabinet
minister. This was a major turning point in the pattern of national
leadership recruitment. Labour’s monopoly in selecting persons of
proven record in other domains, mainly defense, for top political
positions, was now broken as Herut became a new channel to the power
elite.

The formation of the Likud in 1973 represented a giant step
forward in the buildup of a powerful and attractive leadership
structure. To begin with, Mr. Begin agreed to make peace with former
party rivals and challengers such as Mr. Shmuel Tamir or members of
Lehi ("the Stern Gang"), who had been bitter rivals in pre-independence
times. Secondly, Mr. Begin was willing to put up with the political
maneuovers of Mr. Ariel Sharon, because of the latter’s major role in
bringing together the various factions to be included in the Likud.
Also, Mr. Begin brought in new political groups under the Likud
umbrella, even though it narrowed the representation of his own Herut
party within the new political bloc.

A1l these steps were taken in order to present to the public a
respectable and legitimate ruling alternative. It was believed that
only a wide spectrum of leaders (including former Ben-Gurion and Labour
supporters) could substantially enhance the winning prospects of the

Likud bloc. The Movement for a Greater Israel, for instance, added much
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respectability to the Likud, since it included some prestigious
personalities previously associated with the Labour establishment.

The 1leadership stature of Mr. Begin himself was growing with the
passage of time; his personality became an important factor in the
Likud’s rise to power. Long obscured by Mr. Ben-Gurion, as of the
1970’s Mr. Begin’s charisma turned out to be an invaluable political
asset for the right-wing bloc. His direct, populistic style, using
nationalistic overtones and reflecting sensitivity to Jewish symbols
(which Labour lacked, by and large) proved appealing to the proverbial
"man-in-the-street" - particularly to Sephardic Jews, a growing
component in the electorate. He was quite articulate in his forceful
definition of the goals of the Jewish State and thus was able to
establish himself as a statesman with an international reputation as
well as "a proud Jew". Labour leaders were no match to Mr. Begin when
it came down to electoral politics. And it was thus that in 1977, after
long years in political wilderness, Mr. Menachem Begin was called by

the President to form the government.

The Ideological Shift to the Right

In the pre-independence era, socialist and social-democratic symbols
shaped the ideology of the Labour Movement; quite a significant part of
the small Jewish community in the then Palestine upheld egalitarian
principles. Later on, socialist ideology began to pale - not an unknown
phenomenon in most social democracies in the Western world, to say
nothing of the Eastern. The net result was a shift of the Israeli
electorate away from the left. One dimension of this ideological
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decline was an apparent difficulty experienced by Mapai/Labour in
mobilizing the Sephardic mass immigration of the 1950’s through
political education in social-democratic ideas. Realising that the new
immigrants were unlikely to back social democracy, Mapai did not even
try to use its power bases - the Kibbutzim, or the Histadrut with its
indispensable health services, 1labour exchanges and regional trade
unions - to reinforce its image as a workers’ party. Instead, it
exploited these political organs to develop economic dependency among
Sephardic Jews.

As far as the Sephardic segment was concerned, this dependency was
associated with a growing feeling of economic inequality and ethnic
inferiority. The social and economic gap made it easy for Sephardic
groups to blame Labour for its duplicity. Looking for an alternative,
many Sephardim made a bee-line to the rival political camp. The Likud,
focusing on national and religious symbols and addressing itself to
problems of social and economic injustice, has had far greater appeal
to low-status groups than Labour.

The political shift to the right was reflected not only in the
socioeconomic domain but also in foreign and defense issues. The Six
Day War, which brought under Israel’s control the territories of its
Biblical heartland, has given much boost to ideological fundamentalism.
This took the form of strong national and religious sentiments which
have had an impact on Sephardic groups as well. It was the root cause
for a continuing drift to the right in Israeli public opinion, which
naturally strengthened the Likud.

The Labour party, by contrast, found itself completely vexed in
the aftermath of the 1967 war, in this particular respect. The party
has been uniquely unable to formulate any clear-cut position on the
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future of the occupied territories, torn apart by dovish and hawkish
tendencies as it was. As a matter of fact, Labour has tried to
consolidate a consensus around a status quo notion of "no withdrawal,
no annexation", which was correctly interpreted by all and sundry as a
non-starter, making the switch-over to the Likud that much easier. It
is important to note in this context that as far as the controversy
over the future of the territories is concerned, Herut/Likud has never
been alone on its side of the issue. Not only most religious groups,
but significant elements in the Labour movement as well tended to

support the Likud’s basic positions.

Labour Means 01d, Likud Means Young

Labour’s major achievements, which accounted for most of its success
and political power, took place mainly in the 1940’s and 1950’s.
Naturally, these were losing much of their impact with the passage of
time. The Labour party appeared less attractive to younger voters, for
whom old symbols meant 1little, past achievements were taken for
granted, and present injustices were all that really mattered. Thus,
Labour was increasingly perceived as a senior citizens’ party, whereas
the alternative, the Likud, was for the younger generation.

As of the mid-1960's, polls were reflecting this trend, also in
terms of positions on issues, not only with respect to partisan
support. These tendencies in the positions of the general public were
also displayed by elite groups. For instance, opinion polls showed that
university professors leaned to the left, while their students were
more supportive of the right wing [Peres & Shemer, 1984, pp. 89-110].
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Published surveys and opinion polls create political images which

tend to be translated into political reality, as shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Likud and Labour Gains in A Variety of Age Groups

(percentage)
Likud Labour
Age Group 1969 1973 1977 1969 1973 1977
Under 24 36 44 51 40 39 20
25-39 30 44 34 54 37 25
40-49 25 35 29 61 48 38
Over 50 21 23 23 62 54 53

Based on Arian, 1985.

The most striking feature here is the data for 1977, when 51
percent of the 18-24 age group supported the Likud, as against a low 20
percent support for Labour. And indeed, in that year the Likud came to
power and Labour was badly defeated. Demographically speaking, the
groups registering greatest support for the Likud were steadily
increasing in size, while age groups supportive of Labour were
naturally shrinking. When ethnicity is thrown in, this tendency becomes

a snowball.

Ashkenazi versus Sephardi

The chief ethnic cleavage among the Jews in Israel is between the
Ashkenazim (immigrants of European origin and their descendants) and

the Sephardim (of Asian or African origin, mostly from Arab countries).
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The Ashkenazim constituted an overwhelming majority of Israel’s
population at the time of independence in 1948. In the 1950’s, however,
massive immigration waves of Sephardic Jews came to Israel, bringing
with them significant demographic changes in the composition of the
electorate. In the course of time, the share of Sephardic Jews, with
their higher birth rate, have increased in the voting population as
against a steady decline in the share of the Ashkenazi group. All this
has had considerable impact on voting patterns.

The main beneficiary of the demographic changes has been the
Likud. It was estimated that "the long-term influence of changes in the
demographic-ethnic makeup of the population upon the balance of
parliamentary power... would increase the gap between the two major
parties (in the Likud’s favor) at a rate of some 2% in each election
campaign" [Peres & Shemer, 1984, p. 106].

The following Table sums up the situation.

Table 3.2 Labour and Likud Vote by Ethnic Origin, 1969, 1973, 1977

(percentage)
Labour Likud
1969 1973 1977 1969 1973 1977
Sephardim 51 39 32 32 43 46
Sephardic origin 49 40 23 37 47 65
Ashkenazim 61 53 48 20 26 19
Ashkenazi origin 48 38 23 26 39 23

Based on Arian, 1985.
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It is quite apparent from the above Table that the increase in the
share of Sephardic Jews in the electorate, a well as the change in
their voting patterns (particularly among the second generation of the
1950’s immigrants) has significantly strengthened the Likud. In the
face of this trend, it becomes quite clear that any efforts made by
Labour to prolong the Likud’s political isolation were doomed to
failure.

Economically, the Ashkenazi group generally enjoys a higher
standard of living than the Sephardim. Over time, there has been no
sign of narrowing the gap. The persistent overlapping between ethnic
affiliation and socioeconomic status was one more factor which worked
for the Likud. Promising economic reforms and improvements, it appealed
directly to the poorer section of the voters, who happened to be mostly
Sephardic. The Ashkenazi Labour establishment was blamed for their
economic problems, so that voting for the Likud was also an act of
social protest.*

For Labour, the changing demographic makeup of the voting
population has created insurmountable political problems. The moderate
but steady decline in the relative size of the Ashkenazi group, its
main voting vreservoir, hurt Labour. The tendency to identify Labour
with the Ashkenazi group earned the party an anti-Sephardic image,

portraying it as Tlargely responsible for the ethnic gap in the first

* It is interesting to note that the Likud was regarded by many as
an anti-establishment party long after it had come to power. Thus,
in 1981, for instance - after four years in power - the Likud
still commanded the ethnic vote, gaining about 70% of the general
Sephardic vote and close to 90% of the underprivileged Morrocan
Jews [Diskin, 1984, pp. 44-56].
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place. At the same time, the Likud was portrayed as promoting the
advancement of the Sephardic group. However weakly founded in reality,
these images (which still persist) have nevertheless counted in
determining electoral choices. Labour’s attempts to deal with the
"Sephardic problem" have failed to distinguish between patronage
politics (being responsive to Sephardic demands) and participation
politics (keeping open channels for authentic representation of
Sephardic Jews within its vranks). This failure to comprehend the
fundamental difference between patronage and participation can explain
- perhaps better than any other factor - Labour’s weak position among
Sephardic Jews.

"The coming to power of the Likud has opened the way for Oriental
[Sephardic] Jews to redefine their collective status in Israeli
society" [Lewis, 1984, p. 34]. For the Sephardic group, the Likud was
perceived as some kind of shelter from the elitist, arrogant and
secular Labour party and the condescending, paternalistic Ashkenazi

establishment. They were anti-Labour, if nothing else.
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Competition and Polarization, 1977-1984

The Changing Power Relations

The fall of Labour and the rise of the Likud can best be traced by
their changing fortunes at the electoral level. The vote for Labour
came down from 51.2% in 1965, through 46.2% in 1969 and 39.6% in 1973,
to a low of 24.6% in 1977, at which point its political dominance came
to an end. Conversely, the Likud’s vote had moved up from 25% in 1965,
through 29.2% in 1969 and 33.8% in 1973, to a victorious 35.3% in
1977 .*

In parliament, the losses of Labour and the gains of the Likud
appear in Chart 3.1 on the next page.

It can readily be seen that voters in large numbers left their
previous political homes and formed new attachments during the period
under discussion. In 1977, the pattern of Labour’s dominance was broken
and the Likud won the largest number of Knesset seats. Many believed,
however, that the election results were but a temporary setback, an
accident. It was thought that when the emotional force of those

realigning issues was spent, aberrant voters would come back to the

* In 1981 Labour gained 36.6% of the vote by recovering most of its
1977 losses to the DMC, but the Likud remained number one by
gaining 37.1% of the total. Labour seemed to have exhausted its
vote potential in the 1981 elections, whereas the Likud’s vote
continued to grow, carving into the 12 to 15 percent level of the
religious vote. As of 1973 the combined Likud-religious vote was
higher by 5% to 10% than the vote for Labour and its affiliates.
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fold. Thus, the 1981 election was equally critical, in that it proved
that the changes of 1977 were of a lasting nature and the old pattern
of Israeli politics was unmistakably and totally broken. The results of

the 1977 and 1981 elections appear in Table 3.3 on the next page.

Chart 3.1 Labour and Likud Knesset Seats. 1965-1984

Knesset Seats

Laboa

Likud
Year 1965 1969 1973 1977 1981 1984

Source: Arian, 1985, p. 141.

Fragmentation

The level of fragmentation in the party system reflected a change from
a consensus model to an adversarial or majoritarian model [Lijphart,
1989, pp. 141-4]. In 1977, the number of party lists participating in

the elections was 22, out of which 13 acquired parliamentary
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Table 3.3 Results of the 1977 and 1981 Knesset Elections

1977 1981
Left-of-Centre

Communist (Rakah) 5
Sheli 2
CRM 1
Arab (Labour) 1
Labour 32
Shinui -

Centre

Ind. Liberals 1 -
DMC 15 -
Telem - 2

Religious

Poalei Agudat Israel 1
Agudat Israel 4
NRP 12
Tami -

WO

Right-of-Centre

Likud 43 48
Shlomzion 2 -
1

Techiya
Flatto-Sharon

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks.
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representation.* In 1981, the number dropped to an all-time low of 10
out of 31 lists that ran for election. Moreover, the Progressive party,
Poalei Agudat Israel and the Arab lists disappeared from the scene for
the first time since 1949. As for parties’ size, if in 1977 the two
major parties won 75 seats out of a total of 120 between them, in 1981
they won 95 seats. The leading religious party, NRP, was cut in half
between 1977 and 1981, from 12 to 6 Knesset members. In fact, all the
smaller parties, left, right or religious, lost power in 1981.

This indicates an overall reduction in the levels of fragmentation
and fractionalization. The actual number of parties may not have
changed dramatically, but 1looked at from the point of view of
parliamentary proto-coalitions, or the effective number of parties with
coalition potential, the number has gone as far down as may be expected
within the framework of an extreme P.R. system [Laakso & Taagepera,
1979, pp. 3-27]. The figures seem to represent a strong potential for
stiff competition and a high level of polarization between the two

largest parties.

* By Israeli 1law, a "list" had to obtain at least one per cent of
the total eligible vote in order to be able to claim a seat in the
Knesset. Periodic attempts to change the law in order to increase
this "blocking percentage", thereby reducing the number of parties
in the Knesset, have all failed until recently, for obvious
coalitionary vreasons. In early 1992, the ‘"representation
threshold" was raised to 1.5%.
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Polarization

In the 1977 election the DMC , a centrist party, gained an impressive
number of parliamentary seats, 15, and became the third largest party
after the Likud and Labour. Some analysts have viewed the rise of the
DMC as signifying a major structural change, from a dominant party
system to a basically tripartite system - left, right and centre. By
1981 it became clear, however, that the shift was instead towards a
bipartite system. There is no doubt that the DMC brought down Labour in
1977, but it is equally true that its flash-in-the-pan was a negative
vote against the ruling party, not a positive vote to the notion of a
third major party. Come 1981, there was no political centre, no middle
ground, no DMC. In the absence of a political centre, two opposing
political blocs, the Likud and Labour, were fighting each other head-on
- a clear sign of increasing polarization [Pollock, 1982, pp. 28-52].
Two major factors contributed to polarization - the debate on the
future of the territories occupied since 1967, and ethnicity. In 1981,
all the lists represented in the Knesset, save one, had declared their
allegiance with either large political party even prior to the
elections. This choice was related to policy positions on the
territorial issue. The hawkish, right-wing Likud camp included the NRP
and Agudat Israel (both religious) as well as Tami, a party which
attempted to outflank the Likud on the ethnic issue, and also Techiya,
which endavoured to do the same on the territorial issue. The dovish,
left-wing Labour camp included the CRM, Shinui (a leftover from the
heyday of the DMC) and Hadash, the "new" communist party, reflecting
mainly Arab national sentiments. Telem, led by Mr. Dayan, was the only
list to withhold its post-election intentions. This clear pattern of
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two proto-coalitions has reflected deep polarization on a key
ideological issue.

Thus crystallized a party system consisting essentially of two
large parties, each drawing its support from different class and ethnic
elements in the population. The voting pattern in the 1981 election was
blatantly ethnic, the Likud gaining most of the Sephardic vote and
Labour supported by the majority of the Ashkenazi group. Labour never
realized the depths of ethnic animosity and was not prepared for an

Ashkenazi-Sephardic showdown.

Volatility

The party system’s transformation has been accompanied by fluctuations
in the level of electoral volatility, as shown in the following Table,
which gives the estimated percentage of voters who changed their vote

from one general election to the next:

Table 3.4 Electoral Volatility
Years Electoral Volatility
1965-1969 25%
1969-1973 32%
1973-1977 50%
1977-1981 40%
1981-1984 25%

Source: Arian, 1985.
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During the 1965-1977 period, the level of electoral volatility
doubled, from 25 to 50 percent. The weakening of party identification
initiated a move of many voters across party and even bloc lines - a
sure sign that the dominant party system was coming to an end. After
1977, however, electoral volatility has not taken the form of switch
across party blocs but rather represented a reshuffle of parties’
strength within each bloc. In 1981, nearly all the 1977 Likud voters
returned to support their party, and helped it secure its second
electoral victory. Labour’s gaining back most of the vote it had lost
to the DMC in 1977 helps explain the high level of volatility in 1981 -
40 percent. Towards 1984, voting patterns seem to have settled,
returning to pre-transformation levels.

The formation of two competitive blocs of parties along both
political-ideological and social-ethnic 1lines has created class
politics in Israel that did not exist in the past, when the dominant
Labour party obtained a plurality of the vote within all categories of
the electorate. Theoretically, there seems to be an apparent
contradiction between deep polarization and high levels of electoral
volatility. This however can be explained, at 1least in part, if

volatility occurs within, not across, party blocs.

Socio-Political Cleavages

Lijphart suggests that whereas the consensual model is associated with
a multi-cleavage situation, the adversarial model is characterized by
the existence of a major dividing issue [Lijphart, 1989, p. 147]. In
Israel, the number of controversial issues has not been reduced when
the party system was transformed, yet one single issue dominated the
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entire political scene - the future of the occupied territories. All
other cleavages coincided with this question, including the ever-
problematic religious issues. Even parties formed with a sole intention
to address specific issues (such as Tami) were firmly based on one side
or the other of the chief political issue that really mattered.

The existence of such a salient issue is the key to understanding
the Israeli party system. The division into three political blocs -
Labour, right-wing and religious - which had played such an important
role in the dominant party system, Tlost its significance with the
emergence of the national issue. While the political and organizational
structures of the old party system were preserved, ideology placed them
now in only two polarized party blocs: the right-wing/religious bloc

and the left-wing bloc.

Competitiveness

A change from a consensual to an adversarial model is associated with
minimal rather than oversized coalitions [Lijphart, 1989, p. 148]. Also
in the adversarial model, the power of the opposition (which is usually
not of a bilateral nature) tends to increase. This proved to be the
case in Israel as well. The emergence of two opposing party blocs, the
Likud’s and Labour’s, capable of contesting for the control of
government, has contributed to a high Tlevel of competitiveness.
Certainly the very formation of party blocs was prompted by a strong
desire to attain and retain power.

The increasing competitiveness between opposing parties may
actually lend more importance to the distinction between "left" and
"right" than is warranted by the ideological differences between them
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[Arian & Shamir, 1983, p. 277]. This was the case in the 1981 election
campaign - the Tlongest and most bitterly fought in Israel’s young
democracy. The results show that the consolidation of power in the two
major blocs was the strongest (95 out of 120). This very high level of
competition was the outcome of the voters’ preference for a clear-cut
choice between the only two parties capable of making a coalition

[Azmon, 1981, p. 434].

The Three-Ringed Circus

Significant party competition in Israel takes place in three different
arenas: elections for parliament, elections for control of the
Histadrut, and municipal elections. In the past, the dominant
Mapai/Labour had the elections to the Histadrut, where it enjoyed an
overwhelming majority, take place prior to the date on which both
parliamentary and municipal elections were held. In the former arena,
elections could serve Mapai/Labour as a relatively harmless 1lightning-
rod for whatever protest vote there was, as well as a useful indicator
for telltale shifts in public attitudes, the better to prepare itself
for national and local elections. In 1977, for the first time,
parliamentary elections were held prior to the Histadrut elections, and
Tocal elections took place even later. This departure from tradition
cost the party dearly at the polls. The parliamentary election hit
Labour hard, with no "early warning" of the massive protest vote that
had emerged.

Labour’s humiliating Knesset defeat was a political shock which
created a sense of loss and despair among many, including most of the
elite groups in society. When Labour won the Histadrut elections a few
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months later, however, it created a feeling that the 1loss of
parliamentary power was just an aberration, which feeling served to
cushion the transition to a competitive two-bloc party system. It
appeared to make sense for each of the 1large parties to control a
different political arena, and even the division seemed right: the
Likud would control national issues in parliament and Labour would have
a strong influence on socioeconomic issues by controlling the
Histadrut.

The following Table shows the Likud-Labour power relations in both
the Knesset and the Histadrut, which contributed to the competitive

dimension of the political system.

Table 3.5 Electoral Gains in the Knesset and the Histadrut
Year Knesset 120-seats Histadrut (percent)
Likud Labour Likud Labour
1973 39 51 22.7 58.3
1977 43 32 28.8 55.3
1981 48 47 26.8 63.1

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks, Histadrut Yearbooks.

- 102 -



The growing level of competitiveness discerned in the varying
results of Knesset and Histadrut elections was also manifest in the
municipal arena. The Israeli voter has emerged, on the whole, as a
rather sophisticated political animal: he has proven his ability to
distinguish between the three arenas and generally cast his vote in
each according to independent evaluations of the parties competing in

each case - even though they were the same parties all along.

Much Change, Little Stability

The 1977 elections were as dramatic as can be. One day in May, "the
patronage, prestige and power which Labour leaders had been accustomed
to were suddenly removed from their grasp" [Arian, 1977, p. 20]. The
end of half-a-century of political dominance was characterized as "more
than a change in government" [Horowitz, 1977, p. 3]. No "revolution"
took place, however, because major factors relating to political
culture in the environment of the party system have been preserved.
Loyalty to the Jewish state, adherence to democratic values, acceptance
of political legitimacy, playing by the rules of the game, adoption of
patterns of bargaining and compromise and so on - these elements were
strong enough to allow a party system change and a change of government
without a change in the nature of the regime.

As of May 1977, the Herut party has controlled the power centre of
the political system. Herut, in a way reminiscent of the early-days
Mapai, maintained a majority in Gahal, Gahal dominated the Likud, the
Likud had a majority in the coalition and the coalition controlled
parliament. Labour, for the first time, was not the core of government
- it was not even in government.
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The Herut party controlled the power centre but was not in the
power centre; this is more than a semantic distinction. A system
controlled from an off-centre position tends to experience acute
problems of political stability. In this sense, the 1977 election
brought about only "half a revolution" - a new party at the head of the
government, but not a new political hegemony. Unlike Mapai/Labour in
the past, the Likud has not become the pivotal party in the centre of
the political map. In general, it has been argued that a P.R. system
and coalition government undermine democracy by taking the choice of
government from the people and giving it to a few politicians who wheel
and deal for coalitions that do not reflect the "will of the people".
Much more so when an off-centre party controls the executive coalition,
a condition which may lead to "government without consensus". This was
certainly the case with the Likud, particularly in the early years of
its political rule.

The development of political bipolarity, with two more or less
equal party blocs, strengthened the bargaining power of minorities,
thus contributing to further instability. There was no centre party to
lend stability to the political system. The attempts by the DMC in 1977
and Telem in 1981 to adopt a neutral centrist position between the two
blocs failed miserably. As it happened, the pivotal position was
occupied by the religious Agudat Israel in 1977 and the ethnic Tami in
1981, but they were in no position to consolidate a genuine political
centre around them. It seems that only a party of medium or big size
could really act as a pivot, and no such party has existed in Israel
since 1977. In this respect, the party system has changed from a

"working multiparty system" to a "non-working multiparty system".
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In conclusion, the "partial revolution" of 1977 robbed the party
system of a sizable pivotal party. The political centre became weak and
divided. The 1linkage between size and centrality was broken and,
consequently, the pivotal position became shaky and wunstable. The
disjointed party system was hurt right where it lived, in the middle.
One consequence of this situation has been a succession of unstable
governments. The formation of the first bipolar, national coalition in
1984 actually represented a successful effort to strengthen the pivotal
position and secure government stability. Until 1984, the Likud
maintained its political rule by coalition politicking that was
successful mainly in keeping Labour in opposition, as will be explained

in the next section.
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Realignments in party systems tend to be accompanied by changes in
patterns of coalition politics, all the more so when a dominant party
system turns into a competitive one. After all, "dominance" mainly
suggests controlling coalition politics, whereas "competitiveness"
necessarily implies a political struggle over the composition of
government. Being an off-centre dominant party, the Likud developed
rather interesting mechanisms to control coalition politics in the

1977-84 period.

Off-Centre Control of Coalition Politics

The very existence of a coalition-forming party which is located at an
off-centre position, or indeed nearer the end of the classic left-right
continuum, has a strong impact on the formation and maintenance of the
executive coalition. Chart 3.2 is a hypothetical illustration of the

modus operandi of an off-centre coalition leader.

50
Left . .__ Right
Party A B C D E F G
15 25 6 5 6 8 35
Chart 3.2 An Off-centre Coalition Leader

(in a hypothetical 100 member parliament)
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Party G, being by far the largest parliamentary party, is likely
to become the coalition "formateur". The location of Party G, near the
end of the political spectrum, indicates that it attaches importance to
policy considerations, otherwise it would probably not have been
positioned there in the first place. A major concern of Party G in
forming the government is thus to ensure that the coalition’s "policy
package" will be as close as possible to its own policy position.
Accordingly, Party G will endeavour to form a minimal ideological range
coalition DEFG (54 seats) which provides it with the best possible
policy payoffs. Coalition DEFG happens to be of a minimal size in terms
of membership, and as such it supposedly maximizes office payoffs to
its members. It seems therefore that Party G should be content with
this coalition, which maximizes both its policy and office payoffs.
Moreover, in view of coalition theory’s assertion that a minimal
winning coalition is the most stable one, Party G apparently enjoys an
"ideal" situation: It maximizes payoffs in a coalition which maintains
a long-term stability. This situation seems too good to be true.

Actually, the stability of coalition DEFG is rather precariously
balanced. To begin with, the pivotal Party D may join an alternative
coalition ABCD, possibly enjoying even better payoffs compared to
coalition DEFG. Also, Party G itself, which formed coalition DEFG, may
not be content with the overall payoffs arrangements. Its office
payoffs, 35/54, seem reasonable enough. Its policy payoffs, however,
are disappointing because the policy position of coalition DEFG is a
good way to the left of Party’s G ideal policy position. Being the
coalition leader, Party G may initiate a right-wing shift of the

coalition’s policy position. Such an attempt may result, however, in
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the defection of centre Party D. Should we conclude that coalition DEFG
is inherently unstable? not necessarily.

It is possible to stabilize coalition DEFG, to some extent, by a
tradeoff between policy payoffs and office payoffs among its members.
For example, Party G, the coalition organizer, can offer Party D some
of its many office payoffs in exchange for policy payoffs. Party D may
well accept the offer, if it is less concerned with policy payoffs
compared to Party G. In any event, Party D will certainly expect to get
significant office payoffs for its policy concessions. After all, as a
centre party it has to "justify" its membership 1in a coalition that
pursues a rather extreme right-wing policy. This is the essence of the
deal between the dominant (off-centre) Party G and the pivotal Party D.
This political exchange supposedly contributes to the stability of
coalition DEFG, in that Party G enjoys higher policy payoffs and Party
D gets more office payoffs.

It is important to note that a dominant off-centre party cannot
maximize both policy and office payoffs. Also, it is very unlikely that
this party will choose to maximize office payoffs at the expense of the
policy positions that had brought it political success. What is likely,
however, is that in time, the dominant party will move to the political
centre and then try to maximize both policy and office payoffs. In the
short run, however, the off-centre dominant party will probably choose
to maximize policy payoffs in exchange for a goodly share of office
payoffs to its coalition partners.

In this example, it may be the case that Party G will distribute
important cabinet posts to Parties D, E and F in order to make them
pursue its desired policy, not theirs. It is up to the larger party to
strike the right balance between policy and office tradeoffs within the
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coalition framework. Such arrangements may be somewhat complicated, but
the principle of payoffs exchange seems valid and operative. Since the
leading party controls bargaining, its overall position is safe enough
to initiate cabinet reshuffles whenever needed. Moreover, a certain
degree of instability is tolerable in situations where the 1leading
opposition party (in this case Party B) cannot put together a winning
coalition. If, indeed, the other side cannot win, you cannot lose even
if your coalition becomes less stable due to an increasing imbalance in
the distribution of policy and office payoffs among partners.*

The Likud, headed by Mr. Begin, was an off-centre dominant party
that controlled coalition politics in a way similar to Party G in this
hypothetical example. As the coalition organizer, the Likud was
interested in policy as an end onto itself and used office as a means
to influence policy. Prime Minister Begin did not mind giving important
cabinet positions to non-Herut members, as long as they supported Herut
policies. Thus, Mr. Yadin, the leader of the DMC, served as a Deputy
Prime Minister, while two former Labour leaders, Mr. Dayan and Mr.
Hurwitz, were given the weighty Foreign Affairs and Finance portfolios,
respectively.

Actually, giving non-Herut members high cabinet positions was the
most effective way to ensure that Herut’s off-centre positions would
become government policy, which was what really mattered to Mr. Begin.
Leaders of other factions and parties were offered glamorous and

powerful offices in which to implement Mr. Begin’s policies - not

* On portfolios as a currency whereby parties may be compensated for
loss of policy payoffs, see Austin-Smith & Banks, 1988, pp. 405-
422. For an opposite view see Laver & Shepsle, 1990(A), p. 890.
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theirs. For the policy-motivated Mr. Begin, office assumed secondary
importance. Needless to say, only a leader who enjoys complete
domination over his own party, as Mr. Begin did, could have
contemplated such tradeoffs at the expense of his loyal lieutenants.

Offering senior positions to non-Herut leaders was apparently a
suboptimal choice. But since these persons played an "office" game to
Mr. Begin’s "ideology" game, a tradeoff was the logical way to go. The
coalition was able to secure a majority and Mr. Begin’s policy
predominated. Obviously, it is often quite difficult to ascertain the
precise motives of players and to tell who plays which game, or whether
they play only one game at a time. In this particular case, however,
there were clearly two divergent motives leading to the development of
two different games, which made tradeoff possible: office payoffs in
exchange for policy payoffs in a framework of a viable coalition
[Schlesinger, 1976, pp. 840-9].

That this was indeed the case is testified to by the fact that
when the top non-Likud ministers mentioned above, namely Mr. Yadin, Mr.
Dayan and Mr. Hurwitz, attempted to pursue "independent" policies that
were unacceptable to Mr. Begin, they were ejected from government one
by one. Even a Herut leader, Defence Minister Ezer Weizmann, was forced
to resign his office as a result of policy conflicts with the Prime
Minister. It was definitely Mr. Begin’s government, and he got rid of
those who did not see it this way. He could afford to do so, because
there was no real alternative either to his 1leadership or to his
government. The resigning ministers could and did vote against his
weakened coalition, but it did not matter. This was partly why Mr.
Begin was confident of his ability to dictate policy and control
coalition politics from an off-centre position.
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The complexity of off-centre control of coalition poiitics,
involving as it does the employment of different mechanisms of
decision-making in the implementation of policy positions, is best
illustrated by two major decisions, one on peace and one on war, made
by the Likud’s government, using completely different decision-making

mechanisms in each case.
The Peace Accord

The major decision on the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty in 1979 offers
an opportunity to study how a party which controls the executive
coalition, but not the pivotal position in the legislature, operates.
Under the circumstances, the Likud leadership could not have used the
"concentric circles" mechanism, simply because it would not have
worked. It was impossible to go through the motions, because there were
major disagreements within the ruling party. The strongest anti-peace
group opposing Prime Minister Begin was in Herut itself. Any attempt to
enforce the principles of party discipline and government collective
responsibility might have torn party and government apart. Realizing
that the pro-peace forces, including most of the Labour opposition, had
a sure Jlegislative majority, Mr. Begin decided to resolve the issue

neither in his party nor in government, but in parliament.* So this

* Mr. Begin says that he brought the issue directly to parliament’s
approval only because he had promised to do it and for no other
reason [personal communication, 19.8.91]. If no intraparty
politics was involved, however, there was no reason for him to
threaten with resignation, as he did before the vote was taken.
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example illustrates a way in which intragovernment decision-making can
be affected by the balance of power in the legislature.

The more general point relates to decisions made by the government
as a whole, or initiated by coalition partners. It is not necessary for
the executive coalition to be supported by the same legislative parties
on each single vote. It is possible for a decision to be supported by
parties or individual members who are not usually supportive of the
executive coalition. When both coalitions, executive and legislative,
are involved in decision-making, it is the verdict of the legislative
coalition that counts most.

Choosing the main location of conflict resolution tends to
influence the outcome, and is therefore usually manipulated by
political leaders. The Israeli debate on peace with Egypt in 1979
brings to mind the dispute about Britain’s entry into the European
Community in 1975. The then British Prime Minister Harold Wilson put
the issue to a referendum at the electoral Tlevel. The official
explanation was that the decision was of such import that it could not
have been taken without "the whole-hearted consent of the British
people". In reality, this decision was merely intended to preserve the
unity of Mr. Wilson’s Labour party, which was severely divided between
pro- and anti-European sentiments. It was the minority Labour’s pro-
European group that pushed to resolve the issue outside the party
ranks. The anti-European forces had a majority in the Labour party but
were heavily outnumbered in parliament and in the electorate, due to
the overwhelming pro-European attitude of the Conservative party. Both
cases, then, illustrate Archimedes’s Tleverage principle: the force

applied to the lever sometimes counts less than the fulcrum you chose.
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The War in _Lebanon

The Israeli debate about the war in Lebanon in 1982 shows the above
principle in work all over again. The decision in point was the
initiation of a war against the PLO which had created in Lebanon "a
state within a state". The issue was highly controversial and the Likud
leadership was faced with much opposition within the party, as well as
in the executive coalition and in parliament, by opponents of a large-
scale military operation.

To implement its policy, the Likud this time did use the
"concentric circles" model. Its leaders, mainly Mr. Begin and Defence
Minister Ariel Sharon, first pushed a vote in party caucus, in order to
silence factional critics. Then they secured government approval
against the opposition of two coalition partners, the NRP and Tami;
finally, using the instruments of "party discipline” and "government
collective responsibility", they were able to withstand a series of no-
confidence motions in parliament. Had a free vote been taken in the
legislature, there is an undeniable possibility that a majority of the
members would have rejected the Likud’s position. The war in Lebanon
was an example of a major issue in which the position of a minority (or
actually a bare majority within a minority government, since at the
time, the coalition had 59 members out of 120 Knesset members) becomes
an official policy, due to the astute choice of a particular decision-
making mechanism which involves specific Tlocations of conflict
resolution.

The above cases show how a non-pivotal party has a capacity for
effective decision-making, through cleverly-used political mechanisms
for problem resolution. Still, an off-centre control of coalition
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politics involves many difficulties and complications. One way to
reduce the tensions involved in such an imbalanced situation is to
widen the gap between ideological declarations and political action.
This was what Mr. Begin did by making peace. While giving up huge
territories (the whole of the Sinai Peninsula), he nevertheless
intensified his hawkish policy declarations. However, the safer way to
deal with the instability inherented in off-centre control of coalition

politics is to find strong and long-term political allies.

Coalition Membership - Home in on the Range

As related in the previous chapter, until 1977 coalition governments
usually consisted of parties from each of the three traditional
political camps - left, religious and centre-right. The major share of
the coalition membership was drawn from the left-wing and religious
camps, basing on Mapai’s "historic alliance" with the NRP. Located as
it was in the centre of the party map, Mapai however usually managed,
as coalition leader, to recruit parties from the centre-right camp as
well. Contrariwise, the coalitions formed by Herut after 1977 mostly
consisted of parties from only two political camps - the right-wing and
the religious bloc; centre elements became negligible and the left-wing
camp was left out altogether. The narrowing basis for coalition
formation was the outcome of two related factors: the increasing
importance of ideology in the party system and the strategy of the off-
centre Herut to minimize the ideological range of the coalition.

Table 3.6 describes the size and ideological range of the three
coalition governments formed by the Likud during the 1977-1984 period.
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Table 3.6 Coalitions Formed he Likud

1977-1984

No.* Date Coalitions Partner 120 Knesset
18) 6/77 Likud + NRP + Aguda + Dayan

(45) (12) (4) (1) 62 9
19) 8/81 Likud + NRP + Aguda + Tami

(48) (6) (4) (3) 61 10
20) 10/83 Likud + NRP + Aguda + Tami + Techiya + Telem

(46) (6) (4) (3) (3) (2) 64 10

* Number of coalition government since 1949.

Source: Israel Government Yearbooks.

The 18th coalition reached a size of 77 Knesset members in October
1977, when the DMC joined in with its 15 members. However, this very
coalition became a minority government in October 1980, following the
defection of a few Likud members and the effective dissolution of the
DMC. The 19th coalition, formed after the 1981 elections, became a
minority government in the first half of 1982, when an NRP member left
the coalition and two Likud members crossed the floor to Labour. It was
with a minority coalition that the government initiated the Lebanon War
in June 1982. In the second half of 1982, the government vregained a
majority status when Techiya and Telem joined the coalition framework.
The 20th coalition was formed by Mr. Yitzhak Shamir after Mr. Begin’s
resignation; its majority status deteriorated within months until
finally, in March 1984, Tami - a coalition partner - joined the

opposition in an unprecedented move to force early elections.
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In order to understand how the governments were formed and why
their membership changed so erratically, we ought to analyse the
Likud’s basic modus operandi - off-centre control of coalition

politics.

Coalition Bargaining

In the past, the dominant Mapai/Labour used to see coalition government
as a matter of Hobson’s choice. Being a minority party, it had to form
coalitions but always regarded them as a limited partnership. It could
afford to do so because it enjoyed a dominance in the centre of the
party system. The Likud, by contrast, realizing the risks involved in
maintaining power in a competitive party system, viewed alliances and
coalitions as the vehicle of choice towards dominance. Unlike
Mapai/Labour, the Likud sought cooperation with other parties on the
basis of an unlimited coalition partnership. An effective way to create
such a partnership 1is the formation of political alliances (proto-
coalitions) before elections, rather than afterwards. In this way, a
pre-election ally may be in a more powerful position in the post-
election bargaining process to form a government.

Electoral coalitions seem to be more relevant in competitive
rather than in dominant-party systems. In a dominated system, electoral
politics 1is not translated into coalition politics - at least not as
far as the coalition leader, the dominant party is concerned. This is
not the case in a competitive party system, where the composition of
government hinges on post-election negotiations. Here, electoral
cooperation rather than competition may increase the chances of the

- 116 -



parties involved eventually to form the executive coalition. In this
situation, a fight at the electoral 1level between possible future
allies may prove too costly.*

Actually, the very formation of electoral proto-coalitions is an
indication that the party system is nearing a more competitive posture.
In such a system, electoral politics and coalition politics are closely
related. One problem involved in the formation of pre-election
alliances is the difference in size between the parties. The smaller
party may have to be careful lest it lose its own identity - and with
it a goodly number of votes - to its senior ally. This problem may
become very much a reality in the context of a two proto-coalition race
in a competitive party system, as the Israeli example illustrates.

In 1981, the Likud and the NRP created an electoral proto-
coalition by appealing to the voters to return the 1977-1981
government. In fact it was Tami, an NRP’s Sephardic splinter group, who
first committed itself to a Likud government, in order to draw
electoral support from among Mr. Begin’s supporters. Tami thus forced
the NRP’s hand, lest its voters think it might contemplate cooperation
with Labour. While the Likud’s parliamentary representation went up
from 45 in 1977 to 48 in 1981 and Tami gained 3 seats, the NRP 1lost

half of its seats, previously 12 and now only 6.

* Of course, electoral coalitions do not necessarily depend on
ideological proximity; sometimes it is a question of survival. The
FDP in (formerly West) Germany, for example, does not regard its
liberal ideology as a version of either Social-Democracy or
Christian-Democracy. Apparently, it wishes to have a progressive,
liberal society in Germany. Still, in order to pass the 5 per cent
threshold, it has had to ally with either major party already at
the electoral level, so as to be able to cross this particular
political barrier.
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The NRP suffered, among other things, from an "identity crisis”.
The party was one of two religious groups in the 1977-1981 Likud
coalition (the other one was the ultra-orthodox Agudat Israel), so it
could not claim exclusive credit for "religious" concessions by the
government; and, of course, it found it difficult to compete with the
Likud on nationalistic issues. The NRP’s slogan in the 1981 elections
was "A vote for us is a vote for the Likud". Many of its potential
supporters seem to have preferred direct voting to voting by proxy...

After 1981, the NRP sdught to maintain its wunique identity by
calling over and over again for a national unity government, namely a
coalition which would include the Labour party. This appeal represented
the NRP’s best strategy for maintaining a unique centrist role while
qualifying its support for the Likud. Actually, it was only back then,
in the days of Labour’s rule, that the NRP had enjoyed a salient
political status and was electorally secure by virtue of its unique
identity.

The different political strategies employed by the NRP under
Labour and Likud governments can illustrate the crucial difference
between "not losing" and "win maximizing" strategies.* Under Labour,
the NRP developed a strategy of how "not to lose". Its main concern was
to protect its members and their particular interests from the
arbitrariness of a secular government. The "historic alliance" between

Mapai and the NRP was actually meant to guarantee, through a limited

* Being central to our thesis, the difference between these two
alternative strategies will be elaborated upon in the next
chapter.
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political partnership, the basic needs and rights of religious groups.
The NRP participated in Labour’s coalitions because it was the only
game in town. It was not an ideological alliance; cooperation and
participation simply meant protection.

When the Likud came to power, however, the NRP saw its chance to
play to "win", not just "not to lose". The NRP was not concerned any
more solely with the protection of its traditional constituency; taking
up the settlement banner, it now tried to reach out to other, non-
religious groups, as long as they had positive attitudes towards Jewish
culture and symbols. The NRP wanted to become a sizable centrist party,
a kind of Jewish "Christian-Democratic" party, as it were. As it turned
out, the NRP failed in the attempt to "play in the major Tleague", as
the Americans say, namely to try and win non-religious as well as
religious votes in an open party competition. Having set its aims too
high, the NRP stumbled over its own electoral success in 1977.
Apparently, the party was better off playing "not to lose" under
Labour. Actually, as 1long as Labour was believed to be the coalition-
forming party (including the 1977 election, when nobody expected a
Likud victory), the NRP had received potential Likud votes. The NRP
appeared then to be the only force which could stop Labour from
relinquishing territory and pursuing a dovish policy. After 1977,
however, it was the Likud, not the NRP, who was regarded as the major
force fighting it out against Labour’s policy, so the Likud gained

votes at the expense of the NRP [Friedman, 1984, pp. 141-165].
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The Minor Leaque

It was the fierce political fight between the Likud and Labour that
shaped the basic structure of the bargaining process. The Likud was in
power, Labour was a strong opposition. No such opposition existed when
Labour dominated the party system; at that time, opposition was
divided, bilateral, incapable of presenting alternative policies and
leadership to the ruling party. When Labour went into opposition,
however, it was a "dominant opposition party", i.e., an opposition
party that could provide a clear alternative to the ruling party.
Labour possessed over a two-thirds of the parliamentary seats obtained
by all opposition parties, so there was no bilateral opposition to
speak of. Needless to say, the existence of "a dominant party in
opposition" is what makes a party system competitive in the first place
[Punnett, 1975, p. 437].

Due to the competitive nature of the party system, the small
parties became indispensable to the bargaining process. In this
context, three categories of small parties could be identified in the
1977-1984 period. First, the satellite parties which clearly swore
future allegiance to a specific government, e.g., the CRM and Shinui
(ex-DMC) to a Labour government, or Tami and the NRP to a Likud
government. By declaring their intentions, these parties have actually
undertaken pre-election informal commitments to form what were in fact
electoral proto-coalitions. The satellite parties claimed to pursue the
"correct" policy of the coalition they intended to support.

The second type included balance-tipping parties, such as the DMC
in 1977 or Telem and Agudat Israel in 1981. Willing to cooperate with
either large party (their major objective being to capture the pivotal
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position in the party system), these parties refrained from making any
pre-election commitments. The third type of small parties included
"pariah" parties such as extreme left groups, or Mr. Flatto-Sharon,*
who professed to support the right wing. Certainly, all three types of
small parties maintained coalition "relevancy", even though not all of
them were potential candidates for participation in a given executive
coalition - because all of them (including the "pariahs") counted in
defining the balance of power in the legislature, which is really the

crucial factor in an extremely competitive party system.

Institutional Constraints

The competitive nature of the system created situations in which even
institutional constraints were "exploited" to determine the outcome of
coalition bargaining. Such was the case with the formation of the 20th
coalition. After months of rumours to the effect that he has not been
functioning properly as Prime Minister, Mr. Menachem Begin announced
his retirement on August 28, 1983. He retired, however, without
formally submitting his resignation to the President of the State, as
required by law. On September 1, Foreign Minister Mr. Yitzhak Shamir
was elected by the Herut/Likud party organs as Mr. Begin’s successor,

having beafiﬂr. David Levy, the Housing Minister, by a 60 to 40 margin.

* Shmuel Flatto-Sharon, a millionaire of shady background, found
refuge in Israel in 1976 from heavy suspicions of fraud and
embezzlement in France. When the French asked for extradition, Mr.
Flatto-Sharon sought refuge again, finding it this time in
parliamentary immunity - an outstanding testimony to the merits of
the P.R. system.
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Meanwhile, Mr. Shimon Peres, Labour’s 1leader, claimed that he
should be invited by the President to form a new government, being the
head of the largest party (at the time Labour had 50 Knesset members,
against Likud’s 46). The President was bound by law to do nothing,
however, since legally Mr. Begin was still Prime Minister. By the time
Mr. Begin’s letter of resignation was submitted to the President, Mr.
Shamir had managed to put together a winning coalition of 64 Knesset
members. The calculated delay in submitting Mr. Begin’s letter of
resignation was a tactical move designed to anticipate the theoretical
possibility of a Labour government being formed, and it also served to
avert pressures within the Likud (mainly by Liberal members) and the

NRP to form a national coalition.

Coalition Payoffs: Office vs. Policy

Naturally, in a competitive system the coalition-forming party tends to
be rather generous in ladling out payoffs to its coalition partners in
order to maintain their loyalty. The small parties, for their part, try
to exert strong bargaining pressure by playing one large party against
the other. Furthermore, during the 1977-1984 period, this bargaining
process was characterized by some cooperation among the smaller
parties. The NRP, Agudat Israel and Tami, which tended to support the
Likud, nevertheless negotiated simultaneously with Labour. As a result
they received, in a Likud coalition of course, payoffs according to
their bargaining power rather than the norm of proportionality.
Quantitative and qualitative office payoffs were the clearest
indication of the strength of the minor coalition partners.
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Office Payoffs

With the formation of the first Likud government in June 1977, Herut
offered factions within the Likud and parties in the coalition
government positions which Mapai, the former ruling party, had never
relinquished. Herut held on to only two important portfolios, the Prime
Ministership and Defence. The Foreign Affair ministry was offered to
Mr. Dayan ,an "outsider", the Finance ministry was given to the Liberal
faction in the Likud and Commerce and Industry to the La’am faction.
Two other significant portfolios, Education and Interior, were offered
to the NRP, the main coalition partner. When the DMC joined the
coalition in October 1977, Prime Minister Begin offered it four seats
around the government table and made its leader, Mr. Yigael Yadin, his
deputy.

The NRP benefitted most from its alliance with the Likud. Winning
the Ministry of Education was indeed a great coup for NRP. This
portfolio, as befits its "important" status, was regarded in the past
as one of the dominant party’s "protected domains". Moreover, letting a
religious party control the Education portfolio in a basically secular
state had a more profound significance than a mere distribution of
payoffs to a coalition partner. The NRP was also given its traditional
domains, Ministry of Religious Affairs and the Interior Ministry (which
included then the Police Department). Even when the NRP lost half of
its parliamentary representation, in the 1981 election, it was able to
retain the positions it had gained in 1977, due to the near-tie between
the Likud and Labour.

The Likud was rather generous with the DMC, in terms of office
payoffs: it even kept vacant portfolios waiting for this party’s
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delayed decision to join the coalition. Its leader, Mr. Yadin, was made
"arch-minister", charged with coordinating the activities of the
various ministries dealing with social affairs and given control of
their budgetary allocations. This in addition to his duties as Deputy
Prime Minister, in which position he proved to be a major asset to Mr.
Begin, by chairing government meetings in his absence (for almost a
full year) and by defending his policies. Three other DMC leaders were
given portfolios, including the highly respected Justice Ministry. Even
while the DMC was falling to pieces, it set a record of government
payoff disproportionality: the original ratio of 4 government seats for
15 DMC Knesset Members went up to 3 for 7, then 3 for 6, until finally
2 government members represented 3 Knesset members.

Unlike the NRP and the DMC, the ultra-orthodox Agudat Israel was
not interested in taking up seats around the government table, an
important coalition partner though it was. Apart from its objection to
sharing full responsibility in a secular Zionist government, Agudat
Israel, a small but highly fractious party, was unable to share among
its leaders one or even two potential portfolios. In terms of office
payoffs it preferred the chairmanship of parliamentary committees and
control over governmental agencies and departments which deal with
socioeconomic and educational matters that directly affected the
party’s constituents. It also acquired the chairmanship of the
Coalition Caucus, a prominent position previously reserved to the
dominant party. Agudat Israel’s main office payoff, however, was a
coalition agreement full of promises, including massive state funding
for its social and educational institutions.

Tami was a coalition partner interested in both material benefits
and government status. This ethnic party was led by a previous NRP
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government minister, Mr. Aaron Abu-Hazeira, and a former Labour
government minister, Mr. Aaron Uzan. These two well-established public
figures managed to gain 3 Knesset seats in the 1981 election, basing on
the vote of Sephardic and traditional Jews.* The price for its
participation in the coalition was strictly jobs and funds with which
to support and reward its members. The 3 Knesset members of Tami were
all made front benchers in the coalition government (!) - one
government minister and two deputy ministers who controlled between
them a triple-decker ministry - Labour, Social Affairs and Immigrant
Absorption (at the same time, the Likud had only 13 government
ministries left for its 48 Knesset members). Tami enjoyed a strong
bargaining power because its 3 seats helped Mr. Begin form a 61
coalition in 1981.

The Likud itself became more concerned with office payoffs as it
adjusted to its dominant political role. In 1977, Herut settled for two
out of the four top positions; after the 1981 election, Herut doubled
the number of its ministers and ministries to include also the Foreign
Affairs and Finance portfolios, which had been originally assigned to

the Liberal faction. The strengthening of Herut was, in fact, at the

* There are several "degrees" of religious adherence in Israeli
Judaism: Ultra-Orthodoxy, which includes most Hassidic
congregations, is uncompromising in its observation of the
Halacha, the body of religious law; Orthodox Jews observe the
Halacha, but in a more relaxed fashion; other Jews regard
themselves as "traditional", namely, they respect the Halacha but
observe it only partly. Reform and Conservative Judaism, while
prominent in the diaspora, are practically non-existent in Israel.
In term of politics, the ultra-orthodox will always vote for their
own parties; an orthodox will tend to vote for a religious party;
a "traditionalist" may vote for any party, but would presumably
prefer one that is not blatantly anti-clerical.
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expense of the Liberal group which declined in influence and status due
to resignations, internal strife, and poor ministerial performance.
From being an equal partner with Herut in Gahal and the Likud, the
Liberals were relegated, especially after the 1981 election, to a
secondary role in the Likud and in government.

Actually, the Liberal leader, Mr. Shimcha Ehrlich, was a Tloyal
friend of Begin’s and trusted him more than his own fellow Liberals,
when it came to making decisions about the makeup of the parliamentary
list and the allocations of government positions for the Liberal
faction. Mr. Begin stuck by the time-honoured factional formula for
dividing up the spoils and gave the Liberals their fair share of
portfolios - all of them of secondary importance, however. Mr. Ehrlich
himself, once the Finance Minister, was "kicked upstairs" to become a
harmless Deputy Prime Minister. Mr. Ehrlich’s major concern was to
ensure that his Liberal rival Mr. Yitzhak Moda’i would not get any
important position. Yet another faction in the Likud , La’am, was also
weakened by defections when some of its Knesset Members joined Herut or
crossed the floor to Labour. Also its leader, Mr. Yigal Hurwitz, could
not find a proper place around the government table, resigning twice
over policy disagreements with Herut’s leadership.

In time, office payoffs began to play an increasing role in the
maintenance of the Likud’s coalitions. These payoffs seemed to be
effective in buying the support of coalition partners and in solving
the Likud’s factional problems. In 1977, a 13-member government
represented a coalition of 62 Knesset Members. In 1981, a government of
18 ministers plus 10 deputy ministers was needed in order to put

together a coalition of 61 Knesset members!
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Policy Payoffs

It was argued that "Unlike Mapai, the Likud was cooperative and
forthcoming in accommodating the needs of coalitionary parties. Mapai
strove to allocate what may be termed particularistic rewards, while
the Likud was prepared to allocate universalistic ones as well"
[Aronson and Yanai, 1984, p. 16]. The idea was to allow partners
influence over policy in their particular areas of interest. The
formation of the first Likud-led coalition in 1977 was based on having
Herut control defence and foreign affairs, the Liberals controlled the
economy, while the religious parties had control over areas with
special concern to them. Reasonable as the original plan may have been,
it failed the test of time, since none of these groups was happy with
the payoffs granted to the others.

Religious Payoffs, compared with the past, were increased quite
substantially. Labour had basically maintained a status quo in its
relations with the religious parties, whereas the Likud was willing to
change the status quo in favour of the religious sector. Put
differently, Labour had made certain concessions to the religious
parties but had taken special care to protect the interests of the
secular sector; the Likud lent a hand to religious legislation which
effectively changed the status quo, although it did not go all the way.
The religious parties failed, for instance, in their ongoing efforts to
change the Law of Return over the "Who is a Jew" question. Such a
change would have antagonized not only the secular sector in Israel
proper, but also most of the diaspora Jewery, which may have been the

crucial point. A1l in all, however, the Likud was quite willing to
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increase policy payoffs to the religious sector, hoping to consolidate
a national-religious political bloc.

In terms of socioeconomic payoffs, the Likud tried in a haphazard
way to be all things to all people at once - both factions within its
ranks and all the coalition partners. The government never had a
coherent economic policy, coming up every few months with newfangled
"package deals" to prevent economic deterioration. Four Finance
Ministers, with four different economic philosophies, served in the
Likud governments from 1977 to 1984. The first minister was all for
"market economy" and laissez-faire; the next favoured a "balanced
budget" economy; his successor was simply for a "correct economy"; and
he was followed by a minister who wanted a "mixed economy". In reality,
the Likud conducted seven years of "electioneering economy" - as Mr.
Begin himself used to say, "we wanted to do good by the people”.

Lavishly spending, heavily borrowing from abroad, printing money,
incurring huge budget deficits, sapping out foreign currency reserves,
increasing imports, the government was a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>