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Abstract
This study ‘qucstions the customary thesis according to which :Ee
dominant status of the ashkenazim (Europ.ean Jews) .oveIr ?
mizrachim (Middle Eastern and Nort_h Afr!can Jews) fm srae r:l
socicty is to be explained by the car!_lcr arrival of the former lf
Palestine. It does so by demonstrating that an early w?\;]e 1?
Yemenite Jews, who arrived in Palest‘ine snmyltaneggsly wit h‘t ci
founding fathers, remained in a subservient social position. Arc llv:a
sources, memoirs, and contemporary newspapers are used to exp alr:
the low status of Yemenite Jews by referenc_e to the !)rc:ader contexd
of the Jewish-Arab conflict as it took shape in Palestine’s labour an

land markets.

The dominant status of ashkenazim (Europe'an Je\-vs) in Israeli soc1;?ly
is frequently explained by reference to their having been thv.:] ear ltizlll'
Jewish settlers, arriving, in a number of waves from 188? and on, "
Ottoman and later British Mandatory Pales'tmc._ M:fsswe m:zrirc i
(Middie-Eastern and North-African chis?h) immigration took pl al(;c
only after 1948 and by that time the old-timer ashkenazim, cspecu:hy
the stratum of organized agricultural w.rorkers among th'em,. s0 el
argument goes, had laid the foundations of a new mStltLItlgl:Ia
infrastructure of which they simultaneously occupied the comman :tng-
heights (see, for example, Deshen, 1?78, p. 143}, On t'hIS lptz?rctall
tion, chronofogy, regardless of social interests and conflicts, is directly
i history. o
lf?;l;?:edw::o howev)::r, during the Ottomafl pf:riod of Zionist
settlement in Palestine a wave of Jewis'h immigration from Yt?me:n(i
breaking the neat chronological division between as.hkenaz: amf
mizrachi immigrants. Studying the First and Second Aliyot (wave o
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immigration, sing. aliya, lit. ‘ascent’) arriving in 1882-1903 and 1904—
1914 respectively, will allow me, therefore, to examine critically the
importance of being an old-timer in Israeli society.

In 1911, Shmuel Yavnieli, an agricultural worker from the Second
Aliya, arrived as an emissary to Yemen to encourage the immigration
of Jews to work in the Jewish agricultural moshavot (colonies)
established by the First Aliya in Palestine. As a consequence of his

efforts about 800 Jews did so, where they joined about the same -
number of ashkenazi workers. But, while Ben-Gurion, Ben-Zvi, :
Katznelson, and other ashkenazi workers rose subsequently to !
positions of leadership in Israeli political life, none of the Yemenite

Jewish immigrants ever acquired similar prominence. Being an old-

timer obviously was not in itself a determining factor of social and !
political mobility, and we have to look for other causes of ashkenazi ‘
ascendence. My question in this study is therefore: why did the

ashkenazi agricultural workers of the Second Aliya make history, while
the Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers of the same period remained
on the margins of that history? Though this article is focused on ethnic
relations between ashkenazi and mizrachi Jews, 1 will argue that the

key to the shaping of intra-Jewish ethnic relations is found in the
broader context of the Israeli-Palestinian national conflict,
The central historical process of the Yishuv, during the first decade

and half of this century, was a protracted labour market conflict ;

between large cross sections of the First and Second Aliyot.! The '

Eastern European Jewish planters of the First Aliya found in Palestine ;
a large and relatively cheap Arab labour force. It was cheap since the

Arab workers possessed some land, housing, and social services as part
of their traditional way of life, and sought in the Jewish settlements
only seasonal work and supplementary income. The Eastern European
Jewish agricultural workers, mostly of the Second Aliya, in need of
year round jobs as their only source of income, were more expensive,
and being urban in origin were used to a higher standard of living. In
addition, no more than 5 per cent of the immigrants had ever worked
in agricuiture, nor were they particularly acquiescent. In consequence,
the Jewish planters preferred to employ Palestinian-Arab workers over
their co-religionists (Kolatt, 1964; Frankel, 1981, pp. 403-16).

What was the stance of the ashkenazi workers vis-d-vis their
Palestinian Arab competitors?

As a central tool for analysing their responses I will make use of
Frank Parkin's Neo-Weberian attempt to build a comprehensive
theory of stratification around the concept of ‘closure’ and Edna
Bonacich’s Neo-Marxist ‘split labor market’ approach; two theories
which, in actual fact, evince a great deal of similarity. The major
mechanism of social stratification, in Parkin’s (1979, pp. 44-88) view,
is not free competition or class struggle, but social closure, which
maximizes rewards by ‘restricting access to resources and opportunities

.
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to a limited circle of eligibles’. The advantage of Parkin’s approach is
in bringing under one umbrella class conflict and intra-class conflict
based on cthnic, religious, linguistic and sexual divisions (Murphy,
1984, p. 555). Its comprehensiveness leaves us, however, without an
explanation of the reasons jeading to the espousal of exclusionary
strategies. Where Parkin is too broad, Bonacich (1972; 1979) is just
sufficiently specialized.

Her split labour-market theory locates one important type of ethnic
or national antagonism in social processes that hurl together, through
settlement or importation, distinct labour forces that originate from
unevenly developed regions of the world economy. Such groups
possess different resources, such as standard of living prior to entry
into this market, cxtent of information, and trade union experience;
and evince different motivations for seeking employment, for example
as permanent of temporary, or as a source of regular or supplementary
income. As wages reflect historical standards (that are partially based
on past bargaining power), the wages of workers with higher
resources, usually hailing from the capitalist or proto-capitalist
European countrics, would be more expensive than the wages of
workers from a pre-capitalist economy. If the latter are temporary
migrants from rural areas who seek supplementary income, the
difference between the two groups’ wages would be even larger. In
multi-ethnic societies, therefore, different prices are or would be paid
for the same work when performed by members of different groups.

As capita! naturally gravitates towards the employment of cheaper
labour, it threatens the higher paid workers with displacement, thus
initiating a triangular conflict. In order to protect themselves, higher
paid workers are likely to launch a struggle, not against the capitalists,
who usually appear too formidable an adversary, but in opposition to
the lower paid workers. Though the fundamental social difference is
that between higher and lower paid workers, the higher paid workers
will attempt to couch it in ethnic or national terms. The two major
manifestations of ethnic conflict in the labour market appear
antithetical: exclusion movements and caste systemns. In the former,
members of one ethnic group are prevented from entering the labour
market, or are forced out of it; in the latter, they are confined to the
Jower rungs of the occupational structure. Both strategies, however,
signal the success of higher paid workers. A third strategy is
conceivable: equalization of pay may do away with both the threat of
displacement and ethnic conflict. This solution, however, is rarely

attempted by the higher paid workers since it may demand sacrifices
that contradict their short-term interests. It is even more rarely carried
to a successful conclusion, since the world capitalist system functions
like a gigantic multi-layered split labour market, and the equaligation
of pay in one place may result in the flight of capital elsewhere.
Closure, as we saw in Bonacich’s analysis of the labour market,
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might be a response to exploitation and displacement, but the

likelihood of undertaking it and the potential for legitimating it, in -

Parkl_n’s (1979, pp. 95-7) opinion, is to be found in prior clos
praf:tlf:es. In l_1is view, proletarian exclusion occurs only in the wak Uf(;
a similar po.llcy,-conductcd by the state and the employers W}T' Oh
flre:.idl): deprives the group singled out for exclusion from equa,l acc:;s
bo rlg ftsb and resources, Th'e formation of an exclusionary or caste
: :seh abour paarket, then, is basically secondary closure — a demand
Surc lt] e etxtensmn of the state or employer initiated principle of closure.
Jel ::3 ngar:e%g‘, i:; Peled and Shafir (1_9.87) assert, is aimed at the state,
e reason r the attempt to mobll_lze the state as an ally of the
indust:isa;isstts :::) t?:v:)atte;'hcannot pre;all upon the capitalist planters or
ur them over the low i i i
workers‘ an‘d shoulder expenses above the ‘:af;lz::i ?:tt;v:l(:)nrcmgforte'cfl
Fhe cap'ltallsts did so, they would not be able to com et;: i ertlhl
lr];tcmatlona[ market with other supplicrs of the same prodEct wlllr(l) us:
tc:h :a};l)ierh Larbm.rl‘r. 2nly the state can redistribute the costs of subsidizing
fashior% hidcptgzcrcs‘;g;:gﬁita;rn:;r:ﬁ o SPiCtOTS e St o hi
cem i
and. threats of displacement, initially pit?egytel:: K’\II](? ,g;f;LOl;gng‘;aCtiiCES
aga.mst one another. To enlist the state on their side woriers rc:s:)or tetr X
nationalist or racial claims in societies where these ,resonate well :vitﬁ

the exclusionary aims of th
: e state or other form i-
as colonization bodies. * of quasistates, such

The Yavnieli mission

The early ashkenazi workers of the Second Aliya tried, for a f
months after their immigration to Palestine, to accept the w’a (= levele“é
S:e f\rlab worker but quickly realized that they could not rﬁake encci)s
‘Cszciuer;tIQ(?fS ,]Z(i))r:: ofS tt:;ﬂ]ge“;ﬁhtw?rkcrs adopted a new strategy of
Ique; s at ‘a necessar iti
reall?atlon of Zionism is the conquest of all occupyatiz(::;dilxil?’gleg(t)i;etge
Jew_s - The Hapoel Hatzair (Young Worker) Party that the g
fabhshe_d was to assist in this objective by articulating it in politic }I, esci
:t}:l‘e?logtcal terms. The Jewish workers succeeded only fnodes?[yar;n
th:"s l::iyl(ﬁiss?())rll);;rysztcr;tzfyé except in (;me area: they gained control of
. runing an ing i i
operating the irrigation pumps if the ofgifgt;:ngr:;atrlcliz vineyards, and
t tC;)rlse(!]ue_:ntly, the aim qf the split labour market was shifted from
“?ag exc u;lon to the crlcatlon of castes, and concomitantly the slogan
Zionirse:qr :l:ld to say: A necessary condition for the realization of
' is the increase in the number of Jewish workers in Palestine
and their fortification in all occupations’. Even skilled jobs, howev
gave :h.e ashkenazi workers only about 10 per cent of th,e markmt‘,
mostly in tasks that were more seasonal than regular agricultyral worek,
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By 1909/10 the workers of the Second Aliya understood that the
planters would neither yield nor could be forced to prefer Jewish to
Palestinian Arab workers. There was no state apparatus yet which the
workers could enlist to subsidize such extra-market strategy. It seemed
that the workers had reached a dead end, and indeed the largest out-
migration of all the Jewish waves of immigration took place in the
Second Aliya.

These were the circumstances when, at the beginning of 1909, a
spontaneous wave of about 300 Yemenite Jewish immigrants arrived in
Palestine, and found employment in agriculture in the new Jewish
moshavot of Rechovot, Rishon Letzion, and Petach Tikva. Their entry
into the agricultural labour market generated a lively debate about the
merits of further Yemenite Jewish immigration. Another contem-
porary development was the setting up of the World Zionist
Organization’s office at Jaffa in 1908 under the German sociologist and
jurist, Dr. Arthur Ruppin, with the aim of assisting in the practical
work of colonization. Yavnicli himself was dispatched by the World
Zionist Organization’s Palestine Office to Yemen on December 16,
1910, to catalyse new immigration.

Retrospectively, the mission was seen as an act of moral concern,
intended to express and promote the solidarity of the Jewish people.
Memoirs and historical studies credited both the Palestine Office and
the Hapoel Hatzair Party with the initiation of the mission and thus
feft a legacy of historical mystification. (Yaari, 1944, p. 31; Even-
Shoshan, 1963, p. 221; Nini, 1982, p. 230) In fact, the Palestine Office
never encouraged the immigration of ashkenazim actively, and being
equipped with only modest resources was unlikely to initiate by itself
such a mission among the Jews of Yemen. As far as Hapoel Hatzair
was concerned, as we shall see, its majority opposed the introduction
of further competitors into the tight market.” Parkin’s and Bonacich’s
theories would predict as much. :

[ wish to argue, and will substantiate my thesis by archival sources 1
newly uncovered, that Aharon Eisenberg, the general director of
Agudat Netaim (The Planters Society), the largest capitalist enterprise
during the Second Aliya, was the first one to suggest the catalysis of
Jewish immigration from Yemen through propaganda initiated from
Palestine. Though his role and its rationale may be established with a
satisfactory measure of clarity, a modicum of uncertainty still shrouds
some of the details of the Yavnieli mission.

The reasons for Eisenberg’s interest in the employment of Yemenite
Jews had to do with the hybrid character of the Planters Socicty.
Examining the financial accounts of the Planters Society and
Eisenberg’s letters it can be established that the company cultivated
the lands of two distinct congeries of clients. The first was composed of
European Jewish shareholders, who usually were among the prominent
members of the World Zionist Organization. The second was made up
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of local Jewish owners, members of the First Aliya. The former joined
the company for national sentiments, and therefore sup Orté'd tg
employment of higher paid Jewish workers, while the lgtter 'werz
above all concerned with the profitability of their plantations and, i
consequence, were more inclined to favour the employment of Aral; ";
These Interests were obviously antithetical, casting considerable do Sb't
?}:leﬂ]l)?ai?gletgs finan;:ia[ prospects. Yemenite Jews seemed to releZse
Ts Society from its bind, since being Jewi
cou_ld bt_? paid Arab wages, they were ideallygsuitecliS}:ows{:tli(;rs lr'ho
nationalist and capitalist interests.* Y ot
Jevl:;,il:ﬁr;:]c;lgi,r;hf emplo_yer of most of the spontanecus Yemenite
" N grants, f:xp]amed his preference for the latter, in a letter to
( l-’tc:)nac em Usmshkm, .the_head of the Odessa centred Hovevei-Zion
{ vers of Zion) organization (which inspired and, to a limited extent
nancmﬂy- supported the early Eastern European immigrants). T ,
reasons Eisenberg gave were two: rants). "The
P;“lr:.t, the 10,000 a:shk‘em.zzi workers he had known during his years in
o :rs 1tl;§;ewere an ;Lrt!ﬁmal’ labour force: most had left the country
years, their one- to two-year-lon ini i

naug_h?. Even more significantly, he coyncluded% ‘ti:-lal:cl)n%wa?r:flil:lgtlzg
conditions of the Jewish community accord with the necessary needs of

l'ke . Elsenbe tr
tlle hke”a el)lew WO I lg a]lsferred lllS hO es to a

:?lfrc is but one element capable of being a loyal Hebrew worker
t 0 may be trusted to stay in the country, even better — who has to
stay and cannot leave the country due to his nature, language, and

manners, and who gives hope to riddi
e e e ad ho gives, p ing us of the Arab worker: and

Th'e s'econd difficulty plaguing Eastern-European Jews also did not
exist in ,the new element, as he had learned from employing ‘the
majority’ of the spontaneous Yemenite Jewish immigrants:

these brothers of ours are contented with Ij ; i
hai.lismpku{ bemuat), at the level of the Alrl:l:ale s(ghflf;??tl?:ml:: f
satisfied with five Francs per week, and they ,are endowedywitli
supreme moral qualities, are very religious, well-versed in the T:
[Pentateuch] and speak Hebrew and Arabic. -

Once his plan was adopted by Hovevei-Zion

ge will begir.l in its implementation by turning things in such a way
esovev pnei hadavar) that an awakening (hitorerut) will come into

mu;‘.;- = vy e ae

i
!
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existence there in their place in Yemen, and 10,000 of them, as I
have been told by their leaders and sages, will be ready to come to

Eretz Israel.

Eisenberg wished to keep his idea of a ‘propagandistic awakening’
secret. His reason was that if the awakening was too formidable ‘and they
wili only know that there is some hope in store for them in Palestine, then
they will come here in thousands, and that is the only reason that it is
necessary and obligatory that no responsibility whatsoever will ever fall
on us’. To prevent this danger, the ‘propagandistic awakening has to
come indirectly from the side (mihatsad shelo beorach yashir) [sic}, and it
is the thing that has to be kept in utmost secret that is not revealed butto a
few’, such as Ussishkin himself.?

Eisenberg's plan called directly for the employment of Yemenite
Jews in the plantations, and was communicated to Levontin, the
director of the Anglo-Palestine Company (the WZO's bank), Hovevei-
Zion, and the German Jewish philanthropic body, the Esra, and
influcnced both Levontin and Ruppin. The susprising fact in the
history of the Yavnieli mission is that close to two years passed
between the successful employment of the Rechovot group, and the
dispatching of a messenger to Yemen. What could have been the

reason for the delay?

As far as the second part of his plan, its propagandistic aspect, was
concerned, Eisenberg, as he testified in his letter to Ussishkin, initially
did not dare involve APC and Ruppin at all, since he saw the
‘propagandistic awakening’ as a cause to be concealed, The cold
shoulder turned by Ussishkin on this idca probably reinforced his
natural caution.® The first time this theme reappeared was in the form
of a reference to the sending of an emissary to Yemen in Ruppin’s
letter to the head of the Zionist Executive on November 9, 1910, In
that letter Ruppin justified the Office’s decision to take on itself the
mission, by the commission (Auftrag) received from the estates
(Gutswirtschaften) and colonies, to find up to a hundred Yemenite
families for agricultural employment.” Ruppin’s letter, contradicting
his subsequent recollection which credited an employee of the Jaffa
Office (Yeshaya Redler-Feldman known under the nom de plume
Rabbi Benjamin) with the initiation of the mission, indicated clearly
that he acted on behalf of the planters’ interests, and [ would speculate
at Eisenberg’s behest.? It should also be mentioned that as the Jaffa
Office and Ruppin’s influence on Palestinian Jewish affairs grew,
Eisenberg and Ruppin evolved a relationship growing in cordiality and

significance.

It is certain, too, that the ideas expressed in Eisenberg’s letter to

Ussishkin were not just the result of a momentary explosion of

enthusiasm. In a letter written four years later by Eisenberg to one of

Yemen and Eastern Europe 179

the subscribers of the Planters Soci
ociet initi
of the Yavmieli Al o himself:cm ¥, he took the role of the initiator

on the i
o sirl::fflfh(’f' ; number of years of preparation and work, four
Dt o Oef 1Y:&:.n \ewast b(;rn in my heart, we prevailed on (lipheo!
n to leave their residen hy
Frets Tomm Ch e ces there and come to
. w hundreds of families arri
. Anc ive an
them in the existing moshavor as workers.® @ e seute

Yavnieli (1952, p. 8 himse i i
Eiﬁs;rberg’s close ‘i)nvczlvementifinal{]sics) nallicsl;:)(;l\?kdgw " his memoirs
f“lﬁnzdh(;ﬁzs :t;filcheq to. the Yemenite workers, however, were not
fared and t.l ¢ still in Yemen, Yavnieli was instructed to halt
ey nga 192. The Plar}éers Society, though the major employer
D becmentte ?\w; worlfers, continued to employ a highly stratified
1914 in o, £ plantaon i Sedits was e cve ot s posebr 1
: ' was the site of the bitterest stri
3:'1 ;;?:;ZZ:T:‘ workers against Arab employment.) One reason ;DS:T:E:
fooanstac hry rt_:sults from thc-cmploycr‘s viewpoint had to do with the
Jearth of ::.smg‘ ma(_ie a\fa:]able to the immigrants by the World
Zionist O 501 e:lza;:on, in spite of a special fund-raising drive that it
periook sol y for this purpose. Many of the Yemenite Jews lived in
e h.s,' and the mortality rate among them was and remained
sl y d.g : tn Rechovot, for example, 40 per cent of them, most!
er ren, died by the end of the First World War, as comparec,i with g
Fa”yce;:;wamong ashker_mzim (Yavnicki, 1919, pp. 81-2). Fundamen-
most,ly ; :;:;1 th;y failed to replace the Palestinian Arab workers
mo SUI,)miSSive tsl; ecause they were not content with little and were’
s s e than expected. Yemenite Jews succeeded no more than
asnkenazim in the conquest of the labour market.

The meeting in the labour market

The . .
workl;lr:ntgzst 2;)1::C1<e:tgihu§ed Yemenite Jews mostly to replace unskilled
between,the e delr wage l.evel eventually stabilized somewhere
driving out te tt_an “ashker'mzz wages, in many places they ended up
sught 0 repace inividual compettion by wihat. o e o
soug ( : ition by what, in Parkin’s vi i
major mechanism of social stratification’; social ] ich of the
closure strategies  enumerated by Bo ‘ '(i:a vore. chosen. by, the
ashkenazi workers vis-d-vis their \ycmenriltae‘:l.(l:ewi‘:lfrc ChOS_CTI y e
: competitors?
" 3:113;% til::: ;zt:shic-enazx wc_)rkers there_was already a grgwing sense of
o | ectiveness in mc?n(_)pohzing the labour market. The
Y is failure through a distinction drawn between two kinds ojf{

E  workers. B ‘idealisti ’
, y the term ‘idealistic workers’, they referred to themselves

since they had chosen to migrate to Palestine and not, say, to the US
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and since they were ready to move from the more developed city life
to the country. The other concept was ‘natural workers’, meaning not
experienced agricultural workers, as there were none in any significant
number among Jews anywhere, but people who were obliged to
become proletarians because they had no alternative income, and were
content with little (Druyan, 1981, p. 134). Itis identical in essence with
the description of a person who comes from a less developed society,
and therefore, as Bonacich indicated, will be satisfied with lower
wages. Initially the members of the Second Alfiva praised the ‘idealistic
workers', who alone seemed to have the tenacity to stay in Palestine in
spite of all adversity; but gradually they came to fament the absence of
‘natural workers’, who could establish themselves firmiy in the labour
market. After the spontaneous immigration of the Yemenite Jews this
dichotomy was used to understand ashkenazi-mizrachi relations and to
take a position on Yemenite Jewish immigration.

In considering whether they should consent to the employment of
Jews for Arab wages, Joseph Aharonowitz, the editor of Hapoel
Hatzair's paper, wrote: ‘First of all, we have to ask oursclves, which
tasks do we mean?’ If the intention was to introduce the Yemenite
Jewish immigrants into the skilled and semi-skilled tasks, that are

relatively better paid, then

we are creating a competitor more dangerous than the previous one
... Against [the new] competitor we have neither the permission
nor the ability to fight and he renders the existence of
youngsters, coming from [Eastern Europe| completely impossible.

(Aharonowitz, 1909) )

Even the ashkenazi workers already in Palestine would have had to
leave if they were replaced in the performance of these tasks by
Yemenite Jews, since they could not acquiesce in the reduction of their
wages. 1f, on the other hand, the newcomers were intended to be the
unskilled and low-paid labourers who were to compete with the Arab
workers, then ‘we are sinning against the Yemenites, whom we are
using as the [raw] material for the realization of our ideals.’
(Aharonowitz, 1909)

To safeguard their employment opportunitics, the Fourth Congress
of the Federation of the Agricultural Workers of Judea, as the
southern coastal zone was called at the time, adopted in December
1913 a resolution stipulating that ‘it is the duty of the [local] workers’s
boards to try and bring Yemenites everywhere into all types of work
and equalize them in price with the ashkenazi workers’.'> A likely
reason for favouring the equalization option was the participation of an
uninvited delegation of Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers from
Rechovot and Rishon Letzion in the Fourth Congress.® Though we
find in the agricultural workers' papers numerous testimonies of

<
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a:lsgtzs:tc;;cr tlhe abjec;t situation of the Yemenite Jewish workers anél

e planters’ demeaning attitude t mbe

1905 oot anters’ d owards them, the December

e only such plan for w izati

: . age equalization, and 1
ound no proof that it was ever acted on. Wage equalization r mai

a marginal strategy. emeined

The mai iti |

main position was expressed by Zeev Smilansky, another leader

of the ashkenazi work i i
o rkers, who, in replying to Aharonowitz, argued

223032511?:;:6 v.vor;kel:s are less capable of performing cultured tasks
uriot) then the young [ashkenazi] worke

. s, most of
whom are educated and quick to grasp the tasks which require

intelligence (rvuna) and attenti i
Smilassiy. 19107 ) attention more than physical strength. (Zeev

I i ’
onl; ﬁlet;chslﬁl(:lszgsky st restllnor;se we find an interesting transition: not
nce to the lower wages paid to thei te
ly an ence to . eir Yemenite co-
]rzsllg‘lgnlltsts,dt:ut 1Es.jy§t1ﬁcat10n by reference to their allegedly bei:
s cn:: ]urc or ‘civilized’. l/\s long as Yemenite Jews were slated bs
oumide;r,sot):)e:i to compete with Arabs, the ashkenazi workers remained
¢ process and were able to treat i
o > 1o treat it as natural. Once the
o %:ligettot::z:; the;)r]llmt of tIhc competition, the ashkenazi workers rosz
w challenge. It is at this juncture th ish i i
differences assumed thei J ore edurias, S
eir cultural, and theref i '
Thie oees assumed , 2 ctore enduring, character.
ulated by describing the 3
ashkenazi work
s shilt was articulz : ers as a
Thisg a‘;d as quality’, and the Yemenites as ‘quantity’, for Zionism
cmmp rlspectwe was the corollary of the ashkenazi workers’ sclf:
&Idouﬁ :Is representmg a higher level of culture, a perception which
guardfn; ! }?é th;ay evolved in comparing themselves with and,
mselves against, the competition of inian
workers. For example, whe ‘ o e damon Arab
. °n Menachem Shenkin, the di
Informa:.or exam Menach nkin, the director of the
of Hovevei-Zion in Jaff; i
displacomnant. ot ‘ a, raised the spectre of the
enazi workers at the General A
me ken ssemb]
Hovevei-Zion, an editorial of Hapoel Hatzair reassured him thaty i

we do not think that in order to
: : employ Yemenites, the young i
:z::zlf:ritazz]h\yorkers will have to be driven out, since in thoie [slfi][lggi
tal 1: I\:' ich the latter are fortifying themselves — the Yemenites
not be able to be established so quickly, similarly to the Arab

who is also in itori
to0o) incapable of these tasks. (Editorial footnote to Shenkin,

g:;:orllgai??ale?tinian conflict in the form that it assumed during the

pesond 4 I;yah in t‘l?e labou'r market has, therefore, prominently
: oth the lmportatlon’ of Yemenite Jews into Palestine and

supplied the labels which could be applied to them "
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Ironically, however, not only the concept of ‘mlltura}qwori:fg fl;:;
m ‘idealisti * underwent a mutation. As pa
also the term ‘idealistic workgr un ! . .
comparison Zeev Smilansky dismissed the designation of the ashl:::g:é
workers as ‘idealistic’, since it was ‘hard to ‘ﬁnd a p;'rskg:: whos
idealism will persist’. ‘The pioneers’, he zfirguci)dl, cm:l u;l)esaslin: \%ays o,f
re comfortable and p
soonet or later, and turn to mo ¢ e et the
i ivi ’ - i f agriculture. As a matter » th
making a living. . .’ — outside © :
consengsus at the time seems to have been that a person might persist 1n
ing “idealistic’ ars.
ing “idealistic’ for at most five ye _
bezfev Smilansky’s conclusion was that ashk‘ena? wo:(ecrr; :133
ial j hile the Yemenite Jews
abandoned the menial jobs, w i were ony
i killed jobs, and therefore a na '
capable of performing unsk o A e kemas:
dominant strategy favoured by
system emerged. The i y the ashkent
f the labour market into
workers was the segmentation O : 1 )  castes:
i i i while the unskilled tasks, pe
skilled work being their preserve, : NS A
ini i were to pass into the han
by the Palestinian Arab villagers, ands ot
i igioni i understandable therefore why
Yemenite co-religionists. It is more refore
ashkenazi workers were not opposed to the Plantc.:rs _Soc:cncs le:. :::;1
why Yavnieli concurred with the World Zionist Orgamizati
. : o ion.
lestine Office by going on his mission.
PaOf course, obviously not the ashkenaZf workers but thle lPlar;t:rz
Society determined who would perform which work. T;lc on y0 :t\ir::gci ;
hkenazi workers possessed was €
over the planters that the as : comingeh
i ional sentiment of the planters, and g
on the goodwill and nationa _ 15, and given (e
i ism this was rather limited.
tter's more moderate natiopalism ited. |
iias one area in which the ashkenazi workers had overriding m'ﬂml:nc:f:i
which they used to the fullest, and it concerned access to agricultura

land.

Conflict over access to land

I would like to repeat the initial query with whlich I appn.)actl\'ecll1 tth(;sf
study: why did the ashkenazi workers move into .thehhr:e l% o
istor izrachi workers remained in its shadow?’ 1
history whereas the mizrac . N o s

ime it i 5 the question: how was the seg
tite it is possible to sharpen . :
effected between the two groups in spltclz gf the fac}:(t :;’E’l;h?::; ;1322
inc ing the labour market: :
ly minimal headway in conquering the labou ke :
grr]ir)]’gs us to the World Zionist Organization, its Palestine Office and its
irector Dr Ruppin. o o
dlr”l':ihe different bodies of the World Zionist Organization kncver‘
intended to support Eisenberg’s plan to dispiaf:e totatlli/i thlfo:'sehv;naiz[:
i i i They were interested, ,
with Yemenite Jewish workers. : ' .
assisting the farmers of the First Aliya an(?:l saw ti(en-eﬁtt l11n ecr;cl(())l:lli':sglz%
i ke aliya and woik in the
some Yemenite Jews to ma j s 2
i i lace the Arab labour force. y
agricultural workers in order to rep ‘
cinsented, therefore, to Eisenberg’s plan to set up separate Yemenite
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immigrant neighbourhoods, near to the existing agricultural settle-
ments. But the World Zionist Organization undertook at the same
time a number of other initiatives, mostly in partnership with Hoveveij-|
Zion, to sct up workers settlements (moshvei poalim). Its aim was to!
make the ashkenazi workers more competitive by providing them with
auxiliary farms and homes in order to compensate them for the very
advantages that the Arab workers had over them. The World Zionist
Organization also planned to turn two of the moshvei poalim into
mixed ashkenazi-Yemenite settlements. Three such workers® settle-
ments were constructed between 1909 and 1914, and I will examine the
last one, in Ein Hai (later renamed Kfar Malal}, established in 1914,
near Kfar Saba. ' ;
At Ein Hai a deliberate attempt was made to provide equal
resources to members of both groups. But in June 1914, Hapoel -
Hatzair published an article according to which the Central Zionist '
Office in Cologne decided to exclude Yemenite Jews from Ein Hai,
since they were not expected to find employment in nearby Kfar Saba.
In fact, the cancellation was more likely due to anxiety that the .
opposition of the futurc ashkenazi scttlers of Ein Hai to the project |
aroused in the leadership of the World Zionist Organization’s land-
purchasing body, the Jewish National Fund. We can learn of the
workers' views from a letter written by the Palestine Office to the -
Federation of the Agricultural Workers of Judea:

We had another opportunity to meet members of the workers’s
moshav Ein Hai and we came to recognize that the ashkenazim are
unhappy with the association with the Yemenites, and they see no
benefit from such partnership, and only their respect for the Board

of the Workers Federation restrains the expression of their
opposition.

The opinion of the Palestine Office was that forcing both sides, the
ashkenazim and the Yemenites, to make concessions above the ability
of both [?!}' might endanger Ein Hai. Although Yavnieli and the
leadership of the ashkenazi Federation, especially Berl Katznelson,
wished for equal distribution of land resources between ashkenazi and
Yemenite Jews, the rank and file would not have jt.' Fearing the
abandonment of Ein Hai by its ashkenazi worker-settlers, the Palestine
Office concluded that the Yemenite Jewish candidates should be given
generous plots and moved to another workers’ settlement.' Because
of the outbreak of the First World War the part of the plan concerning
the Yemenite Jews was not realized.

The most significant innovation for the future of the Second Aliya
and for Zionist colonization in Palestine took place with the gradual
emergence in the Galilee of a new economic system. Here, the failure
in conquering Iabour and establishing a self-reproducing split labour
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market gave rise to, after a stormy period of conflict and accommoda-
tion between the Palestine Office and the organized ashkenazi
agricultural workers, a dual economy. The splitting of the entire
economy was yet another way of effecting closure. This particular
strategy of closure is nonetheless not conceptualized by Bonacich,
since it bypasses the labour market altogether. Now an economic
sector exclusively employing Jews and under the control of the labour
movement, came to be juxtaposed to the prosperous Judean capital-
intensive plantation economy which employed a large scasonal,
unskilled, mixed, mostly Arab, labour force (both sectors, of course,
existed outside the exclusive Palestinian Arab economy). The key to
the new sector was the World Zionist Organization. Its first training
farm at Kinneret in the southern tip of Lake Tiberias, served as the
cradle of the co-operative settlement — the kibbutz, which became the
cornerstone of the exclusive Jewish sector of the economy.

What the private planters were reluctant to grant, the World Zionist
Organization was more willing to concede. Its Jewish National Fund
was based on the principle of closure in the land market to be achieved
through national ownership of land, and this unique approach made
possible its mobilization, by the workers, for the secondary closure of
its labour market as well. Article 3 of the Jewish National Fund’s
Memorandum of Association set clear limits on the allocation of land

once acquired, by stating that its object was

to let any of the land or other immovable property of the
Association to any Jews upon any terms: provided that no lessee
shall be invested with the right of subletting or assigning (whether by
way of sale, transfer, mortgage or charge) any interest in the soil of

the prescribed region. . ."7

These legal principles had far-reaching implications. First, at one fell
swoop private ownership of land was abolished and replaced by
hereditary land leasing. Land purchased by the Jewish National Fund
could not be resold, as it was held in trusteeship for the whole
nation.'® Nor could it be sublet in order to ensure that the usufruct
would belong to the actual cultivator (Agmon, 1951, p. 45). Concur-
rently, it once and for all excluded non-Jews from the control of land
once that land had been acquired by the Jewish National Fund. The
co-operative, and exclusively Jewish, sector of the Palestinian economy
came into existence because it was superimposed upon and linked up
with this form of closure, instituted by the World Zionist Organiza-
tion's Jewish National Fund. In general terms, as Parkin (1979, pp. 95—
97) asserted, its efficacy rested on its being secondary closure.

And, as Peled and Shafir (1987, pp. 1450-1455) pointed out in their
critique of Bonacich, closure — since it replaces economic with political
and ideological considerations — requires state support in the form of
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(f:i;l::'l;:;::tks)l;bsidy. dThis subsidy was provided in this case by the

ions raised among the Jewish masses of the di

W;)rld IZ;;Jlmslt] Organization, the proto-Zionist state Haspora by the
sracl Bloch, a founding member of Degani . ]
S 1 1 gania, the first kibb

;ﬁe n‘n{ 1910 on }he Jewish National Fund’s land, viewed the l;rol;llr:;nsf;';

emenite Jewish workers in the context of' th
up by settlement. He said at the Second C "ot the Foderanan of
_ ongress i
the Agricultural Workers of the Galilee thatg: s of the Federation of

n )
0 one thinks here anymore about congquest of labor. The question

of the conquest of land is our main object at present. If we conquer

¢ .
tlljlgﬂ:;z&;jhﬁ:c:t, btl;lt have no new locations, we will have another
wo thousand workers. But that is n i
: . . ot our national goal,
The question (_)f labor in Petach-Tikva will be solved b gth
mizrachim or will not be solved at all e
. |

Joscph Bussel, the ideologue and leader of Degania, presented this

t Cen as
new dl\'lSl()ll Oi lab()ul be W {1 hkeﬂaﬂ and HIIZIaChI WOl"kClS m

glrema;s:zﬁre]r:lazir;féan?ot compete with the Arabs and work for the
et difficult conditions. The ashkenazi work 3
| ] er that co

from abroad will not remain a lifelong worker and will not workrr;i

ever .
ver for the farmer. The reason is that he aspires to become free and -

re es to b [ Sta“ ]lle ove m tOlled {)le Wl] devolve on
fl.lS € ¢en ed- ab <Nl I l
the mizrachi JCWS WhO af[el a yeal Of ]Calmll W!ll Stay n the
g!
HIO.S‘haWJl Emd dO all the i . l"‘e llaVC lO dlvelt our
nfEI 101 taSkS
E"Elg) fICIIl the nosnavol and not IDCSE our SHE] gth n n.

Tri;eblr;ew I;ipp;‘t)a.ch qf ‘conquest of land’ basically solved the W()rke:rs’3
Eompeglﬁoy eflmlnat;lng the worker altogether. Having excluded Arab
n from the training farm and the new
the tra settlements, t

;r:lzktt:'rs sag no point in introducing Yemenite Jews into them TEZ'
; os !:l_e ffice therefore met in the Galilee with the ada.mamti
t }ipt:: ion of both tl}e worké.rs and their leaders in attempting to mix

ofgroups. 'I will examine in this context the predicament of a
gr(I)uch:)b Yemenite Jews at the Kinneret training farm :
thenpafcsrtlil:;yé?ﬁlgé Etx gr;()'up of eight Yemenite families was sent by

: o Kinneret. In reconstructing the eve

t
;r::pslplre? subse-quently I have to rely on only two memoirs anndsa Eft.::'
: gelc es. In April the agricultural season was over, and, according to
Joelm(;n::;lrs of the local nurse, Shoshana Blubstein (1943, pp 31-8)
Yemen(j)te i:];: ‘:rt_leh z;gro.rll‘omlzt-manager of the farm, annou;lced' to tht;
1sh tamilies that they had to leave. In h

of the ashkenazi workers remai i "Golde. in her words.
( ‘ ained passive and Golde, in her
expelled’ the Yemenite Jewish families in May 1912, ,The mh‘;:r:;i;;'
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workers’ indifference is especially striking against the background of
the refusal of non-ashkenazi Jewish workers from Tiberias to be used
to break their strike against the farm’s previous director, Moshe
Berman.2® In the memoirs of Moshe Smilansky (1953, p. 40}, we read
that the Palestine Office sent the Yemenite Jews to Kinneret with the
intention of turning them into members of the farm’s labour force, but
the ashkenazi workers maltreated them, and the two mediators sent
out, seeing the extent of the hostility and fearing bloodshed, decided
to have the Yemenite Jewish families removed from Kinneret.

Which of the two versions is more reliable??* Moshe Smilansky was
a planter, and therefore had an interest in defaming the workers. But,
in this case, it seems to me that there are four good reasens to
conclude that his version is more faithful to the actual truth.

(1) We already saw that in the case of Ein Hai the ashkenazi workers
raised obstacles in the way of ethnically mixed settlement  but
attributed the responsibility for withdrawing the Yemenite Jewish
candidates to the World Zionist Organization.

(2) In the midst of the contention at Kinneret, in April 1912, the
'Third Congress of the Federation of the Agricultural Workers of the
Galilee met in Sedjra, and decided to set up a special commitlee
which, in addition to assisting Yemenite Jews in improving their living

conditions, would work towards ‘their concentration mostly in the

moshavot.”™

(3) The Palestine Office did not give up trying to mix the groups and
in its 1914 building programme for Yemenite Jews included houses at
Kinneret, Degania and two more jocations in the Galilee. The
Committee for Yemenite Affairs, which advised the Palestine Office,
decided, however, to concentrate all but two houses in Judea. And
since that committee consisted of the representatives of the ashkenazi
workers’ parties and the Palestine Office’s officials, the impetus for the
change could only have come from the former.”

(4) The same debate between Blubstein and the other workers of
Kinneret repeated itself at kibbutz Degania a few years later during the
First Worid War. By then, the role of the Yemenite Jews as wage
workers was rigidly entrenched in the minds of most ashkenazi
workers, but a small number of kibbuiz members demanded that
Degania’s Yemenite Jewish wage workers be allowed to participate in
its decision-making process. They were opposed by the majority of the
kibbutz and ultimately ‘not one’ of the supporters of the integration of
Yemenite Jews, and maybe of ashkenazi wage workers as well,
‘remained in Degania or in the kibbutz movement’ (Vitales, vol. 2,
967, p. 39).

Could it be that the ashkenazi workers preferred to exclude the
Yemenite Jews because they were not seen to be ready to be part of
the close-knit kibbutz, based on quasi-socialist principles? I would
think that this is but a small part of the reason. Yemenite Jewish
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sett.lers were excluded not only from the kibbutz but also from Ei
;—Ial, whlch' was a priv:‘ate smali-holding colony, and from the trainirig
ka.ll;? at ?(mneret, which was not yet a permanent settlement. The
ibbutz l_tsclf was not based on preconceived principles and it
orga;;zatlon Temained in the making for many years (Blasi 198173
EE&[ 1;19—‘341-1,f Bcn;}Avram 1987, p. 245; Tsur 1987, p. 251). It is more’
; y efore that the grgund for the opposition to include Yemenite
ews and integrate them with Eastern European Jews is to be found i
what a!l these forms of settlement had in common namely, that thel,n
were aimed at ‘conquest’ of land, not of labour an,d theref,orc th :
settiements were exclusively Jewish, The ashkenaz,i workers,fo es;
protected employment on the land owned by Jewish National Fuli::l
hence they sought to monopolize the precious but limited | ci
resources of the Jewish National Fund. ‘Conquest of land’ romiand
them the security and social mobility they never attained in ttil)e ]absc
g:aasni'l[f:;ie"[“he nationalfr?le of Yemenite Jews was restricted to the l(:::;
conquest of labor’, hence their place i
m.oshavot.wl'ferc the displacement of Arabspwas s":;:lilsns(‘;:t'a [:c:lriliidm'lt‘;':e
Kmnerct. mcnd-cnt, then, may be viewed not as exceptional, but r.ath ;
as paradigmatic of the relationship between the ashkenazi \;ork 05
leaders of the Galilee and the Yemenite Jews. e

The demands and identity of the Yemenite Jews

Itis not particularly hard to ascertain that the central demands of th
Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers themselves were equal pay and B
plot of land. Yemenite Jews in Petach Tikva told one of thf:ilrj v);sitr;rsy'13
l(er):e th\l;g we have to comment on is the difference in the price of‘
or. We are one people and one language, and why is it that the
smallest [sic} of our ashkenazi brethren receives 2 Francs, some 2V
and some 3, while we — even the biggest [sic] among us —,receives 9 :
10 piasters [one Franc equalled 6.2 piasters] per day??* )

Dayld Madar-Halevi (1982, p. 89), one of the Yemenite Jewish
agricultural workers, wrote to the Palestine Office that ‘we demanded
of the farmers the raising of the price [paid] to Yemenites to the s ;
[level] as to tllle ashkenazi workers’. An even more persistent demamde‘
Sf th.e Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers was ‘one small corner an‘
Ba bltz,’ (_mly a bit, of land”’ (Harizman, 1913). This is not surprisingr;s
J;:;, ::0511\,93?, P. 67)‘ adr.mtted at a later period that the Yemenite
. mo ¢ for immigration to Palestine was not a desire to become!
age labourers for others, but the aspiration to ‘reach the level of;
secure  existence from self-employment (avoda atzmif) as did thei |
ashkenazi brethren who immigrated from Europe.’ o
The lower status accorded to Yemecnite Jews in the labour market
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and the denial of access to land were the major factors in defining their
separate identity in the emerging Israeli society. There were initial
cultural differences between the ashkenazi and Yemenite Jewish
agricultural workers. Nitza Druyan (1981, p. 107) for example, in her
superb history of the life of Yemenite Jewish immigrants in Palestine
before 1914, emphasizes that given their scparate prayer versions ‘it
was clear from the outset ... [that] Yemenite Jews will pray
separately’, and we also find references to the insistence of the
immigrants on their traditional rules of ritual slaughter. In their first
years in Palestine, she concluded, Yemenite Jews remained ‘a separate
social unit, whose values and culture were based on the tradition
brought by them from their hometand. They were almost unaffected
by the Eastern-European environment’ (Druyan, 1981, p, 109).

While keeping in mind the importance of the ‘primordial’ dif-
ferences, | wish to argue that the segregation of Yemenite Jews from
their environment was not just the result of their unique cultural
heritage. We may examine the significance of cultural distinctions by
considering the different relationships between and within the three
language groups: Eastern-European Jewish, Yemenite Jewish, and
Palestinian Arab that lived or worked in the Jewish moshavot. The
most obvious language barrier existed between Jews and Arabs, as the
Arabic spoken by the Palestinian Arab population was mastered only
by a relatively small number of Jewish immigrants. Nevertheless,
conflicts between Jews and Arabs in the moshava were rarely due to
disagrecments over employment; mofe frequently they took place in
regard to questions of land. The barrier was much lower between
ashkenazi and Yemenite Jews. Though Yemenite Jews spoke among
themselves a ‘special Arab-Yemenite-Jewish language’, the men? also
knew Hebrew which served them in Yemen as the language of ritual,
and ‘in spite of their different pronunciation the inhabitants of the
moshavot understood them well’ (Druyan, 1981, p. 108). In spite of
the common language there was no shortage of conflict between the
Yemenite Jews and the ashkenazi farmers and workers. Tt was the two
subgroups sharing at least one language, Yiddish, but frequently also
Hebrew and sometimes cven Russian, that is, the ashkenazi farmers
and workers, that were focked in the most intense conflict. T would
therefore argue that the impact of cultural differences and similarities
needs to be examined in the light of other relevant aspects of social
relations, which might either strengthen or weaken them, thus giving
these their true significance.

Side by side with the Yemenite Jews’ desire to preserve some of
their distinct religious heritage, we can also find among them
expressions of a tendency that favoured their integration into the
Eastern-European environment. The Yemenite Jews' condition for
diluting their ‘primordial’ characteristics, however, was to be accepted
and treated as equals.

=4
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In the resolutions of the ‘As
. sembly of All the Agricul
iememtcs from All the Moshavot of Judea’, (in fact, they \E'l;:: ;:;l?i
:he three iargest ones: Rechovot, Rishon Letzion, and Petach Tikva)
th:t Sggtr:r?r in an gngated f;iox:ument, but one certainly originating in,
an pertod,” we find a vigorous expression of th irati
- - . . . e a
lf)c:)rﬂ.mtegratmrn combined with equality. The Assembly elecsg;attl\;l)g
1es: a court of justice, and, more signi i
t _ , . gnificantly for our t
cr;;;g?sei}t)amf;sN for worldly matters (dvarim gas}llimiyim)" I(S)Fa:eci
ta, David Nadaph, Shalom Glusska, Tabi i : i
carty out the follouiins , Tabib, and Saadia Aphuyi to

‘(1) It was decided that every Y i i
s dec y Yemenite will have at least one

(2) Decided that not less than 2000 i
Francs [will b
every house, that is, for construction [sic]. [ " ellocated] for

(3) Every house [will have] not less than a six dunam plot.

(4) A well for i i
oA every settlement with pipes to and faucets in every

(5) A settlement has to be a Yemenite ashkenazi mixture (bifuf}.

(6) Schools and synago
gues, and bath-houses, houses fi i ‘
teachers should be together (sheyihyu beyachad). or pupils and

(7) Not less than ten Yemenites in every settlement.

(8) Given the small scale of present Yemenite settlement . . . if land

should be purchased nearb .
. y Rechovot, its Yemeni i
should be entitled to settle on it. enite residents

(S'_)h}t was dcci'ded that Yemenite workers will be organized together?
\\lfllt asffkenaz.: workers, and the Boards wiil work together, and that'
there will be one Yemenite together with the central Boa,rd.’ i

ior fur-ther emphasis the document ends with the assertion: ‘ali of the.
emefutes of Judea have rendered their opinions to thei |
sentatives.’?’ o fepre
t Ifemfs (2), (.3),. (4}, and (.7)‘ of the Assembly’s decisions speak to the!
JoPlF }(: equality: the same resources should be committed to Yemenite
ts\;glsl sszt’tlem_er'lt, for example, 2,000 Francs for a house, in contrast
ther]:s;? s orlﬁmal plan to spend 2,000 Francs for houses intended for.
e \\;jor ers, and only 1,000 Francs for Yemenite Jews.25:
Y }3:, a emand for equal shares of land is prominently displayed. .

¢ other items ~ (1), and especially (5) and (6) — point to a’
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remarkable readiness of the Yemenite Jews of the Yavnicli immigra-
tions to weaken those cultural aspects of their identity which stand in
the way of becoming one with their ashkenazi brethren. This readiness
extends to bringing ‘together’ schools and places of worship, and while
the term used does not speak clearly of amalgamation and the creation
of a synthetic Isracli-Jewish identity, it certainly goes a very long way
towards implying its desirability from the viewpoint of the Yavnieli
immigrants. The demands of equality and assimilation were closely
juxtaposed in this document.

As indicated in item (9) above, the modus operandi for the
realization of these goals was seen as the creation of joint ashkenazi-
Yemenite Jewish Workers' Boards. As we have seen, representatives
of the Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers, though not invited, did
participate in the Fourth Congress of the Federation of Agricultural
Workers of Judea of their own initiative. On other occasions they
repeatedly responded to invitations of ashkenazi workers from the
moshavot of the southern coastal zone to co-operate with them, even
though, having been let down a number of times, many Yemenite
Jewish workers harboured suspicions as to the real extent of the
ashkenazi workers’ commitment to co-operation (Ben-Zvi, 1913).
Indeed, such co-operation during the Second Aliya was sporadic and
its effects were limited. Without public backing or resources collected
abroad, Yemenite Jewish agricuitural workers were not able to create
viable organizations on their own, Lack of organization was one of the
major sources of their weakness, as they themselves and contemporary
observers were quick to recognize.

Yemenite Jewish agricultural workers felt hemmed in between the
Palestinian Arab and ashkenazi groups in the labour market. In a letter
from Ness Ziona, typical of their feelings, some of them wrote that:

you gave us work like to the goyim [Gentiles], and meager
wages. . . . . And now we demand of you work for men and women
in wages that will be sufficient for eating and drinking. . . We are
contemptible and abject in your eyes: and you say to us: dogs,

goyim!®

The comparison made by the ashkenazi employers and workers
between Yemenite Jews and the Palestinian Arabs (the goyim of the
letter) was, I would like to argue, the major source of the Yemenite
Jews' bitterness. Obviously, the association of Palestinians and
Yemenite Jews, leading to a view of the latter as ‘Arab-Jews', was first
the source and later the rigid cultural consequence of the lower wages
paid to the two groups in contrast to the ashkenazim. The perpetuation
of the Yemenite Jews' low initial price of labour ensured that they
were excluded from both the privileges of the split labour market (such
as skilled work) and the dual economy (such as safe employment in the

\
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_ Jew;{sh co-oper_atiyc economic sector) that accrued to the ashkenazi
workers, and mt?lf:ated the splitting of the national movement into
modern and traditional wings.

Conclusion

'I:he orienting question of this article concerned the cause of th
filffe_rent fate that befell the Yemenite and Eastern European Jewj E
lmmlg_rant§ of the Second Aliya in Palestine. The two groups arrived]sin
Palfastme in the same period and the number of Yemenite Jewish
agncultm_’al workers equalled at any time the number of ashkenaz's
engaged in such work (due to the latter’s high rate of out-mi ration)lfgnO
yet tht? Yremenite Jews remained in the background of afd b ,d
la.rge. invisible in, Israeli history, while the ashkenaz,im rozfizzd
g;g:z:;dang Is:t';el \;fith many of its prominent leaders. The guzzle is
y the fact that as long as the
emplgyman _in the Jewish-owned .?udcan pla::tifnr;) ult)l:ciioﬁ?t
ren.lamed stmilar. The Eastern-European workers of the lantatioe
agrlcultlfre ceased being ‘idealistic workers’, that is lifetime agriculturr:
proletarians. The Yemenite Jews were never the ‘natural workers’ th:t
:l}'::y ‘Ieﬁ: expicted to b::. Therefore neither group was able to displace
measurr: ‘ workers and ‘conquer’ the labour market in any significant
Nonfftheless., the initial difference between the ashkenazi and the
Yen}emte Jewish workers, which determined their differential wages in
the ‘conquest of labor’ phase, persisted in the exclusive Jewish sgcctor
of ‘thc dual economy. This surprising continuity can be traced to th
actions of the ashkenazi workers. While the gap between thz
employment conditions of the two groups in the moshava’s labour
market was not the making of organized ashkenazi workers, the
accepted_an'd justified it and were able to expand it by vetoir’l thg
World _Zlomst‘ Organization's plans to make them live togethcrgwith
Yeme!nte Jewish workers. For proletarians, only secondary forms of,
exclusion, as Parkin argued in general theoretical terms may ac uire!
the force of legitimacy. And only access to the state, in tl’1is case tg the
proto-sta‘te of the World Zionist Organization prov;ded as Peled ang |
Shafir stipulated, the subsidies required to make the ;iuai ec
strategy economically feasible. oY
The declining interest in Yemenite Jews as an integral part of thé
national movement can be traced to the evolution of the alliance
between the WZO and the ashkenazi workers that allowed the latter te |
leave the plantations’ competitive labour market and enter the ext a(: |
market employment sector reserved for Jews. The ashkenazi workf:rs |
who were set up in the exclusive Jewish sector of the econom ‘as |
‘settle.rs on the Jewish National Fund’s land, were transformcdyi’nt ‘
quality’, while the Yemenite Jewish workers, who remained cmployeg
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in the mixed private sector of the ecor’mmy and engag::d mt.:h,e
hopeless struggle for ‘conquest of tabor’, were cast as llquantl y(.]
Ashkenazi immigrants of later waves, most of whom mmz; y enderio
the private agricultural labour market, .coqld look‘ orwar o
settlement with the assistance of the World Zionist Organization, w ll
the first Yemenite Jewish settlement, Kfar-Marmorek, was set up only
K "ll"ggﬂéistinction between the three work forces was hardened by thg
extension of cultural labels, that were developed by th'e planters l:;m.
the ashkenazi workers vis-g-vis their Arab cqmgetltors, to t ent'_
Yemenite co-religionists. Without access to thf? pnwle_ged TEeSources od
the World Zionist Organization and t.he.Jcmsh Na.tlonal Fur;i, and
without the possibility of joining their interests wqh the ash finaz:
workers and organizing jointly with them, Yeme‘n}w Jews had no
access to the new Israeli identity — based on political orgar'uzatu;n,
guard associations, and co-operative scttlement, all mCChaI:;S’I:S ﬂ(]);
bypassing the inhospitable labour market -- that was forge -thy e
ashkenazim. The Ycemenite Jews of the r.noshauot were left cither
cultivate their traditional religious distinctiveness or to indulge in petty
jealousies and disputes over the limited resources a!l.ocat-ed t(‘){ them .ztlz
a group. Among themselves, they s_topped even t')elng just e::lmemnt
Jews and instead, turning their now irrelevant pre-lmml'gratlon esce t
from different regions of Yemen into the foundation of p_resenk
divisions, became emigrés of Saana, Heidan, Sharab, fztc. (Shprmtzaf
1952, p. 283; Druyan 1981, plzi. 111(1_‘1'2). I’I:Iowts)utmders, short o©
ing is’, they remained traditional Jews. . .
be’;’(})lr:lsflrlcls:tiilss\\:orke);s assumed a moder_n national ls_raeh |q§ntlt);
while the Yemenite Jews remained r?strlcted to t.hm_r tradltlonta
religious Jewish identity. The ashkenazi workers, enjoying access to
the World Zionist Organization’s proto-state gnd to the land resoudrces
of the Zionist movement and the mopll{zmg levelr of a mo e.rtn
identity, evolved into the makers of Israeli hlstpry, while the Yemeni tf
Jewish workers, cut down to a lumpenproletariat and fﬂcﬁned by a pre
modern identity, remained on the sidelines of that history.
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Notes

1 Both aliyor included many traditionalist immigrants who moved to Jerusalem and

i i i d Aliya not in the
the other holy cities of Palestine. I am using the terms First and Secon iy b
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broad chronological but in a more restricted saciological sense that includes only the
settlers in the moshavor and Jaffa. .
2, According to the version favoured by the labour movement's historians, Shrmuel
Yavnieli drew the Palestine Office’s attention to himself by publishing a two-part article
‘The Work of Renewal and Eastern Jews: Parts I & II," on the pages of Hapoe! Hatzair
(vol. 3, nos. 16 & 17, 7 & 22 June 1910). Though that was probably true, Yavnieli did
not suggest in his articles the displacement of the Arab labour force in Palestine through
the employment of Yemenite-Jews in agriculture. In fact, his stated purpose was to
counter the assimilationist influence of the Paris-based Alliance Israelite Universelle’s
schools among the Jews of Northern Africa, Persia, and Turkey, by calling for a network
of Zionist bookstores, that would spread Hebrew literature in these countries.
3. Though the company cultivated close to 800 acres in 1909 and had yearly orders of
300,000 French Francs (by 1914 the corresponding figures were over 4,100 acres and 1.3
million Francs) it was deeply in debt, and after the First World War went into
receivership. See Joseph Katz, The Settlentens Activity of the Private Zionist Companies
and Associations in Palestine between 1900--1913, Ph.D. Dissertation, The Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 267-308, (Hebrew).
4. The Board of Rechavol, where the headquarters of the Planters Society was
located, decided in regard to the spontanecus Yemenite Jewish immigrants that ‘it is
right and just to employ them and their wage will be paid the same as to Arabs - 6.20
piasters per day’. Protocol of the Meeting of Rechovot's Board, January 7, 1909, quoted
in Pinchas Kapara, From Yemen and in Shaarayim, Rechovot, published by the author,
1978, p. 56, (Hebrew).
5. Letter of Aharon Eisenberg, Agudat Netaim, to M. M. Ussishkin, Odessa,
March 21, 1909, Central Zionist Archives, Jerusalem [hereafter CZA] — A24:63/15/1,
Copy of this letter is in A208:7. ]
&, Letter of M. Ussishkin, Odessa, (no. 728) to Eisenberg, April 14, 1909, CZ4 -
A208:16.
7. Letter of Ruppin, Palestine Office, Jaffa, to President of Zionist Executive,
Cologne, November 9, 1910, CZA - Z2:635.
8. Letter of Ruppin, Palestine Office, Jaffa, to President of Zionist Executive,
Cologne, November 9, 1910, CZA — Z2:635; and letter from Board of Rechovot to
Jewish National Fund, Cologne, October 4, 1909, CZA-KKL3:142, quoted in Nitza
Druyan, Without @ Magic Carpet: Yemenite Settlement in Palestine (1881-1914),
Jerusalem, Ben Zvi Institute for the Study of Jewish Communities in the East, 1981,
p. 118, (Hebrew). Rechovot, Eisenberg was wont to boast, was his ‘company town.’
Already in February 1909, there was obvious co-ordination in the drawing up of the
plans submitted for the housing of the anticipated immigrants in Eisenberg’s letter to
Ussishkin, to the Esra philanthropic association of German Jews, and in the plans
submitted by the WZO's Anglo-Palestine Co. to Esra, and by the Palestine Office to the
Tewish National Fund. Furthermore, the APC plan mentions the commitment of Agudat
Netaim and Menucha Venachala, the founding company of Rechovot also directed by

- Eisenberg, to guarantee the employment and repayment of the housing loans of a few

Yemenite Jewish immigrants. Copy of letter from Eisenberg to Turrof, Berlin,
February 14, 1909 in CZA ~ A208:7; copy of letter by Z. D. Levontin, APC, Jaffa, to
Dom, Central Committee of Esra, Berlin, February 15, 1909 in CZA: Z2:1638; and
letter of Arthur Ruppin, Palestine Office, Jaifa, to the INF, Cologne, February 23, 1909
in CZA: 72:633.

-9 Copy of letter from Aharon Eisenberg to Itzhak [Peckler], February 29, 1912.

Copybook no. 6. Quoted in Ro’i, Vol. II, p. 194, fn. 70.

10. Saadia Masswari, in his memoirs, Zecharia Redai and Jephet Masswari in their
oral histories, report having worked for the Planters Society. (*Memoirs of Saadia
Masswari’, in Nitza Druyan (ed.), The Pioneers of Immigration from Yemen, 1882-1914,
Jerusalem, Shazar Center, 1982, p, 103, (Hebrew}); Oral histories of Jephet Masswari and
Zecharia Redai, recorded on July 4, 1977, (Institute of Contemporary Jewry, Oral
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History Division, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem)). Other sources indicate that
private farmers did not take to the employment of Yemenite-Jews, and they were
concentrated in the Scciety's plantations. (‘Chronicle’, Haachdut, vol. 5, no. 36, July 3,
1914; Parzel, ‘Hadera', Hapoel Hatzair, vol. &, no. 37, July 4, 1913.) In Rechovot and
Hadera, the two moshavor where the Planters Society’s plantations were concentrated,
the Yemenite-Jewish population exceeded that of the farmers.

1. It was reported towards the end of the first year after the arrival of the
spontaneous immigration that in Rechovot ‘the Yemenites always have work even
when the ashkenazi workers are idled’ (J. Even-Moshe, ‘Letter from Rechovot’,

solidari _ .
[ab():::)‘fv,oa:gdrel::[r?:d to leena‘s saying that even if they were paid ten bishliks a day
fom Kim and hail ;'r;es the daily rate] they would not work here’, Worker, ‘Letter
o innere i; ! chdutr, March 15, 1?11. :
rember e Se;ﬂa{;lz}:‘pt to contradict Smilansky’s version by Ben-Zion Israeli, a
ot ot ey oo iya who was one of the workers at Kinneret. Israeli, howev::r
another brons ot o ru?ry—Me?y 1912, and he confused the group discussed above witl;
e oo Broup of, menite Je\.ws.h wage l?bourers who lived in the adjacent moshava of
e Jewish zation Assocllatlon carrying the same name. This was the first group of
enite Jews to be settled in Kfar-Marmorek, its own moshava, in 1930 Bge:n-zlf)ioon

Hapoel Hatzair, val. 3, no. 3, November 2, 1909), After the Yavnieli immigration in
many places either the wages of ashkenazi workers were reduced to the level of wages
paid to Arab workers, or they were outright replaced by Yemenite Jews. (For Rishon
Letzion, J.R., ‘Notes', Hapoel Hatzair, vol. 4, no. 19, July 11, 1911; for Ein Ganim,
‘Chronicle’, Haachdut, vol. 3, no. 5, November 13, 1911; for the smaller colonies,
A. M. Koller, ‘From Inside the Camp: Part I, Hapoel Haizair, vol. 6, no. 40, July 25,

1913.
12. “The Resolutions of the Fourth Congress of the Workers of Judea’, Hapoel

Hatzair, vol. 7, no. 12, December 26, 1913,

13. Zerubavel, one of the leaders of Poalei Zion Party, wrote in a telling review of
the Congress that ‘only recently has the attitude [of the ashkenazi workers] toward the
Yemenites began to change. And the reason is vbvious: what in fact happened is that the
cheap and pliant Yemenite competes not with the Arab, but with the ashkenazi, The
farmers understood this very well, and they began to introduce the Yemeniles to
occupations that were always in Jewish hands, but in result the {ashkenazi] workers
wages were also reduced. Hence the necessity of equalizing the Yemenites with the
ashkenazim in work, and following this reality came also the decision of the
congress. . .', Zerubavel, “The Congress of the Judean Workers: Part 1', Haachdut,
vol. 5, no. 14, January 23, 1914.

14. Copy of letter by Z. D, Levontin, APC, Jaffa, to Dorn, Central Committee of
Esra, Berlin, February 15, 1909 in CZA: Z2:1638; and letter of Arthur Ruppin,
Palestine Office, Jaffa, to the INF, Cologne, February 23, 1909 in CZA: Z2:633.

15. Letter of B. Katznelson, Board of {Federation of] Judean Workers, to Palestine
Office, March 19, 1914, CZA — L2:66/11. The opposing attitude of the leadership and the
rank and file may also be discerned from the fact that in the February meeting of the
‘Commiitee for Yemenite Affairs’ of the Palestine Office, in which a representative of
the Ein-Hai settlers participated, the project of joint setttement was stalled, while in the
June meeting, in which only the national leaders were present, there was anger
expressed at the JNF's decision to cancel the construction of housing for Yemenite Jews.
it is also revealing that since the future settlers of Ein-Hai could not reach agreement
with the Yemenite representative over the choice of the settlers, these negotiations were
taken over by the Federation of the Judean Workers. Memorandum [of Committee for
Yemenite Affairs] Concerning the Setting Up of the Workers Moshava at Ein Hai,
February 5, 1914, CZA - L2:66/11 & Meeting of the Committee for Yemenite Affairs,
June 7, 1914, CZA — KKL3:142.

16. Letter of the Palestine Office to Shifris, the Board of the Federation of the
Agricultural Workers of Judea, June 22, 1914, CZA — L2:66/11

17. Memorandum of Association of Jildische Nationalfonds, Incorporated April 8,
1907, Londoq, Lewis & Yglesias, CZA — Z2:608.

8. The proposal submitted to the Sixth Zionist Congress in 1903, which effectively
founded the INF, included the right to resell land purchased by the INF, supposedly to
allow exchange of plots. This clause was voted down, see Agmon, 1951, pp. 45-6.

19. ‘Meeting of the Agricultural Workers in the Galilee', Haachdut, vol. 3, nos. 16
& 17, January 26 & February 2, 1912.

20. ‘Bferman| brought sephardim but, after the [ashkenazi] workers explained to
them that it is forbidden to work here, the sephardim demonstrated their feelings of

llsraell] COI]CCI]]II]E the Yemenite” A air in Kinnere Alon K inheret, 19 1
s Tl
f: 11 t’, y 53, n

22. ‘Council of the Agricult
ural W ilee’
;;- 28, Al 8 20 19312. orkers of the Galilee', Hanchdur, vol. 3no 27&
. ‘Bau von Yemeniter-Hiusern ' i
Aftais, Jome 7. 1osg ear P L2;153_1914 and Protocol of the Committee for Yemenite
;;. ‘Chrf)nicle’, Haachdut, vol. 4, nos. 24725, April 6, 1913.
26.. _:lt‘:\vlsh women were not regularly taught Hebrew in Yemen.
cu;‘rency ‘; t(}:lurrce)m:y referred to.m the document is still the French Franc, the foreign
s ol the Ottoman era, which was replaced with the Palestinian and Briti ;
e British Mandate. o andl Briish Pound
27, *Mecting of Al the Agri i
ricultural Y '
;abor Archivers Tei e 4(?21\;;3& ‘cmcmlcs from All the Moshavot of Judea',
8. Letter of Arthur Ruppin, th i
Februars 23, 1009, gy 25235 e Palestine Office, Jaffa, to the INF, Cologne,
gg ;Ch:lonicle‘, Haachdw:, vol. 4, no. 22, March 14, 1913
we.rc 3()3'1;:,: cc:jlsus of Federation of the Agricultural Workers of Judea in 1914, there
pondents. CZA — L2:75/11, The Palestine Office's census, taken duri,ng the

First World War, count i i
or. 205.5) un ed 1,297 agricultural workers in all of Palestine. (Gorni, 1970,
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