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In the Zionist Supreme Court

Members: Dr Moshe Bejski (retired) President
Mrs Shoshana Berman - Judge (retired) Member
Advocate Daniei Recanati - Lawyer, Member

Appellants: 1. Herut Organisation - Hungary
2. Mizrachi Movement - Hungary
3. Hanoar HaTzioni Movement - Hungary

against

Respondents: 1. The Zionist Federation of Hungary - represented by Mr
Michael Landsberg
2. The Area Elections Committee in Hungary - Budapest

Representatives: Appellant 1 by Advocate Michael Tepiow
Appellant 2 by Advocate Yoram Eran
Appellant 3 by Dr David Zomer

Also Present: Dr David Breakstone, Mr Avraham Duvdevani, Advocate Fern
Braniss, Advocate Miguel Fruchter, Mr Rami Kornblum.

Decision

1. Two of the three appellants before us (from Herut and Mizrachi Movements) were
assigned a date for hearing from the outset of 20 January 2002; on which date we
were also asked by the Hanoar Hatzioni Movement of Hungary to aiso hear its appeal,
which was mistakenly presented to the Central Elections Board, whereas in practice it
was to be heard by the Zionist Supreme Court. We were not comfortable with this
procedure which would not have left sufficient time for preparation, however, due to
reasons which will become dear later, we agreed to hear the third appeai on the same
day, not before we ascertained that In practice we already had the answer of the
respondents concerning the appeai of Hanoar Hatzioni as weii as the representative of
the respondents prepared with their arguments for this appeal as weii, and that there
is agreement of ail that all three appeals be heard in unison.

2. a. Prior to presenting a precis of the reasons of each of the appellants we wish to note
that each of the appeals are against the decision allegedly reached by respondent
number 1 (the Zionist Federation of Hungary) on the 1t of November 2001 at which
an Area Elections Committee was appointed in order to prepare the elections for the
34t Zionist Congress, whose members would be from the following movements:
Mercaz, Labour, Meretz, Herut, Likud - and the Chairman of the Committee would be
the President of the Federation, Mr Shmue! Englander.
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At the same time an additional decision was reached where the 6 mandates
allowed the Zionist Federation of Hungary were distributed as follows:

Meretz - 2
Labour - 2
Mercaz -1
Likud -1

In error it was believed that as part of his position as President of the Zionist
Federation, the President would receive the status of delegate in addition to the 6
mandates allowed Hungary by the mandates committee, which was found to be
incorrect.

b. The Department for Zionist Activities in Jerusalem received notification that the
Zionist Federation of Hungary reached an agreement between all parties
comprising the federation on one agreed list only, and therefore there was no
need to hold elections as according to regulation 20 of the Rules for holding -
elections for the Zionist Congress and that the representation of Hungary to the
34t Zionist Congress would be as decided by the abovementioned meeting on
1/11/01.

3. From here in an abbreviated main point form, the appellants claim that there is
no standing of what claims to be the "one and only list of candidates", as there
was no agreement by all constituents of the Federation, as demanded - therefore
it is necessary to hoid elections of the delegates to the 34™ Zionist Congress as
demanded by the Constitution and regulations.

I. The "Herut" Appellant:
Does not deny that the signature of its chairman, Mr George Hoffman, appears
with the signatures of the constituents of the federation on the document of
1/11/01 (from now "agreement document") and in the statement of Mr
Hoffman, presented in support of his movement's appeal, it is said that he
agreed to sign on the document despite the fact that his movement was not
apportioned any delegates to the Congress, due to false presentations and
deliberate misinformation by the chairman, Mr Englander who explained: "the
makeup of the representation ... was already decided by this honourable court
and that the request has no ability to appeal this decision ..."The request
adds: "... Further to this, Mr Englander claimed to Mr Hoffman that the only
way open to the appellant requesting to change the makeup of its
membership was to sign the letter and to request additional representatives
for appellant number 1."

We won't delay with further arguments from the appeal, as we won't give
details of the answer of Mr Englander in the name of the federation (which did
not support the affidavit) and will suffice by stating that all of Mr Hoffman's
version is denied as baseless, and further that Mr Hoffman as an experienced
veteran public figure was undoubtedly aware that the Zionist Court does not
distribute mandates and does not deal at all with the matter of mandates to
Hungary. As it is, the false presentation and misleading are denied.



II.

I11.

The appellant-the Mizrachi Movement:
The complaint against the Chairman of the Zionist Federation is that, against
the rules, Mizrachi and its youth bodies were related to as bodies which had
ceased any Zionist activity at least since 1996. In support of the activities of
the appellant and Bnei Akiva, activity reports as well as reports of the Jewish
Agency representative to the Head Office on the continual activities of youth
movements were presented. When, in the middle of year 2001, a demand
was placed by the federation that the appellant become a non profit body, as
recognized by the Hungarian Authorities, as a condition to membership of the
federation, the appellant immediately started proceedings to become a legally
registered body, and when this was completed and recognized by the court,
the chairman of the Federation was notified on 30/10/2001. Then suddenly
and with great speed, the management of the federation met on the next day
1/11/01, without notifying the appellant, and elected an Area Elections
Committee and at the very same meeting the document was signed claiming
to be "100% agreement" in order to distribute the six mandates as received
by Hungary for the 34t Zionist Congress.

It was further claimed that contrary to the previous promise to notify and
include the appellant in future procedures, nothing was notified regarding the
meeting of 1/11/01.

The Appellant - the Hanoar HaTSioni Movement:
This appellant complains that despite its being an active youth movement in

Hungary, it was not invited to any meetings of the Area Elections Committee
that discussed the representation of the Hungarian Zionist Federation; the
claim of the appellant is that it was the compulsory to invite them to
participate in these discussions as they were represented at the 33" Zionist
Congress, and since this was not done, any decision reached is against
regulation la, 2 and regulation 20 of the Regulations for Elections to the
Zionist Congress.

In the letter of the President of the Federation, Mr Englander, to the
Department for Zionist Activities of 13/12/01 (which was not verified by
affidavit) it was said that the Hanoar Hatsioni Movement has not shown any
activity for two years and that its representative has not appeared at
meetings, however, nothing was said regarding the claim that this movement:
"was not invited to the Area Elections Committee to discuss the
representation of the Zionist Federation of Hungary", and as such " the
agreement document" of 1/11/01 cannot be considered a 100% agreed list,
as demanded by regulation 20 of the Regulations for Elections to the Zionist
Congress.

Until now and in a nutshell, a precis of the complaints brought before us
where some of the pleadings, as noted, were not supported by affidavits to
verify facts; and without these deciding solutions and preference for one
version over another could well be baseless. The President of the Zionist
Federation is accused of false representation and misleading, and as an
answer we are asked to find that it is unreasonable and unacceptable that a
veteran and experienced leader would follow a version that has no logical
sense in reality. It is further asked of us to find that an illegal hijacking has
occurred in order to reach an agreement to distribute mandates only to some
of the constituents of the Federation and



without inviting to meetings of the Area Elections Committee other
movements who are members, whereas it was mandatory to invite them if
they wished to present a list of candidates for 100% agreement.

5. After studying the material and weighing its contents, and in light of the
shortage of time, we have reached the decision that at this stage there would
be no practical benefit in trying to determine which of the opposing versions
of appellants 1 and 2, and the responses are correct, where the acceptance of
the appeal of Hanoar Hatsioni movement anyway leads to an unavoidable
result that we were not presented here with a "singular candidate’s list only";
nobody disputes that Hanoar Hatsioni was not invited to, and did not
participate in the discussions in that same and only meeting of 1/11/01, and
that they had a right to be by virtue of their having been represented at the
33 Zionist Congress and they did not resign from or were not expelled from
the Federation in Hungary.

6. Accordingly, the court finds that the "agreement document" of 1/11/01 is not
a singular 100% agreed candidate's list as defined by regulation 20 of the
regulations for Elections to the Zionist Congress. Therefore it is incumbent
upon the respondents to hold elections for the 34t Zionist Congress according
to the Constitution and Regulations, except if in the future a 100% agreement
is presented by all constituents of the Federation.

7. As was written in our decision from the hearing on 20/1/02 a copy of this
decision is to be forwarded to all parties involved via facsimile.

Given this day
(signed) (signed) (signed)
Dr Moshe Bejski Shoshana Berman Daniel Recanati
Judge Judge Advocate

President of the Court Member Member



