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PART ONE

‘HERE T AM”’:
THE HERZL/HECHLER
PARADIGM






Theodor Herzl and William Hechler

WILLIAM HECHLER VISITS THEODOR HERZL, 10 MARCH 1896

A few days after the first copies of Theodor Herzl’s Der Fudenstaat appeared
in the windows of the Viennese bookseller Breitenstein, William Hechler, a
British clergyman, passed by. Shortly after that, on 10 March 1896, he
presented himself in Herzl’s study.

Years later, Hechler’s own recollection was that he began the interview
by announcing, ‘Here I am!” “That I can see’, was Herzl’s reply, ‘but who
are you?’ ‘You are puzzled’, Hechler observed. ‘But you see, as long ago as
1882, I predicted your coming to the Grand Duke of Baden. Now I am
going to help you.’

Here we have the first encounter between the official (Herzlian) Zionism
and Christian Zionism. This (10 March 1896) is the moment; this (the study
of Theodor Herzl) is the place; these are the protagonists in that first
encounter. Both are authors of recently published pamphlets — Theodor
Herzl, of Der Judenstaat (The Jewish State, 1896) and William Hechler of
Die bevorstehende Riickkehr der Fuden nach Palistina (The Restoration of the
Jews to Palestine according to Prophecy, 1882).!

THEODOR HERZL IN 1896

In truth, if this scene had taken place just a few months earlier, it probably
would have frightened Theodor Herzl to death. This day, however, Herzl
first felt a rush of exaltation; then he began at once to calculate how this
strange man could be put to use for his work.

Herzl had always thought of himself as a thoroughly modern man,
respectful of the ultimate authority of science. He knew that what he had
proposed in Der Judenstaat was an absolutely reasonable, indeed scientific
answer to the Jewish problem. It had required a heroic effort of imagination;
but that made it more, not less, scientific. In planning and carrying out the
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project, he had experienced an exhilaration which was of an utterly different
kind from that which he had known in the conception and execution of his
literary work — his essays and his plays. He had been alternately exalted and
frightened by what was happening to him. In a moment of extreme
exaltation, he told himself, ‘I believe that for me life has ended and world
history has begun.’

We know the details of all this because Herzl began a diary exclusively
dedicated to recording his thoughts and deeds as he pursued the goal of the
Zionist state. On the first page, he fixed the title: Book One of the Jewish
Cause, begun in Paris, around Pentecost, 1895. He began: ‘For some time past
I have been working on a task of infinite grandeur.’

It was not a mystical experience at all, he was sure. He believed that he
had thought through more rigorously than anyone else had done the political
and moral forces at work in the world, and then brought these insights to
bear specifically upon the situation of the Jews, the most difficult moral and
political question of the day. This was what gave him the authority to
approach men like the Jewish philanthropist, Baron Maurice de Hirsch,
head of the Jewish Colonization Association, whom he had bluntly told to
his face, just a few months before the pamphlet was completed, that he must
call off his plans for settling Europe’s Jews in places like Argentina, and
throw all of his resources behind Herzl’s program. To another, Herzl wrote
a few days later that he was thinking a good deal lately of Savonarola. Yes,
he was himself much like Savonarola, as described by the poet Lenau:
‘Lightning strikes, I am God’s knight./The solemn bond shall stand
forever.’

If we can guess that this tone frightened his interlocutors, we know that
it frightened Theodor Herzl even more. ‘I was often afraid of going mad
these past few days’, he confessed to the diary. In June, 1895, Friedrich
Schiff, a journalist like himself but also a medical doctor, sat stunned while
Herzl read to him the draft of his ‘Address to the Rothschilds’, then in tears
urged him to burn it and get medical help at once.

It is just as well that readers of the finished pamphlet, Der Judenstaat,
did not know about the fantasies which had occupied Herzl during the weeks
when he was drafting the text:

First I shall negotiate with the Czar (to whom our patron the Prince of Wales
will introduce me) regarding permission for the Russian Jews to leave the
Country.

He is to give me his imperial word and have it published in the official
gazette ... Then I shall negotiate with the German Kaiser. Then with Austria.
Then with France, regarding the Algerian Jews. Then, as need dictates.

Meanwhile, he must prepare the Jewish people for their Exodus, under his
own direction:
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In the twenty years ‘before it becomes known’, I must train the boys to be
soldiers ... The Exodus under Moses bears the same relation to this project
as a Shrovetide play by Hans Sachs does to a Wagner opera.

There will have to be a Temple:

The high priests will wear impressive robes; our cuirassiers, yellow-trousers
and white tunics; the officers, silver breastplates

We shall need a constitution:

We shall probably model the constitution after that of Venice and profit by
her bad experiences by preventing them ... The first senator will be my father
... When I thought that someday I might crown Hans [his son] as Doge and
address him in the Temple in front of the country’s great men as ‘Your
Highness! My beloved son!’, I had tears in my eyes.

Is it really easier for us than it was for Herzl’s contemporaries to answer
the inter-related questions of the reasonableness of the project and the
sanity of the author? In our thinking, but not in theirs, there is the knowledge
that the Jewish State came about. Can a thing come about and not have been
thinkable? And if it was thinkable, was it not by definition reasonable?

THEODOR HERZL BEFORE 1896

Did all this have a religious meaning? He did not think so. He had never
been ‘religious’, by his own or others’ reckoning. Born in Budapest, 2 May
1860, he had been circumcized on the eighth day, and given the Hebrew
name, Zeev, the Hungarian name, Tivadar, and the German name, Wolf
Theodor. Theodor’s father, Jakob, had sprung directly from a strictly
orthodox family, a family of peddlars. Beginning life without advantages,
he had become a wealthy merchant and the president of a bank. It was a
thoroughly assimilated family, proud of their fluency in German, their
literate learning, and their patronage of the arts. The Herzls’ Temple was
the newly built Dohany Street Synagogue, a Reform instititution. (In fact,
they lived next door to it.) Here on 3 May 1873, the family celebrated his
Bar Mitzvah. Apart from that occasion, Theodor’s religiously indifferent
family had taken him from time to time to synagogue on Sabbath, but by
the time he wrote Der Fudenstaat he had not been to prayer for years. His
earliest schooling, up to the age of ten, had been in a school for Jewish
children, where there had been a modest amount of religious instruction.
In recollection, he always insisted that he had hated it. Thereafter, he had
attended only secular schools.

Shortly before his death, Herzl told Reuben Brainin about a dream he
had had as a boy of twelve, in which the Messiah appeared.
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He took me in his arms and carried me off on wings of heaven. On one of
the iridescent clouds we met ... Moses. (His features resembled those of
Michaelangelo’s statue) ... Then the Messiah called out to Moses, ‘For this
child I have prayed!’ To me he said, ‘Go and announce to the Jews that I shall
soon come and perform great and wondrous deeds for my people and for all
mankind!’ I kept this dream to myself and did not dare tell anyone.

Did he, then, come to believe in the Messiah? If he did, he never admitted
it in plain words. He supposed (he told Brainin) that the Messiah of his
dream stood for something else: perhaps for modern science and technology,
which were really redeeming mankind! “There and then I decided to become
a great engineer.’

The family moved toVienna in 1878, where Theodor attended the school
of Law of the University of Vienna. There he found a student body caught
up in the new spirit of ultra-German nationalism. With this coincided the
beginnings of a popular anti-Semitic trend, which led, among other things,
to the formation of an anti-Semitic political party, the Christian Social Party,
whose leader, Karl Lueger, would later became the city’s Mayor.

It is striking, in view of all that would follow, how unaware Herzl
remained during those student years in the face of the new anti-Semitism.
He made a heroic effort to be accepted as a German among Germans to the
point of joining a duelling fraternity, turning himself almost intoa caricature
of the type of the privileged German youth, but in spite of these efforts,
the time came when he had to take a stand. When his fraternity officially
attached itself to a newly organized anti-Semitic society he reluctantly sub-
mitted his resignation. In that letter he speaks sorrowfully of anti-Semitism
as ‘this reactionary fashion of the day’, and makes it clear that he remains
determined not to burn his bridge to solidarity with the German youth:
‘Since, to the best of my knowledge, my record contains nothing dis-
honorable, I am counting on an honorable dismissal.”

As late as 1893 he was asked to give his support to a newly organized
Society to Combat Anti-Semitism in Vienna (whose membership,
incidentally, included prominent Christians as well as Jews). Yet he refused.
‘Half a dozen duels’, he wrote in reply, would quickly settle the hash of the
few anti-Semitic disturbers, ‘thus greatly elevating the social position of
the Jews’. In the meanwhile, ‘the Jews would have to shed those peculiarities
for which they are rightfully being criticized’. Conversion to Christianity,
he goes on to suggest, would be the best all-round outcome. This was not
an impulsive thought. Indeed, he remained a fervent assimilationist
virtually to the eve of his conversion to Zionism. ‘Crossing the Occidental
races with the so-called Oriental ones’, he wrote in 1882, ‘on the basis of a
common state religion — that is the desirable, the great solution.”*

Not long after his graduation from law school, Herzl disclosed that his
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real ambitions had nothing to do with the practice or the study of the law,
in which he now had a doctorate. He intended as quickly as possible to
become a famous essayist and a playwright, and also very rich. To practice
for the first, he became a journalist, first in Berlin, then back in Vienna. By
1889, he was the drama critic of the Wiener Allgemeine Zeitung, and the
author of two collections of essays, and of three plays which had been
performed in Berlin, Vienna, Prague, and even New York. As for the second
ambition — to be rich — he had married an heiress, and taken full custody
of her inheritance, which he applied to the support of his literary career
and his travels. (Later, he expended what remained on his Zionist work —
which she despised.)

‘Herzl’, the American Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver wisely observed many
years later, ‘came to Jewry by way of anti-Semitism, not by way of Judaism.’*
It was while Herzl was the Paris correspondent of Vienna’s Neue Freie Presse
that the Dreyfus case broke out. He was present in the court when Dreyfus
was pronounced guilty (5 January 1895), and in the courtyard of the Ecole
Militaire to witness the ceremony of public degradation of Captain Dreyfus,
the only Jew on the French Army’s general staff.

It now dawned on Theodor Herzl that it was precisely the success of
Jewish assimilation that fed the new anti-Semitism. Invited by Napoleon
and his spiritual heirs to leave the ghetto and enter into the mainstream of
life, to become citizens and disappear as a race, they had in the best of good
faith taken giant strides down that path. Yet now when things went wrong
— when banks failed or business slowed or agricultural prices were too high
or too low, when disturbing ideas occurred in literature or in the political
arena, or when disturbing scenes appeared on the stage — people concluded
that invisible agents must be behind them. Assimilation meant allowing the
Jews to become nearly invisible. Becoming nearly invisible had made them
conspicuous. It had become necessary for citizens to seize the Jews by the
collar before they disappeared altogether.

HERZL AND HECHLER: THEIR PARTNERSHIP BEGINS

Theodor Herzl was not a religious man:

I consider religion indispensable for the weak. There are those who, weak in
willpower, mind, or emotions, must always be able to rely on religion. The
others, the normal run of mankind, are weak only in childhood and in old
age; for them, religion serves as an educational instrument or a source of
comfort ... God is a magnificent symbol for an enormous complex of moral
and legal imperatives, the apparent solution to riddles, the answer to all
childish questions.

Nevertheless he was a superstitious man.
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Several times in recent days, before Hechler’s appearance in his study,
he had been struck by how opportunities suddenly opened up for him out
of extraordinary coincidences, or, conversely, how a striking coincidence
announced that he had missed an opportunity. To take an example from a
few days after Hechler’s visit, Herzl, having resisted for days the instinct
to send a copy of his book to the Baron de Hirsch, is eventually struck by
guilt for this neglect of the most powerful potential sponsor of his program.
On an impulse, he dispatches a letter together with a copy of the book, only
to find that he has acted too late. In his diary, under ‘21 April afternoon’,
we find:

Between yesterday and today Baron Hirsch died on an estate in Hungary ...
[W]hat a strange coincidence. This pamphlet has been finished for months.
I give it to everyone except Hirsch. The minute I decide to do so, he dies.
His participation might have helped our cause to succeed tremendously
quickly.

Then, a few hours after the arrival of this news of Hirsch’s death comes the
news that William Hechler has won him an appointment with the Grand
Duke of Baden. Somehow, Herzl knows that this is to be the first step on
the road to diplomatic success. Under ‘21 April, at night’, he records:

I'had intended to go to Pest tomorrow morning. Late this morning I received
Hechler’s call to come to Karlsruhe.

A curious day. Hirsch dies, and I make contact with princes.

Now begins a new book of the Jewish cause.

So, we have reason to believe that before he had undergone the exaltation
of conceiving and writing his solution to the Jewish problem, and before
he had begun to notice how all things seemed to work together so
mysteriously for the good of the Jewish cause, Theodor Herzl would not
have hesitated to show the door to such a man as William Hechler. That is
certainly what any sensible man of Herzl’s acquaintance would have done,
but had he done so, it is possible to argue, there might never have been a
World Zionist Organization, and consequently no Balfour Declaration, no
Mandate, no Jewish State. For the fact is that the first political fruit of
Herz!l’s diplomacy was made possible by this man, and without this first
fruit, Herzl’s program would have been discredited.

Of this initial encounter between Theodor Herzl and William Hechler
it has been said:

Herzl, the visionary, whose dreams had previously found little sustenance
within the framework of existing Jewish philanthropists and relief
organizations, suddenly discovered the possibility of becoming a realpolitiker;
this was the pregnant moment when Zionism appeared in the arena of world
politics and began to make an impact on world history.®
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Herzl recorded the event in his diary:

10 March [1896]
The Rev William H. Hechler, chaplain to the British Embassy in Vienna,
called on me.

A likeable, sensitive man with the long grey beard of a prophet, he waxed
enthusiastic over my solution. He, too, regards my movement as a ‘prophetic
crisis’ — one he foretold two years ago. For he had calculated in accordance
with a prophecy dating from Omar’s reign (637-638) that after 42 prophetical
months, that is, 1,260 years, Palestine would be restored to the Jews. This
would make it 1897-1898.

When he read my book, he immediately hurried to Ambassador Monson
and told him: “The fore-ordained movement is here!’

Hechler declares my movement to be a ‘Biblical’ one, even though I
proceed rationally in all points.

He wants to place my tract in the hands of some German princes. He used
to be a tutor in the household of the Grand Duke of Baden, he knows the
German Kaiser and thinks he can get me an audience.

Hechler’s account of the meeting is much more colorful, as we have already
seen. In Herzl’s subsequent accounts of his dealings with Hechler he
abandons the scientific, detached tone. As Hechler passed one after another
test of his actual ability to deliver what he promised, Herzl permitted
himself to record more and more of the oddity of it all.

The superstitious side of Herzl responded to the magic in the scene.
This man knew who Herzl was! Baron Hirsch, for all the similarities in
their upbringing — not to mention the matter of their both being Jews —and
for all the correspondence that Herzl had heaped upon him, did not truly
know who Herzl was. Herzl was the one man in all the world to whom it
would make sense that an English Protestant, the Chaplain of the British
embassy in Vienna, should have been ‘preparing the ground’ for him. We
can guess that it never occurred to Herzl to ask whether Hechler had ever
introduced himself to anyone else in those words: ‘Here I am!’

The Reverend William Hechler was a cultivated individual, a person of
abundant gifts, well educated, who had held down responsible jobs. In fact,
it was the history of his employment that he was now turning over to the
service of Zion.

He had been tutor at the Court of the Grand Duke of Baden, and had
left behind great goodwill in the family and the Court. (This was the same
Grand Duke who had played the pivotal role in aligning the German
Princes, so that they would declare in favor of inducing the King of Prussia
to become their Kaiser in 1871.) The Grand Duke was married to the only
daughter of the late Kaiser, Wilhelm I, and was thus the uncle of the present
Kaiser, Wilhelm II. Hechler’s Grand Ducal connection, combined with his
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role at the Embassy of Great Britain inVienna, gave him extraordinary entrée
into the highest circles — including the German Imperial Court.

For all of this, however, Herzl had, for now, only the word of this stranger,
who was now offering to put everything to the service of Herzl and the
restoration of the Jews to Zion; but first, he said, he needed money.

Was it to Herzl’s credit that he gave the benefit of the doubt to such a
stranger? The point is that in doing so he stepped well out past the limits
of trust that a reasonable man would approve, but Herzl had that rarest kind
of genius, the kind that recognizes what it does not need to know.



William Hechler’s Vision

WILLIAM HENRY HECHLER (1845-1931)

William Henry Hechler was born 1 October 1845, in Benares, India. His
missionary father, Dietrich,! had been born in 1812, in a village near
Mullheim in the Grand Duchy of Baden. Raised in the United Evangelical
Church, the state church of Baden, Dietrich was educated in the village
school. Deeply affected by reading in a magazine the story of Adonirom
Judson (1788-1850), the founder of American Protestant missions to
Burma and India, he eventually went to the Missionary College in Basle,
Switzerland, where he studied under the famous pietist teacher, Johannes
Christoph Blumhardt. He was then sent by this Missionary College to an
Anglican college in Islington, England, where he studied further, and was
ordained in the Church of England in 1844. Shortly after that, he married
Catherine Palmer. Now he was ready to fulfill his boyhood dream by sailing
to India as a missionary.

After only a short time in India, however, Hechler’s young wife died,
and his own health declined. Returning on medical advice to England, he
joined the L.ondon Society for the Promotion of Christianity Amongst the
Jewsin 1854. In his application for that assignment, Dietrich Hechler wrote
that, as a boy, ‘One of the wishes I had was that I might be a real descendant
of Abraham. I entertained an almost superstitious reverence for Jews, and
therefore disapproved of their being mocked or otherwise ill-treated by my
schoolfellows.” Now, in 1852, he recalled an earlier conviction that he was
meant to be a missionary to the Jews, on which he had, out of weakness,
not acted, and so it seemed that, ‘Now, the providence of God seems to me
most clearly to point my steps to you [the London Jews Society].’

William Hechler, bilingual in English and German from childhood, was
raised mainly in English orphanages during his father’s absences, and was,
like his father, a member of the Church of England. As a boy, he developed
an enthusiasm for biblical history, archeology, and maps. He studied
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theology in London and then in Tiibingen, the centre of the liberal-
rationalist examination of scripture. Though as well educated as his fellow-
clergy, he was not persuaded by the key arguments of the liberals and
retained a distinctly creedal, doctrinal, even literalist theology. He served
as a chaplain on the German side of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71.
Then, he went off to be a teacher at Lagos, in the British colony of Nigeria
(1871-74), but, like his father before him, he was invalided home from his
mission field — in this case by malaria.

Returning to his father’s native Baden, he became tutor to the young
Prince Ludwig, the heir to the Grand Duke Frederick of Baden. It
developed that William Hechler and the Grand Duke were closely attuned
philosophically, and, more important, theologically. Quickly, the Grand
Duke became interested in the mass of documentation — biblical texts and
commentaries, maps, charts, detailed models of the Temple of the past and
the Temple of the future — that Hechler was building up, in preparation for
the pamphlet which appeared in 1893 (The Restoration of the Fews to Palestine
according to Prophecy). At Hechler’s behest, the Grand Duke built up a
massive library of biblical eschatology, biblical history, and archeology. At
the Grand Duke’s request, Hechler presented sermons and scholarly papers
on these themes before the Court and its visitors.

THE PROTESTANT BISHOPRIC OF JERUSALEM

In the years of William Hechler’s boyhood and youth - that is, during the
generation prior to the formation of the German Empire in 1871 — the
Kingdom of Prussia and the United Kingdom were warm partners in the
Holy Land. Between 1841 and 1883, their two State churches —the Church
of England and the United Evangelical Church of Prussia — shared a single
bishopric in Jerusalem, the only Protestant activity countenanced by the
Ottoman Empire. This extraordinary project seems to have originated with
Christian Carl Josias Bunsen, a Prussian diplomat and churchman,
formerly head of the Prussian legation to the Holy See, and married since
1817 to an Englishwoman, Frances Weddington. When he learned that Her
Majesty’s Government had acquired the unprecedented right to build a
Protestant church and operate schools and the whole missionary apparatus
in Jerusalem, he was immediately convinced that God had given Great
Britain responsibility for the Restoration of the Jews — to be Cyrus redivivus.
In aletter to William Gladstone, 3 August 1840, Bunsen wrote: ‘It is surely
impossible not to see the finger of God in the foundation of an English
church and a congregation of Christian proselytes on the sacred hill of
Jerusalem.’

Bunsen reported these convictions to his King, Frederick William of
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Prussia (reigned, 1840—61), another devout evangelical Christian; and he
shared with him his dream that the Prussian Church (the same United
Evangelical Church in which Dietrich Hechler had been raised in Baden)
should become ‘the starting point of a worldwide union in which all
evangelical Christians at least would be as one, without prejudice to their
particular disciplines and liturgies’.? Both men sought the conversion of
the Jews and their restoration to Israel. Both saw in their Prussian state
church (an amalgam of the Calvinist and Lutheran traditions) a pioneer of
a new sort of ecumenical Protestant Christianity.

In 1841, the Prussian King sent the Baron Bunsen to England, to propose
to the British government the establishment of an Anglican bishopric for
Jerusalem, funded in part by Britain and in part by Prussia, with British
and Prussian appointees alternating as Bishop, and with all the participating
Prussian clergy, including the Bishop, entering, for the purpose, into
Anglican orders, and coming under the authority of the Church of England.
Out of this would come a national church in Palestine, distinctively Hebrew
in language and rituals, but otherwise modeled on evangelical Anglicanism,
having the full political support of Prussia as well as England.

As it happened, Bunsen was already well acquainted with the individual
best situated to promote this project. This was Anthony Ashley Cooper,
seventh Earl of Shaftesbury (1801-85). A member of one of the most
privileged of Britain’s privileged families, a Tory member of the Commons
virtually by right of birth, and then, on his accession to the title, a member
of the Lords. He was the nephew-in-law of William Lamb, Lord Melbourne
(Prime Minister through most of the period from 1834—41), and the stepson-
in-law of Henry Temple, Loord Palmerston (Foreign Minister for most of
the 1840s and early 1850s, and then Prime Minister for most of the period
1855-65).

The seventh Earl of Shaftesbury is properly remembered today as the
man at the centre of the evangelical ( or ‘philanthropic’ ) empire of the Early
Victorian years — the author of laws for the alleviation of the lot of the
workingman, the unprivileged, and the disadvantaged. Less well remem-
bered than the social philosophy of this circle was its philosophy of history
and the principles of diplomacy that followed from it. In her discussion of
Shaftesbury in her book, The Bible and the Sword, Barbara Tuchman provides
achecklist of Shaftesbury’s accomplishments on behalf of the weak — prison
reform, criminal law reform, legislation to protect children, the insane,
workers, extensions of religious freedom. Then, as if turning to answer the
reader’s question, ‘What has all this to do with Palestine?’ she replies: “The
point is that Lord Shaftesbury’s zeal for “God’s ancient people”, as he
always styled the Jews, was the outcome of this same entire acceptance of
the Bible that had made him a philanthropist.’? Shaftesbury and the circle
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that he dominated lived in expectation of the End of Times, which they
believed would be immediately preceded by the literal return of the Jews
to their homeland. Biblical literalism, moral earnestness, Christian
philanthropy, and philo-Semitism were all parts of this seamless creed:

For now the pendulum had swung back again, after the Hellenic interlude
of the eighteenth century, to the moral earnestness of another Hebraic period.
Eighteenth-century skepticism had given way to Victorian piety, eighteenth-
century rationalism was again surrendering to Revelation ... Whenever
Christians returned to the authority of the Old Testament they found it
prophesying the return of its people to Jerusalem and felt themselves duty-
bound to assist the prophecy.*

Lord Palmerston, while he certainly showed no signs of converting to the
new religious spirit, confessed that he admired the character of his stepson-
in-law. More than that, he recognized the powerful hold of his views upon
a large part of the public. Thus, he was frequently willing to accede to
Shaftesbury’s views on large public issues.

Together, Shaftesbury and Bunsen laid the groundwork for the agree-
ment between the two governments, Shaftesbury acting for Bunsen as
intermediary with the Archbishop of Canterbury, with Prime Minister
Palmerston, and then with Prime Minister Peel, whose Tory government
(1841-46) took over during that year. The purposes of the bishopric,
Shaftesbury wrote, would be both ‘political and religious ... a combination
of Protestant thrones, bound by temporal interests and eternal principles,
to plant under the banner of the Cross, God’s people on the mountains of
Jerusalem.’

After the necessary Bill was passed through Parliament, in October,
1841, Shaftesbury was given the honour of choosing the first bishop, and
came up with Michael Solomon Alexander, an immigrant from Russian
Poland, a former rabbi, converted in 1925, and now a missionary of the Jews
Society and a Professor in Hebrew at King’s College, London. After
Alexander’s consecration to the post, in a ceremony at Lambeth Palace, the
residence of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Shaftesbury wrote in his diary:

The whole thing was wonderful, and to those who have long labored and
prayed in the Jewish cause, nearly overwhelming to see a native Hebrew
appointed, under God, to revive the Episcopate of St James, and carry back
to the Holy City, the truths and blessings we Gentiles had received from it.>

And again, on 25 October:

Had I not been almost accustomed, so to speak, to God’s mercies, I should
have disbelieved it. ‘Surely the Isles shall wait for thee and the ships of
Tarshish first, to bring thy sons from afar and thy daughters from the ends
of the earth.” [Quoting Isaiah 60:9]°
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Bishop Alexander’s mission was not covered in success, however. He was
forbidden by the understanding with the Sultan to make converts among
any of the population except the Jews; and the Jews were not very responsive.
When Shaftesbury heard of the Bishop’s sudden death in 1845, he wrote
that ‘it buries at once half my hopes for the speedy welfare of our Church,
our nation, and the children of Israel!’ In fact, he briefly wondered whether
the whole plan ‘wasamiss, and notaccording to God’s wisdomand pleasure’,
an impious effort to determine ‘the times and the seasons which the Father
has put in His own power.” He wondered: ‘Have we conceived a merely
human project and then imagined it to be a decree of the Almighty?’?

Eventually, however, he rose above these doubts.

Thus, it all made good sense that, when a vacancy occurred in the joint-
bishopric in 1883, William Hechler’s name was among those proposed for
the post. Only a few months earlier, Hechler had produced a book on 7ke
Jerusalem Bishopric on commission from the London Society for Promotion
of Christianity Amongst the Jews, but in the meanwhile Imperial Germany
had become convinced that it had outgrown the joint Prussian—Anglican
bishopric, among many other inventions of this happy period of British—
Prussian goodwill. After some forty years, few converts had been wonamong
the Jews. On the other hand, there was by now a substantial German colony
in and around the city, and to serve these the Kaiser’s Government now
planned to build a new Lutheran church, in the heart of the city, near the
Holy Sepulchre.

Hechler was greatly disappointed by the failure of the joint-bishopric;
to him, it had been a precious proof of the ability of the Germans and the
English to work together in the largest purposes. This was the very heart
of his vision for the future of the Jews: his faith that commitment to the
promises of God would overwhelm the tribal differences between Prussians
and Englishmen, Lutherans and Anglicans. Had he become Bishop of
Jerusalem, he would have toned down the policy of seeking conversions
among the Jews. Keenly philo-Semitic like his father, he had the twofold
purpose of bringing Christians to an understanding that their faith required
them to work for the restoration of the Jews to Eretz Israel, and of bringing
Jews back to their own faith. In a letter to a pastor/missionary in Jerusalem,
1898, Hechler wrote:

Of course, dear colleague, you look to the conversion of the Jews, but the
times are changing rapidly, and it is important for us to look further and
higher. We are now entering, thanks to the Zionist Movement, into Israel’s
Messianic age. Thus, it is not a matter these days of opening all the doors of
your churches to the Jews, but rather of opening the gates of their homeland,
and of sustaining them in their work of clearing the land, and irrigating it,
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and bringing water to it. All of this, dear colleague, is messianic work; all of
this the breath of the Holy Spirit announces. But first, the dry bones must
come to life, and draw together.®

After the sudden death of the Crown Prince Ludwig (1876), Hechler
had left the Court of Baden, still very much beloved by all the Grand Ducal
family. He served for some years a parish in Ireland, but was back in England
when news came of the assassination of Czar Alexander II, and of the terrible
pogroms that followed. There he joined with Lord Shaftesbury and others
in forming a committee to raise money for the resettlement of Jewish
refugees in Palestine. The committee despatched Hechler to Russia to
investigate the situation. There he was much impressed by enthusiasm for
Zion among Russian Jews. In Odessa, Hechler met Leon Pinsker, and read
his just-published Autoemancipation. On one crucial point he quarrelled
with Pinsker: namely, the latter’s willingness to consider some place other
than Eretz Israel as the homeland for the Jews. As Hechler told it, he took
out his Bible and found the passages in Amos, Jeremiah, and Isaiah, and
elsewhere that made clear God’s plan to bring the diaspora to Jerusalem.
Hechler believed that he left Pinsker persuaded. However that may be, we
do know that some three years later Pinsker became the President of Hokever
Zion, committed to the work of colonization of the Jews of Russia in
Palestine.

After his visit to Russia in 1882, Hechler kept up his irenic dialogue with
the rabbis, calling them to the support of Zionism, as a requirement of their
own faith. He has been credited with winning many observant Jews to
Zionism, and with bringing secular Zionists back to Judaism.

HERZL VISITS HECHLER

During the course of that first encounter in Herzl’s office, Hechler invited
Herzl to his own lodgings where he could show him the research which had
led him to Herzl’s door. Herzl recorded that second interview in abundant
detail:

March 16

Yesterday, Sunday afternoon, I visited the Rev Hechler ... He lives on the
fourth floor; his windows overlook the Schillerplatz. Even while I was going
up the stairs I heard the sound of an organ. The room which I entered was
lined with books on every side, floor to ceiling. Nothing but Bibles.

A window of the very bright room was open, letting in the cool spring air,
and Mr Hechler showed me his biblical treasures. Then he spread out before
me his chart of comparative history, and finally a map of Palestine. It is a
large military staff map in four sheets which, when laid out, covered the
entire floor ... He showed me where, according to his calculations, our new
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Temple must be located: in Bethel! Because that is the center of the country.
He also showed me models of the ancient Temple: ‘We have prepared the
ground for you.’

We should linger a bit over this scene. Much that will prove typical of the
connection between the political Zionists and the Christian Zionists is here.
This is the founder of modern Zionism, the secular prophet of the state of
Israel. His manifesto has barely gone out into the world, and already there
is so much response to it that he cannot get his bearings. How could he
justify the time he is spending down on all fours in the apartment of this
Protestant preacher, poring over army maps in search of the right place for
building the Temple, listening politely to newly minted hymns in praise of
Zion, sung to his own organ accompaniment by the composer?

Herzl’s sense — which turns out, against all reason, to be right — is that
this eccentric Christian has what it will take to lead him to the Princes:

Afterwards we came to the heart of the matter. I told him that I have got to
establish direct contact, a contact that is discernible on the outside, with a
responsible or non-responsible statesman — that is, with a minister of state
or a prince. Then the Jews will believe in me, then they will follow me. The
most suitable man would be the German Kaiser ... Hechler immediately
declared that he was ready to go to Berlin and speak with the Court Chaplain
as well as with Prince Ginther and Prince Heinrich. Would I be willing to
give him the travel expenses?

Of course I promised them to him at once ... At the same time I fully
realize that Hechler, whom I don’t know yet, may only be a penniless
clergyman who likes to travel, and that he may come back with the words
that it was impossible to get to the Kaiser ... He is an improbable figure when
looked at through the quizzical eyes of a Viennese Jewish journalist. but I
have to imagine that those who are antithetical to us in every way view him
quite differently. So I am sending him to Berlin with the mental reservation
that I am not his dupe if he merely wants to take a trip at my expense ... He
considers our departure for Jerusalem to be quite imminent, and showed me
the coat pocket in which he will carry his big map of Palestine when we shall
be riding around the Holy Land together. That was his most ingenuous and
most convincing touch yesterday.

A few days later, Hechler appeared in Herzl’s study to report that he
had spoken to his contacts in the Kaiser’s retinue. He had told them all
about Herzl’s pamphlet, and his own conviction that this is a sign that ‘the
time had come “to fulfil prophecy’’. Now he was going back to the Grand
Duke to begin to work out the details for Herzl’s interview with the Grand
Duke and with the Kaiser! Then, ‘Hechler asked me for my photograph in
order to show it to the gentlemen: he apparently thinks that they would
picture me as a “shabby Jew”. I promised to give him a photo tomorrow.’

As it happens, on that very day — more wonderful coincidence! — the
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Kaiser is actually in Vienna on a visit. This is an opportunity for Herzl,
using his skills as a theater critic, to study the Kaiser from a distance, and
rehearse in his own mind how he will put to the best effect the interview
which Hechler (so improbably) has pledged to arrange. So,

I went to the opera, sat in a box diagonally across from the imperial box, and
all evening studied the motions of the German Kaiser. He sat there stiffly,
sometimes bent affably to our Emperor [Francis Joseph II of Austria],
laughed heartily a number of times, and in general was not unconcerned
about the impression he was making on the audience ... I came home at
eleven o’clock. Hechler had been sitting in the hall for an hour waiting for
me. He wants to leave for Karlsruhe at seven in the morning.

He sat with me until half-past twelve making gentle conversation. His
refrain: fulfill prophecy!

He firmly believes in it.

KAISER WILLIAM II

In his memoir of his childhood, the ex-Kaiser William notes his special
affection for his aunt and uncle, the Grand Duchess and the Grand Duke
of Baden: ‘Of Emperor William I’s circle, the now deceased Grand Duchess
Louise of Baden, the Emperor’s only daughter, stood closest to me ... She
was an unusual woman, deeply religious, firm in the Protestant faith, but
thoroughly tolerant ... Her husband, the Grand Duke Frederick, stood
none the less close to me. With his wise counsel and his sustaining
encouragement, he was always a fatherly friend.”

William’s own religious faith seems to have been both authentic and
conventional.!’® (This is not always a contradiction.) There are countless
remarks throughout the memoirs on his confidence in Providence. He
speaks of the day of his confirmation as ‘a great spiritual experience’:

The confession of faith which I pronounced was for me a sacred vow. The
ceremony took place on Ist September in the Friedenskirche, and was
exceptionally impressive ... My grandmother, the Queen of England, sent
the Prince of Wales, who after the ceremony received the Holy Sacrament
together with my parents and myself. The ceremony, which moved me very
much, is a lasting memory.!!

Years later, there was to be another even more extraordinary scene,
combining these same dramatic elements. In the first days of January 1901,
the Kaiser learned that the Queen was dying. Ironically, when the word
came he was in the midst of a public occasion chosen for the announcement
of his imperial resolve to press on with expansion of the German Navy —
the matter which was bound to doom British—German relations. The advice
of his Ministers was not to go, as German opinion was then running



Hechler'’s Vision 19

powerfully against Britain, on account of the Boer war and a diplomatic
clash over their spheres of influence in China, but William was determined
to carry out his duty as a grandson: ‘I have duly informed the Prince of
Wales, begging him at the same time that no notice whatever is to be taken
of me in my capacity as Emperor and that I come as a grandson.’!?

Arriving in her last hours, he impressed all in the British court with his
earnest and thoughtful manner. He knelt by his mother’s side at his
grandmother’s deathbed. It was he who assisted his Uncle Bertie, the new
King, in lifting the body into the coffin. When the King then departed for
London for an Accession Council, he requested his nephew to take charge
at Osborne. An astonishing moment this: the Kaiser of Germany, interim
master of the household of the King-Emperor of Great Britain!

In February 1906, when Britain and Germany sternly confronted each
other at the Algeciras Conference, William wrote to his uncle, ‘Let us rather
remember the silent hour when we watched and prayed at her bedside, when
the spirit of that great sovereign lady passed away as she drew her last breath
in my arms.’"

Scenes like these, which showed the principal figures in the interlocked
royal families of Britain and Germany, united in bonds of family, sharing
religious celebrations and consolations, spoke powerfully to William
Hechler. He was a man of simple piety, but not a naive man. He knew, much
better than Theodor Herzl (whom we have just seen trying to peer from
out of a crowd into the human reality behind the facade of the Emperor’s
public appearance) that the Princes of the world, as Herzl had put it in his
diary, really were just ‘helpless human being[s]’. Their Christian faith and
their Christian practice were, Hechler knew at first hand, no better than
ordinary, but taking them all in all, he believed that they had been well
prepared to grasp the possibilities for putting service to the Kingdom of
God ahead of the shorter-term worldly kingdoms that God had given them.

William Hechler belonged to Germany, and he belonged to Great
Britain, but before anything he belonged to the Church of Jesus Christ. If
Hechler could secure the co-operation of the British and the Germans
in this project of Dr Herzl’s, he would have vindicated everything that
was unique and remarkable in his personal history. It could surely not be
for nothing that his German father had sought out and won his English
mother; that he himself had been born of these exemplars of ecumenical
Protestantism in a faraway mission field; that God had opened up along his
way so many extraordinary opportunities for service to both English and
German Christians on three continents; that he had been led into the
household of a German Prince who was uncommonly sympathetic to his
prophetic theology, uniquely situated to influence, on behalf of this same
prophetic theology, the Kaiser of Germany — himself the product of exactly
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the same background as Hechler — the same mixed blood, the same sort of
sentimental associations, the same intellectual elements!

WILLIAM HECHLER AND THE GRAND DUKE OF BADEN

True to his word to Herzl at their first meeting, Hechler had written a long
letter in English to the Grand Duke of Baden, 26 March 1896:

May it Please Your Royal Highness,

May I venture to draw Your Royal Highness’ attention to a very remarkable
book, which has lately appeared in Vienna, and treats of a subject on which
I have repeatedly had the honour of speaking to you. I mean the return of
the Jews to Palestine, foretold by the Hebrew Prophets ... After reading this
book I called to see Dr Herzl, who was a perfect stranger to me, because I
was wondering whether the doctor was trying to fulfill prophecy. This would
be wrong, for God will in His own good time and in His own way bring about
His wonderful purposes. This was however not Dr Herzl’s wish, for he knew
nothing of the special prophecies on this subject ... With many students of
prophecy, who can never be anti-Semites, I have for years believed that the
so-called anti-Semitic movement is the ‘woe of Judah’, also foretold by the
prophets of old, which is making the Jews see that they are Jews first, and
secondly Germans, English, etc., and that this is now creating a longing in
their hearts to return as a nation to the Land of Promise, given by God to
Abraham and his children. Is it not also a most remarkable fact that, although
not long ago there were only about 15 to 20,000 Jews in Palestine, it is now
reported that there are about 100,000 Jews in the Land of their Fathers?
Palestine belongs to them by right, for it is the only country in the world, of
which God has Himself said to whom it is to belong. What startling facts!
It seems therefore, that the last return of the Jews to Palestine has already
begun ... It seems that in about a year or two this most remarkable prophecy
of the angel to St John [Revelation 11:2: “... the Gentiles will tread the holy
city under foot for forty-two months’] will be fulfilled, and that the Land of
Promise will then again belong to the people to whom God gave it about 1895
years before Christ, for this is the biblical date of the birth of Isaac, the first
Jew born into this world, and he was the son of promise.

Knowing the above, Your Royal Highness will easily understand how
astonished I was after reading this book, written by a well-educated and rich
Jew, for it is the first serious, quiet and practical attempt to show the Jews
how they can re-unite and form a nation of their own in the Land of Promise
given them by God.

I cannot help thinking, that if Germany and England were to take this
movement and such a new state under their protection, and Palestine were
declared to be a neutral country, something like Belgium, the Return of the
Jews would become a great blessing to Europe, and put an end to the anti-
Semitic spirit of hatred, which is most detrimental to the welfare of all our
nations ... I am sending Your Royal Highness three copies of this book.!*
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A few days later, Hechler returned to Herzl with a progress report. Then,
with Herz!’s photograph and more of Herzl’s money to pay for his expenses,
he was off again for Karlsruhe, Baden’s capital, where, he told Herzl, he
would meet with the Grand Duke and the Kaiser.

THEODOR HERZI. AND THE GRAND DUKE OF BADEN
On this occasion, according to Herzl:

Hechler showed the Grand Duke the ‘prophetic tables’ which seemed to
make an impression.

When the Kaiser arrived, the Grand Duke immediately informed him of
the matter. Hechler was invited to the reception, and to the surprise of the
court-assembly the Kaiser addressed him with the jocular words: ‘Hechler,
I hear you want to become a minister of the Jewish State ... Isn’t Rothschild
behind this?’

Hechler was upset by this, the Kaiser’s first response to the proposal that
he was offering for His Imperial Majesty’s serious attention. Either the
Kaiser was not taking this matter seriously, or he was receiving entirely
erroneous information about Hechler, his background, and his possible
motives. In a letter to the Grand Duke, dated 18 April, Hechler confessed
his distress:

Owing to the most gracious words of His Imperial Majesty the Emperor to
me last evening I am greatly troubled in mind, for I have nothing to do with
the New Jewish State, as I have no Jewish blood in me, for I am a mixture of
pure Schwarzwald and Great Britain; nor have I ever spoken to Baron
Rothschild on Dr Herz!’s book.

Simply because I have seen for years that, according to God’s Holy Word,
we are near a Great Prophetical Crisis, have I ventured to write to Your Royal
Highness and Lord Salisbury [Prime Minister of Great Britain], besides
speaking with my Ambassador, Sir Edmund J. Monson, to unburden my
mind and show the wonderful light God is now graciously giving us, as to
Daniel of old in Babylon through the Prophets ... The Jewish State is a most
serious question as it may be fulfilled in 1897 or 1898, for come it must
according to the Prophets and most certainly it will become a great blessing
to the whole world. Knowing all this, would it not have been wrong of me
to be silent?!’

Thus, as regards the hope of engaging the Kaiser as the Protector of Zion:
‘So far’, Herzl concludes, ‘the results have been rather meager.’

Then came the astonishing word that Herzl and Hechler both were
summoned to an audience with the Archduke.

As they paced the grounds of the Grand Duke’s palace, awaiting their
interview,
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I said to Hechler: ‘Remember this fine day, the lovely spring skies over
Karlsruhe! Perhaps a year from today we shall be in Jerusalem.” Hechler said
he planned to ask the Grand Duke to accompany the Kaiser when the latter
went to Jerusalem next year for the consecration of the church. I should also
be present then, and he, Hechler, would like to go along as a technical adviser
to the Grand Duke. I said: ‘When I go to Jerusalem, I will take you with me.’

Everything went extremely well. Herzl was greatly impressed with the
Grand Duke, and guessed (correctly) that the Grand Duke was greatly
impressed with him. ‘I presented the entire plan, which he had actually
known only in Hechler’s version — that is, in its “prophetic” aspects, which,
of course, I don’t have much to do with.” In addition to repeating his under-
taking to keep the Kaiser interested, the Grand Duke gave his permission
for Herzl ‘to tell a few trustworthy men in England that the Grand Duke
of Baden takes an interest in the matter’. This then led to consideration of
the future of the Ottoman Empire. If England and Germany were to act
together, Herzl hinted, the thing could even be done without the approval
of the Ottoman Empire: ‘If Turkey were partitioned in the foreseeable
future, a buffer state could be created in Palestine. However, it would be
better to think in terms of making the Sultan see the advantages for the
continuation of his régime.’ Thisled to speculation about Russia’s ambitions
in the area. The Grand Duke undertook to try to get Herzl’s book into the
hands of the Czar. The interview had been an unqualified success.

What modesty and plain dealing, all around! ... He [the Grand Duke] is of
agrand, noble naturalness ... When Hechler took the floor ... and discoursed
on the imminent fulfillment of prophecy, the Grand Duke listened silently,
magnificently, and full of faith, with a striking, peaceful look in his fine, steady
eyes ... I was slightly intoxicated with the success of our conference. I could
only say to Hechler, ‘He is a wonderful person!’

In the Herzl Museum on Mount Herzl in Jerusalem, the dominating
exhibit is the reconstructed study of Herz!’s study inVienna, and there today,
hanging directly above Herzl’s chair, is the portrait of the Grand Duke of
Baden, asit did in the original study ever after the day we have just described.

HERZL AND HECHLER: THEIR FRIENDSHIP DEVELOPS
On the train, as they returned to Vienna,

[Hechler] unfolded his maps of Palestine and instructed me for hours on
end. The northern frontier ought to be the mountains facing Cappadocia,
the southern, the Suez Canal. The slogan to be circulated: The Palestine of
David and Solomon!
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Hechler talked constantly about the Jews and his experiences with Jews,
and seemed always to be at pains to parade his philo-Semitism. But
sometimes he took the liberty of generalizing about Jewish character in a
way that, maybe, Herzl thought, bespoke a certain residual anti-Semitism.

This man Hechler is, at all events, a peculiar and complex person. There is
much pedantry, exaggerated humility, pious eye-rolling about him — but he
also gives me excellent advice full of unmistakably genuine goodwill. He is
at once clever and mystical, cunning and naive. In his dealings with me so
far, he has supported me almost miraculously.

His counsel and his precepts have been excellent to date, and unless it
turns out later, somehow or other, that he is a double dealer, I would want
the Jews to show him a full measure of gratitude.

Everything about Hechler powerfully affected Herzl. Travelling back to
Vienna, Hechler goes on and on about all that must follow, as prophecy is
fulfilled. Herzl listens with greater patience than he had shown on that
earlier occasion, in Hechler’s apartment. Is it possible that, in spite of
himself, he is being caught up in Hechler’s visions? Is it permissible to guess
that he held up his own end of the conversation during that long train ride
back to Vienna with some vision-spinning of his own? After all, here he was
locked up in the company of perhaps the only man of his acquaintance who
would have listened with sympathy if Herzl were to divulge out loud the
fantasies we have found in his diary regarding the Temple, the Priests, the
rituals that would surround the Jewish ‘Doge’.

He grew to trust Hechler more and more. Indeed, frequently, for brief
but crucial periods, he virtually entrusted the whole Zionist enterprize to
William Hechler, and, though Hechler frequently annoyed and embar-
rassed him, he never failed him. Biographers of Herzl and historians of
Zionism are unanimous in this: he is ‘a devoted ally since Herzl’s earliest
Zionist career’ (Sachar);! he is ‘his first and most loyal follower’;!” he is
‘Herz!’s Elijah’ (Max Bodenheimer).'®

The Reverend William Hechler was the living embodiment of the path
Herzl had not taken — the path of pious faith:

Of all the people who have been drawn to me by the ‘movement’, the Rev
Hechler is the finest and most fanciful ... He frequently writes me postcards,
for no particular reason, telling me that he hasn’t been able to sleep the
previous night because Jerusalem came into his mind.

From their first moments together, William Hechler had treated him as the
most extraordinary man alive. Hechler was the only man Herzl dealt with
in those days who looked him in the eye and told him that he was probably
underestimating himself!

If Herzl ever told Hechler what he told Brainin — about his dream-



24 The Politics of Christian Zionism

encounter with the Messiah (and perhaps he did), Hechler must have urged
him to accept the true meaning of the dream, not to hide behind silly
‘explanations’. The Messiah was not calling him to be an engineer!

In one diary entry, Herzl registers his suspicion that Hechler hopes to
convert him, then to see him used as an instrument for the conversion of
the Jewish people, but Herzl was wrong about this. For literalist escha-
tologists of Hechler’s school, the return of the Children of Israel ‘in
unbelief” was a condition of the inauguration of the last times. Conversion
of the Jewish people would follow, not precede, the restoration. Hechler
was under no call to convert Herzl to Christianity.

Again and again over the years to follow, Herzl’s critics (as, after him,
the critics of Chaim Weizmann, Louis Brandeis and Stephen Wise) would
seek to cut him down with the same Biblical quotation: ‘Put not your trust
in Princes!’ [Al trvtechu bi-neddivim]. Above everything, a Jewish leader
ought not to be giving his best energies to the cultivation of Christian zealots
— zealots of the very kind that their own coreligionists dismiss as ‘funda-
mentalists’, ‘End-Times’ pamphleteers, who are an embarrassment to their
own people!

In the years that followed Herzl’s establishment of World Zionism,
modern ‘political’ Zionists were embarrassingly aware of the fact that what
they were proposing as a practical or ‘scientific’ solution to the ‘Jewish
Question’ would be understood by their own pious Jewish brethren as the
very plan that the Lord had proposed in the books of the prophets and
which He will accomplish at the End of Days — not through human agency
but through the agency of the Messiah. What excuse was there, then, for
Jewish intellectuals to take seriously and to give encouragement to the
Christian counterparts of the Jewish chiliasts to whom they would not give
the time of day? Were they so concerned to find friendly Christians to fawn
upon that they had to stoop to the bottom of the Christians’ own pecking-
order to find them?

Herzl shared fully the liberal intellectual’s hostility towards religious
enthusiasm, but he had come to see himself as an inordinately inspired
mortal. This self-discovery opened him to the challenge of responding to
other men who are clearly moving under equally extraordinary inspiration
— especially when an immediate consequence of their inspiration is to lead
them to him!

As his labours on behalf of Zion took him further and further afield
from the world in which he was raised, Theodor Herzl would encounter
extraordinary confirmations of his own extraordinary gifts. Wonder-
working rabbis in Poland would proclaim him. He would live to hear himself
greeted as king of the Jews by joyous crowds of eastern European Jews!
William Hechler presented Theodor Herzl with his earliest opportunity to
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confront the fact of his possession by the vision of the restoration of the
Jews, and to seek the meaning of the extraordinary powers that this seemed
to bring to him — all of this under the cover of his practical work on behalf
of the cause, and in the company of a spokesman for the Christian faith,
which could not raise a claim to him as Judaism could.

As for Hechler, the promised devotion of his energies and resources to
Herzl’s cause began that first day of their acquaintance, and never let up
for the duration of Herzl’s life. When it came time to mark the twenty-fifth
anniversary of the death of Theodor Herzl, it was noted by the editors of
the English-language memorial volume that William Hechler would prove
to be ‘not only the first, but the most constant and the most indefatigable
of Herzl’s followers’.
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ISTANBUL, LONDON AND PARIS

On that day in April 1896, when Herzl and Hechler together had discussed
their project face to face with the Grand Duke, Herzl had opened up the
question of the part to be played by the Sultan. Looking the Grand Duke
in the eye, and with Hechler listening intently at his side, Herzl had
proposed that Istanbul would have no choice but to accede to their plan.

And so, almost immediately after completing his interview with the
Grand Duke, he headed off to deal directly with the Sultan. This was in
June, 1896.

To make a long and painful story short: there would be five trips to
Istanbul: June 1896; October 1898; May 1901; February 1902; and June
1902. The Sultan was mainly interested in using Herz!l’s connections with
Jewish bankers to get him loans. Herzl had to pretend to have connections
with Jewish bankers. Each strung the other out for six years or so, Herzl
pretending to be just on the verge of tying up the loose ends of some gigantic
loan, but needing a public statement from the Sultan welcoming the Jews
of Russia, rescinding all the laws which restricted the rights of Jews to hold
land and conduct business, and providing protection against the hostile
Moslems — and the Sultan pretending to be ready to do all those things, but
not right this week.

The remaining months of 1896 were dreadfully disappointing to Herzl.
No further movement was reported from the Court of the Sultan. No
response came from the Imperial Court of the Czar to messages which the
Russian Ambassador at Istanbul had faithfully pledged to forward there.
Nothing came from a letter which Hechler had undertaken to convey to the
British Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury. The bankers would not talk to him,
and there was nothing new reported from Karlsruhe.

In the meantime, however, Hechler had not let up on his side of the
work. On 3 September 1896, he wrote to the Grand Duke of Baden to wish
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him a happy seventieth birthday, taking the opportunity ‘to report on what
has happened since I was at Carlsruhe’, and to replenish the Grand Duke’s
supply of his pamphlet on “The Restoration of the Jews’. He had had several
opportunities since April to deliver lectures on the themes of that pamphlet
before audiences of German and Austrian Princes, where he had found ‘a
great interest in the question, “What shall we do with the Jews?””

All that this remarkable movement now requires is the public recognition
and protection of the Sovereigns of Europe. Is this not now possible, after
the question has been so earnestly taken up by the Jews themselves? History
repeats itself, and so now also, as at the time of the first Return of the Jews
from Babylon, the millions of believing orthodox Jews wish to return and
the money is forthcoming, but some of the rich unbelieving Jews are still
holding back. However [ am sure that they will also join as soon as the Jewish
State is successful, which it must be according to the Bible, for the Jews are
then to be a blessing to the nations ... If I could only persuade every one to
read Dr Herz!’s Judenstaat and see how wonderfully it agrees with the Bible
prophecies, and he wrote it without knowing it himself.!

As the new year of 1897 began, both Herzl and Hechler had reached the
end of their tethers. Hechler had nothing to show for his approach to the
Christian Princes. Herzl had nothing to show for his approach to the Sultan,
and nothing to show for his approach to the bankers. In this situation, Herzl,
with Hechler in total agreement, now turned his energies to a new project:
the calling of a World Congress of Zionists.

We will not retell here the story of the first Congress — but will only note
that Hechler was conspicuously present — one of three Christians invited
as observers, sitting among the two hundred and four founding delegates.
Afterwards, Herzl summed up its meaning with preternatural accuracy: ‘In
Basle I founded the Jewish state. If I were to say this out loud today,
everybody would laugh at me. In five years, perhaps, but certainly in fifty,
everybody will agree.” (The Jewish state, we recall, was founded, fifty years
and a few months later.)

Hechler shared Herz!’s enthusiasm for the project, and was often at his
side. En route to the Congress he had written to the Grand Duke: ‘It is
simply marvellous how the Zionisten movement [sic] has spread in one year
all over the whole world, in spite of the opposition of some of the rich Jews,
who care but very little for the glorious history of their ancestors and still
less, at least most of them, for Jehovah, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, and therefore know nothing of the gracious promises made by God
through His prophets to the Jews of to-day.” He promised to report back
to the Grand Duke.?

Back in Vienna, Herzl learned that the Grand Duke of Baden was
expecting a visit from his nephew, the Kaiser. This prompted a letter to the
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Grand Duke, enclosing a letter which he asks him to convey to the Kaiser:
‘May God, who has set the princes so far above the other people and
enlightens them, be with my truly serious request.” The enclosed letter for
the Kaiser sums up grandly the results of the recent ‘Congress of Jews’. It
was called to meet the challenge of Herzl’s book (The Fewish State); there
were 204 representatives ‘from all countries’; they elected Herzl chairman
and adopted a program, of which the chief point is ‘the creation of a publicly
and legally safeguarded home for those Jews who cannot or will not
assimilate in their present places of residence’. We know, from other sources,
that the Kaiser had already received a report of the proceedings from his
agents at the Congress, in the margin of which the Kaiser wrote: ‘Let the
kikes go to Palestine, the sooner the better. I am not about to put obstacles
in their way.’* Herzl, too, reported to the Kaiser that there had been a favour-
able response to the Congress already appearing in influential journals in
the English-speaking world, concluding: ‘Whenever and wherever Your
Majesty may summon me for an audience, I shall be at hand without delay.’

A few weeks later, the Grand Duke reported to Herzl that the Kaiser
had requested a fuller description of the Basle Congress, and this Herzl
quickly provided. At last there were signs that the Grand Duke’s genteel
lobbying was beginning to succeed.

The Second World Zionist Congress was held at the Basle Municipal
Casino. Observers could see with the naked eye the spectacular results of a
single year of propaganda and organization. Nearly 800 new chapters had
been added to the 117 which had existed in the previous August. Of these
new chapters, 373 were from Russia, and 50 from the United States.
Immediately following the Congress, Herzl and Hechler went together
(2 September 1898) to report to the Grand Duke, who was at his summer
place on Lake Constance.

The Grand Duke had thrilling news for them: the Kaiser had instructed
Count Philipp Eulenburg, his ambassador to Austria (whose intimate
friendship with the Kaiser, some said, made him the most powerful of his
advisors), to hear Herzl’s proposals, and report directly to him. The Grand
Duke knew that enquiries were already being made in Istanbul about the
Sultan’s attitude toward the idea of some accommodation to the Zionists’
program. Relations were very good between the Kaiser and the Sultan, and
much was expected of a visit to the Ottoman Empire which the Kaiser was
planning to take very soon.

The Grand Duke conversed with me in the most candid manner about all
of world politics ... Hechler occasionally broke in with prophetic remarks
about the return of the Jews [English in the original.] The grand Duke listened
to him with a benign smile, but nodded approval to me when I said:

‘Such things are beyond my judgement. I can only speak of what I see.’
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At this the Grand Duke said: “Yes, let us consider the matter only as a
world-historical matter and not as a theological one.’

The interview with Eulenburg took place on 16 September 1898. In
preparation for their discussion, Hechler had set up in a small salon of the
German Embassy in Vienna what Herzl describes as ‘a Palestine museum’,
featuring his now-familiar charts, temple models, and plaster casts of
ancient relics. Herzl felt that he himself ‘made the strongest impression on
him when he raised the possibility of England’s adoption of the project if
Germany should fail to do so’. The mention of England, Herzl guessed, is
what did the trick: Eulenburg immediately set up an interview for Herzl
with von Biilow, the Foreign Secretary (who became the Chancellor in
1900). The upshot was that Bililow joined Eulenburg in recommending to
the Kaiser that he stage some kind of meeting with Herzl, the leader of the
World Jewish Congress, during his visit to Palestine, and that he explore
with the Sultan the viability of the Zionist program. Herzl was in the
Netherlands, en route to London, when, on 2 October 1898, he received
the message from the Grand Duke conveying the Kaiser’s expression of his
wish to meet with Herzl in Jerusalem.

Thus, the moment came when Herzl recalled the promise he had made
to Hechler, in the earliest days of their friendship, when Hechler had shown
him the very coat he would wear, and the very pocket of that coat in which
he would carry his big map of Palestine ‘when we shall be riding around
the Holy Land together’.

HERZL, HECHLER AND KAISER WILLIAM IN THE HOLY LAND

As we have already noted, the famous visit of the Kaiser to Jerusalem was
nominally for the purpose of dedicating the new Lutheran Church of the
Redeemer, the first major building to be built by Europeans in the Old City
of Jerusalem since the English had completed Christ Church Cathedral in
1849. As we have seen, the decision to build this church followed upon the
decision to abandon the joint Anglo-Prussian bishopric —a decision which
had greatly distressed William Hechler, along with many other English and
German Christians who had drawn hope for future British-German
relations from that experiment. For Hechler, therefore, there was a painful
side to this moment. For Kaiser William, however, it was a moment of sheer
glory. Kaiser William wanted the world to see this project as the beginning
of a new era of German presence, not only in Jerusalem, but in the Near
East generally. Lest this dimension be lost on the imagination of the world,
the Kaiser, in the secret negotiations with the Ottoman authorities
preceding the visit, insisted, and the Turks had reluctantly agreed, that a
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wide breach should be made in the wall at the Jaffa Gate, so that he could
enter the Old City on horseback.

There were rumours that the volatile William was actually planning
to proclaim himself Protector of the Jews in Jerusalem, with Herzl,
representing the Jews, at his side. The stage would be set for this scene by
the Kaiser’s previous diplomatic conference with the Sultan in Istanbul,
scheduled to begin 16 October 1898.

All of this made great sense to Herzl. To his diary he confided:

Tolive under the protection of this strong, great, moral, splendidly governed,
tightly organized Germany can only have the most salutary effect on the Jewish
national character. Also, at one stroke we would obtain a completely ordered
internal and external legal status. The suzerainty of the Porte and the
protectorate of Germany would certainly be sufficient legal pillars ... Strange
ways of destiny. Through Zionism it will again be possible for Jews to love
this Germany, to which our hearts have been attached despite everything!

On 16 October 1898, Herzl and the four other members of his official
Zionist delegation arrived in Istanbul. There he had his first audience with
the Kaiser. To his diary he admits having been too nervous to register
everything that was said and done, but,

The Kaiser, to be sure, made a deep and strong impression on me. Afterwards
I tried to capture this impression in the form of a metaphor and could only
hit upon the following: I felt as though I had entered the magic forest where
the fabulous unicorn is said to dwell. Suddenly there stood before me a
magnificent woodland creature, with a single horn on its forehead. But its
form impressed me less than the fact that it existed.

When the Kaiser turned to discuss the substance of Zionism, it was clear
that he was thinking along the same lines as Eulenburg. “There are elements
among your people’, he said, ‘whom it would be good to settle in Palestine.’
He was convinced that Germany would gain a great deal — in particular, the
exodus of the ‘socialists’ and the ‘usurers’. Herz!l was a bit discouraged to
note that Minister von Biilow occasionally differed from His Majesty on
several crucial matters —notably, the degree of malleability of the Ottomans,
the goodwill of the British, and the possibility of counting on the goodwill
of Jewish bankers. Nonetheless, Herz! came away reassured: the Kaiser was
clearly in charge of his Government’s policies in these matters, and had the
will and the resources to impose the Protectorate.

Then, Herzl headed off by steamer for Cairo, from where he would
proceed to Palestine, in time for the agreed public meeting of the Zionists
and the Kaiser in Jerusalem.

Meanwhile, William Hechler had gone on ahead of Herzl and the official
Zionist party, and was already in Palestine to greet them.
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Unlike Herzl, Hechler had no plans for what he must do after returning
from Palestine. He was not taking for granted that any of them would return,
given that the work they would be conducting in the Holy Land appeared
to be establishing the pre-conditions for Christ’s return.

A few days before his departure for the Holy Land, Hechler wrote: ‘Now
we await the visit of the German Emperor to the Holy Land ... But maybe
what we will have is the privilege of welcoming Jesus, Who has promised
that He would come again ... Many signs are multiplying around us,
announcing the Coming in a very brief time.”’ Herzl was not unaware that
Hechler’s mind was running in this direction. Indeed, he had encouraged
Hechler to put all of this in writing for the readers of the very first issue of
his Zionist journal, Die Welt:

Children of Abraham, awake!

God himself, the Heavenly Father, calls you back to your ancient fatherland
and wants to be your God, as He promised of old through his prophets ...
Asa Christian, I believe as well as you in what is called the Zionist Movement,
for according to the Bible and its ancient prophets a Jewish state must be
raised in Palestine. I am convinced by the signs of our own time that the Jews
will soon recover their beloved homeland ... I am certain that the
establishment of a Jewish state, with the support of the Princes of Europe,
will inaugurate the salvation forecast by Isaiah, Micah, and Zechariah.6

Hechler was behind the series of articles on the Ark of the Covenant which
appeared in Die Welt during 1898. These articles Hechler had used to
convince the Grand Duke, who in turn evidently convinced the Kaiser and
some in the Kaiser’s circle, that discovery of the actual Ark was imminent.
During the interview with Eulenburg back in September, the Count had
told Herzl and Hechler that the Kaiser intended to ask the Sultan for his
permission to conduct a search for the Ark. Hechler had written that the
recent discovery of the Moabite stele at Mesha was a sign that other
documents would swiftly appear in mint condition in this same area. ‘No
doubt [the archeologist] will also find [on Mount Nebo, in the Dead Sea
area] the manuscripts of the five books of Moses, written by his own hand,
and hidden away in the Ark. All of this will prove how deranged are those
theologians of our day when they tell us that Moses wrote nothing!”

Thus, two remarkable and entirely unanticipated circumstances have
come together, creating the preconditions for the Messiah’s sudden return.
First, there was the re-appearance out of the long-neglected soil of the Holy
Land of evidences of the historical reliability of scripture — and, by moral
and logical extension, of the reliability of its prophecies. Second, there was
the coming-together of the scattered Jewish people in a movement which
committed them to reclaiming their Holy Land, the creation of a Jewish
state.



32 The Politics of Christian Zionism

The Second Zionist Congress at Basle, demonstrates once more how the
Jews are accomplishing the prophecies of God, without even knowing it ...
[The Zionists are pursuing their goal] every bit as unaware as were their
fathers when the Saviour came the first time to Jerusalem ... We theologians
find every detail of this totally engaging, seeing ourselves as the watchmen
on the spiritual walls of Zion ... observing that raising of the dead bones in
the valley forecast by Ezekiel.?

The rendezvous between Herzl and Hechler took place at Jaffa on 27
October. As always, Herzl found himself simultaneously exhilarated and
exasperated by Hechler’s behaviour. There were reports that Hechler was
going about proclaiming the imminent Coming of the Lord, and that some
were taking this to mean that Herzl was the Messiah, while others were
taking it to mean that Herzl had undertaken to convert the Jews of Palestine
to Protestantism.

The Kaiser entered the city of Jerusalem, on horseback, on 19 October
1898 (one of the most photographed public events of the age). Wearing one
of his famously splendid costumes — a white ceremonial uniform with a
helmet topped by a gold eagle — he passed through the opened wall, then
through two specially built ceremonial arches, one the gift of the Turks, the
other the gift of the local Jews. Then he set about visiting all the Holy Places
at the head of long processions. He later described his reaction in a personal
letter to Czar Nicholas: “The thought that His feet trod the same ground
1s most stirring to one’s heart, and makes it beat faster and more fervently.’
However the Czar’s mother took a jaundiced view of the scene: ‘Revolting.
All done out of sheer vanity, so as to be talked about! ... perfectly ridiculous!
... no trace of religious feeling!™

Between 17 October, when Herzl met the Kaiser in Istanbul, and 2
November, when they met by prearrangement in Jerusalem, something
went wrong. The scholars tell us that there is no reliable documentation for
the meeting between the Kaiser and the Sultan in October, but they are
agreed that the former failed to persuade the latter of the value of the
Protectorate. Whether because he believed this to be only a temporary
setback, or whether because he simply lacked the courage to speak the truth,
he did not deal candidly with Herzl when they met in Palestine.

Arriving in Jerusalem on 29 October, Herzl found that many obstacles
had appeared to hinder the agreed official audience with the Kaiser. The
local rabbis had apparently received some kind of warning from highly
placed persons in Istanbul that they should not appear to be allied with
Herzl and the Zionists. Fearful that the wrath of the Ottoman authorities
towards the Zionists would fall on them once the Kaiser left, they virtually
put Herzl under house arrest.

Now came the moment when Hechler compensated Herzl for all the
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embarrassment he had caused him over the previous few days, as Herzl
summoned Hechler to prove again his ability to gain access to the Kaiser’s
entourage. This Hechler did — to find that, indeed, some were working to
derail the meeting; whereupon, he went directly to the Kaiser. There is
every reason to believe that this intervention saved the day.

The meeting did take place, in the Kaiser’s magnificent tent at his
splendid encampment outside the walls. Herzl read his Address of the
Zionist Deputation. The tone of the meeting was genial. The Kaiser spoke
of being favorably impressed by the agricultural colonies of the Jews. They
talked of irrigation, sanitary conditions, eye diseases, etc. ‘He then assured
us of his constant interest’, but Herzl sensed that the Kaiser’s attitude had
changed. ‘He was less obliging than at Constantinople, from which I
inferred that our stock was lower ... Evidently a lot has been happening
behind the scenes.’ It was perhaps significant that von Biilow spoke more
at this meeting and seemed more forward. Something, Herzl was sure, had
gone wrong at Istanbul.

In his memoirs, von Biilow brazenly denied that the meeting with Herzl
had even taken place. However, a German wire service report under the
date 2 November 1898, makes sufficient record that the meeting was not a
figment of the imagination of the five men of the Zionist delegation. Here
the Kaiser is quoted as telling ‘the Jewish delegation’ that ‘any such
endeavors could count on his benevolent interest to the extent to which
they aimed at furthering agriculture in Palestine and promoting the welfare
of the Turkish empire, while scrupulously respecting the sovereignty of the
Sultan’ — language that seems to signal the Kaiser’s intention to back away
from the larger pledge to the Zionist leaders.!

AFTERMATH

William Hechler did not play a leading role in the history of Zionism after
the great adventure of 1898. Herzl continued to rely on Hechler’s advice
about the proper ways of approaching Christian statesmen, but no further
advance was made in Herz!’s few remaining years down the path of power
in Germany. Hechler does seem to have assisted in establishing the contacts
with British ecclesiastical and political leaders that eventually made possible
Theodor Herz!’s entrée into British Government circles; but others played
more important roles here.

The best proof we have of their continuing friendship is that Hechler
was the last visitor not of Herzl’s immediate family to have been allowed to
come to his bedside during his last illness. On 2 July 1904 (the day before
Herzl died) Hechler spent considerable time recalling with his friend their
visit to Palestine. Taking to heart the encouraging diagnosis of Herzl’s
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doctor, Hechler sought to cheer Herzl with the promise that they would
return together to the Holy Land, ‘But’, Hechler recalled, ‘he seems to have
known that there was no hope for him. He placed his right hand on his
heart, and holding my right hand in his left hand he said: “Griissen Sie Alle
von mir, und sagen Ste thnen, ich habe mein Herz-Blut fiir mein Volk gegeben”
[Greet all of them for me, and let them know that I gave all my life for my
People].’!!

In 1910, Hechler retired from his chaplaincy in Vienna, and returned to
England for the final time. His biblical studies now occupied him almost
entirely, but he maintained his friendship with his Zionist comrades, most
directly with those of the Zionist Organization Office in London, which
honoured a request of Herzl in his last days by granting him a small pension.

In March 1914, convinced that a great war was imminent, he made one
last effort to get an interview with the Kaiser on the matter of the Jews and
Palestine, but was rebuffed. In that same month of March 1914, he said to
Martin Buber: ‘Dr Buber, your homeland shall soon be given to you, for a
grave crisis is about to break out, whose deepest purpose is to break off from
messianic Jerusalem the yoke of the Pagans. We are heading fora Weltkrieg.’'?

After the war broke out, he became convinced that he had been mistaken
in courting Germany on behalf of Israel. He reread Ezekiel, and now saw
clearly that ‘the ships of Tarshish’, which would bring the Jews to Palestine
were the ships of England.

We know that on 22 July 1922, he was present in Parliament when the
British Government accepted the Palestine Mandate. In the years that
remained he was often dejected because the Jews of the world did not rise
enmasse to the challenge of emigration to Palestine — which failure, of course,
was the primary cause of Britain’s loss of confidence in the years that
followed in the viability of the Balfour proposal. David Pileggi tells us of
the distress of his last years:

He repeatedly warned his Jewish friends that there would be an extensive
massacre of Jews in Europe. It would make the Crusades and Spanish
Inquisition look like ‘child’s play’ he predicted. His forewarnings grew into
an obsession and he made them with increasing frequency until his death in
1931. Tragically, Hechler’s predictions were politely dismissed by everyone. 3
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The Restorationist Tradition in Britain

Seldom, indeed, has a coming event
cast so obvious a shadow before 1t
as the intervention of Britain on

behalf of Jewish Palestine.

Israel Zangwill!

ROOTS OF BRITISH RESTORATIONISM

Of the English Jews whom Herzl met in his visits to England few could
trace their roots in that country past the time of Cromwell. It was Cromwell
who had welcomed the Jews back to England, putting an end to the official
ban against them which could be traced back to the time of Edward I (1290).
Cromwell was stirred by the talk of Restoration of the Jews to Palestine. In
opening the ‘Barebones’ Parliament, he had said to the members: ‘Indeed
I do think something is at the door: we are at the threshold, you are at the
edge of the promises and prophecies ... and [invoking Isaiah 60] it may be
as some think, God will bring the Jews home to their station from the isles
of the sea, and answer their expectations from the depths of the sea.”

The historian Cecil Roth identifies three fundamental forces at work in
the story of the successful incorporation of the Jews into English life that
followed — namely: ‘a sympathy for Hebraic idealism as expressed in the
Bible, the fundamental religious document both of Christian and Jew; an
intense sympathy and even shame for Jewish sufferings, both past and
present; and a fervid hope for the fulfilment of the prophecy in the
restoration of the Jews to Palestine, and of Palestine to the Jews.’3

Yet enthusiasm for Jewish Restoration was by no means confined to
Puritans like Cromwell. Anglicans of all types and sub-types and even many
notable rationalists shared the elements of the faith. John Locke, in his
Commentaries on St Paul’s Epistles wrote: ‘God 1s able to collect them into
one Body ... and set them in flourishing condition in their own land.”* Isaac
Newton gave over the best of his energies in the latter years of his life not
to his work in celestial mechanics, but to preparation of an enormous
speculative work on End Times, for which he prepared himself by learning
the languages (Hebrew and Aramaic) of the Old Testament prophets.
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Brooding on the same texts which, a century and a half later, inspired
William Hechler’s confident predictions and led him to the door of Theodor
Herzl, Newton, in his Observations upon the Prophecies of Daniel and the
Apocalypse of St John, concluded that ‘the “commandment toreturn [Daniel
9:25]” may perhaps come forth not from the Jews themselves but from some
other kingdom friendly to them’.?

For all British millennialists, Isaiah 60:9—12 was the key passage:

Surely the isles shall wait for Me;
And the ships of Tarshish first,
To bring your sons from afar,
Their silver and their gold with them,
To the name of the LORD your God,
And to the Holy One of Israel,
Because He has glorified you.

And the sons of strangers shall build up your walls.
And their kings shall minister to you;
For in My wrath, I struck you,
But in My favor I have had mercy on you.

Therefore your gates shall be open continually;
They shall not be shut day or night,
That men may bring to you the wealth of the Gentiles,
And their kings in procession.

For the nation and kingdom which will not
serve you shall perish,
And those nations shall be utterly ruined.

If, as biblical scholars usually claimed, ‘Tarshish’ stood for the islands and
coasts of the Mediterranean, these passages must speak of the flight of the
Jews from Spain and her possessions; and the ‘isles’ that ‘wait for Me’, and
the people who ‘bring your sons from afar’ were obviously the British of
Oliver Cromwell’s time. It is the British who, ‘in time to come, shall build
up your walls’, and whose ‘kings shall minister to you’.

NINETEENTH-CENTURY RESTORATIONISM

For British millennialists, the deepest implications of the French Revo-
lutionary Wars were laid bare during those months in 1799 when Napoleon
was in the East. His goal was to force the British to their knees by cutting
them off from their Empire; to do this, he must conquer Egypt, then seize
Palestine and Syria from the Ottomans, establishing an empire for France
athwart the paths that led to Britain’s Empire in India and beyond. After
the dramatically successful Battle of the Pyramids, Napoleon began the
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march into Palestine (January 1799), pursuing the dream of recreating the
Empire of Alexander, from Egypt to India, with himself the new Alexander.
This prompted Prime Minister Pitt to conclude a treaty with the Turks,
guaranteeing the integrity of the Ottoman empire. After victories at many
places memorable in biblical history — notably Mount Tabor, where he
defeated a Turkish Army (16 April 1799) — Napoleon issued proclamations
to all the subject nationalities of the Empire, inviting them to join him in
overthrowing the Turkish yoke. Amongst these was a proclamation to all
the Jews of Asia and Africa:

Israelites arise! Ye exiled, arise! Hasten! Now is the moment, which may not
return for thousands of years, to claim the restoration of civic rights among
the population of the universe which have shamefully been witheld from you
for thousands of years, to claim your political existence as a nation among
nations, and the unlimited natural right to worship Jehovah in accordance
with your faith, publicly and most probably forever.®

Nineteenth and twentieth-century Zionists were often brought back to
this moment during their reflections on the past, present, and future of
their cause. How ironical it was that it should be Napoleon who had opened
the door for the British into Palestine! Indeed, he had done something even
more dramatic: he had proposed the restoration of the Jews to their Holy
Land; he had told them it was their right; he had told the Christian world
that it was its duty, and that in this context Turkey had no countervailing
right. This was precisely what British Restorationists believed! Theology,
of course, played no part in Napoleon’s consideration: he was a complete
unbeliever. Yet, millennarians saw the deeper significance of the moment.
It made sense that in the last hours of human history Antichrist would
mimic the Truth — that is, the Eternal Truth about the Jews and their Land
and the responsibilities of the nations towards both. British Restorationists
were soon insisting that now was the time to simply take Palestine from the
Turks and give it to the Jews, to whom it belonged.

SHAFTESBURY AND PALMERSTON: CHRISTIAN RESTORATIONISM AND
BRITISH IMPERIAL STRATEGY

Yet rolling up the Ottoman empire was not to be the policy of the British
political leaders of the nineteenth century. There were many times during
the middle and late decades of the nineteenth century when circumstances
tempted the statesmen of Europe to dismantle the Ottoman empire forever.
No one doubted that such action was well within the strength of the
European Powers acting together, and would be extremely popular
everywhere in Europe, as public opinion had always been profoundly
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disdainful of the Turks and their Empire, but the statesmen, always and
everywhere confident that issues could not be as simple as the public
believed, were loath to see the Ottoman tyranny overthrown, until they had
a clearer idea of what would replace it.

The crisis caused by Mehemet Ali’s revolt in the 1830s brought to
everyone’s attention ‘the Eastern Question’. As we have seen, Lord
Shaftesbury, constantly alert for ‘signs of the times’, had seized this moment
of popular interest to promote the idea of a British Protectorate of ‘Syria’.
The first fruit was the protestant bishopric, but that was only the beginning.
Shaftesbury’s article, “The State and Prospects of the Jews’, appeared in
the Quarterly Review, January—March 1839, marking, notes Kobler, ‘the
first time a distinguished magazine had treated the problem of Restoration
in all its aspects — religious, political, historical, philosophical’.” Suddenly,
articles, pamphlets, and books on this theme were everywhere. In August
1840, The Times told its readers that there was a plan being promoted by
Anthony, Lord Ashley, ‘to plant the Jewish people in theland of their fathers’
under the protection of Great Britain.?

As Shaftesbury himself put it, Palmerston ‘did not know Moses from
Sir Sydney Smith’, but that did not matter: God was turning to none other
than his own stepfather-in-law to be the Cyrus redivivus. What won the day
was Shaftesbury’s ability to state the argument for British presence in the
area in terms that appealed to Palmerson’s own true creed: British empire.

During negotiations leading to the Treaty of London, July 1841, Lord
Palmerston wrote instructions to Lord John Ponsonby, the British
ambassador at Constantinople which echo the motifs of the missives he had
been receiving from Shaftesbury:

There exists at the present time among the Jews dispersed over Europe, a
strong notion that the time is approaching when their nation is to return to
Palestine ... It would be of manifest importance to the Sultan to encourage
the Jews to return and to settle in Palestine because the wealth which they
would bring with them would increase the resources of the Sultan’s
dominions; and the Jewish people, if returning under the sanction and
protection and at the invitation of the Sultan, would be a check upon any
future evil designs of Mehemet Ali or his successor ... I have to instruct Your
Excellency strongly to recommend [the Turkish government] to hold out
every just encouragement to the Jews of Europe to return to Palestine.’

MISSIONS TO THE JEWS

Like William Hechler, then, Shaftesbury was a Christian Zionist. Like
Hechler, he championed the use of the government of his Christian state
to bring about a Jewish state in Palestine. Like Hechler, he was absolutely
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persuaded of the good results that would follow from this for all the people
of the Ottoman empire, and that the project should not wait upon the
Sultan’s coming to that conclusion unassisted : it should be the publicly
declared policy of Her Majesty’s Government. Unlike William Hechler,
however, Lord Shaftesbury looked to the conversion of the Jews as part of
the process that would bring on the Restoration.

Shaftesbury was a leading force behind the Society for Promoting
Christianity Amongst the Jews — the ‘London Jews Society’, or ‘LJS’ for
short, founded in 1808. Among the most broadly supported of all the
evangelical societies of the day, it had, without doubt, the least to show —
that is, in terms of its stated purpose of converting Jews to Christian faith.
Perhaps six or seven converts a year were won at home in England. The
victories abroad were of the same order.

As we have seen, events in the Ottoman empire in 1838 created the
opportunity for the appointment by Great Britain of the first European
diplomat to the biblical part of the Ottoman empire. This, in turn, created
the conditions for extension of the program of the British conversionists
to the Holy Land. Palmerston’s choice as first vice-consul at Jerusalem was
William Young, a zealous supporter of the Jews Society recommended to
him by Shaftesbury. In his diary, Shaftesbury takes note of the departure
of Young for the Holy Land: “Took leave this morning of Young, who has
just been appointed her Majesty’s Vice-Consul at Jerusalem! What a
wonderful event it is! The ancient city of the people of God is about to
resume its place among the nations, and England is the first of the Gentile
kingdoms that ceases “to tread her down”.’1

Young pursued vigorously the instruction about providing British
protection to the Jews, and so often rescued individual Jews and indeed the
whole Jewish community from the arbitrary actions of Ottoman authorities
that the Jewish leaders could be in no doubt that their future peace depended
on continuing friendly relations with the British representative. This
consideration served to temper their hostility to the English missionaries.
Nonetheless, the missionary results were embarrassingly small — given that
most of the Society’s supporters, including Shaftesbury, were convinced
that the conditions of the times had made the Jews sensitive at last to the
case for Jesus of Nazareth being the Messiah.

COLLAPSE OF THE DREAM OF A JOINT GERMAN/BRITISH ROLE IN
THE RESTORATION OF THE JEWS

In a previous chapter we told the story of the joint Anglo-Prussian
Protestant bishopric in Jerusalem. After Germany walked away from this
project, the British and German Protestant communities had gone their
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separate ways — the situation in the Holy City now mirroring the new
realities in world affairs. The now-separate German congregation (the
Church of the Redeemer) lost interest in the work among Palestine’s Jews
— and, for that matter, among Palestine’s Arabs. The Anglicans at Christ
Church continued to seek the conversion and the restoration of the Jews.
Later on, however, another Anglican Church (St George’s Cathedral
Church), built outside the Old City’s walls, would establish a mixed congre-
gation of English expatriates and Arabs, a cockpit of anti-Zionism, then and
now.

Had it ever been in the cards that Great Britain and Imperial Germany
might have been the co-sponsors of the Restoration of the Jews, sharing the
office and the dignity of Cyrus redivivus?

Certainly it made excellent good sense. Their combined pressures on
the Ottoman ruler would have been irresistible. Likewise, their combined
pressure on the Czar, to encourage emigration of the Jews to Palestine,
would have been irresistible.

Hechler’s original project (Israel as the Middle Eastern Belgium, living
under guarantees jointly made by Britain and Germany) was eminently
reasonable (as, for that matter, were the guarantees to Belgium itself, which
were the inspiration for Hechler’s proposal.) There should be no under-
estimating the contributions that this arrangement might have made both
to European and Middle Eastern stability, but all of this was wrecked by
German militarist imperialism — the same force that led to the tearing-up
of the piece of paper which recorded the pledges to Belgium. The only agent
of sufficient authority who might have restrained these militaristic
ambitions was the German Monarch.

The legacy of Frederick William was squandered by Kaiser William.
Though he was heir to the same religious legacy that shaped the visionary
diplomacy of Frederick William, he was, in contrast to Frederick William,
a weak man, who lived in constant fear that his Christian faith might be
judged simplistic by learned philosophers and theologians, and who
therefore did not dare to risk opportunities for aggrandizement of German
strength upon visionary projects — like the Jerusalem bishopric, or Herzl’s
project of a homeland for the Jews. By the end of the decade of the 1890s,
jealousy of Britain’s empire had led him to naval rivalry, to reckless provo-
cations of Britain in such matters as encouragement of the Boers, the search
for African and Southeast Asian Empire, and opportunistic gestures in the
Far East.

Long before his visit to the Ottoman realms in 1898 Kaiser William had
abandoned the notion of co-operation with Britain. Precisely, 1898 is the
moment when he decided to leave behind forever Hechler’s vision of a
restored Israel under European auspices — the Belgium of the Middle East.
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Thereafter, the Kaiser began to move toward German Imperial diplomatic
and economic domination of the Ottoman empire. Until the actual eve of
the First World War, Germany’s alliance with Austria-Hungary prevented
the Kaiser from being too fulsome in his embrace of the Ottoman Empire,
but already before the end of the 1890s he had come to believe that there
was no future in co-operation with Britain in this area — or anywhere else.



Germany Declines the Mantle of Cyrus,
and Britain Takes It Up

GERMANY’S ASSETS IN THE CONTEST FOR ZIONIST GOODWILL

In the aftermath, it all made sense: that Britain, with her attachment to the
idea of the Restoration of the Jews, with her record of toleration towards
her own Jewish population, and with her leadership in democratic and
liberal institutions, should be Zion’s champion, against the decrepit and
illiberal Turks and the autocratic Central Powers. British missionary and
diplomatic presence in Jerusalem had been the largest factor in creating the
conditions which made possible the growth of Jewish population there.

Still, virtually down to the eve of the Balfour Declaration, many Zionists
throughout the world believed that Germany was more obviously being
prepared by History (or Providence, or God, according to philosophical
taste) to be Zion’s champion. Zionists in Germany worked hard, privately
and publicly to persuade their Government to take the initiative in
announcing their support for a Jewish homeland in Palestine — which, they
insisted, would give to Germany commanding influence in a newly ordered
Near East. However, the fact was that by the time that the Great War broke
out in August, 1914, the German-speaking elite of the World Zionist
Organization had probably lost the confidence of the masses of Central and
East European Jews, among whom ‘Zion’ stood for a real hope of escape
from tyrants, not a theoretical solution to a philosophical problem. These
people had been enraged in 1903 to learn that their German-speaking
champions could confuse the sacred earth with Uganda! Increasingly their
voice was being expressed by young Eastern European Jews like Chaim
Weizmann.

It 1s this same Chaim Weizmann, only recently emigrated to England,
but already the undoubted leader of the Zionists of England, who, over the
first three years of the War, almost single-handedly (using Herzl’s
metaphor) ‘moved the fulcrum of Zionism to its new Archimedean point’:
the government of Great Britain.
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CHAIM WEIZMANN (1874-1952)

Chaim Weizmann was born 27 November 1874, in the shzet/ called Motel,
near Pinsk, ‘White Russia’ (Belarus), deep in the Russian Empire’s ‘Pale of
Settlement’. Chaim was one of the fifteen children of a timber merchant,
a prosperous man by the standards of this area of great poverty, but Chaim’s
father was not only a man of business: he was an intellectual —a maski/, that
is, an ‘enlightened man’, familiar with secular learning, including
contemporary literature, but also religiously observant however and pious
—a man of prayer, esteemed as a Chazan, or prayer leader. Hebrew and
Yiddish were spoken at home; Russian in the world outside the shzet/.

In some ways, Chaim Weizmann is the wunderkind of Zionism. His
precocious devotion to the dream of Restoration is illustrated in a letter,
written in 1885, at the age of eleven, as he was heading off to board with
relatives while attending the gymnasium in Pinsk. Addressed to one of his
teachers, it is a sort of a farewell address to the childhood scene:

[Do] not imagine that when I attend the gymnasium I shall throw off the garb
of Judaism. No! On no account. I have determined in my heart to observe
Judaism and I shall oppose the opinion of those who say that one becomes a
doctor because he casts off his faith.

I am sending you one of my ideas ... AND THAT CONCERNS
HEVRAT HOVEVEI ZION AND JERUSALEM WHICH IS IN OUR
LAND ... Let us carry our banner TO ZION AND RETURN TO OUR
FIRST MOTHER UPON WHOSE KNEES WE WERE BORN. - For
why should we look to the kings of Europe for compassion that they should
take pity upon us and give us a resting place? In vain! All have decided: THE
JEWS MUST DIE, but England will nevertheless have mercy upon us. In
conclusion to Zion! — Jews — to Zion! let us go.!

This is the first of Weizmann’s surviving letters, collected in twenty-three
volumes — the letter of an eleven year old. And there is the meaning of his
life, as the world came to pronounce it at his death, some sixty-odd years
later: the declaration of his intention to be a leader in the Restoration of the
Jews to Palestine; a pointed summary of the vision of history that made it
all necessary and possible; and then the key to his own entirely unique
contribution to its historical realization:

Al have decided: THE JEWS MUST DIE, but England will nevertheless
have mercy upon us!

In striking contrast to the story of Herzl, there is for Chaim Weizmann
no moment of conversion to Zionism. He was reared in an atmosphere of
popular faith in the Return to Palestine, invigorated recently by the pogroms
which took place during the years of his childhood. In his school years, he
was drawn into ‘Bi/i’, the youth wing of Hoveve Zion.

In 1893 Weizmann went to Germany, in search of a university education
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in chemistry — something effectively closed to him as a Jew in the Czarist
empire. At school, first in Pfungstadt, near Darmstadt, and then at the
University of Berlin, Weizmann found ‘the assimilated Jews of Germany,
then in the high summer of their illusory security, and mightily proud of
it’.2 Though he recognized the narrowness of the life of the Yiddish
communities, and though he gave up orthodox observance, he did not
despise these, as the German intellectuals did. In Berlin, Weizmann
belonged to a circle of emigré Russian Jews, the Russisch-Fuedischer Wissen-
schaftlicher Verein, which he liked to think of as ‘the cradle of the modern
Zionist movement’.?

Weizmann was still a student in Berlin when Herzl’s Der Judenstaat
appeared. He was annoyed to find that Herzl showed no awareness of the
precursors of Zionism, whose books and ideas had long fueled discussion
in Eastern Europe. ‘Herzl did not know of the existence of Chibat Zion; he
did not mention Palestine; he ignored the Hebrew language ... Funda-
mentally, the Fewish state contained not a single new idea for us’,* but like
all his contemporaries in the movement Weizmann saw in Herzl the man
of action, with the connections in high places, who could give practical
expression to their visions, and so he strove mightily for and won the
privilege of attending the Second Congress, at Genevain 1898, asa delegate
from Pinsk.

MAKING A ‘NEW START IN ENGLAND’

Even before he had undergone the disappointment which followed from
his encounter with the Kaiser in Jerusalem in 1898, Theodor Herzl had
often spoken of England as the key to the Zionist program. For example,
in a letter of 28 February 1898, to the Chairman of the Jewish Conference
in London he affirmed: ‘From the first moment I entered the Movement,
my eyes were directed towards England, because I saw that by reason of the
general situation of things there it was the Archimedean point where the
lever could be applied.”> However, as we have already seen, Herzl’s strategy
had always been exceedingly flexible, and we should not take these sorts of
statements at their apparent value. Herzl was not especially disposed
towards the British system of political and social life, and seems to have had
a genuinely patriotic preference for the German system. We should assume
that up to his dying day he would have quickly realigned his hopes and his
movement with Germany, had the Kaiser given him the least encourage-
ment to do so.

The case is quite different with Chaim Weizmann. Though bitterly
opposed to the Uganda scheme, he was equally convinced that the affair
had proved the genuine willingness of the British public and their
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Government to find a solution to the Jewish problem — and, furthermore,
that this friendly disposition was just one expression of the peculiar virtue
of the British political system and way of life; and, more especially, of the
basically philo-Semitic disposition of the British people.

Weizmann had first visited England in 1903. His purpose in going at
that time was to rally opposition to the Uganda proposal in advance of the
Zionist Congress. After the congress (and after the death of Herzl) he
decided to move to England, where he would take up a teaching position
in chemistry at the University of Manchester.

Living and working in England strengthened Weizmann’s disposition
to trust the British and to believe that their Government would prove to be
the lasting friend of Zionism. ‘My hatred of the Russian regime grew as I
contrasted life in Russia with life in England.’é He quickly became involved
in the Manchester Zionist Society.

As it happened, there was a large concentration of Jews in Manchester,
and several of their number were prominent figures in the commercial and
political life of the nation. Politicians were becoming more alert to what in
American terms would be called ‘the Jewish vote’. English Zionists had
learned that it was well worthwhile to cultivate the goodwill of the Manchester
Guardian, then one of England’s most influential journals: In any case,
Manchester’s Jewish leaders tended to see eye to eye with the Manchester
Guardian’s left-of-center liberalism, particularly on the need for govern-
ment to enlarge the area of its responsibility for problems of social and
economic need.

Before Weizmann had settled into his new life in England, and while he
was still struggling to learn the new language, he was brought to meet Arthur
Balfour. The General Election of 1905/6 was on, and Balfour was the local
candidate for the Conservative Party. Balfour had not forgotten the
excitement of the Uganda Affair back in 1903, when he was Prime Minister,
Joseph Chamberlain was Colonial Secretary, and Lord Landsdowne was
Foreign Secretary. He had then been struck by the tenacity of the opposition
to the Uganda ‘solution’; something about the way that passion and
sentiment and ideas had gotall stirred up together in everybody’sarguments
appealed to the philosopher-statesman. He wanted to hear Weizmann’s
story.

He asked me why some Jews, Zionists, were so bitterly opposed to the Uganda
offer. The British Government was really anxious to do something to relieve
the misery of the Jews; and the problem was a practical one, calling for a
practical approach. In reply I plunged into what I recall as a long harangue
on the meaning of the Zionist movement. I dwelt on the spiritual side of
Zionism. I pointed out that nothing buta deep religious conviction expressed
in modern political terms could keep the movement alive, and that this
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conviction had to be based on Palestine and on Palestine alone. Any deflection
from Palestine was — well, a form of idolatry.  added that if Moses had come
into the sixth Zionist Congress when it was adopting the resolution in favor
of the Commission for Uganda, he would surely have broken the tablets once
again ... Then suddenly I said: ‘Mr Balfour, supposing I were to offer you
Paris instead of London, would you take it?’

He sat up, looked at me, and answered: ‘But Dr Weizmann, we have
London.’

“That is true’, I said, ‘but we had Jerusalem when London was a marsh.”

Weizmann was drawn more and more deeply into Zionist activity in the
months following the interview with Lord Balfour. While he was greatly
encouraged by expressions of interest from the British politicians, and
would indeed become more and more confident that England would emerge
as Zion’s champion, he was by and large disappointed by the English Jewish
community. At the heart of all their failings as Jews was, ironically, the very
fact of their success in English commercial, social and political life — their
prosperity, in short. That prosperity would never have come about except
for the historically unparalleled general goodwill of the gentiles among
whom they lived. Consequently, English Jews had lost the capacity to
imagine what life was like for most Jews in the world — who had neither
prosperity nor the goodwill of their neighbours and their governments.
Indeed, were it not for the immigration of waves of Central European Jews
into England of recent years, English Jews would be virtually without
insight into the larger reality of the life that most Jews elsewhere lived, and
this new knowledge clearly embarrassed them. It was as though they feared
that by being forward in the defense of the cause of Zionism they would
cause their government and their gentile neighbours suddenly to see the
likeness between their well-scrubbed selves and the recent newcomers from
Central Europe — ‘real Jews’, meeting the outward description of the Jews
of English literature, the Shylocks and the Fagans.

WINNING THE GOODWILL OF BRITAIN’S POLITICAL LEADERS:
TOWARDS THE BALFOUR DECLARATION

As we have seen, the German and Austrian régimes were not without assets
in the contest with Great Britain and France for the goodwill of the Zionists,
and, even had these assets been much fewer, the liabilities of the Russian
régime, allied to Britain and France, would have sufficed to make most
Zionists pro-German at the outset of the Great War. Thus, it would have
been premature, during at least the first half of the war, to write off the
possibility of a compact between the Zionists and Germany. However,
somewhere during 1916 or 1917 there is a watershed, when it began to be
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clear to German policymakers themselves that they valued their continuing
alliance with the Turks too highly to go on letting the Turks see them dealing
with Zionists. Yet while the German Zionists saw it happening — because
there came a moment when no one in authority would answer their calls -
the British, of course, could not discern the truth for a long while thereafter.
Indeed, in the spring of 1917, the most powerful of British statesmen
believed that German Zionists were making inroads into the decision-
making of the Central Powers. Lord Balfour, the Foreign Secretary, told the
War Cabinet on 4 October 1917 that a decision had to be taken soon, since
the German government was making great efforts to gain the support of
the Zionist movement.

So completely did circumstance vindicate Chaim Weizmann’s argument
that Great Britain must be the sponsor of Jewish Restoration to Palestine
that afterwards everyone — Zionists and non-Zionists, Jews and non-Jews
— would quickly forget how eccentric this belief seemed at the start of the
war. At the outset of the war, most Zionists joined with most Jews
everywhere in hoping for victory of the Central Powers. So long as Czarist
Russia was on the other side, the best interests of the Jews of Central Europe
seemed torequire the defeat of Czarist Russia, their immemorial persecutor.

For the duration of the war, the World Zionist Organization ceased to
function. Though its letterhead stated that its headquarters was now in
Copenhagen, most of the prewar leaders were behind the lines of the Central
Powers; their writ ran nowhere on the other side. The irony was that,
although (in Weizmann’s words) ‘Our enemies in England did not hesitate
to point out, during the First World War, that we were a German organi-
zatior'’, the European Zionists in fact ‘discouraged my first tentative steps
to get in touch with the British statesmen’.® There were, however, no
sanctions they could apply against him, and Weizmann was confident where
all this must lead.

Balfour’s Conservatives had not come back to office in that election of
1905/6 when Balfour had introduced himself to Weizmann — nor, for that
matter, had Balfour retained his own seat. When war broke out in 1914, it
was a Liberal government under Asquith. Soon Weizmann acquired entrée
to this government and had begun to brag: ‘I am convinced that I have
achieved more than Herzl with all his diplomacy.” Of great tactical signifi-
cance were his interviews with C.P. Scott, editor of the Manchester Guardian,
who not only became a powerful champion of Zionism, but also led him to
the seats of the mighty — to meet David Lloyd George (Chancellor of the
Exchequer, and later Prime Minister of the wartime coalition government,
1916-18) and other Cabinet and Foreign Office figures. As a result of these
various interviews, a memorandum on the subject of a Jewish state under
British auspices was circulating in the Cabinet by the end of December 1914,
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Of crucial importance in this story was the support of David Lloyd
George, whose Nonconformist Welsh parents had passed on to him the
Cromwellian legacy of biblically based philo-Semitism and Restorationism.
He recalled: ‘When Dr Weizmann was talking of Palestine he kept bringing
up place names which were more familiar to me than those on the Western
Front.”?

Of no less importance was the support of Arthur James Balfour — now
back in government as First Lord of the Admiralty and later as Foreign
Secretary. When Weizmann and Balfour met again for the first time since
1906, Balfour said: ‘You know, I was thinking of that conversation of yours,
and I believe that when the guns stop firing you may get your Jerusalem.’!?

Weizmann’s influence upon the policymakers was increased exponen-
tially when the government became aware that his professional work as a
chemist had potential applications to the war effort. When all the world’s
supplies of acetone produced by the hitherto known methods began to
dwindle, the race was on for substitutes — and there was Dr Weizmann of
Manchester, the world’s foremost authority on synthetic acetone, already
well known in the highest circles. He was recruited by Winston Churchill,
then First Lord of the Admiralty. Churchill, in turn, was recruited as one
of the most fervid champions for the Zionist cause.

The greatest burden which Weizmann bore in those days was the
opposition to the Zionist program from the upper ranks of England’s Jews.
Their most effective leader was Lucien Wolf, an eminent historian of the
time, with abundant, long-established contacts in the Foreign Office.
Weizmann recalled:

Zionism was in his view a purely East European movement, with a certain
following in the East End of London, and beneath the notice of respectable
British Jews. It was still harder, in fact, impossible, for him to understand
that English non-Jews did not look upon his anti-Zionism as the hallmark
of a superior loyalty. It was never borne in on him that men like Balfour,
Churchill, Lloyd George, were deeply religious, and believed in the Bible,
that to them the return of the Jewish people to Palestine was a reality, so that
we Zionists represented to them a great tradition for which they had
enormous respect.!!

Chaim Weizmann is perhaps the only well-informed observer of those
times who got the impression that Winston Churchill wasa ‘deeply religious
man’. It would be more accurate to say that he was attracted to the mystical
side of Zionism. Like others of his class and upbringing, he had been
immersed as a child in public school Anglicanism and carried about with
him a substantial repertoire of memorized Bible passages, fondly
remembered hymns, and a good knowledge of Biblical history. An ancestor,
Colonel Charles Henry Churchill, had promoted the idea of a British
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Protectorate of the Jews, back in the days of the Mehemet Ali insurrection,
and thereafter in a book published in 1853.

In the autobiography which he completed during 1948-49, the last year of
his life, Stephen Wise reflected on the record we have just considered — the
story of British Restorationism and the part it played in the decision of
British statesmen in favor of the Balfour promise. He recalled that, when
the Balfour Declaration was announced, he had stood before a mass
audience in New York and said: “The Balfour Declaration is not and never
will be regarded as a scrap of paper [as Bethmann-Hollweg had said of the
Treaty guaranteeing the neutrality of Belgium]. It is written not in German
but in English, the language of freedom and of freemen. It will always be
honored in the observance, not the breach’, but by the time Wise came to
write his autobiography, it had become clear to him that, while he had
correctly judged the generation of Balfour and Lloyd George, he had been
wrong with regard to his expectations of the generation that succeeded
them. ‘I was wrong’, he confessed, ‘and I quote that sentence [of November,
1917] the more readily because of the bitter tension today [1948—49]
between the British government and the Jewish people.” This later genera-
tion’s abandonment of the Balfour pledge Wise attributed to the attenuation,
in the thirty years intervening, of the grip of the legacy of British
Restorationism:

Whatever may happen today, the fact uncancelable remains that it was
England which, in the Cromwellian tradition and by the Balfour Declaration,
was the first nation after more than eighteen hundred years, since the year
70 AD, to recognize ‘the Jewish people’ and to undertake ‘to use their best
endeavors to facilitate the establishment of a national home for the Jewish
people’. What the British government failed to do in 1947 must dishonor all
those who have shared in the betrayal of the Balfour Declaration, but it does
not diminish nor detract from the grandeur of British action in 1917.12

Chaim Weizmann offers, in his autobiography, written at precisely the
same moment of time, a strikingly similar judgement on the political
morality of the two generations:

The deeper meaning of Zionism must not be lost sight of in the record of
practical steps, of day-to-day strategic adjustments, which led up to the
granting of the Balfour Declaration, and which accompanied future
developments. I am reverting now to the common accusation that Zionism
was nothing but a British imperialistic scheme, the Balfour Declaration a
quid pro quo, or rather payment in advance, for Jewish service to the Empire.
The truth is that British statesmen were by no means anxious for such a
bargain ... England felt she had no business in Palestine except as part of
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the plan for the creation of the Jewish Homeland ... They understood as a
reality the concept of the Return. It appealed to their tradition and their
faith.13

Thus, at the very outset of the War, Weizmann had become persuaded that
Great Britain was about to emerge as Zion’s champion. Britain’s very best
instincts, rooted in history, disposed it to play this role. Nonetheless, he
foresaw three possible obstacles. One was opposition to the Zionist program
expressed by dominant voices of the Jewish establishment. The second was
the concern of British authorities not to alienate the Russians, who took a
very dim view of the British Government’s open dealings with Jews; but
this concern was suddenly made moot in February of 1917, when the régime
of the Czar was overthrown. The third was American opinion.
Here, again, it was Chaim Weizmann who found the way to victory.

BRINGING IN THE NEW WORLD

From the outset, Weizmann saw the Great War as a contest between the
values embodied in the history of Great Britain and those embodied in the
history of the Central Powers. His view of the war was, in short, funda-
mentally ideological. He had long believed and argued out loud that what
he called ‘the deeper meaning of Zionism’ could not safely be entrusted to
German auspices, but could be safely entrusted to British auspices. Jewish
values thrived under liberal and democratic auspices, while under authori-
tarian régimes they withered away. This point — that British soil was
congenial to Jewish life — was proved, he felt, by the experience of the
immigrant Jews in Britain.

Yet if this general principle was true, would one not expect to find it
illustrated « fortior: in America?

The outbreak of the war accelerated in his thinking a tendency to
associate the destiny of the Jews of Europe with the performance of the
Jews of America. As he studied the American scene, he learned that through
the American Jewish community there ran the same fundamental line of
division that he had found in Britain. Jews who had been there longest were
much further along the road towards assimilation than were the newcomers.
In the American case, ‘a long time’ was much less than a century — as (apart
from a numerically insignificant, widely scattered and almost totally
assimilated ‘Sephardic’ remnant), the most established Jews in America
descended from German-language immigrants of the 1840s. Immigration
of East European Jews to the United States had begun in the 1880s, and
had been on a vastly greater scale than that to Great Britain. Alert observers
were already predicting that the Americans would soon be the largest
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community of Jews outside Poland. As in Britain, Zionism, while still only
a minority enthusiasm, was proportionately much stronger among the
Eastern Europeans — the Yiddish Jews. Given the arithmetic of the recent
immigrant trends, prospects for ultimate victory of the Zionists over the
non-Zionists was greater, therefore, in the US than in Britain.



The Restorationist Tradition in the
United States

PURITAN ORIGINS

English Puritans expected to be blessed by their welcoming of the Jews to
England in Cromwell’s day. They believed that the End of the Times of the
Gentiles could not be far off; and when those days came, the people would
collectively play the role of Cyrus redivivus, giving the command for the
restoration of the Jews to Israel, thus setting in train the events of the final
‘week’ before the millennium. In the meantime, God would weigh the
fortunes of the nations according to the rule found in Genesis 12:3: ‘I will
bless those who bless you [Abram], and I will curse him who curses you;
and in you all the families of the earth shall be blessed.’

The Puritans who went to America took all this even further.

It is often said that the Puritans saw their own experience of ‘fleeing into
the Wilderness’ from doomed Europe as a parallel to the experience of the
Jews, led from Egypt by Moses, but it was much more than just a parallel.
They believed that their experience was truly a living-out of the Exodus
experience. They interpreted their experience as a reliving of the history
that formed the ancient People of God. By way of illustration, Cotton
Mather, looking back on the life of the founder of the Bay Colony, John
Winthrop, found it to be shaped by all the forces that had shaped Moses:

Accordingly when the noble design of carrying a colony of chosen people
into an American wilderness, was by some eminent persons undertaken, this
eminent person was, by the consent of all, chosen for the Moses, who must
be the leader of so great an undertaking; and indeed nothing but a Mosaic
spirit could have carried him through the temptations to which either his
farewell to his own land or his travel in a strange land must needs expose a
gentleman of his education.

And when Governor Winthrop died, there was inscribed on his tombstone
a lengthy memorial which picks up the biblical theme:
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But let his mourning flock be comforted,
Though Moses be, yet Joshua is not dead;

I mean renowned Norton; worthy he Successor to
our Moses is to be,

O Happy Israel in America,

In such a Moses, such a Joshua.!

No doubt there was much delusion in this notion that seventeenth-century
Englishmen could simply reach into the experience and practice of the
People of God and apply whatever they found there to themselves in the
American wilderness. What matters here, however, is that they saw
themselves in that role: that it nurtured a profound philo-Semitism in them
(admittedly, in the absence of any live Jews to test it on!), which had
incalculable long-range effects; and — most important for our purpose —
that it disposed them to identify their own destiny with that of the Jews,
which they understood to be spelled out in literal perfection in the
Scriptures, which were the rule for their own lives.

Once aroused, American enthusiasm for the Restoration of the Jews to
Israel would prove more powerful, because more vital and more broadly
based, than English Restorationism. To the English conviction of a special
responsibility for rescue of the scattered Jews the American version adds
the conviction that America herself has been molded in that experience
from her beginnings, and that her destiny is embraced by that of Israel.

Yet, unless their whole ‘experiment’ as the ‘City set upon a hill’ was a
satanic delusion, would it not follow that there is prefigured in biblical
prophecy a role for America, separate from that prefigured for England,
and of no lesser dignity?

But where, in prophetic Scripture do we find ‘the United States’?

‘THE LAND SHADOWING WITH WINGS’

During the early years of the New Nation, an enormous number of books,
pamphlets, sermons and public addresses were written to answer this
question., We will pause, however, over one very influential item, published
in 1814, which carries its message in its extended title: A New Translation
of Isaiah, Chapter XVIII, with Notes Critical and Explanatory, A Remarkable
Prophecy, Respecting the Restoration of the Jews, Aided by the American
Nation; with a Universal Summons to the Baitle of Armageddon, and a
Description of that Solemn Scene, by John McDonald.?

Caught up in the powerful wave of American patriotism that swept the
nation in the days of the conflict against Great Britain (the War of 1812--15),
McDonald had searched the Scriptures in that same spirit of literalism that
moved the earliest Puritans and found what (he claims) no previous biblical
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scholar had managed to find: a clear-cut allusion to the United States of
America — and found this, furthermore, couched in a central part of the
prophecy of the greatest of the prophets, in language of the most explicit
instruction.

McDonald’s entire case turns on an interpretation of one unusually brief
Old Testament chapter: Isaiah 18. This speaks of ‘the land shadowing with
wings, which is beyond the rivers of Ethiopia, that sendeth ambassadors by
the sea, even in vessels of bulrushes upon the waters, saying, Go, ye swift
messengers to a nation scattered and peeled, to a people terrible from their
beginning hitherto; a nation meted out and trodden down, whose land the
rivers have spoiled’. McDonald was familiar with what the English Restora-
tionists said about the role that England was to play in rescuing the scattered
Jews, but this goes further. In McDonald’s scenario, there are ‘ambassadors’
— literally understood as the diplomatic agents of a nation — whose work
will be literally to seek out and bring back the ‘scattered’ Jews to Zion, back
‘to the place of the name of the Lord of Hosts, the mount Zion’.

Whose ‘ambassadors’ match the description given by Isaiah? In fact,
only those of the United States!

Every other nation, ancient or modern with whose history or manners we
are acquainted could, and actually did, send their ambassadors by land ...
America is the only nation on earth, which cannot send her ambassadors to
any civilized, or commercial nation, or state, but by sea.

The land which provides the ‘ambassadors’ is described with certain
realistic traits which could apply only to the United States. To speak of it
as ‘beyond Ethiopia’, is to say that it as far as possible beyond the furthest
lands known to the Jews of the time . Certainly, this must be beyond Europe,
including Britain. But most telling of all is the reference to the ‘shadowing
wings’, a clear-cut allusion to the eagle, the national symbol of the United
States, appearing on all of its insignia, and evoking (not incidentally) the
role of Cyrus the King of Persia — of whom the same Isaiah says (Isaiah
46:10, 11) that God would ‘call ... a bird of prey from the east, the man
who executes my counsel from a far country’; and who did indeed appear,
and did indeed restore the Jews to Jerusalem — the first time.

JEWS AND THE HOLY LAND

McDonald’s book is one of an enormous number which were firing
American interest in the future of the Jews in the Holy Land. At the same
time, the Holy Land itself was taking on clearer form in their imaginations,
as the first generation of scientific archeologists reported their discoveries
back to the world.
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Dominating the first chapter of modern ‘biblical archeology’ is the
figure of Edward Robinson, who, beginning in 1837, undertook the first
comprehensive survey of the topography, the extant buildings, and the
archeological remains of Jerusalem and its vicinity. His book, Biblical
Researches in Palestine, Mount Sinai, and Arabia Petraea (1841) created the
first rush of interest in biblical archeology. Before long, a full-blooded
contest was under way among the archeologists of the various European
nations — notably British, American, French and German. The work of
scientific archeology had applications to other fields: the work of map-
making and surveying of natural features and natural resources was found
to be of interest to the statesman, and soon was being subsidized from
military budgets, including that of the United States.

The first American missionaries to the Jews of Palestine were sent out
by the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions (the
principal inter-denominational missionary authority) in 1819, taking with
them a pledge of full protection from Secretary of State John Quincy
Adams. They and their successors had no greater success than did their
British colleagues — and eventually they would turn their attentions more
to the Arab populations. Yet during the middle decades of the nineteenth
century their colorful stories, told and retold to Sunday School children,
kept alive the dream of the Restoration of the Jews of Europe to the Holy
Land and their conversion there e masse by American missionary effort.

Thus, the Holy Land bulked larger and larger in the public imagination
from the 1840s onward. And most Americans found it impossible to think
of the Holy L.and without also thinking of the Jews and their undoubted
future possession of it.

BEGINNINGS OF OFFICIAL AMERICAN INTEREST IN THE
JEWISH QUESTION

American public attention was for the first time sharply focussed on the
issue of the future of the Jews by the ‘Damascus Affair’ of 1840. In that
year, riots broke out against the Jews of that city. Behind the riots was a
sudden resurgence of the ancient ‘blood libel’ (deliberately fomented, it was
later said, by French agents in Syria, seeking to create a pretext for the
intervention of France as protector of the Christians). The Ottoman
authorities looked the other way, but US consuls in Alexandria and
Constantinople were instructed ‘to interpose [their] good offices in behalf
of the oppressed and persecuted race of the Jews’. This action of President
Martin Van Buren and Secretary of state John Forsyth was thereafter
invoked as precedent for many future declarations of American ‘interest’ in
the welfare of the Jewish residents of the decadent house of the Ottomans.
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During the 1880s, the United States found itself increasingly involved
in the destinies of the Jews of the world as a result of the worsening of the
situation of the Jews of the Russian Empire. The combined effects of the
pogroms and severe crop failures in the Russian empire drove millions of
Jews to seek to emigrate. Hundreds of thousands eventually made their way
to the United States, but among many millions more there was a growing
passion for emigration to Zion. In the face of this, Turkish authorities
decided that now was the time to close down legal immigration of the Jews
into their Empire.

As floods of Jews from the Russian empire poured towards the United
States, Congress, in August, 1890, asked Secretary of State Blaine for
information on the situation, and Blaine in turn instructed his Ambassador
to Russia to raise all of these matters with the Russian Foreign Minister,
stressing the American view that ‘each [ Government] should use its power
with due regard for the results which its exercise produces on the rest of
the world’. President Harrison reported the results of this exchange to
Congress in his Annual Message of 1891: “T'his Government has found
occasion to express, in a friendly spirit, but with much earnestness, to the
government of the Czar, its serious concern because of the harsh measures
now being enforced against the Hebrews in Russia.’?



William Blackstone and the
Blackstone Memorial

WILLIAM E. BLACKSTONE (1841-1935)

William Eugene Blackstone, born in Adams, Jefferson County, New York,
was told by his family that he was a descendant of the great eighteenth-
century legal scholar, William Blackstone. If so, nothing in his family’s
circumstances reflected this distinguished legacy. His father was a tinsmith,
and the boyhood home was, in William’s recollection, ‘humble’. Adams was
the town where Charles Grandison Finney was converted, left his legal
practice, and set about pioneering the methods and the theology of
Revivalism that have shaped Evangelical Protestantism ever since. Revival
meetings were still going on at scarcely reduced pace when the ten-year-
old William was ‘saved’ at one such meeting. Though he never attended a
college or seminary and was never ordained as a minister, he served all his
life as a lay Bible teacher and preacher. Sometime after William’s marriage
to Sarah Louise Smith in 1866, his father-in-law died, leaving a large estate,
with instruction that it be administered by William in support of evangelical
and missionary work. The Blackstones settled in Rockford, Illinois, where
he was successful as an insurance agent, and grew prosperous through wise
real-estate investment. Eventually, he left the business life to enter into full-
time work as an evangelist. His judiciously invested personal wealth, added
to the funds entrusted to him by his father-in-law, financed his travels and
the printing and distribution of his books and pamphlets.

Somewhere during these early years as an evangelist, he was won over
to the school of biblical interpretation called ‘dispensationalism’.

There is much that is anomalous about the legacy of William E.
Blackstone. After he died on 7 November 1935, he received no obituary in
the New York Times, nor did any of his activities ever receive mention in
the New York Times, so far as the New York Times Index shows, apart from
the brief item the day he presented his Memorial to President Harrison (5
March 1891). His only biography is a slim booklet, published and circulated
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by a little-known missionary society. His name appears nowhere, so far as
I can discover, in any general historical account of American political,
intellectual, cultural or religious history. In scholarly books on ‘American
Fundamentalism’ he is sometimes given a few paragraphs, but nothing
approaching the attention which he deserves. For William Blackstone was
one of the most influential and admired religious figures of his generation:
a writer, lecturer, preacher, active missionary, and the author of one of the
most widely-read books of his time, while, with regard to our concern in
this book, he is one of a handful of the most influential American actors in
the story leading to the achievement of the state of Israel in 1948.

Certainly, he is not forgotten in Israel, where one can see at the Herzl
Museum the bible (with many significant prophetic passages marked for
his attention) which Blackstone sent to the Founder, and where one can
visit the Blackstone Forest. Among scholars of the history of political
Zionism his large role is generally conceded. In this respect he has fared
better than William Hechler.

In its official bulletin, ‘Fact and Comment’, of 14 March 1941, the
Emergency Committee for Zionist Affairs took note of the fiftieth anni-
versary of the ‘Blackstone Memorial’, and recommended that Zionists go
to that document to review ‘the three Zionist postulates that need emphasis
today[:}’

[First, that the Zionist solution must be commensurate with the magnitude
of the Jewish problem; second, that the establishment of Palestine as a Jewish
commonwealth must seek its accomplishment through international political
action; and third, that the project commands a vast fund of sympathy that is
deeply imbedded in the consciousness of the American people ...
[Blackstone’s Memorial] offers, in fact, essentially the same solution as the

Judenstaat. Blackstone is entitled to rank as an important precursor of
political Zionism.!

On the seventy-fifth anniversary of the day (5 March 1891) that William
Blackstone presented his ‘Memorial’ to President Benjamin Harrison, a
group of religious leaders met in New York to honour his memory. Their
press release (not noted by the New York Times) was signed by 16 religious
leaders, Christians and Jews, including Cardinal Spellman and the Director
of the Protestant Council of New York. The signatories noted that, while
Blackstone did not live to see the founding of the state, he would have
‘Joyously pointed to the host of Bible passages that read today as though
they had been written specifically for our time’.?

In his own lifetime, Blackstone was honored by official Zionists more
than any other American Christian friend. In correspondence with
Blackstone, Justice Brandeis gave it as his opinion ‘that you [Blackstone]
are the Father of Zionism, as your work antedates Herzl’.? This sentiment
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was expressed with equal force publicly at the meeting of the Provisional
Committee Conference in Philadelphia, 2 July 1916. On that occasion,
Brandeis introduced, as the meeting’s special guest — ‘a most important ally
which Zionism has in America outside the Jewish rank, Rev William E.
Blackstone’.

Those of you who have read with care the petition presented twenty-five
years ago by Mr Blackstone and [to] the president of the US, asking that the
president of the US use his influence to consider Jewish problems with a
view to the giving of Palestine to the Jews; those of you who have read that
petition with care, and I hope it includes you all, must have been struck with
the extraordinary coincidence that the arguments which Mr Blackstone used
in that petition were in large part the arguments which the great Herzl
presented five years later in setting forth to the world the needs and the hopes
of the Jewish people. That coincidence, the arguments presented in America,
arguments later presented by Herzl without knowledge of the fact of what
had been done in America, show how clearly and strongly founded they are.
They come to all men who will regard in a clear and statesmanlike way the
problems of the Jewish people.*

Again, Blackstone was publicly honored at a large Zionist meeting held in
Los Angeles, 27 January 1918. It is an extraordinary testimony to the respect
that Blackstone’s name and work had won among the Zionists that the
assembly on that occasion sat courteously before him while he delivered a
passionate sermon, calling for their repentance and conversion. Describing
the source of his Zionist conviction, he told them,

I am and for over thirty years have been an ardent advocate of Zionism. This
is because I believe that true Zionism is founded on the plan, purpose, and
fiat of the everlasting and omnipotent God, as prophetically recorded in His
Holy Word, the Bible ... [There are] only three courses open to every Jew
... The firstis to become a true Christian, accepting Jesus as Lord and Savior,
which brings not only forgiveness and regeneration, but ensures escape from
the unequaled time of tribulation which is coming upon all the earth ...
Second — become a true Zionist and thus hold fast to the ancient hopes of
the fathers, and the assured deliverance of Israel, through the coming of their
Messiah, and complete national restoration and permanent settlement in the
land which God has given them. It is true that this leads through unequaled
sorrows, as prophesied notably by Jeremiah ... [Third — there 1s the way of]
the assimilants. They are the Jews who will not be either Christians or
Zionists. They wish to remain in the various nations enjoying their social,
political, and commercial advantages ... Oh, my Jewish friends, which of
these paths shall be yours? ... God says that you are dear unto Him ... He
has put an overwhelming love in my heart for you all, and therefore I have
spoken thus plainly. Study this wonderful Word of God ... and see how
plainly God Himself has revealed Israel’s pathway unto the perfect day.’
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‘DISPENSATIONALISM’

Although most of the elements which make up what is called ‘Dispen-
sationalism’ had already appeared over the centuries, the nineteenth century
‘Dispensationalists’ are a distinct school of interpreters who derive from a
specific teacher, John Nelson Darby (1800--82), and an elaborate schema
that he worked out, whereby the entire history of mankind since Adam is
understood as a succession of ‘dispensations’, during each of which God
deals with mankind according to a different ‘covenant’. Leaving out all the
hard parts: the present ‘dispensation’ is the last, before Christ’s return.
During this period, mankind is being sifted, and a remnant of true Christians
is being prepared by God for ‘Rapture’ — that is, to be suddenly and without
warning removed from the sphere of history in the moment before the
Tribulation (the time of Jacob’s troubles), which in turn precedes the
Second Coming of Christ. A crucial element of doctrine binding all the
subgroups of ‘Dispensationalism’ is this: that the Rapture of the true
Church leaves the Jewish Nation in place, facing the last Chapter (Seven
Weeks) of History, culminating in the Return of Jesus Christ.

From our present point of view: the distinctive element in the Dispen-
sationalist understanding is this rigid, axiomatic, distinction between
church history (how it has been proceeding since Pentecost, and how it will
end), and the history of the Jews (how that has been proceeding since the
Destruction of the Second Temple, and how that will end). Hence, this
order: the ‘Rapture’, then the countdown of the events immediately pre-
ceding Christ’s return (Daniel’s ‘seven weeks’), then Christ’s return, and
then the inauguration of the Millennium. All these events await the
Restoration of the Jews to their State of Israel.

Above all, we must note the fact that these dogmatic convictions give a
constancy to the Fundamentalist’s enthusiasm for the Jewish people (and,
after that is achieved, for their state) that is rarely found among Christians
of more ‘liberal’ or ‘rational’ theology. Right at the beginning of their
dealings with the Fundamentalists, the Herzlian Zionists noticed that the
allegiance of the latter does not follow from arguments of abstract justice
or considerations of global power politics; nor is their allegiance dependent
upon arguments about what Christendom might owe to the Jews by way of
redressing the injustices of the past.

It is true that one does not need the authority of Dispensationalism for
concluding what Darby and his followers concluded about Israel and its
future. We should note, for example, that William Hechler came to his
convictions apparently without the benefit of Dispensationalism. On the
other hand, Hechler’s writings never became authoritative for a broad-based
school of interpretation, as did Darby’s, which gave focus to the daily bible
reading and the daily prayers of millions of Americans.
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Following upon a series of extended visits of John N. Darby to the United
States from 1862 forward, the Dispensationalist form of Premillennial
teaching took hold at the centre of the religious constituency that kept alive
the Puritan legacy: that is, revivalist, or ‘evangelical’ Protestantism. A
powerful element in that story is the success of the Scofield Reference Bible,
which first appeared in 1909 — not only the most influential vehicle of the
Dispensationalist world-view, but undoubtedly the most widely dissemi-
nated tool for popular religious instruction in the History of the United
States.® In part because of ‘Scofield’s Bible’, Dispensationalist Premil-
lennialism was, by the eve of World War One, the interpretation favored
by Protestants who were ‘conservative’ in theology and ‘revivalist’ (or
‘evangelical’) in practice, and the one book most responsible for dis-
seminating this interpretation by that time was _fesus Is Coming by William
E. Blackstone.

FESUS IS COMING

As originally published in 1878, Fesus is Coming, was a 96-page paperbound
tract, whose author was identified only as ‘W.E.B.”. The work was subse-
quently revised and expanded twice before the year 1916. Well over a million
copies of that edition (expanded to 250 pages) were eventually distributed.
It has been translated into at least 43 languages, including Hebrew. In it,
the Dispensationalist argument is developed deliberately, assisted at every
step by a massive apparatus of scriptural references.

What interests us here is the section (beginning at page 161) where
Blackstone addresses the present situation of the Jews and explicitly the
Zionist movement of the day. Here, Blackstone draws our attention to the
unique history of the Jews — the miracle of their persistence to this day:

Said Frederick the Great to his chaplain: ‘Doctor, if your religion is a true
one, it ought to be capable of very brief and simple proof. Will you give me
evidence of its truth in ONE WORD ?’ The good man answered, ‘Israel’.

Other nations come and go, but Israel remains. God says of her, ‘For a
small moment have I forsaken thee; but with great mercies will I gather thee.
In a little wrath I hid my face from thee for a moment; but with everlasting
kindness will I have mercy on thee, saith the Lord, thy Redeemer.’ Isaiah
54:7-8 ...

In the first restoration only those who were MINDED came back from
Babylon (Fzra 7:13), while many remained both there, and in Egypt and
elsewhere, but in the future, or second restoration, not one will be left out.
[He cites Isaiah 43:5-7; Ezekiel 34:11-13, and 39:28-29] ...

In the first restoration it was only Jews who returned.

In the second, or future restoration, it will be both Judah (the two tribes)
and Israel (the ten tribes). [Jeremiah 3:18; Ezekiel 36:10, 37:15-22] ...
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At the first restoration they returned to be overthrown and driven out
again, but in the second, they shall return to remain, no more to go out. They
shall be exalted and dwell safely, and the Gentile nations shall flow unto them.
[Amos 9:15, Ezekiel 34:28 and 36:11-12, Isaiah 60:15-16] ...

The detail of the manner of their restoration, and of their repentance and
acceptance of Christ, is not so important to us. For those who are of the
Church are to be taken away first, in the Rapture, and escape all these things
through which Israel must pass.’

Those who have studied Dispensationalism from the outside will know

what follows: that in immediate contradiction of this disclaimer of concern
about the ‘detail’ of the scenario leading to End Times, the author will now
display the evidence of his very considerable preoccupation with the ‘signs’
which he has found in the daily newspaper.

In a section evidently written a few years prior to the outbreak of World

War One, he writes:

We believe, if we can rightly read the signs of the times, that the godless, law-
less trio of communism[,] nihilism, and anarchy, so alarmingly permeating
the nations today, are unclean spirits preparing the way for the Antichrist.?

The history of Israel, Blackstone says, is ‘God’s sundial’.

If we want to know our place in chronology, our position in the march of
events, look at Israel. [T]he Jews are, even now, returning to Jerusalem ...
[TThe entire Jewish population of Palestine is said to be more than 80,000,
so that a greater number have already returned than the 49,697 who went up
with Zerubbabel from Babylon. Ezra 2:64-65.

Theanti-Semitic agitations in Germany, Austria and France, and the fierce
persecutions in Russia and Romania, have stirred up the Jews of the world
as the eagle doth her nest. Deut. 32:11.

National hopes and aspirations have found vent in the organization of
Chovevi Zion (Lovers of Zion) societies and Shova Zion (colonization)
societies throughout Europe and America. Land is being purchased and
funds raised, on instalment plans, to send back the members by lot ... The
Turkish hold upon the country is continually weakening, and there is
considerable talk of a Jewish state. May we not conclude that the Lord is
even now setting ‘His hand again the second time for the restoration of His
people?’ [citing Isaiah 11:11] ...

This brings us to speak of Zionism, the present movement of the Jews to
return to the land of their fathers.’

Blackstone discovers within contemporary Zionism a variety of motives

and inspirations, extending from the religious beliefs of the Orthodox, to
the visions of the secularists.

The orthodox Jews who have enlisted under the Zionist banner, are animated
by the most devout religious motives ... [ T]he Reform Jews or Neologists
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have rapidly thrown away their faith in the inspiration of the Scriptures.
They have flung to the wind all national and Messianic hopes. Their Rabbis
preach rapturously about the mission of Judaism, while joining with the most
radical higher critics in the destruction of its very basis, the inspiration of
the Word of God. Some have gone clear over into agnosticism.

Strange to say, from these agnostics now comes the other wing of the
Zionist party, and not only have they joined this party, but they furnished
the leaders, namely, Dr Max Nordau of Paris, and Dr Theodore Herzl of
Vienna ... [These agnostics] aver that this is not a religious movement at all.
It is purely economic and nationalistic. Dr Herzl, its founder and principal
leader, espoused it as a dernier ressort, to escape the persecutions of anti-
Semitism, which has taken such a firm hold of the masses of the Austrian
people. He conceived the idea that if the Jews could regain Palestine and
establish a government, even under the suzerainty of the Sultan, it would
give them a national standing which would expunge anti-Semitism from the
other nations of the world, and make it possible for all Jews to live comfortably
in any nation they may desire ...

The call, issued by Dr Herzl, for the Zionist Congress held in Basle,
Switzerland, in 1897 met with severe opposition from the German Rabbis
andalsoalarge portion of the Jewish press, as well as the mass of rich reformed
Jews. Nevertheless, over 200 delegates, from all over Europe and the orient
and some from the United States, met, and carried through the program of
the congress with tremendous enthusiasm ... It is significant that this first
Zionist congress assembled just 1,260 years after the capture of Jerusalem
by the Mohammedans in AD 637. Dan. 12:7.10

WILLIAM BLACKSTONE AND THE ZIONISTS

On 4 November 1887, Blackstone and his friends founded the Chicago
Committee for Hebrew Christian Work (later incorporated as the Chicago
Hebrew Mission [1891], and later still [1953] renamed the American
Messianic Fellowship). Blackstone’s zeal for practical missionary work
among the Jews remained unabated to the end of his life.

From its beginnings, the Chicago Hebrew Mission experienced much
greater success than did any of the British or American missions among the
Jews of Palestine. As partial explanation for this success, Yaakov Ariel writes:

Dispensationalist missions, including Blackstone’s Chicago Hebrew Mission,
took an innovative approach. Formerly, Jewish converts to Christianity were
supposed to gentilize as well as christianize. They were expected to turn their
backs on their Jewish heritage and abandon all ties with the Jewish com-
munity. Their Jewish background was often regarded as a shameful disability
that had to be overcome.

This ‘difference of approach’ followed from a distinctive difference of
theology. ‘The dispensationalists’, notes Ariel, in contrast to other
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Protestant missionaries, ‘emphasized the importance of the Jewish nation
in the great events that would precede the establishment of the millennial
kingdom and its leading role in the millennial kingdom itself.!! Thus,
paradoxically, despite the extraordinary zeal for conversion of the Jews
which moved the Blackstone organization — certainly equal to the zeal of
other missionaries to the Jews anywhere —they did not envision the complete
conversion of the Jews.

Many Orthodox Jews, it seems, saw Blackstone as a kindred spirit in the
warfare against loss of Jewish identity. The risk in opening the door to
Blackstone and his missionaries was obvious to them, but temptations to
lose one’s Jewish soul were all around one in America. Here was a man and
a movement which, in one key point at least was an ally: namely in his zeal
to redirect the attention of Jews to their Scripture and to the messianic
future.

Not all dispensationalists were Christian Zionists. Among the best
known of the dispensationalist preachers was Arno C. Gabelein who
consistently warned against alliance with the Zionists.

Zionism is not the divinely promised restoration of Israel ... {and] is not the
fulfillment of the large number of predictions found in the Old Testament
Scriptures, which relate to Israel’s return to the land. Indeed, Zionism has
very little use for arguments from the Word of God. It is rather a political
and philanthropic undertaking. Instead of coming together before God,
calling upon His name, trusting Him, that He is able to perform what He
has so often promised, they speak about their riches, their influence, their
Colonial Bank, and court the favor of the Sultan. The great movement is one
of unbeliefand confidence in themselves instead of God’s eternal purposes. !?

The difference between Blackstone and Gabelein on this matter had
nothing to do with what we would today call ‘racial attitudes’. Both were
strongly philo-Semitic. The line that divided them was a theological line.
It is, in fact, the same line that ran then and still runs through Orthodox
Judaism,; dividing those who felt that God required them to assist the
coming of his Kingdom, and those who said that it was impious to try to
speed the arrival of the Messiah through political work.

As for the secular, the Herzlian, Zionists, they soon discovered (as we
shall see) that Blackstone was an invaluable ally — a propagandist of genius
and a man having great influence within the Christian community, who was
accomplishing in a democratic setting essentially what Herzl hoped that
Hechler was accomplishing in the authoritarian setting of Old Europe:
leading the way to the Princes.

Blackstone proved a constant friend of the Jews inall of the controversies
that threatened them. He was a champion for rescue of the Russian Jews,
and of Jewish immigration to America. He consistently brought his great
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personal influence to bear against any and all evidences of anti-Semitism
around him. He denounced the Protocols of the Elders of Zion when it
appeared after 1905. To be as forthright as Blackstone was in this was no
small matter, when we recall, for example, how widespread was belief in
their authenticity in the highest circles at the time of the First World War
and how important the document thereafter became to populist movements
in the United States in the 1920s. Sometime in the 1920s, Blackstone wrote
to the editor of Henry Ford’s influential paper, the Dearborn Independent:

1 do not believe for a moment that the Jews have any organization for securing
control of the government of the world, neither do I believe that they were
instrumental in the production or propagation of the so-called protocols,
and it is amazing to me that such anti-Semitic propaganda could be
established in this country as well as in England.’3

And (asis developed later in this text) he eventually established the friendli-
est of relationships with the Zionist leaders in the years of the hegemony
of Louis D. Brandeis — few of whom were Orthodox, and none a likely
candidate for conversion to Christianity.

A few months after launching the Chicago Hebrew Mission, Blackstone
made his first visit to the Holy L.and, where he was particularly struck by
the pace at which the Jews were reclaiming the land; this he took as a proof
of the blessings that Jewish immigration would bring to the Ottoman
Empire. It was also a clue that ‘the times’ were further along than he had
so far guessed.

A few monthsafter his return from the Holy Land, Blackstone organized
the first conference between Christians and Jews in Chicago: The
Conference on the Past, Present and Future of Israel, 24-25 November, at
the First Methodist Episcopal Church in Chicago. Among the participants
were three Reform rabbis, and a number of Christian clergy and teachers,
representing a considerable theological and institutional range. When the
matter of Restoration was raised, the Reform rabbis proved not to be
enthusiastic. One said:

We modern Jews do not wish to be restored to Palestine. We have given up
hope in the coming of a political personal Messiah. We say, ‘the country
wherein we live is our Palestine, and the city wherein we dwell is our
Jerusalem’. We will not go back ... to form again a nationality of our own.

Warm unanimity was achieved, however, on a resolution to be forwarded
to the authorities in Russia, expressing ‘disapprobation of all discrimination
against the Jews’, and pleading that ‘they stay the hand of cruelty from this
time-honored people, which have given them as well as us our bible, our
religion, and our knowledge of God’, and further, it was ‘resolved, that we
call upon the rulers and statesmen of our own country to use their influence
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and good offices with the authorities of all lands to accomplish this humane
and righteous end’.!* These initiatives played their part in encouraging the
concern for this issue shown by the Harrison Administration.

THE BLACKSTONE MEMORIAL (1891)

Encouraged by all of this, Blackstone now set about the project for which
he is honored in Israel today, the Blackstone Memorial. This was, simply,
a petition, addressed to the President of the United States, Benjamin
Harrison, and the Secretary of State, James G. Blaine, to ‘use their good
offices and influence with the governments of the European world’ (which
are then named, one by one) ‘to secure the holding at an early date of an
international conference to consider the condition of the Israelites and their
claims to Palestine as their ancient home, and to promote, in all other just
and proper ways , the alleviation of their suffering’. Its opening line is in
the form of a question — the question that dominated the proceedings at
Blackstone’s Chicago Conference: ‘What shall be done for the Russian
Jews?’ The answer comes in the form of another question: ‘Why not give
Palestine back to them again?’ Evoking the example of the Congress of
Berlin of 1878, the Memorial calls upon the powers to meet again and give
Palestine back to the Jews, as in 1878 it gave Bulgaria to the Bulgarians and
Serbia to the Serbians and Cyprus to Great Britain. ‘Whatever vested rights
by possession may have accrued to Turkey can be easily compensated,
possibly by the Jews assuming an equitable portion of the national debt.’
In short, it is Herzl’s program, presented to the rulers of the world five
years before Der Judenstaat, and six years before the First Zionist congress.

The argument of the Memorial depends throughout upon appeal to
‘sympathy, justice, and humanity’. Explicit theological language occurs only
in one sentence, where, speaking of Palestine, the Memorial says, ‘Why not
give Palestine back to them? According to God’s distribution of nations it
is their home — an inalienable possession from which they were expelled by
force.”

In the letter accompanying the Memorial, signed only by himself,
Blackstone does briefly address the higher logic of Christian eschatology,
in the penultimate paragraph:

[T]here seem to be many evidences to show that we have reached the period
in the great roll of centuries, when the everlasting God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob, is lifting up His hand to the Gentiles (Isaiah 49:22) to bring His
sons and his daughters from far, that he may plant them again in their own
land, Ezekiel 34, etc. Not for twenty-four centuries, since the days of Cyrus,
King of Persia, has there been offered to any mortal such a privileged
opportunity to further the purposes of God concerning His ancient people.
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The most remarkable thing about the Memorial is the list of signatures
appended. Four hundred and thirteen prominent Americans signed,
including the Chief Justice of the United States, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, the Chairman of the House Foreign Relations
Committee, and several other Members of Congress, several of the greatest
industrialists of the day (including Rockefeller, Morgan, and McCormick)
famous clergymen, Christian and Jewish, writers, journalists, and the
editors of several of the great newspapers of the day.

It is a matter of record that President Harrison received the Blackstone
Memorial on 5 March 1891, and that he ‘promised to give it careful atten-
tion’, and we have evidence of the considerable stir that it made on public
opinion. We know that Secretary Blaine sought the advice of the govern-
ment’s representatives in the Ottoman lands about the notion — and that
all of them recommended not approaching the Ottoman Government
about 1t.1?

It is true that the government of the day never rose to the challenge of
calling an international congress of the powers for the purpose of estab-
lishing a Jewish homeland. In fact, no reference to the Memorial or any
related documentation appears in the volumes of Foreign Relations of the
Unisted States for the period, and the principal biographies of President
Harrison make no mention at all of this story, yet the Memorial had very
great effects in the long run. The notion of American sponsorship of a
Jewish return to Palestine was firmly planted in many minds.

Almost exactly one-quarter of a century later, the story of the Memorial
came to the attention of the leader of American Zionism, Louis Brandeis
— with very great consequences, which we shall discover in due course
(Chapter nine). Brandeis was so intrigued by the story, that he made
enquiries in the State Department. Incredibly, the Department reported
back that their researchers had failed to find any trace of the original petition.
This seems extremely unlikely. Probably, they were simply resisting giving
support to the embarrassing notion that a President of the United States —
or , worse still, the State Department! — was in the habit of giving the time
of day to End Times pamphleteers. Left to his own resources, Brandeis
tracked down newspaper stories about Blackstone’s presentation of the
original Memorial, and searched the papers and magazines of the day for
editorial comment.'

Some 47 pages of handwritten notes in the Brandeis Papers record this
research. Brandeis notes a wide range of Jewish reactions. On the favorable
side, The Menorah notes that ‘there is evidently in this movement no
proselytizing scheme ... [T]hose who are moving in this direction are
entitled to our appreciation and gratitude.” The Fewish Exponent called the
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Memorial ‘a great conception, one worthy of exciting the enthusiasm of
the greatest Christian and Jewish minds — certainly not a proposition to be
met with derision and scorn’. The Reform Advocate of Chicago had mixed
feelings: “We are grateful for the effort made but deplore that so much
money has been expended on what, to calm minds, cannot but be seen as a
“fool’s errand”.” On the other side, the American Israelite, noting that the
publishers of the Chicago Tribune were among the signatories, insisted that
‘Nations are not made in the manner suggested by the Tribune and the Rev
Mr Blackstone ... Let those who are able to help [the Russian Jews] do so,
in a practical manner, and not waste energy and money on a barren ideality.’
The Jewish Messenger was not at all grateful to Blackstone: “The Jew
apparently has a double persecution to undergo, from his friends as well as
his enemies ... This [Memorial] brings two evils: (1) it revives anti-Semitism
... (2) it makes the Jews the subject of newspaper comment.” The Fewish
Messenger affected alarm: “This petition will recoil against the Jews of
Turkey ... Mr Blackstone’s ultimate aim is the evangelization of the Jews.
His personality is charming, his zeal praiseworthy, but let him evangelize
the Czar and his counsellors.’ Perhaps the sanest response from the Jewish
side was that of the editor of Ha Pisga, the only Hebrew-language journal
of the day. Speaking of the matter of the well-known theology of its author,
Wolf Schur wrote:

It is not their intention to bring us under the wings of Christianity in our
time ... but rather in the days to come when peace returns and each of us
sits under his fig tree and vine, and after the battle of Gog and Magog. Let
the Christians do whatever they can to help usin the resettlement in Palestine.
As to the question of our faith, let that rest until Elijah comes and then we
shall see whether or not their dream materializes.!”

LIFE AFTER THE BLACKSTONE MEMORIAL

To reinforce the propaganda value of the Memorial, Blackstone wrote that
same year a widely read article entitled, ‘May the United States intercede
for the Jews?’ It begins: “The pitiful condition of Jewish refugees is attract-
ing universal attention’, then turns to a review of the efforts of the Jews and
the governments of the world to deal with this crisis. Quickly, he gets to the
solution, a home for the Jews in Israel:

There is room there for two or three millions more people, and the ancient
scriptural limits of the country would largely increase its capacity. The rains
are returning, agriculture is improving, its location promises great
commercial possibilities, and only an independent, enlightened, and
progressive government is needed to afford a home for all of Israel who wish
toreturn ... Especially should they have possessionand control of the Haram,
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orancient temple enclosure. The possibility of rebuilding their Temple under
Divine direction would fire every Orthodox Jew with religious enthusiasm,
and furnish an irresistible stimulant for a world-wide rally to their father-
land.!8

Yet Blackstone reaches beyond the constituency of like-minded Dispen-
sationalists to meet the questions of statesmen and laymen. Here, as in the
Memorial, the Congress of Berlin of 1878 provides the precedent for action
by the Great Powers. Especially fascinating is the section where he addresses
arguments about legal title to the area under consideration — questions
which have not gone away. Whereas in Jesus is Coming he sweeps away
modern doubt with the thought that, ‘the title deed to Palestine is recorded,
not in the Mohammedan Serai of Jerusalem nor the Serglio [sic] of
Constantinople, but in hundreds of millions of Bibles now extant in more
than three hundred languages of the earth’,1* — here he takes on the scholars
of international law, calmly presenting his case in terms of the judicial
concepts of ‘prescription’, ‘usucaption’, and ‘dereliction of the proprietor’
— a case so subtly presented that it might well have come from the pen of
his famous eighteenth-century namesake.

In the decade and a half following his presentation of the Memorial to
President Harrison, Blackstone never ceased reminding the politicians that
it was there to be read, and that it reflected the powerful appeal of the idea
of Restoration to the American people. He resubmitted the Memorial to
President Theodore Roosevelt, in 1903. More tracts were written and pub-
lished, elaborating his premillennial theology, and describing the present
state of the process of the reclamation of Palestine by the Jews. He pursued
his missionary efforts on an expanded front. To the fund entrusted to him
by his father-in-law, other wealthy friends had added other funds, so that
he was now responsible for distributing millions of dollars in support of
missions and evangelical literature. One of his children became a missionary
to China, and William Blackstone, now a widower, followed him there
(1908—14) to serve in the field, and to distribute the Chinese version of
his famous book. He became an avid world traveller, always studying to
make the best of his opportunities, and contracting translations of his
book to meet the needs of the countries he visited. His fundamentalist-
dispensationalist reading of the past, the present and the future was never
changed by anything that he encountered in his travels: indeed, he was
always discovering new evidences for the most literal readings of scriptural
history and prophecy. For example, on a visit to Mesapotamia (then under
British occupation) in 1921, he wrote: ‘I want to see the site of ancient
Babylon, which I verily believe will soon suddenly spring up as the head
and center of all commercialism. See Rev. 13 and 18.” Of the European
Empires, he wrote, following his wide travels through the Mideast and Far
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East: ‘Gentile dominion is culminating in such a manifestation of hate and
savagery that ... thereis no hope except in the predicted sudden conversion
of Israel ... and the re-establishment of theocratic government for the
oppressed peoples of the earth’® — that is, the earthly reign of the Messiah.

The outbreak of the War inspired speculation about End Times every-
where, and on an unprecedented scale.?! By 1916, there was added to the
rumours of war rumours of the dealings between Zionist leaders and the
Great Powers. Among Fundamentalist Christians, all this prompted even
greater interest in Blackstone’s book — which he therefore revised and
enlarged.

DECLINING ENTHUSIASM FOR THE CAUSE OF THE JEWS AFTER
THE 1890s

Earlier, we noted certain initiatives taken by President Harrison and
Secretary of State Blaine on behalf of the Jews of Russia which gave
encouragement to those who believed that the Restoration of the Jews to
their land would come about under American sponsorship. These initiatives
proved popular. Henceforward, the American public understood that there
was what a later Secretary of State would have called ‘linkage’ between the
general question of American relations with the Ottoman empire and the
question of the destiny of the Jews.

At the same time, in the ranks of those responsible for the actual
carrying-out of the policy — the diplomats in the field and the State Depart-
ment personnel — a certain amount of foot-dragging can be detected. We
find no Dispensationalists of record in the upper ranks of American
policymakers in these prewar years — no policymaker that we know of was
seized by the conviction that this was the hour to realize the role outlined
for the United States by Scripture, nor do we find any known Dispen-
sationalists in the ranks of the Presidents of this period. The United States’
resident agents advised against the Blackstone policy from the beginning.
Selah Merrill, the US consul at Jerusalem during most of the thirty years
following 1882 reported that ‘Palestine is not ready for the Jews, and the
Jewsarenotready for Palestine’. On the Blackstone Memorial, his comment
to the State Department was that,

To pour into this impoverished country tens of thousands of Jews would be
an unspeakable calamity both for the country and for the Jews themselves.
When and where have they learned the art of self-government? The quickest
way to annihilate them would be to place them in Palestine with no
restrictions or influences from any civilized government, and allow them to
govern themselves; they would very soon destroy each other.??
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Yet Presidents, unlike State Department mandarins, are required to be
elected by the whole public, and are thus capable of being made aware, under
the right circumstances, of the political weight of such populist forces as
Christian Restorationism. So long as the President and Secretary of State
were bearing down on them, the mandarins carried out the policy. Up to a
point, the conviction that the United States was involved in the rescue of
the helpless appealed to the philanthropic instinct of the mandarins, but
this instinct is notoriously unstable, and so we find by the turn of the century
a note of weariness appearing in State Department communications on
these related matters. By the time Theodore Roosevelt came into the
Presidency (1901-9), those in the permanent ranks of foreign-policy makers
were finding ways to work together against the premises of the policy which
came into place in the days of Harrison and Cleveland. Throughout the
whole upper tier of foreign policy making, the Blackstone Memorial, if it
was thought of at all, was remembered as an embarrassment.

It is not at all difficult to document the old fashioned gentlemen’s anti-
Semitism pervasive in these ranks, and this factor should not be discounted.
Much more effective however in the long-run against any policy turning
upon ‘visions of grandeur in the Jewish destiny’ was another kind of
prejudice, the contempt of the well-educated for the unsophisticated,
especially the theologically unsophisticated. In the Episcopalian, Congre-
gational, Unitarian, and occasionally Presbyterian circles in which the
policymaking elite were reared, nothing was so vigorously despised as
‘Fundamentalism’, and to this mind the very type of the worst fruit of
Fundamentalism was (and still is) the End Times pamphleteer. So long as
the only constant champions of ‘Jewish destiny’ were Fundamentalist
pamphleteers, there was no need to give Zionism the time of day. Simple,
old-fashioned, country-club anti-Semitism is as nothing in this equation,
compared to the fear and loathing of Fundamentalism among properly
educated Protestants.

Re-enforcing this anti-Zionist drift among policymaking elites was
another long-term trend dating from this period, the growing influence of
Protestant missionaries in the making of American foreign policy. In the
United States as in Britain, zeal for the conversion of the Jews of Palestine
had accompanied the first expressions of Christian Restorationism, but well
before the time of Blackstone’s Memorial it was evident to all that the mis-
sionary effort among the Jews was bringing very little result. Missionaries
to the Jews became few and far between, and many ended their work in
disillusionment. By the late nineteenth century missionary efforts in the
lands of the Ottoman Empire were redirected towards the Arab population
— which was to be numbered in countless millions, as compared to the
roughly 80,000 Jews of the area. Now the missionaries were reporting rates
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of conversion vastly better than anything that anyone had ever been able to
show for the efforts among the Jews.

Increasingly, therefore, the missionaries were reporting from the field
to their churches in a manner sympathetic to their Arab clients. It is now
something of a cliché — and like most clichés, more true than people guess
— that Arab nationalism, the ultimate adversary of Zionism, was a product
of the missionary movement, in that the latter provided the opportunities
for literacy, and inadvertently the indoctrination in European concepts of
nationalism that nurtured the ‘Arab awakening’. In this connection, Robert
College in Constantinople and the Syrian Protestant College (later, American
University) in Beirut played the key roles. Thus, within the State Depart-
ment, an ‘Arabist’ point of view was emerging well before the Great War.
Even when one was well disposed to the cause of the Jews, one had now to
admit that bringing the Jews in their hundreds of thousands, let alone their
millions, and settling them in Palestine was, to put it mildly, a much more
complicated matter than it had seemed in the days of President Harrison.

In summary: an original outburst of concern for Jews at the outset of
the period of Russian pogroms triggered an authentic, though apparently
short-lived, popular enthusiasm for Restoration of the Jews. After the issue
faded, the professionals could safely pursue what they knew was a better,
because a more realistic, policy: appeasement of the Turks and the Russians.
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A COUP IN THE HOUSE OF ZIONISM: AUGUST 1914

As we have seen, when war broke out in Europe in the August of 1914 the
World Zionist movement was in effect decapitated. Jews who were citizens
of Allied nations — Britain, France, later Italy, and above all the masses of
Russia — would not take advice or instruction from the official leadership,
most of whom were citizens of one or other of the Central Powers. In this
situation, who would now represent the Jewish people before the princes
of the world? Who would provide for those Jews, in particular, whose lives
were now at greatest possible risk: those who lived in the Ottoman Empire
(which, in November 1914, joined the Central Powers ), those who lived in
all parts of the Russian Empire (in recent years racked by cycles of officially
inspired pogroms); and those in Central Europe, who stood in the paths of
the armies which fought the very first major battles of this war?

As it happened, at the outbreak of the European war Shmaryahu Levin
of the Actions Committee of the WZO was stranded in the United States
where he had been on a speaking tour. Immediately he joined Louis Lipsky,
executive director of the Federation of American Zionists, and Jacob de
Haas to review the situation and devise an emergency plan. Within days a
telegram arrived at the office of Louis Brandeis:

Zionist headquarters Berlin disorganized. Actions Committee scattered.
European organization disabled through military service of Zionists in
armies. Extraordinary conference American Zionist representatives with
Schmaryahu Levin very urgent to consider political administrative eco-
nomical situation and save Palestine institutions. Make every sacrifice to
attend Hotel Marseilles New York August thirty wire.!

Off the record, Jacob de Haas told Brandeis that he intended to offer
Brandeis’ name for the chairmanship of the Committee.
Needless to say, Levin had received no mandate for what he was doing
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from the European Zionist executive — a rump of which met a little later in
Copenhagen, but was effectively ignored thereafter. In plain words: it was
a coup.

However, as we have seen, one European member of the Zionist
leadership, Chaim Weizmann, heartily approved of the American initiative.
Discouraged by the Copenhagen organization’s insistence on ‘neutrality’,
and believing, as he later put it, ‘that our destiny lay with the Western
democracies’, Weizmann simply broke with the European leadership, and
acknowledged the leadership of American Jewry, which ‘perhaps bears
within itself the seed of “eternity”’.

Thus, in August 1914, leadership of World Zionism was settled for an
uncertain term upon a small and inexperienced coterie of American Jews,
under the leadership of Louis D. Brandeis.

ZIONISM COMES TO AMERICA

It needed great optimism to argue in 1914 that Zionism’s future lay with
its American branch. At that time, American Jewry numbered about three
million. At the Annual Convention of the Federation of American Zionists
held in Rochester in June, 1914, it was reported that there was a membership
of a little over 14,000. A budget of $12,500 was proposed, which would
exceed anticipated revenues by $2,600.

Before the massive immigration of European Jews began in the early
1880s, American Jewry was a small community of about 250,000 all told.
Most of these spoke German as their first language but were now fluent in
English; most were Reform inreligion (90 per cent of American synagogues
were Reform), and thought of themselves as belonging to ‘perhaps the
happiest community in the long history of the Dispersion’. This unprece-
dented ‘happiness’ was put in jeopardy by the arrival between 1882 and
1914 of nearly two million Jews, nearly all from Central Europe, nearly all
Yiddish-speaking and mostly Orthodox.

‘Zionism’, a complete mystery to America’s German Jews ( Yahudim),
came in the baggage of a minority of the new immigrants. The subject first
came to Gentile notice in the mid-1890s, when major articles appeared in
Harper’s Weekly and the Literary Digest, the latter noting that ‘two aims of
the Zionists were the revival of Hebrew and the colonization of Palestine’.?
The history of Herzlian Zionism in the United States begins formally with
the founding of the Federation of New York Zionists in November, 1897.
Some months later, a loose alliance of some 100 Zionist groups met in New
York to form a Federation of American Zionists, whose first president was
Professor Richard Gottheil of Columbia University, and whose first
secretary was Stephen Wise, a young Reform Rabbi. By 1905, there was a
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‘paper membership’ of 25,000, enough barely to support a small staff and
a monthly journal, the Maccabean.

Very early on, the habit of schism in the ranks of the American Zionists
had been brought to the attention of Theodor Herzl. In 1901 he had des-
patched Jacob de Haas, a British Jew of Dutch Sephardic origin, to America
to try to win unity in Zionist ranks. By 1905 the membership was built up
to 25,000, but thereafter it slumped again, to about half that figure. The
American Zionist movement was still essentially a mission province of
Herzlian Zionism. Unable to finance its own activities, how could it be
expected to carry the work of the worldwide movement?

LOUIS DEMBITZ BRANDEIS (1856-1941)

In 1849, 23 members of three interrelated families, Brandeis, Wehle and
Dembitz, came together to America. They were Jewish merchants from the
vicinity of Prague, sympathizers with the liberal cause that briefly
triumphed, and then was suppressed throughout the Austrian Empire
during the turbulent months of 1848-49. In search of promising new
settings for the various merchant enterprises they had in mind, the families
moved to settled parts of the frontier, first to Ohio, then to Indiana, then
to Louisville, Kentucky.

Louis David Brandeis was born in Louisville, 13 November 1856. His
father was Adolf Brandeis, a merchant, who, after many ups and downs,
eventually owned the successful retail firm called A. Brandeis and Son (the
‘Son’ being Louis’ brother Alfred). Louis was raised in material comfort,
and had the privilege of wide travel and education.

The intellectual side of the legacy was somewhat stronger on the
side of Louis’ mother, Frederika Dembitz Brandeis. Her brother, Lewis
Naphtali Dembitz, was a scholar of wide-ranging interests, notably in
languages, philosophy, history and the law, but also in the sciences. He was
a scholar-specialist in law, author of the authoritative Kentucky Furis-
prudence. A dedicated abolitionist, he had helped found the Republican
Party of Kentucky, and had been a delegate to the Convention which chose
Abraham Lincoln for the Presidency. Alone, in the midst of this non-
observant, assimilated family of German-speaking Jews, he had sought out
Orthodox Judaism in his teens, and become a pious observer. He wrote
learned works on Judaism, and was vice-president of the Orthodox Jewish
Congregational Union of America.

The sabbath was not observed in Louis Brandeis’ home. Already in
Europe, the family as a whole had advanced a long way towards assimilation.
In America, the advance continued. Yet, as so often happens when one’s
parents have voted against the religious legacy of the grandparents, Louis
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found himself drawn to the example of his observant uncle. In later years
he recalled ‘the joy and awe with which my uncle, Lewis Dembitz, welcomed
the arrival of the [Sabbath] day and the piety with which he observed it’.3
It is significant that in his teens Louis formally changed his middle name
to Dembitz to honor his uncle. On the other hand, as an adult he followed
the example of non-observance laid down by his parents. It is said that Louis
Brandeis only set foot in the synagogue twice: once, during a Zionist con-
vention in Pittsburg in 1916, the other time when he visited the synagogue
at Zichron Yaakov in Rehovot, Palestine, in 1919.4

Louis Brandeis received his undergraduate education at the University
of Dresden, Germany, before returning home to study at Harvard Law
School. His brilliant record there brought him patrons among the profes-
sors and leading lawyers, including Professor Oliver Wendell Holmes,
Jr. This in turn gave him an entrée into Boston’s intellectual circles, which,
in those days, were still dominated by descendants of Puritans, ‘the
Brahmins of Boston’, as they were called — mostly unchurched by now, but
still notably ‘Puritan’ in their moral preoccupation. Louis had no trouble
establishing a successful law firm (Warren and Brandeis) in partnership
with socially prominent Sam Warren, nor in gaining membership in the
exclusive clubs of Boston, including the Union and the Exchange. It is not
strictly true that he ‘ceased to be a Jew’, as some have overstated it. Rather,
although he ‘used his German-Jewish connections in Boston as a source of
business ... he did not feel impelled to ... socialize with his German-Jewish
clients ... He played no role in Boston Jewish society, and the Jewish
Encyclopedia did not even mention his name.’’

By 1910, he was a millionaire. He found outlet for his Progressive ideal-
ism by becoming a ‘people’s lawyer’, working without fee to defend the
public interest in cases involving transportation franchises, savings banks,
regulation of hours and wages, and many other causes. Well before 1912,
he was nationally famous as the champion of what came to be called the
‘New Freedom’ wing of Progressivism.

During the presidential term of William Howard Taft (1909-13), the
Republican Party was torn apart. With all necessary allowances for dif-
ferences of personality and personal grudges, what was principally at stake
was a difference of political philosophy which separated ‘Conservatives’
from ‘Progressives’. In this conflict, Brandeis was clearly associated with
the Progressive side, and closely allied with its longest-standing national
champion, Robert La Follette, formerly Governor and now Senator from
Wisconsin. He supported La Follette’s National Progressive Republican
League, founded in December, 1910, as a vehicle for La Follette’s bid for
the Presidency. Through 1910 and 1911, he undertook a speaking tour on
behalf of La Follette through several states, but by early 1912 Theodore
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Roosevelt had entered the ring, and La Follette’s support among Repub-
licans was dwindling. Though courted by TR, Brandeis remained loyal to
La Follette, a close personal friend as well as a political ally, even after it
had become clear that La Follette’s own Progressive Party intended to
abandon him in order to nominate the colorful ex-President. From that
moment, the substantial political asset that attached to Brandeis’ reputation
came within the sights of the Democratic nominee, Woodrow Wilson.

WOODROW WILSON (1856-1924)

The ancestors of Thomas Woodrow Wilson came from Scotland, on one
side directly, on the other by way of Northern Ireland. His paternal grand-
father, James Wilson, left County Down in 1807, coming first to Penn-
sylvania, then to Ohio, where for a while he served in the Ohio State
Legislature. On his mother’s side, Woodrow Wilson descended from a long
line of scholars and Presbyterian preachers in Scotland.

The future President’s father was Thomas Ruggles Wilson, a broadly
educated man, who combined a career as a teacher in various fields, includ-
ing the sciences, with the Presbyterian ministry, into which he was ordained
in 1849. By the time that Thomas Woodrow Wilson was born, on 28
December 1856, his father was the full-time minister of the Presbyterian
church at Staunton, Virginia. Two years later, the family moved to Augusta,
Georgia, where Thomas Wilson continued his ministry at the First
Presbyterian Church. Then in 1870, when Woodrow was fourteen, they
moved to Columbia, South Carolina, where his father became professor of
pastoral theology at the Presbyterian seminary.

Woodrow Wilson frequently asserted that the key to understanding him
was that he was ‘a son of the manse’. He was raised in a pious home which
was also a bookish one. There was much reading aloud and discussion about
books and learning — the old learning of theology, moral philosophy,
literature, and the new learning of the sciences. By the time that Woodrow
was ready to go off to college, the family was living in substantial comfort,
though they certainly were not rich.

Another powerful shaping force in Woodrow Wilson’s life was his
recollection of the Civil War. His father, though born in the North, followed
the Southern branch of the Presbyterian church when it divided in 1861,
and served as a chaplain in the Confederate army. Thus, although Woodrow
Wilson’s career after 1883 was lived out almost entirely in the North, his
essential moral and political character remained Southern.

Woodrow Wilson attended Davidson College, near Charlotte, South
Carolina, (1873—74), then Princeton (1874-79). After attending Princeton,
he studied law at the University of Virginia, and followed this with a
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distinctly unsuccessful stint at practice of the law in Atlanta, Georgia. In
1883 he returned to the academic world, where he remained until his
political career began in his fifties. At Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore,
he studied history and political economy. Teaching jobs at small colleges
followed the completion of his PhD, and then in 1890 he went back to
Princeton as Professor of Jurisprudence and Politics.

He was a great success as a teacher, and drew steadily growing, eventually
very large, lecture classes. At the same time, he won substantial fame and
income as a writer of a standard University-level textbook in American
History, as an essayist, and as an after-dinner orator, speaking all across the
country on a wide range of themes: literature, moral philosophy, politics,
and the role of the universities.

All the authorities on his life agree that he was powerfully devoted to
the religion in which he was raised. He read the Bible daily, and was active
in the work of his church. In a letter to a friend he says: ‘Ay life would not
be worth living if it were not for the driving power of religion, for faith,
pure and simple. I have seen all my life the arguments against it without
ever having been moved by them ... There are people who believe only so
far as they understand — that seems to me preposterous and sets their
understanding as the standard of the universe ... I am very sorry for such
people.’®

In 1902, the Board of Governors of Princeton University chose him to
be the University’s president. Committed as ever to his lifelong vision of
higher learning grounded upon confidence in God as Creator and Sustainer,
he set an example for students and faculty by regular attendance at chapel,
and, indeed, normally led the services himself twice a week. At the same
time, he was determined that Princeton should stand clearly at the forefront
of modern learning in all its departments. With respect to theology, this
meant working successfully to reduce the strength of the conservatives in
the theological faculty (some of them among the most respected voices on
the ‘Fundamentalist’ side of the theological wars) and their allies on the
Board of Governors. He succeeded in getting appointments for the first Jew
and the first Roman Catholic to the Faculty of Theology, and in 1906
persuaded the Board to formally resolve that Princeton was a non-sectarian
institution.

Wilson’s speech-making on the theme of the University as the training
ground of leaders for Democracy struck a responsive chord. The American
public of the Progressive Era was already accustomed to the idea of scholars
in politics as champions of democratic causes. There was more than
sufficient precedent, therefore, for political leaders in the State of New
Jersey to begin to think of President Wilson as a notable political property.
Early in 1910, Wilson was approached by Jim Smith, boss of the New Jersey
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Democratic machine, and offered its support (tantamount to nomination)
as Democratic candidate for Governor of New Jersey.

After his election, he stubbornly refused to take the machine’s direction,
refusing, for example, to endorse its nominee for the US Senate. He
succeeded in establishing irresistible leverage over the legislature through
his generation of popular support for key measures of his legislative
program. Most of these were in line with the progressive agenda of his day:
a primary and elections law, a corrupt practices act, workmen’s compen-
sation, utilities’ regulation, and more.

As one of a very small number of Democratic Governors of a large
Northern state in the North, he was thus an attractive candidate for the
Party’s Presidential nominationin 1912. Meanwhile, the division in national
Republican ranks meant that for the first time since 1896, the Democratic
nomination was a prize to be coveted.

WILSON AND BRANDEIS

Wilson’s task in 1912 was to stake out a position on the progressive side of
public issues, distinguishing a Democratic or ‘Jeffersonian’ approach from
that of men who had been in public life much longer than he, and who
seemed to have better title to the name of ‘progressive’. It made sense,
therefore, that he should send an emissary to sound out Louis Brandeis
more directly on how he might serve in Wilson’s campaign.

The emissary proved to be none other than Jacob de Haas — the same
Jacob de Haas whom Herzl had sent to America back in 1902 on a mission
to shape up American Zionism, and the same Jacob de Haas, who would
approach the same Louis Brandeis almost exactly two years later with the
request from the European Zionists to take charge of the provisional
Executive. While continuing since 1902 as secretary of the Federation of
American Zionists, de Haas had gone on to become the editor of the Boston
Femwish Advocate. That summer of 1912, he had been hired by the Democratic
National Committee to help in fund-raising, and ‘to work among the
nationalized citizens in the interest of the Democratic candidates’.” A few
weeks later, after a direct face-to-face interview between the principals (28
August 1912), Brandeis agreed to undertake a speaking tour on Wilson’s
behalf.

After Wilson’s election, informed observers speculated about the
possibility of Wilson’s choosing Brandeis as his Attorney-General; but
Wilson, though greatly tempted, concluded that Brandeis was perceived as
too anti-business. Brandeis did, however, play an influential role as an
advisor to Wilson, helping, notably, in drafting anti-trust legislation and
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other matters. Indeed, in the opinion of the doyen of Wilson scholars,
Arthur Link, he became ‘the chief architect of the New Freedom’.

The knowledge of this close relationship was of course a considerable
factor in the decision of de Haas and Levin to offer to Brandeis the leader-
ship of the provisional Executive in August, 1914.

LOUIS BRANDEIS AND ZIONISM

When, on that August day in 1912, Jacob de Haas set out on behalf of the
Democratic National Committee to speak to Louis Brandeis, he had in mind
a second purpose which he did not reveal to the Committee — certainly not
to the Campaign’s finance chairman, Henry Morgenthau. As Louis
Brandeis told the story in letters to friends over the next few days, it was
after they had finished their discussion on the campaign and as he was
driving de Haas back to the train station that the conversation took an
apparently but not really fortuitous turn. De Haas asked Louis Dembitz
Brandeis whether he was related to Lewis Dembitz, who had died in 1907
— ‘a noble Jew’, with whom he was well acquainted through their shared
Zionist involvements. Evidently, Brandeis was so taken by this reference to
his admired uncle, that he simply turned the car around and brought de
Haas back to the cottage, where they spent the rest of the day listening to
him tell the story of Theodor Herzl, the Basle Convention, and de Haas’
own adventures as the emissary of Herzl in America. This was the first of
many conversations between Brandeis and de Haas over the next two years.
Thereafter, Brandeis spoke of being ‘eternally grateful’ to de Haas, whom
he considered ‘the maker of American Zionism’.3

In the course of the previous decade, Louis Brandeis had been con-
sciously and conscientiously studying the life and the beliefs of American
Jews, deliberately closing the gap of knowledge and experience which had
kept his public and private life apart from theirs. The key to understanding
Brandeis’ Zionism is that in effect it came to him as a newly discovered
corollary to his fundamental Progressive faith. In February, 1911, inaletter
to Bernard Gerson Richards, editor of the Maccabean, he wrote: ‘My sympathy
with the Zionist movement rests primarily upon the noble idealism which
underlies it, and the conviction that a great people, stirred by enthusiasm
for such an ideal, must bear an important part in the betterment of the
world.”?

On 17 April 1913, Louis Brandeis formally joined the Zionist Associa-
tion of Boston, and during the summer of 1914 Brandeis embarked on a
program of intensive reading in Zionist theory and philosophy. In 1915, in
a speech entitled, ‘Zionism as Patriotism’, he declared:
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During most of my life my contact with Jews and Judaism was slight. I gave
little thought to their problems, save in asking myself from time to time,
whether we were showing by our lives due appreciation of the opportunities
which this hospitable country affords. My approach to Zionism was through
Americanism. In time practical experience and observation convinced me
that Jews were by reason of their traditions and their character peculiarly
fitted for the attainment of American ideals. Gradually it became clear to me
that to be good Americans, we must be better Jews, and to be better Jews, we
must become Zionists.!



‘A Son of the Manse’

LOUIS BRANDEIS TAKES CHARGE OF AMERICAN ZIONISM

In turning to Brandeis, the official Zionists were passing over an entire
generation of faithful Zionists — under whose direction American Zionism
had been declining steadily for the previous decade — to prefer a recent
convert. Fully sensitive to this situation, Brandeis, before accepting the
chair at the meeting of August, 1914, spoke of his ‘disqualification for this
task’: ‘T havebeen toa great extentseparated from Jews ... Iam very ignorant
in things Jewish.” This said for record, he set to work.

A resolution was quickly adopted, committing the new Committee to
collect a sum of $100,000 for Palestine — about seven times the size of any
annual collection previously made. Brandeis’ practical leadership began
immediately with the circulation of a letter, which went out in hundreds of
copies in Yiddish and English, announcing the formation of the Provisional
Executive Committee (PEC) and the start of Louis Brandeis’ leadership
within the movement:

To Zionists of America

31 August 1914, New York, NY

The war in Europe has brought a crisis upon the Zionist organization ... At
an Extraordinary Conference of American Zionists held at New York on 30
August 1914, a Provisional Executive Committee for General Zionist Affairs
was formed, to act until such time when the Actions Committee shall
reassemble ... Zionists, the duty of the hour is supreme. Strain every nerve
to obtain at once the One Hundred Thousand Dollar fund that is essential
to the welfare of our movement. Put the machinery of all your organizations
into motion without delay ... Who knows but that our tried people
everywhere, hearing the message of Zionism ring above the din and clash of
battle, will strive, united with us, for permanent justice, peace, and liberty
for the Jewish people in the Jewish land.!

In an effort to bring the Zionist issue to the forefront of public discussion
Brandeis undertook a cross-country lecture tour. At the same time, he
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recruited his friend Norman Hapgood, editor of Harper’s Weekly, to write
an article, ‘“Zionism’s Crisis’, which appeared in the magazine on 26
September 1914. Many other articles followed in the next few months, all
conforming to Brandeis’ representation of Zionism as part of the cause of
globalizing American progressivism. Under Brandeis’ leadership, member-
ship grew from 20,000 in 1914 to nearly 200,000 in 1918.

Perhaps the most enduring part of the legacy of these months was
Brandeis’ recruitment of a generation of young professionals and
intellectuals, many from his own circle at Harvard, others from the ranks
of graduate students, youthful lawyers, academics, and rabbis. These
included Felix Frankfurter, Benjamin V. Cohen, Julian Mack, Emanuel
Neumann and Stephen Wise.

STEPHEN S. WISE (1874-1949)

Aaron Weisz, born in Hungary and descended from a line of scholarly
Orthodox rabbisin Hungary, emigrated to the United Statesin 1874, shortly
after the birth of his son, who is remembered as Stephen Wise. There he
worked for a while as a laborer, before receiving the call to serve as the rabbi
in a synagogue in Brooklyn; thereupon, he called for his family to join him
in America. Though his father was zealously Orthodox, Aaron Weisz in
America moved towards the theology and practice of Reform, which, he
concluded, was better adapted to American life. He was in the moderate
wing of the reformers who founded the Jewish Theological Seminary, which
in turn became the source of the movement called Conservative Judaism.

Stephen was educated in New York public schools, but the better part
of his education took place at home, in German and English literature. His
education in Judaism came in private classes at the feet of scholars of the
Jewish Theological Seminary, friends of his father. He attended City College
of New York, then moved to Columbia University, where he studied Semitic
Languages and Literature under an eminent scholar and a zealous Zionist,
Richard J.H. Gottheil. After a year of study in Vienna, he returned to be
ordained as a Rabbi, immediately taking up his first post as an assistant
Rabbi in New York city in 1893 at the age of 19!

After serving this congregation briefly, Wise took a pulpit at the other
end of the nation, in Portland, Oregon, where a small Jewish community
sustained itself by effort of will on the margins of Protestant society. As it
happened, certain of the leading Protestant clergy of Portland were active
in aspects of the work and preaching of ‘Social Gospel’, and Rabbi Wise
was able to make good use of his own social activism as a bridge to friendship
with these men. Becoming quickly active in local progressive circles, he was
among the guests at a dinner meeting honouring President Theodore
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Rooseveltin 1903, and he seized the moment to speak to the President about
the recent Kishinev pogrom.

In 1907, Wise returned to New York city to serve a new, denominationally
independent congregation formally organized on 19 April 1907. Henry
Morgenthau was the first President of the Congregation, and other promi-
nent Uptown Jews were conspicuous in its leadership in its beginnings.
Wise served the Free Synagogue until his death in 1949, after which it took
the name, the Stephen S. Wise Free Synagogue. His practice of pulpit-
exchange with like-minded Protestant clergy drew complaints from the
Orthodox rabbis, so that all his life he was thought of as something of a
disturber of the religious peace of New York Jewry.

In New York, he continued the progressive involvements he had begun
in Oregon. He was a vocal champion of labour, and he was among the
founders of the National Association for the Advancement of the Colored
People (NAACP). Soon he was speaking out on the New York political scene,
attacking corruption, and loudly supporting reform candidates against the
party candidates in local elections. In the White House of William Howard
Taft he was consulted regarding appointments and for advice on immigra-
tion and on those foreign policy issues which were of special interest to the
Jewish community.

Few Reform Jews were Zionists. Rabbi Wise, in this as in so much else,
was an exception. He was active in the early organization of American
Zionist groups, he represented American Zionists in Basle at the Second
Zionist Congress (1898), reporting on the session to the New York Journal.
There he met Herzl, whom he worshiped thereafter. All his life, Stephen
Wise remembered Herzl, at the last Zionist meeting that Herzl attended
(April 1904), saying to him, ‘I shall not live to see the Jewish State, but you,
Wise, are a young man. You will live to see the Jewish State.’? He did, in
truth, live to see the day when the state was created — but died in 1949,
before he could visit it.

THE BRANDEIS/WISE/DE HAAS CONNECTION

Stephen Wise’s dealings with Woodrow Wilson went back to early 1911,
when the latter had come at Rabbi Wise’s invitation to address the Free
Synagogue on the subject, ‘Politics and Morals’. Wise introduced Henry
Morgenthau to Wilson early in 1911, ‘in the hope that he would be impres-
sed with him and become one of his supporters for the Presidency’. Indeed
he did. He became one of a very small group who funded Wilson’s bid for
the Presidential nomination, and after the convention, the Chairman of the
campaign’s Financial Committee. (Later still, President Wilson appointed
Morgenthau his Ambassador to Turkey.)? By May 1912, before either
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Convention had met, Wise was ready to support Wilson openly for the
Presidency.

On 28 January 1916, President Wilson nominated Louis Brandeis for
the Supreme Court. Senate hearings on this nomination then followed.
These proved to be unprecedentedly long and heated, owing (most scholars
believe) not to Brandeis’ Jewish ‘belonging’ nor to his Zionism, but rather
to what many regarded as his antibusiness views. Not until 24 May 1916
did the Senate confirm him, voting 10~8, along party lines. After Brandeis’
nomination editorials appeared in influential papers contending that it
would be inappropriate for Louis Brandeis to continue in his role as leader
of the American Zionist movement. Brandeis, who privately attributed the
entire editorial campaign to ‘a traitorous, anti-Zionist, assimilationist cabal
centred around the publishers of the New York Times’, resisted the clamour
as long as possible, but eventually yielded. At a convention held in Phila-
delphia in July 1916, he handed over the Chairmanship to Stephen Wise,
who assured the assembly that ‘my appointment is in some degree, wholly
I devoutly hope, a nominal and technical one’.*

There is abundant documentation in the Brandeis archives to prove that
Brandeis remained theactive, unchallenged chief of American Zionists until
the day of his deathin 1941, but Stephen Wise was for now the active, visible
conduit between the Zionists and the President. He seems, indeed, to have
had easy access to President Wilson through the latter’s entire term, bring-
ing up matters of appointments to office, and matters of greatest concern
to the Jewish community.

At Wise’s side was Jacob de Haas, who continued his service to Woodrow
Wilson as liaison to the important ‘ethnic blocs’. Among other duties, early
in the 1916 electoral season he prepared a confidential memo for the
President, entitled, ‘The Political Situation and the Jewish Voters’. Its
principal conclusion was that for Jewish voters ‘the Jewish question eclipses
all other considerations, and the sentiment prevails that Wilson can best
bring about its solution’. Appended to the memo is a list naming every town
in the United States in which there are Jewish voters — 40,000 of them, the
memo claims. Given the very close electoral result of 1916, de Haas, if so
minded, could have claimed to have contributed a substantial part of the
margin of victory.’

WINNING WILSON FOR THE BALFOUR DECLARATION

With Wilson narrowly re-elected in 1916, the American Zionists’ undivided
attention could now be given to the task of getting Wilson aligned behind
the efforts, under the leadership of Chaim Weizmann, to secure a public
pledge by the British government in favor of the ‘homeland for the Jews’ —
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what became the Balfour Declaration of 2 November 1917. Zionists wanted
to believe that the extraordinary access that their chiefs, Brandeis and Wise,
had to the President guaranteed American endorsement of the Zionist
program, but realistically, the auguries were mixed. It was well known that
Woodrow Wilson was closer to the missionaries than any of his predecessors
—and that these were overwhelmingly hostile to Zionism.

The American Zionists’ formal approach to the Administration began
with a meeting with Edward House, the President’s confidential advisor on
foreign policy matters in late January 1917, even before the American entry
into the war. Wise brought a memo which he, Brandeis, and Felix Frank-
furter had prepared, arguing for American endorsement of some kind of
British protectorate of Palestine, with guarantees to the Jews (the essentials
of the eventual Balfour Declaration.) House gave the impression of being
persuaded; but years later, when the documents were opened, it became
clear that he was far from friendly in reality — and that the same was true,
in greater or lesser degree, of most of Wilson’s official advisers.

By the late spring of 1917, it had become clear that the proponents of
the Balfour plan would have to find some way to get past the anti-Zionism
so well entrenched in Wilson’s official family. The strategy that won the
day for the Zionists was conceived by Chaim Weizmann, and involved taking
advantage of Lord Balfour’s declared interest in getting to meet the famous
jurist, Justice Brandeis, and the latter’s established entrée to the President.
Arrangements were made for Lord Balfour to meet quietly with Justice
Brandeis in April 1917, while the former was on a visit to Washington. It
was clearly understood that Brandeis spoke to Balfour in his capacity as the
chief of the American Zionists. Each had greatly admired the other at a
distance; and now their personal bond became a powerful factor in bringing
Woodrow Wilson around to commiting himself to the position that came
to be expressed in the Balfour Declaration (2 November 1917).

THE BRANDEIS-BLACKSTONE CONNECTION

Historians of our present theme — how Woodrow Wilson was won to the
Zionist cause — occupy themselves almost entirely with this story of the
comings and goings of the diplomats and the courtiers, which we have
sought to recapitulate in the three previous paragraphs. Yet there is another
element in this story which, though almost totally ignored by most of the
historians, was taken with the greatest of seriousness by the Zionist
principals at the time — and that is Wilson’s religious motivation. Indeed,
both Louis Brandeis and Stephen Wise later said, for record, that what
guaranteed the victory for the Zionists was not their greater skill in playing
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the political and diplomatic game, but their success in appealing to Woodrow
Wilson’s biblically based Christian faith.

Both Wise and Brandeis, we know, directly appealed to Wilson’s self-
consciousness as ‘a son of the manse’, his sense of awe at the possibility that
he had being divinely prepared to fulfill possibilities that were inherent in
the position of President of the United States, but which could not be seen
except with the eye of faith, disposed by long training in scripture. Yet
Brandeis and Wise did not simply leave Wilson alone to brood on these
things. They set to work to mobilize the Cyrus connection.

As we have already noted, early in 1916, almost exactly one quarter-
century after President Harrison’s receipt of the Blackstone Memorial, the
story of the Memorial was brought to Louis Brandeis’ attention. The
Brandeis Papers contain the correspondence which documents Brandeis’
unsuccessful efforts to recruit the State Department’s help in his research.
Undaunted, Justice Brandeis researched the matter on his own, and
eventually produced some forty-seven pages of handwritten notes — most
of them consisting of excerpts from newspapers of 1891-12. Then, Nathan
Straus, at Brandeis’ behest, wrote to Blackstone, 8 May 1916:

Mr Brandeis is perfectly infatuated with the work that you have done along
the lines of Zionism. It would have done your heart good to have heard him
assert what a valuable contribution to the cause your document is. In fact he
agrees with me that you are the Father of Zionism, as your work antedates
Herzl.6

Immediately, William Blackstone and Justice Brandeis started up a cor-
respondence which continued until the death of the former in 1934.

A little later, Straus wrote Blackstone again, suggesting that now was
the time to resuscitate his Memorial.” Sensing that time was short if the
United States was to get to the head of the line of powers who were already
dealing with the Zionists, Blackstone did not attempt to match in number
the signatures appended to his original petition to President Harrison,
settling instead for eighty-two. As he wrote to President Wilson, ‘It would
have been possible to have secured any number of signatures of the most
representative character to the Memorial, but this was so evident that it was
not necessary. The endorsement of the Presbyterian General Assembly, the
Ministers’ Meetings of the Methodists and the Baptists, and many repre-
sentative individuals and officials, evidence the General approval which the
Memorial receives from our entire population.’

The situation in 1916-18 was strikingly different from that in 1891.
Rather than standing alone as a pioneer expression of public support for a
novel idea - the creation by fiat of the Great Powers of a Jewish homeland
— this ‘Second Memorial’ was one of many items pouring upon Wilson’s
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head at the time, under many auspices, urging him to act in support of a
proposal now on the active Great Power agenda. It is for this very reason
impossible to isolate and weigh the impact of this second Memorial. No
trace of it appears in the published Wilson Papers, but the great stir it was
causing in church circles must have had some effect on Wilson.
Blackstone’s Second Memorial was ready by May of 1916, but Justice
Brandeis now wrote to Blackstone to say that he believed the impact of the
Memorial would be greater if its formal presentation were postponed ‘until
such times as ... he [Wilson] will be free to give his mind to this special
cause’. It was not until May 1917 that Brandeis sent this instruction to de
Haas: “Talk with Wise, as to whether this would be a good time to get the
Blackstone crowd to cheer.” Stephen Wise was entrusted by Blackstone with
the Memorial and with Blackstone’s covering letter, which he took to the
President on 30 June 1917. ‘In God’s Providence’, Blackstone had written,

it has been my privilege to secure a remarkable endorsement of the Memorial
in behalf of the Jews, which is presented herewith ... believing that the
progress of events augurs the imminence of the psychological moment for
benign action in behalf of the Jews, similar to that exhibited by Cyrus of
Persia, and assured of your sympathy and willingness to aid the Jewish people
in their present tragic sufferings, and praying that you may seize the
opportunity of securing to yourself and our nation the blessing promised by
God to Abraham and his seed, by showing loving kindness to Israel.

However, the Zionist leaders again proposed to delay the President’s public
endorsement of the Memorial. According to Wise’s report to Blackstone,
the President and Justice Brandeis agreed to wait for ‘the most favoring
hour’ in which to make public the President’s receipt of the Memorial.
Blackstone was not impressed with the argument for delay. Immediately,
he wrote to Wise: ‘I have a firm conviction that the most solemn and
unprecedented events in human history are impending, and I shall not be
surprised if from such delay these events occur before the Memorial is
presented.” In view of the impending ‘fearful destruction of nations’,
Blackstone urged Rabbi Wise to impress upon the President the importance
of having the United States publicly declared on behalf of Israel before
Christ’s imminent return.

But the ‘favoring hour’ never came. The clue to these tergiversations is
in a letter which Brandeis wrote to Jacob de Haas in May 1917, in which
he reveals that, ‘My inclination is against presenting Blackstone’s petition
now, because of its suggesting of international guarantees’.® By the summer
of 1917, there was the real prospect that Britain would take upon herself
the task of establishing the Homeland for the Jews. In the light of this new
situation, the Blackstone idea, because of its emphasis on international
auspices for the Jewish state, could cause embarrassment. Anticipating
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Wilson’s warm response to the document’s theology and to the testimonies
to widespread support within the churches, Brandeis and Wise were keen
that Wilson should privately be made aware of the Memorial. Brandeis
described the situation to James de Rothschild:

As to the non-Jewish sentiment, we have every assurance, apart from the
Administration attitude, which is also favourable, that the vast mass of
Christian opinion in this country, particularly of course the Protestant
Churches, supports our idea. A petition has been prepared on that head,
signed by very many distinguished Christians, and which will be presented
to the President at the right moment, which emphasizes this favourable
attitude.’

Wilson’s response fully justified their expectations., but the three
(Brandeis, Wise and Wilson) apparently recognized that to publish the
Memorial now would seem to commit the United States to the original
political conception — which, we recall, was for the calling of an open
conference of the world powers, resulting in collective international action.
The solution currently being proposed to Wilson from the British side was
for either a joint US/British régime in Palestine (which Wilson believed
the American public would not accept) or for a British régime. So long as
Wilson knew about the Memorial and was moved by its arguments, the
Zionists would have its full benefits, without causing complications to their
negotiations with the British — which, indeed culminated in November
1917, in the Balfour Declaration.

Needless to say, none of these political considerations would have moved
Blackstone, and therefore no hint of these matters was offered to him.
Blackstone’s Restorationist faith took no notice of political calculations of
this kind. In the light of all that would follow — the eventual abandonment
by Britain of her Balfour pledge — we might well conclude that Brandeis
and Wise calculated wrongly in the summer of 1917, when, having encour-
aged Blackstone to crank up his Memorial campaign again, they then, in
effect, conspired with Woodrow Wilson to deprive it of public notice.
Perhaps the future of the Jews would have been better served had the
President of the United States publicly received —and, better still, publicly
endorsed, the Memorial which was, in effect, quietly suppressed on the
advice of the Zionist leaders in the summer of 1917.

Thus, in the end, the Zionists won Wilson. In June of 1917, Wilson said
to Wise: ‘Whenever the time comes, and you and Justice Brandeis feel that
the time is ripe for me to speak and act, I shall be ready.’ Five agonizing
months followed, during which Wilson still hesitated to give the British an
unambiguous declaration of American support, but finally, on 13 October
1917, Brandeis was permitted to convey to Lord Balfour and the British
cabinet the President’s ‘entire sympathy’ with the proposed Homeland for
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the Jews. Without that declaration, most scholars agree, the British Cabinet
would never have adopted the Balfour Declaration.

AFTERMATH

The Zionist leaders — at least those of Brandeis’ circle — maintained their
friendly connections with Blackstone until his death in 1935. Brandeis’
enthusiasm for the work of Blackstone was clearly genuine, and Blackstone’s
enthusiasm for Zionism was equally genuine and undiminished. Over the
following vears, Blackstone sent Brandeis very large sums of money for
support of Zionist work. Though their dealings appear to have been con-
ducted strictly by correspondence, it is not far-fetched to say that their
relationship had something of the character of the relationship between
Herzl and Hechler. Like Herzl and Hechler, Brandeis and Blackstone
presented the strongest possible contrast in background and moral philos-
ophy. Brandeis, like Herzl, considered himself a humanist, and was, if
anything, even less patient with religion. Yet his dealings with Blackstone
opened to his eyes and his heart the universe of pious faith.

As one striking example, we learn that Blackstone (who, we recall, had
responsibility for disbursing millions of dollars entrusted to him for mis-
sionary and evangelical work) wrote one day to explain to Justice Brandeis
that he had made plans to deposit these funds in a safe place, so that in the
event of his own death preceding the Rapture, they would be secure until
the Rapture. Now he was requesting that, ‘if the Rapture does come and
you are not among those who participate in it’, Justice Brandeis would
assume responsibility for disbursing these fundsafter the Rapture as needed
for the relief of Jews who would thereafter be converted to Christ, and would
then face the burden of evangelism throughout the world. Somewhat
anticlimactically, he noted that ‘there are apparently no human laws which
provide for any such event as this’.!?

If the Herzlian Zionists sometimes had trouble taking the Christian
Zionists whole, they always valued their constancy; and most, it seemed,
retained great respect and even affection for them. To turn the coin over,
the Christian Zionists were equally embarrassed to find themselves aiding
and abetting the work of secularists, deniers of God, in the political arena.
As we have seen, Blackstone did not mince words in his castigation of Herzl
and his contemporaries for their faithlessness to the God of Israel. In Fesus
Is Coming, he wrote:

[T]he Zionists have seized the reins and eschewing the help of Abraham’s
God they have accepted agnostics as leaders and are plunging madly into
this scheme for the erection of a godless state.

But the Bible student will surely say, this godless national gathering of
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Israel is not the fulfilment of all the glorious restoration, so glowingly
described by the prophets.
No, indeed! ...

Blackstone’s understanding was that the official Zionists were those
foreseen by Zephaniah:

Gather yourselves together, yea, gather together, O nation that hath no
longing, before the decree bring forth, before the day pass as the chaff, before
the fierce anger of the Lord come upon you.

Could this prophecy be more literally fulfilled than by this present Zionist
movement, Blackstone asked.!! As Zephaniah foresaw, it was ‘the nation
that hath no longing’ — that is, those Jews who had no longing for God; that
1s, having no religious motive in their political behaviour, who were in fact
accomplishing the Return. Regardless of their infidelity, their work is a work
appointed by the God of Israel — a necessary work, being carried out with
unworthy motives, but which must be assisted, out of the worthiest motives,
by pious Christians. Just as open-minded Zionists, like Herzl himself, were
drawn to the Christian zealots by fascination with the road not taken in their
own lives — the road of pious faith — so, it is safe to say, the Christian zealots
were drawn to the Zionists, as their counterparts today are drawn to Israeli
politicians, by fascination with the road not taken in their own lives: the
road of political action in the secular realm.

It is probably true to say that Woodrow Wilson was the last President of the
United States who was disposed to be persuaded by the arguments of the
Blackstone Memorial. The Presidents of the 1920s were not men of the
same intellectual and mental and moral type. Furthermore, the 1920s was
the decade when the public mind turned away — so far as we know, forever
— from the fundamentalist convictions which made the Blackstone
Memorial such a popular and powerful document in the days of its
invention. The 1920s was the decade when the hegemony of American
Protestantism was finally broken up —in the realms of thought and learning
and in the realm of politics, and within the increasingly beleaguered house
of Protestantism itself, Fundamentalism, though it won many battles, finally
lost the war for control of thought and policy in all the major denominations.

Yet, while it would be reckless to claim that we can trace a clear line of
cause and effect from Blackstone’s Memorial of 1891 to the Creation of the
State of Israel in 1948, it is not at all far-fetched to say that the Memorial
is the place to go to find the clearest expression of the motivation that won
President Woodrow Wilson, and which would continue to be the surest, the
most constant source of American Christian Zionism. Despite the dis-
solution of the Evangelical-Protestant matrix in the years following 1916,
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and despite the decline of the intellectual prestige of ‘Fundamentalism’,
there were still individuals for whom Blackstone’s ideas had powerful
appeal. ‘Blackstone’, Peter Grose recalls, ‘had tried to persuade the Presi-
dent of the United States [Benjamin Harrison] by recalling the Persian
monarch, Cyrus, who permitted the Jewish nation to return from Babylon
and build their Second Commonwealth in Jerusalem ... Harrison himself
was unmoved, but no one could then know the impact which the Bible story
of Cyrus and the restoration of the Jews would have upon a later holder of
presidential office, then a seven-year-old farm boy in Missouri.”?
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Working on Public Opinion

THE PALESTINE QUESTION IN THE REPUBLICAN ERA

In June 1918, the Zionist Organization of America published the results of
its survey of editorial opinion in the United States with respect to the
Balfour Declaration. “There is no opposition to the movement, as such’,
they found, ‘in the minds of secular editors. No editorials were excluded
from this pamphlet for that reason. There simply aren’t any.”!

Public opinion continued favorable through the remaining years of the
Wilson Presidency — and through the years of the three Republican
Presidents who succeeded him.

Before the end of Wilson’s term, the Senate of the United States repudi-
ated the package of treaties which Wilson had brought home from Versailles;
these consisted of the multilateral Treaties imposing peace terms upon
the defeated powers and defining the new boundaries of Europe, and
the agreement (Article X) by which the United States would enter the
League. This verdict of the Senate of the United States against multilateral
involvement was then effectively ratified by the election of the Republican
Warren Harding to the Presidency in 1920.

While there is a textbook cliché to the effect that the Republican
presidents (1921-33) were practitioners of a policy of ‘isolationism’, this is
amisconception. The policy pursued by Harding and Coolidge and Hoover
might better be called ‘unilateral internationalism’: it was characterized by
refusal to participate in the League, or in any other collaborative respon-
sibility, together with a fairly aggressive unilateral diplomacy designed
to open economic opportunities for the United States throughout the
world.

American attitudes in these years greatly tried the patience of the
Europeans, notably the British. Notwithstanding its refusal to enter the
League and its policy of settling for separate bilateral peace treaties with
each of the defeated powers of the War, the United States still insisted that
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it had a right to be consulted by Britain or France or the League in any
actions which seemed to the United States to involve the interests of the
United States. The issue of the Palestine Mandate was tailor-made for this
purpose: here was the one area of the world where Great Britain was actually
implementing a policy to which the United States had pledged itself| in her
endorsement of the Balfour Declaration of 1917. The American Govern-
ment knew that popular support for the Zionist goal was still extraordinarily
high, but Great Britain, unlike the United States, was actually entrusted
with implementing it, and there was much to criticize in her performance.

We ought to pause at this point to recall that in 1919 the United States
had walked away from the opportunity to share with Britain jurisdiction
over Palestine. There was, indeed, a moment when the British Government
was proposing that the Americans take responsibility for the Mandate, but
President Wilson knew (or thought he knew) that this was far too advanced
an idea for the American public.

Distrust of Britain’s motives ran high from left to right of the American
political spectrum in the 1920s and early 1930s. The special appeal of the
issue of the Jews and their future was that it was designed by God to
demonstrate the fundamental moral superiority of Americans to Brits.
Needless to say, American declarations on the subject of Palestine greatly
irritated the British, who bore the heat of the day.

THE LODGE-FISH RESOLUTION, 1922

In 1922, the League of Nations formally assigned the mandate for Palestine
to Great Britain. The United States, as just noted, was not a member of the
League; but she was determined that nothing done by the League should
be in violation of American interest nor in contradiction of principles to
which the United States was pledged. Accordingly, a Resolution was intro-
duced into the US Congress reaffirming the commitment of the United
States to the Balfour Declaration, and calling upon Britain to work towards
completion of the goal envisaged in that Declaration.

Yet the inspiration for the Congressional Resolution did not come full-
blown from the brow of the Congressmen. In truth, its beginnings are to
be found in the work of a lobby of relatively junior Zionist activists led by
anAssistant US Attorney from Boston, Elihu Stone, and including Emanuel
Neumann. In his autobiography, Neumann speaks of this as the first
political victory of a new generation of Jewish lobbyists: it was achieved by
what he calls ‘our people’, ‘the “immigrant” Jews of humble origin, without

any help from the prestigious leaders who had headed the organization [the
ZOAY.
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EMANUEL NEUMANN (1893-1980)

Of all the official Zionists, Emanuel Neumann seems to have been the most
constant in his belief that there was such a thing as a Christian conscience,
and he certainly made the most conscientious efforts to study and
understand it, so that he could recruit it on behalf of the cause of Zionism.

Born in 1893 in Liban, Latvia, Emanuel Neumann was brought to
America by his parents only a few weeks after his birth. He was raised in a
zealously Zionist family, in which the two strains of pious and secular
Zionism flowed together. His father was a Talmudic scholar and a Hohev
Zion, a believer that the Restoration of the Jews was God’s plan, command-
ing the active co-operation of Jews everywhere. At the same time, he was a
follower of Haskalah (‘Enlightenment’), a champion of the use of Hebrew
inall branches of literary and scientific life, and a devotee of Theodor Herzl.
In the Williamsburg section of Brooklyn, Sundel Neumann founded a
school for Jewish education in the Hebrew language. It was called Skaare
Zion (Gates of Zion). Hebrew was the only language permitted in conver-
sation in the Neumann family. Emanuel later carried this policy into his
own household — as did his children into theirs.

Emanuel Neumann’s life serves well to give us a realistic, human
perspective on the time-frame with which we are dealing in this book. Born
just three years before the publication of Der Judenstaat, he was active in
Zionist youth groups during the years of doldrums for American Zionism
immediately preceding the Great War. In a sense, he and American Zionism
came of age together: it was in August 1914, just after he had turned twenty-
one — and thus, by the more stringent definition of that time, became an
adult — that he came into full-time service to Zionism as perhaps the
youngest of that cohort of young people to whom Louis Brandeis turned
for the full-time direction of the Provisional Executive Committee.
Neumann then remained at the centre of Zionist action throughout most
of the ensuing decades until his death in Tel Aviv in October, 1980. In the
1920s and 1930s, he played a crucial role in strengthening the American
voice in the counsels of world Zionism. He was President of the American
Zionist Organization in the annus mirabilis, 1947-48; and the last chapter
of his life overlaps the first thirty years of the life of the State of Israel.

From Louis Brandeis and Stephen Wise, Neumann learned about the
crucial importance of Christian conviction in Woodrow Wilson’s decision
to endorse the Balfour Declaration. Wise liked to tell the story of how he
had reminded Wilson that King Cyrus, ‘whatever else he was, had become
enshrined in the pages of the bible as the Persian king who had enabled the
exiled Jews of his land to return to Jerusalem and rebuild the land and
Temple’. Whereupon Wilson soliloquized aloud, “To think that I, a son of
the manse, should be able to help restore the Holy Land to its people.’
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Likewise, from Brandeis and Wise, Neumann had learned the story of
the Blackstone Memorial. Many years later, when he was the Chairman of
the Department of Public Relations and Political Action of the Emergency
Committee for Zionist Affairs, Neumann composed the tribute to Black-
stone, marking the fiftieth anniversary of the Blackstone Memorial (March
1941), which was noted earlier in chapter 7. His insider’s knowledge of the
Blackstone/Brandeis connection explains Neumann’s appreciation of the
possibilities of the Cyrus connection in general.

At the same time, Neumann had the sense to recognize that forces were
at work that might draw Christian opinion in the opposite direction, if the
opportunities of the moment were lost. The introduction of the Lodge-Fish
Resolution (in Neumann’s words)

provoked a full-dress debate ... with pro-Arabs and anti-Zionist rabbis
appearing [before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs] to give battle
against us ... [The senior leadership of the WZO and ZOA] were uneasy
about the whole affair ... fearing that the attempt to secure the official support
of the Congress might well end in defeat and do the cause more harm than
good ... [Nonetheless] the joint Congressional resolution favoring ‘the
establishment in Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish People’ passed
both Houses with flying colors and was eventually signed by President
Harding.?

We can be quite sure that the majority of Senators and Congressmen
who voted with the Lodge-Fish Resolution did so because they were
persuaded that the cause was a popular one — which is how things ought to
be in a democracy. Few Congressmen wished to be left out of the oppor-
tunity to declare support for the Balfour pledges — to be counted with the
angels in the one ‘international’ issue of those days that most Americans
felt they understood fully.

THE AMERICAN PALESTINE COMMITTEE, 1932

The Zionists’ victory in the matter of the Lodge—Fish Resolution disclosed
a great reservoir of support in Congress and the White House. Yet for many
years thereafter no concerted effort was made by official Zionists to build
something continuing upon the propaganda triumph of 1922. In the
mid-1920s, a deceptive lull came over Jewish—Arab relations in Palestine —
which broke dramatically with the Arab riots of 1929. To these the British
responded with the first in what would turn out be a series of Royal
Commissions of Inquiry into the Palestine situation, all issuing in official
Government policy statements in one form and another, marking off the
path of gradual but steady retreat from the Balfour commitment, and
extending to the day of their abandonment of the Mandate (1947).
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With the publication of the Passfield White Paper in 1930, the official
Zionists sprang to life. In August 1931, Emanuel Neumann wrote to Selig

Brodetsky, who was responsible at that time for the ‘Political Affairs’
portfolio within WZO:

The political situation here [in the United States] presents a certain
opportunity. The Republican Administration is in a cold sweat about the
national elections in 1932. Because of the business depression there is a good
chance that a Democrat may be elected. The outstanding possibilities are
New Yorkers — Franklin D. Roosevelt and Owen D. Young. The former is
distinctly friendly, having collaborated with Wilson in Paris during the Peace
Conference. Because of our system of electoral votes, New York is of the
greatest importance, and frequently of decisive importance in national
elections. The State in turn cannot normally carry a Republican Presidential
candidate without strong support in the City of New York where Jews
constitute almost one-third of the electorate.

Under these circumstances ... the Republican leaders would think twice
before refusing us some reasonable requests. In the circumstances it may be
advisable for me to endeavor to initiate political action in Washington with
the help of our friends.

Despite the somewhat hard-boiled tone of those concluding remarks, we
know that Neumann and his ally, Max Rhoade, had developed some respect
for the Republican Administration, and rated very highly their good will.
Among the best of the Christian friends of Zionism in those days was
Herbert Hoover’s Vice-President, Charles Curtis. He had played an active
role in the business of the Joint Resolution back in 1922, and had frequently
indicated readiness to help further the cause of the Jewish Homeland,
notably by writing for the Zionist magazine, New Palestine.

Another good friend of Zionism was the arch-isolationist, Senator
William E. Borah of Idaho. He first came into the viewfinder of the official
Zionists when he took up the cause of Zionists being persecuted in the
Soviet Union. His voice carried some weight in this matter, as he was one
of the few serious proponents in those years of recognition of the Soviet
Union. There is some evidence that it was the generous advocacy of Jewish
causes by this Idaho politician — who owed nothing to any ‘Jewish vote’ —
that turned the thoughts of Brandeis, Neumann, and Rhoade and others to
the project that would issue in the American Palestine Committee in 1932.
Secretary of the Interior Ray L.. Wilbur, whom Neumann describes as
‘Hoover’s best friend in the Cabinet’ was another valued contact, as was
Assistant Secretary of State, James Grafton Rogers. Prominent Senators
and Congressmen, many of them introduced to Neumann by Justice
Brandeis and by Felix Frankfurter, were also showing great interest. To
the Zionist Executive in London Neumann wrote a few weeks later:
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‘Fortunately the state of American politics is such that leaders of both Parties
are likely to listen to us.’

On December 17, 1931, an exploratory meeting was held at the home
of Justice Brandeis, attended by Neumann, Max Rhoade, Senator William
H. King of Utah (a Mormon), Senator Robert La Follette, Jr, of Wiscon-
sin, Representative Hamilton Fish, Assistant Secretary of State James
Grafton Rogers, William Hard (a prominent journalist of the day), and
William R. Hopkins. The last named, formerly City Manager of Cleveland,
made a remark on that occasion which particularly struck Neumann:

He explained his interest in Zionism by the fact that he was first of all of
Welsh stock, and secondly, of a family of preachers and reared on the
Scriptures ... Itis Mr Hopkins’ view that we are most likely to gain supporters
among a certain type of Christians who have been brought up on the
Scriptures, and who have a sentimental and emotional attitude toward the
Holy Land, which makes them pre-disposed to favor the Zionist cause. He
warns us against depending merely on politicians and liberals, who have no
such background and sentimental attachment to Palestine.’

Neumann would have many opportunities over the next twenty years to
experience the prophetic wisdom of those thoughts of William Hopkins.

The next step was a formal dinner meeting, held at the Mayflower Hotel
in Washington, 17 January 1932, with the Vice-President of the United
States presiding. A letter of endorsement came from President Hoover.
Speeches were delivered by Emanuel Neumann, Felix Frankfurter, Senator
King, and others, and at the end, the decision was made formally to launch
the ‘American Palestine Committee’. Those who joined on the spotincluded
Senator King, Vice-President Curtis, Justice Harlan Stone of the Supreme
Court, House Majority Leader Henry Rainey, Secretary of Agriculture
Arthur M. Hyde, and both New York Senators, Robert Wagner and Royal
Copeland. Generous coverage of the event appeared in the press.

Some weeks later, an organizational meeting was held, and the
‘Statement of Aims and Principles of the American Palestine Committee’
was circulated to the press. Its officers were: Robert F. Wagner, Chairman;
Charles L. McNary, Co-Chairman; William Green, William H. King, John
A. Ryan, Vice-Chairmen. Its intention was to serve as ‘the vehicle for the
expression of the sympathy and goodwill of Christian America for the
movement to reestablish the Jewish National Home in Palestine.” Its
philosophy and its programme echoed the Blackstone formula:

The fulfillment of the millennial hope for the reunion of the Jewish people
with the land of its ancient inheritance, a hope that accords with the spirit
of biblical prophecy, has always commanded the sympathy of the liberal
Christian world.
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At once, Neumann prepared a report to the officers of the WZQ, reflecting
pride in the work so far, and sober realism about the task ahead. There must
be a campaign of letter-writing to recruit new members, public meetings,
and publications.

It is essential of course that this and all other political work to be done in this
country should be carried on in close contact with a committee representing
the World Zionist Organization and the Jewish Agency for Palestine ... All
this work will require funds ... There is much to be feared that, successful
as our initial steps have been, the whole affair will be a futile gesture unless
immediate steps are taken to continue the work properly. Not only that, but
a most unfortunate and unfavorable reaction is bound to follow if such a
group once formed is allowed to be quiescent or to dissolve. It will be
impossible to revive it for years to come.

For the 1 February 1932 issue of the Zionist magazine, Opinion,
Neumann wrote an article, ‘Mobilizing American Opinion for Palestine’,
in which he reveals an extraordinary appreciation of the historical setting
which we have been seeking to define in these pages:

The genesis of American sympathy with the Zionist ideal has its roots in the
cultural heritage of this country and the mentality of the people ... [We]
recall the various American proposals for Jewish restoration in Palestine
brought forward from time to time, both by Jews and Gentiles. Of these
perhaps the most notable was that of the Reverend Dr Blackstone who in
1891, five years before the advent of Herzl, presented a memorial to the
President of the United States, bearing the signatures of some of the most
distinguished names in the Republic, and suggesting that America call an
international conference to deal with the Jewish problem and to reestablish
the Jewish Commonwealth in Palestine.

However, Neumann warned, there is the terrible possibility of the Zionists’
losing the advantage of this ‘restorationist’ legacy, as the attitudes of
American ‘liberals’ were being reshaped by ‘a flood of powerful but subtle
propaganda’, which portrays Zionism as a front for British imperialism,
and the Arabs of Palestine as their victims.

In the end, we who were the victims of an organized and murderous assault
[that is, the recent Arab riots], found ourselves depicted as the aggressors.
To add to our distress, it was the liberals who took the lead in placing such
a construction upon the situation. We were betrayed, as it were, in the house
of our friends.

The goal of the new organization, then, was to exploit the ‘great deal of
latent sympathy for our cause in official circles’, and ‘to make our problems
sufficiently clear’.

Louis Brandeis, whose role in all this was well known to the participants
although never publicly discussed, had insisted from the beginning that
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there must be among official Zionists ‘agreed priority in raising money’, so
that there could be ‘a permanent office staff’. To accomplish this work,
there must be a ‘steering committee’ of the most responsible figures in the
Zionist Organization. The steering commiittee that emerged was drawn
from the front ranks of Zionist executives: Julian Mack, Stephen Wise,
Abram Magida (then the President of ZOA) and Max Sokolow of the WZO.
It was agreed that Max Rhoade would handle the work of the APC in
Washington, communicating regularly through Magida with ZOA and
WZO authorities.

Complicating things from the beginning was the fact that Neumann
himself had been assigned by the WZO Executive (of which he was now a
member) to take up new dutiesin London early in 1932; and, asit developed,
he served there only a few months before being sent even further from the
scene, to Palestine. As Carl Voss later put it, it quickly became obvious that
Neumann was ‘its guiding spirit’, and when he left America ‘the APC, so
well started, soon lapsed into desuetude’.

The financial situation of the ZOA had been desperate for some time
now, and getting worse as the Great Depression advanced. Minutes of
meetings of the Board of Directors of the ZOA, to which Neumann reported
the progress of his APC efforts and proposed his budget for its operation,
were entirely dominated by financial woes — statistics of falling membership,
and the sad intelligence that only a minority of the remaining members
were paying their dues. Highly placed Zionists were discussing the
possibility of declaring bankruptcy, and disbanding.

What followed can only be called disgraceful. Long weeks after the
inaugural dinner, the bills were still unpaid, and creditors were becoming
nasty. We find Max Rhoade writing to the World Executive complaining of
its failure to meet the budget agreed to.

Thesituation has become a most embarrassing one both for myself personally
and the Zionist Organization. Some of the Senators have been asking me
when a meeting is to be held, and it has been difficult to think up a satisfactory
excuse. A very wretched situation has been created, which I assure you,
scarcely adds prestige to the ZO in the eyes of the personages whom we
succeeded in interesting after so much effort and pains ... I am at a complete
loss to know what to say to these people.

By May the APC had been orphaned. The Committee never formally
disbanded, but rather it simply ceased to meet, and the public forgot
about it.

So, the question arises: how could Neumann and Brandeis and Rhoade,
thoroughly familiar with this larger picture, have persuaded themselvesand
others to launch this costly venture in 1932, only to watch it flounder and
fall apart after only a few months of activity?
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Making all possible allowance for the stringent financial situation of the
time, we suspect that there was another factor at work in this story of the
orphaning of the APC. This we find in the changing political situation
between the moment when the project was first mooted (the fall of 1931)
and the moment when a deathly hush seems to descend upon this theme in
the correspondence of the official Zionists — that is, the late spring of 1932.
In plain terms, there was by that later date virtually universal expectation
that the Republicans would be defeated in the forthcoming Presidential
elections. The thought must have occurred in many minds at once that there
could be little profit for the Zionists in maintaining this bipartisan front,
whose letter-head chiefs were incumbent Republicans. Surely the best
policy was now to win a secure place with the winners.

By the late spring of 1932, most Zionists were aligned publicly with the
campaign of Franklin Roosevelt. People with long memories were speaking
of a return to the days of the Brandeis/ Wise/Wilson axis — with Franklin
Roosevelt now in the place of Woodrow Wilson. As most Zionists fancied
themselves ‘progressives’, many were now embarrassed by the thought that
so much time had been spent cultivating the captains of the old order. This
hypothesis is not documentable, as it turns on the assumption that the
principals were simply too embarrassed to put these thoughts into words.

The fact was, however, that the Zionists had done well by the Republi-
cans’ leadership, who had treated them with great and unalloyed courtesy.
Many of them, as Rhoade reported, were at a loss to know why nobody was
calling meetings any more, and must surely have wondered whether it was
true that lack of funds was the only reason.

A few days after the election, Max Rhoade wrote to Stephen Wise:

I know how delighted you must be over the prospects for Zionism as a result
of the election — if for no other reason. The Hoover Administration was
friendly of course, but the reappearance of the Wilson tradition, which you
helped to mould, is bound to operate much in our favor ... Ali of us know
that a number of our brethren are close to FDR and if someone could get
on the ‘in’, it might help. Certainly if the new Secretary of State is friendly,
we may be able to accomplish a great deal respecting the internal attitude of
the Department.

Between the lines, we can read this thought: if the new Administration is
indeed so thoroughly locked up for the Zionist cause, what purpose would
it serve to keep alive the non-partisan American Palestine Committee?

And sure enough, almost at once everyone stopped mentioning it.
Nowhere in the archives of this period do we find any formal expression of
regret or apology from the Zionist Executive to the goodhearted public
figures who lent their names and their enthusiasm to this effort.

The most extraordinary part of the whole episode is that when, nine
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years later, Emanuel Neumann came around to the statesmen with the
proposal to launch another ‘American Palestine Committee’, most of the
same figures came on board again! This second time around, however, as
we shall see, the results were strikingly different.

THE PRO-PALESTINE FEDERATION (1932-40)

In a memo, not dated, but apparently belonging to early January 1932,
Emanuel Neumann reviewed for the ZOA Executive his plans for the APC,
stressing (as we have seen) the urgent financial need. Then he notes: ‘A
further problem has arisen in the shape of a group known as the Pro-
Palestine Federation of America.’

It is significant that this, the first reference to the Pro-Palestine
Federation that we find in the official documents of ZOA is a throwaway —
an aside, in which the organization appears as a ‘problem’. The story of the
Pro-Palestine Federation illustrates some of the best and some of the worst
features of the history of dealings of the Herzlian Zionists with Christian
friends of Zionism. When all is said and done, it is the latter which dominate
in the story of this organization.

There is not very much documentation on the dealings of the official
Zionists with this organization — and much of that (symptomatically) is
misfiled under ‘American Palestine Committee’. From the beginning, its
principal fault in the eyes of the official Zionists was that it had not asked
permission to begin life, and that it came into the world at the most awkward
possible moment — when the best energies of the leadership were occupied
with the founding of the American Palestine Committee. No reference to
the Pro-Palestine Federation appears in the memoirs of Emanuel Neumann
orof Stephen Wise, nor of any of the other principals who have left published
autobiographical materials behind. Yet, as one works through the surviving
unpublished documentation, the thought occurs that the Pro-Palestine
Federation of America just might have had the makings of an effective
vehicle for recruiting the full pro-Restorationist weight of American public
opinion, had not the official Zionists been so disdainful of its unauthorized
beginning and so sensitive about the failure of their own American Palestine
Committee.

The Pro-Palestine Federation of America was founded by certain
Christian leaders in the Chicago area who were interested in encouraging
Jewish—Christian dialogue. A few meetings were held in which declarations
were made in support of the cause of Zion, and some pamphlets were
printed and distributed. The program of the ‘Pro-Palestine Federation’
was:
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1. To promote and foster a spirit of goodwill and esteem between Jews and
non-Jews.

2. To combat antagonistic attacks made by reactionary and prejudiced
Gentiles intent upon raising religious and racial issues to the detriment of
America and human progress.

3. To promote a better understanding of the historical problems of the
Jewish people among the Gentiles.

4. To assist in the defense of the Balfour Declaration and insist on the
Palestine Mandate being carried out by the Mandatory Power in letter and
spirit.

These materials came to the attention of Chicago-area Zionists, notably
Judge Julian W. Mack, a member of the executive of the ZOA, and currently
its honorary chairman. Soon there came to the ZOA a request for $500, to
help in financing a forthcoming conference, but up to the summer of 1931
the only contribution that we find coming from any branch of ZOA is some
advice: namely, the suggestion from Judge Mack that the founders of PPF
should prevail upon Charles Edward Russell to become its Chairman. This
advice was evidently taken; and when regular correspondence then begins
between the Pro-Palestine Federation and ZOA officials we find an entirely
different set of officers than those appearing in the pamphlet of the original
Chicago group. Charles Edward Russell now appears at the head of a list of
well-known literary, academic and religious figures, including Norman
Hapgood, William R. Hopkins, John Haynes Holmes, Pierre Van Paassen,
and Carl Wittke ( all considerable figures in the literary and academic life
of the 1920s and 1930s); and A. Ben Elias now appears as Executive
Secretary.

The suggestion of Charles Edward Russell as Chairman was an inspired
one. Russell, nowadays long-forgotten, was then well known as a magazine
journalist, in an age when magazine journalism was at its most influential.
A prominent ‘muckraker’; an active Socialist, and one of the founders of
the NAACP, he was the embodiment of the Progressive conscience. He
broke with the Socialist Party following its Emergency Convention of
April, 1917, when the Party passed, by a margin of four to one, a resolution
denouncing the United States’s declaration of war against Germany as ‘a
crime against the nations of the world’. Thereafter, he was put to good use
by the Wilson administration’s Information Committee, and soon became
close to Wilson personally.

Russell’s dealings with the official Zionists were cordial from beginning
toend. He isarather striking example of the liberal-Christian philo-Semite,
whose support for Zionism stems primarily from conviction of the
indebtedness of our civilization to the virtues and accomplishments of the
Jewish people. In a first exchange of letters with Stephen Wise, Russell told
the Rabbi that it was he who had ‘converted me to Zionism’:
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I doubt not you have forgotten the circumstance, but I remember it well. It
was long ago, in either 1897 or 1898, when I was a managing editor on the
old New York Morning Journal, you came in one day (it was the first time I
had met you) and talked with me about Zion, talked so interestingly and so
convincingly that from that day I was a Zionist, whereas before Zionism had
meant to me scarcely more than a name. Years afterward, when I went to
Palestine, I had you constantly in mind, recalling what you had said and
wishing you were there to help to realize the fruition of your hopes. What I
saw was an inexpressible joy to me. Palestine was no longer a dream but a
reality... I owe to Jews such a debt of gratitude that I can’t easily forego the
opportunity to work with them in a cause like this [the Pro-Palestine
Federation] ... There are many things in this world that I am ignorant of,
but at least I know the Jewish spirit and Jewish heart.

In their further correspondence, Wise and Russell vied to see who could
heap the most fulsome praise upon the other. Likewise, correspondence
that we have between Russell and other Zionist leaders is always notably
genial.

The same cannot be said, however, about any of the correspondence
involving the Executive Secretary of the Pro-Palestine Federation, A. Ben
Elias. Emanuel Neumann, for one, took a clear dislike to Ben Elias from
their first communications by letter. Possibly there is more to this than
appears in the documents. In any case, somehow Neumann had picked up
the impression that the group initiating the PPF might be potential trouble
for the official Zionists. In the memo (already cited) in which he makes his
first mention of the group, he confesses some respect for the fact that, unlike
the APC, they have so far been able to finance their own activities; but at
the same time he seems to think this in itself is suspicious.

Itappears that the group is predominantly and almost exclusively of German-
Americans, among them several who figured prominently during the war as
pro-German and anti-British and who have been looked upon askance for
that reason. Whatever their motives, some of them were apparently suffi-
ciently interested to provide some funds with which to maintain a skeleton
organization which was confined largely to Chicago and which was virtually
quiescent for a year until my recent activity seemed to galvanize them into
life once more. They seem to be clearly perturbed over the emergence of a
new body [i.e. APC] which will not be part of their organization.

The hint about the abundance of German names among the founders is
gratuitous — in fact, downright McCarthyite, and the notion that the group
had sprung to life, as it were, out of envy or emulation of Neumann’s labors
in the vineyard of APCis not only unworthy but chronologically impossible.
The best clue to all the headaches that are to come is in the next line: ‘I am
determined to bring this group and particularly its secretary under our
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supervision and control even if it involves a struggle which may be
acrimonious but brief.’

In his first correspondence with the officers of PPF, Neumann, on behalf
of ZOA, made unambiguous promises of financial support; but, by January
1932, embarked on ‘the Washington project’, he apparently regretted these
pledges, and began working to channel financial and moral resources away
from PPF and towards APC. PPF leaders then began writing to Stephen
Wise, complaining that the APC project has drawn all the funds and all the
goodwill that properly belonged to PPF.

There is an inexcusably cruel dimension to this. The official Zionists
had simply lost their enthusiasm for volunteer gentile pro-Zionism and
could not bring themselves to say so directly. Their imaginations swollen
by their plans for ‘the Washington project’ and then by their intention to
capture the Roosevelt Administration from the inside, they fell into ‘despis-
ing the day of small things’ (Zechariah 4:10). Clearly, they were looking for
excuses to loosen their ties with PPF, and, one suspects, would have cut it
adrift, had it not been for the admiration they all seemed to have had for
the person of Charles Edward Russell.

During January and February of 1932, when Neumann was very
distracted by the work of launching APC and also preparing for his transfer
to London, he carried on a considerable correspondence with the PPF’s
three key figures: Charles Edward Russell, John Haynes Holmes, and A.
Ben Elias. With the former two, all is smooth talk and clear sailing. With
the latter, there is trouble at once.

Ben Elias is, in plain terms, a nuisance, as Neumann insists to Russell:
he is constantly phoning and telegraphing (usually ‘collect’), saying that we
must all get together and talk.

Both Ben Elias and Russell had opposed the decision to launch APC,
arguing instead that the official Zionists should throw the whole of such
financial resources as they might have to encourage Christian support into
an expanded PPF, but before long, Russell agreed to work out a plan for
collaboration of the two groups, under ZOA auspices. Writing to Russell,
Neumann spelled out the general lines of the understanding:

The modus vivendi is simply this — that for the time being, the two groups
will exist as separate bodies in the hope that sooner or later — I hope sooner
... they will consolidate and become one. In the meantime both of these
groups are to keep in touch with each other, and above all, with a committee

of the Zionist Organization, which will include Judge Mack and Dr Stephen
Wise, so as to avoid duplication of effort or conflict.

But writing to fellow Zionist-officials, Neumann sounds a less genial tone:

The agreement I reached with Dr Elias and also with Mr Charles Edward
Russell was that their group should continue to exist until such time as it
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may be deemed advisable by mutual agreement for the two organizations to
consolidate. In the meantime our Chicago friends have agreed to be guided
entirely by our views as to what they should do or refrain from doing ... I
see no reason for writing to the districts at the moment about this, though it
might be advisable to do so a little later. I think we should make full provision
for the work of the American Palestine Committee first.

PPF’s financial requests were modest, but even so it soon became obvious
that the Zionist officials were not serious about meeting them. We have
already noted the desperate financial situation within the ZOA in those
darkest months of the Depression; but apart from the financial dilemma,
there is something about the tone that the official Zionists adopt when they
write to each other about this organization that suggests that the secret
thought of their hearts was that PPF should not live forever.

It is difficult to make a fair judgement on this matter. Ben Elias never
stops, from beginning to end, blaming the Zionist leaders with whom he
corresponds for their underestimation of his organization. He is always the
martyr and the prophet.

My great sacrifices of almost five years duration seem to be doomed to sterility
... Since the Federation was launched, I have contributed over $8500 for its
maintenance — $4000, my own savings and the balance borrowed money on
personal notes signed by me and which I, naturally, must reimburse. The
Gentiles have also contributed over $3500, which in view of the small
membership is quite right. From Zionist and other Jewish sources no more
than $2000 came in in these four and a half years ... I, who have never made
a penny through my hard toil for this cause, I had to leave my teacher’s
position, which is my livelihood, and get away from New York to Boston in
order to secure some funds to save the situation.

I am asking myself questions which I cannot answer. Is it fair that @ whole
nation’s job should rest upon the shoulders of one lone individual?

Elias did not blush to compare himself with the biblical prophets: in one
of his letters he is ‘a voice crying in the wilderness’ (citing Isaiah 40:3).
Elsewhere: ‘Israel’s fate is in the balance and I am calling for help! Like
Jeremiah, I am in a quarrel with and for my people.” He is convinced that
all of the Zionist officials have taken a strong personal dislike to him — which
does indeed seem to be the painful truth of the matter.

Later on, the Zionist leadership would excuse its failure to use the PPF
effectively with the rationalization that an organization claiming to speak
for the Christian conscience could hardly be widely credible when it was
known that it was being run by a Jew (namely, A. Ben Elias). This line is
summed up in a letter which Ben Elias received in March of 1939 from
Solomon Goldman, recently installed as President of the ZOA:
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I do not believe the Pro-Palestine Federation can be disguised as an
organization of Christians as long as its Secretary and Director remains [sic]
a Jew. Furthermore, I do not believe there is any need for disguising any
effort made by Jews in behalf of Palestine.

Ben Elias, in riposte, insisted that his role was to serve as a link between the
Christian leaders of this organization and the Jewish Zionists.

The Pro-Palestine Federation of America is a truly Christian Organization.
The fact that its secretary is a Jew does not mar or disguise the character of
the organization. It is quite logical for a group of Christians, dedicated to a
cause in which Jews are primarily interested, to entrust executive functions
to a Jew, serving as a ‘liaison-officer’ between Jews and Gentiles ... Itisa
much needed partnership between Jews and enlightened Christians that the
Federation is seeking to establish, a partnership that would greatly facilitate
the quite difficult task of enlisting world-wide support for Eretz Israel.

In letters to Stephen Wise in the early years of the organization, Elias spelled
out his conviction that this particular complaint against him and his work
was a rationalization for the ZOA’s own failure:

If our good people would use vision and get behind this pro-Palestine group,
we could wage a successful campaign enrolling thousands of Gentiles
throughout the country. We could then organize an impressive action against
any attempts to violate the Mandate and mobilize weighty and helpful
support in favor of Zionist demands for an open-door policy and inclusion
of Transjordania within the Jewish immigration and colonization sphere. We
could also offer an effective antidote to the poisonous anti-Jewish propaganda
so diligently dispensed by Hitler’s henchmen in England and here in
America.

Ben Elias’ theory about the need for a Jew as ‘liaison-officer’, presiding over
the daily activities of organizations of the Christian friends of Zion, makes
a certain sense. In truth, the record shows that only when such a Jewish
‘liaison-officer’ was in place did such organizations succeed. This is notably
the case in the matter of the later America Palestine Committee, during the
years when its official leader was Senator Robert Wagner, while its practical
day-to-day work was entirely carried out by Jewish executive officers.

It is clear, on the other hand, that dealing with A. Ben Elias must have
required the forbearance of a saint. An example of A. Ben Elias at his most
irresponsible is the story of the Charles Edward Russell luncheon. This was
an occasion, sponsored by PPF in honor of its untiring chairman, held in
the February of 1934. It was poorly attended — a great embarrassment for
which Elias blames the hostility of the Zionist leaders to himself. It is only
right, therefore, that they should assume responsibility for this
embarrassment. To make this point, Elias simply forwards the unpaid hotel
bills to Stephen Wise: ‘Surely some collection could be taken up among
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your influential friends who have this great cause at heart, in order to save
us from a fate that would gladden the hearts of the enemies of our people
and of Zion.” A few months later, he adopts an even bolder tactic: he simply
writes to Rabbi Wise advising him that he has paid the printing bills for his
Palestine Herald with a cheque for which he has no funds, presuming that
Wise will see his duty to advance him a short-term loan for that amount in
time to beat the cheque to the bank. At this point, and for some while to
follow, Ben Elias’ correspondence to Rabbi Wise receives only curt and
unforthcoming replies from the latter’s secretary.

Eventually, it became necessary to be blunt with Elias about the effect
of these tactics. In 1939, ZOA President Goldman wrote to him:

I showed disinclination to see you because of the tactics you employed in
order to get an interview. I am not moved by threats. To have someone phone
me in the midst of the October emergency [planning to meet the forthcoming
British announcement of their White Paper policy] to inform me that you
are liable to arrest because of checks you have issued for which there is no
money in the bank and to remind me that your arrest at such a time would
reflect on the whole Zionist movement and the Jewish people — such tactics
make it impossible for me to accept you as a co-worker.

Ben Elias, in reply, simply dismisses these charges as inventions. Yet anyone
who has read the files will be quick to give Goldman the benefit of the doubt.
Ben Elias seems to have operated from the premise that his own sacrificial
service to the cause entitled him to impose responsibilities on others to
come immediately to his financial rescue.

The Pro-Palestine Federation of America came into the world clamouring
that it was the organization best equipped to rally the American Christian
opinion for Zionism, and that all that it really needed was money.

Even allowing for inflation since then — let us, for purposes of argument,
multiply the figure by twenty — the $500 which we find Ben Elias, at the
beginning of this story, requesting of the ZOA in 1932 seems a bargain price
for so great a boon. As the ZOA never came across with this sum — and in
all the subsequent story never came up with more than a few token grants
— we will never be able to say with confidence that Ben Elias was wrong,
when he claimed that by withholding these small sums of money, the ZOA
was failing to seize its God-given opportunity to command the support of
the American Christian conscience.

Ben Elias was surely justified in complaining of lack of support from
the Zionist leadership, but how seriously should we take his claims about
the possibilities of his organization?

If he presumed to tell others their ‘manifest duty’; if he did not hesitate
to trick them into situations where they were forced to come to his rescue
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— then, so did Theodor Herzl. Many passages from Ben Elias’ letters to
Stephen Wise or Solomon Goldman could, indeed, pass for excerpts from
those letters which Herzl wrote (for example) to Baron Hirsch: there is the
same presumption of the prophet’s right to tell other people their duty to
God and the cause. For example, to Stephen Wise he wrote in February
1938:

An ocean of woes and misfortunes is engulfing our brethren across the Ocean.
The scattered flock of Israel is looking up to God and to you for rescue and
salvation. Your responsibility before God and history is unprecedented. I
therefore appeal to you to set aside all prejudice against my work. The fate
of millions of Jews is more important than the misguided views of petty
Zionist officials. I need your support in this great task — please do not ignore
my plea in this darkest hour for our people!

Melodramatic and megalomaniac he certainly was, but what right have we
to say that about the substantial things he was wrong?

Yet again, how can we withhold sympathy from Rabbi Wise and others
on the receiving end of such arrogance?

The question remains: what did the PPF actually accomplish?

Few of the press releases issued by the PPF were given space in the
newspapers, if we can take the New York Times Index as best evidence. The
highwater mark for the organization seems to have been in 1936. In May of
that year, the organization brought a delegation of Christian clergymen,
including the Episcopal Bishop of Washington, to help present a petition
to the British Ambassador, for conveyance to the British Prime Minister,
Stanley Baldwin. As in all of its public statements, the PPF claimed to speak
for ‘the consensus of enlightened Christian American opinion’ — in this
instance, to the effect ‘that God has bestowed upon England one of the
greatest missions in human history — the salvation of Israel and restoration
to its ancient patrimony’. Then, in December of that same year the PPF
sponsored an American Christian Conference on Palestine, held at the Hotel
Astor in New York. Mayor LaGuardia was the honorary chairman on that
occasion, and speakers included Methodist Bishop Francis J. McConnell,
US Senator Royal Copeland, and William Green head of the AFL. ‘More
than 200 persons’, reported the New York Times, ‘including leaders in many
denominations and several representatives of interested Jewish organi-
zations’, joined in passing a resolutions calling upon Great Britain ‘to fulfill
its convenental pledges’. After that, the FFP never again received mention
in the New York Times.*

I have been unable to find record of the formal demise of PPF, but assume
that it folded to make way for the new APC and the CCP (of which much
more shortly.} Nor have I been able to find out what happened to A. Ben
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Elias. His name is not in any of the standard biographical reference books.
Nor is it in the Encyclopedia of Zionism — which it is not easy to excuse.
Zionism owes a debt to this organization, and to this unlovely man, A. Ben
Elias, for pioneering many of the methods later used by APC/CCP/ACPC,
and indeed for originally recruiting many of the people (notably, John
Haynes Holmes) who were stalwarts of later organizations. At least it
outlasted the original APC, and this it did because it outlasted the shift in
political tactics which, as I have argued, caused the ZOA leaders to skulk
away from their commitments to APC.

THE RESTORATIONIST TRADITION IN POLITICAL ECLIPSE

During the 1920s, both the political and the cultural elites gave up,
apparently forever, on the old Christian Restorationism. Well-educated
churchmen soon followed suit.

Liberal Protestant spokesmen who had embraced the Balfour Declaration
in the high Wilsonian spring of 1917-19, as an occasion for drawing political
boundaries in ways that defended national identity, began to cool on
Wilsonism and on Zionism at about the same time. It did not escape their
notice that those whose zeal for the establishment of the Jewish homeland
had not abated were those who spoke the language of classic Restorationism
— who spoke with embarrassing dogmatism of ‘God’s Plan’, of literal
fulfillment of biblical promises: the despised ‘Fundamentalists’.

As one works one’s way through the literature put out by the various
organizations of Christian friends of the Jewish cause in the three decades
between the Balfour Declaration and the creation of the State in 1948, one
finds a tendency to greater embarrassment about the argument from biblical
prophecy — the bedrock of the original Christian Restorationist case, and
the keystone of the argument of the Blackstone Memorial — and a cor-
responding tendency to prefer arguments based upon abstract justice,
couched in current liberal assumptions about the rights of nationalities, the
obsolesence of Empire, the march of civilization, and so on.

Asthe 1920s give way to the 1930s and the 1930s to the 1940s, one finds
in these circles, increasing resort to secular arguments, decreasing use of
explicitly theological vocabulary. As this happened, the Jewish cause lost its
greatest political asset: its ability to evoke the ancient commitment of the
American people to its Puritan faith in the inevitability of the Restoration
of the Jews.

Zionist leaders of the 1920s through the 1940s made no effort to seek
out and cultivate the support of the spokesmen of the Blackstone tradition,
who remained constant in their commitments to Zionism, but who were
also, as we have seen, held in disdain by the policy-making elites. The official
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Zionists simply co-opted the judgement of liberal Christians — that Evan-
gelicalism and Fundamentalism were marginal forces, intellectually
irrelevant, politically insignificant.

The best mirror of opinion in the camp of liberal-ecumenical Protestantism
for the entire period under review in this chapter may be found in the pages
of the inter-denominational Protestant journal called Christian Century.
Recognizing this, Hertzl Fishman conscientiously combed the pages of that
journal for the entire period from the end of the World War until the early
months of the Second World War, to document his story of Protestant
attitudes to Zionism and to Israel. With the important caveat that these are
the views not of Protestants in general, but of their mostarticulate elements,
their clergy, we can register a few of Fishman’s discoveries here as adequate
for our present purpose.

Fishman finds little interest in the subject of Zion in the Christian
Century through the early 1920s. This he attributes to the evident decline
of pre-millennial enthusiasm in the post-war decade, and also to the mood
of withdrawal from world affairs in the years of Harding and Coolidge.’ An
editorial in 1927 expresses regret for Britain’s policy of encouraging ‘aggres-
sive Jews who claim the country asa “homeland” for their people’, and advises
that ‘... historically the Jew has never been in possession of Palestine’.6
Beginning in 1929, when Arab riots draw the attention of concerned people
back to the Holy Land, the Christian Century began to warn regularly of
the impediment to clear thinking caused by fundamentalist talk about
Restoration. ‘It is the conviction of most modern biblical scholars’, the
editors pronounced, ‘that the Old Testament contains no anticipation of
the restoration of Israel to its ancient homeland which can apply to the
Jewish people and to the present age.” By 29 October 1930, the Christian
Century had concluded that the Balfour Declaration was ‘a mischievous and
ambiguous promise [which] could not be realized consistently with justice
to other elements of the population’.’

The Christian Century’s attitude towards Zionism was strongly colored
by its commitment to the concept of the American melting-pot:

Can democracy suffer a hereditary minority to perpetuate itself as a permanent
majority with its own distinctive culture, sanctioned by its own distinctive cult
forms?... They have no right in a democracy to remove their faith from the normal
influences of the democratic process by insulating it behind the walls of a racial and
cultural solidarity. [9 June 1937] ... [Jesus] was crucified because he had a program
for Israel which ran counter to the cherished nationalism of Israel’s leaders — political
and priestly. He opposed their nationalism with the universalism of God’s love and
God’s Kingdom ... It was nationalism that crucified Jesus ... [He thwarted] their
cherished ambition to make Israel and Israel’s God the dominant power of the world
[3 May 1933].
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The anomaly with which we must deal in what follows is that though the
constant champions of Christian Zionism were all on the theological right,
the official Zionists leaders dealt, publicly at least, only with the theological
left in the 1930s and 1940s. We should not doubt that the popular mind
could still have been moved by the Restorationist arguments, but a
generation of American Jews who were reading Sinclair Lewis was notabout
to reach out and pitch the Zionist tent in Popular Christianity.

A conscious determination was made to win the politicians and the
opinion-makers to whom the politicians were believed to defer. From these
elements were drawn the leaders of a sequence of organizations with which
we have dealt or shortly will deal: the APC, the PPE, the revived APC, the
CCP, and the ACPC. The official Zionists understood that there was no way
of bringing the influential forces that they coveted into the same tent with
the Fundamentalists. The support of Fundamentalists and Evangelicals
could be taken for granted. It served no good purpose to draw the liberals’
attention to it. Meanwhile, the support of Evangelical and Fundamentalist
Christian Zionists was welcomed, but not celebrated out loud in the
company of the liberals and not talked about in the pages of official Zionist
journals.

Official Zionists were caught in a trap. They could not insult the
Protestant establishment by turning for support to the despised ‘Funda-
mentalists’, whose theology made them the constant friends of Zion, but
who were without political significance. It was best all around, therefore,
not to stir up discussion about the Jewish cause in Christian theological
circles, but rather to couch Zionist arguments in rhetoric of justice and
political pragmatism. And best of all would be to get directly to a well-
disposed and liberal-minded Administration, whose leaders were sober
Christian gentlemen, but not disposed to expressing public purposes in
religious talk.
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Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Jews and
the Zionists

BACK TO THE WHITE HOUSE

The American Palestine Committee, founded in 1932, was designed to be
aleague of the most powerful politicians of both parties, their ranks rounded
out with literary and intellectual figures and leading clergy, buta few months
later, as we have seen, the Zionists withdrew their investments in this body,
and took out stock instead in the Democratic team that swept the
Presidential elections of 1932.

This was a tactical move, not a strategic one. The new tactic was, in fact,
a revised version of the one that had won the Wilson Administration for
the Balfour Declaration in the first place, working quietly from the inside
of a well-disposed Administration, keeping public activities confined within
bounds that were approved by that Administration. Since their game plan
was now to win the ear of the establishment, it made sense for the Zionists
to redirect their efforts to the new Roosevelt Administration — all the more
since they knew that it had in its ranks an unprecedented number of Jews
and countless friends of the Jewish community, as well (they believed) as a
distinctly pro-Zionist disposition. The Roosevelt Government expected the
Zionists to reciprocate by not making its life more difficult than it had to
be: mass action was to be confined to occasions of exceptional outrage, but
routine promotion of broadly based pro-Zionist propaganda was out of
bounds.

The thesis of this and the following two chapters is that the switch in
political strategy from bipartisanship to alliance with the Roosevelt
Administration accomplished nothing, and in fact probably weakened the
Zionists in the longer run by causing them to reduce their efforts at direct
appeal to the whole American public, where the residual effects of Christian
Restorationism were much stronger than they were in the narrower
company of the elites from which FDR drew his Administration.



118 The Politics of Christian Zionism

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT (1882-45)

Franklin Roosevelt was raised in circumstances as closely resembling those
of hereditary aristocracy as it would be possible to find in America. The
families of both James Roosevelt and Sarah Delano had settled in earliest
colonial times in the Hudson Valley of New York, where a quasi-feudal
system of landholding, established by the Dutch in the days of New
Amsterdam, was maintained down to the time of the ‘Rent Wars’ of the
1840s. Well into the twentieth century, outsiders commented on the entirely
un-American deference shown by the local farming class to the gentry.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the only child of the marriage consummated
in 1880 between the widower James Roosevelt (then aged 52) and Sara
Delano (then aged 26), was greatly indulged as a child — by his parents, by
his relatives, and by the tutors and governesses hired for his private
instruction. He had the extraordinary privilege of some eight trips to Europe
before the age of 15, each of several months’ duration.

ROOSEVELT’S RELIGION

By his own testimony, the most enduring influence from his boyhood (apart
from his beloved parents) was Endicott Peabody (1857-1944), the Founder
and the Rector of Groton, the residential boys’ school sedulously modeled
on the great ‘Public Schools’, which Americans of the Roosevelts’ standing
liked to believe shaped the character of the ruling class of Great Britain.
The regimen consisted of daily religious instruction, Episcopalian worship,
classical learning, and vigorous exercise.

Likewise, by Roosevelt’s own testimony, Peabody’s daily sermons at the
early morning Groton chapel and the instructions conveyed in his religious
knowledge classes were the bedrock of his adult theological and moral
reflections.

In contrast to his later mentor, Woodrow Wilson, Roosevelt did not make
public confession of the specifics of his faith, and was not generally
perceived to be ‘a religious man’, but he most certainly was, by any normal
yardstick. Among those of Franklin Roosevelt’s ‘official family’ who left
memoirs, only two, namely, Rexford Tugwell and Frances Perkins, have given
us any extended account of the matter of religion as a source of Roosevelt’s
motivation. It is striking that they describe the substance of Roosevelt’s
religious loyalty in nearly identical terms, while drawing nearly opposite
conclusions about its impact upon his character and upon his work. Both
comment on the relative regularity of his attendance at church, the frequent
habit of recommending church attendance to others, the stress he placed
on formal religious training as a support for domestic virtue and civic peace,
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the regularity of his doctrinal commitments, and his vagueness about the
intellectual and philosophical dimensions of religious faith.

Tugwell sees Roosevelt as having ‘an uncomplicated mind’, and there-
fore an uncomplicated faith, which, in turn, issued in a self-assurance
that could make him impervious to instruction. From this derives his
characteristic ‘deviousness’, and instability of commitment in many large
matters.

There appeared later in his life the inevitable difficulties into which a non-
self-examining mind may fall — he had trouble separating ends and means
and sometimes used means he ought not to have used ... But that he felt
justified or excused by a consciousness of having done his best, and having
done it with divine approval, seems to me obvious.!

Perkins, in contrast, sees Franklin Roosevelt as a man of uncomplicated
faith, and therefore of steady character.

I remember saying to Mrs Roosevelt, ‘You know, Franklin is really a very
simple Christian.’

She thought a moment and, with a quizzical lift of her eyebrows, said, ‘Yes
a very simple Christian.’

I never developed the point further with her, but as I watched him and
thought about him from time to time, I realized that his Christian faith was
absolutely simple. As far as I can make out, he had no doubts ... It was a real
relationship of man to God, and he felt as certain of it as of the reality of his
life.

ROOSEVELT THE POLITICIAN

After an undistinguished undergraduate career at Harvard, and an equally
undistinguished year in Columbia LLaw School, Franklin Roosevelt entered
politics, running successfully in 1910 to become the State Senator for his
home constituency, Dutchess County, New York. An early supporter of the
candidacy of Woodrow Wilson for the Presidency, he was rewarded, in
March 1913, with an appointment just below the level of cabinet: Assistant
Secretary of the Navy.

The outbreak of European war in 1914 made Roosevelt’s job a crucial
one; and by the time the war ended he was clearly at the head of the pack
of young Wilsonian Democrats. As Vice-Presidential candidate (under
James Cox, Governor of Ohio), Roosevelt impressed the public with his
energetic campaigning, and when the dust settled, speculation began
immediately about his chances for the Presidential nomination in 1924, but
in the late summer of 1921 Franklin Roosevelt was struck with polio. Fully
committed for the next several years to the heroic work of recovering his
physical strength and rebuilding his personal life, Roosevelt built up quietly
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an enormous treasury of public admiration, while having the perfect excuse
for standing aside from the election contests of the early 1920s — a season
of Republican hegemony atall levels of Government, when Democrats were
scraping the bottom of the barrel for candidates. He returned to public life
in 1928, when he agreed to run for the Governorship of New York, being
vacated by Al Smith, the Democratic candidate for President. His clift-
hanging victory in 1928, however, was followed, in 1930, by a sweeping re-
election. His selection as the Democratic candidate for the Presidency
in June 1932, guaranteed a sweeping Democratic victory in November of
that year.

FDR AND THE AMERICAN JEWS

Right from the beginning, it was observed that a disproportionate number
of Roosevelt’s closest associates were Jews. In this matter he was distinctly
out of step with his social circle. To go no further afield than his own
household, we find, in a letter dating to the years of their early courtship,
a letter in which Eleanor, his future wife, writes of a party she attended, at
which Jews were present: ‘... the Jew party were appalling — I never wish
to hear money, jewels, and sables mentioned again.’ And, some years later,
on first meeting Henry Morgenthau, Jr. ‘... an interesting little man, but
very Jew.”> When he became Governor of New York, Franklin Roosevelt
added to his own collection of Jewish friends, advisers, and political allies,
a number of Jews who held positions of responsibility under Governor Al
Smith. One of these, Herbert I.ehman, served as his LLieutenant-Governor,
then succeeded Roosevelt as Governor in 1933.

In the years of Roosevelt’s Presidency, Jews who held important public
office, or who were members of the informal ‘Brain Trust’, or who had
steady access to him as labor leaders, policy advisors, or acknowledged
leaders of Jewish opinion included Rose Schneiderman, Henry Morgenthau,
Jr., Felix Frankfurter, Benjamin V. Cohen, Samuel I. Rosenman, Sidney
Hillman, Bernard Baruch, David Lilienthal, Mordecai Ezekiel, Robert
Nathan, and David K. Niles. Very early, some deep thinker hit upon the
phrase: “The Jew Deal.” Well-intentioned friends advised that there was
no need to offer such easy bait to the bigots: perhaps he should curtail
reference in public to these Jewish names; perhaps he should not have
pictures taken with Jewish visitors, unless strictly necessary. When it came
time to replace Louis Brandeis on the Supreme Court, Roosevelt relived
Woodrow Wilson’s experience when the latter was considering Brandeis’
own nomination: a delegation of Jews urged him not to appoint a Jew (this
time it was Felix Frankfurter) out of concern about ‘anti-Semitism’. When
his spirit was down, Roosevelt would react angrily to this weak-kneed advice
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— as he did in the matter of the Frankfurter consideration. When (as more
often) his mood was good, he reacted mischievously. Nahum Goldmann of
the Jewish Agency tells the story of a weekend when he and Stephen Wise
and Samuel Rosenman were brought to Hyde Park by Roosevelt to help
him work out a statement on some matter: ‘Imagine what Goebbels would
pay for a photo of this scene’, he suddenly remarked, ‘- the President of
the United States taking his instructions from the three Elders of Zion!’*

Long before 1932 American Presidents had established the precedent
of appointing Jews to Cabinet posts and one or two ambassadorial posts.
These token appointments aside, the Government of the United States was
still effectively run by the Protestant Establishment until Roosevelt
deliberately set about rewarding the various hyphenate groups that had
given their supportto Al Smithin 1928 and to himselfin 1932, with appoint-
ments at all levels more-or-less proportionate to their political weight. As
for the Jews, although only 3 per cent of the population at the time, they
made up 15 per cent of the most senior appointments made by President
Roosevelt. In 1932, Jews voted for Roosevelt over Hoover 3.5 to 1; by 1940
and 1944, it was9to 1.

STEPHEN WISE AND FDR

By the end of Franklin Roosevelt’s first term as President, it was universally
conceded that one man stood head-and-shoulders above all others as
ambassador of the Jewish community to the Roosevelt administration —
namely, Rabbi Stephen Wise. This is not how things stood at the beginning,
however. In fact, throughout the election season of 1932, Stephen Wise had
been publicly committed to Norman Thomas, the Socialist Party Candi-
date; and his name, by Inauguration Day 1933, was still on a short list of
the least favorite people of Franklin Roosevelt.

After Wilson left the White House, Wise had lived in the hope of Wilson
redivivus. In his letters to friends in the 1920s, Wise commends this one
and that one as having been close to Wilson, or having been in or close to
the Wilson Administration, or being a continuer of the Wilson legacy, or as
having some Wilsonian quality about him. He never saw Franklin Roosevelt
in that light until after his election as President in 1932.

Stephen Wise, like all progressives, had been made despondent by the
turn that political life had taken in the 1920s — the celebration of business
life and of ‘normalcy’, the materialism, the hedonism, the contempt for
ideals, the alienation of the intellectuals from America’s democratic
tradition. In compensation for the loss of access to the seats of power, he
returned to the political role he had played with such satisfaction before
Wilson: the independent scourge of incumbent politicians.
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The darkest chapter of Franklin Roosevelt’s otherwise largely successful
two-term tenure as Governor of New York was the Jimmy Walker Affair. This
began for him on the night of 17 March 1931, when he returned home from
a late celebration of St Patrick’s Day (and also, incidentally, the twenty-sixth
anniversary of his wedding to Eleanor) to find Rabbi Wise and Reverend
John Haynes Holmes waiting in his study to present on behalf of the Civic
Affairs Committee a petition bearing the signatures of several thousand
New Yorkers demanding investigation into allegations of financial impro-
priety and influence-peddling by the Mayor of New York, Jimmy Walker.
It was a most disagreeable encounter, according to all the principals. On the
spot, FDR gave the two clergymen a severe dressing-down for meddling
in politics. Afterward, Roosevelt tried to dispell the need for investigation,
as the charges were ‘too general’, but it soon became clear that the public was
persuaded differently; and so Roosevelt reluctantly appointed the Seabury
Commission. In the months that followed until Governor Roosevelt finally
secured Mayor Walker’s resignation, on | September 1932, many carried about
the impression that Franklin Roosevelt was too beholden to Democratic
political machines to be entrusted with the Presidency of the United States.
Franklin Roosevelt held Stephen Wise and John Haynes Holmes respon-
sible for this. He said out loud: ‘If they would serve their God as they seek
to serve themselves, the people of the city of New York would be the
gainers.’¢ In 1932, to friends, Wise wrote that Franklin Roosevelt ‘had no
deep-seated convictions, no bedrock in him. He is all clay and no granite.’

The first months of 1933, we recall, coincided with the first months of
the régime of Adolf Hitler. The Administration of FDR, like all Govern-
ments of the day, agonized internally about the attitude it must adopt as the
Hitler régime executed the first phases of its program of escalating terror
against the Jews. Inside the Roosevelt Administration, the argument was
for the most part carried by those who believed that Hitler could not last
long, and that it would assist the moderates around him if outside Govern-
ments refrained from responding to his provocations of the Jews with
equally provocative reactions.

Jews in the Administration or with entrée to it — those individuals whose
influence was supposed by so many to guarantee a positive hearing for the
cause of the Jews — proved unwilling to speak out about the plight of the
European Jews. To the admonitions of Jewish leaders on the outside, those
on the inside (Henry Morgenthau, Jr, Herbert Lehman, Bernard Baruch,
Herbert Feis, James Warburg, Ben Cohen, Felix Frankfurter) all replied
with the advice that ‘the Boss’ could accomplish much more if he did not
appear to be responding to the appeals of a Jewish lobby. Afterward, the
historians would find very little evidence of any ongoing effort by President
Roosevelt to make the cause of the Jews his own in the diplomatic world.
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During these first months of Roosevelt’s presidency, while he was still
an outsider, it was Stephen Wise who organized a mass meeting at Madison
Square Garden, 27 March 1933 — when 25,000 persons inside and 30,000
outside, and unnumbered hundreds of thousands on a national radio
hookup listened to speakers including Alfred E. Smith, Bishop William
Manning, Bishop Francis McConnell, and Senator Robert . Wagner. This
was followed by a boycott campaign against Germany — in fact, a counter-
boycott against Hitler’s announced boycott of Jewish businesses and Jewish
interests in Germany. All this he did despite the objections of the American
Jewish Committee and B ’na: Brith, who feared that such activities would
have the effect of barring ‘more constructive efforts’. To these objections,
Wise’s reply was: ‘How can we ask our Christian friends to lift their voices
in protest against the wrongs suffered by Jews if we keep silent?’” About
this time he was describing the President as ‘immovable, incurable and even
inaccessible excepting to those of his Jewish friends whom he can safely
trust not to trouble him with any Jewish problems’, but his vanity conspired
with his natural optimism to persuade him that all that was missing was the
establishment of the personal link between himself and “The Boss’.

Roosevelt, meanwhile was aware that Wise’s prestige within the Jewish
community had grown, as a result, mainly, of the courageous leadership he
was showing in rallying public sentiment against the policies of the Hitler
Government. Franklin Roosevelt, like Stephen Wise, was drawn nostalgi-
cally to the Wilson days, and was sensible to the possibilities of renewing
the equivalent of the Wilson/Brandeis/Wise alliance. In September 1935,
Roosevelt took the initiative, by asking Stephen Wise to come to visit him.
Given how inexhaustibly he had worked at getting entrée to the White House
for nearly three years, Wise does not convince us when he writes in his auto-
biography: ‘It was not easy to go, for no man of importance in public life had
everattacked Holmesand myself as he had. Still, I could not permit personal
rancor or resentment to stand in the way of giving my support to him.’3

After this meeting of reconciliation, Stephen Wise gave up his role as
an organizer of public opinion outside the White House. From 1936
forward, he was universally acknowledged to be the American Jewish leader
with greatest access to the President. Cynics said he had become FDR’s
‘court Jew’. Well ahead of election day, 1936, Stephen Wise issued his state-
ment in support of Roosevelt:

I give my whole-hearted support to President Roosevelt, not as a Jew but as
an American. I never vote as a Jew ... Himself a member of one of the great
Christian churches ... [FDR] is a good neighbour to all mankind.’

It is downright embarrassing to read some of Wise’s letters and reports
to FDR. As Disraeli said of himself in his dealings with Queen Victoria, he
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‘laid it on with a trowel’. Invariably, his letters open with the salutation:
‘Dear Boss’. Returning from a trip to Europe, he reports ‘about the faith
of the European peoples in your leadership of the country, they rightly take
it for granted that your re-election is a foregone conclusion. I am more eager
than I can tell you to go through the country and add my voice to the chorus
of understanding of a leadership which has averted great evil and given us
so much that is good and promising for the future of our country.’! Never
loath to display his influence at court, her turned out many ‘Reports’ like
the following (to unnamed recipients, but presumably Zionist officials) of
a ‘Visit to President Franklin D. Roosevelt at Hyde Park, Monday 5 October
1936’:

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

1. I expressed to the President at once, (who was cordiality itself) the deep
appreciation of all of us at what he and Secretary Hull had done in the matter
of intervention re Palestine. His face lighted up. He seemed well informed.
I told him that my joy was shared by Justice Brandeis, Felix [Frankfurter]
and Judge Mack, but he interrupted me to say, ‘Grand men! You know,
Stephen, we and the Inner Circle call him [i.e. Brandeis] “Isaiah” ... [FDR
then explained how he intended to bring the Chamberlain Government
around on the matter of Palestine.] I need hardly add, in strictest confidence,
(as everything herein is) that I told FDR that of course we could make no
public use of this, excepting as of course there must necessarily be a certain
amount of leakage; but wherever I go and to whomever I see I make clear
that the Administration has rendered a supremely important service to us
and that we have no right to forget it at such a critical time as this. ‘Publicly,
I dare not say more because of the reaction which might be hurtful and which
might be used against you at this time by the other Party.’

FDR AND THE JEWS OF THE WORLD

Throughout the 1930s, the task before the Zionist leadership was to bring
constant pressure upon the American Government to honour its never-
rescinded commitments to the Jewish homeland, originating in Wilson’s
endorsement of the Balfour Declaration, re-stated in the I.odge Resolution
of 1922, and again in the American—British Mandate Convention of 3
December 1924, and again in the State Department Statement of 13
October 1939. Franklin Roosevelt, no less than the Republican Presidents
of the 1920s, went repeatedly on record with unqualified support of the
Balfour pledges and expressing admiration of the Zionist cause, while in
confidential conversations, he assured the Zionist leaders again and again
that he was exploring every avenue, public and covert, to keep pressure on
the British in the matters of immigration to Palestine and the future Jewish
State. Yet the scholars who subsequently combed the record found very
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little evidence of the active stewardship of Jewishinterests of which Franklin
Roosevelt boasted to Stephen Wise at the time. Occasionally, Zionist lobby-
ing resulted in the Government’s issuing through diplomatic channels
carefully worded reminders that the US considered itself entitled to have
its views considered whenever Britain took action of the sort just taken
(perhaps some new restriction on purchase of land by Jews in Palestine;
some ‘temporary’ prohibition of Jewish immigration, pending the report
of the latest inquiry; some particularly harsh steps taken against Palestinian-
Jewish terrorists). In every instance, the British Government simply wore
the Americans down over many months of diplomatic exchange, and nothing
would change. Franklin Roosevelt, notwithstanding, accepted the thanks
of the American Zionists for his valiant efforts, and moved on to other things.

We know that the British authorities were using all the contacts they had
in Washington to probe the real mind of the American Administration; and
we know that they were generally confident that the American Government
would not persist beyond the margins of civilized remonstration. For
instance, we have this memorandum, prepared for Cabinet by the Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs, Anthony Eden:

For a long time there have been no public expressions of Jewish opinion
which have been definite or important, and the Jews in America are so divided
in opinion that a predominant Jewish attitude towards the Palestine question
cannot be said to exist, but the following points may be regarded as common
to the great majority:

(a) All are in utmost distress over the sufferings of their race in other lands,

(b) All are convinced that an area must be provided capable of affording
refuge to those who need it, though there are wide differences of view as to
what the political status of that area should be.

(c) Practically all speak with gratitude of British efforts.

It is difficult to believe that honest research could have led the British
Embassy to such a conclusion about American opinion.

By 1938, the situation of European Jews was desperate. Hitler boasted
of his willingness to unload the whole Jewish population upon the
democratic nations, confident that they did not want them. Steady pressure
upon Franklin Roosevelt by Stephen Wise and Louis Brandeis resulted in
the calling of an international conference on the refugee crisis at the French
resort town of Evian, July 1938. Britain agreed to participate only if the
matter of Palestine was excluded from discussion, and the thirty-three
participating countries agreed. Many speeches were made deploring the
circumstances which were creating the refugee crisis in Europe, but all of
the countries, including the United States, declared that they were unable
to accept any further refugees.

Atthisjuncture, as we have seen, leaders of the Pro-Palestine Federation,
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with some modest assistance from the ZOA, responded with the formation
of a ‘Provisional Committee on Palestine’. Petitions came as well from an
ad hoc Zionist National Emergency Committee on Palestine, signed by
51 Senators, 154 Representatives, and 30 Governors, urging President
Roosevelt to work to reverse the British policy. Still, the leaders of ZOA
had been reluctant to mobilize these self-seeding Christian movements,
contenting themselves with some modest financial support for the
Conference. This reluctance is explained by the advice that they were
receiving from Stephen Wise that Franklin Roosevelt could best use his
enormous moral and diplomatic leverage with the British if he did not
appear to be acting in response to political agitation from the American
Jews.
Early in 1939, Hitler told the Reichstag:

We will have to solve the Jewish question. There is enough room in the world,
but we must free ourselves of the opinion that God chose the Jewish people
and therefore they have the right to be parasites nourished by the bodies of
other productive nations ... If international Jewish money, whether inside
or outside Europe, succeeds in drawing the nations into another world war,
then the result will not be world Bolshevization — and with it victory for the
Jews — but the extermination of the Jewish race of Europe.

Shortly thereafter, the British Government’s White Paper of 1939 was
issued and the details were now public: within ten years, an independent
State of Palestine would come into existence, and, to guarantee that it would
have an Arab majority, total Jewish immigration in the interim would not
exceed 75,000. In Cabinet, on 12 February 1940, the Secretary of State for
Colonies and author of the White Paper, Malcolm MacDonald, summed
up the political equation:

It would be an error of judgement to exaggerate the influence of the Jewish
element in the United States. We had been told at the time of the White
Paper that the Jewish element would sway public opinion in that country
against us, but this has not, in fact, proved to be the case.!!

All this time, Stephen Wise fell deeper and deeper under the spell of
Roosevelt’s promises of action. Witness this public tribute to Roosevelt’s
labours on behalf of world Jewry, jointly signed by Stephen Wise and
Solomon Goldman (then President of the ZOA) to FDR, 17 May 1939,
following the London Conference, where the Zionists had failed to dissuade
the Chamberlain Government from issuing its fateful White Paper on
Palestine:

In this hour of sorrow over the betrayal of Jewish faith and hope by the
Chamberlain government, we feel impelled to say to you that we are mindful
of all that you have sought to do on behalf of our cause in recent years.
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On several occasions it was your understanding and your intervention in
London that averted disaster. Today, alas, your earnest and devoted effort
has not availed; and the British government has, at one and the same time,
the melancholy satisfaction of violating its pledged word by Balfour, and of
refusing to see justice done to our people.

World Jewry and particularly the Jews of Palestine will not, dear Mr
President, forget all that you have done or sought to do on our behalf. We
shall remember and be grateful always.!2
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American Zionist Emergency Council
and the Christian Zionists

Not before the Jew is crushed can the forces of darkness attain the other
citadels of humanity — humanism, democracy, and Christianity, the three
daughters of Judaism ... If the Christian church would yet, at this late hour,
understand the signs of the times and realize that the attacks on the Jews, as
they multiply in our day, are but a prelude to an assault on Christianity’s own
foundations ... if the realization would penetrate and deepen in Christian
circles that the salvation of the Jewish people through the re-building of the
Holy Land is a phase of the struggle for the establishment of the Kingdom
of God on earth, I believe, there is still hope. And not only hope of saving
the Jewish people from frightful disaster, but hope of saving society! ... Such
a Church of Christ, having regained its independence and its courage, would
dare to speak to England in Nathan’s words: ‘Thou art the Man!’

Pierre Van Paassen, 1939!

THE EDUCATION OF EMANUEL NEUMANN

On 22 August 1939, the day that the Hitler—Stalin Pact was announced, the
twenty-first Zionist Congress was meeting in Geneva. Business was quickly
wrapped up, and the delegates fled to their homes. As in the summer of
1914, it was feared that the world leadership would be scattered — or worse;
and so, on the precedent of August 1914, an Emergency Committee for
Zionist Affairs (ECZA) (later renamed American Zionist Emergency
Council —-AZEC) was established in the United States. Emanuel Neumann,
amember of the World Zionist Executive, was brought back into the centre
of Zionist activity in the United States by the leaders of the newly formed
ECZA, where he was given charge of its Department of Public Relations
and Political Action.

Neumann’s first priority was to rally the Christian conscience on behalf
of the Jewish Homeland. Himself an observant man, and therefore some-
thing of a rarity in official Zionist circles, Neumann had been taught by
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Stephen Wise and Louis Brandeis that there was such a thing as a Christian
conscience, and that its deepest source in America was the biblical Christianity
of the Puritans, on which the Blackstone Memorial drew.

We have already noted that Emanuel Neumann has left out of his auto-
biography any trace of his own responsibility for the neglect of APC and
PPF at the time. Indeed, he does not even mention PPF. Yet he was a
teachable man; and apparently he came by 1939 to believe that the neglect
of these efforts had been a calamitous mistake. This failure, in turn, followed,
he now saw, from a fundamental political error — namely, the decision to
close ranks around President Roosevelt and the Democratic Party. Those
now close to Franklin Roosevelt reported that though he was a single-
minded friend of Zion, he did have certain minor frailties — among them,
that he did not like to be put in the position of seeming to make decisions
in response to publicly visible organized pressure groups; and another,
related to the first, that he did not remain friendly to individuals or groups
who were simultaneously working the other side of the partisan-political
street. In this light, official Zionists had turned cool on the idea of recruiting
the Christian conscience publicly, on the outside of Government.

These calculations were rarely discussed out loud in the 1930s, but in
the mid-1940s they came back with a vengeance, as it became impossible
to avoid the truth that Franklin Roosevelt had failed the Zionists and the
Jews of Europe and Palestine. A terrible price was being paid daily for the
retreat from the wise policy that had been behind the initiation of PPF and
APC. What resulted was a classic example of the seduction of the innocent
by the allurements of ‘access’—or, in the language of the Psalmist, of putting
one’s trust in princes.

In recent years, Emanuel Neumann had become one of the most vocal
of those American Zionists denouncing the leadership and policy of Chaim
Weizmann —above all, Weizmann’s faith in quiet diplomacy with the elected
Governments of the United States and Great Britain. Earlier in this story,
Neumann’s anti-Weizmann policy had put Neumann in the same camp
with Stephen Wise, but now Wise was effectively allied with Weizmann as
a champion of the policy of working with the statesmen. Wise, the friend of
Franklin Roosevelt, was now the anchor on the American end of that policy.

Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver of Cincinnati, a friend and an ally of Neumann
since the days when they had attended the same Zionist youth club in New
York City. was now a powerful rival of Stephen Wise within ZOA.. Together,
Neumann and Silver argued for a return to the politics that went with the
policies that had been in place before 1933 — that is, before FDR. There
must be pro-Zionist channels of opinion in all the arenas of publicinfluence.
There must be pro-Zionist Republicans as well as pro-Zionist Democrats,
and they must live in fear of each other.
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Put crudely, the difference between the policy of Wise and Weizmann,
on the one hand, and Neumann and Silver, on the other, turned on whether
there was more Christian conscience to be tapped on the inside or the
outside of the White House. If the Christian conscience of the White House
was of the octane described by Stephen Wise and David K. Niles, Ben
Cohen, Samuel Rosenman, and other prominent Jews who got close enough
to it to test it, it would be a great disservice to Zion to put it in political
jeopardy by noisy politicking on the outside. If, however, Christian con-
science within the population at large was of the octane that Neumann
believed it to be, it should not be turned off, but should be harnessed and
used for all it was worth, everywhere you could find it — in political circles,
in the market-place of ideas, in the churches.

This same fundamental line of division has always run through Zionist
counsels, and does so today.

APC REDIVIVUS (1941)

Neumann’s philosophy was spelled outina document circulated a few weeks
after his appointment:

There is an impatience, understandable but nonetheless deplorable, with any
discussion of postwar arrangements at a time when the conflict is in acute
stage and the issue undecided. Moreover, we Jews, in common with others
whose mental temper is liberal and optimistic, have a way of taking for granted
that ‘this time’ things will turn out differently and well. The progressivist
frame of mind is incurable ... [Thus, most Zionists] would have Zionist
policy proceed on the assumption that the restoration of Palestine as a Jewish
commonwealth will drop on the council table of the nations like manna from
heaven.

It will do no such thing. The forces arrayed against us are many and
powerful and after the struggle of war will come the struggle of peace ...
[We face] the task of spreading an understanding of Zionism among our
Christian friends, of mobilizing their support.

Some months later, at the Biltmore Conference in May 1942, where the
American Jewish community committed itself to demanding unlimited
Jewish immigration to Palestine and the early creation of the Jewish
Commonwealth there, Neumann spelled out the vital part to be played by
public relations:

[W]e have to convince all those who are in public life of their own united
desire and determination to see the Zionist program through and ensure
their support ... [We must impress] church unions, organizations of clergy
and laity, great publicists, teachers and preachers who speak for the
Conscience of America. We have to present this to them as a great moral
problem, involving great moral issues ... We must reach thoughtful America.
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Neumann’s first major project in his new portfolio was the reconstituting
of the American Palestine Committee — something that took some chutzpah,
given the way in which the official Zionists had walked away from their
responsibilities to the organization that originally bore this name, nearly a
decade earlier. The very large number of holdover members from the first
organization who agreed to join the second APC is testimony to the
genuineness of their commitment.

As with the original APC, a major role in recruitment was played quietly
by Justice Louis Brandeis (who died, 5 October 1941). Again as with the
original APC, the new APC was publicly inaugurated at a dinner meeting
— this time at the Shoreham Hotel in Washington, 30 April 1941. By this
time, two-thirds of the members of the United States Senate had been
enrolled.

Senator Robert FE. Wagner of New York, a stalwart friend of Zionism for
many years, agreed to become Chairman. Carl Hermann Voss, who worked
closely with the Senator over many years in the work of rallying Christian
support for the Jewish homeland, attributed Wagner’s zeal in this cause to
his admiration of Jews and Judaism: he was, that is to say, an example of the
classic Christian philo-Semite, who was particularly distressed by the
disgrace which Hitlerism had brought to his parents’ native Germany.?

In one of the earliest press releases, Senator Wagner described both the
purpose and the strategy of the APC:

What is to be the program of our Committee? What can it do to advance the
cause it has expoused? Our Committee is wholly non-official; it has neither
executive nor administrative, nor legislative powers, but it has access to a
power which is enthroned above all these, the sovereign power of public
opinion. It is our intention to speak to the conscience of America and of all
Christendom.

Othersin the executive included Dr Daniel L. Marsh, Chairman, President
of Boston University, Prof. William F. Albright, Johns Hopkins University,
Dr Henry Atkinson, Prof. Carl J. Friedrich, Harvard University, William
Green, President of the AFL, Eric A. Johnston, President of the US
Chamber of Commerce, John W. McCormack, Majority Leader of the
House of Representatives, Philip Murray, President of the CIO, Senators
Claude Pepper and Arthur Vandenburg, Daniel Poling, Editor of Christian
Herald. and Msgr. John A. Ryan of the National Catholic Welfare Council.

Immediately on its organization, the American Palestine Committee
published its Statement of Aims and Principles, describing itself as ‘the
vehicle for the expression of the sympathy and goodwill of Christian
America for the movement to re-establish the Jewish National Home in
Palestine’. The link to the Blackstone Memorial is clear:
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The fulfilment of the millennial hope for the reunion of the Jewish people
with the land of its ancient inheritance, a hope that accords with the spirit
of Biblical prophecy, has always commanded the sympathy of the liberal
Christian world.

This Statement was followed by a steady stream of press releases and
published statements, letters to the editors, and full-page newspaper ads.
These, we know, were noted in the White House, where it was appreciated
that the Senatorial membership in the APC added up to the number
required by the Constitution for ratification of treaties. The AZEC, in
striking contrast to the Zionist leaders back in the early thirties, gave literally
the top priority to this work, and funding was generous. The AZECassigned
fieldworkers to seek out friendly clergymen in every sizable community in
the land, and used the contacts of these clergymen to build eventually more
than seventy-five local ACP chapters. These chapters were exhorted to
provide their Christian Zionist neighbours with funds, clerical services, and
moral support. All this work was underwritten generously by the AZEC:
more than $72,000 per year in the first years, raised to $150,000 annually
by 1947-48. To his troops, Neumann conveyed this motto: ‘Sympathy is
like any other force: it is effective only when properly channeled.’

The Second Annual Dinner of the American Palestine Committee, held
at the Mayflower Hotel in Washington on 25 May 1942, and broadcast coast-
to-coast on NBC Radio, observed the twentieth anniversary of the adoption
by the Senate and House of Representatives of their Joint Resolution
favoring the Establishment in Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish
People. It was announced that membership ‘now numbers 725 men and
women prominent in every sphere, including 67 members of the United
States Senate, 143 members of the House of Representatives, 22 Governors
of States, jurists, educators, clergymen, publishers, editors, writers and
civic leaders’. A message of commendation from President Roosevelt was
read, and there were many addresses. Best remembered by those who
attended was one delivered by radio from Britain, from Lord Josiah
Wedgwood, a prominent English Christian Zionist.

I have tried to save for my own countrymen the glory of rebuilding Jerusalem
— of doing justice and creating freedom. It’s no use. They won’t do it! I can’t
help ... [T]he responsibilities of the world have lain on our shoulders long
enough. It’s your turn now. The mantle of Elijah has fallen upon Elisha, not
only in Palestine. It is your rendezvous with destiny.3

In response, Chaim Weizmann said:

[I]f we close our eyes for a minute, we might think these are truly Messianic
times. For the first time in our history, ladies and gentlemen, the Jews have
allies. We have paid a heavy price, but for the first time we really do not stand
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alone ... The struggle today is a struggle between Mein Kampf and the
Sermon on the Mount.

Six or seven years ago this struggle, which was obvious to us, was
considered by others as only an internal affair of Germany. The nations of
the world did not realize that this challenge to the Jews was a challenge to
the Christian civilization in which we live and for which we struggle now. It
is never too late to make amends, and the atmosphere which prevails here
tonight justifies the hope that when the struggle is over we shall not be
forgotten. Should you try to forget, we shall be there to remind you.

On 2 November 1942, to mark the 25th Anniversary of the Balfour
Declaration, the APC issued its declaration, “The Common Purpose of
Civilized Mankind’, re-affirming the ‘traditional American policy’ in favor
of a Jewish homeland, bearing the signatures of 68 Senators and 194
Congressmen. It was submitted to FDR, and afterwards distributed in tens
of thousands of copies.*

In March 1944 (to get somewhat ahead of the time-frame of this present
chapter), the APC sponsored a National Conference on Palestine, at which
the demand was made for maximum Jewish immigration to Palestine and
the establishment of a Jewish Commonwealth there — all this bringing the
APC fully in line with the Biltmore platform. A few months later, lobbying
by leaders of the APC in both houses of Congress contributed to the passage
of a Resolution favoring these principles.

By 1946, there were 15,000 members of the American Palestine
Committee, organized in more than 75 chapters.

THE CHALLENGE OF RECRUITING LIBERAL OPINION

It is significant that Emanuel Neumann undertook to bring the politicians
into line first (through the formation of APC) before going to the
intellectuals and the churchmen. This strategy reflected the Zionists’
knowledge, borne out again and again in the weight of letters to
Congressmen and letters to editors, of overwhelming popular support for
restoration of the Jewish to a Jewish state. Step two in Neumann’s game
plan was to reach the opinion-making elites.
The problem, Neumann discovered, was that

[T]he American press ... had paid virtually no attention to the Jewish
problem. Articles appeared dealing with various postwar issues, but I found
no word about the future position of the Jews and their problem — as if there
was a conspiracy of silence despite Hitler and the Nazi terror. It was
incomprehensible!®

Inexcusable it may have been; incomprehensible it certainly was not.
The liberal journals, which had routinely castigated British imperialism
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during the 1920s and 1930s, had changed their tune by the end of 1941.
Henceforth, it was an unwritten rule of liberal editorializing that Britain
was not to be undermined in her present war effort by criticism from
America which bore upon her conduct in those parts of the world (steadily
being reduced during 1941) where she could actually work her will. What
made Palestine problematical for the friends of Great Britain, was the fact
that here, in Palestine, Britain was fully in control and was already carrying
out her postwar policy — the policy abundantly spelled out in the White
Paper of 1939. Most liberals had used up whatever outrage they felt about
Britain’s Palestine policy during the first year following the publication of
the White Paper of 1939. After Pearl Harbor, few were keen to resuscitate
that debate.

Ironically, Jewish intellectuals especially felt the need for restraint. The
New York Times, owned and substantially manned by Jews, was frankly
hostile to Zionism. In light of all this, Neumann, recalled, ‘I went to see
Freda Kirchwey, editor of The Nation, drew her attention to this situation
and expressed my surprise that even The Nation, so liberal in its policy and
so largely supported by Jews, should be remiss in this respect. She readily
pleaded guilty.’ Together they agreed that the most effective spokesman for
the cause of the Zionists would be Reinhold Niebuhr.

REINHOLD NIEBUHR (1893-1971)

Reinhold Niebuhr was born the year before Emanuel Neumann, in 1892,
in a small Missouri town. His father had emigrated from Germany and had
become a pastor of the Evangelical Reformed Church, a doctrinally
conservative Protestant denomination, serving almost exclusively German-
Americans. He pastored a number of churches in small-town Missouri and
Illinois.

Reinhold had himself become a pastor, after attending the denomi-
nation’s theological school and receiving his MA at Yale Divinity School.
In 1915, he undertook his first and only full-time pastorate, at Bethel Evan-
gelical church in Detroit, serving there until 1928. Ambitious for a larger
audience, he turned out many articles for church papers, then found
admission to the liberal journals of opinion. He quickly established a reputa-
tion for reflective commentary on contemporary religion and on political
matters, domestic and international, and turned out, on average, an article
a week to be published in journals that ranged from his denomination’s
house organ, through Christian Century (the principal journal of opinion
of the Protestant mainstream of the time), The Nation, the New Republic,
several of the University quarterlies, theological journals, as well as a
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quarterly edited in part by himself (Radical Religion, later renamed
Christianity and Society), and, beginning in February, 1941, a biweekly,
entirely edited by himself with the title, Christianity and Crisis.

On the basis of his brilliant writing and his powerful preaching before
student Christian audiences around the country, Niebuhr was appointed
Professor of Christian Ethics at Union Theological Seminary in New York
in 1932. Liberal theologians of the older type disdained Niebuhr for his
‘Neo-Orthodoxy’, while secular liberals, though they usually welcomed his
incisive commentaries on current political affairs, mocked him for his residual
supernaturalism. But a steadily growing audience of admirers proclaimed
his ‘Christian realism’.

By the eve of the Second World War, he was one of very few American
intellectuals whose work seemed to interest Europeans. In the spring of
1939, as war clouds gathered over Europe, Niebuhr was in Edinburgh, Scot-
land, giving the first part of a two-part series of lectures for the prestigious
Gifford Lectureship; and in the fall, after Great Britain had gone to war,
and as America’s long agony of watchfulness began, he returned to deliver
the second part, with the sound of falling bombs literally accompanying his
words. These lectures were then reworked to become his major work, The
Nature and Destiny of Man: A Christian Interpretation.

Like most of his generation who had been Wilsonian idealists — Stephen
Wise, for instance — Niebuhr had shifted to socialism and pacifism in the
1920s. He had voted for the Socialist Party candidates down through 1936,
but in 1938 he clashed publicly with the leader of the Party, Norman
Thomas, over Thomas’s determination to keep the Party neutral with regard
to the conflicts unleashed by the Nazis and Fascists. Concerned equally
about lingering Stalinism in leftist circles and about the growth of conser-
vative forces within the Democratic Party, Niebuhr led in the founding of
the Union for Democratic Action, in April, 1941. In the first year of its
existence UDA came to the forefront of supporters of ‘all aid short of war’
to Great Britain. Throughout the war, it bombarded the public, through
advertisements and public meetings, with denunciations of those actions of
the Government of the United States which were not in line with its own
characterization of the war as one for the liquidation of totalitarianism and
the establishment of the Four Freedoms. The President of the United States
was certainly aware of the political weight of the UDA, and several members
of his official family paid it the respect of signing its petitions about various
matters and appearing at its programs —as did Mrs Roosevelt.® Of particular
interest here is UDA’s persistent clamour for removal of all paper obstacles
to the rescue of the victims of the Nazi régime in Europe.

In sum, Niebuhr had played a large role in directing the independent
left of American politics into a role of greater political effectiveness, able to
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bring pressure upon the Roosevelt Administration to remain faithful to its
New Deal agenda and to be realistic and humane in its foreign policy.

REINHOLD NIEBUHR AND THE JEWISH QUESTION

It has been said of Reinhold Niebuhr that ‘he wrote more articles and
editorials on the subject of the Nazi assault on the Jews than any other
American Christian’.” Before audiences of American Jews he spoke of what
he called ‘my sense of shame that an allegedly Christian civilization can sink
to such depths of cruelty’.? Niebuhr knew Germany well and had, through
his friends in German Church circles and German political circles, abundant
sources of knowledge about its real daily life. He played a major role in the
work of rescue of German, and after 1938, Austrian, and after June, 1940,
French academics and intellectuals, principally through the Friends of
German Freedom, the American Friends of the Captive Nations, and an
unpublicized network of contacts within the Nazi empire. He helped create
the Christian Committee to Boycott Nazi Germany, which sought to persuade
Americans not to travel on German ships or buy German products, or ‘to
set foot on the territory of the Third Reich’, At the same time, he was active
ina constellation of organizations at home dedicated to achieving social justice
for the disadvantaged, including the Fellowship of Socialist Christians.
As early as February 1941, long before most Jews were ready to face this
truth, he was prepared to say in print: ‘Nazi tyranny intends to annihilate
the Jewish race.”® Most Protestant denominations, through their official
agencies and through the Federal Council of Churches (the principal insti-
tutional expression of mainstream Protestantism), the Christian Century,
the Student Christian Association —all the accredited voices of the Protestant
establishment, had discredited themselves as prophets by persisting as late
as the day of Pearl Harbor in advocacy of pacifism and American neutrality.
To meet the need for expression of ‘Christian realism’ in this period of
comfortable prophecy, Niebuhr had founded a journal under his editorship,
Christianity and Crisis, which first appeared in February 1941. The very
firstof Niebuhr’s signed articles in Christianity and Crisis declared his thesis:

That there are historic situations in which refusal to defend the inheritance
of civilization, however imperfect, against tyranny and aggression may result
in consequences even worse than war ... Nazi tyranny intends to annihilate
the Jewish race, to subject the nations of Europe to dominion of a ‘master’
race, to extirpate the Christian religion, to annul the liberties and legal
standards that are the priceless heritage of Christian and humanistic culture,
to make truth the prostitute of political power, to seek world dominion
through its satraps and allies, and generally to destroy the very fabric of our
civilization.
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‘JEWS AFTER THE WAR’

Reinhold Niebuhr’s pro-Zionism had been nurtured for some years by his
friends Rabbis Philip Bernstein and Milton Steinberg, both now active on
AZEC’s Committee on Christian Clergy. Among his other good friends
were Stephen Wise and Felix Frankfurter. Neumann found no difficulty at
all in persuading Niebuhr to undertake the article, given that he was able
to provide both Felix Frankfurter and Isaiah Berlin to provide research
material and other guidance.

The article, entitled ‘Jews after the War’, appeared in two parts in the
Nation'® — ‘the first articles on this subject’, Neumann later claimed, ‘to
appear during the war years in any American periodical outside the Jewish
press’. The piece drew very great attention at the time, and over the next
few years large numbers of reprints were distributed by AZEC, CCP/
ACPC, and other organizations friendly to Zionism.

Here we will note only a few passages from Niebuhr’s two-part article,
to remind us of the historical setting:

The problem of what is to become of the Jews in the postwar world ought
to engage all of us, not only because a suffering people has a claim upon our
compassion but because the very quality of our civilization is involved in the
solution ... The Nazis intend to decimate the Poles and to reduce other
peoples to the status of helots; but they are bent upon the extermination of
the Jews ... The Jews require a homeland, if for no other reason, because
even the most generous immigration laws of Western democracies will not
permit all the dispossessed Jews of Europe to find a haven in which they may
look forward to a tolerable future ... Whether the Jews will be allowed to
develop a genuine homeland under their own sovereignty within the
framework of the British Empire depends solely upon the amount of support
that they secure in the two great democracies, for those democracies will
have it in their power if Hitler is defeated to make the necessary political
arrangements ... The Anglo-Saxon hegemony that is bound to exist in the
event of an Axis defeat will be in a position to see to it that Palestine is set
aside for the Jews, that the present restrictions on immigration are abrogated,
and that the Arabs are otherwise compensated.

The AZEC was justifiably confident that it had found in Reinhold
Niebuhr the best possible instrument for its purpose, that is, to bring into
the arena of discussion their concerns about the future of the Jews. Yet we
should note that, while the AZEC promoted the Nation articles then and
for many years thereafter, there are at least two places in the articles where
Niebuhr deviated conspicuously from the official Zionist viewpoint.

First, Niebuhr noted bluntly that

The Zionist leaders are unrealistic in insisting that their demands entail no
‘injustice’ to the Arab population since Jewish immigration has brought new
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economic strength to Palestine. It is absurd to expect any people to regard
the restriction of their sovereignty over a traditional possession as ‘just’, no
matter how many other benefits accrue from that abridgement ... The
solution must, and can, be made acceptable to the Arabs if it is incorporated
into a total settlement of the issues of the Mediterranean and Near Eastern
world; and it need not be unjust to the Arabs in the long run if the same
‘imperial’ policy that established the Jewish homeland also consolidates and
unifies the Arab world.

There was in official Zionist ranks at that time little patience for the view
that the Arabs, when all was said and done, had suffered from the presence of
the Jews in Palestine. This argument was likewise pursued by most Christian
friends of Zionism at that time, and for a while at least it seemed to take
hold in the Roosevelt administration. It is typical of Reinhold Niebuhr that
he should argue that a disinterested perspective on these matters was not
possible, that the friends of Zion had swept too quickly to their verdict on
the benign effects of Jewish immigration and investment in Palestine.

If on the issue of the validity of Palestinian Arab complaints dissent was
rare in Zionist ranks, on a second matter, raised by Niebuhr in the last
paragraph of his second article, dissent had not been heard for years, even
decades. This was the sacrosanct matter of the location of the Jewish State.

It must be noted in conclusion that there are both Jews and Gentiles who do
not believe that Palestine is a desirable locus for a Jewish homeland, though
they do believe that a homeland must be created. They contend that there is
as yet no evidence of Palestine’s ability to maintain an independent economic
existence without subsidies; that the co-operative agricultural ventures of
the Jews, impressive in quality but not in size, offer no hope of a solid
agricultural basis for the national economy; that the enmity of the Arab world
would require the constant interposition of imperial arms; that the resources
of Palestine could not support the millions whom the Zionists hope to settle
there; and that the tendency to use Arab agricultural labor may once again
create a Jewish urban caste. It is difficult to know to what extent such
criticisms are justified ... However, even if fully borne out, it would not affect
the thesis that the Jews require a homeland. It would simply raise the question
whether a different or an additional region should be chosen. It is barely
possible that a location ought to be found in Europe.

THE NATURE OF REINHOLD NIEBUHR'S PRO-ZIONISM

That Reinhold Niebuhr could entertain, even for a moment, the notion of
another ‘locus’ for the Jewish homeland gives away the fact that his pro-
Zionism was not grounded in Christian Restorationism. The source of his
pro-Zionism was, rather, a sturdy philo-Judaism, which in turn derived
from personal experience and religious philosophy.
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In autobiographical passages, Niebuhr speaks of having learned in his
Midwestern boyhood ‘the power of stereotypes’ of the Jews. His later adult
dealings with Jews provided him with certain generalized truths of a
different character. In later years, he spoke of his discovery of the life of the
Jews of Detroit:

If one claims that the Jewish capacity for civic virtue frequently excels that
of Christians, the claim rests upon the Jewish capacity for critical devotion
to the community which frequently excels the more traditional loyalties of
the Gentile community and the typically benevolent goodness of the
Christian business man. My judgements may be colored by years of political
activity left of center. Whether the problem was one of challenging a
nationalistic isolationism or of amending the traditional libertarian attitudes
of the business community, Jewish men of wealth were more emancipated
from the prejudice of their class than Christian business men. They were
discriminate in their judgements of social policy. They were usually more
generous in the support of communal projects which transcended the
loyalties of a particular group.!!

Whether or not they recognize it, Christians of serious religious stripe
are often drawn to Jews and to Judaism by the hope of finding expression
there of the promises and expectations which they have been taught to find
in the Church, or in Christian character, or in the life of prayer, or of
Christian social action — and which they have failed to find, or, rather, have
found so entangled in the dross of unredeemed character as to seem hardly
worth having. There is, in other words, a romantic dimension to this story.
The soul-less Christian individualist whom Niebuhr portrays standing
across the great gulf from the socially sensitive Jew is an unworthy caricature
— a stereotype. Many areas of Christian faith and practice embarrassed
Reinhold Niebuhr, the Professor of Christian Ethics of New York’s Union
Theological Seminary. Though reared in a conservative theological tradition
and churchly milieu, he had become downright contemptuous of Evangelical
Christianity. There was, first of all, the shallowness of its scholarship; then
there was the whole embarrassing business about personal witnessing; and
above all there was what he came to consider the scandal of revivalism. In
later years, the very mention of the name, Billy Graham, would throw him
into a rage.

Given Niebuhr’s credentials as a theologian, it is at first sight odd that
there is so little reference to the religious dimension of Zionism. This
reflects his pride in his ‘realism’ and his loathing of ‘idealism’. Reinhold
Niebuhr entered the ranks of the Christian champions of the Jewish claim
to Palestine in the late 1930s, when the pending holocaust of the Jews made
it necessary for liberals of goodwill to deal with the question of the future
of the Jews as an urgent and an exceptional issue. Biblical literalists, by
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contrast, have always understood the past, present and the future of the
Jews to be a subject in every sense exceptional. To biblical literalists,
arguments about the ‘relative justice’ of the case for the Arabs in 1938, and
agonizings about the legimitate concerns of the British Empire in the Near
East, were no more (but also no less) timely than arguments about justice
for the Canaanites or agonizings about the future of relations between the
XIIIth Dynasty of Egypt and the Hittites. To Reinhold Niebuhr, it seemed
that liberals like himself had an advantage (to put it mildly) over the biblical
literalists in that their case for Zionism was made in the language of justice,
and that the world would find it more or less credible in so far asitaddressed
the realities of the great power struggles of the day. Thus, the friendly case
presented by Reinhold Niebuhr, the Protestant theologian, could be
couched in the same vocabulary as the case made by the friendly secularists.

Drawn to the issue of the future of the Jews by the exceptional world-
historical circumstances of the moment; perfectly aware of the requirements
of the moment in the light of the Christian morality, but scared to death by
the language of traditional ‘Restorationism’ — Reinhold Niebuhr felt much
less free than Chaim Weizmann to use the language of biblical prophecy.
Nowhere in his commentary, either pre- or post-1948, is there any talk of
God’s purposes with regard to the Restoration of the Jews. His credibility
asanacademic theologian depended on his having no allies to the theological
right. He was willing to stir the vocabulary of Christian moral philosophy
into his astute and well-informed commentaries on contemporary politics,
but the least gesture of sympathy for biblical literalism, he believed, would
immediately wipe out anything of value that he might bring to the defense
of Zionism. Inany case, he was not in the least disposed to flirt with Christian
Restorationism, which was just one face of all those many forces of popular
Christianity which had become so uncongenial, so embarrassing to him
since he had left the pulpit for the academy.

AFTERWARD

In a telephone conversation in 1990, I asked Carl H. Voss about this matter:
did Reinhold Niebuhr ever comment, in your presence, on the fact that the
Restoration of the Jews had always been steadfastly predicted by biblical
literalists? Did he concede that they had been vindicated by 1948 and by
19677 Voss recalled Niebuhr saying with some annoyance, but also with
reluctant wonder: “To think that THEY predicted this!’ However, it was,
apparently, the sort of wonder that a scientist reserves for the idior savant
— the technical ‘moron’, who sits down at the piano and plays Chopin with-
out instruction, or who knows all the years in history when March the third
fell on a Thursday, even though he cannot add up double-digit numbers!
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In his article ‘The Relations of Christians and Jews in Western
Civilization’ (1958) Niebuhr writes:

Many Christians are pro-Zionist in the sense that they believe thata homeless
people require a homeland; but we feel as embarrassed as anti-Zionist
religious Jews when messianic claims are used to substantiate the right of the
Jews to the particular homeland in Palestine ... History is full of strange
configurations. Among themisthe thrilling emergence of the State of Israel.!?

Niebuhr’s published references to Israel after 1948 are few and far
between, clustering almost entirely around the two moments of crisis which
he lived to see: 1956 (Suez) and 1967 (The Six Day War). The case for
America’s interest in Israel was now subordinated, in his commentary, to
the general world-view called forth by the Cold War. After 1948, Reinhold
Niebuhr never reminded his readers that there was anything exceptional
about the historical processes that had put Israel on the map and among
the United Nations. He was alarmed to note the continuing political signi-
ficance of orthodox Judaism in Israel, interpreting these matters in the light
of general observations about European and American experience with the
bane of ‘fundamentalism’.

Still, all things considered. Reinhold Niebuhr remained distinctly
friendly to Zionism and to Israel. In this, he was increasingly at odds with
most Protestant liberals. In his last years he became very distressed by the
uncritically pro-‘Palestinian’ — that is, pro-Arab — position taken by official
voices of mainstream Protestantism, and he was especially distressed by the
line taken by the journal he had founded, Christianity and Crisis.
Paradoxically, this meant that, on this issue, Niebuhr was lined up on the
same side with the despised ‘Fundamentalists’, facing nearly the whole
phalanx of liberal-Protestant churchmen and theologians! That intolerable
circumstance meant that he had actually to escalate the rhetoric of contempt
for ‘Messianism’, for ‘chiliasm’, ‘millenarianism’. If these embarrassing
people insisted on announcing the ‘Hand of God’ in, for example, the
reclaiming in 1967 of Judaea and Samaria, or in the gathering of the exiled
Jews of Morocco, Iraq and Yemen — then Niebuhr would persist in seeing
only history’s ‘strange configurations’.

THE CHRISTIAN COUNCIL ON PALESTINE AND THE AMERICAN
CHRISTIAN PALESTINE COMMITTEE

Neumann’s dealings with Reinhold Niebuhr in the matter of the Nation
articles set him to thinking more actively about rallying well-disposed
Christian leaders. The first fruit of this labour was the Christian Council
on Palestine.
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Sometime during 1938-39, an organization of Christian friends of
Zionism had sprung up, apparently spontaneously, to protest the White
Paper, and had then apparently evolved into a lobbying group with an
incredibly cumbersome name: the Committee of Christian Leaders,
Clergymen and Laymen, on Behalf of Jewish Immigration into Palestine.
Many of the names we find here we have met already in the Pro-Palestine
Federation. The Committee’s statement of policy declared ‘that the destiny
of the Jews is a matter of immediate concern to the Christian conscience,
the amelioration of their lot a duty that rests upon all that profess Christian
principles’. Rabbi Philip Bernstein was assigned by Emanuel Neumann to
work with this group on behalf of AZEC.

In December 1942, about forty members of the ‘Emergency Commit-
tee’, including Methodist Bishop Francis McConnell, Henry A. Atkinson,
W. Russell Bowie, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Carl Voss, met at the Pennsylvania
Hotel in New York where, responding to recommendations of Rabbi Philip
Bernstein and Emanuel Neumann, they decided to form “The Christian
Council on Palestine’. According to his own memorandum on the meeting,
Neumann found that the hardest part of his job was explaining how CCP
would differ from APC — to which many of those present already belonged.
APC, said Neumann, is ‘primarily interested in keeping before the public
the question of Zionism, particularly the political phases of the question’,
while the proposed CCP would concentrate on winning clergymen and
leaders of Christian opinion. A policy statement declared the CCP to be
‘committed to the establishment of a Jewish commonwealth in Palestine in
relation to the overall settlement in the postwar era’, while ‘urg[ing] as
immediate policy the admission now of Jewish exiles into other countries,
including the United States, as well as Palestine’. The Executive Committee
included Carl Voss, Reinhold Niebuhr, James Luther Adams (a Unitarian
clergyman and scholar), Daniel Poling,!3 Paul Tillich, William F. Albright,
Pierre Van Paassen (one of the most influential of the serious journalists of
the day), Carl Friedrich (a distinguished professor of philosophy), John
Haynes Holmes, Eduard Lindemann and Walter Clay Lowdermilk.!* Carl
Voss later recalled Chairman Henry Atkinson saying: ‘As soon as the British
see that list of men on our stationery — Niebuhr, Tillich, McConnell, Albright,
Sockman, and Poling — they’ll open the gates of Palestine and let those
Jewish refugees come pouring in. Then we’ll disband the committee. It’s
as simple as that.’?

The names on CCP’s masthead represent a substantial range of
denominational affiliations and of theological loyalties — but not extending
to the Evangelical/Fundamentalist end. Poling was perhaps the most
‘conservative’, while Niebuhr and Tillich were in those days described as
‘Neo-Orthodox’. Holmes was a non-denominational liberal, a noted
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champion of the ‘Modernist’ side in the conflicts with the biblical literalists
in the 1920s. Carl Voss, the Executive Secretary, was a Unitarian. Lindemann
is described by Voss as ‘a humanist/naturalist/non-theist’ but nonetheless
‘as deeply religious as they’ (whatever that may mean!). It is clear that CCP,
steered by Voss and Niebuhr, deliberately avoided approach to the
Fundamentalist-to-Evangelical side of church world.

In the months that followed, many pamphlets and books appeared under
CCP auspices, many public meetings were held, Letters to the Editor were
written, and full-page advertisements appeared in the New York Times. By
1946, some 3,000 prominent clergymen and lay Christian leaders belonged
to CCP. As was the case with ACP, all but a token portion of the funding
came from official Zionist and other Jewish sources. Later, these two original
organizations (APC and CCP) were incorporated as sub-divisions of the
American Christian Palestine Committee (ACPC), having their own
letterheads and their own officers.

THE WORLD COMMITTEE FOR PALESTINE

In the fall of 1945, an effort was begun, principally under American Zionist
auspices, to establish a network of ‘Pro-Palestine Committees’ throughout
the world. The process began at an ‘International Conference for Palestine’,
wherein twenty-five nations were said to be represented, and which met in
Washington, 1-2 November 1945. While no hint of this appears in the
publications of the World Committee, the documents make clear that the
lion’s share of time and money and energy went into the work of penetrating
Latin America, where (as is noted in the minutes of the Executive
Committee) ‘there are twenty nations with twenty votes in the United
Nations Organization, regardless of size of country or size of population’,
and where thereis also ‘a woeful lack of information on the Jewish problem’.
All in all, there were to be World Committee Information Bureaus in
Washington, London, Toronto, Mexico City, Paris and Montevideo, all
supplied and supported from the World Zionist information bodies in
Jerusalem, London and Washington.
All of this would cost money. To the founding Committee,

Dr Le Sourd explained briefly, and in confidence, the financial set-up of the
World Conference for Palestine, which, because of its world coverage, was
subsidized by the Jewish Agency. He explained that the American Christian
Palestine Committee, is subsidized by the American Zionist Emergency
Council, a combination of Zionist organizations in the United States. The
Jewish Agency is at work around the world organizing Zionist groups in
various countries. Ultimately, it is expected that these local Zionist groups
will be able to finance the activities of the pro-Palestine Committees in their
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respective countries, and to pay the expenses of the delegates from these
countries to the international meetings ... Dr Le Sourd [further] explained
that it is well established that membership in the ACPC involves no financial
obligations, voluntary contributions come in daily and are encouraged
wherever possible ... It was generally conceded that it is uncomfortable for
the non-Jews to come to the Jews and ask them to finance their work. It was
felt that the Jewish Agency should instruct local Zionists to offer such co-
operation to the non-Jewish supporters of the cause of the Jewish people.

Ata Joint Meeting of the World Committee for Palestine and the Jewish
Agency, 8 November 1945, ‘The Plan of Co-operation of World Pro-
Palestine Committees’ was adopted, and an executive chosen. These included
Mrs Orde Wingate (Great Britain), Senator Gabriel Gonzales Videla
(Chile), and several distinguished Christian politicians and men of letters
from Europe and Latin America. Virtually the entire senior leadership of
the Jewish Agency attended: Louis Lipsky, Dr Nahum Goldman, Meyer
W. Weisgal, Eliahu Epstein, Reuven Zaslani, Arthur Lourie, and, of course,
Emanuel Neumann. Nahum Goldmann undertook, on behalf of the Jewish
Agency, to guarantee full funding of the work of the various Committees.
In May 1946, Senator Sir Ellsworth Flavelle of Canada was elected
Chairman, and among its Vice-Chairmen was Senator Robert Wagner. The
World Committee for Palestine undertook:

1. To coordinate the activities of the various Pro-Palestine committees,
supporting the Jewish National Homeland and Commonwealth in Palestine.

2. To plan for a more effective expression of the aroused conscience of
Christendom to its responsibility for the establishment of Jewish security.

3. To further the awakening of men’s minds to the true tragic plight of
the destitute and still persecuted Jews of Europe.

4. To promote an intelligent, articulate concern among the nations of the
world that Palestine become legally and in fact the Jewish National Home-
land.

5. Tosupportthe Zionist objectives to make Palestine ademocratic Jewish
Commonwealth as an indispensable factor in the solution of the world Jewish
problem, the extension of democracy, and the establishment of permanent
peace.

6. To foster an interchange of ideas, literature, speakers and programs
among the Pro-Palestine Committees for the attainment of greater unity and
more effective procedures of education.

The profile of ACPC/WCP was raised considerably by the success of
the AZEC’s leadership in recruiting the former Undersecretary of State,
Sumner Welles, as Chairman of its Maryland Chapter. He had been won
to the Zionist cause in reaction to what seemed to him the shameless policy
of the British which Welles had been observing from the inside of the



AZEC and the Christian Zionists 145

Roosevelt Administration for many years. He contributed a lively book to
the debate about Palestine (We Need Not Fail, 1948), and he made many
public statements as well as appearances at ACPC- or WPC-sponsored
functions. Perhaps most important, he was put to good use by the Jewish
Agency as an interlocutor with crucial persons in the State Department
and in the UN delegation of the United States.!
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The Issue of Palestine in the Wartime Years

FDR AND THE ZIONISTS (1942-45)

We have described many imaginative and energetic efforts by the American
Zionistleadership, working largely through the AZEC, to rally the Christian
conscience on behalf of the Zionist cause. They had every reason to be
proud of these efforts and to be confident that they would bear the
anticipated fruit.

The European and the Palestinian Zionists, however, had much less
confidence than did the Americans in the value of these efforts. Reporting
to the Jewish Agency on his visit to the United States in 1942, Moshe
Shertok complained of administrative confusion, divided leadership, and
lack of zeal in the ranks of the ZOA: as a result ‘I grieve to inform you that
the Zionist movement has few supporters among American Jewry. To our
sorrow the 5,000,000 American Jews place too much faith in what the
neighbours think, and feel that open admission of their race and open
support of the Zionist movement will render them victims of anti-Semitic
action.’! Chaim Weizmann, too, gave low grades to the American leaders,
but was inclined to believe that what really mattered in the end was not the
quality of the leaders of AZEC nor their efforts at rallying of public opinion
but, rather, successful wooing of the American administration from the
inside. His report to the Zionist executive meeting, L.ondon, 5 July 1943,
was therefore more positive:

There were, of course, many excellent people — for instance there were some
6,000 Jews in the administration, from Morgenthau down to typists, and
among them there were some brilliant young men. Mr Sieff had grouped
around himself a number of people in Washington ... who were ready and
willing to do whatever was possible ... There was a good deal of vague
sympathy in Washington. They could always get a row of names for a Jewish
cause which would astonish people outside America, but it really meant little
... The whole thing turned on the President and on the immediate entourage
of the White House.2
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Chaim Weizmann’s trust in FDR seemed at this stage of things to match
that of Stephen Wise. Weizmann was first brought to meet FDR in February
o:r 1940, when he had an opportunity to put the Zionist case, and, in
particular, to answer the President’s well-informed queries about the
‘absorption’ possibilities of Palestine. It was all quite ‘theoretical’,
Weizmann later recalled. Weizmann was called to a second interview in July
1942, primarily so that he could explain the military applications of his
scientific work. On that occasion, Weizmann followed the advice of Mr
Winant (the US Ambassador in London) that he could ‘serve the Zionist
cause more effectively’ on that occasion by not digressing from ‘the rubber
problem’. A third meeting took place in June 1943. On that occasion, FDR
agreed with Weizmann that there must soon be a conference on the future
of Palestine, at which FDR, Churchill, and Jewish and Arab leaders would
all be present, and where they would hammer out a plan for Palestine’s
future. FDR told Weizmann that (in the latter’s paraphrase) ‘he believed
that the Arabs are purchasable’. But simultaneously, we now know,
Roosevelt’s State Department was working with the British Foreign Office
on a joint Anglo-American statement of their intention to postpone any
declaration of their commitments regarding Palestine until after the
successful conclusion of the war. From these encounters Weizmann went
away confident that ‘our difficulties were not connected with the first-rank
statesmen’, and that therefore ‘the obstinate, devious and secretive
opposition’ that he knew existed in the State Department would be
overcome in the end by the President’s authority.’

It certainly was not true, as Weizmann implies in his memoirs and
categorically states in his memos at the time, that the American Zionists did
not understand the value of contacts on the inside. AZEC officials, and
notably Neumann, worked assiduously to keep the very men mentioned by
Weizmann well disposed, but they had learned the hard way that no amount
of goodwill on the inside would win the day unless the insiders could be
shown that the American public wanted what the Zionists wanted. Thus,
while the ‘Sieff group’ met to co-ordinate their efforts on the inside on
behalf of the Jewish people and the Jewish Homeland, and while Stephen
Wiseand Chaim Weizmann (during his several extended visits to the United
States between 1939 and the establishment of the State in 1948) cultivated
the goodwill of the Secretary of State and the President, the AZEC
leadership wisely put their best efforts into keeping public opinion
supportive. These efforts were often frustrated by the commitment that
Weizmann and Stephen Wise had made to the notion that ‘the first-rank
statesmen’ could work best on behalf of the Zionist cause if not distracted
by agitation of the Zionist agenda in the public arena.

The great turning point in this story of the evolution of Zionist political
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strategy was the extraordinary Zionist conference held at the Biltmore Hotel
in New York in May 1942. During these proceedings the day was won by
Ben-Gurion and Abba Hillel Silver, advocates of a maximum effort to rally
opinion outside the seats of power in support of the immediate establish-
ment of the Jewish Commonwealth.

There was much that was, to say the least, paradoxical in the new
alignment of powers within American Zionism. Abba Hillel Silver, Rabbi
of the very prosperous and very liberal Temple of Cleveland from 1917 until
his death in 1963, was not enthusiastic for the New Deal, while most
American Jews certainly were. Yet neither was Silver a committed Repub-
lican; in fact, in Presidential elections since 1920 he had voted for Norman
Thomas, Robert La Follette, Alfred E. Smith, and for FDR in both 1936
and 1940. Currently, however, his most active political contacts were all
with Republicans — notably Senator Robert Taft (one of the most constant
political friends of the Zionists) and Thomas Dewey, Governor of New York
— the two most likely candidates of the party for the Presidency in 1944.
Following Silver’s strategy, the official Zionists worked both sides of the
political street in the mid-term elections of 1942 and during the Presidential
elections of 1944. From here on in, Silver proclaimed, ‘quiet diplomacy’
was out, ‘loud diplomacy’ was in.* In still cruder terms: ‘It is too late for
court Jews.’s

Both Franklin Rooseveltand Harry Truman after him took a deep dislike
to Abba Hillel Silver. It was true that he was a graceless individual, in his
official capacity as the voice of the suffering Jewish people, but it was also
true that both Roosevelt and Truman could get along with graceless
individuals when they had to. The deeper cause was the resentment both
Democratic presidents felt at Silver’s incitement to Jewish voters to work
the other side of the street.

‘We’ll force the President to swallow our demands’, Silver declared.
Chaim Weizmann took the strongest exception to this new policy and to its
champion, whom he called “The Mufti from Cleveland’. Stephen Wise and
Chaim Weizmann, bitter rivals in the organizational infighting of the World
Zionist movement in the early thirties, now agreed in most of their judge-
ments of persons, issues, and opportunities. Not coincidentally, Weizmann
was losing his grasp on the Jewish Agency just as Wise was losing his grip
on the AZEC. After a moment of disarray when Wise and Silver had
denounced each other in the fiercest language and resigned, the AZEC had
worked out a fragile power-sharing agreement between Silver and Wise that
was in effect, on and off, through the whole of this period down to 1946.

This was not American Zionism’s shining hour. Wise was driven by the
need to vindicate his political life by proving to the World Zionist
Organization and to Jews in general that he personally had the keys that
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gave access to the White House, but Zionists who had previously been his
closest friends were now bluntly affirming that having that access had done
the cause no good — that Wise, in effect, had let himself be used by the
government of Franklin Roosevelt. In illustration of Franklin Roosevelt’s
procedures, we might take the case of his meeting with the official Zionist
delegation, consisting of Rabbis Silver and Wise on 9 March 1944 —
following which a statement was issued by Silver and Wise:

The President has authorized us to say that the American government has
never given its approval to the White Paper of 1939. The President is happy
that the doors of Palestine are today open to Jewish refugees [sic!], and that
when future decisions are reached, full justice will be done to those who seek
a Jewish National Home, for which our government and the American people
have always had the deepest sympathy and today more than ever, in view of
the tragic plight of hundreds of thousands of homeless Jewish refugees.®

Following a Cabinet meeting the next day, Vice-President Wallace recorded
a discussion on the Jewish and Palestine questions:

The President held forth at some length about how ... Stephen Wise and
Rabbi Silver were in to see him, and how he had started out by attacking
them vigorously by saying, ‘Do you want to be responsible for the loss of
hundreds of thousands of lives? Do you want to start a Holy Gehad [sic]?’
The President continued along this line, quoting his conversation with regard
to the dangers of attacks from the enraged Arabs. It is exactly the same line
he had pulled on Monday when I raised the question. And yet I knew because
Silver had talked to me at length the night before that the bulk of the
President’s conversation had undoubtedly been to cause Wise and Silver to
believe that he was in complete accord with them and the only question was
the timing ... The President certainly is a waterman. He looks one direction
and rows the other with utmost skill.”

Long years of dealing with the Administration and the person of Franklin
Roosevelt had done much damage to the moral integrity of the American
Zionists.

A truly agonizing question mark hung over the policies and the activities
of President Roosevelt in his last year of office and of life. In the summer
of 1944, both parties’ convention platforms had in effect endorsed the
position of the Wagner—Taft Resolution, by declaring in favor of the Jewish
State in Palestine. In the course of his campaign, FDR, to the consternation
of his State Department, explicitly endorsed the Palestine plank, but then,
after the election, the Administration reverted to its previous line, that,
while the President whole-heartedly supported the idea of working towards
the Jewish state, this matter should await a general review of the postwar
possibilities, which would follow upon the Allied victory, expected soon. In
effect, Roosevelt was saying to the Zionists: Trust my judgement. Do not
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require me to carry to the Great Power Conference (which turned out to
be Yalta) a Congressional Resolution which compels me to tell Winston
Churchill that he must declare Palestine immediately open to unlimited
immigration of the Jews. First let me hear out Churchill’s vision for
Palestine, and together we will work out a solution along Zionist lines, which
we will then announce to the whole world as an unbridgeable commitment
of the Great Powers.

With the official Zionist leadership quietly acquiescing, the Wagner—
Taft Resolution was tabled by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on
11 December 1944 — something they all regretted later.

THE JEWISH QUESTION IN THE LAST MONTHS OF
THE PRESIDENCY OF FRANKLIN ROOSEVELT

American Zionism was at a fateful crossroads. On | March 1945, when FDR
presented his report to Congress on the Yalta Conference, Wise and the
Zionists learned, along with the rest of the world of the President’s secret
meeting with Ibn Saud on the Great Bitter Lake — something not projected
in any of FDR’s previous meetings with them. Panic struck in all their
hearts at once, when they heard him say before the whole world, ‘I learned
more about that whole problem, the Moslem problem, the Jewish problem,
by talking with Ibn Saud for five minutes than I could have learned in the
exchange of two or three dozen letters’ —as though he was, in that moment,
publicly sweeping the slate clean of all the years of their painful efforts to
educate him. Now that the Jews of Europe were nearly all gone, Franklin
Roosevelt had told the world (or so it had sounded) that he had to think it
all through again, having sat for a few hours at the feet of one the Arab
world’s tyrants. Afterwards, characteristically, FDR had quickly reached
out to reassure the Zionists, calling Stephen Wise to the White House (16
March 1945.) Wise gained the President’s permission to make a statement
to the Press. As reported in the New York Times:

16 March. President Roosevelt re-affirmed today his support of a free and
democratic Palestine, after a conference with Dr Stephen S. Wise, chairman
of the Zionist Emergency Council.

Dr Wise talked with the President for three-quarters of an hour, and an
official statement issued later quoted the President as saying:

I made my position on Zionism clear in October. That position I have not
changed and shall continue to seek to bring about its earliest realization ...
Dr Wise is understood to be preparing a report of his conference with the
President which will be submitted to the executive committee of the
American Zionist Emergency Council .
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But with Wise scarcely out the door, FDR had fired off cablegrams to all
the Arab capitals, reassuring them, in turn, of his commitment not to
proceed any further without fully involving them. One of these, addressed
to the President of Syria, 12 April 1945, is the last item in the volume of
the Foreign Relations of the United States devoted to the Middle Eastern
policy of the Roosevelt Administration.’

Had Roosevelt lived, that would doubtless have been the pattern for the
indefinite future: reassurance fired off in one direction, then the other, until
everybody’s patience broke down, with the United States losing credibility,
and therefore leverage, in the end. Following FDR’s address to Congress
on the Yalta and the Great Bitter Lake meetings, the official American
Zionists — those who had had access to FDR until now — had immediately
broken into two camps. The first believed, against all evidence, that the
effort to convince FDR should be resumed along the old lines; the other,
growing in strength every day, cursed the waste of effort and of trust of a
decade of dealings with the Democratic administration, and called for a
bolder strategy, one of demanding justice for the Jews in the larger political
arena. One of the leaders of this second camp was Emanuel Neumann,
whose ultimate verdict is harsh:

Whatever his attitude toward the Jews and the apparent absence of anti-
Semitism in his makeup, there is no doubt that Roosevelt did nothing
effective to stay the hands of the Nazis in their extermination of European
Jewry, and little or nothing to help Hitler’s victims find a refuge in the United
States or to induce England to admit Jewish refugees to Palestine ... [Within
the Zionist movement] he was regarded as a devoted friend of the Jewish
people, an implacable foe of Hitler and a loyal ally of Great Britain in her
struggle against Nazi Germany. He came to be looked upon by American
Jews not only as their champion, but as the personification of all that was
noble in the American character. As this feeling grew he came to be revered
and adored by the Jewish masses; to criticize him was blasphemy ... T came
to realize that Roosevelt’s favorable attitude to our cause was not much more
than ‘platonic love’ or, as Abba Hillel Silver came to describe it in his own
inimitable way, a case of ‘uninvolved benignancy’. I gradually came to doubt
even the ‘benignancy’ and considered it a misfortune that at such a critical
time the government of the United States should be headed by a President
who was clothed with great power and imperturbable charm, but who seemed
determined to do nothing of substance for our people and its cause.

Paradoxically, what these two camps had in common was their all-absorbing
pre-occupation with Franklin Roosevelt. And then suddenly, FDR was
gone.
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Harry Truman and the Zionists

HARRY TRUMAN AND THE JEWISH QUESTION

In most of the general accounts of his Presidency, Harry Truman is
described as disoriented and confused by the welter of Zionist and anti-
Zionist arguments with which he was abruptly confronted in the first weeks
of his presidency; but in fact Truman was well schooled in the polemics
about Zion, much more so than Franklin Roosevelt, and his loyalty to the
Zionist program, much more authentic than Roosevelt’s at any time, had
been effectively secured before 1941.

There is good evidence that Truman received his basic pro-Zionist
instruction from the best possible authority, from Justice Louis Brandeis.
In the days when Senators Truman and Burton K. Wheeler were carrying
out their investigations regarding railroad financing (which culminated in
the Wheeler—~Truman Transportation Act of 1940), Truman became
acquainted with Max Lowenthal, counsel to Wheeler’s subcommittee, who
in turn introduced him to Justice Louis Brandeis, who retained his lively
interest in public questions, especially those having to do with financial
practices and with the Government’s role in direction of the economy, and
who wanted to learn from Truman about the pending legislation. Evidently,
Brandeis and Truman got along well, and Truman became a regular visitor
at the Brandeis weekly teas — an honor much coveted among legislators, as
itamounted to certification of one’s right to be considered in the progressive/
liberal/Wilsonian succession, without which, Harry Truman could never
have become Vice-President. After his first appearance at the Brandeis
home, Harry Truman wrote home to Bess: ‘Both he and Mrs Brandeis are
as nice as they can be. It was a rather exclusive and brainy party. I didn’t
exactly belong but they made me think 1 did.”! Although Truman does not
record anywhere that Zionism featured in the discussions he had in the
Brandeis home, it makes sense that it did — as Brandeis, we know, never
missed an opportunity to indoctrinate any promising contact on this, the
cause closest to his heart.
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Truman was a member of the American Palestine Committee — as,
indeed were two-thirds of United States senators at the time — and thus
formally and publicly committed to the principle that Britain should
abandon limitations on Jewish immigration to Palestine. Harry Truman
seems to have taken his membership more seriously than most, and made
speechesto several Zionist groups. Truman’s exceptional effort to be helpful
to Jewish constituents in matters of appeals regarding refugees had won
high praise from Jewish groups. In May 1939, he denounced the White
Paper: “T'he British government has used its diplomatic umbrella again, this
time on Palestine. It has made a scrap of paper out of Lord Balfour’s promise
to the Jews. It has just added another to the long list of surrenders to Axis
powers.” On 14 April 1943, he had addressed the Chicago United Rally to
Demand Rescue of Doomed Jews.?

He did not, however, follow the APC leadership in the matter of the
Wagner—Taft Resolution, introduced early in 1944, calling for immediate
declaration by the Government of the United States in favour of creation
of a Jewish Commonwealth. Rather, he followed the instructions of the
President, who wanted the issue of the Jewish Homeland set aside for
discussion in the context of the Great Power meetings which must come
towards the end of the War. The embarrassment Truman felt as he sought
to rationalize his position shines through the fabric of tangled metaphors
in this letter to a Zionist constituent, Phineas Smaller:

1 do not think it is the business of senators who are not on the Foreign
Relations Committee to dabble in matters that affect our relations with our
Allies at this time. With the difficulty looming up between Russia and Poland,
and the Balkan States and Russia, and with Great Britain and Russia
absolutely necessary to us in financing the war I don’t want to throw bricks
to upset the apple cart, although when the right time comes I am willing to
help make the fight for Jewish homeland in Palestine.?

For this retreat from the position of the Biltmore Platform, he received
complaints from articulate Zionist constituents.

The truth was, of course, that Truman could not have been chosen Vice-
Presidential candidate in 1944 had he not been regular on the foreign policy
matters that most concerned President Roosevelt. Aware that the Palestine
issue was potentially the greatest of the obstacles to continuing good
relations with Britain, Franklin Roosevelt would not permit his allies in
Congress to support the Wagner—Taft Resolution in the spring of 1944,
notwithstanding the fact that Wagner—Taft was nothing but a more explicit
reading of the pledges which Roosevelt had made to the Jewish leadership
many times in the past. Truman’s dilemma was temporarily resolved later
in the year, when, during the 1944 Presidential election campaign, the
President publicly endorsed the Democratic Party’s platform. But then, no
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sooner was the election over than the Administration reverted to its previous
line, that while the President whole-heartedly supported the idea of working
towards the Jewish state, this matter should await a general review of the
postwar possibilities, which would follow the Allied victory, expected soon.

SUCCESSION: THE ZIONISTS WEIGH THEIR PROSPECTS WITH THE
NEW PRESIDENT

During the entire three months of his Vice-Presidency, Harry Truman
saw President Roosevelt only twice, both times briefly — except at Cabinet
meetings, and, as Truman himself has noted, ‘Roosevelt never discussed
anything important at his Cabinet meetings’.* About ‘important things’ he
knew only what he read in the newspapers. The Jewish Agency, however,
was not unprepared. On 13 April 1945, Truman’s first day in the Oval Office,
it was able to circulate in the ranks of its ‘Political Department’ a memo
entitled, ‘Note on the New President of the United States’.’ This reviewed
Truman’s record on the interlocked questions of the plight of the Jews of
Europe and the future of Palestine — which we have just briefly reviewed.

The story of President Truman’s deliberations on the Zionist question
begins with a visit on 20 April 1945, from Stephen Wise, the chairman of
the American Zionist Emergency Council, and it continues through a long
chain of visits from leaders of all the various Jewish organizations, including
several who brought him anti-Zionist messages. By the middle of 1946 —a
mid-term election year — he was heartily fed up. The lowest point in this
story came on 2 July 1946, when Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver, now the titular
leader of the American Zionist movement, literally pounded on the Presi-
dent’s desk — as if to awaken him from imagined indifference.® Thereafter,
the word was out: no Zionist spokesman, nor anyone presenting himself to
speak on the question of Palestine and its future was to get past the office
of the President’s Secretary. No exceptions. People who think in clichés at
once spread the judgement that the new President, in shocking contrast to
his liberal-minded and gentlemanly predecessor, was ... one of them!

Internal Zionist correspondence from these days yields much evidence
of low esteem for President Roosevelt’s successor. For example, Gershon
Agronsky, of the Jewish Agency has left a record of a conversation between
Felix Frankfurter and Henry Morgenthau, Jr., 19 July 1945, in which
Frankfurter speaks of the despair that they all feel dealing with a new
‘number one’ so unlike FDR, who ‘had a mind and sources of his own’.
Morgenthau and Frankfurter agree ‘to ask Stephen S. Wise to send No. 1
a note on the immigration phase of the question ... [expressed in] terms
which a man from Missouri like No. 1, would understand, that the Bra:
Brith were behind this, etc.’”
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Yet the fact was that Truman’s attitudes both towards Jews and towards
Zionism had been fixed positively long ago, and it was for this very reason
that he resented being led by the hand by people who for so long still thought
of him as needing instruction. When these same people dealt with President
Roosevelt, they had never let it show that they believed that he needed
instruction - only gentle reminding or refreshing of his memory.

THE SOURCES OF TRUMAN’S PRO-ZIONISM

In his Memoirs, Truman recalls himself, at the meeting of 20 April 1945,
drawing Rabbi Wise’s attention to a memo from Under-Secretary
Stettinius, urging that he take no actions until the State Department has
had an opportunity to explain it all to him; and, both to Wise and the reader
of his Memoirs, he expresses his resentment and astonishment at the
implication that he has somehow been living all these years in ignorance of
this important issue.

Since I was in agreement with the expressed policy of the Roosevelt
administration on Palestine, I told Rabbi Wise that I would do everything
possible to carry out that policy. I had carefully read the Balfour Declaration,
in which Great Britain was committed to a homeland in Palestine for the
Jews. I had familiarized myself with the history of the question of a Jewish
homeland and the position of the British and the Arabs. I was skeptical, as I
read over the whole record up to date, about some of the views and attitudes
assumed by the ‘striped-pants boys’ in the State Department. It seemed to
me that they didn’t care enough about what happened to the thousands of
displaced persons who were involved. It was my feeling that it would be
possible for us to watch out for the long-range interests of our country while
at the same time helping these unfortunate victims of persecution to find a
home. And before Rabbi Wise left, I believe I made this clear to him.3

The meeting in question was very brief; it was one item in ‘what I was
told was the longest list of scheduled callers in the memory of any member
of the executive office staff’. It is difficult to credit that Truman accom-
plished in what was supposed to be merely a courtesy meeting all that he
describes in the Memoirs. By the time that he sat down with Merle Miller,
a decade and a half later, however, the story of the interview® had improved
considerably:

I had a long list of appointments that day, and one of them ... was with Rabbi
Wise. I saw him late that morning, and I was looking forward to it because I
knew he wanted to talk about Palestine, and that is one part of the world that
has always interested me, partly because of its Biblical background, of course.

This note prompts an excursion into the theme of the Bible, and its influence
on his life:
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I told you, I’ve always done considerable reading of the Bible. I’d read it at
least twice before I went to school[!] ... [ellipsis in original] I liked the stories
in it. I never cared much for fairy stories or Mother Goose, not that I’m sure
we had any Mother Goose at our house, but I just didn’t care for that kind
of thing.

The stories in the Bible, though, were to me stories about real people, and
I felt I knew some of them better than acrual people I knew.

Thisleads toa digression within the digression, wherein he complains about
‘those damn new translations [of the Bible] that they’ve got out lately’:

The King James version of the Bible is the best there is or ever has been or
will be, and you get a bunch of college professors spending years working on
it, and all they do is take the poetry out of it ...

But as I started to say ... [ellipsis in original] it wasn’t just the Biblical
part about Palestine that interested me. The whole history of that area of the
world is just about the most complicated and most interesting of any area
anywhere, and I have always made a careful study of it. There has always been
trouble there, always been wars from the time of Darius the Great and
Rameses on ...

But getting back to what you were asking about, that morning I saw Rabbi
Wise. It was late in the morning, and I remember he said, ‘Mr President, I’'m
not sure if you’re aware of the reasons underlying the wish of the Jewish
people for a homeland’.

He was just as polite as he possibly could be, but I’ve told you in those
days nobody seemed to think I was aware of anything. I said I knew all about
the history of the Jews, and I told the rabbi I'd read all of Roosevelt’s
statements on Palestine, and I’d read the Balfour declaration, and of course,
I knew the Arab point of view ... But I said as far as I was concerned, the
United States would do all that it could to help the Jews set up a homeland.
1 didn’t tell him [ This contradicts the version in the Memoirs] thatI’d already
had a communication from some of the ‘striped pants’ boys warning ...
[ellipsis in original] in effect telling me to watch my step, that I didn’t really
understand what was going on over there and that I ought to leave it to the
experts ... And I said that some of the experis, the career fellas in the State
Department, thought that they ought to make policy but that as long as I
was President, I’d see to it that / made policy. Their job was to carry it out,
and if there were some who didn’t like it, they could resign anytime they felt
like it.

Did Truman, in this interview with Rabbi Wise, truly link his intentions
for Israel in this way with an explicit declaration of his allegiance to the
Bible (even assuming that the digressions about the authors of the Gospels,
the problems of textual authority in the Gospels, the merits of the various
translations, and the other matters that Truman went into with Merle Miller
did not get aired before Rabbi Wise that day?) There is no hint of any of
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this in the account in the Memouwrs, nor in Stephen Wise’s account of the
meeting; but in a real way, this latter-day testimony, though doubtless less
accurate as a résumé of what was said that day, is more valuable for our
purposes, in that it expresses strikingly how Truman liked to remember that
meeting which began his association as President of the United States with
the Zionists — how he sought to assure them, how he described himself to
them, the arguments and the thinking that now, long years after, made sense
of his dealings with the Zionists and of his devotion to their cause,

HARRY TRUMAN WAS A BAPTIST

Clark Clifford, who worked closely with President Truman in the months
leading to the decision for recognition of the State of Israel on 14 May 1948,
later recalled: ‘From his reading of the Old Testament he felt the Jews
derived a legitimate historical right to Palestine, and he sometimes cited
such Biblical lines as Deuteronomy 1:8: “Behold, I have given up the land
before you; go in and take possession of the land which the Lord hath sworn
unto your fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob”.’10

In one of the autobiographical fragments preserved in his personal
papers and many years after his death published, along with other frag-
ments, by Robert Ferrell as The Autobiography of Harry S. Truman, Truman
wrote: ‘I’'m a Baptist because I think that sect gives the common man the
shortest and most direct approach to God.”! At the time of Harry’s birth,
his parents were active in the Baptist Church at Grandview, Missouri. Later,
while they lived in Independence, Harry was enrolled in the Sunday School
at the First Presbyterian church at Lexington and Pleasant, which, he says,
the family attended ‘every Sunday regularly or as long as we lived in
Independence’ — which would have been until 1903, the year the family
moved to Kansas City. There, when he was eighteen, he joined the Baptist
Church by baptism, later transferring his membership to the Grandview
Baptist church in 1906 when he went back to work on the family farm, and
maintaining it there for the rest of his life,

Many years after his retirement from the presidency, Harry Truman
spoke to the National Baptist Convention, the principal body of Black
Baptists, which held its convention in his home town of Independence,
Missouri (8 September 1959). ‘I am’, he declared,

a Baptist by education and by belief that John the Baptist recognized and
baptised the Savior of the World, Jesus, and, my friends, he did not sprinkle
him with Jordan water; he reverently lowered him bodily below the surface
of the sacred Jordan and raised him as a symbol that sin could be washed
away.

[At the time that Jesus came to be baptised by John,] the Jews had long
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been awaiting a prophet who would give them a revival of the teachings of
Moses, Samuel, Amos and Isaiah, and when he came, they failed to recognize
him. He came to rescue the poor and the indigent from the special privilege
classes. He was born in a manger. He grew up as the son of a carpenter and
was one himself, but remember, he carried his mission to the people who
needed the mercy of God.

He constantly called attention to the Law and the prophets. He told the
people, who believed that they were better than the poor, where they stood
... Hereminded them of the Good Samaritan who had helped his neighbour
—and Samaritans were, in that day in Jerusalem, regarded as people of your
color have been in some parts of the United States ...

Jesus Christ preached the Law and the prophets — the XXth Chapter of
Exodus, the Vth Chapter of Deuteronomy, the preachings of Amos, Mikah,
Isaiah and Jeremiah.

Study the Sermon on the Mount, the 5th, 6th and 7th Chapters of the
Gospel according to St Matthew, the 10th Chapter of St Luke, and then turn
back to Matthew 22-15 [sic] and find obedience to the law of the land.

The Old Testament and the New will give you a way of life that will cause
you to live happily.}?

It would be difficult to think of another president of our time (excepting
only Jimmy Carter) and very few public figures of any rank, prepared, in
the broad light of day, to make a declaration of such a straightforward Christian
creedal character. Yet, from other sources, we know that, as a young man,
Harry Truman permitted himself some unorthodox reading. He liked to
recommend Thomas Jefferson’s The Life and Morals of Fesus Christ of
Nazareth, Extracted textually from the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John — popularly known as “The Jefferson Bible’ — an entirely unorthodox
work. What Truman seems to have taken away from the ‘Jefferson Bible’ is
Thomas Jefferson’s proud posture of defiance against priests and super-
stition. In truth, “Truman had little interest in theological issues, although
he had an almost fundamentalist reverence for the Bible’!3 —something that
no one would say of Thomas Jefferson.

As we saw in his address to the National Baptists, Truman was much
pre-occupied by the question of the link between religious faith and public
morality. Once, at a press conference, he was asked (out of nowhere):

On several occasions recently, sir, you have said that your own political
philosophy and that of the administration is based on the Sermon on the
Mount.

THE PRESIDENT. That’s right.

Q. Would you care to expand, sir, on that theme and point out in what
way?

THE PRESIDENT. My best advice to you is to turn to the fifth, sixth,
and seventh chapters of the Gospel according to St Matthew in the King
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James translation, and read it very carefully, and you will find out without
any comment from me. [Laughter]

Q. Mr President, some of us are not so familiar with the Bible. Is that the
fifth, sixth, and seventh?

THE PRESIDENT. Fifth, sixth, and seventh chapters of the Gospel
according to St Matthew, the King James version. Read those three chapters
— won’t take you but 20 minutes.

Q. Mr President, we can’t hear.

THE PRESIDENT. The Sermon on the Mount - talking about the
Sermon on the Mount and my political philosophy. I advised him to read
the Sermon on the Mount.

Q. Do you agree with the Sermon on the Mount?

THE PRESIDENT. I do. I am in complete agreement with it.!*

When he was 66 years old, Truman noted in his diary that it was when
he was eighteen years old (that would have been in the year of his baptism,
if his recollection of both these matters is exact) that he had written down
a prayer, which he then carried with him in his wallet, and read once every

day:

Oh! Almighty and Everlasting God, Creator of Heaven, Earth, and the
Universe:

Help me to be, think, to act what is right, because it is right; make me
truthful, honest and honorable in all things; make me intellectually honest
for the sake of right and honor and without thought of reward to me. Give
me the ability to be charitable, forgiving and patient with my fellowmen —
help me to understand their motives and their shortcomings — even as Thou
understandest mine!

Amen, Amen, Amen.

The prayer on the other side of this page has been said by me — by Harry
S. Truman — from high school days: as window washer, bottle washer, floor
scrubber in an Independence, Mo, drug store, as a time-keeper on a railroad
contract gang, as an employee of an untruthful and character-assassinating
newspaper, as a bank clerk, as a farmer riding a gang plow behind four horses
and mules, as a fraternity official learning to say nothing at all if good could
not be said of a man, as a public official judging the weaknesses and
shortcomings of constituents, and as President of the USA.1>

(It is, incidentally, refreshing to note that the rule, ‘to say nothing at all if
good could not be said of a man’, still left one free to note the facts about
‘an untruthful and character assassinating newspaper’.)

With precisely the same degree of confidence in the same special
providence of God, he said of his nation:

Divine Providence has played a great part in our history. I have the feeling
that God has created us and brought us to our present position of power and
strength for some great purpose.

Itis not given to us to know fully what that purpose is, but I think we may
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be sure of one thing, and that is that our country is intended to do all it can,
in cooperating with other nations to help create peace and preserve peace in
the world. It is given to defend the spiritual values — the moral code — against
the vast forces of evil that seek to destroy them.

This is a hard task. It is not one that we have asked for. At times we would
like to lay it down, and, as we go on with it, we see it is full of uncerrainties
and sacrifices, but we need not be afraid, if we have faith.!¢

Liberal theologians long ago became embarrassed by that kind of
talk. The Christian Century more than once scolded Truman for his
simplistic religious talk, notably, for his references, from time to time, to
the ‘Christian’ heritage of the nation, and even to its ‘Christian mission’ in
world affairs.!”

TRUMAN’S PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY

It would be a mistake, however, to think that the beginning and end of the
truth about Harry Truman was that he was a Baptist. Truman was very
proud of having worked out his own philosophy of life, something which
marked him out from persons of less active intellect — including the rank
and file of Baptists, and in this philosophy of life, the foundation was his
theory of history.

All the witnesses to the early life of Harry Truman agree with his own
recollection that he was a passionate and indefatigable reader. (It does seem
to be stretching things a bit, however, to claim, as he repeatedly did, to have
read all the books, including the encyclopedias, in the Independence,
Missouri, library before he finished high school — by Truman’s reckoning,
three thousand books — ‘and some of them twice’.)’® Apart from the
resources of the publiclibrary, there was a good library athome. His favorites
included the complete Dickens collection, Gibbon, Greene, Plutarch, and
above all a four-volume set of biographies, Great Men and Famous Women,
edited by Charles Francis Horne.

Truman presented himself as a man of vast historical learning; and he
could prove it on the spot by giving you a list as long as your arm of the
proper names of the men whose lives and accomplishments (if you would
take the trouble to look them up) would prove the point at issue. He seems
to have been constantly rehearsing these lists — out loud, if there was an ear
to be bent, and in his mind, if there was none — as though he were practicing
scales. In his diary, 1-2 January 1952, for example, entirely without an
audience, he moves from reference to Bess’s problem with a sore throat and
the problems that family members have been telling him about in letters,
to the gloomy prospects for peace in the world; and these cause him to
reflect that,
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We face the greatest age in history. I wish I was seventeen instead of sixty-
seven, with the same urge I had at seventeen to learn and to know world
history. I spent a lot of time reading about the World’s Great. Moses, Joshua,
David, Solomon, Darius Iand Cyrus the Great his uncle, Alexander, Hannibal,
Caesar, Antoninus Pius, Hadrian, Titus, Marcus Aurelius Antoninus,
Rameses II1, Cleopatra, Mark Antony, Augustus Caesar, Thothmes I1I, Plato,
Socrates, Pericles, Demosthenes, Cicero, the Catos, both of them, and then
Charlemagne, his father Charles Martel, Roland, John Hunyadi at Belgrade,
Saladin, Suleiman the Magnificent, Jenghis Khan, Kubla Khan, Tamerlane,
John Sobieski, Richelieu, Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden and Charles XII of
Sweden, Alfred the Great, William of Normandy, the greatest of the French
Kings, Henry IV of France and King of Navarre, Francis I of France, and
CharlesV of Spain, Elizabeth of England and Mary of Scotland, Sir Francis
Drake and Captain Kidd, Martin Luther, Frederick the Great and Maria
Theresa of Austria, Wellington and Lord Russell, Disraeli, Gladstone,
Washington, Jefferson, Jackson, Lincoln, Grover Cleveland, Wilson,
Franklin Roosevelt and the end!"®

When responding to inquiries about his views on history or public life, he
could drop as many stanzas from the list as seemed to be needed:

MEMORANDUM:
July 8. 1953.

When you contemplate a career think only of the service you can render
to your fellowmen.

Study the lives of great men — the truly great men, men who have made
sacrifices for the betterment of the world and their individual countries and
communities.

There are all sorts of men and women who have made history — Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Joshua, the Great Prophets of Israel, Ham-
murabi the great Sumerian law-giver, Solon, Lycurgus, Aristides, Cyrus the
Great, Darius the Great, Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, Jenghis Khan,
Tamerlane, the Great Mogul, Saladin, Suleiman the Magnificent, Charles
Martel, Charlemagne, Napoleon to name a few.

Then there were Buddha, Jesus, Cincinnatus, George Washington,
Abraham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson.

Some men of great name were destroyers of mankind, some were law-
givers, some were just plain patriots, some were philosophers, some left the
world worse off than they found it, some left it better off.

The moralists and philosophers left the world a much greater heritage
than did most of the rulers and conquerors.?

If these lists and these maxims were the only evidence of what Harry
Truman learned from history, one might be tempted to dismiss him as a
mentally arrested schoolboy show-off, but the fact is that no other American
President since Theodore Roosevelt, and not excluding Woodrow Wilson,
spent more time reading history and brooding upon it. Truman read a
wide range of newly published books from academic historians, mainly
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biographies and narrative histories, mostly on American political and
military history. He had little patience for theoretical approaches, and was
convinced that most academic historians had betrayed the real purpose in
telling history.

This reading and this brooding shaped his self-understanding; and it
should be given pride of place in our efforts to understand his motivation
at those moments when his actions were at odds with the advice he was
receiving from advisors and friends and pundits. In this category we must
include such items as the decision to seek the Presidency in 1948, the
decision to sack General MacArthur, the decision to denounce the steel
strikers in 1946, — and, most spectacular of all, the decision to recognize
the State of Israel on 14 May 1948.

It was not a sophisticated theory of history. It 1s a kind of poor man’s
Carlyle: ‘[R]eal history’, he said, ‘consists of the life and actions of great
men who occupied the stage at the time.” Yet it was honestly won, through
the exercise of much reading of scholarly and popular history. In any case,
the scholarly validity of his theorizing about history is not the matter at
issue here. What is at issue is his conception of himself, and what that owed
to his theorizing about history.

Two principles stand out. One is that there is such a thing as ‘historical
greatness’, and that this is rooted in character:

In reading the lives of great men, I found that the first victory they won was
over themselves and their carnal urges. Self-discipline with all of them came
first. I found that most of the really great ones never thought they were great;
some of them did. I admired Cincinnatus, Hannibal, Cyrus the Great,
Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden, Washington and Lee, Stonewall Jackson and
J.E.B. Stuart ... I was not very fond of Alexander, Attila, Ghengis Khan, nor
Napoleon, because while they were great leaders of men they fought for
conquest and personal glory. The others fought for what they thought was
right and for their countries. They were patriots and unselfish.?!

The second principle is that this sifting out of the great characters of history
1s under the Providence of God. Despite the professed discipleship to
Thomas Jefferson, and despite the Tom Sawyer persona that he liked to
assume from time to time, Truman was thoroughly convinced of the Divine
directing of his life and everybody else’s. For instance, in a diary item of 27
May 1945 (at the end of his sixth week in the presidency) the account of
last night’s poker game leads to this:

For some reason I was lucky enough not to lose any money. Luck always
seems to be with me in games of chance and in politics. No one was ever
luckier than I’ve been since becoming the Chief Executive and Commander
in Chief. Things have gone so well that I can’t understand it — except to
attribute it to God. He guides me, I think.?
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Harry Truman, unlike Franklin Roosevelt, was a rigorous thinker, if not a
profound one. His major decisions proceeded from hard-earned con-
victions about the process and direction of the history unfolding before his
eyes. This vision of history had two sources — one theological, the other
philosophical. The theological source nurtured an unsophisticated,
virtually ‘fundamentalist’ faith, and what the theologians call a ‘high view’
of the authority of Scripture, as well as deep conviction of Divine guidance
of his personal life. From the philosophical source he derived what might
be called a fundamentalist-Carlylean ‘great man’ theory of history. Every
day of his presidential life, Truman pondered resolutely on the extra-
ordinary circumstances that brought him where he was. He studied soberly
his own strengths and weaknesses — fully at peace about the fact of his
humble origins. And he came to the perfectly calm conclusion that he was
Cyrus.

It was not a manner of speaking, but the largest possible truth, that
someone, someday, would be called upon to play the role of Cyrus redivivus.
This was what his teachers taught him in his Sunday School; it was what
McDonald and Blackstone had preached; it was what the signers of the
Blackstone Memorial had endorsed; it was what moved Woodrow Wilson
to endorse the Balfour Declaration.

THE INHERITANCE: AMERICAN POLICY TOWARD PALESTINE,
IN APRIL 1945

From the beginning of his presidency, Harry Truman was committed to
the pursuit of the best interests of the Jews of the world, and never doubted
that in serving these he would encounter no conflict with the best interest
of the United States or, for that matter, of the United Nations. Like most
Americans of that time, he was not yet irresistibly convinced that the
immediate creation of a sovereign Jewish commonwealth was the best way
to serve these interlinked interests — those of the global community, those
of the United States, those of the Jews; but he did come to that conclusion
eventually, more or less in tandem with most American Jews. Like most
American Jews, he was willing to hear the case for continuation of the British
Mandate in some form or other down to mid-1946, by which time it was
all too clear that Britain’s government intended to stay in the Middle East
on terms that permitted — perhaps, in her view, even required — the
abandonment of the Jews of Palestine toan ancient and unappeasable enemy.
In his Memoirs, Truman recalled:
I was always aware of the fact that not all my advisers looked at the Palestine

problem in the same manner I did. This was nothing unusual, of course. It
is the job of the military planners to consider all matters first and always in
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the light of military considerations. The diplomat’s approach is — or in any
case should be — determined by considerations of our relations to other states
... The Department of State’s specialists on the Near East were, almost
without exception, unfriendly to the idea of a Jewish state.?

In the very last days of FDR’s life, the State Department’s senior
permanent staff were beginning to believe that they had regained the
advantage in their contest with the Zionists for the heart and mind of the
president. A memorandum, dated 6 April 1945 (a week before Roosevelt’s
death), from Deputy Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African
Affairs, Paul H. Alling, to Assistant Secretary of State, James C. Dunn
outlines the Department’s policy:

[To] counteract ... the unfavorable impression caused in the Near East by
his [FDR’s] continuing to give encouragement to the Zionists ... [T]he
recurring indications of support of Zionist aspirations in certain influential
government quarters are affecting most gravely our standing in the entire
area ... Of course, if we were actually to implement the policy which the
Zionists desire, the results would be disastrous ... [We must persuade the
President to] make public on some suitable occasion the assurances we have
given the Arab governments that no solution of the Palestine problem will
be reached without consultation with both Arabs and Jews.?*

In pursuit of this policy, a statement was drawn up for the President’s
signature, to be read by FDR on the occasion of a visit of the Regent of
Iraq. Dated 12 April, it was never read by Franklin Roosevelt, who died that
very day.?

The first item of record for students of the near eastern policy of the new
president is amemorandum from Secretary of State Stettinius to President
Truman, Wednesday, 18 April 1945 (Harry Truman’s sixth day in the new
job):

It is very likely that efforts will be made by some of the Zionist leaders to
obtain from you at an early date some commitments in favor of the Zionist
program which is pressing for unlimited Jewish immigration into Palestine
and the establishment of a Jewish state.

As you are aware, the government and people of the United States have
every sympathy for the persecuted Jews of Europe and are doing all in their
power torelieve their suffering. The question of Palestine is, however, a highly
complex one and involves questions which go far beyond the plight of the
Jews in Europe. If this question shall come up, therefore, before you in the
form of a request to make a public statement on the matter, I believe you
would probably want to call for full and detailed information on the subject
before taking any particular position in the premises. I should be very glad,
therefore, to hold myself in readiness to furnish you with background
information on the subject at any time you may desire.?
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Of this memo, Peter Grose writes:

It made an impact of enduring and far-reaching consequence — and not at
all along the line the diplomats intended ... Perhaps the layers of experts
accustomed to drafting messages for presidential attention honestly thought
they were being helpful and responsive to the needs of the moment, but they
did not yet know Harry Truman. In their patronizing tone, appropriate from
aboard of senior prefects to a new boy in the lower form, the Palestine experts
committed in the first week a miscalculation from which their relations with
the President would never recover.?’

FORGING AN AMERICAN POLICY IN THE LIGHT OF
POST-WAR PROSPECTS

As Harry Truman was preparing to pick up at Potsdam where Roosevelt
had left off at Yalta, he received a telegram from the National Conference
of the American Palestine Committee meeting at Princeton (28 July 1945),
urging him to get the Palestine issue addressed by the Big Three at the
forthcoming meeting. Some weeks later, at a three-day conference held in
mid-October, some two thousand ‘Christian educators’ heard distinguished
speakers, including Reinhold Niebuhr, Carl Friedrich, Walter Lowdermilk,
and Senator Owen Brewster defend the Zionist solution to the Jewish
problem. Representative Helen Gahagan Douglas said that America should
demand that Britain fulfill the Balfour pledge, and she denounced Britain
for her inhuman handling of the refugee situation. “The Jews in Palestine
today’, she said, ‘are making the Bible’s prophecies come true; they are
consciously attempting to build a society worthy of their ethical heritage
... What Jewish Palestine has already done by force of example gives us
assurance as Americans that it 1s the key to the democratization of the Arab
lands and that its development is, therefore, to America’s own interest.’?

Yet on this matter, Truman fared no better at Potsdam than Roosevelt
did at Yalta. At this early stage of things, the government of the United
Kingdom was not expecting formidable resistance to its hegemony on the
Palestinian scene. The British were, of course, aware that the new president,
like the former one, would be subject to Zionist pressures. Lord Halifax,
British Ambassador to the US, reporting to Foreign Secretary Anthony
Eden, 1 July 1945, weighed up the political prospects:

It should in the first place be borne in mind that there are five million United
States citizens who are Jews (forming about half the remaining Jews in
the world). Many of them occupy prominent positions around the White
House, in the Administration, and in the press. In the key electoral state of
New York, the Jewish vote may be sufficient to turn the scale in election
years. The Jews are able therefore to exert considerable pressure on the
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Administration, in Congress and on public opinion, but they are not by
themselves as powerful as they are vocal. Their influence will always mainly
depend on whether or not on any given issue they are able to carry non-
Jewish opinion with them, and in particular win the support of leading non
-Jews in the Administration and in Congress.

Apart from groups and individuals here and there, non-Jewish opinion is
not on the whole greatly interested in the merits or demerits of particular
solutions of the Palestine problem except as these affect the issue of
immigration ... The average citizen does not want them in the United States,
and salves his conscience by advocating their admission to Palestine. On this
issue the Jews can therefore carry with them both liberal humanitarians and
many anti-Jews ...

The State Department itself is more favorable to the Arab than to the
Jewish cause ... The United States of America is concerning itself with the
Middle East: first, because of American oil interests, in Saudi Arabia and in
Persia; second, because of the opportunities for civil aviation and commercial
expansion; and third, because in her present mood America is feeling that
she can no longer remain aloof from any area of the world in which a threat
to the peace of the world may arise ... Soviet Russia is simultaneously
beginning to interest herself in the whole Middle Eastern theatre, with as
yet unpredictable consequences for the territorial integrity and social
structures of countries situated there ...

Mr Byrnes, the Secretary of State, should be influenced by the views of
intimate friends of his such as Mr Benjamin Cohen and Mr Justice
Frankfurter. President Truman himself has one or two unimportant but
intimate Jewish friends.”

On this issue, Truman’s first substantial action after Potsdam was his
appointment of a commission to study the situation of displaced persons
in Europe, to be headed by Earl G. Harrison, formerly Commissioner of
Immigration and Naturalization, and in 1945 Dean of the University of
Pennsylvania Law School. Harrison’s Report, made in August 1945, dispel-
led from all but the most cynical minds any doubt about the desperate need
of the European Jews. Harrison reported: ‘As matters now stand, we appear
to be treating the Jews as the Nazis treated them except that we do not
exterminate them ... With respect to possible places of resettlement
Palestine is definitely and pre-eminently the first choice.’*

About this time Truman wrote to Senator George: ‘My only interest is
to find some proper way to take care of these displaced persons, not only
because they should be taken care of and are in a pitiful plight, but because
it is in our own financial interest to have them taken care of because we are
feeding most of them.”’! Truman knew that American public opinion was
overwhelmingly hostile to the first option (liberalizing the immigration
laws, so as to make possible massive immigration to the United States). To
accomplish the other option, Truman would have to persuade the British
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to throw away the White Paper policy, to open the doors of Palestine, and
to face down the Arab’s opposition to implementing the Balfour pledge.

Inspired by Harrison’s Report, and giving the back of his hand to his
State and War Departments, Truman kept up publicly and privately the
pressure upon the British to admit at least 100,000 Jews immediately.
Truman was now under tremendous domestic political pressure from
Jewish and also from non-Jewish citizens at a time when minds were turning
to the mid-term elections due in November 1946. The British Embassy in
Washington reported on the situation to the Foreign Office in February
1946:

Zionisthopeshave turned to disillusion ... Six monthsago American Zionists
were hoping for the moon. They know now that they are not going to get it
... The belief that the fundamental cause of the Jewish tragedy is Jewish
homelessness gains widening currency, overrides common sense and logic
and banishes historical perspective.’?

Confident that American opinion would not remain engaged on the issue
over the long haul, the British kept insisting that the whole matter needed
more study — causing everyone’s thoughts to go back to the sorry history
of that string of Royal Commissions of the 1920s and 1930s, and the steady
chipping away at the Balfour commitment. Truman outfoxed the British by
agreeing to their proposal for a Joint Anglo-American Committee of
Inquiry, but attaching the condition that the two issues of the future of the
Jews in Europe and the future of Palestine be explicitly linked in the terms
of reference.

Pro-Ziomist advisors in Truman’s inner circle, managed to secure the
appointment of several good friends of Zionism among the American
appointees. One was James G. McDonald, formerly the League of Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees and later the first American Ambassador
to the State of Israel); another was Bartley C. Crum, a lawyer, active in civil
liberties matters, a liberal Republican, close to Wendell Willkie in 1940,
Chairman in 1944 of Republicans for Roosevelt — and a good friend of
ACPC.

ACPC presented its brief to the Joint Committee early in its proceedings.
The argument includes elements both of the old ‘Blackstonian’ message
and the liberal-secular language of Roosevelt’s ‘Four Freedoms’ speech of
1940:

It is the belief of Christian churches, based on the Bible, that God called the
Jews to nationhood for conspicuous service to mankind.

Christians believe, as do the Jews, that Palestine was divinely selected as
the site of the Jewish nation and that the continuance on that site of Jewish
culture, philosophy, and idealism under the protection of national status
would meet with divine blessing and approval.®?
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Reinhold Niebuhr appeared before the Committee on behalf of CCP, 10
January 1946. His was a more realistic, less idealistic, less theological,
message than ACPC’s institutional statement.

There is in fact no solution to any political problem. The fact, however, that
the Arabs have a vast hinterland in the Middle East, and the fact that the
Jews have nowhere to go establishes the relative justice of their claims and
of their cause ...

Christians are committed to democracy as the only safeguard of the sacred-
ness of human personality ... The opposition to a Jewish Palestine is partly
based on the opposition of Arabs to democracy, western culture, education
and economic freedom. To support Arab opposition is but supporting
feudalism and Fascism in the world at the expense of democratic rights and
justice.

In its Report, 20 April 1946, the Committee of Inquiry did not call for
immediate implementation of the Balfour pledge — to the distress of the
Zionists; but it did call unanimously for the immediate issuance of 100,000
certificates for immigration to Palestine, and this had the effect of forcing
the British into an impossible public relations crisis. If it granted the
certificates, it would lose the Arabs. If it did not, it was declaring to the
world that it would never let the problem of the Jews of Europe be solved
in the only way that an impartial and officially appointed body of notable
citizens of both countries could find to solve it.

At that point, Truman began to demand that Britain permit massive
Jewish immigration to Palestine. From this day forward, it would become
more and more obvious that President Truman was not in step with his
official family of advisors. As just one instance of many that could be cited:
Loy Henderson, Chief of the Near Eastern Division of the State Depart-
ment, in his zeal to see the Zionists thwarted and the British upheld, did
not hesitate to betray President Truman — as we see from a cable forwarded
by the British Ambassador to his Foreign Office, 7 May 1946:

This telegram is of particular secrecy und should be retained by the authorized
recipient and not passed on.

CABINET DISTRIBUTION: FROM WASHINGTON TO FOREIGN
OFFICE: IMPORTANT SECRET.

... Henderson has told members of my staff that State Department,
including himself, made every effort to head off the unilateral statement by
the President on Palestine. Both he and Acheson had telegraphed Byrnes in
Paris on the matter ... but forces had been at work in the White House, which
the State Department had been quite unable to control. Henderson deeply
regretted the occurrence, as he knew it had added to the difficulties of the
Palestine question.
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British—US official relations hit a new low when the British Foreign
Secretary, Ernest Bevin, told the annual meeting of the British Labour Party
at Bournemouth: ‘I hope it will not be misunderstood in America if I say,
with the purest of motives, that it was because they did not want too many
of them in New York.’

It was certainly true that President Truman was coming more and more
under pro-Zionist influence; and also true that domestic political considera-
tions played a substantial part. Among those most active in getting Truman
aligned on the Zionist side of the Palestine issue was Bartley Crum. Just a
few months after his service on the Inquiry, he had published a book (Behind
the Silken Curtain: A Personal Account of Anglo-American Diplomacy in
Palestine and the Middle East, 1946), which was in fact largely the work of
a small group of ghost-writers appointed by AZEC, and headed by Gerold
Frank. The book was on the best-seller lists for many months in 194647
— ‘the first Zionist best-seller in the country’, bragged an AZEC executive
in an internal memo. At the same time, Bartley Crum was appearing before
ACPCaudiences, lending the weight of his new literary fame to the company
of Christian pro-Zionists.*

Having come to this, the British decided in fury that the only way out was
to hand over the problem to the United Nations. On 25 February 1947, they
announced their intention to do so before the end of May, 1948, Thereafter,
the main thrust of British policy in this matter was to do everything possible
to improve the military position of the Arab nations and their diplomatic
position at the United Nations, looking to the inevitable failure of the effort
of the Jews to create a viable state. In the months that followed, the govern-
ments of Harry Truman and Clement Attlee failed to find a basis for agree-
ment on any aspect of the multi-faceted dilemma of Palestine. Diplomatic
exchanges on this theme in this period are unusually terse, sometimes
verging on rude.

At the same time, Truman became increasingly impatient with efforts
of those around him to base the American Government’s decisions squarely
on the agenda of the Zionist leaders. To James McDonald, sent to him in
July 1946, by the Zionist leadership to secure his public support for imme-
diate partition, Truman responded testily: ‘Hell, you can’t satisfy those
people.’ Foolishly, McDonald responded by saying: ‘Roosevelt understood
some of these imponderables. He understood what the people felt.’
Truman’s furious reply to that was: ‘I am not Roosevelt.  am not from New
York. I am from the Middle West.” Not intimidated, McDonald responded:
‘I know, but you can win the support of the Jewish people, if you will only
stick to this ...” Truman, however, was not worn down: ‘You can’t satisfy
these people’, he repeated. “They are not interested in the United States.
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They are interested in Palestine and the Jews.” And again: ‘I am not from
New York. I am from the Middle West. I must do what I think is right.’¥’

In the spring of 1947, the UN established its Special Committee on
Palestine (UNSCOP), which in September reported in favor of a partition
of the territory held under the mandate into two States: one Arab, one
Jewish, with Jerusalem set aside under the jurisdiction of the United
Nations. The Jewish Agency accepted the report; the Arabs rejected it.

During all this time, Zionists and their friends lobbied ceaselessly.
Truman’s annoyance at the heavy-handed techniques employed by the
Zionists and their friends bursts out again and again in correspondence to
friends and advisers. In contradiction of the legend of Truman’s bloody-
minded pursuit of the Jewish vote, we find much evidence in these months
of the President’s studied non-cooperation with the political advisers who
sought to get him out front on the issue. A meeting with Emanuel Cellar
and other New York Congressmen in July of 1946 did not go well. Something
of the content of the meeting was evidently leaked to the New York Times
—1n itself, a deed that cost the Zionists heavily in Presidential goodwill —
whose story on the meeting prompted the British Ambassador (now Lord
Inverchapel) to write gleefully to his Foreign Office:

Mr Truman’s reception of his visitors appears to have betrayed testiness at
the continuous Zionist badgering to which he is almost uninterruptedly
subjected. He said that he knew all about Palestine and had no time to listen,
he was working on broader problems of displaced persons generally, and that
while he did not blame Congressmen for coming, as they were up for election
in the autumn, it was time someone came to see him about a United States
problem for a change ... All this bears out Acheson’s remark to me that the
President is unhappy about the whole business. It also seems to indicate that
he is wearying of Zionist pressure.’®

To the Chairman of the Democratic Party’s State Committee for New York,
Truman wrote testily: “The Jews are doing everything they possibly can to
upset the applecart, as they did before when we had the thing almost settled.
I would suggest that you advise them to keep still.’¥

On 4 October 1946, in time for the mid-term elections, Truman did
issue a forceful statement (remembered as ‘the Yom Kippur statement’)
expressing his disappointment in the policies of the British government on
the Palestine issue. ‘Substantial immigration into Palestine cannot await a
solution to the Palestine problem’; he insisted, ‘It should begin at once ...
The immigration laws of other countries, including the United States,
should be liberalized’, and, finally, he spoke of looking to ‘a solution along
the lines of * that proposed by the Jewish Agency — thus just stopping short
of endorsing Partition. When by mid-1947 it had become clear that only
formal partition would serve to save the Yishuv and the homeless Jews of
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Europe, Truman formally embraced that solution, and imposed it as
American policy upon a recalcitrant, and indeed frequently disloyal, State
Department.*

CHAIM WEIZMANN AND HARRY TRUMAN

Of the champions of Zionism whom Harry Truman met in the first weeks
of his presidency, not one struck him as a reliable and stable character, and
certainly none appealed to his notions of what great historical actors looked
and sounded like. At the same time, in the course of his discussions with
policy advisers inherited from the FDR presidency, Harry Truman had
taken note of the fact that everyone who had had occasion to mention Chaim
Weizmann’s name to him spoke of him as of a breed apart.

Though there had been considerable periods of time since the accom-
plishment of the Balfour Declaration when Weizmann had been at odds
with the rest of the Zionist leadership, in Europe, in Palestine, and in
America, it was generally conceded that none of his rivals was ever, in truth,
more than the leader of a faction within Zionism. Norman Rose writes:
‘Weizmann stands out as a leader in the history of Zionism in that he led
no party or faction; he led the movement or he did not lead at all.’#

Like Harry Truman, Weizmann ‘thought of himself as “a deeply religious
man, although not a strict observer of the religious ritual”’.*? He attended
synagogue on High Holidays, and normally observed the festivals in his
home.

Again like Harry Truman, Chaim Weizmann was ‘possessed by a sense
of destiny’ that had one root in his religious self-awareness and another in
a privately acquired theory of history. In the aftermath of the hard work of
lobbying for the Mandate in 1922, he rejoiced in his achievement:

[W1hen Ilook at the Jewish community ... in all the Western countries, when
I remember the destruction in the East, my heart freezes, and I come to the
conclusion that only the Chosen Ones who have acquired all their moral
strength from the only true Jewish source — only they are prepared and fit
to assume the burden of work for the sake of others, and they will succeed
in reviving the dry bones. [See Ezekiel 37.] So let us not complain of our
destiny; it may be difficult, but it is beautiful.#

Elsewhere in his diaries we read: “They [his rivals in the Zionist movement]|
will perish without me, as soon as I turn my back ... everything will fall
apart ... I know that no other man in the world would have been able to
accomplish anything like this — I know it, even though I do not suffer from
megalomania.’#

The trouble was that by the end of the year 1946, Chaim Weizmann had
been stripped of his formal leadership of the Zionist movement, and it was
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beginning to appear that his own egotistical assessment of the situation of
World Zionism might be true: everything 4ad fallen apart by February 1948.
At the Biltmore Conference of May, 1942, Weizmann and the generation
which had clung to the hope of a negotiated solution to the Jewish question
was repudiated. The Jewish community was now demanding that the Jewish
Agency be given control of immigration to Palestine, and ‘that Palestine
[must] be established asa Jewish Commonwealth integrated in the structure
of the new democratic world’. Weizmann and Wise, though bound to uphold
this unanimously adopted program, were known to be assuring the ‘princes’
(Churchill and Roosevelt, and later Attlee and Bevin and Byrnes), that the
Jewish people could be satisfied for now with generous attention to the
problem of refugee relief.

The twenty-second World Zionist Congress, held at Basle, in December
1946, adopted the Biltmore program. In an emotional speech Weizmann
restated his confidence in the path of negotiation. Unfairly, he spoke as
thoughall those who were expressing any degree of doubt about the primacy
of the path of negotiation were aiding and abetting terrorism. ‘Lo zu
haderech’, he said: ‘This is not the road.” At one point, someone shouted
out: “This is demagoguery.” Weizmann caught the remark at once:

Would that my tongue were tipped with flame, and my soul touched with
the strength of our great prophets, when they warned against the paths of
Babylon and Egypt which always led Jewry to failure ... Go and read Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and test that which we do in the light of the teachings of
our great prophetsand wise men ... Zion will be redeemed through righteousness
—and not by any other means.*

The Zionist Congress voted 171-154 against attending the conference
which the British were proposing to hold in London. No president was
nominated to replace Weizmann, nor was he elected to the Jewish Agency
executive.

Thus, suddenly at the outset of the year 1947, Chaim Weizmann was no
longer a leader of the World Zionist movement. The new American leaders,
Silver and Neumann, believed that time had passed Weizmann by — that he
did not understand how politics really worked. Yet their behaviour had
utterly alienated the President of the United States. Since the desk-
pounding incident of August 1945, Harry Truman would not meet with the
elected leadership.

Weizmann had shared the hope of the American Zionists that Franklin
Roosevelt would prove a constant champion, but he had formed an early
appreciation of Roosevelt’s inconstancy. Now Weizmann shared the other
Zionists’ disappointment in Truman. After hearing Truman’s report on the
Potsdam meeting during his Press Conference of 16 August 1945,
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Weizmann said: “Truman’s statement is phoney. He takes away with one
hand what he gives with the other, and here again I see nothing but
disappointment ahead of us. He will never jeopardize his oil concessions
for the sake of the Jews, although he may need them when the time of
elections arrives. He wants immigration and also Arab consent!’#

Yet Weizmann’s judgement of the character of Harry Truman was changed
abruptly by his first face-to-face meeting with Truman after the latter became
President. Given the brevity of that meeting (7 December 1945), it would
be safe to say that intuition played a large part in Weizmann’s assessment
of Truman’s character. Before the meeting, Weizmann had been coached
by David Niles who told him that Truman was still under the influence of
recent interviews with anti-Zionist Jews. Weizmann took it upon himself,
then, to describe to Truman the Zionists’ vision of the Jewish state — how
it would realize the ancient hope by being a place where the Jewish faith
could be realized in practice, while still being ‘a secular state, based on sound
democratic foundations with political machinery and institutions on the
pattern of those of the United States’. Truman was quite impressed.*’

This initial meeting took place while Weizmann still held formal office
as president of the WZO, although well after his influence over the other
leaders had suffered the steep decline that followed the Biltmore conference.
When the Zionist leaders turned to him in desperation again, in October
1947, he was without formal office in the WZO, but it still remained the case
that President Truman would not talk to any of Zionism’s elected officers.
This time, the immediate crisis was caused by a softening of the position
being taken by the US delegation at the UN regarding the borders of the Jewish
State that would emerge from the Partition to be proposed in November.
As the President would speak to no-one but Weizmann, the leadership
swallowed their pride, and despatched him to explain the case for including
the Negev in the state. The Jewish Agency’s principal representative at the
UN, Abba Eban, accompanied Weizmann to the meeting of 19 November
1947, and he has left a colorful account of Weizmann’s deft appeal to
"Truman’s fascination with history and geography. Truman phoned directly
from the interview to a meeting of State Department officials and Jewish
Agency officials taking place at UN headquarters, issuing his instructions
to reverse the US position: the borders must include the Negev.*

Afterward, Weizmann wrote to him: ‘It is the first time in my life that |
have met a President who can read and understand maps.”’* Weizmann’s
genius as a diplomat — as we have seen already — was not in using flattery, but
in knowing the object well enough to know exactly where it must be applied.

After his successful interview with the President on the Negev matter,
Weizmann kept up a steady further diplomacy by letter, seeking Truman’s
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help on the main issue of the Partition vote to come in November. When
the time came for him to address the United Nations General Assembly
directly, Weizmann made a point of appealing, frontally and vigorously, to
what, after a long lifetime of dealing with Christian statesman, he knew to

be the powerful residual appeal of biblical language. He chose as his text,
Isaiah 11:11-2:

The LORD shall set His hand again the second time to recover the remnants
of His people. And He shall set up an ensign for the nations, and shall assemble
the outcasts of Israel and gather together the dispersed of Judah from the
four corners of the earth.>

Many of those closest to the scene were persuaded that this appeal made
the decisive difference.

A vote of two-thirds of the members was required. On 29 November
1947, the United Nations General Assembly voted for Partition by a vote
of 33-13. All 11 of the Moslem states were among those voting against.
Britain abstained.

OFF COURSE: AFTERMATH OF THE PARTITION DECISION

Since November 1947, when the American delegation at the UN had played
its part in winning the General Assembly’s support for Partition, things
had gone badly for the Jews. The American public had not been properly
prepared for what would follow. Most people who were paying any attention
to the issue seemed to be assuming that the Arabs would grind their teeth,
and then get in line with world opinion — that the heroic part of the story
was over. Few understood that the Arab States were eternally opposed to
letting the Jewish State come into existence when the British mandate ended
in May 1948. Few were therefore prepared for the violence of the Arab
effort to prevent the Jewish leadership from functioning, or for the violence
of Jewish response. Few had understood, in November 1947, that Britain
intended to refuse co-operation with the leaders of the state-to-be, and to
ingratiate herself with the leaders of the present Arab states and the Arab
population of Palestine —sure to be victorious in the unequal contest ahead.

In the light of all this, the majority in the State and War Departments,
opposed to American support for the Jewish State — and this company
included both the Secretary of State (Marshall) and the Secretary of
Defense (Forrestal), as well as the Under Secretary of State (Robert Lovett),
the Assistant Secretary for the United Nations (Dean Rusk), the Director
of the Near Eastern desk at the State Department (L.oy Henderson) and
most of those assigned to the UN —now resumed their campaign to prevent
the Jewish State actually coming into existence. They managed to persuade
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the President to allow the US Ambassador to the UN, Warren Austin, to
hold in readiness a statement, to be presented ‘if and when necessary’, to
the effect that the US now supported creation of a United Nations Trustee-
ship for the whole of Palestine, to be in effect for ten years. The rationale
to be offered (‘if and when necessary’) would be that the unanticipated
magnitude of opposition of the Arabs had demonstrated the need for more
time to work out the problems, and thus for a postponement of the Partition,
due to take place in May 1948, so that a more equitable solution with better
prospects of long-term success could be negotiated.

To the Zionists it was obvious that no room existed for negotiations with
the Arabs, and that this is what the UN would find all over again during
any period of Trusteeship; it would all go back to the UN Assembly
ultimately, with an outcome different from the previous one — no Jewish
State.

Motives of the architects of this proposal varied. Secretary Marshall
seems to have been genuinely persuaded that to allow the Jews to proceed
was to encourage them to their collective death. Others believed that,
whether or not the Jews would die collectively, the Arab states would never
forgive the Americans and the Europeans for permitting the Jewish state to
come into existence: they would withhold their oil, and would realign
themselves politically and diplomatically with the Soviet Union. It is safe
tosay that none of the proponents of the Trusteeship Plan seriously expected
that a sovereign Jewish State would be on the map after the period of
Trusteeship should pass.

Inspired stories appeared in the newspapers in March and April of 1948,
to the effect that American policymakers were turning towards a ‘trusteeship
solution’. There is good reason to believe that, at the beginning of March
1948, Truman was, at least subliminally, contemplating a retreat from
Partition — that there was at least a part of him that wanted to be persuaded
by the Trusteeship idea. The Zionists’ friends in the Administration —
notably, David K. Niles, and Clark Clifford, both responsible for keeping
Truman electable through 1948 — alerted the Zionist officials.

What was the point of alerting these officials however, when none of
them could get into the White House?

Truman was by now completely estranged from the Zionist leadership
because of an extremely brazen campaign that brought tons of letters and
telegrams into the White House. Very early in the process someone had
actually put up Truman’s mother to write to him about the Palestine issue
—and it became necessary for him to write to her with unwonted harshness:
‘Don’t let anyone talk to you about foreign affairs!’>! The self-destructive
possibilities in this effort could be seen by anyone who had taken a realistic
measure of the character of Harry Truman. Yet the sad truth is that some



Harry Truman and the Zionists 179

of the Zionist leaders seemed to be taking satisfaction from Truman’s
rejection of them. ‘It shows we’re getting under their skin!’ said Rabbi Silver,
who hoped, and like everybody else, expected, that Truman would be
defeated in November, and whose political friends were Republicans: ‘What
Truman says or does does not mean a damn thing.”>? The perverse aspect
of this is, of course, that long before the Republican Administration might
come to office, the Jewish State might come into this world and then right
out of it again — if the current Truman Administration acted wrongly.

The pattern was abundantly clear. On every previous occasion when the
Zionists had needed action from the President to overcome the anti-Zionist
energies of the State Department, it was an intervention by Chaim
Weizmann that had turned the trick. Now, after the euphoria of November
1947, there came another such moment of crisis. The Jewish Agency in New
York sent an urgent call to Chaim Weizmann in England to come to the
United States and play the role that only he could play at such a critical
time. It was a painful confession that their ‘mass politics’ had failed. ‘We
have just left New York’, Weizmann told his wife, ‘and now the idiots want
us to go back.’> He did come, of course, but then he immediately came down
with a fever — which cost several more precious days. Then, on 10 February,
Weizmann sent a message to the President, pleading for ‘a few moments of
your precious time’ in order to prevent ‘a catastrophe not only for my people
but for Palestine and for the United Nations’.* To everybody’s horror it
now developed that Truman was sticking by his promise to himself. This
time, Chaim Weizmann was included in the general ban. It was not that
Truman had changed his view of Chaim Weizmann — but merely that, as
he put it, ‘he had heard it all before’ — no more Zionist propaganda, from
anyone.

At this point it apparently occurred to several people at once that the
only force that might conceivably open the door of the White House to their
message again might be the combined weight of Chaim Weizmann plus
Eddie Jacobson.
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A Significant Friendship

President Truman himself has one or two unimportant but intimate Jewish
friends.

Lord Halifax, British Ambassador to the US, 1 July 1945

Surely, there has never beena more significant friendship between a Christian
and a Jew.

Editor, American Jewish Archives, April 1968

EDDIE JACOBSON (1891-1955)

Edward Jacobson, born in 1891 in Leavenworth, Kansas, was one of the six
children of David and Sarah Jacobson, described by their son as ‘victims
of Russian oppression’ who fled to the United States, where David became
‘a poor shoemaker’.! Around 1906, the family moved to Kansas City, Mis-
souri. At the age of 15, Eddie quit school, apparently by his own wish, and
began work as a stockboy for a haberdasher. At that time he was casually
acquainted with Harry Truman, then 21 years old and working at the Union
National Bank.

Their lives were linked in 1917, when Eddie enlisted, becoming
eventually supply sergeant in the 129th Field Artillery, later attached to the
35th Division, serving under junior First Lieutenant, later Captain, Harry
Truman. They became partners in managing their battery’s co-operative
canteen. It was an astonishing success. On the strength of their obvious
personal compatibility and their complementary gifts, they decided to go
into business together after the Armistice. Most biographers feel certain
that Truman did not for a moment intend to end his days as a haberdasher,
and had not given up on larger ambitions in law or politics or both. However,
the business failed, after only a little over two years —a victim of the recession
of 1921-22. Significantly, the shared experience of this failure seems to have
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strengthened the bond of trust between the two partners, who remained
close and caring friends thereafter. Truman refused to take protection under
bankruptcy laws from his share of the debt, and eventually paid back all the
creditors. Jacobson spent most of the next twenty-odd years on the road
as a travelling salesman, before he recovered enough credit to return to the
haberdashery business.

Harry Truman thought he had the makings of a good businessman. In
fact, he once bragged in writing to his fiancée, Bess, of ‘my Jewish ability’.
While at training camp in 1917, he wrote: ‘I have a Jew in charge of the
canteen by the name of Jacobson and he isa crackerjack. Also the barbershop
is run by a Jew, Morris Stearns by name.” Later, en route to the front, he
wrote home about a disappointing day spent in the much overrated New
York City: ‘If only I could have stayed in Kansas City instead of this Kike
town.’?

The biographers have found many such racial-stereotypical obser-
vations in Truman’s personal correspondence. Perhaps the worst is this,
from a letter to Bess, 22 June 1911:

Uncle Will says that the Lord made a white man from the dust, a nigger from
the mud, then threw up what was left, and it came down a Chinaman. He
does hate Chinese and Japs. So do I. It is race prejudice, I guess, but [ am
strongly of the opinion that negroes ought to be in Africa, yellow men in
Asia, and white men in Europe and America.’

The best that can be made of this embarrassing material is perhaps to say
that these are the attitudes of a teenager and a young man, expressed in the
most private of contexts.

InAugust 1940, he wrote to Bess of a troublesome political acquaintance:
... ‘I am really disgusted with that damned Jew ... [A]s soon as I can cut
the smart Hebrew loose, I shall do it’, but on the next page, on a different
matter, he speaks of two constituents: ‘Nice Jewish boys. I am going to get
them jobs.™

Michael Cohen, who offers a generally cynical analysis of Harry
Truman’s dealings with Jews, with Zionists, and with Israel, guesses that
‘Eddie could hardly have imagined, and would have no doubt been shocked
to read some of the comments his business partner and friend was writing
in private about the Jewish race’.’ We should doubt this. Harry Truman was
not a refined man. Neither was Eddie Jacobson. The only known witness
(other than Truman’s secretary and lifelong friend, Matt Donnelly) to any
part of the many off-the-record meetings between President Truman and
Harry Jacobson was Abraham J. Granoff, a Kansas City lawyer. He recalled
years later something of the shock and embarrassment that he felt at the
way they behaved.
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Eddie never, either with me or alone, ever asked for an appointment. We
came to Washington, first making sure that the President was in Washington,
and called the White House ... And we would get an appointment within a
few hours. No limitation as to time ... ushered in through the back door, so
to speak ... no reporters ... all off-the-record, with one or two exceptions
... [Truman would say:] ‘Sit down, you bastards, sit down’. That’s the way
we talked.®

The substance of their discussions and the general tone was like that of two
old regimental buddies (which they were): inquiries after each other’s
families, recollections of pranks they had played together at company
reunions, and so on. Eddie Jacobson surely never doubted that Truman, in
other company than his own, dipped into his own deep Missouri cracker-
barrel from time to time and came up with jokes and one-liners about the
Jews.

But what did Harry Truman know about Jews? Probably, quite a good
deal. His first Jewish contacts were his near-neighbours, the Viner family,
for whom he served as shabbos goy.” Besides Eddie, there were several other
Jews in Truman’s circle of friends in Kansas City. Apart from their working
days together, Harry Truman visited the Jacobson home regularly in his
Kansas City days, usually for card games.

During Truman’s days in Independence and Kansas City, Harry
Jacobson did not make a big deal of his Jewish belonging. Raised by
extremely Orthodox parents, he slipped out of the practice of his faith
until the later 1920s, when he began attending the Reform Temple to
which his wife belonged. Thereafter, he became active in Temple activities
and Jewish men’s groups: first B’nai Jehudah, then, after the Second
World War, B’nai B'rith. He never joined any Zionist organizations. The
members of his own Temple inclined to the anti-Zionist side, and his
rabbi was vehemently opposed. What impressed him most about Zion-
ism, apparently, was its ability to tear congregations apart — especially in
his part of the country. Stubbornly, he insisted through all the many
months of his activity at the behest of the Zionist leaders, and indeed until
his death, that he was not a Zionist, but that in his support of the case
for the Jewish state after the War he was entirely motivated by his deep
concern to find refuge for the Jews of Europe. After the creation of the
State, it becomes hard for us to follow this rationale, especially when
we learn that he acted, on the request both of President Truman and
President Weizmann, as, in effect, the first unofficial agent of the State
during the first weeks of its existence, running messages between the two
Presidents.
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THE PRESIDENT’S FRIEND

As Rabbi Frank Adler puts it: “Truman’s unexpected elevation to the
Presidency lifted Eddie Jacobson from obscurity to public notice with equal
suddenness.’® Just a few days earlier, he had realized the dream of the
previous twenty-odd years, by opening the Westport Men’s Shop at Thirty-
Ninth and Main Streets, in Kansas City. His trade thereafter may have owed
something to the belief of many that Eddie Jacobson would serve asa conduit
for their requests for the President’s attention. If so, they were mistaken.
Harry Truman is adamant about this: ‘In all my years in Washington he had
never asked me for anything for himself.”® Quite a different matter was the
need of the Jewish people at the moment. Eddie quickly made clear to Harry
Truman that he believed he had the right, out of old friendship, to speak
bluntly and from his heart about this matter — which sometimes caused
Harry to set his jaw a little when it happened, but did not diminish his
willingness to have Eddie show up in Washington virtually at any time and
ask for an unscheduled and unminuted meeting.

It can be shown, however, that Eddie Jacobson played some part in
demonstrating to Harry Truman the domestic political value of a correct
position on the Palestine issue - a factor of increasing importance through
the period from late fall 1947 to Election Day 1948. In December 1947,
Jacobson and Granoff co-authored an editorial which appeared in the B ’nai
Brith National Fewish Monthly, in which they stated: ‘[I]t was our own
American President who, more than any other individual, was responsible
for the two-thirds UN vote ... President Truman took a personal hand in
the matter. He directly saw to it that the American delegation at Flushing
Meadow used itsinfluence to obtain the two-thirds vote’ —something which
Truman, in his Memaoirs, directly denies doing. ‘Under these circumstances,
President Truman emerges as one of the greatest champions of justice. He
takes his place with other noble Christians who, in our time, led the good
fight that has now been won — with Lord Balfour, Lloyd George, Woodrow
Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, James G. McDonald, Bartley Crum, and
other heroes and statesmen whom we honor.’’® We know that Truman was
pleased by the article. The thought occurs that something he said in his
unminuted interview with Jacobson and Granoft on 9 December 1947,
might have nudged them in this direction. In any case, the article was an
early item in the very active propaganda effort of the friends of the
Administration to secure the Jewish vote in 1948,

Eddie Jacobson’s indubitable moment as a maker of history, however,
did not come until March 1948. In a moment of time, he entered into a most
improbable partnership with the most commanding figure in World Zionism
— Chaim Weizmann — and in effect demanded the attention of President
Truman, winning from him the decision that saved the Zionist dream.
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CHAIM WEIZMANN RECRUITS THE PRESIDENT’S FRIEND

Zionist leaders had not missed the Jacobson connection in their research
on the past of Harry Truman. Jacobson’s Zionist friends in his Temple in
Kansas City and in Ben Jehudah had been working on him in friendly ways
for years — without success. Max Bretton, owner of a restaurant and the
leader of the Kansas City Jewish Community Centre, brought Dr Israel
Goldstein, President of the ZOA and a Conservative rabbi, to meet Jacobson
in May 1945 in the hope of making a Zionist at last of the latter. Bretton
used the most powerful argument he could think of, quoting Esther 4:14:
‘Who knows whether you have not come to high estate for such a time as
this?’ ! Yet it was to no avail. Eddie, the President’s friend, would not declare
for Zionism. The Zionist leaders were aware of these approaches by rank-
and-file Zionists to Eddie Jacobson, but made no use of them. The reason
for this is simply that they completely misjudged their own resources.
Stephen Wise, Abba Hillel Silver, Emanuel Neumann and the others, were
all men with large egos, and it took them many months before they would
admit to themselves, let alone to others, that there was no hope of their
getting back into the White House. After it was all over the Zionist chieftains
all sought to minimize the role of Eddie Jacobson. The name of Eddie
Jacobson does not even appear in the memoirs of Chaim Weizmann!
Abraham Granoff’s son Loeb astutely summed it up many years later:
‘Never would the Zionists have stooped to the use of the likes of Eddie
Jacobson if they had not been totally desperate.’'?

We know that by early 1948 David Niles was impressing upon the Zionist
officials the significance of Eddie Jacobson’s privileged access to his friend
the President. Finally, after the checkmate of their efforts to get Weizmann
back into the President’s office in February 1948, Frank Goldman and
Maurice Bisgyer, the president and the secretary respectively of B 'nai B rith,
called Eddie Jacobson sometime after midnight on 21 February urging him
to speak to the President about meeting Chaim Weizmann. Immediately
Jacobson sent a telegram to the President’s secretary:

Would appreciate it much if you will place the following message on the
President’s desk so that he will get to it at once. Mr President I know that
you have very excellent reasons for not wanting to see Dr Chaim Weizmann.
No one realizes more than I the amount of pressure that is being thrown on
you during these critical days, but as you once told me this gentleman is the
greatest statesman and finest leader that my people have. He is very old and
heartbroken that he could not get to see you. Mr President I have asked you
for very little in the way of favors during all our years of friendship, but Tam
begging of you to see Dr Weizmann as soon as possible. I can assure you I
would not plead to you for any other of our leaders. If you wish me present
I will fly to Washington at once as I would deem it an honor to be with you
gentlemen. I am praying that you will be able to see us. Please wire.!3
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The President, however, on vacation in Key West, Florida, put him off:

My schedule was just so crowded that I couldn’t get him [Weizmann] in.
There wasn’t anything he could say to me that I didn’t already know ... The
Zionists, of course, have expected a big stick approach on our part, and
naturally have been disappointed when we can’t do that. I have about come
to the conclusion that the situation is not solvable as presently set up.

In an uncharacteristically stubborn gesture, Jacobson now phoned the
White House as soon as the President had returned, and asked for an
appointment. Then, on 13 March, there took place what has come to be
remembered as the Andy Jackson interview:

For a few minutes we discussed our families, my business, in which he has
always shown a brother’s interest, and other personal things.

I then brought up the Palestine subject. He immediately became tense and
grim, abrupt in speech and very bitter in the words he was throwing my way.
In all the years of our friendship he never talked to me in this manner.

He made it almost impossible for me to continue when he said sharply
that he didn’t want to discuss Palestine or the Jews or the Arabs or the British;
that he was satisfied to let these subjects take their own course through the
United Nations.

I then actually argued with him and I am now surprised at myself that I
had the nerve to do it. I reminded him of his feelings for Dr Weizmann,
which he had often expressed, that the doctor was an old and sick man and
had made his long journey to the United States especially to see him, but
the President remained immovable.

I could not think of any more arguments to give him to soften his anger
... His turndown of my request left me crushed and then, believe it or not,
T happened to rest my eyes on a beautiful model of a statue of Andrew Jackson
mounted on a horse which I had noted passingly the many previous times I
had been to the White House. I then found myself saying this to the President,
almost word for word:

‘Harry, all your life you have had a hero. You are probably the best read
man in America on the life of Andrew Jackson. I remember when we had our
store together and you were always reading books and papers and pamphlets
on this great American. When you built the new Jackson County courthouse
in Kansas City you put this very statue, lifesize, on the lawn right in front
of it where it still stands. Well, Harry, I too have a hero, a man who is, I think,
the greatest Jew who ever lived. I too have studied his past and I agree with
you, as you have often told me, that this is a gentleman and a great statesman
as well. I am talking about Chaim Weizmann, who is a very sick man, almost
broken in health, but who traveled thousands of miles just to see you to plead
with you the cause of my people.

‘I wouldn’t be here if I didn’t know that if you will see him you will be
properly and accurately informed on the situation as it exists in Palestine,
and yet you refuse to see him.’

Just as I finished I noticed that the President began drumming on the desk
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with his fingers and as I stopped talking, he abruptly turned around while
still sitting in his swivel chair and started looking out the window into what
in the summer is a beautiful rose garden, gazing just over the pictures of his
mother, wife, and daughter. I knew the sign. I knew that he was changing his
mind. I don’t know how many seconds passed in silence but it seemed like
centuries. All of asudden he swiveled around again, faced his desk, and looked
me straight in the eye and said the most endearing words I ever heard:
“You win, you baldheaded son-of-a bitch I will see him.’1*

Jacobson was then taken directly to New York (14 March) to meet Chaim
Weizmann and to stay nearby until confirmation came that the President
truly did intend to meet him. Weizmann said to those around: ‘Our people
are waiting and dying. I am waiting for weeks to see President Truman. If
he does not see me, my entire trip to the States and my mission will have
been in vain. I have always placed my trust in him. The world has forsaken
us. He must not forsake us.”’*On 15 March the President’s secretary phoned
with the news that an off-the-record meeting would take place, 18 March.
To avoid alerting reporters Dr Weizmann must come without Eddie
Jacobson and must come through the East Gate.

Chaim Weizmann and Harry Truman met secretly, 18 March 1948. No
minutes exist for this off-the-record meeting. We have only Truman’s vague
summary in his Memoirs, three equally vague lines in Weizmann’s memoirs,
and Weizmann’s subsequent letter of thanks to the President, but its
substance and its significance are summed up by Peter Grose: ‘Once again,
the extraordinary current of mutual respect and sympathy which had
animated their first meeting dominated their conversation ... Truman
changed his mind and returned to his original convictions. !¢

THE AUSTIN STATEMENT

Since November, as we have seen, the Zionists had been receiving signals
suggesting the Administration’s intention to retreat from the commitment
to Partition. Despite their well-placed contacts, the Zionists probably did
not know how bad the situation actually was. Both the Policy Planning Staff
and the CIA were advising the President that a Jewish State could not
survive, and that Partition must be prevented — to save the Jews.

On 19 March 1948 — the very day after Harry Truman had privately
assured Chaim Weizmann that his commitment to Partition was now firm
-~ Ambassador Warren Austin seized headlines across the world by
announcing at the United Nations that the United States now believed that
Partition could not succeed ‘as long as existing Arab resistance persists’,
and therefore proposed the setting up of a temporary trusteeship.
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The Zionists of course were shocked. David Ben-Gurion denounced
this as ‘a surrender’. Truman was very angry. In his diary he wrote:

This morning I find that the State Department has reversed my Palestine
policy. The first I know about it is what I see in the papers! Isn’t that hell?
I’m now in the position of a liar and a double-crosser. I’ve never felt so low
in my life.

There are people on the 3rd and 4th levels of the State Dept. who have
always wanted to cut my throat. They’ve succeeded in doing it.!”

The matter of the degree of Truman’s own responsibility for this debacle
has been thoroughly worked over by all the scholars, and the student can
chose from a range of verdicts. All agree that at some point Truman had
given permission for aline of action in contradiction to his Administration’s
stated policy; then there is a moment of public consternation when two
policies seem to be being pursued; then it becomes obvious that someone
must climb down to allow it to appear that the President had been perfectly
clear about the matter from the beginning. It is clear that on 18 March
Austin had been given State Department approval to proceed under what
all understood was standing authorization to issue some such statement as
he made. Immediately after the Austin speech, Secretary Marshall called a
news conference, describing this as ‘the wisest course’, and confirming that
he had recommended it to the President and that the President had
approved; but it is also on record that Truman had insisted at the beginning
that he see the final draft of the Trusteeship speech before its actual delivery.
There is room for believing that the Department’s overlooking of this
commitment at the last minute may have been willful.

FINDING A WAY BACK TO PARTITION

There is much that is painful and embarrassing in the story that follows,
between 19 March and 14 May. For the short term, it seemed obvious that
there was much more to lose than to gain if Truman were to repudiate the
Austin statement. All his usefulness would be lost if he were seen to be
admitting in the broad light of day that he was not in charge of the nation’s
foreign policy. It seemed necessary, therefore, to try to make American
foreign policymaking seem more sophisticated and mysterious than it was
by letting people guess how the new proposal could be squared with the old
proposal in favor of Partition. Thus, at his Press Conference of 25 March,
Truman calmly read out that the position of the United States ‘has been
accurately presented by Ambassador Austin in his speech before the
Security Council’.!® In the meantime, Truman assigned Samuel Rosenman
to ‘Go find Chaim Weizmann wherever he is. Tell him I meant every word
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of what I said. I promised we would stick to our guns on Partition and I
meantit.” The errand was repeated a few days later. Weizmann, to his credit,
stood by his side of the friendship by refusing to react publicly to the Austin
statement, while privately circulating words of confidence to the Zionist
insiders. Among these were his words by telephone to Eddie Jacobson (22
March): ‘Don’t be disappointed and do not feel badly. I do not believe that
President Truman knew what was going to happen in the United Nations
on Friday when he talked to me the day before ... You have a job to do; so
keep the door of the White House open.’!?

On 9 April, Weizmann wrote to strengthen the President’s resolve: “The
choice for our people, Mr President, is between statehood and extermination.
History and providence have placed this issue in your hands, and I am
confident that you will yet decide it in the spirit of the moral law.’?’ A few
days earlier he had written from New York to Oscar Wolfsberg in Jerusalem:
“The present enemies of today, in spite of their number, in spite of their
arrogance, in spite of the support which they might get from various
quarters, in spite of the fact that they find us standing alone and almost
friendless, will fail because God will protect His people.’?!

Thus, the Administration had to let the Austin statement stand. Lord
Inverchapel, British Ambassador to US, to the Foreign Office, 20 March
1948, was one who took it at face value, as a definitive reversal of policy,
fully sanctioned by the President and revealing a new realism — that is, a
last-hour conversion to Britain’s understanding of the Middle Eastern
scene:

There can be do doubt that, in the situation, the President and Secretary of
State have felt constrained to give greater weight to the views of the Secretary
of Defense and the Chiefs of Staff ... [I]n the light of the fact that even loyal
Democrats now despair of his re-election, the President himself may well
have lost patience with all domestic pressures and arguments which have
hitherto militated against the assessment of the Palestine problem on its own
merits ... In all the circumstances, I think it is proper to suggest that the
Administration is now deriving a new found independence of judgement on
this particular issue.??

Britain, in the meantime, had declared her intention to end her
responsibilities in the former Mandate at midnight, 14 May 1948 (6 p.m.,
14 May, in Washington). Two days before that deadline, President Truman
held an exceptional meeting, ostensibly to review the options of the United
States government in the prospect of a declaration of a Jewish State. Present
were Secretary of State Marshall, Under Secretary of State Lovett, Clark
Clifford and David Niles. In effect, the President was sounding his official
family to see what support he could expect for the decision that he was in
honour committed to.



A Significant Friendship 189

Marshall made the case for continuing with support at the UN for the
Trusteeship proposal, while urging the Jewish Agency to back down from
its intention to declare the State on 14 May. President Truman then turned
to Clark Clifford, to whom he had a few days earlier assigned the task of
presenting the brief for the other side, but before Clifford could get properly
launched, General Marshall exploded: ‘I thought this meeting was called
to consider an important and complicated problem in foreign policy. I don’t
even know why Clifford is here. He is a domestic adviser and this is a foreign
policy matter.’

Truman responded firmly: ‘Well, General, he’s here because I asked him
to be here.” But to every one’s astonishment, this did not stop the General:
“T'hese considerations have nothing to do with the issue. I fear that the only
reason Clifford is here is that he is pressing a political consideration with
regard to this issue. I don’t think politics should play any part in this.’

Lovett joined in: ‘It is obviously designed to win the Jewish vote.’

This was not the low point, however. That came a little later, when
Marshall interjected: ‘If you follow Clifford’s advice, and if I were to vote
in the Election, I would vote against you.’

Afterwards, Truman praised Clifford privately for his presentation, but,
ominously, he also said, ‘I can’t afford to lose General Marshall.’?

Already on 8 May, Marshall had spoken bluntly to Moshe Sharrett of
the Jewish Agency about ‘the difficulties they had experienced with
American Zionists’. The time might come (he seemed to threaten) when
they might all speak out about ‘all the political pressure, the blustering, the
misleading assurances, etc., etc., that was going on’. He warned them, on
the basis of his unparalleled experience with military realities: ‘Believe me,
I am talking about things that I know ... How can you hope to hold out?’
Then he brusquely dispatched Sharrett to advise the Jewish Agency not to
declare the State on 14 May. Chaim Weizmann got to Sharrett as he was
departing to convey the gist of a second message from Rosenman that
Truman would support Partition when it was announced. ‘Don’t let them
weaken’, Weizmann urged him to say to Ben-Gurion and the others: ‘Don’t
let them spoil the victory. Proclaim the Jewish State, now or never.’?*

TRUMAN RECOGNIZES THE STATE OF ISRAEL, 14 MAY 1948

On 12 May it had seemed obvious that Truman would have to choose
between honoring his pledge to the Jews (given through Chaim Weizmann)
or losing his Secretary of State, with all the awful consequences that would
follow; but in the last few hours before the Recognition decision had to be
made and announced, Marshall conveyed to the President his assurance
that he would not make public his opposition to the decision, that he would
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carry out the policy, and see to it that it was carried out down through the
ranks. We know, however, that he honestly believed that when the decision
for Recognition was announced, there might be a mass resignation in the
State Department, and that he, the loyal captain, would have no crew.
Clifford, once told by the President that Marshall’s loyalty had been
secured, called in Eliahu Elath, of the Jewish Agency, to say : ‘You’d better
write a letter asking us for recognition’.?

Thus at eleven minutes after 11 a.m., Washington time, 14 May, a
message went to the press from the White House:

This government has been informed that a Jewish State has been proclaimed
in Palestine, and recognition has been requested by the provisional
government thereof.

The United States recognizes the provisional government as the de facto
authority of the new State of Israel.

Truman’s announcement of recognition was not conveyed in advance to the
delegation at the United Nations. When Dean Rusk broke to the Ambas-
sador the news of the announcement from the White House, Warren Austin,
‘incredulous and terribly angry’, simply put on his hat and went home.?¢

AFTER: ‘T AM CYRUS’

In the years of his retirement Truman frequently insisted that the most
infuriating moments of his Presidency were those when he had to fight off
the persistence of the Zionists. These people, he said, were the only people
who ever stood in his presence and spoke to him as though their cause was
the only cause in the world, as though their people were the only people
who suffered, and as though that suffering gave them the right to speak to
him as though the office of President of the United States meant nothing
to them. No other visitors ever pounded on his desk!

Nevertheless, in retirement Truman looked back upon his role in
bringing about the establishment of the state of Israel as among his proudest
achievements. He would reckon among his fastest friends the individuals
who had persuaded him to make the cause of Zion the cause of the govern-
ment of the United States. Among his proudest memories would be those
moments when he acceded to the request of the Zionist chieftains — for
support of Partition, for inclusion of the Negev, for recognition of the state
of Israel — throwing his State and War Departments into consternation, and
significantly, he invariably hit upon these moments to illustrate the point
that the President must do what is right, even if all the expert advice is
running the other way — the point of the famous motto on the desk: ‘“The
Buck stops here.’
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When the former president took visitors on tour of the Truman Library,
he liked to show them the Torah scroll and its Ark, presented to him by the
President of Israel. Then there was Truman Village, which he could not
show off literally, but to which he could direct his friends when they visited
Israel. This truly extraordinary gift was presented to President Truman at
a dinner in Washington in May 1952, with these words from the Israeli
Ambassador, Abba Eben:

We do not have orders or decorations. Qur material strength is small and
greatly strained. We have no tradition of formality or chivalry. One thing,
however, is within the power of Israel to confer. It is the gift of immortality.
Those whose names are bound up with Israel’s history never become
forgotten. We are, therefore, now writing the name of President Truman
upon the map of our country. In a village of farmers near the airport of Lydda
at the gateway to Israel, we establish a monument, not of dead stone but of
living hope. Thus when the eyes of men alight on Truman Village in Israel
they will pause in their successive generations to recall the strong chain
which, at the middle of the 20th century, drew the strongest and the smallest
democracy together with imperishable lines.

Eban recalls that, ‘As I left the rostrum I saw the tough-minded President
burying his face in a handkerchief without any effort to restrain his emotion.
The next day he sent me a letter asking me for a text of my address: “You
spoke so flatteringly about me that for a moment I had the impression that
I was dead”.’?

Moshe Davis has left us record of a visit which Harry Truman made a
few months after the end of his Presidency to the Jewish Theological
Seminary, together with Truman’s friend, Eddie Jacobson. Jacobson
introduced Harry Truman to the professors: ‘This is the man who helped
create the State of Israel’, but Truman corrected him: ‘What do you mean
“helped to create”? I am Cyrus. I am Cyrus.’?

Itseems that the analogy to Cyrus had already been suggested to President
Truman by the Chief Rabbi of Israel, Isaac Halevi Herzog, on the occasion
of a visit to him in the White House early in 1949. The rabbi went on to
assert: ‘God put you in your mother’s womb so you would be the instrument
to bring about Israel’s rebirth after two thousand years.” We are told by a
witness that, ‘On hearing these words, Truman rose from his chair and,
with great emotion, tears glistening in his eyes, he turned to the Chief Rabbi
and asked him if his actions for the sake of the Jewish people were indeed
to be interpreted thus and the hand of the Almighty was in the matter’.?

These words of Truman’s — ‘T am Cyrus’ — were uttered neither casually
nor ironically. We must take them with the fullest seriousness, and when
we do, we will have the key to understanding Truman’s constant pro-
Zionism,
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Harry Truman frequently turned over the name of ‘Cyrus the Great’ as
he rehearsed the names of the ‘Great Men of History’ — a mental exercise
which he performed regularly, as a concert pianist performs scales. The
American democratic process, he knew, had put him in the place where
Cyrus redivivus was expected. His awareness of all this is what explains the
consistency of his refusal to allow himself to be worn down by the emotional
and sometimes brutal arguments of the Zionists, fully as much as it explains
his serenity in the face of the arguments from anti-Zionist Jews, the pro-
Arab blandishments coming from the State Department, the ‘realistic’
military judgements coming from George Marshall and George Kennan,
and the economic-geopolitical arguments of James Forrestal.

To doubt his personal fitness for this great role would have been the
same as to doubt the fitness of the American political system which had put
him in place. To set his own name at the end of that long catalogue of the
Great Men (in which Cyrus always figured) was not, he believed, an act of
vanity, but a requirement of fidelity to received religion and to his own self-
confidence as a student of history.

In the light of all this, he could not have acted differently.
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