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IN APPRECIATION

It would be quite. impracticable to make personal
reference to all the knowledgeable and gracious per-
sonalities who have given counsel and constructive criti-
cism during the research and writing that has made this
book.

To all of those who aided in this work we are deeply
grateful. The wide and willing generosity to be helpful
has been most gratifying.

The publishers place special importance on the Fore-
word by Doctor Millar Burrows who has served as visit-
ing professor at the world-famed American University
of Beirut (Lebanon), which institution has long been a
great friendship-cementing influence for the United States
in the Middle East.

He has also twice been a director of the important
American School of Oriental Research in Jerusalem. In-
cluded in his long educational career, as listed in Who's
Who in America, is his tenure as Professor of Biblical
Theology at Yale University Divinity School (1934-1958);
and among his several books we mention especially
“What Mean These Stones?” and two separate volumes
on the Dead Sea Scrolls.



Why This Book Was Written

The purpose of this volume is to deal as realistically and
factually as possible with certain blurred pages of some recent
and very important history. This is a studious effort by the
authors to put into the record a rounded and authentic ac-
count of one of the most extraordinary political action and
minority-power movements of the twentieth century — out-
side possibly that of the Bolshevik revolution.

It is doubtful that a more sensitive topic than the central
theme of this book could have been selected since, of neces-
sity, the subject-matter involves, in varying degree, the three
most delicate issues in the whole category of human discus-
sion — religion, race and politics.

That these are included is not a matter of the author’s
personal choice. These issues would be shunned if it were at
all possible otherwise to explore what may well be one of the
most critical phases of modern history. Let it be established
at the outset that this book has the main purpose of being
a factual record of certain tragically dynamic historical events.

The contents of this volume have been tediously re-
searched, documented and written in the spirit of a truthful
history-reporting job. Every reference here is considered ger-
mane to the general thesis which is to examine the Jewish-
Arab conflict in Palestine and document the modus operandi
involving the skillful use of politics, immigration and mili-
tary action to capture and turn Palestine into a “Jewish State.”
This necessitates an examination of all the forces that were
parties to this history-making coup — including the inglori-
ous roles played by Great Britain and the United States. Most
of the manuscript was carefully read for accuracy by authori-
ties in the various critical fields with which it deals.

* * *

The serious study that resulted in this book was begun in
1963. It was inspired by a tour through the Holy Land coun-
tries, which brought intimate contact with the pitiable spec-
tacle of a million or so Palestinian Arab refugees — wasting
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their lives in huddled camps on U.N. (mostly American) re-
lief of around ten cents per day. These people who were
once independent, self-supporting and even prosperous have
been made paupers by being dispossessed of their lifetime
homes and possessions — hopelessly forsaken in primitive
and isolated camps, scattered around the periphery of their
traditional land to which their return is forbidden.

This shocking evidence had all the earmarks of some
kind of tragic injustice or political disaster, which seemingly
should arrest the attention and sympathy of any individual
who suddenly finds himself confronted with such distressing
exposure of human catastrophe and glaring tragedy for so
mapy people.

* * *

After talking with many of these Palestinian refugees
and hearing their pathetic stories, it was only natural for an
inquiring mind to ask — "How could this happen in our
modern ‘civilized” world?” What was the cause? Why do our
people in America know so little about this human calamity
for which we are partially responsible? Gradual inquiries led
to more astounding revelations, all of which led irresistibly
to deeper investigations. It soon became apparent that a trag-
ically important episode of history has been largely and
quite successfully swept under the carpet of time and indif-
ference, aided and abetted by willful intent.

Out of this tedious investigation and several trips abroad
has come this book which undertakes to pull back the cur-
tains and document the forces and events that have danger-
ously disturbed the equilibrium of the strategic Middle East
and thereby have accelerated the possibilities of another world
conflagration. One of these forces not to be ignored is the
Soviet-led Communist menace. The Red monster has long
looked with greedy eyes for opportunities to penetrate the
strategic Middle East.

The Zionist-Arab conflict aroused a fury of bitterness in
this part of the world which was not overlooked by the prowl-
ing Communists, whose fondness for trouble-spots as spawn-
ing ground is notorious. Until this fertile soil of conflict and
confusion was created, the deeply religious Arabs with their
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great friendliness for the United States presented a solid wall
of resistance to Middle East Soviet aspirations. The Soviets
have played both sides against the middle. Documentation
on this will be presented in the later chapters.

* * *

Unhappily, this historical narrative is also the story of
turbulence, terrorism, and resulting distress produced by the
militant upsurge of relatively new forces in the highly explo-
sive social, political and economic melting pot of a world in
revolution. Revolutionary terrorism, released first by the Bol-
sheviks in 1917 as an aftermath of World War I (the same
war that gave emerging Zionism the so-called Balfour Dec-
laration, which document opened the road to the inevitable
Zionist-Arab conflict some twenty-five years later) has spread
in chain reaction and cyclonic proportions throughout the
world with its evil results making jungles of American cities
today. The farcical stratagems used to maneuver the Balfour
document will likewise be described in special chapters of this
volume.

People everywhere seem to be caught in the undertow
and backlash of swift and unrelenting change which appears
to be a wave of the future as a pattern for “the new social
order” — change that is being forced by certain groups for
what too often is a meaningless fetish for “change.” This is
not orderly progress — it is nothing less than Marxist revo-
lution and everywhere in these radical movements we find
dedicated Marxists in agitational action. Revolution by force
and violence is completely destructive to the Anglo-Saxon
theory of law and order. Politicians seem to be utterly para-
lyzed in their fear of minority blocs that can deliver substan-
tial votes. This political flaccidity will be reflected throughout
this book as the subservience and servility of certain “‘great
statesmen” are revealed in the following chapters.

It is not our purpose to plead the cause of any nation or
group of people other than to report the facts and let the
chips fall where they may. If there is one exception to this
it would be a reflection of sympathy for the homeless and
destitute Palestinian-Arab refugees who have been deprived
of their property possessions and citizenship rights in their
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native homeland — and are now the helpless pawns of ruth-
less political insolvency.
* * *

We have been cautioned that forthrightness in this par-
ticular field can be a dangerous adventure. Of this hazard
we are completely conscious. It is well known that where
frenzied human emotions become mixed with heated politi-
cal machinations, there is but little tolerance for any expres-
sions that are less than adulation for the “righteous cause.”
All we can say for this volume is that its only purpose is to
put certain facts of history in proper perspective and this in-
volves the duty of tracing the roots of origin and growth.
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What This Book Is All About

THIS VOLUME represents an excursion into Palestinian
historiography wherein the main theses lead up to and re-
volve around the conflict between Zionist Jews and the Pal-
estinian Arab-confluence.

The purpose of the following arranged chapters is to
present the role of political Zionism and the other pertinent
issues in the best possible sequential order for clarity and con-
tinuity to picturize a highly complicated series of events and
movements of which there is very little synchronized com-
prehension. The first plan of text arrangement was to have
Chapters I and II give short historical sketches of the two
principal ethnic groups involved — the Arabs and the Jews.
Consultation with the Institute’s associates has changed the
order to begin immediately with the axial reality of the
whole theme and to add the two historical outlines as post-
chapter Appendices “A” and “B”. Some readers may wish
to consult these two Appendices first as helpful to under-
standing the other chapters.

Chapter Arrangement

1. PALESTINE HISTORY —
NOT LAND OF ONE, BUT MANY PEOPLES.

During Palestine’s long recorded history, the Hebrew-Israelite-
Jewish ethnic complex had only a comparatively short independent
occupancy. Over the centuries the country has been occupied and
ruled by many other peoples. As this history is here explored,
it appears by the record that the Arabs have had the longest and
(up to 1948) latest occupancy.

2. ONLY FEW JEWS IN PALESTINE
FROM 135 A.D. to the 1920's.

After Emperor Hadrian completely destroyed Jerusalem and
dispersed the Jews, there is but little record of them in the area
until attempts were made in the 18th and 19th centuries to es-
tablish scattered settlements during the Turkish rule of the
country. These consisted largely of orthodox Jews dependent
upon diaspora charity.
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ZIONISM — ORIGIN AND METHODOLOGY.

This chapter records the ferment and agitation among Jews
in Poland, Russia and other East-European countries in the late
19th century which, with the leadership of early bellwethers,
like Theodor Herzl, brought about the switch from traditional
spiritual Zionism to political Zionist crusading for nationalistic
goals.

. THE CONTRADICTION OF BIBLE-BASED POLITICAL ZIONISM.

The question raised here concerns the moral propriety of es-
tablishing a political State on the highly tenuous doctrine of
self-pleading interpretations from the Old Testament writers.

DO THE BIBLICAL COVENANTS
GIVE PALESTINE TO THE ZIONISTS?

The question of the Old Testament “land covenants” is here
examined in the light of factuality as to origin — as to the de-
scriptions which becloud them — and as to their present day status
of validity in modern day courts.

DOES POLITICAL ZIONISM HAVE SOCIALISTIC ROOTS?

An examination of this subject brings to light a remarkably
close affiliation of Socialist and Zionist action during the early
days of both movements.

CONTROVERSY OVER PHRASE ‘“THE JEWISH PEOPLE” —
DOES IT SIGNIFY “RELIGION” OR ‘“NATIONALITY"?

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the controversy
where certain Jewish personalities have questioned the right of
the present day Zionist-Jews to posture themselves as representa-
tives of “the Jewish people” as an all inclusive, political-binding
phrase.

WORLD WAR | OPENS GATEWAY FOR ZIONISM.
AMAZING MALCOLM STORY OF PLOT TO GET
UNITED STATES INTO THAT WAR.

Revelation of an unusual document, filed in the British records,
of an influential personality showing how he initiated and helped
promote a “‘plan” whereby British strategists would work through
Zionist machinery to influence America’s entry into the first
World War — and how it was successfully implemented with
Zionist cunning.
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10.

12.

13.

14.

BALFOUR DECLARATION USED AS KEY TO OPEN THE
FATEFUL GATE.

Here is the documented history of a highly critical instru-
ment that played a major role in the Zionist-Arab collision
which brought strife, war and misery to the Middle East. A
disclosure of the machinations that produced it.

ARABS AGREE TO FIGHT TURKS — BRITAIN PROMISES
INDEPENDENCE FOR ARAB LANDS. COMPLICATIONS
FOLLOW CONTRADICTORY PROMISES.

Documentation here discloses how Britain’s original good
intentions for the Arabs got hooked on the horns of another
dilemma (the Balfour promise to the Jews) — producing the in-
soluble Middle East imbroglio.

ZIONISTS WANT BRITAIN TO HAVE MANDATE OVER
PALESTINE — EXPECTING THIS TO INSURE ENFORCEMENT
OF BALFOUR'S TRICKY PROMISE.

The Zionists, working through America’s delegation to the
Paris Peace Conference, strove busily to assure Palestine trustee-
ship for Britain — assuming naturally that this would imple-
ment the Balfour immigration commitment.

PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE. ZIONISTS GREATLY
OUTNUMBER AND OUTPLAY ARAB DELEGATION.

A factual and realistic report on artful manipulation at the
Paris Peace meeting where polished diplomatic strategy was
used to promote the Zionist design for ‘right of way” in
Palestine for the projected Jewish State.

MASSIVE JEWISH IMMIGRATION BRINGS
CONFRONTATION THAT LED TO CONFLICT.

The Zionists, once they secured the Balfour commitment on
Jewish immigration into Palestine, put full steam behind their
plan to fill that little country with Jewish refugees from Eastern
Europe. This massive confrontation inevitably brought hostile
reaction from the long time Arab inhabitants.

TERRORISTIC ‘‘UNDERGROUND" CRUSADE TO DRIVE
BRITISH FROM PALESTINE.

When British Mandate authorities tried to stop the growing
Zionist-Arab conflict by minimizing Jewish immigration into
Palestine, the militant Zionists started a violent crusade to get
Britain out of Palestine— and out of their way.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

BRITISH RELINQUISH MANDATE AUTHORITY TO UNITED
NATIONS; U.N. IN DESPERATION ORDERS PARTITION OF
PALESTINE.

After the hostility and embroilment in Palestine finally got
out of hand and appeared insoluble, the British gave notice
they would quit the Mandate and give the United Nations a
hand at trying for a solution. The inexperienced U.N. had
only one answer — which was to try the previously discarded
plan to divide the country into a Jewish State and an Arab
State. The experiment proved disastrous.

BRITISH DEPART FROM PALESTINE.
ZIONISTS STAGE COUP — PROCLAIM ‘“‘JEWISH STATE".

At Midnight, May 14, 1948, as British Mandate authority
was relinquished, the Zionist-Jews, without waiting for the
United Nations to proceed orderly with “Partition,” proclaimed
its own self-anointed plan for the immediate establishment of
a "Jewish State”” — calling it Israel.

PALESTINE ARABS CALL FOR HELP. NEIGHBOR ARAB
STATES RESPOND — INADEQUATELY. THE 1948 WAR
WAS THUS ESCALATED BETWEEN ZIONISTS AND ARABS.

When the Zionists seized State power, adding to the already
developed immigration-aggression, the unarmed Palestinian
Arabs, fearing total take-over, called on the League of Arab
States for help. The response was too little and too late. The
Zionists, heavily financed from abroad, and receiving armament
from Russia, had become militarily strong and well organized.

TRAGIC STORY OF THE PALESTINE REFUGEES.

This is largely the story of the 1948 refugees. Panic-stricken
because of Zionist “underground” terroristic acts (akin to the
massacre at Deir Yaseen) Arab families, men with their women
and children, began fleeing across the Palestine borders for
safety. This created one of the world's most aggravating human
displacement problems of modern history. The 1967 Israeli
“blitz” resulted in more flights for safety, compounding the al-
ready frightening refugee disaster.
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19.

20.

2.

22.

INTERESTING FACTS ABOUT SOVIETISM, SOCIALISM AND
ZIONISM IN THE MIDDLE EAST.

This chapter examines the often mentioned matter of the Soviet
threat in this area. The progress thus far has been made possible
by the Zionist-Arab conflict. Soviet aid was first given to help
Zionism establish itself as a “Jewish State” — then it helped that
State defeat the Arabs in 1948 by supplying armament. Later,
when the Arabs, because of this defeat, needed help, the Soviets
switched aid to them. It appeats the Soviets know how to fish
in muddy water.

THE PROBLEM OF RATIONALIZING SOVIET COMMUNISM
AND CERTAIN ZIONIST PHENOMENA.

The rise of political Zionism in the Jewish world has, by the
record, produced a problem of rationalizing certain kinds of
“liberalism” with “‘socialism” in its various forms. This is un-
derstandably a sensitive issue but one that has far-reaching
implications — not only in the Middle East but in countries like
America, where the Communist form of socialism is considered
by most people to be a deadly threat. Some puzzling facts are
presented here as highlights of this question.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 1967 *'SIX DAY" ISRAEL EXPANSION
WAR. MYSTERY OF ISRAEL ATTACK ON U.S.S. “LIBERTY".

In June of 1967, military action broke out violently again
between Israel and the Arab states of Egypt, Jordan and Syria,
beginning with a surprise blitz air attack by Israel jets. The
causes and results of this 6-day engagement with disaster for
the Arabs and large expansionism for the Israelis, are examined
here briefly as this book is being prepared for press. Included is
an account of the yet unexplained attempt by Israeli planes to
destroy the U.S.S. "Liberty.”

WHAT THE ZIONISTS EXPECT OF CHRISTIANS.

Many Zionist spokesmen, rabbis included among them, have
been sharp in criticism of Christians for not rushing to support
Zionist-Israel in its religio-nationalistic policies in the Middle
East. This chapter gives a very brief summation of Zionisf
efforts to lay down guide lines for Christians.
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23.

24.

HOW ZIONIST-JEWS COLLECT MILLIONS IN U.S. TO
SUPPORT THE “‘JEWISH STATE.”

The purpose in this chapter is to present reliable documenta-
tion on a most extraordinary operation conducted in the United
States — a massive program of money-collection to be used for
promotion and sustenance of the “Jewish State,” called Israel.
While this is but a brief outline of how this program is operated,
it may, in some measure, be helpful to the many who have tried
to understand this complicated activity.

POLITICAL MACHINERY AND TRENDS IN ZIONIST ISRAEL.

In researching for this volume, it became clear that very few
people have any essential knowledge of the political processes
that function inside the “Jewish State.” Zionist spokesmen and
their propaganda outlets strive to leave the impression that it is
more or less a second edition of the United States and therefore
should be supported by America as its indispensable conservative
ally in the Middle East. This chapter undertakes to present some
facts concerning the political construction of trouble-born and
trouble-bearing Israel.
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APPENDIX “A”
WHO ARE THE ARABS?

Arabia — the original source. Birth and rise of Mohammed
— the Prophet. Birth of Islam — the religion. The great Arab
conquests swept forward by religious zeal. Arab culture. The
break-up of the Arab Empire. Turkish conquest of Arab lands.
Arabs enter into compact with Great Britain to join in World
War I to revolt against the Turks and drive them from the
Middle East in return for post-war independence of the Arab
countries, of which Palestine (by record of population and
1,300 years of major occupancy) was one.

* * *

APPENDIX “B”
WHO ARE THE JEWS?

This chapter covers five rather distinct divisions of *Jewish
history”: (1) The Old Testament recordings of the Patriarchal
Hebrews; (2) The Old Testament story of the Israelites who
proliferated from Jacob’s twelve sons after thay had taken refuge
in Egypt from the famines of Canaan. This epoch includes the
full story of the Israelites — the 40 year trek and invasion of
Canaan — wars, internecine and with other nations, and the
founding of ancient Israel; (3) Next came the “Jewish pe-
riod” as the exiled Hebrews in Babylon were allowed to return
to Judea (Jerusalem) where, from 537 B.C. to 135 AD,
they had a turbulent and more or less vassal existence until
essentially ousted by the Romans; (4) The spread throughout
the world of the Jewish wanderers (Diaspora); (5) The new-
est epoch of Jewish history — the rise and progress of politi-
cal Zionism.
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Foreword

by MILLAR BURROWS
Professor Emeritus of Biblical Theology
Yale University

During the years since 1948 it has often seemed that to
say a word on behalf of the Palestinian Arabs or against
Zionism was merely whipping a dead horse. The eruption of
war last June and Israel’s occupation of what was left of
Arab Palestine have made the Arabs’ cause appear more
hopeless than ever; but at the same time the whole question
of Palestine has been brought into the open again. Perhaps
it is not too much to hope that some Americans who have
hitherto been blinded to the Arab side of the question by the
powerful propaganda of the Zionists, and have regarded Is-
rael only as a haven for the survivors of the Nazi horror in
Europe, will now be awakened to a realization of the wrong
done to the native Arab population of the Holy Land, and
the still unsatisfied hope of aggressive Zionism to regain the
whole area once ruled by King David.

The occupation of the whole of Palestine west of the
Jordan is only the climax (so far) of a series of faits accom-
plis achieved in defiance of the repeated declarations and de-
mands of the United Nations. In the face of the widespread
conviction that the newly occupied territory and the Old City
of Jerusalem should be returned to the Arabs —a view which
Russia cheerfully supports, if only to embarrass us— the
Israelis boldly declare that they intend to keep what they
have taken, no matter what the United Nations and the con-
science of the world may say.

The Arabs, never reconciled to having a new nation of
foreigners planted on their land against their will, making
hundreds of thousands of the native inhabitants homeless
refugees, are now more bitter than ever. Their bitterness
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against the usurpers, and against the western powers whom
they hold responsible, is now intensified by a sense of frus-
tration. A reluctant realization that they are no match for
the Israelis in military power and skill is being forced upon
them by sad experience, and their inability to work together
effectively makes matters worse.

Israel, with a relatively small population, concentrated
in a relatively small area, is united in purpose, possessed of
extraordinary energy and ability, bringing to its new life the
knowledge and skills gained by long residence in Europe and
America, and supported financially and politically by the
western nations. The Arabs, numerically far stronger, are
spread over a vast area, only a fraction of which is culti-
vable, economically poor with the exception of the .few oil-
producing states, technically and culturally backward because
of centuries of stagnation under the Turkish empire, and
politically divided because the western powers cut up their
territory into small, weak states after World War I instead
of giving them the united Arab nation which had been prom-
ised. Rapid progress has been made since then, but much
more over a long time would be needed to make them eco-
nomically, politically and militarily the equals of the Israelis.

Under these conditions, their rankling sense of injustice
and bitter frustration festers and becomes more and more
a source of danger to the peace of the world. The problem
of Palestine has not been settled by the success and expan-
sion of Israel; it has been made all the more acute. It will
not be settled until it is settled right; and it will not be set-
tled right unless it is settled on the basis of justice. A re-
viewer of my little book, Palestine Is Our Business, said, “The
trouble with the professor is that he thinks this problem can
be solved on a moral basis.”” I still think so. If it is not
solved on a moral basis, it will not be solved at all.

A serious aggravation of the difhculty is the common con-
fusion of opposition to Zionism with Antisemitism. That
an ardent Zionist, to whom Jewish nationalism has become
practically the substance of his religion, should be inclined
to equate a rejection of his position with prejudice against
Jews as such is not too hard to understand; yet it can hardly
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be doubted that this unfortunate confusion has been deliber-
ately encouraged by some who ought to know better. The
fact that many of the most devout and loyal Jews are and
always have been against Zionism, and not at all convinced
that the present state of Israel is a fulfilment of what the
Scriptures promise, is kept so dark that few people are aware
of it. Anyone who has suffered from this false identification
of Antizionism with Antisemitism knows how effectively it
evades and conceals the real issues. I know whereof I speak,
having been called an Antisemitist because I was against Zion-
ism, and charged with “leftish” sympathies because I was
an officer of a National Committee to Combat Antisemitism!
Truth and justice cannot be attained in that way.

What will have been done about Palestine by the time
this book comes from the press is now quite uncertain, though
one is tempted to make cynical predictions. Certainly noth-
ing final will have been achieved: too many mistakes have
been made, too many opportunities missed, and too many
complicating factors are involved. The time seems ripe, how-
ever, to take a fresh look at the historical roots of the prob-
lem, and to analyze again the legal and moral issues at stake.

Mr. Robnett has done this, and in the volume here before
us he presents the results of long and arduous investigation.
Naturally no two writers would approach the subject from
quite the same angle or view it in exactly the same way; but
as one who has been deeply concerned with this tragic prob-
lem for many years I am happy to endorse Mr. Robnett’s
conclusions on the main issues, and to commend his careful,
earnest presentation to the fair, open-minded consideration
of his readers, who, I sincerely hope, will be many.
September 23, 1967

THE PUBLISHERS place special importance on this Foreword since
Doctor Millar Burrows has served as visiting professor at the world famed
American University of Beirut (Lebanon) which institution has long been
a great friendship-cementing influence for America in the Middle East. He
has also twice been a director of the important American School of Oriental
Research in Jerusalem. Included in his long educational career as listed
in Who's Who, is his tenure as professor of Biblical theology at Yale Uni-
versity Divinity School (1934-1958); and among his several books we
mention especially, for archaeological emphasis, “"What Mean These Stones?”
and two separate volumes on The Dead Sea Scrolls.
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1 PALESTINE HISTORY — NOT LAND
. OF ONE—BUT MANY PEOPLES

THE CENTRAL subject of this book is a small country
called Palestine and for that reason some history of it should
be reported here. In ancient times this tetritory was generally
known as the southwestern section of Syria. The coastal plains
of this area along the Mediterranean sea were, in the earliest
days of recorded history, called the land of Canaan — and the
southern part was known as Philistia or the land of the Philis-
tines. From this comes the name of ‘‘Palestine,” which sets its
nascent historic status. This name has no indigenous relation-
ship with the patriarchal Hebrews or the later Israelites. Der-
ivation of the name rather seems to give historical prestige
to the Philistines.

REDOUBTABLE PHILISTINES

The Philistines were people who, in the 13th or 12th
centuries B.C., or earlier, entered (probably by sea) the rich
Mediterranean coastlands, occupying the area approximately
from present Tel Aviv on down to the Egyptian border beyond
Gaza. Here they flourished and became the strongest opponents
of the invading Israelites who, we are told in the Old Testa-
ment, entered Palestine from the opposite (Jordan river) side,
bent upon conquest of the country. The battling between the
two groups continued for perhaps two hundred or more years.
The Philistines were finally rendered militarily impotent un-
der the Israelite King David.

Two strange Biblical incidents make it appear that there
was friendliness between the early patriarchal Hebrews and
the Philistines — at least a type of cordiality. The Encyclopedia
Britannica (11th edition) refers to a story of Isaac (son of
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Abraham) and the Philistine Abimelech, King of Gerar, as
“of great interest in its unbiased representation of intercourse,
enmity, alliance and covenant.” The reference obviously in-
cludes the episode where Isaac’s wife became involved with
Abimelech (Genesis 25). A similar experience had previously
involved Abraham and his wife Sarah with this same Philistine
king (Genesis 20). Later, however, when the Israelite-off-
spring of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, arrived en masse to
take over the country, despite these earlier intimacies between
the patriarchs and the Philistine king, the Israelites and the
Philistines locked horns in long and deadly warfare.

The Old Testament writers barely mentioned the word
“Palestine,” but identified the area as the land of Promise,
land of Jehovah, land of Israel, and land of Canaan, which
last term, according to the Schaff-Herzog “Encyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge,” is the section’s oldest historical desig-
nation. Palestine, as it became known later, was, of course, a
composition of what had historically been many tiny king-
doms or city-states. While much effort in later years has been
exerted to associate Palestine with Jewish tradition as a sort
of first mortgage lien, the area, according to some historians,
was well peopled for thousands of years before the Hebrews
came into history.

PALESTINE—VITAL INTERNATIONAL BRIDGE

From the earliest period of rather faithful history, deriv-
ing from often highly debatable legends, the area we know
as Palestine has been a “bridge on a road” between the great
antagonistic nations of antiquity — ancient Egypt at one end
with Assyria, Babylonia and the whole Mesopotamian region,
including Persia, at the other. Over this road, backwards and
forwards, the armies of conquest have traveled, alternating
with victory and defeat. On this road lies Megiddo, where a
strategic pass has been the site of many historic battles—a
spot which the New Testament designates as the location for
the Battle of Armageddon — the final battle between the forc-
es of good and evil.

It is because of this historic road along the coast through
Palestine that this little country has for centuries been con-
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sidered so important to the nations who needed this route for
their armies, and this territory as buffer protection. Palestine
has therefore, through the many thousands of years of its
history, never, for any substantial length of time, been an
independent country in the true sense, but has been contin-
ually subjected to change of “‘ownership.”

First, it must be stated, that no satisfactory dimensional
definition of early Palestine seems possible. The Encyclopedia
Britannica (11th edition) states— “There is no ancient geo-
graphical term that covers all this area. Until the period of
the Roman occupation, it was subdivided into independent
provinces or kingdoms at different times (such as Philistia,
Canaan, Judah, Israel, Bashan, etc.), but never entirely united
under one collective designation. The extension of the name
of Palestine, beyond the limits of Philistia proper,."is not
older than the Byzantine period.” Such territorial boundary
definitions as were given in the Old Testament have no exact-
ness subject to present day legal interpretations. For example,
see Joshua 15:1-12.

Concerning population statistics, the 1911 Encyclopedia
Britannica reports — “The inhabitants of Palestine are com-
posed of large numbers of elements, differing widely in eth-
nological affinities, language and religion . . . early in the 20th
century a list of no less than fifty languages, spoken in Jerusa-
lem as vernaculars, was there drawn up by a party of men
whose various official positions enabled them to possess ac-
curate information on the subject.”

BIBLE ‘‘HISTORY'' OF PALESTINE

The Encyclopedia also says — “The Biblical history is a
‘canonical’ history which looks back to the patriarchs, the
exodus from Egypt, the law-giving and the covenant with
Yahweh at Sinai, the conquest of Palestine by the Israelite
tribes, the monarchy, the rival kingdoms, the fall and exile
of the northern tribes, and, later, of the southern (Judah)
and the reconstruction of Judah in the times of Cyrus, Darius
and Artaxerxes.”

Being “canonical history,” it is likewise priestly history
— written and arranged, not by objective, disinterested his-
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torians such as we have become accustomed to today, but by
ancient writers whose central purpose was to codify and
dramatize a special nationalistic type of religion. This is not
to criticise, but to point up a fact that must certainly be clear
to anyone who has read these scriptures. This is important
to mention here since the narratives and prestige of the Old
Testament enter heavily into the background claims of Zionist
policy. Therefore, it becomes necessary to examine the Old
Testament texts and legends rather carefully in order properly
to weigh the validity of such claims. That right of examina-
tion has become public domain, due especially to the involve-
ment of Zionist activities in international politics.

The Old Testament basically and naturally concerns itself
mainly with the early history of the Hebrew-Jewish people
and of Palestine. With the exception of exile periods of
these early people in Egypt and Babylonia, the main locale
of the Old Testament writings and drama is centered in Pal-
estive. This has created a rather wide impression that Pales-
tine has always been a Jewish land. The books of the Old
Testament which serve to leave this idea were, it must be
remembered, written by Hebrews for Hebrews and dedicated
to the concept of a religion for a special people (Deuterono-
my 7:6 and copious other Old Testament references). This
reference has only to do with clarification of a far-away (in
time and space) chain of events to which the Zionists have
linked their claims and whipped up a great deal of emotional
sympathy among those who have been schooled in an alle-
gorical rather than a political interpretation of the Bible.
Some of these good people bave not yet apparently been able
to distinguish the difference in meaning between these two
exegetical usages.

What was just said about the Old Testament having been
written by Hebrews for Hebrews and dedicated to a special
religious purpose can be paraphrased to say that the Koran
was written for Moslems to interpret and promote Islam —
and the New Testament was written for the same purpose
for Christians and Christianity. There is, however, this dif-
ference — the Old Testament is also a major source, and in
some cases the only source, of “history” for those early times.
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We are concerned only with the fact that certain parts of
that history have become involved in one of the great po-
litical controversies of modern international affairs —a mat-
ter of such far-reaching potentials as to awaken the concern
of millions of people who, in one way or another, have been
dragged into the embroilment.

With emphasis on this distinction, it should be perfectly
clear that any reference made in this book to the Old Testa-
ment or to the Jewish people is by way of examining the
present day Palestine situation, and is intended in no sense
to reflect upon the spiritual traditions or theology of any
peoples. The rather delicate question that seems to be central
here, and in the minds of many people, is whether the his-
tory element of canonical or priestly weighted authorship in
the Old Testament can properly be used to justify or validate
mass immigration invasion with nationhood purposes (in vi-
olation of general international immigration policies) into a
country that for 1,300 years has been preponderantly inhab-
ited by other peoples.

ANCIENT ISRAEL DEAD 2,700 YEARS

Combined with the Zionist claim of a divine-covenant
right to Palestine is the argument of a moral right, based
upon the assumption that because the ancient Hebrews had
a comparatively short-lived national existence in Palestine
some 3,000 years ago, this in some way makes them heirs
apparent of those ancient people, which carries with it the
right to set up shop as a nation in Palestine even when that
results in filling numerous refugee camps with a million or
so people who, with their forebears, have lived there all their
lives. This is the question, stated in candid terms, that con-
fronts one all through the Middle East today.

If occupancy of Palestine for a short time in its long and
turbulent history could be a valid claim on the part of those
that have been in and out of control of that country — both
before and after the Israelites — there could be many claim-
ants with rights as valid as those of the Zionists, and some
perhaps more so. There were the Canaanites — the Philis-
tines — the Phoenicians — and many other groups there be-
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fore the Israelites invaded and took over for an uncertain
and troubled period. Later, there were the Assyrians — the
Babylonians — the Persians — the Egyptians — the Alexan-
der-Macedonians — and the Romans. Then followed a long
list of other occupants, including the Arabs, the Turks and
the Christians; but such records of long-past occupancy of
any land, or by any people, are no longer acceptable by pres-
ent day democratic standards as either a moral or legal basis
for long-removed presumptives to arrogate to themselves the
right to invade or conquer an already inhabited land. Civil-
ization has, presumably, advanced beyond any such ancient
or medieval customs.

NOTE: Recently Dean Rusk (U.S. Secretary of State) made the statement
on television concerning Vietnam that “it is too late in history” for civilized
nations to allow any kind of coup d'etat that destroys the homeland of any
people who are well settled and established as a civilization or human domain.

The record of occupancy of Palestine should be put into
clear comparative perspective, and for that purpose a brief
outline of the ethnic and religious groups who, at various
time-periods have inhabited and ruled this area, will be given
here with adequate emphasis upon the Hebrew-Israelite oc-
cupancy period and the different peoples who followed them.
With regard to the Israelites and the other nationality groups
who were in Palestine before them, the reader will find great-
er details in final Appendix “B”— “Who Are the Jews?”.
Despite some slight repetition in so far as Israelite history
is concerned, it seems important to make these present ref-
erences in order to give clarity and sequence to the occupancy
line-up.

The early Israelite Kingship was, however, but a brief in-
cident in the long and constantly changing history of Pales-
tine as a populated country. In the Appendix just mentioned,
the story of the early Hebrews carries their history from the
Abrahamic period to the time when a single family (that of
Jacob) moved to Egypt to escape famine in lower Palestine,
and later came out of Egypt (the Exodus) as a multitude of
Israelites. These Israelites were divided, we are told, into
twelve tribes, each for one of the sons of Jacob (with one
exception) and after an historic 40-year trek through deserts,
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wadis and hills, finally reached their coveted goal — Canaan.
When they crossed the Jordan river into this “promised
land,” they proceeded with relentless vigor (as detailed in
Appendix “B") to assault and vanquish the inhabitants —
and confiscate lands and properties for the purpose of turn-
ing Palestine into a Nation of their own.

After a long period of fighting, they were able to take
over a considerable area which they apportioned among the
twelve tribes. The internecine bickering between these groups
brought the development of a loose system of general com-
munity control, under what was called “the Judges.” After
a time, this proved unsatisfactory and a Kingship was es-
tablished as the first try at creating a Hebrew nation.

ANCIENT ISRAEL KINGSHIP—
SHORT INCIDENT IN TIME

This early (united) Hebrew Kingdom or nation, during
its lifetime, had a series of three kings — Saul, David and
Solomon. As a unit it existed about one hundred years, when
dissension among the twelve tribes, after the death of the
last of the three kings (Solomon), caused the nation to break
into two — Northern and Southern — fragments. The total
existence of the Hebrew-Israelite kingships, combining the
three regimes of the united kingdom with the several kings
who reigned hazardly in the northern and southern splinters
(Samaria and Judea), lasted only about 400 years altogether.

During the time of the first king (Saul), there does not
appear to have been much of either a unified or stable gov-
ernment — nor even a national capital. We are told that
“Saul abode in Gibeah under a tree in Ramah . . . and all his
servants . . .” (I Samuel 22:6). And again — “the Ziphites
came unto Saul in Gibeah” (I Samuel 26:1).

Saul, who was selected as king by Samuel, the last of the
judges of the Israelite tribes, appears, according to I-Samuel,
to have spent most of his time fighting the Philistines, and
trying to exterminate his son-in-law David of whose popular-
ity he was jealous because Samuel, the first king-maker, was
trying to oust Saul and put David in his place. Saul not only
tried repeatedly to kill David but also tried to kill his own
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son Jonathan, for befriending David. Saul did have a coterie
of priests slain for their kindness to David.

This was Saul, the first king of ancient Israel, who finally
committed suicide by falling on his sword after a decisive
defeat by the Philistines. The Old Testament reporting does
not seem to leave a very impressive record of the Israelite
nation throughout its first kingship. The body of Saul was
recovered by some of his followers (from where the Philis-
tines had hung it on a wall in Bethshan), and they buried it
in Jabesh which was just east of the Jordan river, about fifty
miles northeast of the site that became Jerusalem.

DAVID DEDICATES JERUSALEM

Jerusalem did not become the capital of the Hebrew na-
tion until seven years after David had succeeded Saul as king.
For that first seven years, David's headquarters were in He-
bron, some twenty miles south of a fortified village strong-
hold called Jebus — capital of the Jebusites. David was hav-
ing some difficulties because of jealousies among the tribes,
and in order to attain tribal political unity, he decided to take
Jebus by force and make it his capital —as a more neutral
site. The Jebusites, for moral protection against this threat-
ened take-over, manned their stronghold with their blind and
maimed. This psychological strategy did not deter David,
whose soldiers assaulted and took the town (II Samuel 5).
From his palace here he ruled his kingdom. In time the
place became known as Jerusalem.

Under David the Hebrew nation took better form through
his aggressive conquests of surrounding territories and his
better organizing ability. He consolidated the tribes and de-
feated the Philistines as well as Moab, Gath and other fron-
tiers. Milman’'s “History of the Jews” tells us: “So far the
unexampled splendor and prosperity had marked the reign
of David: the remainder was as gloomy as disastrous. His
own crime was the turning point of his fortunes.”

David, the second king of the Israelite nation, eventually
grew old and bedridden and strange attempts to revive his
virility failed (I Kings 1:24). Who would be his successor?
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We are told that David had many children with wives and
concubines he took from both Hebron and Jerusalem (II
Samuel 5: 12-16). One of them, Adonijah, the Son of Hag-
gith, exalted himself, saying “I will be king,” and he pro-
ceeded to take rule without his sick father’s knowledge. This
greatly concerned Nathan, the prophet, and Bathsheba,
through whose maneuvering the son, Solomon, was put on
the throne before his father’s death (Standard Jewish Ency-
clopedia).

SOLOMON’'S ‘‘GREAT SOCIETY"’
BRINGS END OF NATION

This apparently was good “maneuvering” as Solomon
reigned with a splendid record of administration by greatly
expanding commercial enterprise and instituting a vast build-
ing program, accompanied by the fanfare of a brilliant and
lavish royal court. He was king for about forty years. There
appears to be no certainty as to the exact years. Three Jewish
Encyclopedias give him different dates of office. (1) 973-933;
(2) 961-920; (3) 1015-977). The Concise Dictionary of Ju-
daism gives high praise to Solomon’s achievement, but adds:
“His many foreign wives and high taxation led to the break-
up of the kingdom after his death.”

For quite some time before King Solomon’s death, there
had been strong opposition to his extravagant policies, and
quickly after his death the “united” Kingdom split into two
parts. The Northern section, consisting mainly of Samaria,
assumed the name ‘“Israel” even though the center of Hebrew
life and culture (including the Solomon Temple and Jeru-
salem, the national capital since David's time) were in the
Southern sector called Judah — later Judea. Relations be-
tween the two opposing districts, each maintaining its own
kingships, continued to be acrimonious —and even at times
warlike.

The Samarian subdivision, called “‘Israel,” lasted until 722
B.C. when it was swallowed by the Assyrians, while the South-
ern sector staggered along with precarious independence until
586 B.C., when it was absorbed by the Babylonians. From
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that time on, for some 2,500 years, the area was under the
changing control of many larger nations or empires.

When the Assyrians took Samaria (the northern Hebrew
kingdom consisting of ten tribes), and the Babylonians van-
quished Judah (the southern kingdom, made up of two tribes),
the cream of the Hebrew population in each case was car-
ried away and transplanted — which was an ancient policy of
conquest. The “Israelites” or “Children of Israel,” as the
Hebrews who migrated from Egypt were variously called in
the Old Testament, faded from history under those names.

Those who had been taken to Babylonia became known
in Biblical literature as the Exiles, while the ten tribes taken
from Samaria by the Assyrians were apparently ‘“absorbed
in the nations among whom they were planted,” says the well
known scholar and excavator of the ancient Palestine town
of Gezer, Professor R. A. S. Macalister, in his book “History
of Civilization in Palestine.” Some of them doubtless even-
tually joined the Exile colony in Babylonia, while others were
gradually assimilated in other parts of the Assyrian empire.

But what about the Samaritans who were not carried away
by the Assyrians-— as only the selected “cream of the crop”
were taken. In the January 1967 issue of the National Geo-
graphic magazine, Howard LaFay, in an interesting article
titled “Where Jesus Walked,” relates that there are about 230
descendants of this remnant of the ten tribes still living in the
city of Nablus at the base of Mount Gerizim. He says the
Samaritans have for some 3,500 years regarded this as “the”
sacred mountain (where they have worshipped for most of
that time) and this was one of the religious differences that
split the Samaritans from the Judeans whom they called
“Jews” (St. John 4: 6,7,9). "Bitter enmity sprang up between
the Jewish factions,” writes Mr. LaFay, “each convinced that
it alone worshipped Yaweh in the true tradition.”

This has been a quick thumbnail sketch of the early
Hebrew kingdoms in Palestine. It is difficult to resist the
temptation to explore their period in greater depth with some
of the interesting documentation available on the people and
conditions that prevailed in Palestine at that period of history,
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but both space and topic design rule that out for this par-
ticular volume.
* * *

ASSYRIANS, BABYLONIANS,
THEN PERSIANS OVER PALESTINE

Very soon after the Israelites of Judea had been carried
off to Babylon, a new star began to shine in the Mesopo-
tamian region that boded ill for that ancient nation on the
Euphrates. A man named Cyrus was rising to leadership by
putting the Persians and the Medes into a nascent empire of
his own. In less than fifty years after the Jews had been car-
ried to Babylon, Cyrus, as head of the new Persian empire,
conquered Babylon, thereby increasing his empire greatly.

The Exiles in Babylon had become so bitter toward their
Babylonian captors that they welcomed Cyrus as the “Lord’s
Anointed” with God, as quoted in Isaiah, saying: “He is my
shepherd, and shall perform all my pleasure . . .” After
Cyrus had consolidated himself in Babylonia he, according to
the Old Testament, issued a decree which permitted the Jew-
ish exiles to return to Jerusalem.

There probably were several reasons for this generosity.
First it was the policy of Cyrus to be tolerant toward the
religious practices of his captives. Although he apparently
worshipped the Persian God (Ahura-Mazdah), he rebuilt
in Babylon the shrine of Marduk (chief Babylonian deity)
and proclaimed widely to the Babylonians how gloriously Mar-
duk welcomed him as the new ruler. It was in line with that
policy that he offered to let the Exiles return to Jerusalem to
rebuild their Temple, with an offer of financial aid — of which
we hear no more in the records.

Cyrus may have had also some very practical reasons for
letting the Exiles who were now praising him so highly, re-
turn to Jerusalem which, combined with Syria and Phoenicia,
had been joined to Babylonia as one large satrapy. The Pales-
tine area, as already stated, was buffer territory at the point
where Asia meets Egypt — and this country of the Nile was
always “an apple of the eye” for emerging Asian empires.

The King of Egypt, at that time, was Amasis who had been
in alliance with Croesus, the legendary and fabulously rich
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king of Lydia. Croesus had already been conquered by Cyrus.
There was but little question that Egypt would soon be the
target of the crusading Persian king, and it would be natur-
al for Cyrus to prefer a friendly population in Palestine
through which his armies would have to pass to reach the
country of the Pharaohs.

SOME JEWS ALLOWED RETURN TO JERUSALEM

From a true historical sense, it perhaps should be stated
that the story about Cyrus returning the Exiles to Jerusalem
is based upon the reporting of the Old Testament writers.
Strangely, Herodotus, the great historian whom Cicero called
“the father of history,” lived very close to the time of Cyrus
and wrote intimately about him and his reign, yet he does not
mention the Hebrews. It would seem, from this omission,
that he had never heard of them — or at least did not regard
them of historical importance.

At any rate, according to the Old Testament (principally
the book of Ezra), some of the Hebrew Exiles, who were be-
ginning to be called Jews, did return to Judea and after years
of great difficulty, including opposition from the Samarian
Jews who had not been exiled from Palestine, succeeded in
completing a new Temple (about 516 B.C.), many years after
the death of Cyrus.

This second Temple idea did not have as great a psycho-
logical or religious affect upon the people as did the first one,
built during the glamorous reign of King Solomon. After the
first Temple was built and until it was destroyed (586 B.C.)
when the Judeans were exiled to Babylonia, the Temple had
been the one center of all Hebrew worship — except for cer-
tain early High Places which had finally been abolished by
Josiah, the king of Judah from 637 to 608 B.C. It might be
worth mentioning again that Josiah was the ruler who was
frightened into cleansing the temples of the wide idolatry
that had developed among his people, when he was shown
a document, miraculously discovered, which threatened dire
punishment for those who failed to preserve the Mosaic code
of the priestly establishment. This seems to be about the first
of temple literature.
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After the destruction of the first Temple and during the
long Babylonian exile, the Jewish people learned to assemble
in groups for religious purposes, without benefit of the sacred
Temple with its “Holy of Holies.” Out of this and a de-
veloping Diaspora, there gradually evolved the institution
known as the Synagogue. This was also an important period
in early evolutionary development of the Old Testament liter-
ature.

NOTE: Any attempt to examine early Biblical literature would require a
volume unto itself. So little of fact seems to be known about this that it
may be helpful to point up a few highlights here concerning the finalization
of the Old Testament. The British biblical scholar, Dr. Hugh J. Schonfield,
explains that in the earliest primitive days of religious communication, the
very "art of writing was regarded as of divine origin.” He also states —
“the ancient royal and hieratic libraries of the Middle East” contained a
vatiety of writings covering many subjects. An example of what he means
would presumably include the Egyptian Book of the Dead. In his Mentor
book, “The History of Biblical Literature,” Schonfield conjectures that by
the time of the Hebrew kings (roughly 1000 B.C. to 586 B.C.), these
people must have used considerable writing in some form, but that most all
of it may have been lost when the tribes were exiled.

Schonfield concludes that none of the books of the Old Testament could
have been thought of as "canonical” before 400 B.C. Somewhere between
that date and 250 B.C. the art of Biblical writing and codification seems to
have materially improved. Worship was enhanced under the guardianship
of the scribes and rabbis.

The eminent British scholar and archaeologist, Dr. H. R. Hall, in his “An-
cient History of the Near East,”” in discussing David's time, says: "Learning
was probably unknown. Scribes existed but it is uncertain what script they
used, as we do not know whether the Phoenician or Aramaic alphabet
(which had probably already been devised) had yet spread to southern
Palestine” (p. 429).

In worship, the reading of the Law always came first — then the Pharisees
began reading from the Prophets. The reading of a book in worship gave
it a sacred status. ““What determined the inclusion of any book in the He-
brew Bible,” says Schonfield, “was whether it was agreed it should be pub-
licly read in the synagogue.”

There was much discussing and arguing in those days among the rabbis
as to what was considered sacted and what was considered secular. For
instance there was wide feeling that Ecclesiastes and the Song of Solomon
were too secular. Much of this argument was settled by the Synod of
Jabneh. Jabneh was the little coastal town, south of Jaffa, called Jamnia
in Greek, where the Sanhedrin was reconvened after the destruction of the
Second Temple by the Romans in 70 A.D.

The problems of the early Hebrew writers “were very different and in-
evitably so” from later writers, says E. E. Kellett in his book "A Short
History of the Jews” (Routledge & Sons, London). "They had few authen-
tic documents to work upon,” he says, and “‘for many of their facts they
had nothing better to hand than vague oral tradition.” Referring to the
author of the “Book of Judges,” Kellett says, “Writing, probably, not earlier
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than 600 B.C., he was dealing with events of four or five hundred years
before his time, and he had no material for checking his materials . . .
worse, he had his theory to prove.” That theory, Kellett indicates, was that
“every disaster suffered by the Hebrew nation was due to a desertion of the
national God Yahweh —and of Yahweh as the coterie understood him.”
Kellett goes on to explain how the conceptions of Yahweh changed over the
long stretches of time, as he gives a general examination of the scriptures.

* * *

A matter of interest concerning the split of Istael into North and South
kingdoms is their disagreement on sacred literature. Maurice Simon, in his
book “Jewish Religious Conflicts,” (Cecil Roth, editor — England), ex-
plains that the Samaritans only accepted the Pentateuch writings (first five
books of the Old Testament) and regarded Mount Gerizim as the proper
place of sanctuary — as already noted. The Judeans, on the contrary, began
to expand their sacred literature, “the texts and arrangements of which,”
says Simon, “led to a sharp conflict between the Judeans and the Samaritans
.. . This was the first broadening of the original religion of Torah as pro-
pounded by Ezra, and the first step in the metamorphous into the Rabbinism
of later generations.”

In his book “The Bible Today,” Professor C. H. Dodd (University of
Cambridge Press) tells us that “the books of the Old Testament, as we
know them, were composed in the period starting with the great prophets
Amos, Hosea, Micah and Isaiah” (8th to 5th centuries B.C.). It was the
work of these prophets, he says, that “influenced the character of the canon.”

The question is often asked — “How was the Bible put together — and
decided upon as sacred?” Any answer to this requires long and tedious
research and even then cannot be fully satisfactory. Our examination here
concerns only the Old Testament. The New Testament is not germane to
the topic.

W. Robertson Smith, Professor of Aramaic, University of Cambridge, in
a 450-page book, “The Old Testament in the Jewish Church,” was unable
to give any short, concise answer to this question. William Barclay, a
British co-editor of a series of “Bible Guide” books, wrote “The Making
of the Bible,” which undertakes to tell the story of the “Formation of the
Canon.” Dr. Barclay (University of Glasgow) makes a valuable con-
tribution to this question about which so many know so little. In a book
titled “How Our Bible Came to Us” (Oxford University Press), H. G. G.
Herklots presents well the story of how the Bible was put together.
“Biblical Archaeology,” by Dr. G. Ernest Wright, is also 200 pages of
incalculable documentation.

When one searches through all the scholarly effort that has been devoted
to philological and archaeological research into the background of Biblical
writing, there still remains much vacuum for those inquiring minds who
want facts. The purpose here is only to throw as much light as possible
upon the source and character of the patriarchal land-covenants whose
lengthening shadows today darken a land that has known little but trouble
for thousands of years — the Holy Land.

In the light of so many thoughtful and varied opinions — and the many
uncertainties of fact and substance — the question has been asked as to how
extensively the early Biblical writers may have been swayed to adjust legend
and history to sacradotal purposes. The average individual often finds it
difficult to equate many of the written passages with reality — and there
are other questions that arise when only about two years of the proclaimed
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40-year Israelite-trek are reported in the Old Testament. The vagueness and
blandishment in the rhetoric that deals with the patriarchal land covenants
carries with it, for many people, a high tone of hyperbole.

It should be explained, perhaps, that the opportunity
granted the Babylonian Exiles to return to Jerusalem did not
arouse the expected enthusiasm predicted by the priestly
leaders. In Babylon, many of the Exiles had, in their natural
way, become prosperous— and had developed a vibrant cul-
tural community, out of which concentration of Judaic schol-
ars there later evolved the voluminous Babylonian Talmud
as a Rabbinical guide for- Judaism. Only a moderate percent-
age of the Hebrews, exiled in Babylonia, chose to return to
the arid and desolate precincts of Jerusalem. These earlier
off-spring of the ancient Israelites did not seem to have as
much interest in Palestine as do the Zionist leaders of this
age. These later crusading leaders, according to some critics
of political Zionism, have shown great astuteness in making
artful capital out of a tenuous bloodstream presumption,
which stream must have thinned mightily through intermar-
riage and wide intermixture (such as the Khazar conversion
in the 8th to 10th centuries A.D.). A 3,000 year run of a
bloodstream must, in the nature of things, produce some ma-
jor inheritance uncertainties.

To this question of racial purity, reference may be made
to the words of the noted Jewish historian, Professor H.
Graetz, in his several volume “History of the Jews.” He men-
tions the case of testimony before the college of the San-
hedrin (of which Gamaliel was then president — early in
the first century) where a heathen of Amorite descent came
before the meeting to ask if he could be legally accepted as
a proselyte. Gamaliel rejected him, using the authority of the
“written law,” which said, “Moabites and Amorites may not
be received into the congregation of God, even in the tenth
generation.” On this he was successfully challenged by Joshua
ben Chananya, who claimed that that part of the law no
longer applied because “through the aggressions of their con-
querors, all nations had become mixed together and confused
beyond recognition.” Since that decision, nearly 2,000 years
of human history have further confounded the blood-stream
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purity question through intermarriage and integration — thus
clearly invalidating the claim of lineage inheritance of Pales-

tine.
* * *

TEMPLE REBUILT—IDOLATRY PERSISTS

After the Temple was finally rebuilt in Jerusalem by those
who did return from Babylon in 538 B.C., instead of the ex-
pected revival effect there followed a spiritual deterioration
involving pagan tendencies that greatly distressed the priestly
leaders who, according to the Old Testament, were forever
busy, during those many centuries, trying to keep their people
from the luring ways of the Golden Calf.

The authors of the Book of Ezra tell us how he (Ezra),
while employed by the Persian government, learned of this
sad state of affairs and sought leave to go to Jerusalem to
help revive the faith. By Persian permission, Ezra and Nehe-
miah journied to that city and, according to the authors,
succeeded in refreshing an interest in Torah by establishing a
rigid system of Mosaic law. Here, with Ezra, we begin to get
acquainted with the foundations of the Pentateuch and the
beginning of what we know today as organized Judaism.

From that time, say Bailey and Kent in their "History of
the Jewish Commonwealth,” religion became less a matter of
the heart and more strictly a system of detailed rules and
laws governing religious rites. These authors further com-
ment that Ezra may have been an historical figure but that
modern scholars are inclined to feel that the wide reforms and
the introduction of laws credited to him are more apt to have
been the work of many reformers, working over a period of
two centuries, the results of which were finally put into form
by the priestly writers under the name of Ezra. There is con-
siderable belief that the same authors also prepared the book
of Chronicles. The last two paragraphs of that book and the
first two of the Book of Ezra, in some Bibles, are identical,
indicating that these two books represent a separation of what
was originally a single book.

There is no inference in these references that the Old
Testament does not offer sagacious counsel and penetrating
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judgments on human character and action — just as do many
other writings before and since. References to it here are in
the framework of the authority and reliability of its writers
in pressing a priestly-secular line by reporting so vaguely on
matters such as the land covenants which dated hundreds of
years before the writers were born.

This post-Exile revival of Jewish community life in Jeru-
salem was by no means a reinstitution of a Jewish kingdom.
The area at the time was strictly a Persian satrapy. The great
Middle East Egyptologist and historian, the late Dr. James H.
Breasted (creator of the famed Oriental Institute at the Uni-
versity of Chicago), in his book “Ancient Times — A History
of the Early World” (Ginn and Company), points out that
instead of anything similar to the old kingship, there was in-
stituted for the Jews of Palestine (under the guardianship of
Persian overlords) a system of partial autonomy whereby the
Jews had their High Priest who was their highest ecclesiastical
official. He served as chief ministrant in the Temple and pre-
sided over a 71-member Sanhedrin which was an adjudicating
court but, under later Roman rule, had no authority to impose
the death sentence.

NOTE: It was this arrangement of authority where the High Priest
and the Sanhedrin could arrest, prosecute and demand — but not actually
carry out execution — that has created the historical confusion around which
the argument of responsibility for the crucifixion of Christ has developed.

The High Priest office and the Sanhedrin continued as a
system of local rule for the Jews, beginning soon after their
return to Jerusalem from Babylonia (early in the Sth Century,
B.C.) and largely ending with the destruction of Jerusalem
by the Romans in 70 A.D. During that time they were under
various overlord nations — Persia — Alexander’s empire with
its Hellenistic successors — and finally Rome. Among the
Roman supervisory ofhicials, for instance, were consuls, pro-
consuls, procurators, ethnarchs, governors — and even a king
(Herod), who was appointed by Rome.

The most interesting period of this stretch of post-exilic
Jewish semi-independence came during the Syria-Palestine rule
of the Seleucide dynasty (one of the inheritors of Alexander’s
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empire). For the Hebrews, this was the turbulent time of
the Maccabean revolt — the rise of the Hasmonean dynasty —
and it was in this general period that party conflict developed
between the Saducees and the Pharisees. This post-Exilic
period is sometimes referred to in Jewish literature as the Sec-
ond Commonwealth. But while all of this would be interest-
ing to explore, it is not especially germane to the thesis of this
book, and therefore must be excluded. Our purpose is merely
to give an account of how Palestine has been occupied and
ruled during the last several thousand years, to simplify a
comparative perspective.

The Hasmonean dynasty, during which the Jews enjoyed
considerable freedom in Judea, finally broke up through quar-
rels among the leaders and political-party groups. The Roman
general Pompey took advantage of this internecine wrangling
and occupied the territory in 63 B.C. in the name of Rome.
The Roman-control line over Palestine continued from that
time on for several hundred years, telescoping into Christian-
Byzantine influences. It was during this period (325 A.D.)
that the Roman Emperor Constantine accepted Christianity for
Rome and had the Christian shrines and the Holy Places in
Jerusalem located and dedicated with appropriate buildings
and symbols.

In 614, the Persians, under King Chosroes II, took Jerusa-
lem from the Byzantines. In 638, the great Moslem Caliph
Omar conquered Jerusalem in the fast-moving Arab conquest.
In 1070, the Seljuk Turks moved in and were in control only
until 1099, when they were driven out by the Christian Cru-
saders. “The importance of the Crusades in the cultural his-
tory of Western Europe,” says George E. Kirk in his “Short
History of the Middle East” (Praeger), “can hardly be over-
estimated for their effects in throwing open the windows of
men’s minds to the influence of the Middle East, whose level
of civilization was still far higher than that of the West.”

The Christian Crusaders ruled the “Kingdom of Jerusa-
lem” from 1088 until 1187 A.D. — about 100 years —and, for
illustration, approximately the same length of time that a
united Kingdom of Israel existed under its three kings, Saul,
David and Solomon, about two thousand years earlier. The
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Christian Crusaders were driven out in 1187 by the Moslems
under their celebrated leader Saladin. During the Moslem
reign, many Jews returned to the vicinity, and under Moslem
protection established a Jewish community. How times have
changed! It may be pointed out here that Jews who had dif-
ficulties in unfriendly countries, during medieval times, often
found cordial welcome and asylum in lands controlled by
the Arabs.

In 1244 the Mongolian Tartars moved into Jerusalem,
and in 1260 were ousted by the Egyptian Mamelukes (a Mos-
lem branch), both of which had short periods of occupancy.
In 1516 the Turkish Sultan, Selim I (the Grim) conquered
Jerusalem. He was succeeded in 1520 by his son, Suleiman
(the Magnificent). With the exception of about ten years
(1831 -1841), when Mohammed Ali (an Albanian Moslem
who, out of the confusion following Napolean's abortive trip
to Egypt, had made himself dictator of the country of the
Nile) invaded and occupied the Palestine area for some ten
years, the Turks ruled all that part of the Middle East until
1917, when they were driven out by the British, aided by the
Arabs. The British then ruled Palestine, under a League of
Nations Mandate, until 1948 when intolerable circumstances
created by the Zionist-Arab conflict forced them to abandon
their authority. (See Chapter XIV.)

The Turks were in control of the Palestine area for ap-
proximately 400 years which, by comparision, was about the
same length of time the Hebrew kings of ancient Israel (in-
cluding those of Samaria and Judah after the united kingdom
broke up) ruled it.

It would therefore appear that the early time-span of
Hebrew domination of Palestine, when compared with the
time-periods of other peoples who lived in and ruled this ter-
ritory, gives little or no credence to the fanciful assumption of
“prior occupancy rights” which have been so widely and un-
questionably accepted by the Christians who aided and abetted
the aggression that put hundreds of thousands of former
Palestinian Arabs (many of them Christians) in desolate ref-
ugee-camps where they are today, helplessly abandoned on
meager charity as “the forgotten people.”
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NOTE: Reference here is to the Palestinian Arab refugees who were torn
from their homes and homeland in the 1947-48 military confrontation of
Zionists and Arabs. (See Chapters XIII and XIV.)

The comparatively short early period of Hebrew occupan-
cy of Palestine has been dramatized to the Christian world
so well, especially through the Old Testament being incorpor-
ated with the New Testament, that many religious people
— especially those who know little about the history of Pales-
tine — have, it appears, accepted these self-asserted Zionist
rights without examining them in depth. The facts, as we
have explored them here, do not appear to give the Zionists
of today any greater rights in Jerusalem and Palestine than
those of Christians — the Arabs — or some of the others who
have had long occupancy in this area. Beyond this is the total
question of legality of any such hereditary rights as those as-
sumed by the present day Zionists.

* * *

JERUSALEM—KEY TO
PEACE IN MIDDLE EAST

THIS CHAPTER — and the one that follows — are heavily weight-
ed with evidential facts to show that Jerusalem (and this could perhaps
well apply to Palestine as a whole) has such a well documented history
of widely distributed international genealogy and religious background
as to validate its proper status as an international geographical entity
— and was so characterized by the United Nations in its Partition Reso-
lution of November 29, 1947.

There is not only the evidence of history to recommend this “inter-
national zone” status but there is also the legalistic stipulation of the
United Nations Resolution for whatever that may be worth in the
court of World Opinion. Such an arrangement would require the
polarization of world sentiment around the idea of an “international
Jerusalem” to be placed under control of a well constituted form of
government, originating perhaps out of some kind of perpetual man-
datory to the constituted high authorities of the three great religions
which have a background of religious relationship with Jerusalem and
its environs. This arrangement would not be easily accomplished but
it could be a pattern that would give some promise for peace to replace
strife and war in and around the Holy City. This accomplishment
would require pressure from the great powers who otherwise are being
steadily led toward disastrous confrontation.
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ONLY A FEW JEWS IN PALESTINE
e FROM 135 A.D. to 1920’s

FOR CONSIDERABLY more than a thousand years af-
ter the Roman dispersion, the Jewish population in Palestine,
with the Jerusalem area as its strategic center, was negligi-
ble. Among the earliest reports from this vicinity is that of
Moses Maimonides (Moses ben Maimon), the veteran Tal-
mudist, who as a boy with his parents left Cordova, Spain,
and after a tempestuous journey reached the Palestine port
of Accho (later Acre), after which they made their way to
Jerusalem for a day or so, then to Hebron — and on to Egypt
for residence in Old Cairo. Later he chronicled that there
were at that time — about 1165 A.D. — only two Jewish fami-
lies in Jerusalem. This would have been while the Christian
Crusaders were occupying Jerusalem.

When the Sephardic Jews were expelled from Spain in
1492 (during the reign of Ferdinand and Isabella), some of
those expelled found their way to Jerusalem, and in that gen-
eral period of time, the Jewish population of the vicinity
grew to about 5,000. It is estimated that by 1900 this num-
ber had increased throughout Palestine to around 35,000 —
largely concentrated in Jerusalem, Hebron, Safed and Ti-
berias — the centers claimed as sacred to Jewish tradition.
By that time, the Jewish population was about equally di-
vided between the Ashkenazim (Yiddish speaking) and the
Sephardic (Oriental or Spanish type).

A slow colonization of Jews in Palestine did begin in
the latter part of the 19th century — while that area was
under Turkish rule. The colonizing effort before World War
I, according to the ESCO Foundation report, can be divided
into three periods: Up to 1900, seven small colonies were
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founded, devoted mainly to grape and orange growing, and
supported by the Rothschild administration. From 1901 to
1907, several small colonies were set up in Lower Galilee —
supported by funds from Baron Edmund de Rothschild. From
1908 to the outbreak of World War I (1914), a limited col-
onization was carried on by the struggling Zionist organiza-
tien, which resulted in several small agricultural colonies
with an approximate population of 12,000.

It is interesting to learn how the “Return” Jewish immi-
gration community (mostly in ]erusalem) was supported
up until at least 1920 — when the increasing influx was es-
timated at around 100,000. The individual livelihoods of
these Jewish immigrants came from what was called the
Halukkah. This represented funds collected for them from
other Jews all over the world. It was a well organized sys-
tem with “salesmen” known as Messengers of Charity who
traveled through the various countries — such as the United
States where there were many wealthy Jews — soliciting and
gathering money which was carried back to be distributed
through the Jerusalem Rabbi hierarchy. This, of course,
made all the Jewish population dependent upon the good
graces of the Rabbis, which caused continuous “murmuring.”

It appears that at least ten percent or more of the Jewish
population of Jerusalem in 1889 must have been Rabbis. In
that year the American Consul in Jerusalem sent a report to
the U.S. State Department containing an illuminating de-
scription of the bickering and quarreling over the Halukkah
funds. Part of his report is reprinted in “The Realities of
American-Palestine Relations,” a book by Dr. Frank E. Man-
uel (Public Affairs Press). It reads:

“Recriminations between the head rabbis and the members of the various
congregations are incessant and prolific of the most acrimonious feuds. The
chief accusations are that the Rabbis made an improper use of the fund,
expending it upon themselves, their families, relatives and friends to a
large extent, and using favoritism generally in its distribution . . . There
are about 200 synagogues in Jerusalem, and there are thousands of Rabbls
the majority of whom are far from being what they ought to be.” (p. 96)

A few years later, the number of "“American Jews” in
Jerusalem had risen to around 1,000, all of whom had be-
come very discontented with the handling of the fund. They
started to form an independent organization so they could
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get the direct benefit of the money coming from America.
This rebellion having to do with the money that came from
rich America was like an earthquake to the Rabbis who di-
rected the fund. Bitter words were poured on the “Ameri-
can” Jews who had been born in Poland or some other east
European country and had lived only a few years in America
—and complaints were filed, making it somewhat difficult
for the Messengers of Charity when they went out to solicit.
Finally the “Americans” did get a separate arrangement.

Prior to the report just mentioned, another Consul, Lo-
renzo Johnson, had sent the State Department a report in
1868 complaining that the Jews in Jerusalem lived in idle-
ness, sustained by contributions from America and Europe.
The learned among them studied only the Talmud, he re-
ported. This Halukkah fund was no pigmy business. In
1874 American Consul Willson, according to Dr. Manuel,
reported that the Jerusalem Jews received from eight to ten
thousand pounds sterling a month from communities through-
out the world.

* * %

PALESTINE AT OUTBREAK OF WAR

World War I broke in 1914. Turkey soon joined Ger-
many. Palestine — and most of the Middle East — were with-
in the Turkish Empire. At the outbreak of war it has been
estimated that about half the Jews in Palestine were immi-
grants from Russia — a gradual accumulation of the “settle-
ment” programs (both old and new) already described. This
created a problem since Russia was joined with the Allied
side —and now a war enemy of Turkey. President Wilson
had induced Henry Morgenthau, Sr. to accept the post of
Ambassador to Turkey. He had made a tour of the Pales-
tine settlements and although himself an outspoken anti-
Zionist, had indicated admiration for the new (Zionist) set-
tlements. This was believed by some to have been a perform-
ance of diplomatic politeness and duty. In his book “All
in a Lifetime,” Mr. Morgenthau said that the Old Testament
prophets who proclaimed that Zion should be returned to the
Jews meant this symbolically only. He further gave a sting-
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ing denunciation of Zionism as holding no benefit for Jews
as a people. "Zionism looks backward,” he declared, “not
forward.”

%* * %*

Now, with World War I, how could these settlements
be saved — especially those of the Russian Jews? Morgen-
thau sent a dispatch to Secretary of State Lansing that the
Turkish Government had decided not to expel the Russian
Jews in Palestine but to allow them to become naturalized
Ottoman subjects. The facts were that in the early part of
the war, the Turkish Government was so busy with military
and other problems that it could pay little attention to the
Palestine settlements. After all, at least half of the Jews in
Palestine were paupers and dedicated religionists and not
any immediate threat to the Turkish war efforts. But for the
Zionists — and others who were not Zionists (nor even
Jews) — there was the humane problem of getting food to
these immigrant settlers through the war blockade.

The responsibility for this job fell largely on America.
Justice Brandeis and Rabbi Stephen Wise were busy making
this America’s problem. Zionists and non-Zionists in the
United States collaborated in this humanitarian task and since
the Jewish Relief Committee was unable to charter commer-
cial ships, U.S. Government vessels were pressed into service
— the first being the U.S.S. Vulcan. Rabbi Wise and Bran-
deis then began pressuring Secretary of State Lansing to help
get petroleum to the settlers for the pumps in their orange
groves.

The World Zionist organization had, by the time of the
first World War, become large enough to have financial de-
posits in the major cities in Europe and the United States
but the war had quickly complicated the transfer of funds
to Palestine and made the situation there all the more pre-
carious. In other words, the Zionist resettlement program in
Palestine had added just another headache to the war situ-
ation. By the fall of 1916, the United States had become the
main source of support for the Jews (Zionists and all) in
Palestine.
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The Turkish Government soon changed its mind about
the Russian Jews in Palestine and ordered both internment
and mass expulsion. Many of them were taken to Alexan-
dria, Egypt; and Alexandria again, as in the early Philo pe-
riod, became heavily colonized with Jews. In his documen-
tary report, Dr. Frank Manuel states that “The Jews in Pal-
estine . . . fared better than any other minorities in the
Ottoman Empire because of the peculiarities of the Jewish
dispersion throughout the world and the economic resources
available for aid from the neutral United States.”

The report went on to explain how the small Jewish mi-
nority then in Palestine was kept alive during four years of
war blockade which cut it off from Halukkah (foreign wel-
fare), which had to stop at the outbreak of war. The “old
settlement,” often going hungry, would have perished but
for a relief organization maintained by Jewry outside Pales-
tine. (The reference to the “old settlement” was to pre-
Zionist immigrants.)

BEST LANDS SOUGHT

The “new settlements” included some rich coastal orange
grove and produce lands which had been acquired quietly by
the Zionist Organization, to implement the new immigration
policy which, even then, was widely criticized by the Pales-
tinian Arab inhabitants as a program of intended conquest
by preponderant infiltration through immigration. The pur-
chases in some instances were made from absentee landlords
living outside Palestine — and others were from struggling
farmers who grasped the chance to get money for their land.

During World War I, these new Zionist settlements, that
had moved in to compete with the predominant Arab citrus
growers, lost their European markets, and according to the
report could not have survived without outside diaspora help.
It seems clear from the record that the Jewish State, founded
upon a base of mass immigration which in turn has been
piled upon earlier insecure “settlements,” has not been able
to stand on its own economic legs. It continues to require
a vast inflow of money from United States sources and no
end to this is in sight.
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It would be tiring, and unnecessgry to the purpose of
this book, to undertake great detail here concerning the Zion-
ist program in Palestine as it was wearily developed from
World War I on to World War II, except to give important
highlights. The great Zionist political accomplishments dus-
ing and immediately after the first war were the Balfour Dec-
laration (commitment) and the supplemental British Man-
date. The Zionists had hoped that these two devices would
smooth the road for rapid advance, but actually progress was
slow and tedious until unexpected and astonishing events ex-
ploded out of World War II.

Population figures concerning the Jewish people have al-
ways been difficult to authenticate — from Bible times down
to the present. One fairly reliable source estimates there were
about 60,000 Jews in Palestine in 1920, with some 500,000
Arabs and about 70,000 Christians.

Beginning in 1922, an effort was made to take a popula-
tion census and this helped, over a nineteen year period, to
make possible the following estimates by years during that
time. These statistics are reprinted by permission from a
highly reliable and informative capsule story of the Zionist-
Arab conflict. It is a 60-page paperback book titled “Decisive
Years in Palestine: 1918-1948,” prepared by Dr. Erich W.
Bethmann, Director of Research and Publications, American
Friends of the Middle East, Inc.; 1607 New Hampshire Av-
enue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20009 (price 50 cents).
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Year Muslims Christians Jews

1922.......... 589,177 71,464 83,790
1923.......... 609,331 72,030 89,660
1924.......... 627,660 74,094 94,945
1925.......... 641,494 75,512 121,725
1926.......... 663,613 76,467 149,500
1927.......... 680,725 77,880 149,789
1928......... « 695,280 79,812 151,656
1929.......... 712,343 81,776 156,481
1930.......... 733,149 84,986 164,796

While the combined Muslim and Christian population, that is the
Arab population, of Palestine increased in these eight years by natural
growth from 660,641 to 818,135, or about 23 per cent, the Jewish popu-
lation increased, largely through immigration, from 83,790 to 164,796,
or almost 100 per cent.

The figures for the subsequent ten-year period show an even
more striking contrast between the growth of the Arab population and
that of the Jews:2!

Year Muslims Christians Jews

1931.......... 759,700 88,907 174,606
1932.......... 778,803 92,520 192,137
1933.......... 798,506 96,791 234,967
1934.......... 814,379 102,407 282,975
1935.......... 836,688 105,236 355,157
1936.......... 862,730 108,506 384,078
1937.......... 883,446 110,869 395,836
1938.......... 900,250 111,974 411,222
1939.......... 927,133 116,958 445,457
1940.......... 947,846 120,587 463,535

Thus the Arab population grew from 848,607 to 1,068,433 in this
ten-year period while the Jewish population grew from 174,606 to
463,535 which means it more than tripled, and by 1940 constituted
about 30 per cent of the population. of Palestine. It should be added
that the immigration of Jews into Palestine was accompanied by an
impressive import of Jewish capital, estimated at nearly 80,000,000
Palestine Pounds,??2 or 400,000,000 dollars, by the end of 1936.

21 1did., Vol. 11, II; 665.
532 The Political History of Palestine under British Administration, op. cit.,
p- 15.
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3 ZIONISM —
¢ ORIGIN AND METHODOLOGY

ZIONISM is an “ism” latched on to the word Zion. Zion
is mentioned several times in the Bible — usually referring
to what the Bible authors called Mount Zion, or the site of
what gradually became known as the “city of David.” This
was originally the small village of Jebus which, for strategic
reasons, David seized and converted into his capital of an-
cient Israel. Historian Graetz says it was at some time given
the name of “Jerushalayim” which in later translations took
on the spelling of Jerusalem.

The word Zion seems to derive from the legend of David
bringing the glorified and portable “Ark of the Covenant”
(an ornated chest) with much fanfare, on a bullock-drawn
cart for a short trip from Kirjath Jearim (where it had been
stored for 20 years after being recovered from the Philis-
tines) to his new capital — Jerusalem. This apparently had
a salutary political effect in sanctifying David as king. The
term “Mount Zion” in some way became attached to one of
the Jerusalem hills where the Ark was supposedly deposited
by David as a shrine.

In Maccabean times, says the Standard Jewish Encyclo-
pedia, this site was identified as (Solomon’s) Temple Hill
in opposition to the Hellenistic quarters on Acre Hill. Jo-
sephus, the ancient Jewish historian, identified Zion with what
he called the Upper city. Its previously accepted location, as
on the eastern hill (Lower city), was then soon forgotten.
Later, after the Crusader’s period, Mount Zion became iden-
tified with the hill outside the Old City where the Tomb of
David is now shown. The Bible’s reference to David’'s burial
place is only that he was buried “in the city of David.” (I
Kings: 2,10)
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The word “Zionism” is now hybrid terrninology, used by
political Zionists to capitalize the ancient word Zion, with
its reverent attachment to ancient Israel and King David.
The Zionists seek to capture the halo and Biblical prestige
of David because it was he who, after many battles and
subjugations, consolidated the Israelite tribes into one of
the many “come and go” nations that have long been buried
under the shifting sands of time, in what we now call the
Middle East.

There is one major unanswered question that seems to
rise out of what appears to be Old Testament approval of
invasion and conquest by the early Israelites in their purpose
to create a Hebrew nation. There are those who ask if this
divine authority flows on to give Old Testament validity to
the conquest-purposes and political tactics of present-day Zion-
ists when nearly 3,000 years of world advancement calls loud-
ly for a modus operandi based upon recognition of “law and
order” procedure.

NOTE: Zionism, as a word, seems to have been coined by Nathan Birnbaum
(Mathias Acher) in 1886, who used the term in his early writings which
emphasized “Jewish nationalism™ some ten years before Theodor Herzl pub-
lished his book “Der Judenstaat” (The Jewish State). To Birnbaum, how-
ever, should go some credit for perceiving the built-in-perils for the Jewish
people in the kind of religious nationalism toward which Herzl and his
brand of Zionism were trending. Although he had become the first secretary
of Herzl's World Zionist Organization, he early separated himself from
this movement — opposing the belief that a nationalist settlement of Jews
in Palestine would solve their particular problems.

Birnbaum then began to advocate a cultural and political autonomy for
the Diaspora (the Jewish communities throughout the world) which seems
to have been the advocacy of an amorphous Jewish nationalism mixed in
some way with religious identity. Like many others who have followed him,
he could not quite break with the old traditional orthodoxy of religious na-
tionalism to the point of recognizing the nature of the newer world rela-
tionships where religion and brotherhood flourish better under the kind
of assimilation that recognizes but one national loyalty — and that is for
the one country of which each is an accepted citizen.

It is astonishing how little the average non-Jewish Ameri-
can knows about the movement called ZIONISM — particu-
larly when it has played so large a hidden role in U.S. politics
and Government action. The first look will be at political
Zionism's earliest days. Theodor Herzl (1860-1904, Hungari-
an born) is generally regarded as the “father” of organized
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Zionism because of his 1896 book “Der Judenstaat,” and
also because it was he who called the first organizational
meeting at Basle in 1897.

MOSES HESS—ALSO ZIONIST PATRIARCH

It 1s important, however, to mention that before Herzl's
book, there was a somewhat similar one by Moses Hess
(German leftist) strongly advocating Jewish “statehood.” In
1862, he published “Rome and Jerusalem” wherein he said
— "That which the Jewish people were not able to obtain
as individuals the people can secure as a nation.”

“Judaism is no passive religion,” he wrote, “but an active
knowledge, which is organically related to Jewish national-
ism. Judaism is, above all, a nationality . . . It is a nation . . .”

He suggests that people may wonder why the modern
belief of immortality “is not taught in the Old Testament.”
His explanation is that if “Moses and the Prophets had be-
lieved in another life in the Christian sense, they would have
spoken of it as did the writers of the New Testament . . .
The idea of immortality made its appearance among Jews
when they began to feel the coming of the first national
decline.”

“The pious Jew,” continues Hess as an early evangelist
for Zionism, "is before all else a Jewish patriot. The ‘new-
fangled’ Jew who denies Jewish nationalism is not only an
apostate, a renegade in the religious sense, but a traitor to
the people and to his family” (p. 27). Rabbi Maurice J.
Bloom, on the fly leaf of his translation of the Hess book
(Philosophical Library, Inc., New York, publishers) explains
that Hess goes so far as to “suggest that if Jewish national-
ism should be incompatible with Jewish emancipation in any
country, the latter should be rejected.”

These few quotes from an early and zealous evangelist
for Zionism (together with others to follow from Herzl's
pen) are presented to show the emphasis placed on the “na-
tionalism” of Judaism as post-dispersion spiritual Zionism
began to give way to political Zionism. This early literature
reflected an extremely chauvinistic disposition as it expound-
ed its plea for ultra-Jewish nationalism.
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In examining the development of political Zionism, more
attention must be given to Theodor Herzl than to Moses
Hess or Leo Pinsker (Russian) who in 1882 wrote a pam-
phlet "Auto-Emancipation” calling upon Jews as a “nation”
to return to a national consciousness and look forward to a
future of territorial independence. He also said that Jews,
in the nations where they reside, form a distinct element
which cannot be well digested by any country. He placed
emphasis on the problem of a “nation” (as the Zionists
think of “the Jewish people”) living within any non-Jewish
nation. As a matter of fact this same idea has been em-
phatically expressed by Ben Gurion, one of the top leaders
of present day Zionist Israel.

The most important of all the early literature, however,
was the book by Herzl “The Jewish State.” When he first
wrote it he called it “An Address to the Rothschilds” but in
1896 it was published as “Der Judenstaat.” This book is
highly important for students as in it Herzl lays down the
first blueprint for a new Jewish nation — and it is followed
by Herzl calling together at Basle the first Zionist Congress
for the distinct purpose of bringing a “Jewish State” into
existence.

He began the book by saying— "The idea which I have
developed is a very old one: it is the restoration of the Jew-
ish State.” Toward this end, he says, “Everything depends
upon our propelling force.” There are those who have felt
the impact of this new “propelling force” and agree that it
combines an inexorable political determination and Messian-
ic impatience into what at times some have regarded as
“driving imperiousness.”

In “The Jewish State” Herzl says that it would be stupid
to deny that the Jewish question exists as a hang-over from
the Middle Ages of which “the modern civilized nations,
with the best will in the world, cannot rid themselves . . .
The Jewish question exists wherever Jews are to be found
in larger numbers. Wherever it does not exist it is brought
in by immigrating Jews.”

“We move naturally toward those areas where we are
not persecuted,” says Herzl; “our appearance in those areas
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is followed by persecution. This is true, but it must remain
true, even in highly developed countries — France proves it
— as long as the question is not solved politically. The poor-
er Jews are bringing anti-Semitism into England; they have
already brought it into America.”

NOTE: While this was intended by Herzl as argument for setting up a
(ghettoized) Jewish State it insinuates a blame upon non-Jewish people
for the ‘persecution’ of Jews which is now featured and publicized as ‘anti-
Semitism’. In researching this charge, which is even more widely used
today than in Herzl’s time, we found widespread resentment among non-
Jews for what some of them frankly say is an unjust age-old custom of
always blaming someone else for public reaction to personal habits and
manners that may be causing the trouble. "It just isn't according to human
nature,” said one noted New York writer, “that all the nations of the
world — down through the ages — would select one and the same race or
group of people for 'persecution’. There is no such thing as a one-way
street where one individual or group is always right and everyone else
wrong in human relationships. It could be that this charge of ‘persecution’
has become something of an obsession and has developed into a sort of
‘open sesame’ profession.”

The present day importance of Herzl's writings is well
stated on the jacket of the latest edition of his book "“The
Jewish State” (American Zionist Emergency Council, New
York, 1946) where it says of him: "A noble vision of a
Jewish journalist in 1896 is now not only the political pro-
gram of the Jewish people but also a major issue in inter-
national politics. Herzl's Judenstaat was primarily responsi-
ble for all Jewish achievements in Palestine. The sweat,
blood and idealism invested by Jewish colonists in Palestine
were largely of the vision of Judenstaat.”

Another statement (in the book’s Introduction) shows
how Zionism has grown from a small cell to a giant organ-
ism. "“With the advent of Herzl,” it states, “Zionism was no
more a matter of domestic concern only. It was no longer
an internal Jewish problem only, not a theme for discussion
only at Zionist meetings, not a problem to heat the spirit
of Jewish writers. The problem of Jewish exile now occu-
pied a place on the agenda of international affairs.” This is
not quite correct. Zionism became an issue in “international
affairs” under the hard-driving political astuteness of Chaim
Weizmann who followed Herzl as its miraculous genius and
super-extraordinary leader.
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The Herzl book which was quite a detailed and compre-
hensive blueprint for establishing a Jewish State (or Na-
tion) cannot, for lack of space, be examined in its fullest
minutiae here — nor would that be particularly useful as
the whole matter of Zionist organization and plans under-
went changes at the various Zionist Congtesses (six in all)
held during Herzl's administration. It is a pragmatic politi-
cal movement, and with the exception of its goals of nation-
alism and expansionism, changes continue as exigencies and
expediency demand. A main suggestion in Herzl's original
plan, however, was to form a “Jewish Company” to raise
money through stock-selling with which to purchase land
and meet other needs. He suggested a minimum capitaliza-
tion of a thousand million marks which would have amount-
ed to about 50,000,000 pounds, or $200,000,000.

* * *

THE "WORLD ZIONIST ORGANIZATION” (WZO)
was created at the 1897 Basle meeting called by Herzl where
he was made president. In his diary he wrote: “This day
I have created the Jewish State.” Twenty-five years later
(1922), under Weizmann's leadership, the Zionists in en-
gineering a Palestine “mandate” for the British succeeded
in having included in the mandate document references to
“a Jewish agency” to represent the Zionist-Jews in Palestine,
in promoting “public works” and seeking concessions from
the Mandate authorities. There was no hint that this inno-
cent-sounding “Jewish agency” was to become the alter ego
of the powerful World Zionist Organization — which it soon
did.

It is interesting in retrospect that Herzl did not pin-point
Palestine as a land-objective in his plan. The reason, of
course, was that the Middle East (including Palestine) was
at the time under the hard and fast control of the Turks.
Herzl tried to buy the right of immigration for Jews into
Palestine by offering money to help the badly indebted Turk-
ish economy, but the Sultan rejected the plan.

As the next best potential for eventually getting into
Palestine, the Zionists (under Herzl) considered the area
of El Arish—a wadi desert section bordering Palestine in
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the edge of Egypt. In 1903 the Zionists sent a Commission
to examine El Arish but dropped the project when the Brit-
ish viceroy for Egypt refused permission to allow irrigation
of the arid section from the river Nile.

The British did, however, at the time, offer the Zionists
the right to immigrate into the Uganda territory in British
East Africa, which proffer the Zionist leaders rejected. They
did regard this gesture as something of an advance for their
cause in the sense that it was the first official recognition of
their asserted nationality status.

Herzl's importance to the Zionist movement was more
as a dreamer and propagandist than as an organizer and
builder. He might be called a sort of Messianic rhapsodist.
He kept voluminous notes of his efforts and ideas. These
notes have lately (1962) been published in a 500-page book
as "The Diaries of Theodor Herzl” (Grosset and Dunlap,
New York). His “diaries” are heavily weighted with im-
passioned nationalistic pleadings and ad hominem polemics.

“We are one people,” he writes, “Our enemies have made
us one . . . Distress binds us together, and thus united, we
suddenly discover our strength . . . Yes, we are strong
enough to form a State. We have no flag and we need one
.. . The very impossibility of getting at the Jews nourishes
by day and hour among the nations; indeed, it is bound to
increase, because the cause of its growth continues to exist
and cannot be removed.” His writings, while loaded with
more of the same immemorial lamentations about enemies
and persecutions do not match the more succinct rhetoric of
Moses Hess.

HERZL'S BACKGROUND

Theodor Herzl was born in the Hungarian city of Pest,
which was united in 1872 with the town of Buda (actross
the river Danube from each other), and since that time known
as Budapest. His parents were well-to-do Jewish people who
moved to Vienna when young Herzl was eighteen. His fath-
er was a banker. The youth, after studying law at the Uni-
versity of Vienna, engaged in journalism and special writing
in that city. He became fairly well known as a playwright.
In 1891 he took up residence in Paris as a journalist on a
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paper called the Neue Freie Presse (New Free Press). This
plunged his interest into the maelstrom of French political
turmoil in a country where anti-Semitism was wide-spread.

In December of 1894 the notorious anti-Jewish Dreyfus
trial began — which stirred him deeply. It was not long
until he had become completely obsessed with what he re-
garded as the need to find a solution to the age-old contro-
versial status of the Jews. Finally his thinking crystallized
into the thesis published as “Der Judenstaat.” The next
year (1897) he called the meeting at Basle which brought
together a number of pro-Zionist Jewish leaders from vari-
ous countries to discuss and start organizational plans to
bring about his dream of a Jewish nation.

In the early days of the movement there was cansider-
able opposition to political Zionism among prominent Jews
who had become well entrenched in the life of the countries
where they live — principally France, England and the Unit-
ed States. They viewed the potentials of a “Jewish nation”
with great apprehension, for several reasons. Herzl's obses-
sion over “anti-Semitism” caused him to believe that one of
the best ways to eliminate this malady would be to have a
Jewish nation which would, he hoped, attain international
dignity and power. The Jews who opposed this plan (of
which there are still some important ones — notably the
American Council for Judaism members) have insisted that
the status of the Jewish people be distinctively known as a
religious grouping —and not as a “nation.” (See Chapter
VII covering this subject.)

After the Zionist movement was officially launched at
Basle, Herzl spent much of his time (in silk hat and formal
clothes) contacting or trying to contact important world po-
litical dignitaries — without too much success. Palestine was
then under Turkish rule.

PASSING OF HERZL
BEGINNING OF WEIZMANN

Herzl died on Sunday, July 3, 1904 at a mountain health
resort (Edlach) near Vienna. In August, 1949, after the
new State of Israel had been founded, the Zionists brought
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Herzl's body to Palestine by plane to the Lydda airport. It
was then taken to nearby Tel Aviv where it lay in state for
one day and then was conveyed over the winding road that
leads from Tel Aviv to Israeli-Jerusalem, where it was bur-
ied on a hill as a shrine in tribute for his work and leader-
ship as the father of modern Zionism.

Organized Zionism, as we know, did not die with Herzl.
A new and faster moving star was rising over the Zionist
movement in the person of Dr. Chaim Weizmann, a chemist
from Russia. Weizmann had been active in Zionism long
before he migrated to England in 1904 — the same year that
Herzl died. His success as a chemist had apparently not been
notable. He first tried his luck in Switzerland where, as a
small-time chemist, he found slow progress. Steeped in Zion-
ism, as he was, he sensed England as having greener fields
for his broader aims.

In explaining his move to London in his autobiography,
Weizmann wrote — “My position in Geneva and my income
from my patent were both petering out.” Moving to Eng-
land, his greatly improved status as a Zionist leader was dis-
played in a 1918 photograph of him (in his book) which
shows him elegantly dressed in the best British “statesman”
style — stovepipe silk hat — velvet collared top coat — Cham-
berlain type collar and tie — and stylish cane. When he first
moved to England he was able to secure a partial lecturing
arrangement, as a chemist, with the University of Manches-
ter — and to have the part-time use of a small laboratory at
the University for experiments.

His major interest and application, as shown by his rec-
ord, was to build a Zionist foothold in Britain as the country
that, due to her then Middle East involvement, could most
help the Zionist goal. Christopher Sykes, in his “Two Stud-
ies in Virtue,” indicates that Weizmann's move to Britain
was motivated by his ambition to get closer to leading Brit-
ish statesmen as the only hope, at that time, of developing
any kind of a Zionist entree into Palestine.

He was thirty years old when he took up residence in the
industrial city of Manchester, England. In his autobiography
he explains that — “None of the men in Manchester had
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so much as heard of Zionism before they met me.” But
wherever Weizmann went Zionism soon became an animat-
ed issue. He made it his business to know more and more
important people and to let them know about Zionist hopes
— for Zionism, not chemistry, was now his practicing pro-
fession.

Weizmann was in truth much more than a chemist. He
had the full calling of an astute and skillful politician —a
combination of polished talents that was to outmatch the
brilliancy of England’s World War I statesmen in the field
of maneuverable diplomacy, for which British political lead-
ers had so long been distinguished. There was probably no
other Jew of the time who could have accomplished for the
Zionist movement what Weizmann did.

He was quick to perceive the importance of developing
sympathy for the Zionist cause among British political lead-
ers —at first because of Britain’s commanding status in
Egypt — and later when World War I broke, he understood
better than any of the others that Zionism’s only hope, so
far as Palestine was concerned, was to place all bets on the
British. It was not so much what Zionism could do for the
British as what the British could do for Zionism in Palestine.

Leaning heavily upon the traditional plea of “Jewish
persecution” and the Biblical implications of ancient Zion,
Weizmann realized that Christian statesmen could more readi-
ly be persuaded to give sympathy and aid to his plans than
would the more important Jewish leaders in Great Britain —
at that time. In fact he soon learned that it was as easy to
work this angle in America as in England.

The term “Gentile Zionism” became a rather widely used
figure of speech to describe the enthusiasm of some non-
Jews who were said to have been attracted, to a consider-
able degree, by the belief that the Zionist movement was
in some way synonymous with the new wave of “Liber-
alism.” Those who contradict this similitude contend that
the better example of liberalism is by those Jews who as-
similate in the countries where they have settled and intend
to live — with no other nationality influences to bother them.
In those days there were many outstanding Jews who were
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of this mind. There was heavy opposition to the Weizmann
plans and Zionist ideology among substantial Jews in Eng-
land. Time and growing pressures, however, have obvious-
ly had their compelling effect.

WEIZMANN MOVES FORWARD RAPIDLY

Zionist Weizmann, after moving to England, wasted no
time. By 1906, through a mutual Jewish friend, he ar-
ranged to meet Arthur James Balfour who, later as Minister
of Foreign Affairs of His Majesty’s Government, signed the
highly controversial “Balfour Declaration” which had been
largely prepared and finally approved by top-ranking Zionist
leaders in both England and America. In the United States
the master-minding in this operation was in the hands es-
pecially of Justice Louis Brandeis, his protege Felix Frank-
furter, and Rabbi Stephen Wise. (See Chapter IX)

All of this procedure on the part of Weizmann and his
colleagues took time and tedious diplomacy. It required some
ten years after Weizmann first met Balfour before British
statesmen finally succumbed to Zionist (and war) pressures
and hesitatingly granted the appeasing document known as
the Balfour Declaration.

Weizmann's first meeting with Balfour was arranged
through Charles Dreyfus, a pro-Uganda Zionist, who set
the meeting hoping that Balfour could sell the Uganda-site
to Weizmann. They met in the old Queen’s Hotel in Picca-
dilly where Balfour, then engaged in one of his early politi-
cal campaigns (1906), had his headquarters. One of the
first questions Balfour asked, according to Weizmann, was
why he was so obstinately opposed to the British proposal
of a homeland for distressed Jews in Uganda — an offer
which Balfour had supported.

Weizmann's reply was most interesting. In his autobi-
ography, “Trial and Error,” he says he explained to Balfour,
in his then hesitant English, that Zionism was a spiritual
movement and that “nothing but a deep religious convic-
tion expressed in modern political terms could keep the
movement alive, and that this conviction had to be based
upon Palestine and on Palestine alone. Any defection from
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Palestine was — well, a form of idolatry . . . The Jewish
people would never produce either the money or the energy
required . . . unless that land were Palestine. Palestine has
its magic and romantic appeal for the Jews; our history has
been what it is because of our tenacious hold on Palestine.”

Here was a case where the Weizmann establishment was
urging a “homeland” as an asylum for the suffering Jews
of Europe, where presumably they could be free to lead
their own lives. Weizmann was asking for this, he said, on
behalf of the Jews of the world — but these Jews, accord-
ing to him, would not put up the money necessary to make
a home for their troubled brothers in any place but Pales-
tine. After Weizmann's explanation became known, there
were those who charged that the ‘‘Palestine idea” was cut
to pattern more for the Jews who were putting up the mon-
ey than for the Jews who needed a homeland —and that
it had a meaning far beyond “a homeland for suffering
Jews.” Palestine has always been a sought-for prize by kings
and pharaohs for the power and prestige it gives its ruler
as a bridge between Asia and Africa.

Weizmann, in his talk with Balfour, referred to “our
tenacious hold on Palestine.” This is difficult to rationalize
with the facts of history. The records are clear that any-
thing which could be called Hebrew or Jewish statehood
in Palestine was of comparatively short and troubled dura-
tion —only a few hundred years among the thousands of
years of Palestine history. It could hardly be called a “tena-
cious hold.”

NOTE: Ancient Israel was established as a nation (deriving from a group
of federated Israelite tribes) under Saul as its first king sometime in the
eleventh century B.C.— estimated by the New Jewish Encyclopedia as
1028 — and by the Jewish historian Graetz as 1067. It was a very loose
“nation’ until consolidated by David as Saul’s successor. David was in turn
succeeded by his son Solomon who, according to the same mentioned En-
cyclopedia, ruled from 973 to 933 B.C. After Solomon’s death, internal
turmoil split the nation with only the northern section (Samaria) retaining
the name “Israel”. It was destroyed by the Assyrians in 722 B.C.—and
that was the end of Israel as a nation. The southern province with the tribal
name of judah (called Judea by the Romans) survived only another 135
years until taken over by Babylonia's Nebuchadnezzar in 588-587 B.C. Jews
continued to live in and around Jerusalem until they were dispersed because
of their rebellion under the Romans — first in 70 A.D. by Titus and finally
by Hadrian in 135 A.D.
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“IT CAME SOON"

Weizmann was the master political strategist with typi-
cal ingenuity for sensing opportunity. He writes that when
World War I broke, he and his wife were in Switzerland
on a short vacation but realizing the importance of the war
outbreak he managed, as quickly as possible, to return to
England. There he sought out his close Zionist friends and
“talked over the great possibilities now opening . . . 1 went
about with my hopes, waiting for my chance. It came soon.”

At a party in Withington he met C. P. Scott, the noted
editor of the liberal Manchester Guardian whom he knew
“to be sympathetic with Jewish ideals.” With Scott he
grasped the opportunity to pour out his heart on the Jew-
ish question. "I told him of my hatred for (Czarist) Russia,
of the internal conflicts of the Jews, of our universal trage-
dy, of our hopes and aspirations for Palestine . . . He listened
intently, and said, ‘T would like to do something for you. I
would like to put you in touch with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Lloyd George’ — and then he added, “You know
you have a Jew in the Government, Mr. Herbert Samuel’.”

Scott did as promised and introduced Weizmann and his
top Zionist strategy colleague, Nahum Sokolow, to both
Lloyd George and Herbert Samuel, the latter being the first
professing Jew to become a member of the British Cabinet.
This meeting was a crowning achievement for the Zionist
strategists. A short time before this propitious acquaintance-
contact, Weizmann had laid some groundwork for Zionist
post-war possibilities in a letter to C. B. Scott, which read in
part as follows:

“Don’t you think that the chance for the Jewish people is now within the
limits of discussion at least? . . . We can reasonably say that should Palestine
fall within the British sphere of influence, and should Britain encourage a
Jewish settlement there, as a British dependency, we would have within
twenty to thirty years a million Jews out there, perhaps more; they would
develop the country, bring back civilization to it and form a very effective
guard for the Suez canal” ("“Trial and Error”).

Weizmann was gradually putting his program into a
realistic mosaic. With Sir Herbert Samuel, a co-religionist
and now a Weizmann colleague in the British cabinet, and
with Lloyd George showing great friendliness, there was
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reason for high elation on the part of the Zionists — all
depending, of course, on ultimate victory for Britain against
Germany and the Turks who had become a German ally —
and who dominated the Middle East, including Palestine.
If Britain could drive the Turks from that area then the
chances for the victory of Zionist aims would be excellent.

Sir Herbert Samuel went so far in his enthusiasm as to
issue an official memorandum titled “The Future of Pales-
tine,” arguing for British annexation of that little country
and predicting an “ingathering” there of three to four mil-
lion Jews —and did it with such fervor as to elicit an ex-
pression of amusement from even Weizmann.

Not all British statesmen were mesmerized by Weiz-
mann’s articulate dexterity or Samuel’s over-flowing infatu-
ation for Zionism. For instance, the distinguished Lord As-
quith’s impression of Samuel’s Utopianism was jotted into
his diary (January 28, 1915) — "I have just received from
Herbert Samuel a memorandum headed ‘The Future of Pal-
estine’. He goes on to argue at considerable length and
with some vehemence in favor of the British annexation of
Palestine . . . He thinks he might plant in this not very
promising territory about three or four million European
Jews . . . It reads almost like a new edition of ‘Tancred’
brought up to date . . . I confess I am not attracted to this
proposed addition to our responsibilities, but it is a curious
illustration of Dizzy's (Disraeli's) favorite maxim — ‘Race
is everything’ . . .” Prominent among others who gave cold
reception to the poorly veiled Zionist plan to capture Pales-
tine through mass immigration were Lord Bertie (then Am-
bassador to France) and the distinguished Lord Reading.

It was Asquith’s belief that Britain should help replace
Turkish rule in the Palestine area with the Arabs who lived
there (and had done so for centuries) — and who were then
Britain’s trustworthy friends. It was to the Arab bloc of the
Middle East that Britain was looking at that time for crucial
help to oust the Turks from the territory.

An unpredictable turn of war-time events, however,
brought the Premiership resignation of the Honorable Mr.
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Asquith in December, 1916, a little less than two years after
he made his diary entry about Samuel’s plan. As a result of
this political war upheaval, the Second British Coalition Gov-
ernment was formed. Luck was with the Zionists. Their
friend Lloyd George became Prime Minister and another
Weizmann convert, Arthur James Balfour, was appointed
Foreign Secretary to succeed Sir Edward Grey.

NOTE: Edward Viscount Grey is remembered especially for this observation
as, on August 6, 1914, he gazed from his Foreign Office window: ‘“The
lights are going out all over Europe; we shall not see them lit again in our
lifetime.”

Things were going well for Zionism whose activists were
by now numerous and busy as bees. Nothing succeeds like
success and the Weizmann genius for selection and timing
was on target — he had been cultivating the right men. The
Arabs at that time (first World War), unfortunately for
them, had no propaganda agents at work in America or
Britain — no voting blocs in those countries —no far-flung
wealth to call upon. They were poor people, seeking free-
dom from Turkish rule in the country of Palestine where
they were the dominant populace. At that time they num-
bered approximately 660,000 (75,000 of which were Chris-
tians) while the Jewish population was roughly only 71,000.
(See Palestine population chart — Chapter II.)

One of Weizmann's big tasks was to create a propa-
ganda-impression among British statesmen that Jews every-
where were predominantly behind the Zionist movement,
which of course, was not at that time anywhere near true.
The political power of the Zionists in British high places
was, however, under the Weismann charm, increasing enor-
mously — but he was having plenty of trouble with some
of the prominent British Jewish leaders. Just a few of the
jottings in Weizmann’'s autobiography emphasize this Jew-
ish opposition: “Old Leopold de Rothschild,” he writes,
“whom I never met, was like his wife, furiously anti-Zionist
and remained so to the end. Sir Philip Magnus who was
also anti-Zionist in his views, was interested for a time in
Palestine colonization as pure philanthropy.”
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WEIZMANN CRITICAL
OF ASSIMILATED JEWS

Referring to lack of interest in Zionism by ‘‘assimilated
Jews,” Weizmann wrote: “They looked upon it — Lucien
Wolf, for instance,—as a primitive tribalism. They felt
themselves, when they were men of an ethical turn of mind
like Claude Montefiore, called upon to ‘rescue’ Judaism from
Zionism . . . It was a pleasure to find among some of the
Rothschilds a generous degree of sympathy, it was corres-
pondingly difficult to put up with the blind, immovable and
utterly unprovoked hostility of the ‘pure’ philanthropists in
a matter which, on their own showing, was actually none
of their business.

“I wrote to Sacher and Simon in December 1914: ‘The
gentlemen of the type of Lucien Wolf have to be told the
candid truth and made to realize that we and not they are
masters of the situation, that if we come to them it is only
and solely because we desire to show to the world a united
Jewry . . . If anyone of their tribe had done the amount of
work I did for the University there would be no end of trum-
pet blowing. Starting with nothing I, Chaim Weizmann, a
Yid from Motelle and only an almost professor at a provin-
cial university, have organized the flower of Jewry in favor
of the prospect’ . ..”

In the same paragraphs, Weizmann said: “Then there
were of course, Israel Sieff and Simon Marks, with whom I
became increasingly intimate, and whose collaboration be-
came more and more important.” To these two ardent and
vigorous front-line workers for Weizmann and Zionism was
added keen, intellectual Harry Sacher, journalist and bud-
ding lawyer.

The three were tied together by close intermarriage.
Sieff (who later was politically rewarded by being made
“Lord Sieff”) was married to the older sister of Marks, while
Sacher married his younger sister; and Marks in turn was
married to Sieff’s sister. Sieff and Marks were partners in
“Marks and Spencer,” a chain of bargain-stores then grow-
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ing up throughout England, which had been started by
Marks’ father as Marks and Spencer’'s Penny Bazaars.

NOTE: Mr. Sieff was active in the United States in 1942, advising the New
Dealers on ‘'planning”. He was head of the left-liberal British Political and
Economic Planning Commission (PEP).

Sacher, who later “built up a big legal practice in Pales-
tine” was, at the time of Weizmann, writing for the Man-
chester Guardian, which liberal paper became an important
cog in Weizmann's propaganda drive. Weizmann wrote —
“Harry Sacher, as leading writer on the Manchester Guard-
ian, was an excellent link with C. P. Scott.” Scott was the
editor. "It was Sacher,” said Weizmann, “who put me in
touch with Herbert Sidebotham, the prominent journalist and
publicist who was associated with the Manchester Guardian
and later with the Sunday Times.” The Zionists, from the
first, have placed great store on the influence of newspapers
and other kinds of communications media in their climb to
power.

“In 1916, wrote Weizmann, “Herbert Sidebotham, then
of the Manchester Guardian, helped us found the British
Palestine Committee, which played an important role in the
moulding of public opinion in our favor.” The British Pal-
estine Committee was organized largely to bring non-Jews
into the Zionist program —and it was quite successful in
the way it worked. It published a magazine called “Pales-
tine,” with overriding emphasis on how a Jewish Palestine
would benefit Great Britain by serving as a “friendly and
cooperative bloc” to protect the British life line to Egypt
and the far-East. This was Herbert Sidebotham’s line of
argument and it strangely swayed leaders like Lloyd George,
Balfour and many others.

As an illustration of how this propaganda-combination
was working, there appeared in the Manchester Guardian
(November 22, 1915) an editorial written by Herbert Side-
botham (one of the most ardent of the converted pro-Zion-
ists) arguing that with the loss of Turkey as an English ally
(Turkey had just allied itself with Germany) “the most vital
spot in our communications with the East would be exposed
tc attack from the land, an attack from which the most pow-
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erful navy could not possibly secure us.” The editorial then
proceeded to capitalize this projected danger by suggesting
that a buffer state be established in Palestine as a means of
protecting the Suez Canal and Egypt — and “the only people
capable of forming such a State was the Jewish nation.”

Harry Sacher (already mentioned as one of a trio of
ardent young Zionist collaborators) brought the editorial
to the immediate attention of Weizmann, and Sidebotham
“was asked to prepare a comprehensive memorandum elab-
orating on the idea.” This was done — and in February of
1916 it was submitted to key British officials. One purpose
of this, according to Sidebotham’s notes, was to counteract
the trend at that time of the official British leaders to favor
a policy that would substitute the Palestinian Arabs for the
Turks as dominant in that area.

Sidebotham wurged an alternative: the reconstituting of
the Jews as a large self-sustaining State extending over the
whole of Palestine— "a modern State such as could ulti-
mately . . . form a self-sufficing State as a British Dominion

. and tender voluntary help to the Empire in its trials”
(Esco Foundation for Palestine Report, p.81).

In retrospect this pro-Zionist line of argument appears
little less than ludicrous. In 1937 (twenty years after the
Balfour Declaration) Sidebotham and his Zionist friends
published a book titled “Great Britain and Palestine.” This
was in the nature of an apologete attempting to explain why
the whole beautiful picture of Zionist and British friendship
and cooperation in Palestine had turned so sour. The blame,
of course was, as always, on the other fellow. The reflection
of fault was cast on the Arabs and the British. It would be
interesting to have the opinions of Mr. Lloyd George and
Mr. Balfour, if they could speak from the grave today.

In the light of what has happened in the Middle East
since the first world war, it is interesting to take another look
at that Sidebotham-Zionist editorial strategy appeal to Brit-
ish statesmen (especially members of the War Cabinet)
which urged them to turn away from the growing interest
toward recognition of Arab supremacy in Palestine — and
instead open the doors for mass Jewish immigration into that
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country. The argument was that the Zionist-Jews would be
more helpful to Britain than would the “backward” Arabs.

ROMANTICISM THAT FAILED

This charming theory was swallowed by the Lloyd
George-Balfour government and soon emerged in the Zionist-
pressured, ambiguous Balfour Declaration. (See Chapter IX
for details on Balfour Declaration.) The Zionists immediately
interpreted this ill-born document publicly as license for
mass-immigration of Jews into Palestine. To attempt some
legal validation for the document, the Zionists then exerted
themselves to have the League of Nations give Great Brit-
ain a "mandate” over Palestine. Gradually, as British au-
thority sought to restrain Zionist immigration excesses, the
beautiful picture of friendship for Britain which the Weiz-
mann crowd had painted to get the Balfour document, began
to fade. The Zionists, as time passed, became more and
more restive under British rule. By the early 1940’s, a re-
volt-movement against the British by the Zionists was well
under way — much as earlier Jews had revolted against Ro-
man authority. This gradually became an organized “under-
ground” rebellion to harass and oust the British entirely
from Palestine. The amazing story of this "underground”
revolt and the Zionist “war of liberation” is revealed in
Chapter XIV.

By 1947-1948, Lloyd George, Balfour and other British
statesmen who had been swayed to help give Zionism its
foothold in Palestine, had passed beyond responsibility or
accountability. Succeeding statesmen had to face the increas-
ing raucous music. Among these troubled men were some
who believed they could have been spared this ordeal of ig-
nominy (being pushed out of Palestine in 1948) if Asquith’s
advice (in 1916) had been followed. His counsel was to
place British hopes and interests in Palestine with the resi-
dent Palestinian Arabs who had been there as the dominant
population for centuries—and were recognized as trust-
worthy friends of the British.

Also involved in that consideration was the agreement-
promise of postwar independence for the Arab states (from
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which Palestine was not excluded), made in solemn compact
by British statesmen (see note below) to King Hussein in
return for Arab help to drive the Turks from the Middle
East. That aid was adequately given, and with the help of
the famous “Lawrence of Arabia,” the Arab revolt was car-
ried out, resulting in the Arab capture of such strategic key
points as Aqaba, Damascus and others that materially helped
drive the Turks from the Middle East. The Arabs were dum-
founded and bitterly disappointed when they later learned
about the Balfour Declaration with its essential promise of
Palestine to the Jewish Zionists —a promise that they felt
would inevitably lead to the conflict that mass immigration
would bring.

NOTE: Concerning the foregoing reference to Britain seeking aid from
the Arabs in her desperate war with the Turks, negotiations had begun in
1915 between Britain’s Sir Henry McMahon, High Commissioner for
Egypt, and King Hussein of the Hedjaz, Shereef of Mecca and the recognized
Arab leader of the time. The complete exchange of correspondnce is con-
tained in the book “The Arab Awakening” by the late eminent journalist,
George Antonius. This exchange set forth the qualifications and stipulations
requested by King Hussein and Great Britain’s final acceptance of them as
contained in McMahon's letters of 1915 and 1916, amounting to a binding
engagement on the part of Great Britain. It recognized the Shereef of Mecca
(King Hussein) as the accredited spokesman of the Arab people and ac-
cepted them as a negotiating body. The terms were as plain as was its
validity.

In return for the aid of the Arabs against the Turks, Britain guaranteed a
postwar independence of the Arabs within the frontiers designated by King
Hussein. PBritain had made certain reservations of “portions of Syria lying
to the west of the districts of Damascus, Hama, Homs and Aleppo” which
could not be called purely Arab but there was no reservation placed upon
the northern coastal district of Syria and no reservation whatever on the
southern sphere known as Palestine. Palestine for some 1,300 years had been
predominantly Arab.

There are those also who think that if British policy had
continued the way it was veering at the time the Sidebotham-
Weizmann editorial strategy was introduced — that is with
the Palestinian Arabs instead of the Zionists getting Britain’s
favor as the continuing resident-dominance in Palestine —
the road ahead might have been smoother for the British.

For one thing, they say, Britain would have been spared
the pressure-harassment of the powerful U.S. Zionist bloc
which began with a Palestine inspection trip by Justice Bran-
deis who, not finding things to his liking, made a hurried
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trip to London demanding changes in British rule in Jerusa-
lem, which demands were quickly and obediently met—
with not too much enthusiasm from the British officers in
Jerusalem. This harassment continued and grew in propor-
tions until it reached its final stages in the Zionists’ drive to
challenge Britain's authority in Palestine, as is graphically
told in great detail by the Zionist underground leader Mena-
chem W. Begin in his book "The Revolt” (See Chapter XIV).

Another “cross of thorns” for Britain to wear during her
years of anguish in trying to administer her Palestine-man-
datory responsibility (especially from 1945 to May 1948)
was the irritating “advice interference” (sans responsibility)
by the Zionist infiltrated and influenced American New Deal
government. Finally, unwilling to carry the thankless bur-
den in Palestine any longer, Britain threw in the sponge and
withdrew her costly administrative forces — much to the de-
light of the Zionists, but sadly for England it was the begin-
ning of the end of her influence and rights in the important
Middle East —and undoubtedly a beginning factor in her
general Empire retrogression.

The exit of Great Britain as the ruling authority in Pal-
estine was the green light for the Zionists to take over and
set up their own self-anointed government. That story is
told in Chapter XVI.

% * %

HOW LONG THE ARMS
OF POLITICAL ZIONISM

This present chapter has been a short review of political
Zionism as a movement, mainly directed to its central ob-
jective — the conquest of Palestine to reestablish a Jewish
Nation for its political advantages. It has become clear, how-
ever, that political Zionism has a much greater built-in reach
than its originally declared purpose of seeking a "homeland”
for distressed and indigent Jews.

It will not be the purpose here to explore in depth the
far-reaching effects of Zionist politics in anchor-countries like
the United States and Great Britain (where Zionism cut its
political teeth) — nor to offer prophecy as to its eventual
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consequence for Jews and the Jewish image throughout the
world. One knowledgeable observer has indicated that if it
should, like certain other political “comets” we have recent-
ly seen, feed upon extravagant and arrogant ambitions, it
could bring repetition of the age-old disasters with which
Jewish history seems to have special rendezvous.

There are those who fear that these succeeding Palestine-
crises have all the ingredients that make for long-reaching
trouble in the Middle East. This concerns not only Jews
(Zionists, non-Zionists and anti-Zionists) and Arabs — but
the citizens of nations who could be dragged into an inter-
national conflagration through the nationalistic adventures
and machinations of political fledglings passionately engaged
in trying out their newly sprouted wings. Those countries
which may be especially vulnerable to this danger, with much
to lose and nothing to gain, should, in the opinion of many
worried by-standers, adhere closely to the test of single-loy-
alty and be eternally alert to pitfalls in our present danger-
ously disturbed world.

There are still in America some prominent Jews who are
unhappy about the effect that Zionism has already had upon
the Jewish image — Jewish culture — the Jewish religion —
the Jewish character —and the further shadows it throws
over the future. One of these is a distinguished Jewish citi-
zen of California named Moshe Menuhin, whose recent and
most extraordinary book of dissent and protest is titled ““The
Decadence of Judaism in Our Time” (Exposition Press, New
York). Besides being widely known for his own achieve-
ments, he is the father of the internationally celebrated vio-
linist Yehudi Menuhin, whom he excludes from any re-
sponsibility for the book and its theme.

Mr. Menuhin is a highly substantial citizen with what
seems clearly no other purpose in writing his book than to
express his concern, as a Jew who believes in prophetic Juda-
ism, with what he regards to be the erosion of traditional
Judaism by a gradual merging of Statehood with Godhood,
through the prostitution of a misconstrued ancestral religious
concept.

“To stultify, brainwash, and inoculate the amorphous body of world
Jewry with the virus of secular, rampant 'Jewish' political nationalism,”
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writes Mr. Menuhin, “Jewish education for ALIYAH (‘ingathering of the
exiles’ through immigration into Israel) under the pretense of spiritual and
religious immunity or liberty has been instituted everywhere. This, in turn,
has been undoing the normal and natural processes of the integration and
evolution of the Jew into the new order of universalism and brotherhood.
Cultural isolation, hidden behind the much abused expression ‘cultural plur-
alism,” has been self-segregating the Jew from the Gentile in America, Eng-
land, France and elsewhere in the free world, to prepare him for Aliyah.

“Advancing, evolving, universal and spiritual Judaism,” states Mr. Menu-
hin, “"which was the core of the Judeo-Christian code of ethics, is now be-
coming the tool, the handmaiden of "Jewish’ nationalism, so that the ethical
injunctions Thou shalt not kill, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not covet
have been transformed into the unethical, primitive and tribalistic ‘Covenant
of the Chosen People’ and ‘Israel First’.”

Reference to this book is made here for two particular
reasons: (1) Mr. Menuhin is clearly a scholar of Jewish his-
tory, enabling him to present an unusually valuable commen-
tary on ancient and modern life and tradition; (2) the book
is a singular example of feeling and courage, which is rare
today among the hushed voices of those who secretly fear
political Zionism. There are only a few who have the cour-
age to speak out. Another was the voice (in a Tel Aviv
hotel lounge) of a Jewish woman from South Africa who,
greatly influenced by the golden stories she had heard about
the new Israel, had brought her 20-year-old daughter to see
the great Zionist miracle. She said she had been there for
three weeks and the sooner her tour was ready to leave the
better she would be pleased. “I came here because I had
heard so much about this being a great revival of the true
spirit of our Jewish religion —but I do not find it. What I
do see is a veneer of tinsel — and hands out to get my money.”
(The last point was made with emphasis, April 17, 1966).

Wide-range research and interrogation have disclosed that
there is much suppressed feeling on this general subject. It
appears that one reason there is not more critical expression
is not that it does not exist — but rather, on the part of non-
Zionist Jews is the fear of group-disapprobation and ostra-
cism.

Critics like Alfred Lilienthal and Moshe Menuhin as Jews
can speak out without being charged with “anti-Semitism”
— the most lethal weapon in the arsenal of the professional
“anti-defamationists” but the arsenal contains other types of
punishment for them, as they can testify.
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When the late Dr. John Beaty, distinguished scholar and
professor, published his critical book “Iron Curtain Over
America,” all the weapons of torment were unleashed upon
him with fury unrestrained by the “gentle” myrmidons of
the new order — even though his book was highly praised by
many great Americans, including General Albert C. Wede-
meyer.

When political action can be enshrouded with religious
coloration, its functionaries are provided with a sacrosanctity
that puts a fascist-like embargo on all dissent. There are both
Jews and non-Jews who regard the tremendous upsurge of
political Zionism as an extremely grave threat to the widely
acclaimed ideal of church and state separation. The test of
any project or ideal is — can it stand the bright light of close
inspection? Attempts to suppress objective and honest criti-
cism are not representative of the democratic ethic, nor of
the “American way of life.” They are communistic in con-
ception and fascistic in application.
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4 THE CONTRADICTION OF
e BIBLE-BASED POLITICAL ZIONISM

The rise of political Zionism has placed before the world
a number of highly interesting questions, and foremost among
them is the riddle of whether Zionism is a political or a re-
ligious movement. (See Chapter VII for “the Jewish people”
controversy.)

In the days when the Old Testament was written, and up
through the Middle Ages, it certainly was not uncommon
for State potentates to pose as having divine status. It was
out of the profanation of equating God with King or State
that the theory of “separation” of State and religion arose
which, as is well known, is a widely applied Constitutional
stipulation in some countries, as in the United States.

One question that arises, so far as Zionism and the new
“Jewish State” is concerned, is a strange phenomenon where-
by more Zionist-oriented Jews live in countries where the
sentiment against religious-based Statehood is strong and
rigid than there are Zionists living in Israel. Rightly or
wrongly, this has within it for many the seeds of suspicion
as to dual loyalties. While Israel is widely regarded as an
Old Testament based State, this is not to say that as a State
it is more religious than political. But the illusion is pro-
moted that Israel represents the rebirth of the religion of the
ancient Jews. It is this illusion, some say, that brings money
into the support of Israel from religious Jews in other coun-
tries. It is this apocryphal image that has brought thousands
of pilgrims to Israel to see the great religious revival, but,
as the Jewish lady from South Africa explained to a hotel
lobby group in Tel Aviv— "I came purposely to see this
rebirth, but I did not find it.”
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As to the citizens of present Israel, we have talked with
some Polish Jews there who say they are not Zionists. One
driver (from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv) with whom this was
discussed, seemed confused over the question but stoutly said
he was not a Zionist. He did not seem to be one of the Jews
who Weizmann and other Zionist leaders claimed were
burning with zeal to “return to Zion” because Abraham and
the Israelites had been there. His main urge, at the time of
his migration, was to get safely out of Poland.

BIBLE SCHOLARS DISPUTE
POLITICAL ZIONISM

In a booklet containing appraisals of “Israel, According
to Holy Scriptures,” by seven foremost Bible scholars, Pro-
fessor Alfred Guillaume, Professor of Old Testament Stud-
ies, University of London, gives devastating refutation to
the Zionist claims that Palestine belongs to “certain people”
because of self-pleading interpretations by Zionist leaders of
abstruse wordings in the Old Testament.

The well known Jewish Rabbi, Dr. Elmer Berger, in
this same collection of opinions, points out that there have
always been two main schools of thought among Jews as to
the meaning of the “return to Zion” doctrine — one stress-
ing the nationalistic and the other advocating the universal
interpretations of Jewish faith. He quotes two significant
clauses from a declaration by a group of distinguished Re-
form rabbis, meeting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1885,
“in what,” he says, “is still the classic statement of this
protestant or Reform Judaism (as it is known in the United
States)”’:

“4, We hold that all such Mosaic and rabbinical laws as regulate diet,
priestly purity, and dress originated in ages and under the influence of
ideas entirely f