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VATICAN/ISRAEL M. Tanenbaum

It seems clear that the Vatican's early opposition to Zionism and
to the Jewish State was based on (a) theological reasons; (b) historical
reasons; 1.e., Christian claims to "own" Palestine since the days of
Constantlnei and (c) ‘socio—polltw@al reasons; 1.e., the intense
pressures from Arab Christians and their fear of reprisals from the

Arab-Muslim world.

THEOLOGICAL REASONS FOR OPPOSITION

On May 19, T986 - three months after the appearance of The Jewish \/
State, Theodor Herzl had an interview with Msgr. Antonio Agliardi, the
Papal Nuncio in Vienna, for the purpose of enlisting the support of the

Yom povimwes oF Ychovked' tn Cuvepe for 3 Cenduvies [Do2ewan-@ 197~ 1lea f ‘outvact’ oppeals mu:“j: o
Catholic Church for the Zionist mova'nent.“ Herzl explained to Agliardi ¢.. ches Faas

Thote iy,
that he did not want a Jewish "kingdom" in the Holy Land and that he B*F ssuches
whiate dpamestice
{
would be prepared to accord extraterritorial status to the holy places. 1:_'1:_ “.‘::M

SC ot yorem
According to Herzl's Diaries, the Nuncio gave him a cold reception. ¥or thunwirer
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{ x[fmgerzl persisted in his efforts to win Catholic support. On January

Dv‘wl 9 Y} el . k\‘M\iWSchtJ‘Jmmlc'utguuj (fws X made L Seered fhef<)
s'("“.t "’:;:} 22, 1904, he was received by Rafael Cardinal Merry del Val, the Papal
- 1 —

Ug"gm"'“ Secretary of State. The Cardinal made 1t clear to Herzl that the Cgﬂﬁ_ch
- Qows qi et [ ChuLd

‘j’*‘t’%ﬂq ¢uld not allow the Jews to take possession of the Holy Land as long as
v 'Y
$°°c:;_,(,...- they denied the divinity of Jesus Christ.

In response to Herzl's assurances that the holy places could have
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extraterritorial status, Cardinal Merry del Val said that the holy

re<a (541 l.m;v‘
——

places could not be regarded as entities separate from the Holy Land.
- heavTed
- qah S | e
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Three days later on January 25, Herzl held a lengthy audience with Pope
-~ Pakrierd, e Venice. Pius X (1903-1914), who had assumed the Papacy the
- hved f:m(ll-l 1'&‘ o

Vidved Coast Rawpelle
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-Hé too told Herzl
that the Church could not favor Israel's return to Zion as long as the
o Ve
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* Jews did not accept Jesus as the Savior.
FV'-"“ Lu"“""" ¢

In his Diaries, Herzl quotes
the Pope as having said:

"We cannot prevent the Jews from going to Jerusalem but we could

never sanction it...The Jews have not recognized our Lord; therefore we
cannot recognize the Jewish people.”

v

e
Herzl thfm pointed to the fact that the Ottoman overlords of
Palestine also were not Christians.

The Pope replied:

"I know, 1t 1s not pleasant to see the Turks 1n possession of our
Holy Places. We simply have to put up with that.

But to support the
Jews 1n the acgquisition of the Holy Places, that we cannot do."

fw/
"If you come to Palestine and settle your people there," &% Pope X
=N
then said to Herz?ﬁk

A
_we want to have churches and priests ready to
baptize all of you."
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Quite possibly to soften the effect of Vatican rejection, Cardinal
Merry del Val, in a meeting several weeks later, promised Herzl's close

wAS
assoclate/Helnrlch York-Steiner that 1f all the Jews wantedfto be

)
"admitted" to the land of their ancestors, he would regard that as a
"humanitarian" endeavor and would not impede their efforts to found

colonies 1in Palestine.

The Vatican's general opposition to Zionism and to a Jewish State -
based primarily on theological grounds - thus dominated the Holy See's

policies from the late 1890s until the end of World War I.

1. Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel (Herzl Press and McGraw-Hill,

19711“\ VeTOAN | ERETL BAked sy VERA-T) yyorvT (The Vakicas,
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HISTORIC REASONS FOR OPPOSITION TO ZIONISM/ISRAEL

The Holy See's opposition to the establishment of Jewish sover-
eignty over the Holy Land has been traced by some scholars to "a
Catholic nostalgia for the Crusades." In his landmark study, Israel and

the Holy Places of Christendom,®” Dr. Walter Zander (Praegar Publishers,

————

§ 1971), cites the wraitings of a Catholic authority, Pascal Baldi, "who
f

\/// considered it providential that Werusalem was held under the domination

\\ of Italy, France and England (in this order'), 'the three nations who

b had played so great a part of the Holy Wars', and who looked forward to

SN "
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'the renewal of the splendours of the first century of the Crusades.'"

Zander observes that "of the twin 1deals which had dominated the
Crusades," one was "the liberation of the Christian sanctuaries" from
the ruling Moslem "infidels and heathens." That goal had been realized

\///by the combined efforts of the hﬂlles through their defeat of the
Ottoman Turks in World War I. The second goal: Rome set i1tself to the
task of reestablishment of Latin Christianity in Palestine. n

uvela
- “"’1\4 d&tft A{lu‘wtf gf‘ f"\\q. e;_-t\

Originally, the Vatican officially entrusted Francefwith the role

of protector of Catholic interests in the Levant, and urged France to
become the protector over the Holy Land. When the Palestine Mandate was
ultimately given to (Protestant) CGreat Britain, the Vatican attempted to
secure a leading influence of Catholic countries i1n the control of the

Holy Places.

Ironically, the Gospels do not contain any obligation for the
_Christian to make a pilgrimage to Jerusalem or the Holy Land. There 1s
\/no\ connection between Christian salvation and Christian control or
domination of the Holy Land. As Dr. Zander documents, many of the
Church Fathers denied that pilgrimages to the Holy Land established a
special spiritual link with Christ which could not be achieved else-
where, and therefore such linkage with Palestine was not a special way

to salvation.
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The Church Fathers - St. Augustiane, St. J.hn Chrysostom, St.
Gregopy of Nyssa, =2nd even St. Jerome(who spent 30 years of hais
last days 1in Bethleheﬂvhere he translated the Vglgate based on
Hebrew scholrship)zgreed that ultimately the place 1s irrelevant
for =alvation, ma&# that "the Kingdom of God 1= within us znd that
the Gates of Heaven zre open over Britain ss ower Jerusalem, and
thatt the true plgigrqxage 1s from the flesh to the spirit and not
from Cappadocia to Paletine." (St. Gregory. 335-394 CE).

In spite of this teaching, the Holy Plees took on an increzsingly
strong hold on the Chricstian imaganation. Even 1f pilggrmages
could not lead t salvation, many felt that in the Holy Land they ¥ére
nearer to the mreson of Chrast. Thus, over the cefituries pilgrimages
to the Holy Land became an essential part of Christaan life. -

88@§%%ue, p. 7 = The Chmrch Fathers were debating the spiritual value..

The situatmoon changegd...
It took sewersal centuriz
p. 8 = In YThe H,=tory of the Crusades,
In the Best, up to the beginning of the 1l1lth century

...Tor their sins and sternal regard."

Insert B* - &
The theclogy of the Crusaders gassed through various stages.

As summarized by Zander (pp.18,19),

"In the beginning the thoughts of the Crusaders were directed
to the liverstion o the Hpoly Land for the sake of men's salvation...
&1th avotalypific overtones about theg Second Coming.After the conguest
(July 1099), when Jerusalem was threatened again sith onslaughts of
the unbelievers, the pﬁrlo& of the Sanctuaries Was congeived as
a2 unigue opportuniyy, 'the acceptanble time,' for a supreme eacrifice.
Bnen Jerucalem was lost (October 1187) again to the Myslems, 1ts fall
was felt as an insult to God, and the Cruszders sere calledﬁpon to
revenge the injury. Some even saw 1n the lox of Jerusadlem a neE’
Crdkiplxlon, and the recoaqust of the eirthly Jerusalem appezred as 2
Jacob's ladder to the heaven®g city of sahation,.

"Lastly the Crusaders claimed the land ze#g their heritage, seeing
themselves as the spiritual successors of Isrzel aad the benficiariees
of Christ's sacrifice..."

Tre Domainican Stephan of Bourbon srote, "He are the desceadants,
of the Holy Lad both zccording to the flesh aznd the Epirit...here our
mother the Church had its origin. Ll*%&&se the laand 1s ours by the |
RIGHT OF SUCCEZSSION AS FAR AS WE ARE THE TRUE CHELDREN OF GOD..."



-
In Valmar Cramer's compendiym, a Crusader 1= quoted as saying:
"This land belongs to us by the right of pur%bh@@e and acguisition;
for Chraist bought 1t for us by his blood, HAS EXPELI® THE JEWISH ZOPLE
FROM IT BY THE MIGHT OF THE ROMANSD AN%?AS HANDEﬂFT TO CHRISTENDOM."

The religious basis of the Crusades had beeir the convitiron that
the Holy Pkeces of Chraistendom could not be 1€t in the hands of
a non=Chricstaan poggr, and therefae had to be restored by force to
Christendom. But this conwiction whs soon attacked by mny sides -
by mystics, and by Reformataeon lezders.

For mystics such as Mester Eckhart (1260-1327), "the true and
best pen$tence 5 when man turns asby from everything vhich 1s not God."
For Thomas a Kempis (early 1400s), and others, pilgrimges fmx to
spititual perfectron required no out#ard travel, even to Jerusalem.

@?rtln Iuther, fathe#of the Prosestant Reformation, dec%?red
in his Appeal to the Chrictian Nobility of German Nationality, taat
vilgzrmages are "evil deeds and God has not decreed them. They are dev-
1lish ghoste and the moﬁ%-and the York which are being spent on a
vilgrimage should be used a thouszand times better for the malnteEEBnce
of one's family d4nd for the poor." -

Similarly, Calvin fulmims ted agzainst pilgrimages, asserting that
pilgrimages favored by the Papacy were without value, and thet they
hgd no% foundation in Scrlptureg.

After the Ottoman Turks had conguered Constahtincoplhe in 1453,
2nd 1n 1517, took Jerusalem from the Egyotian Mameluks, there w¢zs
no longer any question of a reconquest of the Holy Places.European
Christidns no longer belisved that the liveration of the Holy land
wge essemitial for their salvateeon or happiness. The European mind
turned tom othernventures of discovery znd commerce. Palestine Vas
seen not so much asitthe Holy Land but as prt of the Levant.

The Turks were no longer the "accursed race" described by
Pope Urdban, fﬁtterly alienated from God, degenerate and despised." byt
had become a mbmber ff the family of mtions. In 1535, Frances I,

King of Fraznce, concluded an alliance betgeen France ("the eldest
daughter of the Church", and the Ottoman Empire. the leading Islamic
poH%r of that time. It opened 2 aew ers i1in the relatonship betgéen
the Chrastian Powers and Ielam, 2nd beczme the pattern fior a long
series of treaties or 'ecapitulations" ("little chapters") exteading

over several centuries.



£ -7C-
et of these treaties revealed a nee/attitue towWard the Holy
Places. They were conmcerned With commerce and politics, and
1ndicated that Western Christians were no loager 1-terested
in the reconquest of the sanctuzzies. As the treatv of 1535
revealed, the Béstern Chraistian poﬁirs 3ExeEx decrred only the right
of trading mrchanﬁ% to practice their amh religion; thatsl Was all
that remainéd of the far-reaching aims of the Crusades. The Holy
Placee were not meationed 1in the treaty, nor were Jerusalem ard
Bethlehemn.

Similar changfﬁggjge reflected 1n tresties betseen the
Revublic of Venice, (the Netherlank (1612), and Britain (1675) sith
Turkey. Between 1535 and the French Revolutiou in 1789, not a
single treaty coacluded by a ﬁéstern Power with Turkey contained
a single cluse about the Christian minorities in the Ottoman
Empare. (Zander, p. 25.)
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Thus, among numerous references cited, St. Augustine (354-430 C.E.)
proclaimed: "God 1s indeed everywhere, and He who created all things 1s
not contai or shut in by any one place."

sl IR @ o

The Church Fathers were debating the spiritual value og pilgrimages -t

at the time when Jerusalem was part of the Byzantine Empire and be- C:Ea
longed, therefore, to the Christian world. Since Constantine the Creat X

Q\r\- J]
had accepted Christianity as the religion of the Roman Empir I‘\E__J

Government which controlled the Holy Places had been Christian.

The situation changed, however, in 638 C.E. when the Arabs con-

alipt
V///quered Jerusalem under Eftph Omar. For the first time the Christian

world was faced with the fact that 1ts most sacred shrines were in the
hands of "infidels." The response of the Crusaders was that the Holy
Land had to be reconquered by force and to be ruled by a Christian

kingdom.

It took several centuries for this attitude to develop. The
struggle between the Arabs and the West which extended from Spain, over

the Mediterranean, to the borders of the Byzantine Empire, was not /

Qf)& conceived at first in religious terms. In the Eas> a change occurred 1in

Shﬂyiii_ the tenth century when the Byzantine armies under the Emperors
v ¥

o{r’ Nicephorus and Jean Tzimesces, advanced into Syria and Galilee, taking

Tiberias, Nazareth, and Caesarea.
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In ’];l’_lf_ History of the Crusades,® Sir Steven Runciman wrote: "Up to

that time, there was no greater merit 1n dying 1in battle for the
protection of the Empire against the infidel Arab than against the

/Chrlstian Bulgar; nor did the Church make any distinction. But both
(

Emperors) Nicephorus and John geclared that the struggle was now for

the glory of Christendom, for the rescue of the Holy Places, and for the
€4z
destruction of Islam... Nicephorus emphasized that wars were

Christian wars....he saw himself as a Christian champion, and even

threatened to march on Mecca to establish there the throne of Christ."

In the West, up to the beginning of the 11th century, the Christian

princes in the North of Spain were hardly conscious of the fact that

W £ t"they were involved in the sacred task of defending the Churcr‘L"? It was
the Order of Cluny that brought about a change. Under its influence a

Christian renaissance spread through France and Spain, uniting all

forces and giving them the dynamic conviction that war against the

infidels was a sacred duty for the Christian. The idea develop‘ed of a

Chraistian Holy War against the unbelievers, a war which would give the

soldiers of Christ forgiveness for their sins and eternal reward.

inseet - ¢ 7h (Y)
uvacls fqu-?B

yys % PHASE II - VATICAN'S AMBIVALENT SUPPORT OF ZIONISM/ISRAEL, 1917- 1947
brelaw ,»q-a.w-da ol st inadep Bal s fond (ot £ Zyomaf liadesly
cads W e (i 7o) {?H 1970 - Framee rofates Pode fepal shde

"G B!
S&:m.ﬁ““" Sir Mark Sykes the diplomat who negotiated the Sykes-Picot

Agreement of 1916 with France, and himself a distinguished Catholic

L = l__‘tif_?_‘l DQ The c-'..\jd.&t‘;‘ \'-""l S"\'c.,\.e.'_.. & S b, Vb\ L. C“-—\M\D‘“&?c‘ \‘LS"-]: fP, 32- 3
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~ted??
« Bangh 7 4. layman, went to Rome to sound out the Vatican on 1ts attitude toward
g4l .M
lmm-f/“';r having Protestant Britain rather than France - which was officially
Ve
a94 r‘zlﬂﬂ
e%,hwf A entrusted by the Vatican as a protector of Catholic interests in the
ot o
e
ot Levant - assume the protectorate over the Holy Land. On April 11, 1917, %;‘-.ﬁ-
wr‘
Sykes met with Msgr. Eugenio Pacelli (later Pope Pius XII, 1939-58), who ,q3°°

was then Under-secretary for Extraordinary Affairs at the Papal

Secretariat of State. A few days later, he had an audience with Pope

%\ kBe t XV =22 From these talks Sykes assumed that the Vatican
%wv\"l‘ was ready to accept Britain as the mandatory power 1in Palestine.

A

Weipmnaens mat wwemete ¢ (abenntis o Adlied

Qccording to the Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel [(p. 1083),
"Sykes used his influence as a distinguished Catholic layman to explain
to Vatican authorities that Zionism would not clash with Christian or

Catholic wishes concerning the holy places in Palestine."
Ao €S (ot (S‘q‘("". v \ o)

£z e *The Qv esbion - At Sykes' suggestion, Pacellil received JNahum Sokolow‘ﬁn April 29, /

G Yelatne, VB

1s Fnedwi 1917, when Sokolow come to Rome on behalf og the Zionist Executive to

¥
{ $d | seek Vatican support for the planned Jewish National Home in Palestine.

ham"‘"

Moy
g cams-

Pacellil was interested but i1nsisted that the Zionists stay clear of an

area extending well b%nd the holy places. On May 1, Sokolow was

received by the Papal Secretary of State,|Pietro Cardinal Gasparri.
1‘3[

e

v dl
HCC“'L Vv Gasparril also discussed the holy place%nd claimed ’i;or the Church a \/\/

"reserved zone" (similar to the one provided forkthe Sykes-Picot

g 00

Agreement), including not only Jerusalem but also Bethlehem, Nazareth,

and 1ts environs, Tiberias and Jericho. AS LONG AS THE VATICAN'S

L. '41,1.»'3“’
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REQUIREMENTS WERE MET, GASPARI SAID TO SOKOLOW, THE HOLY SEE WISHED THE

)
ZIONISTS WELL IN THEIR ATTEMPT TO SET UP A STATE IN PALESTINE. When

Sokolow said that the Zionists wanted only an "autonomous home,"

GASPARRI ASSURED HIM THAT HE MIGHT COUNT ON THE SYMPATHY OF THE CHURCH..s

\
e -q.w

© d‘rgv‘““f‘f. On May 8, 191 Sokolow was received 1in private audience by
TPt Criwd™ (1= 1922) Pella Chiesa-Framed e glomar from bto Fi sclaoel [10be lAeaqe -

fgc‘."f;o';:\f;;,;it{aenedlct )@kﬂmare of Britain's interest in Zionism, the Pope "‘ié*éeﬁé&*“;’w:;
‘-: é";;:‘sgn_;t:;ﬁk ﬁttentlvely to Sokolow and declared that THE RETURN OF THE JEWS TO
a:(‘“(i(,::v;:j:j,ﬁ “PALESTINE WAS A MIRACULOUS EVENT AND IN KEEPING WITH COD'S WILL. As for
"}::hir the holy place’? he said he had no doubt that a satisfactory agreement

could be worked out. "YES, YES," he told Sokolow, "I BELIEVE WE SHALL

BE GOOD NEIGHBORS."
The Pope also said*

"The problem of the Holy 'B].aces 1s for us of extraordinary impor- v’
tance. The holy rights must be protected. We will settle this between
the Church and the Great Powers. It 1s necessary that you respect those

rights in all their extent."

Sokolow gave assurance that the Zionists would respect the holy
A

places, and the audience ended with mutual assurances of understanding

On the strength of Sokolow's repor:t,( Mmmelt Justified

in telling a Zionist conference in London that the Church would not

L_ ﬂ*\\“\.\ S\J\H'_\od \-\ \ss\'LTuL {}f 2—\_“\;__,.,,‘_-'),.\{11.\, KL-sa-.il"‘\-l L*C \)'»\3--\' 6\“...1..-\ lai'_,j
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oppose Zionist aims i1n Palestine.

(ﬁuhq(a&c( Mineybt Sug .
A fre V ..~r amru'«: -hutd? Zh enSaL ~j
l.l !‘_(SCI I\‘jm&nb ff;?\‘;'ﬂ‘ rAIGJ_ ?\G Q’F:‘]j" m ft“"-? & (t re 3:_“” lk ﬁ.

F_ Bevrd
h'“s The issuance of the(ggl—?our Declaratlon—)ln November 1917 - due in |y vové—
Siv oz Vf
. < large measure to 511' Mark Sykes' "faith and energy" - and Gen. Edmund H. e zweaam
w‘%‘:wn,w‘f i—l enby onquest of Jerusalem Japparently stirred misgivings in the F.’{‘::u
- ¥
-Qgé:(\, :"’ 1‘,,19 Vatican concerning the safety of the holy places under the new regime 1in

h.( N

wes
¢s|'f M gﬂksl"lw a.,“.,, cThers 2z wash Iﬂ-\.‘é&sf

©les lv

but n ?‘w{;, Palestine. The Vatican was apprehensive that Palestine would not be
J.

placed under INTERNATIONAL RULE, as envisioned 1in the Sykes-Picot

Vi J\,..s.ﬂ:\“*‘m P oS - Weizmann Worvier Pver 416 manby wionl of Potest Jow Selflcmeat mn 1Tolated 1oner
ot ety gl Agreement., By December 1917, Pope Benedict XV had expressed his concern *
of L; fod ! T A - “Ar:hlh
i

f‘fl“;ﬂét-” to De Salis, the British Representative to the Holy See, lest THE JEWS """'rpﬁ
- 0 Q-Dul ‘Gn s -
g ?:: -3 GAIN DIRECT CONTROL OVER PALESTINE'S AFFAIRS TO THE DETRIMENT OF

,,.-—‘qna 2 Al f';r)ﬁ.a?‘-l

(s <7 CHRISTIAN INTERESTS. s M (p‘,(r—ﬂ. l:...’-\ Sxrcdal” K¥ ~

F"jt*/' ¢ ,.TJ.J'u, g reat Suao(f
e";‘é‘_ d(f"“"' ﬁn (.:ﬁfll’f
q- 8 @
8 (k\(l"‘ \ When Sykes revisited Rome 1in the winter of 1918, he noted a marked

change 1n the Vatican's attitude toward Zionism. HE NOW FOUND CARDINAL
GASPARRI THOROUGHLY UNSYMPATHETIC. On March 1, 1919, the Tablet
-—________.._-—-- —_—
published a denial of reports that the Pope had ever supported Zionism.

On March 10, 1919, while the peace conference was meeting 1n Paris, Pope

Benedict told a secret consistory in Rome that "IT WOULD BE FOR US AND
ALL CHRISTIAI;/A BITTER GRIEF IF UNBELIEVERS IN PALESTINE WERE PUT INTO A
SUPERIOR OR MORE PRIVILEGED POSITION."™ Although the Pope did not
specify who the "unbelievers" were, he was evidently seeking to in-
fluence the peace conference to the end that JEWS WOULD NOT BE GIVEN A

%DOMINANT POSITION IN PALESTINE.
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The Vatican was probably ready to accept a British Mandate, BUT
WITH NO PRIVILEGES FOR THE ZIONISTS AND, PREFERABLY, WITH INTERNATIONAL
STATUS FOR THE HOLY PLACES. The Pope had probably been i1nfluenced by

the reports sent to him from England by Francis Cardinal Bourne, who had

visited Palestine in that period and wrote anti-Zionist letters also to

Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour and Prime Minister David Lloyd

Ceorge. The British Government gave assurances to the Vatican on the

s
safeguarding of Catholic interest/in the holy places, i1n case Britain
were to receive the mandate, but 1t seems that the VATICAN STILL

PREFERRED THE INTERNATIONALIZATION OF PALESTINE.

4
s
su_/\&g“f/ (The secret Sykes-Picot Agreement signed by Britain and France in
May 1916, proposed the division of t he Ottoman Empire between the three &t
q -

Gradd L 3 K ssig o cla C Censiad
principal Entente Powers@ﬁrltaln, France (claimed Mosul and Grea 7 Cats
’ 7

et e

Syria (which 1t understood to include all Palestine), while m@/
wanted to create an independent Arab state w e s
Mesoputaemsa. The Sykes-Picot Agreement provided that Palestine, south

of French-controlled Lebanon down to a line running from Gaza to the

Dead Sea, was to be set apart as an "international zone" whose adminis-

tration was to be decided after consultation with Russia and other

Entente allies. The Vatican supported this plan for the internationali-

zation of Palestine - at least for several years.)

25

In April 1920, the San Remo Conference awarded the Palestine

- Mandate EP Great Britain, subject to the approval of the League of
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Nations. On April 26, 1920, the Vatican made known 1its fears that
JEWISH ELEMENTS MIGHT BECOME PREDOMINANT IN PALESTINE UNDER BRITISH
RULE. These fears were discussed in Catholic circles even in England,
where the anti-Zionist Cardinal Bourne told a nationwide Catholic
conference in Liverpool that "A NEW NON-CHRISTIAN INFLUENCE WAS BEING
DELIBERATELY SET UP IN THE LAND WHENCE COUNTLESS GENERATIONS OF CHRIS-

v~  TENDOM HAD LONGE% AND STRIVEN TO OUST A NON-CHRISTIAN POWER."

By this time the Vatican appeared to have been influenced by the
FEAR OF COMMUNISM. In 1921 representatives of the Zionist movement
visiting Rome were informed by a Vatican spokesman that the Holy See did
not wish to "ASSIST THE JEWISH RACE, WHICH IS PERMEATED WITH A REVOLU-
TIONARY AND REBELLIOUS SPIRIT,™ TO GAIN CONTROL OVER THE HOLY LAND. The
Pope clearly had been impressed by anti-Semitic reports that the Jewish
pioneers E@?re Bolshevists who were seeking to establish a Communist

regime 1n Palestine.

In June 1921, Pope Benedict XV protested that THE CHRISTIANS IN
PALESTINE WERE NOW WORSE OFF THAN UNDER TURKISH RULE AND CALLED ON THE
GOVERNMENTS OF ALL CHRISTIAN STATES, CATHOLIC AND NON~CATHOLIC;T0 MAKE A )
JOINT PROTEST:\T/HE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN ORDER TO PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF
THE HOLY SEE IN THE HOLY PLACES. He did this despite repeated as-
surances from the British that they would afford ample protection to the
holy places and that, as Sir Ronald Storrs put it to the Pope, THE JEWS

WOULD NEVER BE PERMITTED TO "DOMINATE"™ THE HOLY PLACES. Ctlalc
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E’_opes Benedict XV and |[Pius XI (1922-39)) were further influenced

b

against the British and the Jews by lurid reports from Mw
*Barlassina, Latin Patr1$;1 of Jerusalem. Barlassina, WHO OVERLOOKED NO
OPPORTUNITY TO SIDE WITH THE ARABS, TOLD ROMAN AND VATICAN AUDIENCES
THAT THE BALFOUR DECLARATION HAD ENABLED THE JEWS TO COME OUT OPENLY
WITH THEIR PLAN TO SET UP "THE EMPIRE OF ZION," that some kibbutizm 1in

\
Palestine were run according to extremeiaommunlst principles, and that

Jel:j‘s/alan alone %w had 500 prostitutes.

In the spring of 1922, Weizmann arrived in Rome to help undo the
damage caused by Barlassina's reports. He had two interviews with
o
Cardinal Gasparri, who was still BapalCSecretary of State. GASPARRI
i il 1
ASSURED WEIZMANN THAT THE VATICAN DID NOT OPPOSE A JEWISH NATIONAL HOME
IN PALESTINE, PROVIDED THAT THE INTERESTS OF NON-JEWISH COMMUNITIES
THERE WERE SAFEGUARDED AND THAT THE JEWS WERE NOT GIVEN A "PRIVILEGED

LY

POSITION™ IN THE COUNTRY.

According to Weizmann's memoirs, Trial and Error, 1t seemed to him

that Gasparri somehow considered the World Zionist Organization a branch
of Britain's Palestine government. After Weizmann had reported to
Gasparri on Jewish settlement and reconstruction work in Palestine,
Gasparri—on—Jewrsh—settlement—and—reconstruction work-rmPaltestine,—.
Gasparr1l remarked that he was not worried about Jewish settlement in the
Holy Land. "It is your university that I fear," the Cardinal said,

referring to the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. In a not/to the

e
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British Embassy, Gasparri stressed again that "THE HOLY SEE DOES NOT
OPPOSE THE ACQUISITION BY THE JEWS IN PALESTINE OF EQUAL CIVIL RIGHTS"

BUT THAT IT COULD NOT CONSENT TO GIVE THE JEWS A POSITION OF PREPON-

DERANCE LET ALONE AGREE TO THE CREATION OF A JEWISH STATE.‘J .

In May 1922, Gasparri submitted a memorandum to the League of

——

Nations Council, which was then about to ratify the British Mandate for

Palestine, protesting that the CREATION OF A JEWISH NATIONAL HOME IN
PALESTINE UNDER THE BALFOUR DECLARATION GAVE THE ZIONISTS "A PRIVILEGED

POSITION." The theme was repeiréd on June 1 by L'Osservatore Romano,

the semiofficial Vatican paper, which agreed to the British Mandate 1in
principal but DEMANDED MODIFICATIONS IN THE DECLARATION BECAUSE ZIONISM

'AOULD BE DE‘@R&HENTAL TO PEACE IN PALESTINE AND WOULD ROB THE NATIVE
POPULATION OF ITS RIGHTS...

“ e O G
w Wi, Je r(,s; kt-p'. ) Ao mam gues honmwar nel et 5-““‘3, pepe shll it ot vecoguire F‘1-‘+‘ e
lgizzﬁu PPN So St Ny AR TP PR AN W

wd‘““ On Dec. 11, 1922, E’gpe Pius XI (1922-352{ in an allocution at a B
Wyt eviewn Mo
Pt “&—-‘ \é::ret consjtory made a special reference to the question of the holy ?‘?E_(RC‘
he e :
(0“:} sC"fc? places and the rights off the Holy See, which SHOULD BE PROTECTED NOT Fpatny
“J.— o Meaco
Cd‘"“" b ONLY AGAINST JEWS AND UNBELIEVERS BUT ALSO AGAINST ALL OTHER NON-
— N
5 “";{:{\_&ﬁl . CATHOLIC RELIGIONS. At a secret consistory on May 23, 1923, he declared
: onsé WOULD Ceppd
?.Sugoﬂ -1 that the Church yeu!d defend the "undeniable, OBVIOUS AND OVER\\‘HEL\EING
— “‘l
ash'_u“ RIGHTS OF CATHOLICISM TO THE HOLY PLACES IN PALESTINE."™ In a papal bull
o ,
2:’;05 Wﬂ(g of May 1924, he again calledsfor the solution of problem of the holy
——
1 °“JE:_.. places IN ACCORDANCE WITH CATHOLIC INTERESTS.
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When Benito Mussolini's Fdcist Party first assumed power 1in Italy
(October 1922), its attitude }toward Zionism was cool. ON VARIOUS
OCCASIONS, THE VATICAN EXERTED 'PRESSURE ON THE MUSSOLINI GOVERNMENT TO
TAKE AN? ANTI-ZIONIST STAND. Later, Marchese Alberto Theodol, the
Italian Representative to the League of Nations Permanent Mandates
Comm;ssmn)assumed an ANTI-ZIONIST POSITION, claiming to PROTECT THE

V" RIGHTS OF THE CATHOLICS IN PALESTINE. In 1927 Mussolinifold Victor

e.
\/Z]acobson that he had to take into account thad feelings of his "neigh-
bor" (1.e. the Vatican), WHICH WAS IMPLACABLY OPPOSED TO ZIONIST

ASPIRATIONS.

o
Meanwhile, VATICAN OFFICIALS AND %G}ii'r PLACED CHURCH CIRCLES
CONTINUED THEIR CAMPAIGN AGAINST ZIONISM. Barlassina, now a cardinal
and papal representative i1n Jerusalem, alleged that the ZIONISTS WERE
DRIVING ARAB WORKERS OUT AND REPLACING THEM WITH THOUSANDS OF THEIR
AORELIGIONISTS F@H RUSSIA."

Late 1n November 1929, L'0OSSERVATORE ROMANO CARRIED AN EDITIORAL

o

/ HEADLINED, "THE_JEWISH DANGER THREATENING THE ENTIRE WORLD."™ The Oct.

3, 1936, issuepthe Jesuit paper, Civilta Cattolica which was close to

/

the Holy See, said that "THE JEWS CON?,;I'ITUTE A SERIOUS AND PERMANENT

DANGER TO SOCIETY..."™ Another issue & that year said, "Zionism might

offer a way out, but the creation of A JEWISH STATE WOULD INCREASE THE

JEWISH MENACE." IN AN EDITORIAL (APRIL 2, 1938) THE SAME PAPER
@

SUGGESTED THAT THE BEST THING FOR THE JEWS TO DO WAS THE RELINQUISH
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THEIR CLAIMS ON PALESTINE AND, IF POSSIBLE, LEAVE THE COUNTRY AL-

TOGETHER. CIVILIA CATTOLICA WAS TO BE SINGULARLY CONSISTENT IN ITS

OPPOSITION TO ZIONISM AND LATER TO ISRAEL. (IT HAD A RECORD OF ANTI-
SEMITISM, GOING BACK TO THE 1880s, WHEN IT PUBLISHED OUTRIGHT ACCUSA-

TIONS OF RITUAL MURDER AGAINST THE JEWS.)

The Vatican's firm opposition to a Jewish National Home 1in
Palestine was reiterated forcefully between the summer of 1943 and the
summer of 1944, when the Second World War was clearly going the Allies'

way. According to Prof. Silvio Ferrari*, Cardinal Luigi Maglaioni,

Vatican Secretary of State, wrote a letter on May 18, 1943, to Amleto v&_
Cardinal Cicognani, Apostolic Delegate in Washington, instructing him to
inform the U.S. Government that Catholics throughout the world "COULD
NOT BUT BE WOUNDED IN THEIR RELIGIOUS PRIDE SHOULD PALESTINE BE HANDED

OVER TO THE JEWS OR BE PLACED VIRTUALLY UNDER THEIR CONTROL."

In what will come as a surprise to many Jews (and Chrastians),
Msgr. Angelo Roncalli, then Apostolic Delegate to Istanbul and later

Pope John XXITI (1958-63), held simirlar but less hawkish opinions as

expressed 1n a letter to Cardinal Maglioni, Sept. 4, 1943. This would
show that the Vatican Secretary of State's line met with the approval of
the Vatican diplomats most actively involved in helping save Jews during
the Nazi holocaust. Prof. Ferrari comments that Eghls leads us to the
(&
conclusion backed by other documents' that the Vatican's OPPOSITION TO
———
THE CREATION OF A JEWISH STATE IN THE HOLY LAND WAS NOT CAUSED BY

3 Tue Voo, Tovact, ot o Tevusdon @uceton (143-(104) by
C\\\J\o f\'..ufd-\it' M . \Ju\ quﬂo,’ll cV'Wj 1%&'\



VATICAN/ISRAEL M. Tanenbaum
=18

ANTI-SEMITIC FEELING BUT RATHER BY THE VATICAN'S DETERMINATION TO
n

PROTECT CATHOLIC INTERESTS IN PALESTINE.( VATICAN OPPOSITION TO ARAB

DOMINATION IN PALESTINE .~

The Vatican's resistance to a "Jewish Home" did not mean 1t favored
Arab domination in the Holy Land. In April 1944, the Vatican's Secre-

tary of State, Cardinal Maglione, expressed to Myron C. Taylor, Presi-

dent Roosevelt's personal representative to the Pope, the Vatican's
concern over the plan to create af Pan-Arab confederation (the Arab
League) 1n the Middle East, which they felt would put the Christian

community's future in "an uncertain and precarious position."

The Vatican urged that the Great Powers intervene to insure that
"the basic ieglslatlon of the planned Confederation would clearly give
ATy
V/Fnon-Musllms freedom of opinion, freedom of worship and pesky with
Muslims as regardszﬁf;ll rights and duties." Maglione said that these
\J/’ SINE
conditions were a spexne qqﬂlun1for making this plan "at least partly

acceptable."

The Vatican feared that either Arab or Jewish domination would
prejudice Catholic interests i1n Palestine. These interests, the Holy
See believed, would be better protected by a solution where "neither
Jews nor Arabs, but a Third Power, should have control in the Holy
Land." The Vatican thus favored either a continuation of the British

Mandate (or a mandate given to another "Christian power") or the
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INTERNATIONALIZATION OF ALL PALESTINE UNDER UN SUPERVISION. Either
solution meant that control of the Holy Land would be safely in Chris-
tian hands. They believed this would avert the danger of the Arab-
Jewish conflict degenerating into open war and the possible threat of

irreparable destruction to the Holy Places.

Between 1945 and 1947, this proposed solution to the Palestine

Frasc.s
question was supported by Archblshopkl Spellman of New York and his

adviser on "Palestinian affairs," Msgr. Thomas J. McMahon. The Vatican

shared their views but decided to make no public statement about a plan
which was firmly opposed by both the Arab countries and the Jewish
Agency for Palestine. The Vatican followed an extremely reserved line
and avoided any official statement of 1ts position on the Palestine

conflict.

During the final years of the British mandate, the Vatican had
apparently become impressed with the humanitarian work the Zionists had
performed 1n Palestine, particularly in the resettlement of refugees
from the Nazi holocaust. As indicated above, the Holy See now favored
the "status quo," namely, the continuation of the Jewish National Home
under the British Mandate, or the internationalization proposal. Some
circles in the Vatican showed signs of supporting the Zionist "esta-
blishment" under Weizmann, whom they regarded as the link between the
Zionist movement and the British authorities. They were, however,

deeply worried about the civil strife waged by splinter groups such as
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the Stern group (Lohame Herut Israel) which they feared might result in

damage to holy places.

On Apral 10, 1945, Moshe Shef;;ok (Sharett), then head of the

Jewish Agency's Political Department, had an audience with Pius XII

—_——
-

(1939-1958.) Shertok told the Pope that the murder of 6 million Jews by
the Nazis had been possible only because the Jews had no state of their
own, that a radical change must take place 1n the life of the Jewish
people after the war. Shertok said that he knew of no conflict of
interest between Zionist aspirations in Palestine and the interests of
Christianity and Catholicism there, and that the Jewish State to be set
up 1n Palestine would undertake to protect the Chraistian holy places.
He then told Pius XII that the Jews hoped for the "moral support" of the
Catholic Church for "our renewed existence in Palestine." The Pope's

questions and answers were reportedly courteous but noncommittal.

Arab countries were now beginning to exert heavy pressure on Pope
Pius XII to mobilize the Catholic Church against the establishment of a
Jewish State in Palestine. On Aug. 3, 1946, Pius XII was visited by a
delegation from the Palestine Arab Higher Committee, which requested his

intervention against the Zionists. The Pope's reply was as follows:

"We deplore all resorts to force and violence from whatever quarter
they come. Thus we also deplored repeatedly in the past the persecution

that fanatic anti-Semitism unleashed against the Hebrew people.
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"WE ALWAYS OBSERVED (AN) ATTITUDE OF PERFECT IMPARTIALITY... AND WE

ARE DETERMINED TO CONFORM TO IT IN THE FUTURE.

"But 1t 1s clear that this IMPARTIALITY, WHICH OUR APOSTOLIC
MISSION IMPOSES ON US AND WHICH PLACES US ABOVE THE CONFLICTS THAT ARE
RENDING HUMAN SOCIETY ESPECIALLY AT THIS DIFFICULT MOVEMENT, CANNOT
SIGNIFY INDIFFERENCE. (We will) endeavor that justice and peace 1n
Palestine may become a constructive reality, that the order springing
from the efficient cooperation of all interested parties may be created
and each of the parties now 1in conflict may have a guarantee of security
of existence as well as physical and moral living conditions on which

may be established a normal situation of material and cultural welfare.”

VATICAN'S VIEWS TOWARD PARTITION PLAN, 1947

In April 1947, Great Britain submitted the Palestine i1ssue to the
United Nations. There was now no chance that Britain's mandate in the
Holy Land would be extended. Among other factors, doubts arose regard-
ing the wisdom of entrusting Palestine to UN administration for fear of
inviting Soviet penetration into the Middle East. The Vatican was now
faced with an alternative: (a) a divided Holy Land resulting from the
creation of a Jewish state and an Arab state, or (b) the creation of a
single state in Palestine representing both sides but with an Arab

majority.
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The first proposal was clearly unacceptable to major Catholic
leadership. Archbishop Spellman openly criticized the "Partition Plan,"

saying, "The Catholic Church strongly opposes any form of partition,

primarily on the ground that the whole land 1s sacred to Christ." (Cited

in a memorandum from U.S. Ambassador to Iraq, George Wadsworth, 1n a
memorandum to Loy W. Henderson, Jan. 13, 1947.) Key officials in the
Vatican Secretary of State's office agreed in principle with these
opinions but withheld making them official. That was due to the fact,
according to Prof. Ferrarri, the Vatican followed 1ts traditional policy
of "reserve," which counseled against any explicit public statements
that "might well have conflicted with Jewish aspirations for national

independence."

At the same time, Middle Eastern Catholic communities and, more
discreetly, missionary organizations working in the Holy Land, advocated
the creation of a single Arab-controlled state in Palestine. In the
Vatican, these positions were welcomed warmly in some ecclesiastical
circles close to the Sacred Oriental Congregation, which was parti-
cularly aware of the implications of the Palestine i1ssue for the future
of Catholic missionary activities throughout the Middle East. Despite
the pressure placed on the Pope and the Holy see by these groups, and
despite "the existence of objectively significant factors favoring the
Arab" (Ferrarri), the Vatican Secretary of State's Office did not

declare 1tself in favor of an Arab State 1in Palestine.
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The reluctance to do so is explained (a) by the belief that the
Arab proposals, opposed both by the United States and the USSR, would
not have been approved by the UN General Assembly, and (b) most es-
pecially, the Vatican's hopes for the INTERNATIONALIZATION OF THE CITY
OF JERUSALEM. The latter proposal was an important feature of the
UNSCOP (United Nations Special Committee on Palestine) plan to divide

Palestine approved in the summer of 1947.

From the official statements made to UNSCOP by the Custodia di

Terra Santa, the most important Catholic organization working in

Palestine, and by the Catholic Near East Welfare Association (whose
president was Archbishop Spellman and whose national secretary was Msgr.
McMahon) on June 5, 1947, the Vatican at first appeared to be seeking
safeguards that did not necessarily mean making Jerusalem a "corpus
separatum.”™ But clearly the Vatican was extremely pleased when this
solution was supported by the majority of UNSCOP. The Vatican believed
that a "corpus separatum" gave the best protection possible for the Holy
Places as well as the Catholic community in Palestine. In addition, the
Holy See 1ndicated that 1t provided a legal and institutional framework
incorporating the universal meaning of the Holy Places, and prevented
Jerusalem form becoming part of a Jewish or Arab State. These princi-

ples, it was asserted, were deeply rooted in the Catholic world.

The passibility of obtaining an international status for the City

of Jerusalem led the Vatican Secretariat of State not to oppose the plan
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to divide the Holy Land 1in 1947. (At the same time, the Vatican did not
openly oppose the idea of creating a single Arab-controlled State in
Palest.lne, fearing that would compromise good relations with Arab
countries or would expose Catholic communities to dangerous reprisals
from Arabs should the UN favor the latter solution.) In this decisive
year in the Middle ga,st question, 1t 1is therefore correct to say that
THE VATICAN WAS %QOEPOSED TO THE CREATION OF A JEWISH STATE, IF THE

DIVISION OF PALESTINE ENSURED JERUSALEM'S INTERNATIONALIZATION.

When the partition of Palestine came to a vote at the United
Nations on Nov. 19, 1947, MOST OF THE CATHOLIC COUNTRIES IN THE WORLD
BODY APPROVED THE ACTION THAT CLEARED THE WAY FOR THE CREATION OF THE
JEWISH STATE. The Latin American countries, together with other
Catholic countries 1like Belgium, France, Luxembourg, and the
Philippines, were hardly likely to vote so overwhelmingly for the
partition of the Holy Land unless they knew that the Vatican did not
oppose this solution. This position was never subsequently abandoned
-despite some 1interim uncertainty in 1947-48 caused by the Vatican's
interest in the U.S. proposal to drop the Partition Plan and to place

the whole of Palestine under UN "temporary trusteeship."

THE VATICAN, ISRAEL, AND JERUSALEM - 1947-49

On December 29, 1947, the UN General Assembly, acting on the
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proposal by the UNSCOP majority, approved the division of Palestine 1into
an Arab and Jewish State. The UN body also established that Jerusalem
and 1ts environs were to constitute a "corpus separatum" directly under
UN control. As a result of the attack by five Arab nations on the
newly-proclaimed Jewish State, these provisions for the Partition Plan
and for Jerusalem and the Holy Places were not implemented. During the
hostilities, Jordanian and Israeli troops respectively took up positions
in the "old city" - where the majority of Holy Places were located, and

the "new city" - where much of the city's administration was situated.

The protracted Jordanian and Israel:i occupation challenged the
plans for Jerusalem's internationalization advocated in the Nov. 29,
1947, UN Resolution. In the face of that reality, and with a debate
imminent 1n the UN on the Palestine question, the Holy See decided to

end 1ts STRATEGY OF SILENCE and to make public 1ts position.

Pope Pius XII, who scrupulously avoided taking sides 1in the
conflict and who 1s said to have favored the continuation of a mandatory
regime 1n order to assure the safety of the Holy Places, 1ssued has
official reaction to the war 1n three Papal encyclicals. The first,

(1>]
Auspicia Q.laedam, (May b;y1948), expressed concern for the Holy Places

and offered a prayer that the "situation in Palestine be at long last

settled justly."
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The second, In multiplicibus curis (Oct. 24, 1948), was promulgated

when 1t was clear that the Israelis were winning. Pius XII urged the
giving of "an International character to Jerusalem and 1ts vicinity
(...) as a better guarantee for the safety of the sanctuaries under the
present 01rcumstancesf§ In that encyclical, the Pope mentioned that,

speaking before a "delegation of distinguished Arabs" who "came to

render us homage," that

"Once war was declared, without abandoning the attitude of im-
partiality imposed on us by our apostolic mission, which places us above
the conflicts which agitate human society, we did not fail to bend our
efforts... for the triumph of justice and peace in Palestine and for the

respect and safeguarding of the holy places."

(The Rev. J.M.. Kelly, chairman of the Anglican Commission on Roman
Catholic relations, has written in his just-published, The Oxford

Dictionary of Popes, that "Pius XII saw himself as the Pope of peace...

(but) his efforts to remain 'strictly neutral' during World War II led
to shar%h:rlticlsms of his failure to speak Pout strongly against the
5 P~ W
Nazis. Ba;uagﬁfzz claims of Pius defenders that he did speak out, what
.‘____.f"'"\--
remains clear, 7£ather Kelly writes, "is that the veiled or generalized
language traditional to the curia was not a suitable instrument for

dealing with cynically planned world domination and genocide.")

In his third encyclical, Inpgedemptorxs NJStI‘l (April 15, 1949)
N\
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which appeared two days after the signing of the armistice agreement,
the Pope sought to "persuade the rulers of nations, and those whose duty
1t 1s to settle this important question, to accord to Jerusalem and 1ts

surroundings a juridical status." He then ple;%gd that

"...ALL RIGHTS TO THE HOLY PLACES WHICH CATHOLICS DURING MANY
CENTURIES HAVE ACQUIRED AND TIME AND AGAIN DEFENDED VALIANTLY, AND WHICH
OUR PREDECESSORS HAVE SOLEMNLY AND EFFECTIVELY VINDICATED, SHOULD BE
PRESERVED INVIOLATE..."

On May 14, 1948, L'Osservatore Romano, declared:

"MODERN ZIONISM IS NOT THE TRUE HEIR OF BIBLICAL ISRAEL, BUT A
SECULAR STATE...THEREFORE THE HOLY LAND AND ITS SACRED SITE BELONG TO
CHRISTIANITY, THE TRUE ISRAEL."

In reporting on the War of Independence, the official Jesuit

publication, Civilta Cattolica, made its sympathies clear. It referred

to Israelil setbacks as "Arab victories" and to Israeli victories as
"advances." Only Egyptian and Jordanian communiques were quoted in
full. In 1ts June 19, 1948, issue the paper reported that "two Zionist

emissaries" has been caught trying to poison the wells i1n Gaza.

The publication of the Papal encyclicals at this time, according to

Prof. Ferrarri, resulted from acute concern over the damage suffered by
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the Catholic sanctuaries and institutions in the Holy City. They were
also animated by the hope that, once internationalized, Jerusalem might
become the place where thousands of Palestinian refugees - including a

n
sizeable contfﬁgnt of Palestinian Christians - would wish to settle.

France now exerted pressures on the Vatican expecting that 1t would
be able to exploit opportunities opened up by the international adminis-
tration of Jerusalem as a means of regaining its influence 1t once had
in the Middle East as "watchdog of Catholic interests." The French
Ambassador to the Vatican thus was given instructions by Robert Schuman,
the French Foreign Minister, to "demand that the Pontiff take an
official position favoring the internationalization of Jerusalem and the

Holy Places."

In September 1948, two Israeli emissaries - Dr. Jacob ;Zi;og and
Dr. Chaim Wardi - undertook a mission to Rome to discuss the future of
Jerusalem and the Holy Places. In January 1949, Msgr. McMahon visited
Palestine to pursue these discussions. Both missions failed to reach
any agreements. This led the Vatican to renew 1ts demands for an
international regime for Jerusalem. These failures also stimulated Pope

Pius XII to publish his second encyclical, In Redemptoris Nostri, (see

p. 15), 1n which he invited the CATHOLIC WORLD TO RUSH TO THE DEFENSE OF

THE HOLY PLACES AND THE INTERNATIONALIZATION OF JERUSALEsh.

The Pope's appeal was taken up by the Catholics in many parts of
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the world, particularly in the United States and France. In the United
States, Cardinal Spellman approached President Truman directly and from
May to August 1949, there was a lengthy exchange of letters between the
two through which Spellman hoped to convince Truman of the "necessity of

placing Jerusalem and 1ts environs beyond the control of any local

group." (Italics mine.)

Despite a second mission by McMahon to Palestine in the summer of
1949 and a final attempt in Rome in November 19492 undertaken by Jacob
Herzog, the Vatican and Israel failed to reach agreement and they began
the 4th session of the UN General Assembly in open disagreement on the

Jerusalem 1issue.

Following a fiercely contested debate, the UN adopted on Dec. 9,
1949, an Australian resolution calling for the TERRITORIAL INTER-
NATIONALIZATION OF JERUSALEM. The resolution was opposed by Jordan and
Israel, the United States and the United Kingdom, among the GCreat
Powers. It was supported by the Arab bloc (excepting Jordan), the
Communist bloc (which Prof. Ferrarri said "saw internationalization of
Jerusalem as a CHANCE TO ENTER MIDDLE EAST POLITICS") and the majority

of Catholic countries, "no doubt heavily influenced by the Vatican."

That action further stiffened Israel's and Jordan's positions.
They 1intensified their negotiations to find an agreement based on

Jerusalem's division and accelerated the integration of the sections of
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Jerusalem they controlled into their respective states.

Ve VAT Ny SRS — \aud- &8s 467

In the spring of 1949, when the State of Israel sought admission to
the United Nations, several Catholic countries opposed its application
on the ground that Israel had "failed to carry out the full inter-
nationalization scheme" proposed by the United Nations for Jerusalem. No
such accusation was made against Jordan, which had MOST OF THE HOLY
PLACES IN ITS TERRITORY AND HAD REFUSED EVEN TO CONSIDER RELINQUISHING
ITS RULE OVER THESE PLACES AND OVER THE OLD CITY OF JERUSALEM.

Y, A,
¢ The Israel Parliament proclaimed Jerusalem its capital and
transferred 1ts headquarters and main government offices there. The
King of Jordan, worried about the rise of dangerous opposition to his

rule from Amman, appointed a Supreme Custodian of the Holy Places 1in

Jerusalem.

The Holy See refused to recognize any part of Jerusalem as the
caplt?I of Israel, or the State of Israel 1itself. The Papal Delegate to
Palestine resided in the Arab sector of Jerusalem, and the VATICAN
EXERTED PRESSURE ON CATHOLIC STATES TO ESTABLISH THEIR EMBASSIES AND

LEGATIONS IN OR NEAR TEL AVIV, RATHER THAN IN JERUSALEM.

(As recently as July 2, 1986, the head of the U.S. Catholic bishops
called on President Ronald Reagan to convince the U.S. Senate to drop

v
legislation that co(d result 1n the moving of the U.S. Embassy in Israel

+ Me Dude Acdwsom o 0§ dprtamehe  beprednfitioe 3 H’ﬁﬂ“‘"w&’wﬁ:#&“ﬂr‘“‘!
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then
from Tel Avaiv to Jerusalem. Bishop James Malone,‘pre31dent of the
National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1n a letter to President
Reagan, urged him to ask Sen. Jesse Helms, Republican of North Carolina,
to withdraw an amendment on the embassy transfer. The amendment has
been proposed for pending legislation on strengthening diplomatic

security in the face of terrorism.

(Terming the Helms' amendment "very dangerous," Bishop Malone
wrote: "The effect of the amendment could force the transfer of the
U.S. Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. I know that previous efforts
to achieve this objective have been opposed by your administration and I
write to request your leadership 1n opposing this very dangerous

amendment. N

(The U.S. Catholic Conference, the bishops' public policy arm, 1in
1984 opposed measures to move the embassy "because we believed such a
unilateral move would fail to address the special significance Jerusalem
holds for Moslems, Jews and Christians and 1t would present yet another
obstacle to progress toward a Middle East peace. Our position, then as
now," he wrote, "has been guided by the overall position of the Holy See

on Jerusalem.") (National Catholic News Service, July 7, 1986)

In 1950 new discussions and negotiations took place, at first
centering on the Garreau plan which proposed internationalization of a

limited area of Jerusalem, but including all the Christian Holy Places.
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Subsequently, a draft statute was drawn up;?:e Trusteeship Council based

on guidelines in the Dec. 9, 1949 resolution which had reaffirmed the
internationalization of all Jerusalem. Neither proposal received
sufficient support of the UN General Assembly which completed 1ts work

in Dec. 1950 without adopting any resolution regarding Jerusalem.

Only after 1t became obvious that the Jewish State was viable and
vigorous, and that the United Nations was incapable of enforcing 1its
resolutions regarding the internationalization of Jerusalem and the holy
places, did THE VATICAN MAKE ITS FIRST TENTATIVE ATTEMPTS AT A RAP-
PROACHMENT WITH THE ISRAELIS, IF NOT WITH THE STATE OF ISRAEL. On March
27, 1952, Pope Pius XII received Moshe Sharett, now Israel's Foreign
Minister, 1n a private unofficial audience. (See p. 11 for report on
first audience.) Sharett assured the Pope that Israel would respect
Christian rights. The Pope did not take any stand on the subjects
rairsed by Sharett. In the years that followed, Israel was visited by a
number of eminent Catholics including some Latin American prelates, who
subsequently spoke in highly complimentary terms of what they had seen
in the country. A growing number of Catholic priests began the serious
study of modern Hebrew. In 1955, a group of Jesuits, Dominicans, and
Franciscans spent six months i1n a intensive Hebrew-language course,

studying side-by-side with new Jewish immigrants.

Vatican authorities were impressed by Israel's attitude toward the

holy places. In November 1955, Israel's Ministry of Religious Affairs
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presented to Msgr. Antonio Vergani, the Latin Patriarchal Rerpresenta-
tive i1n Israel, a check i1n final compensation for war damage to Catholic
institutions. In a formal letter to the Israel government (Nov. 16,
1955), Vergani thanked the government for the "CONSTANT ASSISTANCE I WAS
GIVEN IN THE SETTLEMENT OF THE VARIOUS QUESTIONS OUTSTANDING BETWEEN THE

ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH AND THE STATE OF ISRAEL WITHIN THE LATTER'S

TERRITORY."
\ L
cr»f\‘g‘)i
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THE official HEKKXKX Vatican, however, still seemed reluctant
to mention the State of Israel by name. In May 1955, seveg;;l months
—

prior to Vergani's letter, the Israel Philharmonic Orchestra hsd been

5
granted an audience by Pope Pius X II and had given him a private
" S

W\
concert as a gesture of gratitude for the help the Chur@h had given to

)
Jewish victims of Nazism. In 1ts review of the concert, L'Osservatore

Romano simply said th%t the Pope had addressed '"Jewish musicians

—_— < e

of fourteen different nationalities.'" Not a word was mentioned about t he
o

aCTUALl nationality of the players. i \0\553

The aCCession of Pope John XXIII in l958’1naugurated an era

- ~
of liberaliZation in the attl.tiudes of the Catholic Church. The new
Pope, formerly Angelo Cardinal Roncalli, had maintained cordial relations
with Jews, and, on his election, exchanged messages of goodwill with

the President and Chief RaBBI of Israel. His coronation was attended

avhey pd\'ad ("
by Eliyahu Sasson, then Israel's Ambassador to Italy, who the

ceremonies as a ''special delegate of the governmenrt of Israel." In 1962

Saul Colbi, Director of the Department for Christian Communities of the
L)

Israelx M&!/nlstry of Religious Affairs, attended the opening ceremonies

of the Vatican Council.

The Vatican still did not establish official diplomatic
relations with the State of Israel. To no small extent, this was motivated
by FEAR OF ARAB REPRISALS AGAINST CATHOLIC COMMUNITIES OR INSTITUTIONS

IN ARAB LANDS. The extent of the pressure the Arab states were capable
wlvak™

of exerting can best be seen from transpired during the yatican Council,
A -

which, begun by POPE John XXIII and continued by his successor, Paul VI,
met in four separate sessions from 1962 to 1965. (See my paper on

?Vatlcan Council II and JEWISH-Christian Relatiomns “‘f av e able ﬁfbuﬂ
e Pwwntean Jooun Guuafee )
Sce NT (ot e T I At £ ove (|




-35-

CTtWhen the 1963 session discussed a proposed ”Dgzélaratlon on the Jazws"

repudlaéiang the deicide charge of collective Jewish guilt for the
Crucifixion, the Céggtlc Patrlagzgh of Alé:%andrla, Unltéga Arab

z
Repd@bllc, warned that:éﬁch a stéﬁ%eé%t were iﬁ%g¥§%$ed. "wg'shaAE
N

have to face ﬁE?e music from the Arab natlégﬁs.":¥e asserted that to
admit tha%the Jews had not been guilty 1in theg dégagﬁéof Jeé?ﬁs would
mean that é%%ey had a right to their Homeland after all, and this the
Arabs could not téZ}erate.Such waqﬁhlngs, combined éé}th religious
opp051t10 n from conservative and several ég§enly anti-Semitic clerics,

Y

preventedd that session from taking up the statement.

During the October 1964 se551qén, when ithe statement was
discussed aGAIN, Tﬁt Arab League countries instructed their diplomatic
n ~
ré%éresenta{é}VES f?% R_ome to contact the% cardinals and bishops

and make plain to hem the olt 1cal ipmplédications of a pro-Jewish
a-( Aavahe "\p t\é' Jp é ? P ¢ P
(on the part of the Counc1lk©rab newspapers warned that the matter of

the Jewish declaratloﬁh would be raised at the coq@%erence of leadegg
of nonaligned nathz%s that was meeting in Cairo at* the time. When
the Council gave preliminary approval to a sﬁg%ongly éggfgd#ed statement
condemning anti-Jewish discrimination and declaring that the Church
re jected the de&}cxde charge agalngiéhe Jews, Foreign Minister Kadri
Toukan of Jordan #dald that the act would encourage Israel to ''continue
1ts aggressive policy." Ten Christian members of the JordaNIAN Parliament
sent a mesage to Pope Paul calling the statement a '"stab in th%heart
o#Chrlstlanlty i

Two days after the jpassag#e of the pro-Jewish statéament
the Pope, 1n an effort to pac1f4the Arabs, arrangegd to mG{.wlth

Charles Helou,the Christian Pres1deqﬁ§ﬂof Lebaégpn. Augustin Carfdinal

D
Bea, President of {the Vatﬁlcan Secretariat of Christian Unity,in
S



-36-

3 7

a f?iz%t—pag#e editorial in L'Osservatore Romano, streséd the E}urely
— — ' (W
L) )

rellglous* SLgfnégﬁlcance of theﬁ d%iflaratlon, d\snﬂylng that
1t had any political aims or 1nté§ptlons. The statement was flna%£§
ratified when the V 1céﬁ'C1?unC1l closed i1in October 1965, and was
a modified version of fthe draft declaration passed the yeard before.

In January 1964, Pope Paul made a pilgrimageg ég? é%%e _
Holy Land. After arriving in Jordan on Janurary 4, he spent Janua;éi}

— n
5 1n IsraEL, v1SLE¥ng Meglddo,NazarQEEh, lebqéylas, and Capﬁéégrnaum,
repeatdeédlﬂy announcing that he had come strictly as a pfllgrlm to
whorship at the holy places the#re.The Arab wﬁorld exploited the
occasion for propaganda purposes. Reportersf@$r1v1ng in Jordan from
all over the world to cover ﬁthe Poﬂﬁe"s visit ﬁg?ieﬁ given kits
_~——
from the Jordanian 0ff1ce¢ of Informatlon,co#ntalnlng v10ﬂlent1y anti-
Jewish materélal. The Arabic version of the Jordan radio's response
to the Pope's messaGE declar#ed that %E;o thousand‘fyears ago the (
Jews crucified Christ and flffggéﬁp years ago they atétacked the peaﬁl
- i @ V-3 4
of PaLESTINE...THE Jews arfep t;ke egnemies of God apd of all
= g

rellglézns in ithe world."

In hlg regdponse to an address of welcome from PreSLdegbt

e ntiert
Zalman Shazar, wiho met ?%;he Pope as he entgéeregd Israel, Pope
-
Paul referred to ﬂ&he Pre51d:§nt as '""Your Excellency&: and expresed
his thanks to the "authorities" wggo had been kind to him, but he never
referred toa"lsrael" or to a "Jewish State.' At the same time, he
R

instructed Eugeég? ngrdlnaL Tlsseﬁrant, who had accompanied him on
the jouraney, to kindle memorial lights and to recite a{praye#r
in the Memorial Chamber in Yad Vashem. When he left, Pope Paul VI
told the Israeli Chief of Protocol that '"we saw today a living people

at work, a calm and serene people.'" He also accepted a medallion with

the words "State of Israel" engraved upon 1t in Hebrew, and said,
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"Shalom, shalom" in Hebres.
THE VATICAN AD JERUS ALEM - AFTER BQGT
derusslem's unificstion under, Isrzeli control. in 1967 led to a

resumed debate which hsd produced no significant resudt since the
beginnang of the 1950s. Follégng larzels vactory in the Six-Day War.
Pope Pzul VI 2t a conesistopy held on June 28, 1967, cslled for the
INTERNATOONALIZATION OF JERUSALEM. Accordiag to the Vatican spokesman

who released@ the report of the consistory to the New Y. rk Taimes, Israzel's

assurances thatbt would afford 11 £1ths free access to the holy vlaces

was not eanough® to satisfy the Vatican. On June 9, 1967, Negr. Vallainc

the Vatican's offacial spokesman, forcefully and clearly reaffirmedx its
traditaomal positaion besed on the TERRIRBORIAL INTERNATIONALIZATION (F THE
ENTIE CI'Y. He stzted that '"the UN resolutions of Nyvember 1947 were and

are 1n accord with tne wishes of the Hply 8ee." A few dayg later the
Vatican observer at tne UN circulated a document declaring thst the Vatican
was "convinced tnat the only solution which ofere® a sufficfent guarantee
for the prot4ction 6f Jeruszalemr and of 1ts Hply Pyaces 1s to nlace the city
and 1tes vicinity under an INTERNATIONAL REGIWE." He further stzted that "the
term 'internationalization' in 1ts peoper sense means a SEPARATE TERRITORY.
A'CORPUS SEPARATUM' SUBJECT TO AN INTERNA'IONAL REGIME." (czps mine.)

On Jyne 30, 1967, a group o Latin Americsn countries insvieed by
the Vatican, presentéd a draft resolution de81gned¥m suppatt the
INTERNATIONALIZATION OF JERUSALEN. but this did not obtain a sufficient
majorty to be accepted ty the General Assembly. Tht failure indicated that
the majoryty of the re tions repesented at the UN no longer considered
this solvtinpviable.

The Vaticzn spparently was novwilling to come to terms waith the
nev situation created by Israel's victory. A number o meetings were held

in Rome between Ehad Avriel, Iesraell Ambzssador to Italy, and Vatican
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officials, incluwding the® Pope, which 18 to the deciseaon 1o receive
an Iesreell emiss.ry i1n the Vatrwcan beering a mssage from Eshkol for
Pzul VI.V It wee algso agr-ed that a Vatican representative wouzd be
gent 1mmedizatzsly afterwards to Isrsel "to get first-hand kanowledge of
the situation =znd the attitude o tae lowmal -authorities "

I, Jyly 1967, 2 ceries of meetings was hég in Jeruszlem between
Prime Minister Eshkol znd Msgr. Angelo Felici, the Vszti&n Under-
Secretary for Extracrdinary Affairs At the end of this mesion a joint
communique, signed hy Mesgr. Felici and Dr. J-cob Herzog, Director General
o the Prime Mynister's Offace, on duly 11, recé%ed th2t #esx discusesion
had tzken plece regarding "a number of passible formulae .that
might be tsken i1nto consideration for the purp=s of an acceptable
solution of the important iszue connected vi1th the H-ly Places."

Shortly after a ctatemént carculted by the Isrzeli Foreign Ministry
further stated that the parties had discussed the pesibilaity ¢f drawing
up 8 STATUTE FOR THE HOLY PIACES "without prejedace to the acquired
rights o the vsriovs communities" based on "a sasisfactory kegal formula
decsigred to give the Holy Places status comparable, in rights and
immunity, to that of divlomatic missions." The joint communiogue described

the talks as hsving been marked by "tordlalltqand mutual mnderstanding."

VATICAN RECONEIDERATIONS

The failure of the Latin Ame@ricsn resolution 2t the UN, and
the Israeli goernment'e willingness to ppen negotiztions regardmg the
status of the Hply Places 1éd the Vatican to reconzzéer 1ts position.
From August 1967, the Vatican's position becsme moee elastic znd
indefinite, Its demand for a sgnualxq interra taonslly guar;feed statﬁgé
for Jermszlem z2nd the Hply Plees wzs no longer zccompanied by the

usual references to the territorizl internati-malizstion of the city.
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Pope Paul VI appeared vo make this explicit in an impatant z2llocution
on Decemoer 22, 1967, wnich stressed the two feztures tnzt the Vatican
considered "escentizl and impossible to evazde" in any solutionto the
problems of Jerusalem =znd the Holy Places:

"The firwt concerns the Hnly Places properly so=called 2nd considered
as such by the three great monotheistic religiones, J'dsiem, Christianaty,
and Islam. It 1s a matter of guaraanteeing freedam of worship, respect for.
preservatlon% of, and =2cce=ss to the ﬁHoly Places, PROTECTED 3Y SPECIAL
IMMUNITIES THANKS TO A SPZCIAL STATURE, WdAdOSE OBSERVATION WOULD BE GUARAN-
TEED BY AN INSTITUTION INTERNATIONAL IN CHARACTER, TAKIN%?%%%%%%%—E% THE?
HIST&&C AND RELIGIQBS PERSONALITY COF JERUSALEM. The second aspect of the
guestion refere to the free enfoyment of the legitimate civil and religioms
rights of persoans, residences =2ad activities of ALL COMIUNITIES precent
on the territoty of Palestine."

Thus . the Pope spelled out the three feztuwres needed to be
1ncgﬁorated in any fowmmula replacing that of Jerugzlem's teréégtorlal
internationszlization - on which the Vatican no longer insists:

(1) the pro#ection of the Hyly Plzces =2ad the HISTORICAL AND

ELIGIOUS CHARACTER OF Tak CITY;

(2) the INTERNATIQN4L NATURE CF THE STATUTE which would hmve to

be appliczble to both the Holy Plkces aad Jerusalem; z2nd
(3) guarantees regarding the civil and religious rights of the

cormunlties Bk 1n Palestiane.
The firest feature - %%he historical and religious character}%f
the c1ty - indicaties a refuszal to accept 2 solution based mx only on
the extraterritorial nature of the Holy Plsces, .nich, zlthough orotecting
adequately the Holy Places themselves could aot orovide any gusrantee

agains t changes refulting, for example from town-planaing :nd architectursl

1nnovations which might change the s2cred cnaracter 5f the entire éity.
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(UNESCO Resolution 3.343, adopted October 1968, refleéted these Vatican
concerns by referriang to "patrimoine culturel" consisting not only of thne
Holy FPlxces bﬁ'the entire Holy City as well snd vhich stressed 1ts value
"pour l'humanltg tovt entlgre.“)

This December 227 1967, speech of Pope Paul VI clearly wished to
clarify thatﬂdhlle the Vatican was p®epared to abandon Jerusalem's
territorial internatazonzalization and consider alternative solutions
(which, however, were not specified), 1t was not precared to cormpromiSe
on the basic requirements that had led 1t in 1948-50 to request a
"corpus separatum", nzmely, the need to encsure the presence of a
significant Caristian community in Palestine, snd the need%o protect the
HAly® Places. These regulrements would apparently have to be satisfied
in any new formula put for ward.

The Israelil position clezrly diverges from this ¥atican view
in that Israel regards Jerusalem farstly as the capital of Bhe Jewish
State, and the intereste® of the EEXXEXXXAXBEX® 1nternz=tional community
are rectricted to the Holy Flaces. As expressed by then Izraeli Foreign
Minister Abba Zb.n 1n a letter to the UN Secretary General on April 30,
1968, 2nd in = speech befeee the UN Generzl Assembly on Sept. 19, 1969,
"the i1nternataonal interest in Jerusalem has alwgys been understo:d to
de;g; from the presence of the Holy Placeéiéfthe probgem wzs therefoe
"to asgsure the universal character of the Hply Places" by means o
mechaanilsms guaraateeing control by the various rsligious cormvnities.
This 1= the basis fa Israel's proposels Tor the extraterritoriality of
the Hply Pleces discussed in the 1967 negotiations.
The Vatican coasiders this unsatisfactory because 1t gave no
‘@atholic

guarantee regarding (2) the survival of the €rrxzixar community 1n

Palestine, and (b) the protection of the sacred character of Jerusalem



o
from which, in the Vatican's view, the problem of the Holy Plz ces could
not be 1soleted. Seeking to mobilize Islamic opinion, Popve Paul VI sent
2 message 1n Septembsr 1969 toc the Islamic Summit Conference in Rshat,
Mapvocco, 12 which he 3ropoeed th=ixZEwx an agreemeant between Jewss, Christians
and M;slime to recogaize the sacred charzscter of Jerusalem z2d the other
holy places.

On Octover 6, 1969, Foreign Minister Abba Eban m& with Pope Faul VI,
snd said: "I found an atmosvhere of esteem and profound respect for our
sovereignty -nd for our historical evolution." Hz 2lso nosed thaﬁhe had
seen an Isrszelil flag on displsy i1n a corridor in the Vatican But despite
this ireaic spirit, the core dafficulties were obvioualy not oercome.

In early 1971, the Pope sent a letter to the Israelil President in
which he bluntly stzted that he could not subscribe to any agreement

Q&‘MM%
with a country that the Vaticen did not recognize/vhile a state of war
existed in the M ddle Eas‘tf and rejected an X apparent Isrzeli offer
to acknowledge "the Pope as the representative o all the Christian groups "
(The World Council o Chzrchesz and other Christian vodies expressed
concerns that an agreemnt between the Vatican and Israel might be at
their exvense, snd several protested See W. Zander's book p. 111 ff.)

In lder years, Paul VI's ctaterents on Jerusalem stressed the
growing concern for the fate ofithe Christian communities in Palestmne
engaged 1n an exodvs craiticized by Catholic Chuch leaders. These crltlcq%s
seem oblivious to the fzct that some 14,000 Christizns emigrated from
Jermsalem durlng%he perioffi of Jordanian occumtion from 1948 to 1967,
end that 1t has come to a halt since 1967. Agzinst the background of
the departures o Christians from such Arabd countries s Egypt, Jodan,
LeVvanon, and Libya. 1t seems thst Bhat the€ Christian community ain Ierzel
has become one of the mat stable and flourishing. (See my Testimonkg on

Jerusalem befae the House Foreign Affairs Commltteeryjhh 131I1W,6”QA”LQ

e N Quwace T Cupntice)
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The Pope's stztemeats - linked to progress in ecumenism and
interreligious relationsaips that had occur:eé‘ln the 1960s and 1970s -
also developed moke fully the theme o religious plurzliesm in Jerusalenm,
the Helyq—Clty for the three great monotheistic relggions. Both of these
concerns led to the underscoring of the Vztican's bssic demand: a special
internationzallT guaranteed statuse shich doqld ensure the sacred and
universal charzcter of Jervsalen.

The 1970s passed with no particularly signifigent change in the Vati-
can's position on Jervszlem while relations between the Vatican an) Israel
- although undergoing perioc@is of teansion - slowly but stesdily i1mprofed
end were strengthened by the positive outcome of the return of the

Avch beshop

Notre Dame de France Convent to the Vatican, by the visit of Ngsgr.

J“wﬁ""“ (leo% K&\i‘? 11.) U dev Seeralary v$ S taXe, "“""’h‘"‘d o5 Sﬂ—t-vc—\"u‘\o‘:’ S&-uh..‘ longfae Menfin tutim e
U Giovannl Benelll of the Vaticzn Secretary of Stzte to Isr-el in 1972,

and by M.~he Dayan'ec visit to the Vaticsn a few ye-rs Iter.
@%Eﬁb'v@f;;ﬁgj.Novemher 1977, Egyopt's rresident Sadat ma2de his historic
égfgféourney to Jerusalem and with Menachem Beigin, and Prezaknt EKimmy
Carter signéd the bresktanrough Camp David agreement. Pope John Paul II
on Mavin %7 1979,
welcomed the Camp David agreemen‘tk while Egypt and Isrzel did not resolve
their differences over Jeruszlem. In a confidentzal meeszge to both sidee,
the Vatican reiterated 1ts poation.
Pope John Psul II 1a 2 speech befoee the UN Generzl Assehbly
1in 1979, reaffirmed in keoing with Paul VI's previoss statements the
"hope for = spec2il statvte that under internatronal guarantees...would
respect the mrticular aature of Jerusalem."
In GCectober 1979, the Vatican's Permnanemt Observer to the UN
distributed a detziled document reaffirmiang the Hply See's éemand for

"s special stztute 1nternationally guaranteed fa‘Jerusale$#\U51ng

epecifically religious language, the document <£zve priority to "the
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intention...to preserve and guaramtee to the Holy City i1ts i1dentitv as
a religious center unigue and outstznding in the history of the worlé,
1n such a way that may become a stable place of encounter and concaod
for the threse great monotheistic religions." Accodding to the Vatican.
this 1mplied "zboe all, the recognition of an historical znd religious
pluralism, To be put 1nto <ractice by according to ~1l1 of the three
religions, in their perticular expression &s communltlea] full
enjoyment of their respetive raghts, EXCLUDING POSITIONS (F PREDOMINANCE,

(caps mine), and, 1adeed, favoring the orospect of 2 useful human and

religious cdialogue "
|

The fiaal part of the document conceantratede on the theme o
equal rights, both religious and civil, for all threer commuaities
oresent in derusalem. It specifies the need "to define the territory
and list the Holﬁ?laces, as well asy povide for the guarantees znd for tae
supervisioa which the intermational commuaity wi'l have to give to
the 'etatute' and for the jJuridical fomm of thi= commitment and of the
acco@td of the interested varties."

By coaceatrating on religmous vluralism 3nd equal rights

the Vatican aovseems to reduce the former varamount siganificance of
the Holy Places as 1f they vere novz detail in a Ixrgsr decign 21med a2t x
making Jerusalem the place vkere the three major monotheisitc religinus Esm
could work together in the future in light of the historiczl memories

of the past.

Shortly before the Isrz211 Knesscet declared Jeruszlem to be the

"whole =nd united capital" of the Jewish State, L'Ossersatas Romano
warned agzinst the unilaterzl intiatives by one stzts and the inadequacy
of "bilaterzl zgreements between one or mnore states." Tazt scemed to be

an i1ndirect referenée to 2 possible solution negoticted between Israel
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and a aumber of Arsb couatries, excluging "Curistian" countries. The
Vaticen Journal sgein stre-csed the need for an "zpprocvriate legal
svetem, guaranteed oy some high-<r 1anternationasl sy thorigy" meaning
quite likely the UN.

While today the Vztican seems to be flexible zbout the Izl

€
framework o the spcial statute for Jorusalen 2nd perhaps vall not

require 1te extension to the entire city., the H-1ly See does firmly
demand that 1t should be internationzl in natuee and be designed
to have three purvoses.
(1) protection with complete equality o the relig: os 2nd civil
rights of the communities 1n Pglestine.
(2) tne safeguardiang of the sacrad charzcter of Jeruszlem =nd
protection of the Hply Plxes, =nd
(2) the encouragement of dialogue and collabozation between
the believers in the three monotheistic religions.
Rezgseerting Isrzel's coumitment to exira-territorislity of

w

the Hnly Places, Abba EBen has summarized Israel's policies 1n these

words:

"The city (Jeruszlem) 1s open To the constructive 1aitiative &£

Wieg
Jewe, Chrisiians 2nd ilystdems the world oer in the furtherznce of 1te
development, ecpecielly of 1its cultvral shd spiraitval aseets, znd in
1acrezsingz the number of instituvtione and enterprises testifying to
the city's historical unaagueness 3néd speci2l mrssloa of cromoting
faith, progress and pesce. Should Chraistian and Msslen circles, to
(\\ ewﬂ,

vhom¥ Jerusslem 1B desr, F%églfest initistaive of their ong 1t will
be welcome =nd they will benefit from Government suppobtt, just as they

hgve bteen befiefitting ur to aow."





