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?ATICAH-—ISRAEL RELATIONS ON A ROLIER-COASTER
BY Marc H. Taﬁenbaum

(Rabbi Tanenbaum, director of international relations of the
Americen Jewish Committee, is a widely;repognized guthority on
Vatiean-Jewish relations.) '.
NEW YORK - Pasten your'ecumehical seat-belts. The latest cycle of
Vatidan-Israeli diplomatic relations has ggain become a roller-
coaster and for the months ahead, it wew appears the ride will
be bumpy and probakly rough.

¥or nearly a yeép, 8 number of influential Catholic cardinals
in the United States, Europe, and Latin America Wegan making publie
statéments indicating that "there was something new in the air in
the Vatican" about movement toward esteblishing diplomatic bies with
Israel., A distinguished and knowledgeeble Israeli diplomat confirmed
those reports of some positive new attitudes in Rome tbward Jerusalem.

During three years of hax off-the-record meetings between
representatives of the International Jewish Committee for Interreligious
Consultations (IJCIC) and key authorities of the Vatican Secretariat
of Shate sevaral_concrete proposals were discussed as possible interim
steps that could culminate in full-scale @ip¥ak diplomatic ties between
the Holy See and the Jewish State. The two most likely models examined
were the American model of aﬁ Apostolic Delegate becoﬁing a Papal
Nuncio, and the Polish Working Group of the Holy See that relates
politically to the Po3ish Communist Government.
Then, suddenly within the past two momthé, the momentum seemed

to reverse, John Cardinal O'Connor, the populah Archbishop of mew York

and a demonstrated friend of the Jewish people, went to Lebmnon and
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~made a numbep of statements that seemed both to signal and confirm this
shift. Roth.oubliely as well as in privato conversations with this
writerx, Cardinal O!'Connor said thst he favored Vatican diplomatic
ties with Israel but there were preconditions

Isrsel should "assis€ aubstantially" in finding "a Palestinian
homeland;" Israel should help achieve peace in Lebanon; and, most strangely,
Israel ahould help bring about the security of some 8 million Christians
in Arab oountriea. )

Hot a word was addressed by Cardlnal f%@=mx 0'Connor directly
nor explicitly to Syria, the Shiite and Sunni Muslims in Lehanon, Iran,
nor Libya - all of whom have boon agftve'in dsotabilizing Lebanon and in
massacring Christians for their own fahatio p&rooses of converting the
Middle East to an Arab-Muslim hegemony.‘ |

(Ironically, a Roman Catholie priest, Monsignor John Esseff, the
former American director of the Pontifical Missién in Beirut, in a

tollihg interview published in the Australian, May 6, gave oloquent

personal testimony to that brutal fact: "He said.Iran,'Sgria, and Libya's
support for extreme, radical groups such as the Hezbolloh - widely believed
to be responsible for t he blowing up of the American Embassy and compound
in 1983 - the fanatieal anti-Western organization, the Muslim.Brofherhood,
and the various PLO factions were the major neaaoné for Lebanon's
momentous tragedy.") |

Then on July 7tﬁ, the Wational Catholio Wews Service repnorted
that.Bishop James Malone of Youngstowﬁ,iOhio,.presidont of the Hatiénal
Conference of Cstholic Bishdps, wrote a letter to President éeagan urging
him fto convinee the Senate to drop legislation that could force the U.S.
Embasoy in Isoool to be moved from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem." He pefebred

8o an amendment proposed by Sen. Jesse Helma (Rep., N.C.) on the embassy



transfer,
Bishop Malone, who has also béen a forthright friend of American
Jews, termed the ﬁalms amendment "very dangerous" and said that "Our
position, then as now, has been guided By the overall position of the
Holy See on Jevuaaleﬁ." |
How does one explain that sudden toughening of the Vatican
line towards Israel after all fhe soft mgzikz musie that began to build
topped by Pope John Paul's historie
up publiely during the past year - nﬂkxxﬂxiﬂsnkniixxxthxEﬁxhxannxxmnaaxa

vigit to the Great Synagogue in Rome last i®xp April.
yearxzfxthaxadepkisnxalxionteaxkakaekmlxx

There will be undoubtedly many explanations in the weeks
ahead, but the most convineing was given to me bj an informed observer
of the Middle East and the Vatican last week. I was toldd by an
unimpeachable souree that during the past tWolmonths a high Vatiean
offieial went on a mission to Lebanon and_Syﬁié séeking to brihg an end
to the massacre of Christians iﬂ Lebanon and n&xnmz contain the brutal
civil war with Muslims and Druse. During the meetings in Damaseus, a -
Syrian foreign ministey official is reported to have read the riot act
to the Vatican emissary, telling him thatlény move toward Vatican-Ispaelii
diplomatic relations would result ifthedYately in massive mmm and bloody
reprisals against Christians not only in Lebanon but throughouf the Areb
world. | .
' The Vatican emissary returned to RX Rome shocked and frightened
' the emissary
by the Syrian threats. And then, wmy informaht told me, he ordered his
essociates to put the issse of Vatican-Isreeli ties "on the back burner."

Clearly, one hegva echoes of that Syrian intimidation in the

one-sided imbalanees found in Cardinalf O'Connor's recent statements,
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The crueiasl issue, it seems to me, that now has to be faced by

“"'the Vatican, as well as by.Catholic and Jewish leaders, is whether

capitulation to Arab kr blackmail and threats has shown itself to be
wise and effective,
The United States and Israel have repeatedly called the bluff

of Arab fanatics with certain positive results. The Vatican could

easily win the backing of the United States and Western European powers -
if it would show strength and firmness. Weakness is a sure invitation

to further reprisals and loss of lives.



His Eminence

: Jan Csrdinel Willebrands, President :

' Vatican Sécretariat on Religious Relations
with the Jewish People

! via del Erbe

! Vatican City, Ttaly

Dear Cardinal Willebrands,

As you know from the cable sent to you on ¥mmeéay Friday, June 21,
the International Jewish Committees£&r Interreligious Consultations
(1JCIC) and  its members agencies are very concerned .about &

number of aspedts of the "Vatican Notes" published in L'Osservatore
Romano on .June Zh. - B

As 1ndicatad in our telex response to those "Notes," we welcome
those positive affirmations which confirm the heartening growth
in mutual understanding and reciprocal esteem whizk that has
unfolded during the past twenty years since the adoption of
"Nostra Aatate.

ktthe seme time, we are deeply concerned over what we regard

as regressive fheotesgical formmiations regarding the Catholic
CEQQ¢~u;r~ Church's Jpresent views toward the auytonomy and legitimacy of .

Judaismend t tgg*§g¥lggrgggplg,iuxitw A number of references in
—%hé "Notes" recall some of the most troublesome formulations
//// in Eusehius' "Preparatdox Evangelica," which reduce our proud
?/’ faith to the status of =mazmmx second-class validity.j}

W&%—cting r'eligious communlty can eunter comm
a,,&ﬂ—p tner-in-dialogug; whepn so-congeived-by-the other, DBeyond-

{
{
El ﬂ,%h—&t.t hese formulations rdepart significantly from the more

M advanced concentions contained” in the 1975 Vatican Guidelines, "~
Vuuvwx_ well. in almost &igfg other major declaration issued by th ™.
,\wwwwj; National Epfhscopacies ﬁ‘ranceH: rmany, Belgium, Austita,

@ %P%ff the Netherlands, Brazil, and t he United States,

In addition, as we indicsted, we are dismayed over the wholly

inadequate formulations, in our view, of t he Nagzi holocaust

and the State of Iqrael

z ' _ A

Ther purpose of this communication,is to seek en=urgent meeting

with you of—-our~Tewdership at the ear'l‘lest rossible date e

_ in order t b discuss these 'Notes" and their implications

_for & our future relationship./It is essehhial that we arrive

at some fundamendal clafifications of t hese questiong@ befere

\wZe proceed With plams—for-ourparticipation &én the October-1985—
° "qufvaﬁeas—%nnReme—commﬁmﬁhuttnﬁwthewﬁopticn*nf*ﬁriﬁﬁf“jﬁiﬁﬁte.

May we Yook foreard to your reply at your earL§LESE;enience¢
Respectfull ours ﬁ o i
- E yy’uq.ﬂf qﬁ,\{ﬂh,euet;ew

Rabbl ﬂordécai Waxman : 4r Lowce Lrefoa &A&Md&a?é?tééﬁf ‘//

E J&ﬁ
~ oo dlepoadhont Lo .
Mﬁ:ﬁmw IE,.A\'L\ P &8 Vetane  Gu ;
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ISRAEL AND THE VATICAN--AGAIN

by

Balfour Brickner
_ Rabbi, Stephen Wise Free Synagogue
Co-chair, Interreligious Affairs Committee, Synagogue Council of America

October 28, 1985 marked the 20th anﬁiversary of '""Nostra Aetate,' '"In Our Time,"
the famous papal encyclical, formally and officially repudiating anti-Semitism and
removing the perfidious deicide charge from the Jewish people. That document and
all that flowed from it revolutionized Catholic-Jewish relations throughout the
world and especially here in America. Not surprisingly, this date was deliberately
chosen by Pope John Paul il to meet at the Vatican with the delegation of the Holy
See's Commission for Re?igfouﬁ Relations with the Jews and the International Jewish
Committee on Interreligious Relations. This was our 12th meeting together, our
second visit with the Pope in the past 6 years.

I am a veteran of those meetingf??] was part of the latest delegation. In-
cluded in that group were also two distinguished representatives of the lIsraeli's
Council for Interreligious Consultations, Jerusalem, and Dr. Gerhart Reigner, senior
official of the World Jewish Congress and recognized by all as the dean in these
matters for the past four decades. .

While the Holy See statement to us on this occasion contained no specific
reference to the State of Israel, he did specifically refer to the recently

.promulgated ''"Notes on the correct way‘to present the Jews and Judaism in preaching
and catechesis in the Catholic church.'" These ''Notes'' do refer to Israel. In fact,
it is here that one finds the first official reference to the state and to the
people of Israel. The "Notes” reflect official Vatican policy. Their promulgation
in June, 1985 and Jewish unhappiness with part of their contents partially stimu-
lated our recent meeting in Rome. What they, the ''Notes'' say about Israel shouid
be read carefully.

"...the existence of the State of Israel and its political
options should be envisaged not in a perspective which is in
itself religious, but in their reference to the common
principles of international law."

Admittedly, a somewhat tortured paragraph, obviously writting by a well-
schooled, seasoned curial hand. Nuanced--almost too cleverly. The ''"Notes'' then

proceed:
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""The permanence of Israel...is a historic fact and a sign to
be interpreted within God's design..."

But, what precedes these paragraphs is even more important:
""Christians are invited to understand this religious attach~
ment (to Israel) which finds its roots in Biblical tradition,

without however, making their own any particular religious

interpretation of this relationship (cf. Declaration of the US

Conference of Catholic Bishops, Nov. 20, 1975).

Dr. Eugene Fisher, Executive Secretary for the Secretariat for Catholic-Jewish

Relations of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, verbally and in a written

text, explained the unique significance of that reference. Traditionally the Holy

See does not quote other Catholic bodies. This is the only direct reference in the

"Notes' to any statement of any other Episcopal conference, a fact which ﬁ

The U.S. Catholic Bishop's statement declared:

"In dialogue with Christians, Jews have explained that they

ignificance.
e%ghtens ?ts

do not consider themselves as a Church, a sect, or a denomination,
as is the case among Christian communities, but rather as a
peoplehood that is not solely racial, ethnic or religious, but in

a sense a composite of all these. It is for such reasons that an
overwhelming majority of Jews see themselves bound in one way or
another to the land of Israel. Most Jews see this tie to the land
as essential to their Jewishness. Whatever difficulties Christians
may experience in sharing this view, they should strive to under-
stand this link between land and people which Jews have expressed

in their writings and worship throughout two millenia as a longing

for the homeland, holy Zion."

We were further reminded of the words of Pobe John Paul 1l's apostolic letter

of Good Friday, 1984:

"For the .Jewish people who live in the State of Israel and who

preserve on that land such precious testimonies to their history

and their faith, we must ask for the desired security and the °

due tranquility that is the prerogative of every nation and con-

dition of life and of progress for every society."

To even the uninitiated, such language might, at least, suggest de facto, if

not de jure, recognition of Israel by the Holy See. In fact, such recognition is

already a part of political life. Anyone, especially Israel's ambassador to Rome,

/
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as well as her special representative to the Vatican, knows this. The issue is

neither de facto nor de jure recognition. It is a matter of diplomatic recognition.

Even Arabs know this. They also know that the Vatican does not grant diplomatic
recognition either to the State of Jordan or to a whole host of other nations in the
world (more than 50.)

There are other signs of de facto recognition. An official Apostolic delegate
is to be found in Jerusalem, strategfcaily situated in the valley of Gehinnoam, be-
tween east and west Jerusalem. The Roman Catholic Church, thankfully and prayerfully,
received back the famous hospice of Notre Dame in Jerusalem. It has been restored by
the government of Israel after the 1967 war.

Most .interesting, of course, is the fact that, at this moment, the government
of lsrael itself does not seem to press for full diplomatic relationship. Perhaps
it too understand that such an act by the Holy See could stimulate serious bloodshed
directed against Jews and Catholics in Arab countries. Elements of those populations
have histories that suggest that they are easily stimulated to violent and terrorist
behavior. Is a formal legal act, given everything that is now in place, worth the
risk of another religious pogrom?

Had the spokespersons for the World Jewish Congress, who so publicly made this
demand for recognition at, strangely enough, a dinner sponsored by the Anti-
Defamation League, been present in Rome and participated in our deliberations there
(in addition to Dr. Reigner for other representatives of the World Jewish Congress
attended the Rome meeting), perhaps they would have reconsidered the nature of their
remarks. Clearly they did not coordinate their president's New York statement with
those of other members of their organization who, only a week earlier had spent
close to an hour with the Pope, and who subsequently met for 3 days with his repre=
sentatives. In light of the above, one cannot help wondering what stimulated some
quarters of the organized American Jewish Community, publicly to press the Vatican
for more. |

At that dinner, it might have been far more productive to have challenged the
Cardinal of the Archdiocese of New York to strengthen a working, viable Catholic-
Jewish Relations Committee in this city where matters of real substance could be
seriously eiplored, including of course the cardinal's rather disturbing attempt to
equate abortion with the holocaust. In fact, no such working committee now exists.
What does exist is a small group, whose Jewish constituents are basically Jewish
organizational professionals. Usually they try to plan high visibility events de-

signed to promote their own organizations' images. There is either no, or very little,
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representation of congregational clergy, either Catholic or Jewish, those who live
and work in the concrete roots of this city.

Once, some years ago, during the tenure of Cardinal Cook, a feeble effort was
made to initiate such a committee. It was weak, ineffective and died; I know, |
was a part of its birth and went to its funeral.

A cardinal, giving speeches to Jewish organizations or groups, no matter how
sincere, is no.substitute for an ongoing working relationship. Neither are ceremonial
dinners where distinguished princes of the church receive fabricated awards, an ade-
quate replacement for the kind of ongoing efforts that emerge only from people
working together in a local community or neighborhood. - Other media reports have
suggested that Catholic-Jewish relations in Manhattan are booming. In fact, they
hardly exist, and here in a city that holds the largest group of self-assured,
sometimes somewhat aggressive, Catholic and Jewish popﬁlations.

Dramatic challenges, imaged posturing, designed as much to attract media
attention as they are designed to produce professional relationships between the two
groups, will not be effective. In fact, they may damage a working relationship that
has taken 20 years of careful work to establish. While, surely, | am no apologist
for the Pope, or for Vatican bureaucracy, clearly no Jewish body can publicly em=-
barrass the Pope or the Vatican into doing what we Jewé feel should be done. We
cannot dictate our terms to them. The Vatican is a state &s well as a church. Like
any state, it has its own timetable. It has its own foreign policy considerations.
It will act in its interests in its own time.

In the meanwhile, Catholic-Jewish relations proceed. One cannot meet the
Pope, or dialogue with his delegated authorities without coming away from those
encounters convinced that the Roman Catholic Church is serious about its positive,
improving relations with the Jews. Sometimes, | wonder how serious the Jewish
community is about those relations. |[If we continue publicly to '"shoot oursa]ves-in
the foot,'" as we seem to do with increasing frequency, we just might create a situa-

tion where even Catholics begin to wonder about the answers to that question.

#Hik
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Catholic-Jewish relations
seen improved since ’65

By ROBERTA ELLIOTT

A two-day interfaith conference
in Sao Paolo, Brazil, last week is
seen as evidence that Catholic-
Jewish relations have indeed been
improving during the last 20 years.

The conference — sponsored by
the National Conference of Brazil-
ian Catholic Bishops, the Ameri-
can Jewish Committee and the
Confederation of Brazilian Jewish
Communities — was attended by
75 Jews and Catholics, including
15 prelates from all over Latin
America. :

As one of the final acts of the as-
sembly, a resolution was passed by
unanimous vote stating that “Zion-
ism does not carry the stain of des-
potism or racism.”

Six other resolutions had been
passed earlier. '

Among them were declarations
seeking changes in Brazilian text-
books to include “five centuries of
. Jewish presence in the Americas”
. and a call for Catholics and Jews to
“confront the Holocaust together.”

The conference in Brazil, the
world’s largest Catholic country,
was an outgrowth of the interreli-
gious conclave at the Vatican last
month to commemorate the 20th
anniversary of the passage of Nos-
tra Aetate, the Vatican document
which revolutionized the church's
approach to Judaism.
£ Representatives of Jewish organ-
" izations met with Pope John Paul
7 II Oct. 28 amid interreligious ten-
~ -sion, caused by publication earlier
" in the year of “Notes on the Correct
Way to Present Jews and Judaism

“ in Preaching and Catachesis in the

Ramaan Catholie Church.” In that

-

document, the church stated: “Isra-
el should be envisaged not in a per- .
spective which is itself religious.” |
Viewed by the Jewish communi- '
ty as backsliding by the Vatican
after 20 years. of forward move-
ment, the notes prompted attacks
by World Jewish Congress Chair-
man Edgar Bronfman and its ex-
ecutive vice president, Israel Sing-
er, neither of whom attended the
Vatican meeting. Their primary
criticism is the failure of the Vati-
can to recognize the state of Israel
diplomatically or religiously. Sev-
eral times in recent weeks, they
have used public forums to urge
recognition by the Holy See.
According to Rabbi Marc H. Tan-
enbaum, international affairs di-
rector of the American Jewish
Committee who has been involved

to “less flamboyant but fundamen- .
tal changes” that have occurred
over the last two decades. As an ex-
ample, he cited alteration in
Catholic school textbooks pub-
lished in the United States.

“All six major Catholic textbook -
publishers have repeatedly submit-
ted texts to my office prior to publi-
cation, with the result that not one
text in use today includes a single
anti-Semitic reference,” he

Nevertheless, Tanenbaum ad-
mitted concern about certain as-
pects of interreligious relations,
made more acute by publication of
the notes, including the church's
statement that Judaism and Ca-
tholicism cannot be seen as “paral-
lel ways to salvation,” its “triviali-
zation” of the Holocaust and its
stance on Israel.

in interreligious discussion since

Vatican II in the mid-1960s and |

who reported on the Sao Paolo
meeting, such demands are “coun-
terproductive.”

“The Vatican is currently trau-
matized by the massacre of Chris-
tians in Lebanon; it is afraid of
massive reprisals against Chris-
tians in Moslem countries through-
out the world if it recognizes Isra-
el,” Tanenbaum said. “By.making
this the central issue of 20 years of
interreligious dialogue, untold
damage could result.”

As a result, he favors ongoing ef-

“In this document we see the two
faces of the church,” he said, refer-
ring to the conservative elements -
led by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger,
_ Vatican prefect of the Sacred Con-
gregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, and the liberal faction of Jo-
hannes Cardinal Willebrands;
president of the Vatican Secretar-
iat on Religious Relations.

Tanenbaum said he and his asso-
ciates were greatly encouraged by
Willebrands’ speech at the opening
session of the Nostra Aetate cele-
bration in which the cardinal re-

forts by the Israeli government
through its embassy in Rome, cit-
ing Prime Minister Shimon Peres’
Vatican visit in February as proof
of work in progress.

Tanenbaum also rejected accusa-
tions that the dialogue has pro-
ceeded at a “snail’s pace,” pointing

confirmed, “. .. there could never
be a question of drawing back from
_Nostra Aetate. There can only be a
question about going forward.”

Virtually all Jewish participants
concluded that the Vatican meet-
ing had put “the locomotive of
Catholic-Jewish relations back on
the tracks,” Tanenbaum said.

At parallel Nostra Aetate com-
memorations, Catholics and Jews
“met last week in Santiago, Chile;
Seattle; and Lancaster, Pa. Accord-
ing to Tanenbaum, conferences
will be held in the near future in
Germany and Central America.
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March 27, 1986

American Jewlsh Committee

165 East 56th Street
New York, NY 10022

Dear Rabbil Tannenbaum:

You may recall our conversation some time ago
regarding Vatican recognition of Israel. Steps that we
initiated many months ago have now resulted in the enclosed
letter to Pope John Paul II from ten American Governors.
Governor Bruce Babbitt of Arizona organized the effort.

Hopefully, this won't hurt.

AMK:MJV

cc: David Hirschhorn

Enclosure

Sincerpely,

o

hur M. Klebanoff



March 1, 1986

Your Holiness:

As governors of states throughout the United States of
America, we welcome Your Holiness' statements urging religious
toleration and ecumenical wunderstanding. Your activism on
issues of world conflict, particularly in the turmoil of the
Middle East, has helped lay the ground work for peace.

We also applaud your regular and productive contacts with
Jewish leaders from this country as well as from Israel, and
appreciate your pronouncements condemning antisemitism. Ve
observe that the Vatican has close and frequent ties with the
State of Israel, a de facto recognition. We also recognize your
deep concern for the safety and well-being of Christians living
throughout that troubled region.

Today, we believe Your Holiness could take a most important
leadership step by extending formal diplomatic recognition to
the State of Israel. This historic action would enjoy the
overwhelming support of the citizens of all the United States of
America. '

Sincerely,

P A L

Bruce Babbitt Antho '’ S. Earl

Governor of{?};fona r of ﬁ;;;;giizlzgg

Madelelne M. Kunin James Blanchard
Governor of Vermont Governor of Michigan
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George A. Sinner
Governor of North Dakota

MB\Q@L

Michael N. Castle
Governor of Delaware

—" James R. Thompsch
Governor of Illinois

-7

?onéy inaya ] '
Go%k;lor of New Mexico

Yetsd st

Richard F. Celeste.
Governor of Ohio

Gerald L. Baliles
Governor of Virginia
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THE VATICANY? ZIONISM, AND ISRAEL - MYTHS AND REALITIES
by Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum '

(Rabbi Tanenbaum, director of international relations of the Ameeican
Jewish Committee, is a widely-regarded expert on Vatican-Jewish relations.
For 25 years he served as AJC's national interrellgious affairs director,
pioneering in virtually every aspect of Jewish-Christian relations.
He was the omly rabbi present as guest observer at Vatican Council I1l,
and was an organizer of the International Jewish Comwittee on Interreligious
Relations (IJCIC) which relates to the Vatican and the World Council of
Churches.)

It is impossible to understand the current state of Vatican-Israeli
relations without having & sound, balanced knowledge of the history
of the Vatican's attitudes and poligies toward Judaism, the Jewish
people, Zionism and the State of Israel.

Contrary to some conventional wisdom, that history has not been
statise. Ae—perceiveﬁ—in—sume4éewiah_qggxiﬂrs,-?Eé Vatican's views and
actions have not been one of unrelieved anti-Semitism, anti-Zionism,
nor of unamibigmpous opposition to the creation of the Ssate of Isfael.
And in one of the areas of greatest emotion-and misunderstanding - the
Vatican's policies have not been fixed on the territorial internation-
alization of the entire city of Jerusalem.,

This paper intends to sketch the evolution and changes of
Vatican policies toward Zionism and Israel, suggesting that such
comprehension is essential for any realisiic and resppnsible strategy
for constructive dealing with the present situation.



I - PHASE I - VATICAN'S TIRM OPPOSITION TO ZIONISM AND ISRAEL

From the inception of the Zionist movement in the late 1890s down to
the creation of the State of Israel in 1947-48, the Vatican was

mainly opposed to Zionism and its central objective - the establishment
of a Jewish State in the Holy Land. The word "mainly" is indended

as a qualifier because, in the context of general opposition during
this period, there were some Papal and Vatican statepents which

were sympathetic to Zionism's purposes of creating a Jewish state

in Palestine.,

That historic pattern of ambivalence - demial/affirmation - becomes
important for an understanding of the later evolution of Vatican
policies toward the State of Israel, and in particular, to the status
of the city of Jerusalem.

It seems clear that the Vatican'a early opposition to Zionism and
to the Jewish State was based on (8) theological reasons; (b) historical
reasons; XE i.e., Christian claims to"own"Palestine since the days
of Crusader invasion and domination; and (c) sccio-political reasons;
i.e., theg intense pressures from Arab Chrisiians and their fear of
reprisals from the Arab-Muslim world.
PHEQLOGICAL REASONS FOR OPPOSITION

On Mey 19,1896 - three months after the appeerance of The Jewish
State, Theodor Herzl had an interview with Msgr. Antonio Agliardi, the
Papal Nuncio in Vienne, for hbe purpose of enlisting the support
of the Catholic Church for the Zionist movement. Herzl explained to
Agliardi that he did not want a Jewish "kingdom" in the Holy Land and
that he would be prepared to accord extraterritorial status ﬁo the
holy places. Accofding'to Herzl's Diaries, the Nuncio gave him a cold

reception.
Herzl persisted in his efforts to win Catholic support.
On January 22, 1904, he was received by Rafael Cardinal Merry del Val,
the Papal Secretary of State. The Cardinal made it clear xrzx to Herzl
that the Church could not allow the Jews to take possession of the
HOly Land as long as they denied the @ivinity of Jesus Christ.

In response to Herzl's assurances that fne holy places could
rave extraterrmtorial status, Cardinal Merry del Val said that the

holy places could not be regarded as entities separate from the Holy

1. Encyclopedia df Zionism and Israel (Herzl Press and McGraw-Hill, 1971)
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VATICAN/ISRAEL 1. Tanenbaum

Lgnd. Three days later on January 25, Herzl held a lengthy audience

with Pope Pius X (1903-1914), who had assumed the Papacy the year before.
While Pius X had good personal relations with the Jews , he too told
Herzl that the Church could not favor Israel's return to Zion as long
as the Jews did not accept Jesus as the Savior. In his Piaries, Herzl

quotes the Pope &s havihg said:

"We cannot prevent the Jews from going to Jerusalem but we could
never sanction it....The Jews have not recognizeé our Lord; therefore
we cannot recognize the Jewish people."

Herzl then pointed to the fact that the Ottoman overlordd of

P2lestine also were not Christians. The Pope replied:

"T know, it is not pleasant to see the Turks in possession of our
Holy Places. We simply -have to put up with that. But to support the
Jews in the acquisition of the Holy Places, that we cannot dol"

"If you colle to Palestine and settle your people there," the
Pope then said to Herzl, " we wmant to have churches and priests ready
to baptize all of you."

Quite possibly to soften the effedt of Vatican rejection, Cardinal
- Merry del Val, in a meeting several weeks later, promised Hegg%'s close

associate Heinrich York-Steiner that if all the Jews wanted X® to be
"admitted" to the land of their ancestors, he would regard that as a

"humanitarian" gng#eavor and would not impede their efforts to found
colonies in Plaestine.

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.
K HISTORIC REASONS FOR CPPOSITION TO ZIONISM/ISRAEL

The Holy See's opposition to the establishment of Jewish
sovereignty 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 writings of a Catholic authority, Pascal
Baldi, "who considered it providential that 'Jerusalem was held under
the domination of Italy, Frameg and England in this order!), 'the
Three nations who had played so great a part in the Holy Wars', and
who looked forward to 'the renewal of the splendours of the first
century of the Crusades.' "
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Zander observes that "of the twin iceals which had domineted
the Crudades," 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 Allies throdgh their
defeat of the Ottoman Turks in World War I. The second goal: '
Rome set itself to the task of XmXXXIXImgxx reestablishment of
Latin Christianity in Palestine.

Originally, Rpex® the Vatican officially entrusted Franee
with 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 givem to §Protestant)
Great Bri&gin, the Vatican attempted to secure a leading influence
of Catholic countries in tvhe control of the Holy Places.

Ironically, the Gospels do not contain any obligation
for the Christian to make a pilggiiage to Jerusalem or the Holy
kmz IL.and. There is no connection between Christain salvation
'and Christian control or domination of the Holy Land. As Dr. Zander
documents, many of the Church Fathers denied that pilgimages
to the Holy Land establishe& a special spiritual link with Christ
which could not be achieved elsewhere, and therefore such linkage
with Palestine was not a special way to salvation.

Thus, among numerous references cited, St. Augustine (354-

430 CE) proclaimed: "God is indeed everywhere, and He who created
all things is not contained or shut in by any one place."

The Church Fathers were debating the spiritual value
of pilgrmmages at the time when Jerusalem was part of the Byzantine

Empire and belonged, therefore, to the Christian wordd. Since
Constamtiine the Great had accepted Christiénity as the religion
of the Roman Empire, the Government which controlled the Holy Places
had been Christian. ZXh=
The situation changed, however, in @38 when the Arabs

conquered Jerusalem under Caliph Omar. For hhe first time the Christ-
ian world was £aced with the fact that its most sacred shrines were
in the hands of infidels. The response of the Crusaders was that the
ioly Land had to be reconquered by force and to be ruled bb a
Christian kingdom.

It took several centuries for this attitude to develop.
The struggle between the Arabs and the West which eXtended from
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Spain, over the Mediterranean, to the vorders of the Byzantine Empire,
was not conceived at first in religious terms. In the East a change
occurred in the tenth century when the Byzantine armies under the
Emperors Nicephofus and Jean Tzimesces, advanced into Syria and Galilee,
taking Tiverias, Nazareth, and Caesarea,

In “"The History of the @rusades," Sir Steven Runciman wrote:

"Up to th t time, there was no greater merit in dying in battle for the
protection of the Empire against the iafidel Arab than agzinst the
Christian Bulgar; nor did the Church make any distinction.wggt both
(Emperors) Nicephorus and John declared that the struggle/now for the
glory of Christendom, for the rescue of theHOly Places, and for the

destruction of Islam... Nicephorus emphasised that Xkzx his wars were
Christian wars....he saw himself as a Christian champion, and even threaten-
ed to march on Mecca to establish there the tkromne of Christ."

In the Yest, up to the beginning of the 1lth century, the Christian
prinpes in the North ofSpain were hardly conscious of the fact that 'they
were involved in the sgcred task of defending the Church'. It was hhbe
Order off Cluny that brought about & change. Under iss influence a
Christian renaissance spread through Prance and Spéin, uniting all forces
and giving them the dynamic conviction that war against the infidels was
a sacred duty for the Christian. The idea developed of a Christian Holy
WVar agamnx against the unbelievers, a war which would give khe soldders
of Christ foregiveness for their sins and eternal reward.
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PHASE II - VATICAN'S AMRIVALENT SUPPORT OF ZIONISM/ISRAEL, 1917-

Sir Mark Sykes, the British diplomat who negotiated the Sykesz
Picot Agreement of 1916 with France, and himself a disti nguished
Catholic laymean, went to Rome to sound out the Vatican on its attitude

toward having Protestant Pri&sin rather than France - which was officaally
entrusted by the Vatican as protector of Cetholic interests in the
Levant - assume the protedtorate over the Holy Land.On April 11, 1917,
Sykes met with Msgr. Eugenio Pgcelli (later Pope Pius XII, 1939-58),
who was then Under-secreftary for Extraordinary Affairw at the Papal
Secretariat of State. A few days later, he nad an mwudience with Pope
Benedict XV (1914-22). From these talks Sykes asspmed that the Vatic,n
was ready to accept Britain as the mandarory power in Palestine. =

According to the Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israzel (p.1l083),
"Sykes used his influence gs 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."

At Sykes' suggestion, Pacelli received Nahum Sokolow on April 29,
1917, when Sokolow came to Rome on behalf of the Zionist Executive to
seek Vatican support for the planned Jewish National Home in Palestine.
Pacelli was interested but insisted that the Zionists stay clear of an
grea extending well beyond the holy places. On lay 1, Sokolow was received
by the Papal Secretary of State, Pietro Cardinal Gasparri. Gaspafﬁ also
discussed the holy places and claimed for the Church a "reserved zone"
(similar to the one provided for in the Sykes-Picot Agreement), including
not only Jerusalem but also Bethlehem, Nazareth, and its enbirons,

Tjperias and Jericho. AS LONG AS THE VATICAN'S REQUIREMENTS WERE MET?E
GASPAR&I SAID TO SOKOLOW.f, THE HOLY SEE WISHED THE ZIONISTS WELL IN THEIR
ATTEMPT TO SET UP A STATE IN BALESTINE. When Sokolow said that the Zionists
wanted only an "autonomous home," GASPARRI ASSURED HIM THAT HE MIGHT COUNT
ON HE SYMPATHY OF THE CHURCH.

On May 8, 1917, Sokolow was received in pirivate audience by
Benedict XV. Aware of Brisain's interest in Zionism, the Pope listened
attentively to Sokolow and declared that THE RETURN OF THE JEWS TO
PATLESTINE WAS A MIRACULCUS EVEN? AND IN KEEPING WITH GOD'S WILL. As for
the holy places, he szid he had no doubt that a satisfactory arrangement

could be worked out. "YES,YES," he told Sokolow, "I BELILVE WE SHALL
BE GOOD NEIGHBORS."



The Pope also said:

"The problem of the Holy PBlaces is for us of extraordinary
inportance. The holy rights must be protected. We will settle this
between the Chwmch and the Great Powers. It is necessary that you
regpect those rights in all their extent.”

Sokolow gave assupance that the Zionists would respect the holy places,
and the audience ended with mutual assurances of uhderstanding.

On the strength of Sokolow's report, Chaim Weizmann felt justi-
fied in &¢elling a Zionist conference in London that the Church would

not oppose Zionist ails in Palestine.

The issugnce. of the Balfour Declaration in November 1917 -
due in large measure to Sir Mark Sykes' "faith and energy" - and
Gen. Edmund H. H. Allenby's conquest of Jerusalem apparently stirred
misgivings in the Vatidan concemming the safety of the holy places
under the new regime in Palestine. The Vatican was apprenensive
that Palestine would not be placed under INTERNATIONAL RULE, as
envisioned in the Sykes-Picot Agreement. By December 13917, Pope
Benedict XV had expressed his concern to De Salis, the British
Representative to the Holy See, lest THE JEWS GAIN DIRECT CONTROL
OVER PALESTINE'S AFFAIRS 70 THE DETRIMENT OF CHRISTIAN INTERLESTS.

When Sykes revisited Rooe in the winter of 1918, he noted
a marked change in the Vatican's attitude toward Zionism. HE NOW
FOUND CARDINAL GASPARRT THOROUGHLY UNSYMPATHHTIC. On March 1, 1919,
the Tablet published a denial of reports that the Pogpe had ever
supported Zionism. On HMarch 10, 1919, while the oeace confrence was
meeting in Paris, Pope Benedict told & secret consistory in Rome
that "IT WOULD BE FOR US AND ALL CHRISITANS A BITTER GRIEF IF UNBELIEVS
ERS IN PALESTINE WERE PUT INTO A SUPERIOR OR MORE PRIVILEGED POSITION."
Although the Pope did not gpecify who the "unbelievers" were, he was
evidently seeking tox influence the peace conference to the end that
JEWS WOULD FNOT BE GIVEN A PREDOMINANT POSITION IN PALESTINE,
& The Vatican was probably ready to accept a Eritish Mandate,
BUT WITH NO PRIVILEGES FOR THE ZIONISTS ANDZ, PREFERABLY, WITH
INTERNATIONAL STATUS FOR THE HOLY PLACES. The Pope had probably been
influenced by the reports sent to him from Engkand 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
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Minister David Lloyd George. The British governmemt gave assurances
to the Vatican on the safeguarding of Catholic interests in the
holy Places, in cass Britain were to receive the mandate, but it
seens that the VATICAN STILL PREFERRED THE INTERWATIONALIZATION OF
PALESTINE. '

(The ﬁggret Sykes-Picot Agreement siggped by ¥ramgs Britain and
France in/1916, proposed the division of the Ottoman Empiie between
the three principal Entente Powers, Britain, France, and Russia.
Russia claimed Constantinople and theStraits; France claimed Liosul
and Greater Syria (which it understodd to include all Palestine),
while Britain wanted@ to create an independent Arab state in the
interior ofSyria and Mesopotamia. The Sykes-Picot Agreement provided
that Palestine, south of French-contwolled Levanon down to a line
running from Gaza to the Dead Sea, was to be set apart as an
"international zone" whose administration was to be decided after
consultation with Russia and other Entente allies. The Vatican
supported this plan for the internationalizatiom of Palestine -
at least for several years.)

In April 1920, the San Remo Conference awarded the Palestine
Mandatve to Great Britain, subject to the approval of the League of
Nations. On April 26, 1920, the Vatican made known its fezrs that
JEWISH ELEMENTS MIGHT BECOME PREDOMINANT IN PALESTINE UNIER BRITISH
RULE. These fears were discussed in Catholic c¢ircles 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 WHERCE COUNTLESS GENERATIONS OF
CHRISTENDOM HAD LONGED AND STRIVEN 70O OUST A NOK-CHRISTIAN POBER."

By this time the Vatican appeared to have been influenced
by the FEAR OF COMWMU IISM. 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 RACEY WZICH IS PERMEATED WITH
A REVOLUTIONARY AND REVELLIOUS SPIRIT," TO GAIN CONTROL OVER THE HOLY
LAND. The Pope clearly had been iipressed by anti-Semitic reports that
the Jewish pioneers were Bolshevists who were seeking to establish
a2 Communist regime in Palestine.

In June 1921, Pope Benedict XV protested that THE CHRISTIANS

IN PALESTINE WERE NOW WORSE OFF THAN UNDER TURKISH RULE AND CALIED ON
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‘THE COVERNKENTS OF ALL CHRISTIAN STATES, CATHOLIC AND NON-CATHOLIC
TO0 MAXE A JOINT PROTEST TO THE LEAAUGE OF NADTIONS IN ORTER TO
PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF THE HOLY SEE IN THE HOLY PLACES. He did this
despite repeated assurances from the British that they would
afford ample protection to the holy places and hhat, as Sir Ronald
Storrs put it to the Pope, THE JEWS WOULD NEVER BE PERMITTED TO
"DOMINATE" THE HOLY PLACES.

Popes Benedict XV and PIus XI (1922-39) were further influenced
against the British and the Jews by lurid reports from Msgr. ILuigi
Barlassina, Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem. Barlassina, WHO OVERLOOKZD
NO OPPORTUNITY TO SIDE WITH THE ARABS, TOLD ROMAN AND VATICAN
AUDIENCES THAT THE BALFOUR DECLARATION HAD ENABLED THE JEWS TO COME
CUT OPENLY WITH THEIR PLAN TO SET UP "THE EMPIRE OF ZION," that some
kibbutzim in Palestine were run according to extreme Communist
principles, and that Jerusalem alone how had 500 prostitutes.

In the spring of 1922, Weizmann arrived in Rome to help undo the
damage caussd by Barlassina's reports. He had two inverviews with
Cardinal Gasparri, whovwes still Papal Secretary of State. GASPARRI
ASSURED WEIZMANI THAT THE VATICAN DID NOT OPPOSE A JEWISH NATIONAL
uo¥E 1IN PALESTINE, PROVIDED THAT THE INTERESTS OF HNON-JEWISH
COMMUNITIES THERE WERE SAFEGUARDED AND ZHAT THE JEWS WERE NOT
GIVEN A "PRIVILEGED. POSILION" IN THE COUNTRY.

According to Weizmann's memoirs, Trial and Error, it seemed
to him that Gasparri somehow cousidered the World Zionist COrganzgzation
& bramph of Britain's Palestime government. After VWeizmann had reported
to Gasparri on Jewish settlement and reconstruction woxk in Palestine,
Gasparri remarked that he was not worried about Jewish settlement
in the Holy ILand. "It is your university that I fear," the Cardinal
said, referring to the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. In a note to
the Britvish 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 PREPONDERANCE? LET ALONE AGREE TO THEE CREATION OF A
JEWISH STATE.

In May 1922, Gappa

hich was then Bbout to ra

rri submitted a memorandum to the League
il, W tify the British Marndate
of Nations Coumcll,
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florx Ruskxmxsd PAlestine, protesting thata the GREATION OF A JEWISH
NATIONAA HOME 'IN PALESTINE UNDER THE BALFOUR DECLA ATION GAVE THE ZIONISSS
"AYPRIVILEGEDEBJ POSITION." The iheme waS REpEARED ONJLune 1 by
L'Ossérvatore Rdmano, kthe semioffaicial Vatican -a per, which agreed
to the B@itish Mandatein princip3fe but DEMANDED MODIFICATAIONS IN BHE
DECLARATA ION BECAUSE ZIONISM WOULD B DBTRIMENTAL TO PEAEB IN PALESTINE
AND J OULD ROB EHEFANABRIVE JPOPULA TAION OFK ITS @& RSGHTS.a

On Degec. 11, 1922, Fope Pius XI (1922-39), in an allocuti n at a
secret consistorgy made a special reference to the qukestdon of the
holy places aniﬁvlthe raights ofx The Holy Seeg wich SHOULD BE PROTECTED
NOT ONLY AGAINST LJEWS AND LI.NBELIEVERS BUDD ALSO AGAINS ALL OTHER
NON-CATHOLIC RELIGIONS. At a segret consistory on MTy 23, 1923, he
declared 1 that the Church goul d DEEND THE "UNDEANIBAL E, -OBVIOUS AND
OVERRHELMING RAGHTS OF -CRHOLICISM TO THE HOLY PLACES IN PALESTINE.“ In
a papal bull of May 1924, he agiin ka lled or thee soluti n of ltahe
projblem of l1lthe ﬁoly places IN ACOORDANCE WITAH CATHOLIC INTERESTS.K

" When Benito Mussolini's Fascist Party first assumed power in Italy

(October 1922), its¢ attitude t@wa rd Zionism was cool. ON VARIOUS
OCCASIONS, BHE VATICAN EXERTED PRESSUR ON THE MBSSOLINI GOVERNMENTX
TO TAKE AN ANTX1ZIONIST STAND, Later, Marchese Albertao Theodol, the
Italisn Representative ta Bhe League of Nations Permanent Mandates
Commission assumed an ANTI-ZIONIST POSITION, claiming to ROTECT THEA
RIGHTS F LLTHE CATHOLICS 1IN PALESTINE.E In 1927 Mussolini tdold Victorz
Jacobson that he had to take ;into account 1 the feealings ofhlis"neighbogd"
(i .e., the Vatican), WHICH WAS IMPLACABLY OPPOSED TO ZIONISZX ASPIRATIONS.

Meanswhile, VATICAN Q@FEICIAL S AND NIGHLKY PLACED CHURNCH CIRCLER
CONTINUEDXEXKERXX THEIR CA’MPAIGN AGAINST ZIONISM. Baxmrlassina, now a
cardinal and papal representative in Jerusalem, algéeged thatthe
ZIONISTS WERE DRIVING ARAB WORKERS OUT AND REPLACING THEM WITH Y/
THOUSANDS OF THEIR"JZCORELIGIONISTS FROM LiRUSSIA."

Late in November 1929, L'OSSERVATORE ROMANO CARRIED ANA EDITORIAL
HEADLINECD, "THE JEWISH DANGER THREABFANING THE ENTIRE WORLD.® The Oct. 3,
1936, iaauw off inkw desuit pagear , Ci vilta Cattaolica, gmuxgx which was
close tdo the Holy See, said 1that "THE HEEWS CONSTIRUTE A SERIOUS AND
PERMANENT DANGER TO SOCIETY..." Another issue of that lyear said, "Zionism
mightd offer a way out, but khe creation of A JEWISH STATE WOULD INCREASE
THE JEWISH MENACE." IN AN EDITORIAL (APRIL 2,1938) BHE SAME'JPAPER
SUGGESTED THAT THE BESTD THING FORITHE JEWS TO DO WAS TO RELINQUISHE THEIR

CLAIMS ON PALESTI:NE AN), IF R POSSIBLEK, LEAVE THE COUNTARY ATROGEBHER.
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CIV_IL'I'A CATTOLICAZ WAS TD BE SINGUL AXRLKY CONSISTENT IN ITS OPPOSITION
TO ZIONISM AND LATER TO ISRAEL. (IT HAD A RECORD OF ANTI-SEMITISM,
GOING BACK TO THE 188Qs, WHEN IT PUBLISHED OUTRSIGHT& ACCUSATIONS
OF RAITUAL MURDER AGAINST TAHE JEWS.) ‘
Me Vatican{s firm opposition to a Jewish National Home in

Palestine was reiterated fdorcefully between the summer of 1943 and
the summer of 1944, When the Second World Was was clearly going the
Allies' way; According to Prof. Silvio Ferrari*y, Cardinal Luigi
Maglionik, Vahican Secretary of State, wrote a letdsdr x& on May 18,1043,
tdo Amleato Cardinaxl. Cicognani, APostolic Delegate in Washington,
instrauctding lhim to inform the U.S/ Government that Catholics
throughoutd the world "could not but be wounded in &heir religious
prideg SHOULD PALESTINE BE HANDED OVER IX TO THE JEWSOR BEC PLACED
VIRTUALLY UNDER EHEIR CON ROL."

In whata will come as a su rpriser to many Jews(and Christians),
Msgr. Ange lo Roncalli, then A postolic Deglegate to Istanbul and
laer Pope John XXIII (1958-63), held similar but less lhawkish
opinions as expressed in a letter to Cardinal Maglion , Bept. L, 19473,
This would show 1lthat the Vatican Secretary of State's line meat with
the approval of ltahe Vatican diplomats most actively ipnvoled in helping
save Jews during the Nazi holocaust. Prof. Ferrari comments tnat
"this leads us to the concludion backed p by other documents®#* that
the Vatican*s OPPOSITION TO THE CREATION OF A JEWISH STATE IN THE HOLY
LAND WAS NOT TAUSED XBY ANTI-SEMITIC FEELING BUT RATHER BY THE
VATICAN*S DETERMINATION TO PROTAEC CATHOLIC INTERESTS IN PALESTINE.R
VATICAN OPPOSITION TO ARAB DOMINATION IN PALESTINE

The Vatxican¥*s resistancea to a "Jewish Home" did not mean it
favored Arab domination in the Holy L and. In April 1944, the Vatican¥*s
Secretary of State, Cardinal Maglione expressed to Myron C. TRyl or,
Presideant Rjysevelt's peasonalkrepresentativae to the ope, the
Varican's concern ovear the jplan to create as Pan-Arab confederation
(the Arab League) in the Midddle East, which they fel t+ wuoul d put
the Christian'community's future in "an unceartain and lprecarious

posi tion."k

The Vatican urged that the Great Powers intervene to_insurexk
that "the basic legislation of #he planned @onfederation would cl aaiy
give non-Muslims freedom of opinion, freedom of wwrship and parity
with Muslims as regards «ivil rightsd and lduties.® Maglione said
that this "was a sine dqua non fxor making lthis jpax plan at least
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that these condi tions were a sine qua non for making this plan "at
least partly acceptable." '
Tlie Vatican feared that either A rab or Jewish domination would
prgjudice Catholic interests in Palestine. These interests, the Holy
See believed, would be betder protected by a solution where "neither
Jews nor Arabs, but a Third Power, should have control in the Holy
ILand." Rhe Vatican thus favored either a jcontinuation of the British
Mandate (or a mandate given to another Christiah power) or the INTERNATAON-
ALIZATION OF ALL PALESTINE UNDER UN SUPERVISION. Eijther solution meantk
that control of the Holy Land lwould be safeflky in Christian hands.zxs#
They believed this jvould avert the danger of the Arab-Jewish conflict
degenarating into open war and the possible threat of irreparable
destruction to the Holy Places. /£
Between 1945 and 1947, this proposed solution to the Palestine
guestion was supported by Arshbishop Spellman of New York and his adviser
on ® "Palestinian affairs,®" Msgr. Thomas J. McMahon. B\ The Vatican
shared ¥kex their views but decided to make yjo public statement about a
plan which was firmly opposed by both the Arab countries and the Jewish
k¥gx Agency for Falestine. The Vataican followed an extremely reserved lines,
and avoided any official statement of its position on the Paestdne conflict.
During ihe finak years of &the British mandate, the Vatican had
apparently become impressed with the humanitarian work the Zionists Rkad
performed in Palestine,pgrtdcularly in the resettlemehh of regfugees from
the Nazi holocaust. As indicated above, thek Holy See now favored the
"status quo", namely, thw eontinuation of the ZJewish Natinnal Home under
the British Mandat®, or Xhe internationalization proposal. Some circles
in the Vatican showed signs of supporting the Zionist "esrablishment"
undear Weizmann, whom they regarded as the link between the Zionist
movementa and the British authorities. They were, howevér, deeply worried
about the civil strife waged by splinter groups such as the Stern group
(Lohame Hmxxx Hemaut Israel) which they feared might result in damage
to holy places;
On Agrzil 10,1945, Moshe Shergtok (Sharett), then head of the
Jewish Agency®s Political Department, had an audience with Pius XIIX(1939-
1958.) Shertok told the Pope that the murdes 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 in the 1life & of the Jewish people after
the wary Shertmk said that he knew of no conflict of interest between
Zionist aspirations in Palestine and the interests of Chrstianity and

Catholicism there, and that the Jewish State to be set up in Palestine would
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undertake to praotect the Christian holy places. He then told Pius XII
that the Jews hoped for lhe "moral support" of the Catholic Church for
"our remewed existence in Palestine."™ The Pope¥*s questions and answers
were eeportadly courteous but noncommittal.X
Arab coungries were now beginning to exert heawy presmsupe on kkr
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 Commitase, which mequested
ianteArvention against the Zionists..The Pope*s reply was as follows:
 "We deplore all ressorts to force and ciolence from ghaBever
quamter kzke they come. Thus we also deplored repeatedly in the past the
pemsectuion that fanatic anti=Semitism unleashed against the Hebrew
people. -
"WE ALWYS OBSERVED (AN) ATTITUDE OF PERFECT IMPARATIALITY...
AND WE ARE DETERMINED ¥® CONFOHM TO IT IN THE FUTURE.

"But it is clear that this IMPARTIALITY, WHICH OUR APOSTOLIC
MISSION IMPOSES ON US AND WHICH PLACES US ABOVE EKBX THE CONFLICTS THATA
RE ARAE RENDING HUMAN SOCIETE ESPECIALLY AR THIS DIFFICULT MOMENT,

CANNOT SIGNIFY INDIFFERENCE. (We will) endeavor that justice andpeace

in Palestine may become a constructive reality, that the order springing
from the efficient cooperation of all interesred partdies may be cnaatedlal
each of tahe paxraties now in conflict Imay havae a guaratee of security
of mxx emistence as well as physical and mozal living conditions on =
on w hich may bez established a normal situation of material and

cultural welfarzd"

VATICAN'S VIEWS TOWARD PARTITION PLAN, 1047
' In Aoril 1947, Great Britain submitted the Palestine issue
td the United Nations. There was now no/Xchance that Britain*s mandate

in the Holy Land would be extended. Among other factors, doubts arose
regarding the wisdom of entrusting Palestine to UN administration for
fear of inviting Soviet penetration into the Middle East.Bhe 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. ;

The first proposal was clearly unacceptable to major Catholic
- leadership. Arehbishop Spellman openly criticized the "Partition Plan,®
saying, "The Catholic Church strongly opposes any form of 3§ partition,
P rimarily on the ground that the whole land is sacred to Christ."” (Citmd
in a memorandum from U.S. Ambassador to Iraq, George Wadsworth, in a
mémorandum to Loy W. Henderson, Jan. 13, 1947.)
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STIOUIS POST-DISPATCH
'I'l.las.. June 24, 1933

7 The Pope’s Example

Now that the drama of Pope John Paul II's
visit to the Great Synagogue in Rome has
subsided, it is worth reflecting on both the
style and the substance of the pontiff’s ad-
dress and the implications of the event for
Catholic-Jewish relations the world over.

By emphasizing the spiritual bond linking
Christianity and Judaism, rejecting “hatred,
persecutions and displays of anti-Semitism
directed against the Jews at any time and by
anyone” and firmly repudiating any possible
theological justification for such acts, the
pope strongly reaffirmed the official Catho-
lic teachings since Vatican Council II. But it
was the papal style — the warmth with
which John Paul embraced the chief rabbi
of the oldest Jewish community in Western
Europe and the directness with which he
delivered his words — that brought the mes-
sage home.

.48 There are people in the world for whom
the photograph of the pope shaking hands
with Yasser Arafat was an unwelcome sym-

bol. For them, John Paul’s embrace of Rabbi
Elio Toaff is an important corrective, There
are places in the world where the church’s
post-Vatican II stance toward Jews and Juda-
ism has hardly penetrated. For them, the
pope's personal reference to Jews as “dearly
beloved brothers” may carry more weight
than a dozen carefully crafted documents.
Now it remains for people of good will in
both faiths to work together to keep the mes-
sage alive.

Mont Levy
Interreligious Affairs Commission
St. Louis Chapter
American Jemsh Commiittee
Richmond Heights

JUN 3

)

poeg



Page Six June 25,1986 St. Louis Jewish Light

" One can understand Hussein’s

Arab world, peacemakers are

‘ too often assassinated. But for
- all his difficulties and possible

insincerity, Hussein remains a
crucial player in the peace pro-
cess, and he has much to gain
now and in the future from an
end to conflict with Israel. To
achieve these gains he will have
to take risks. An international
conference is one way to
minimize his risks. But in the
end, with or without the PLO
and Syria, he will have to come
to the negotiating table with
moderate Palestinians and deal
directly with the Israelis. A U.S.
ban on arms sales, combined
with assurances of increased
American support once he
assumes the risks of states-
manship, should give Hussein a
significant incentive to move in

this direction.
J. David Levy
President
American Jewish Committee
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PEACE:
A GIFT OF GOD ENTRUSTED TO US!

To the young who in the world of tomorrow will make
the great decisions,

to the men and women who today bear responsibility
for life in society,

to families and teachers,

to individuals and communities,

to Heads of State and Government leaders:

It is to all of you that I address this message at the
dawn of the year 1982. 'I invite you to reflect with
me on, the theme of the new World Day: peace is a
gift of God entrusted to us.

1 his truth faces us when we come to decide
our commitments and make our choices. It
challenges the whole of humanity, all men and women
who know that they are individually responsible for one
another, and together responsible for the world.

At the end of the First World War my predecessor
Pope Benedict XV devoted an Encyclical to this theme.
Rejoicing at the cessation of hostilities and insisting on
the need to remove hatred and enmity through recon-
ciliation inspired by mutual charity, he began his En-
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cyclical with a reference to “peace, that magnificent gift
from God: as Augustine says, ‘even understood as one
of the fleeting things of earth, no sweeter word is heard,
no more desirable wish is longed for, and no better
discovery can be made than this gift’ (De Civitate Dei,
lib. XIX, c. x1)” (Encyclical Pacem Dei Munus: AAS 12
[1920], p. 209).

Efforts for peace in a divided world

2.  Since then my predecessors have often had to recall
this truth in their constant endeavours to educate for
peace and to encourage work for a lasting peace. Today
peace has become, throughout the world, a major preoc-
cupation not cnly for those responsible for the destiny
of nations but even more so for broad sections of the
population and numberless individuals who generously
and tenaciously dedicate themselves to creating an
outlook of peace and to establishing genuine peace be-
tween peoples and nations. This is comforting. But there
is no hiding the fact that, in spite of the efforts of all
men and women of good will there are still serious
threats to peace in the world. Some of these threats
take the form of divisions within various nations; others
stem from deep-rooted and acute tensions between
opposing nations and blocs within the world community.

In reality, the confrontations that we witness today
are distinguished from those of past history by certain
new characteristics. In the first place, they are world-
wide: even a local conflict is often an expression of
tensions originating elsewhere in the world. In the same
way, it often happens that a conflict has profound effects
far from where it broke out. Another characteristic is
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totality: présent-day tensions mobilize all the forces
of the nations involved; moreover, selfish monopo-
lization and even hostility are to be found today as much
in the way economic life is run and in the technological
application of science as in the way that the mass media
or military resources are utilized. Thirdly, we must
stress the radical character of modern conflicts: it is
the survival of the whole human race that is at stake
in them, given the destructive capacity of present-day
military stockpiles.

In short, while many factors could contribute to
uniting it, human society appears as a divided world:
the forces for unity give way before the divisions between
East and West, North and South, friend and enemy.

An essential problem

3.  The causes of this situation are of course complex
and of various orders. Political reasons are naturally
the easiest to distinguish. Particular groups abuse their
power in order to impose their yoke on whole societies.
An excessive desire for expansion impels some nations
to build their prosperity with a disregard for—indeed
at the expense of—others’ happiness. Unbridled nation-
alism thus fosters plans for domination, which leave
other nations with the pitiless dilemma of having to
make the choice: either accepting satellite status and
dependence or adopting an attitude of competition and
hostility. Deeper analysis shows that the cause of this
situation is the application of certain concepts and ideol-
ogies that claim to offer the only foundation of the truth
about man, society and history.



When we come up against the choice between peace
and war, we find ourselves face to face with ourselves,
with our nature, with our plans for our personal and
community lives, with the use we are to make of our
freedom. Are relationships between people to continue
inexorably along lines of incomprehension and merci-
less confrontation, because of a relentless law of human
life? Or are human beings—by comparison with the
animal species which fight one another according to
the “law” of the jungle—specifically called upon and
given the fundamental capability to live in peace with
their fellows and to share with them in the creation of
culture, society and history? In the final analysis, when
we consider the question of peace, we are led to consider
the meaning and CO!]dlthllS of our own personal and
community lives.

Peace, a gift of God

4. Peace is not so much a superficial balance between
diverging material interests—a balance pertaining to the
order of quantity, of things. Rather it is, in its inmost
reality, something that belongs to the essentially human
order, the order of human subjects; it is thus of a ra-
tional and moral nature, the fruit of truth and virtue.
It springs from the dynamism of free wills guided by
reason towards the common good that is to be attained
in truth, justice and love. This rational and moral order
is based on a decision by the consciences of human
beings seeking harmony in their mutual relationships,
with respect for justice for everybody, and therefore with
- respect for the fundamental human rights inherent in
every person. One cannot see how this moral order could
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ignore God, the first source of being, the essential truth
and the supreme good.

In this very sense peace comes from God as its foun-
dation: it is a gift of God. When claiming the wealth
and resources of the universe worked on by the human
mind—and it is often on their account that conflicts
and wars have sprung up—“man comes up against the
leading role of the gift made by ‘nature’, that is to say,
in the final analysis, by the Creator” (Encyclical Labo-
rem Exercens, 12). And God does more than give creation
to humanity to administer and develop jointly at the
service of all human beings without any discrimination:
he also inscribes in the human conscience the laws
obliging us to respect in numerous ways the life and
the whole person of our fellow human beings, created
like us in the image and after the likeness of God. God
is thus the guarantor of all these fundamental human
rights. Yes indeed, God is the source of peace: he calls
to peace, he safeguards it, and he grants it as the fruit
of “justice”. :

Moreover, God helps us interiorly to achieve peace
or to recover it. In our limited life, which is subject to
error and evil, we human beings go gropingly in search
of peace, amid many difficulties. Our faculties are dark-
ened by mere appearances of truth, attracted by false
goods and led astray by irrational and selfish-instincts.
Hence we need to open ourselves to the transcendent
light of God that illuminates our lives, purifies them from
error and frees them from aggressive passion. God is not
far from the heart of those who pray to him and try
to fulfil his justice: when they are in continual dialogue
with him, in freedom, God offers them peace as the full-
ness of the communion of life with God and with their
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brothers and sisters. In the Bible the word “peace”
recurs again and again in association with the idea of
happiness, harmony, well-being, security, concord, sal-
vation and justice, as the outstanding blessing that God,
“the Lord of peace” (2 Thess 3:16), already gives and
promises in abundance: “Now towards her I send flowing
peace, like a river” (Is 66: 12).

A gift of God, entrusted to us

5. While peace is a gift, man is never dispensed from
responsibility for seeking it and endeavouring to establish
it by individual and community effort, throughout his-
tory. God’s gift of peace is therefore also at all .times
a human conquest and achievement, since it is offered
to us in order that we may accept it freely and put it
progressively into operation by our creative will. Fur-
thermore, in his love for man, God never abandons us
but even in the darkest moments of history drives us
forward or leads us back mysteriously along the path
of peace. Even the difficulties, failures and tragedies of
the past and the present must be studied as providential
lessons from which we may draw the wisdom we need
in order to find new ways, more rational and courageous
ways, for building peace. It is by drawing inspiration
from the truth of God that we are given the ideal and
the energy we require in order to overcome situations
of injustice, to free ourselves from ideologies of power
and domination, and to make our way towards true
universal fraternity.

Christians, faithful to Christ who proclaimed “the
Good News of peace” and established peace within hearts
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by reconciling them with God, have still more decisive
reasons—as I shall stress at the end of this message—
for looking on peace as a gift of God, and for coura-
geously helping to establish it in this world, in accord-
ance with this longing for its complete fulfilment in the
Kingdom of God. They also know that they are called
upon to join their efforts with those of believers in other
religions who tirelessly condemn hatred and war and
who devote themselves, using different approaches, to
the advancement of justice and peace.

We should first consider in its natural basis this
deeply hopeful view of humanity as directed towards
peace, and stress moral responsibility in response to
God’s gift. This illuminates and stimulates man's activ-
ity on the level of information, study and commitment
for peace, three sectors that I would now like to illustrate
with some examples.

Information

6. -At a certain level, world peace depends on better
self-knowledge on the part of both individuals and so-
cieties. This self-knowledge is naturally conditioned by
information and by the quality of the information. Those
who seek and proclaim the truth with respect for others
and with charity are working for peace. Those who
-devote themselves to pointing out the values in the vari-
ous cultures, the individuality of each society and the
human riches of individual peoples, are working for
peace. Those who by providing information remove the
barrier of distance, so that we feel truly concerned at
the fate of faraway men and women who are victims
of war or injustice, are working for peace. Admittedly,
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the accumulation of such information, especially if it
concerns catastrophes over which we have no control,
can in the end produce indifference and surfeit in those
who remain mere receivers of the information without
ever doing whatever is within their power. But, in itself,
the role of the mass media continues to be a positive
one: each one of us is now called upon to be the neigh-
bour of all his or her brothers and sisters of the human
race (cf. Lk 10:29-37). '
High-quality information even has a direct influence
upon education and political decisions. If the young
are to be made aware of the problems of peace, and if
they are to prepare to become workers for peace, edu-
cational programmes must necessarily give a special
place to information about. actual situations in which
peace is under threat, and about the conditions needed
for its advancement. Peace cannot be built by the power
of rulers alone. Peace can be firmly constructed only
if it corresponds to the resolute determination of all
people of good will. Rulers must be supported and en-
lightened by a public opinion that encourages them or,
where necessary, expresses disapproval. Consequently,
it is also right that rulers should explain to the public
those matters that concern the problems of peace.

Studies that help to build peace

7. Building peace also depends upon the progress of
research about it. Scientific studies on war, its nature,
causes, means, objectives and risks have much to teach
us on the conditions for peace. Since they throw light
on the relationships between war and politics, such
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studies show that there is a greater future in negotiation
than in arms for settling conflicts.

It follows that the role of law in preserving peace
is called upon to expand. It is well known that within
individual States the work of jurists contributes greatly
to the advancement of justice aiid respect for human
rights. But their role is just as great for the pursuit of
the same objectives on the international level and for
refining the juridical instruments for building and pre-
serving peace. :

However, since concern for peace is inscribed in the
inmost depths of our being, progress along the path of
peace also benefits from the researches of psychologists
and philosophers. Admittedly, the science of war has
already been enriched by studies on human aggressive-
ness, death-impulses and the herd instinct that can sud-
denly take possession of whole societies. But much
remains to be said about the fear we human beings
have of taking possession of our freedom, and about
our insecurity before ourselves and others. Better knowl-
edge of life-impulses, of instinctive sympathy with other
people, of readiness to love and share undoubtedly helps
us to grasp better the psychological mechanisms that
favour peace.

By these researches psychology is thus called upon
to throw light on and to complement the studies of the
philosophers. Philosophers have always pondered the
questions of war and peace. They have never been
without responsibility in this matter. The memory- is
all too much alive of those famous philosophers who
saw man as “a wolf for his fellow man” and war as a
historical necessity. However, it is also true that many
of them wished to lay the foundation for a lasting or
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even everlasting peace by, for instance, setting forth
a solid theoretical basis for international law.

All these efforts deserve to be resumed and inten-
sified. The thinkers who devote themselves to such
endeavours can benefit from the copious contribution
of a present-day philosophical current that gives unique
prominence to the theme of the person and devotes
itself in a singular manner to an examination of the
themes of freedom and responsibility. This can provide
light for reflection on human rights, justice and peace.

Indirect action

8. While the advancement of peace in a sense depends
on information and research, it rests above all on the
action that people take in its favour. Some forms of
action envisaged here have only an indirect relationship
with peace. However, it would be wrong to think of
them as unimportant: as we shall briefly indicate
through some examples, almost every section of human
activity offers unexpected occasions for advancing peace.

Such is the case of cultural exchanges, in the broad-
est sense. Anything that enables people to get to know
each other better through artistic activity breaks down
barriers. Where speech is unavailing and diplomacy is
an uncertain aid, music, painting, drama and sport can
bring people closer together. The same holds for scien-
tific research: science, like art, creates and brings to-
gether a universal society which gathers all who love
truth and beauty, without division. Thus science and
art are, each at its. own level, an anticipation of the
emergence of a universal peaceful society.

Even economic life should bring people closer to-
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gether, by making them aware of the extent to which
they are interdependent and complementary. Undoubt-
edly, economic relationships often create a field of
pitiless confrontation, merciless competition and even
sometimes shameless exploitation. But could not these
relationships become instead relationships of service
and solidarity, and thereby defuse one of the most
frequent causes of discord?

Justice and peace within nations

9. While peace should be everyone’s concern, the
building of peace is a task that falls directly and princi-
pally to political leaders. - From this point of view the
chief setting for the building up of peace is always the
nation as a politically organized society. Since the pur-
pose for which a political society is formed is the estab-
lishment of justice, the advancement of the common
good and participation by all, that society will enjoy
peace only to the extent that these three demands are
respécted. Peace can develop only where the elementary
requirements of justice are safeguarded.
Unconditional and effective respect for each one’s
imprescriptible and inalienable rights is the necessary
condition in order that peace may reign in a society.
Vis-a-vis these basic rights all others are in a way deri-
vatory and secondary. In a society in which these rights
are not protected, the very idea of universality is dead,
as soon as a small group of individuals set up for their
own exclusive advantage a principle of discrimination
whereby the rights and even the lives af others are made
dependent on the whim of the stronger. Such a society
cannot be at peace with itself: it has within it a principle
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leading to division. For the same reason, a political
society can really collaborate in building international
peace only if it is itself peaceful, that is to say if it
takes seriously the advancement of human rights at
home. To the extent that the rulers of a particular coun-
try apply themselves to building a fully just society,
they are already contributing decisively to building an
authentic, firmly based and lasting peace (cf. Encyclical
Pacem in Terris, 11).

Justice and peace between nations

10. While peace within individual nations is a neces-
sary condition for the development of true peace, it is
not enough in itself. The building of peace on a world
scale cannot be the result of the separate desires of
nations, for they are often.ambiguous and sometimes
contradictory. It was to make up for this lack that
States provided themselves with appropriate interna-
tional organizations, one of the chief aims of which is
to harmonize the desires of different nations and cause
them to converge for the safeguarding of peace and for
an increase of justice between nations.

By the authority that they have gained and by their
achievements, the great International Organizations have
done remarkable work for peace. They have of course
had failures; they have not been able to prevent all
conflicts or put a speedy end to them. But they have
helped to show the world that war, bloodshed and tears
are not the way to end tensions. They have provided, so
to speak, experimental proof that even on the world
level people are able to combine their efforts and seek
peace together.
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The peace dynamism of Christianity

11. At this point in my message I wish to address
more especially my brothers and sisters in the Church.
The Church supports and encourages all serious efforts
for peace. She unhesitatingly proclaims that the activity
of all those who devote the best of their energies to
peace forms part of God’s plan of salvation in Jesus
Christ. But she reminds Christians that they have still
greater reasons for being active witnesses of God'’s gift
of peace.

In the first place, Christ’s word and example have
given rise to new attitudes in favour of peace. Christ
has taken the ethics of peace far beyond the ordinary
attitudes of justice and understanding. At the beginning
of his ministry he proclaimed: “Blessed are the peace-
makers, for they shall be called children of God” (Mt
5:9). He sent his disciples to bring peace from house
to house, from town to town (M¢ 10: 11-13). He exhorted
them to prefer peace to vengeance of any kind and even
to certain legitimate claims on others—so great was his
desire to tear from the human heart the roots of aggres-
siveness (Mt 5:38-42). He asked them to love those
whom barriers of any sort have turned into enemies
(Mt 5:4348). He set up as examples people who were
habitually despised (Lk 10:33; 17:16). He exhorted
people to be always humble and to forgive without any
limit (cf. Mt 18:21-22). The attitude of sharing with
those in utter want—on which he made the last judg-
ment hinge (cf. Mt 25:31-46)—was to make a radical
contribution to the establishment of relations of fra-
ternity.

These appeals of Jesus and his example have had

15



a widespread influence on the attitude of his disciples,
as two millennia of history testify. But Christ’s work
belongs to a very deep level, of the order of a mysterious
- transformation of hearts. He really brought “peace
among men with whom God is pleased” in the words of
the proclamation made at his birth (cf. Lk 2:14), and
this not o'nh\r by revealing to them the Father’s love but
above all by reconciling them with God through his
sacrifice. For it was sin and hatred that were an obstacle
to peace with God and with others: he destroyed them
by the offering of his life on the Cross; he reconciled
in one body those who were hostile (cf. Eph 2: 16; Rom
12:5). His first words to his Apostles after he rose were:
“Peace be with you” (Jn 20: 19). Those who accept the
faith form in the Church a prophetic communjty: “with
the Holy Spirit communicated by Christ, after the Bap-
tism that makes them part of the Body of Christ, they
experience the peace given by God in the sacrament of
Reconciliation and in Eucharistic communion; they pro-
claim “the gospel of peace” (Eph 6: 15); they try to live
it from day to day, in actual practice; and they long for
the time of total reconciliation when, by a new inter-
vention of the living God who raises the dead, we shall
be wholly open to God and our brothers and sisters.
Such is the vision of faith which supports the activity of
Christians on behalf of peace.

Thus, by her very existence, the Church exists within
the world as a society of people who are reconciled and
at peace through the grace of Christ, in a communion of
love and life with God and with all their brothers and
sisters, beyond human barriers of every sort; in herself
she is already, and she seeks to become ever more so
in practice, a gift and leaven of peace offered by God
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to the whole of the human race. Certainly, the members
of the Church are well aware that they are often still
sinners, in this sphere too; at least they feel the grave
responsibility of putting into practice this gift of peace.
For this they must first overcome their own divisions,
in order to set out without delay towards the fullness
of unity in Christ; thus they collaborate with God in
order to offer his peace to the world. They must also
of course combine their efforts with the efforts of all
men and women of good will working for peace in the
different spheres of society and international life. The
Church wishes her children to join, through their witness
and their initiatives, the first rank of those preparing
peace and causing it to reign. At the same time, she is
very aware that, on the spot, it is a difficult task, one
that calls for much generosity, discernment and hope,
as a real challenge.

_+ Peace as a constant challenge to Christians
12.  Christian optimism, based on the glorious Cross
of Christ and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, is no
excuse for self-deception. For Christians, peace on earth
is always a challenge, because of the presence of sin in
man’s heart. Motivated by their faith and hope, Chris-
tians therefore apply themselves to promoting a more
just society; they fight hunger, deprivation and disease;
they are concerned about what happens to migrants,
prisoners and outcasts (cf. Mt 25: 35-36). But they know
that, while all these undertakings express something of
the mercy and perfection of God (cf. Lk 6: 36; Mt 4:48),
they are always limited in their range, precarious in
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their results and ambiguous in their inspiration. Only
God the giver of life, when he unites all things in Christ
(cf. Eph 1:10), will fulfil our ardent hope by himself
bringing to accomplishment everything that he has un-
dertaken in history according to his Spirit in the matter
of justice and peace.

Although Christians put all their best energies into
preventing war or stopping it, they do not deceive them-
selves about their ability to cause peace to triumph, nor
about the effect of their efforts to this end. They there-
fore concern themselves with all human initiatives in
favour of peace and very often take part in them; but
they regard them with realism and humility. One could
almost say that they “relativize” them in two senses:
they relate them both to the sinful condition of/humanity
and to God's saving plan. In the first place, Christians
are aware that plans based on aggression, domination
and the manipulation of others lurk in human hearts,
and someétimes even secretly nourish human intentions,
in spite of certain declarations or manifestations of a
pacifist nature. For Christians know that in this world
a totally and permanently peaceful human society is un-
fortunately a utopia, and that ideologies that hold up
that prospect as easily attainable are based on hopes that
cannot be realized, whatever the reason behind them. It
is a question of a mistaken view of the human condition,
a lack of application in considering the question as a
whole; or it may be a case of evasion in order to calm fear,
or in still other cases a matter of calculated self-interest.
Christians are convinced, if only because they have
learned from personal experience, that these deceptive
hopes lead straight to the false peace of totalitarian
regimes. But this realistic view in no way prevents Christ-

18



ians from working for peace; instead, it stirs up their
ardour, for they also know that Christ’s victory over
deception, hate and death gives those in love with peace
a more décisive motive for action than what the most
generous theories about man have to offer; Christ’s
victory likewise gives a hope more surely based than
any hope held out by the most audacious dreams.

This is why Christians, even as they strive to resist
and prevent every form of warfare, have no hesitation in
recalling that, in the name of an elementary requirement
of justice, peoples have a right and even a duty to protect
their existence and freedom by proportionate means
against an unjust aggressor (cf. Constitution Gaudium
et Spes, 79). However, in view of the difference between
classical warfare and nuclear or bacteriological war—a
difference so to speak of nature—and in view of the
scandal of the arms race seen against the background
of the needs of the Third World, this right, which is very
real in principle, only underlines the urgency for world
society to equip itself with effective means of negotiation.
Ir this way the nuclear terror that haunts our time can
encourage us to enrich our common heritage with a very
simple discovery that is within our reach, namely that
war is the most barbarous and least effective way of
resolving conflicts. More than ever before, human so-
ciety is forced to provide itself with the means of con-
sultation and dialogue which it needs in order to survive,
and therefore with the institutions necessary for build-
ing up justice and peace.

May it also realize that this work is something beyond
human powers!
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Prayer for peace

13. Throughout this message, I have appealed to the
responsibility of people of good will, especially Chris-
tians, because God has indeed entrusted peace to men
and women. With the realism and hope that faith makes
possible, I have tried to draw the attention of citizens
and leaders to a certain number of achievements or
attitudes that are already feasible and capable of giving
a solid foundation to peace. But, over and above or even
in the midst of this necessary activity, which might seem
to depend primarily on people, peace is above all a gift
of God—something that must never be forgotten—and
must always be implored from his mercy.

This conviction is certainly seen to have animated
people of all civilizations who have given peace the first
place in their prayers. Its expression is found in all
religions. How many men, having experienced mur-
derous conflicts and concentration camps, how many
women and children, distressed by wars, have in times
past turned to the God of peace! Today, when the perils
have taken on a seriousness all their own by reason of
their extent and radical nature, and when the difficulties
of building peace have taken on a new nature and seem
often insoluble, many individuals may spontaneously
find themselves resorting to prayer, even though prayer
may be something unfamiliar.

Yes, our future is in the hands of God, who alone
gives true peace. And when human hearts sincerely think
of work for peace it is still God’s grace that inspires
and strengthens those thoughts. All people are in this
sense invited to echo the sentiments of Saint Francis of
Assisi, the eighth centenary of whose birth we are cele-
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brating: Lord, make us instruments of your peace:
where there is hatred, let us sow love; where there is
injury, pardon; when discord rages, let us build peace.
Christians love to pray for peace, as they make their
own the prayer of so many psalms punctuated by sup-
plications for peace and repeated with the universal love
of Jesus. We have here a shared and very profound
element for all ecumenical activities. Other believers all
.over the world are also awaiting from Almighty God
the gift of peace, and, more or less consciously, many
other people of good will are ready to make the same
prayer in the secret of their hearts. May fervent sup-
plications thus rise to God from the four cormers of the
earth! This will already create a fine unanimity on the
road to peace. And who could doubt that God will
hear and grant this cry of his children: Lord, grant us
peace! Grant us your peace! ’

From the Vatican, 8 December 1981.
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Books

Midway Between God and Man

God and man” and given “the whole
world to govern.”

The Oxford University Press,
whose famous anthologies have re-
cently been diversifying from poetry
into such novelties as The Oxford

—tBook of Dreams and The Oxford

« | _Book of Death (not to mention The
Oxford Book of Legal Anecdotes and
The Oxford Book of New Zealand
Plants), has now had the intriguing
idea of compiling brief biographies
of all 263 Popes (plus 39 antipopes)
from St. Peter to John Paul I1. It en-
trusted this enormous task to J.N.D.
Kelly, an Anglican priest who has
served as principal at Oxford’s St.
Edmund Hall and as canon of
Chichester Cathedral, as well as
chairman of the Archbishop of Can-
terbury’s commission on Roman
Catholic relations. His dictionary is
correspondingly scholarly, cautious,
meticulous, yet still a rich mine of
arcane nuggets.

The dawn of the papacy, Kelly
repeatedly confesses, is too shadowy
for even the most intrepid scholar.
Of St. Evaristus (c.100-¢.109), for
exampl€, he says, “Nothing is in fact
—reliably known about him.” St. Felix I
(269-74) “is ome of the Gbscurest
Pdpes, even his dates being conjec-
tural.” Then there was Pope Joan,
whose entire existence is ToRjettur-
al. Kelly dutifully traces the oft-
retold legend of a disguised woman
Pope (who was found out when she

—| gave birth while trying to mount

a horse) to a 13th century work
called the Universal Chronicle of
Merz. The only Pope who never ex-
isted even in legend was John XX,

curred because John XXI (1276-77)
was mistaken about-the Aumber-of
his predecessors. John was a bookish
type who ordered a special cell built
for his studies; his reign was cut

irst there was Peter, who had denied

Jesus three times before the cock
crowed and who finally was martyred, ac-
cording to Origen’s histories, crucified up-
side down Om 2 hillside. Then came St. Li-
nus, St. Anacletus and St. Clement I, who
may or may not have been drowned off
Crimea with an anchor around his neck.
These were the first of the heirs of St. Pe- --had both Popes strangled mn jail. He also fa-
ter, the Popes of Rome, some of them
loved, some feared, some venerated, some
murdered. One of the proudest and most

powerful, Innocent III (1198- start-
ed calling humsell the Vicar of Christ be-

{ cause he said he was “set midway between | became John XII when barely 18.

THE OXFORD DICTIONARY OF POPES '
by J.N.D. Kelly; Oxford University; 347 pages; $24.95

short when the ceiling fell in on him.
Kelly is no seeker of scandals, but by

the JOth century, Peter’s heritage had fall-
en Into some rather unworthy hands. Pope
Sergius III seized the papal throne by
—ermed force and imprisoned his predeces-
sor Christopher, who had already impris-
oned his predecessor Leo V. Sergius then

thered an mﬂwdd
heiress named Marozia, who eventually got
the debauched son chosen as Pope John X1 |
soon after his 21st birthday. John’s neph-

ew, who was even mvre debauched, duly L-sal life cannot be explained away, but he

Yet even then the seeds of renewal
were sprouting. The great reformer Odo
of Cluny went to Rome on a diplomafic
‘Tnission; and there soon began the line of
Cluniac Popes who rebuilt the entire
Church. They reached their apogee of |
power when Gregory VII marched north-
ward in 1077 to depose the disobedient
G&rmaumenry IV -by sheer will-
power. His march was halted only when
the humbled King knelt for three days in
the snow at Canossa to plead for the
Pope’s forgiveness.

Kelly does his best to be fair to all. Of
Clement VI _(1342-52), who proclaimed

at his predecessors “had not known how
to be Popes” and then began staging bac-
chanalia for his “niece™ and his courtiers,
elly says judiciously, “The charges
brought by contemporaries against hissex-

—

was personally devout, a protector of the
poor and needy who showed charity

T

whose nonexistence apparently oc- |
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Keepers of the keys, clockwise from top:
Alexander VI, innocent Hi, St. Peter

Exce:gt

‘ Nine months after [Pope For-

mosus’] death they had his de-
caying corpse exhumed and, propped
up on a throne in full pontifical vest-
ments, solemnly arraigned at a mock
trial presided over by [Pope] Stephen
VI himself; a deacon stood by an-
swering the charges on his behalf. He
was found guilty of perjury, of having
coveted the papal throne . . . His acts
and ordinations were pronounced
null and void. [His body] was ' '
. . . flung into the Tiber.
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and courage when the Black Death
appeared at Avignon in 1348-49, and
defended the Jews when they were
blamed for it.” So he did know some-
thing about how to be Pope after all.
Even the villainous Alexander
VI (1492-1503), who won election by
bribery, Teputedly hired assassins
and fathered the even more villain-
ous Cesare and Lucrezia Borgia, gets
good rharks as an administrator and
patron of the arts. It was he who per-
suaded Michelangelo to undertake
the grand rebuilding of St. Peter’s.
The modern Vatican is, of
course, a somewhat less colorful
place, but it remains a center of con-
troversy. Pius XII (1939-58) “saw
himself as the Pope of peace,” as
Kelly puts it, but Hisefforts to re-
main “strictly neutral” during
World War IT led to sharp criticisms
of his failure to sﬂ out strongly
against the Nazis. pite the
claims of Piu§~delenders that he did
speak out, Kelly concludes, “What
remains clear is that the veiled or
generalized language traditional to
the curia was not a suitable instru-
ment for dealing with cynically
planned world domination and
genocide.” V,
Kelly offers measured praise
to all the last four Popes; John
XXIII_(“warm-hearted ai'ﬁi:uJE‘a.fs
ectedly simple”), Paul VI (“He was
able to steer the churct—through a
period of revolutionary change”),
John Paul I (“a man of practical
common zemse”’) and John Paul IT
(“Few Popes have had such wide-
ranging intellectual equipment as
John Paul, and none has had such a
far-reaching impact”). Such judg-
ments are quite unexceptionable,
but a secular-minded reader will
find more of interest in some of the
bad old days. — By Otto Friedrich
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Professor Yoram Dinstei

The Legal Aspects of a

Binational State

A. International Law

It is important to emphasize at the outset that, legally speaking, the
commonly used expression 'binational State' (or, for that matter, "multinational
State'') is a misnomer. The terms ''nation'' and ''State' nowadays are virtually

interchangeable inasmuch as in every State there exists a single nation so

that there is an equal number of States and nations in the world community.

* ) 1
A nation is the congregation of nationals of a State. In other words, a ‘
nation consists of the entire citizen body of the State: all the citfzené : !
(i.e. nationals) form the nation. Yet;.within the ambit of one State and
one nation, there can be several peoples. That is the meaning of the phrase
"binational' (or "multinational') State. What is signified is the duality
(or multiplicity) of peoples in the (one) nation and the (one) State.

It is exceedingly difficult to define the term ''pecple'. But, by and
large, peoplehood is derived from a combination of an objective and a sub-
jective element. Nbjectively, there has to exist an ethnic group linked by
common history. Subjectively, it is assential for the group to have an -
ethos or state of mind confirming the will to continue to live together.
Unlike the State, a people is not a corporate entity under international law
since it does not possess a legal personality. HNevertheless, modern inter-
national law bestows upon peoples certain group rights which constitute

coltective human rights. These are human rights of a particular nature since

they are granted to the members of the group communally, in conjunction with




one another. Each people is entitled at the present time to three collective
human rights: (a) the right to physical existence (corresponding to the pro-
hibition of genocide); (b) the right of self-determination (allowing a people
to determine its political status); and (c) the right to dispose of the
people's natural resources.

Peoples are not the only groups benefiting from human rights. Contemporary
international iaw“also accords rights on a collective basis to ethnic,'re]i-
gious and linguistic minorities. An ethnic minority may constiFute a whole
people (which does not or cannot avail itself of the right of self-determination)

P
or a segment of a people which is dispersed across the borders of two or more
_countries. The same people may form a majority in one State and a minority
in others, or a minority in several St;tes. The same group may simultaneously

be an ethnic, a religious and a linguistic minority. But, be it as it may,

every ethnic, religious or linguistic minority has a collective human right

to enjoy its own culture, to profess and practise its own religion, or to use
its own language. In other words, each one of the three types of minorities

is entitled to preserve its separate identity as a group and not to be
coerced into a national ''melting-pot'. .
The group rights of peoples and minorities do not replace, but exist side
by side with, a plethora of individual human rights which devolve upon every
single member of the group qua human being (or, at times, qua national of the
State). These individual human rights are numerous and cover a w?de spectrum.
They include, inter alia, freedom of expression, the right to take part in
the conduct of public affairs, the right to vote and to be elected at genuine

periodic elections, the right to work and the right to education. The inter-

national legal protection of human rights - which is afforded to human beings
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directly, without the interposition of the State - is perhaps the most start-
ling innovation of the present era in international-affairs. Human beings,
as individuals or as members of groups, enjoy these rights by virtue of inter-
national law irrespective of constitutional provisions in the national legal
System. Every State is in duty bound to conform to thé international legal
system. It is obligated to adopt internally the required legislative measures
with a view to achieving the full realization of internatioﬁal human rights
within its boundaries. No State may deny tha axercize cf these rights in
the name of ''sovereignty'', ''domestic jurisdiction' or suéh-like-catch-phrases.
The conferment by international law of humanﬁrights upon human beings (as -
individuals or groups) implies limitations on the powers of sovereign States.
Any subject-matter which comes within the compass of international human rights
is automatically excluded from the domain reserved for the domestic jurisdic-
tion of the State. In effect, the individual and the group are protected

by international law against their own State of nationality.

B. Constitutional Law

The peaceful co-existence of several peoples within the confines of a
single '"'multinational’ State is theoretica}ly possible even If the State has
a unitary character (with all political powers retained by a central govern-
ment). This is particularly true in two sets of circumstances. Firstly,
where the proportion of ethnic minorities in the overall population of a
State is miniscule (with a ratio of, for example, 10:1 in favour of the
majority ethnic group). And secondly, where - irrespective of relative size -
members of various ethnic groups (constituting the majority as well as the

minorities) are equally dispersed throughout the national territory in such
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a manner that a minority group does not emerge as an overwhelming majority

in any given region. However, when members of an ethnic minority are
concentrated in large numbers in clearly perceptible areas, experience in-
dicates that some devolution (or delegation) of powers is indispensable to
placate that group. The case for devolution becomes almost inexorable in
circumstances of a '"binational' State - that is, when onl* two peoples live
under the same-national roof - if, demographically speaking, the numerical
ratio of majority versus minority is only a matter of degree (say, 2:1 or
60% to 402) and, geographically speaking, th? natfonal minority forms a local
majority in certain districts.

The constitutional distribution of powers between the central govefnment'
of a State and regional governments cré;tes a Federal State. Federal States
must be distinguished from confederations of States. A confederation is an
association of separate and independent States established by treaty. The
treaty of confederation invests central organs with limited powers without
thereby impairing ;he sovereignty of the confederate States. A Federal State
is a single State in which governmental powers are divided between a single
Central authority and one or more local governments of autonomous regions.
The division of powers differs in scope from one Federal! State to another.

Nevertheless, a condition sine qua non is that the guiding principles will

be incorporated in a written constitution (or, at the very least, in an
organic or fundamental law). An attempt to create a Federal State without a
written constitution is practically of no value, inasmuch as the central

government may then ignore with impunity the distribution of powers. It is
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an old maxim that constitutions spring from a belief in limited government.
The division of powers between a central and a regional government must
necessarily he enshrined in, and safequarded by, an instrument reflacting
the supreme law of the land.

The crux of the issue Is the creation of a system of checks and balances
designed to vitiate any attempt to undermine the distribution of powers in
the Federal State. Usually, the constitution of a Federal State covers the
follbwing salient points in order to preserve the federal structure from in-
fringementsgzgj) A system of self-government ("home-rule') for the autonomous region
must be established. Self-government, in pré:tical terms, means (a) a local legis-~
lature elected by the inhabitants of the region; (b) a local administration
(in charge, among other functions, of a local police or national guard) respon-
sible to the local legislature; and (c) a local judicial system. It is the
quintessence of a fully autonomous region that it possesses all three branches
of government (legislative, executive and judicial). Otherwise, the political
equilibrium between the central and the regional government is tilted in
favour of the former. Furthermore, the powers allocated to the regional
branches of government should not be trivial.- Autonomy must not be relegated
to the regulation of such maiterslas, for instance, the promotion of tourism
and the organization of exhibitions, museums and zoos. In the final analysis,
genhine autonomy entails the assumption and discharge of serious responsibilities
relating to policy-making on the reglonal basis and the exercise of authority
over a political unit. The basic principle is that of coordination rather

than subordination.
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(ii) The inhabitants of the autonomous region must be permitted to take part
in the gove;nment and administration of the entire Federal State. In other
words, self-government in the autonomous region is not a substitute for the
inhabitants of the region playing an equitable role in the central government
and the affairs of the State as a whole. |f they vote as a bloc - and if the
rest of the population is fragmented into many political parties - they may
hqve a very 5tr;ng bargaining position In parliamentary politics. At all

events, there is a strong tendency to have a bicameral national legislature.

One of the two chambers of the legisiature (usually styled a senate) then
reflects the political sub-division of the céuntry.

(iii) In order to prevent the central government from determining by itself
t;;_és_igggg.extent of its own powers, ‘and so as to avoid mutual encroachments
on the reserved domains of the central and the regional government, an inde-
pendent_constitutional court ought to be set up. The Court should bé authoriz-
ed to review national and regional laws and, if it reaches the conclusion that
they exceed the bounds delineated by the constitution, must be competent to
declare them to be unconstitutional and invalid.

(i!) The constitution has to include an entrenched Bill of Rights vouchsafing
the equal enjoyment of fundamental freedoms by all and sundry. Evidently, -

a Bill of Rights need not be considered a hallmark of a Federal State: any
State - either unitary or Federal - should have a Bill of Rights for the
effective guarantee of human rights to all. Still, in the context of a

Federal State, a Rill of Rights acquires a special significance. It is impor-

tant to remember that (a) members of the minority ethnic group, for the sake

of whom the autonomous region is created, cannot be forced to remain at all
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times within the bounds of the region. Many will leave it temporarily for
work, commerce and so fortﬁ. Others' will leave the region permanéntly and
settle outside it. Wherever they are, they should be entitled as individuals
to all the basic human rights. (b) Conversely, members of the majority ethnic
group may move into the autonomous region, either temporarily or permanently.
In that area - where the national minority constitutes a regional majority -
they are the minority and it is imperative to protect their rights. Only a
Bill of Rights can do that in an adequate fashion.
(3} A system must be worked out whereby the process of amending the consti-
tution - and modifying the distribution of powers between the central and
the local government - is made dependent on the consent of both. The crucial
importance of the constitutional provistons is such that neither the majority

nor the minority, when acting alone, should be legally able to alter the

balance of power. When revision of the inter-relationship between the central
and the local government is called for (and the time for such revision invar-
iably comes, sooner or later, due to changed circumstances), both parties

must collaborate in effectuating the constitutional amendment.

C. Israel as a '"Binational' State

At the time of writing, more than a million Palestinlan Arabs live under
Israeli administration in areas which are not, legally speaking, an integral
part of Israel. As an intellectual exercise it is useful to consider what
the situation is going to be should Israel somehow acquire legal title to
these territories and absorb them within its domain. Clearly, the inhabitants

of the territories will have to be absorbed as well: they will have to be
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admi tted to the national fold and will begin to enjoy the whole gamut of
human rights.which international law quarantees ( rights which are not neces-
sarily available under a military governmenf in areas under belligerent
occupation). ‘

In thé light of the preceding general comments, it is quite clear to
this wrfter that an eﬁ!arged Israel with a significantly enlarged Arab popula-
tion_will_require a written constitution which will cﬁange its charéctér from
~ @ unitary into a Federal State; At leasf one, possibly more, Arab autonomous
regions will have to bhe set up w?th a view focenab!ing the locallArab ﬁajority
Ito exercise séif—government in a meaningful way. Ther; i§ palpably an
enormous discrepancy between the extent of ﬁelf-government which the Arabs
will insist upon and that which Israel will be prepéred to accept. In the
light of the controversies which have already flared up in the course of the
Iprelimihiry stages of the Autonomy Talks between lsraei and Egypt, that dis-
crepancy is no jonger a matter for conjecture: it is a plain statement of fact.
But it must be stressed that, even if all the bones of contention in this
regard were t;‘GaQe been eliminated, major issues remain to be resoiveé insofar
as the participation of the Arab minority in fhe cgntral Qovernment of the |
State is concerned. It is one thing for Israel to have a small Aréb minority
of about 12% and quite another to have an Arab minority of approximatelf.35%'
'sr more. Israel is a democracy, and once the Arabs are g}anted - as they must
be under international law - the fight to vote in-national elections, they wiIII
probably form a‘parliamen:ary bloc iﬂ the Knesset which is liEely to leave

an indelible imprint on Israeli politics.
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Other issues which are not usually a cause for great concern in other
Federal States are probably going to generate much discussion in the Israeli
context. Thus, is it possible to exempt one=third or more of the population
from compulsory military service? “ill Jews be permitted to settle freely
in the Arab autonomous region and, if so, will Arabs be entitled to a reci-
procal right in the areas beyond that region? Or will there be a new Pale
of Settlement in Jewish history?
All these, and others, are cardinal questions for which there is not,
as yet, an answer based on Jewish ''national consensus'', What is more serious
is ;hat no serious discussién has yet taken ;iace in Israel about the general
repercussions and implications of its potential status as a 'binational"

State should the administered territories be integrated into Israel. This

writer believes that it is high time to commence such discussion in earnest.
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If practical behavior. in morals as well as in politics, reflects a theology. or is a consequence
of it, the hesitations and reservations which have marked the official attitude of the Catholic
Church to the State of Israel seem to manifest a rather negative doctrine. One has only to remem-
ber the complications and misunderstandings that marked Pope Paul’s journey to the Holy Land
in 1964, and the more recent visit of Prime Minister Golda Meir 1o the Vatican.

VATICAN RESERVATIONS CONCERNING THE STATE OF ISRAEL

Twenty-five yeurs after the foundation of the State of Israel. the Vatican has not yet recognized
its existence: and, where Jerusalem is concerned, the Yom Kippur War was the occasion for
Roman diplomats to search among their files for the thesis of Corpus separatum.

There are three reasons for this reticence. The first is the current practice of the Holy See in
international politics: it has never recognized a country in a state of war, or one whose pohtical
frontiers are not )et assured by international agreement. Thus. the frontiers between the German
and Polish dioceses on the Oder-Neisse border were ecclesiastically defined only in 1972, ie.,
more than a quarter-century after the end of World War . Accordingly, the Holy See's
recognition of [srael must not be expected before an enduring peace comes to the Middle East.
The second reason is diplomatic and religious: concerned as it is with the fate of the Christian
communities in Arab lands, the Holy See must take account of the reactions of Arab govern-
ments. The resulting restraints on the Vatican’s diplomatic proceedings are obvious.

The last reason is deeper and more difficult to grasp. for it has never been clearly expressed:
theological reservation. There can be no doubt that, in the realm of traditional teaching and the
attitudes of official institutions, the Church is not yet ready to accept, even to understand, the
return of the Jews to Zion.

~

THE THEOLOGICAL PROBLEM -

It is a fact that the Christian conscience, which was felt to have been put in question by the
tragedy of the concentration camps. received a new stimulus by the creation of the State of
Israel, The ingathering of the Children of Israel in the Land of the Bible has obliged Christians
to become aware of Jewish identity. From now on, Israel has a territory, a flag, a passport,
institutions. The Six-Day War made Christians even more sensible of these facts, and this
awareness is ever on the increase among attentive Christians who witness Israel’s daily struggle
for the defense and vindication of its right to exist. It has been reinforced in a tragic way, since
the Yom Kippur War, by Israel’s isolation among the nations.

Faced with this new situation, Christians have reacted in different ways, which may be
defined as two.attitudes. The first is marked by an approach more narrow than ever: lack of
comprehension and inability Lo accept the facts. This virtual allergy derives from more or less
conscious theological assumptions.

Many Christians regard Israel as a purely political and profane reality. As a result, they are
unwilling to recognize any link whatsoever between the actual reality and the “old"™ Israel.
Victims of a kind of inhibition, the theologians who defend this position fear that doctrinal
or scriptural considerations may be used to justify Israel’s political existence. In reality, by a
curious contradiction. their theology of Israel consists in eliminating any theological outlook
when the question of Israel is raised.

The thesis is usually presented according to the following argument. It was the ordained
role of Jewry Lo prepare the people of God, namely the Church. Now that the Messiah has
come. the Church— Verus I[srael—has taken the place of the “old™ Israel: the Jewish people
no longer has any reason to exist, so the Jews as a nation may now vanish and, in any case, have
no right to occupy the historic Land of Israel. This thesis. generally dressed up in theological
garb. is all 100 often unimated by political considerations, and is thus to be found among the
slogans of those Christians who belong to the New Left. The meetings of the World Congress
of Christians for Palestine at Beirut in 1970, and at Canterbury in 1972, were the clearest
expression of this confusion of planes, in which, on the pretext of defending the Palestinian
cause, theological reflection on Israel’s existence is denied, while a potpourri of politics and
theology, hostile to Israel, is in fact elaborated.

167
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THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE STATE OF ISRAEL

Emphasis must be placed upon the spirit and point of application of a theology rightly called
the theology of the New Left. Actually. it is characteristic of a vast movement in which pas-
sionate fervor, often generous, takes precedence over objectivity and precise thinking. The
theology of anti-Zionism enters into the more general context of a theology of revolution,
whether it be called theology of hope or of violence. which is elaborated by Catholic political
leaders to validate the struggle for justice and for the defense of the downtrodden. The impact
of this theology on the Catholic attitude toward the State of Israel is all the more precise and
manifest in that it is in fact a matter of justifying and promoting the rights of the Palestinians,
who are used as the symbol and banner of the cause of all who are oppressed and exploited,
w hether they be the working clusses or the developing countries. Thenceforth. in this simplistic
manichaeism, Israel figures as the negative and baleful counterpart.

DEICIDE AND DIASPORA

In this way of thinking, however, another element shows traces of a certain traditional
theology. For in this refusal to allow room for a theological consideration of Israel, one can
in fact discern a consequence of the old theology of rejection according to which, in the
Christian economy, no theological value whatsoever can be attributed to the people of Israel
after the advent of Jesus. It seems. too. that there is a residue of the deicide myth, implying
that the chastisement of Israel means that the Jewish people will never be able to return to
its land. It is quite clear that a Catholic can no longer accept this accusation of deicide, but one
may ask if a shadow of it does not still survive in the Christian subconscience, Does not this
survival explain that indefinable discomfort felt by some Christians at the thought that the
Holv Land. and Jerusalem in particular, is in the hands of the Jews?

The general tendency of such a position is roughly that the Diaspora is considered to be a
consequence of the crucifixion, a punishment for deicide, and that Zionism must therefore be
regarded as an arrogant presumption. in opposition to the will of God. who has punished His
people, condemning them to exile and wandering. Most distressingly, such Christians believe
that they can cite the supportive authority of Church Fathers, whereas in many cases they pro-
ject their own anti-Semitism onto the Patristic texts.

It is thus strange, but true, that the most conservative of Christian theologians and the
thinkers of the New Left find themselves in the same camp. They are at one in denying any
authentic link between the People and the Land of Israel.

There can be no doubt that this refusal stems from the difficulty Christians experience in
understanding certain elements of the Jewish conscience and existential condition. The most
fundamental point in this contact is the singular combination in the Jewish identity of a national
and a religious dimension: a people with a religious vocation. a religion with a national basis.
The whole history of the Jewish people is a constant oscillation between these two dimensions.
Theyv are still essential components of Jewish consciousness, which has manifested itself as
such throughout the ages to the present day, as witnessed by the attachment of the Israelis to
their Land. Viewing this close union of religion and nation as leading necessarily to theocracy
is precisely the mistake that one can easily make if one considers the Jewish and Israeli situation
only from the outside.

However the Israelis may integrate the religious and national dimensions in their identity,
it is to these that they have recourse. more or less consciously, in the articulation of their
return to the Homeland.

If Christians feel so ill at ease in interpreting the peculiar brand of Israel nationalism. it is
because they are not yet capable of accommodating in their faith the complex elements which,
for the Jewish consciousness. are absolutely fundamental. Election and the Jewish people’s link
with the Land are. without any doubt, the most important of these. What, today, is the sign of
election in the destiny of the Jewish people? What is the meaning of this people and of its
¢lection in the new economy of salvation established by Jesus? What remains of the ancient
promises now that Christ hus come? Whut is the value now of seeking to justify. from the
Bible or religious tradition, the link of the Jewish people with the Land promised to it long
ago? Plainly, Roman Catholic theology has not yet found u complete and satisfactory answer
to these questions.

TRADITIONAL PREJUDICES AND THE CHRISTIAN OUTLOOK

It is only too clear that, in the face of these questions, traditional Catholic theology has
inherited the prejudices of ancient anti-Judaism. This was based on a collection of affirmations
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formulated of old during the bitter period of the implacable separation of Church and Synagogue.
According to the spirit of these affirmations, Judaism was considered only as a preparation
for the Gospel and nothing more: as something destined to vanish with the advent of the
Redeemer: as a faith that was decadent and legalistic, in the time of Jesus at least and, after
his coming, as a faith decrepit and empty of all spiritual substance: as a religion destined to
survive only, :tccording to Augustine’s famous formula. “as a witness of the Church’s truth and
of the Jews’ iniquity.

It can be said that these different affirmations manifest the permanence ofacertam marcionism
in Christiun thought. The second-century heretic, Marcion. rejected the Old Testament as the
word of a demiurgos and not the Word of God. Though condemned by the Church, marcionism
has always tempted Christiuns. There is no doubt that it remains more or less implicit in the
theological tendency that radically dejudaizes the Church. reducing the Old Testament to
nothing more than a simple manual of pious thoughts: by a purely allegorical interpretation, it
does in fact sever the Church from its historical and existential roots. All this has obviously
weakened faith, both in the very consistency of biblical history and its divine significance and
in the conviction that God can still act magnanimously in history—and in the specific history
of the People of the Bible—as He did of old.

Yet for the Jewish conscience, even in a confused way and even if these elements are not
clearly situated and recognized, Israel’s election and its link with the Land are absolutely vital
realities. I Christians wish to understand the Jewish destiny. the return to Zion, and the attitude
of the Israeli, they must at least take into consideration the traditional inspiration of this
nalional sentiment. respecting it as felt from within. If one believes in the continuity of God's
plan, borne and announced by this people through its whole history, it seems more in harmony
with the logic of the Bible and the Gospels to have confidence in the dynamism of God's gift.

Catholic theologv today has given birth to a new outlook in line with this attitude. This
renew al, first seen in the years preceding World War [, and whose first fruits were presented
by the Vatican Council. continues to stimulate the conscience of the faithful and the reflection
of theologians.

SIGNS AND STAGES OF REEVALUATION

There is now a more open attitude. one more respectful of reality—that of Christians with a
knowledge of Israel’s past and history and conscious of the permanence of God's plan, who
study the modern history of the Jews within the general perspective of the history of Salvation.
In this great adventure of Isruel from Abraham up to the present day. they discaver the con-
tinuity of a mysterious divine teaching with regard to a people that remains mysteriously marked
by its original election. In particular. they acknowledge the fact that it is impossible to undertake
a theological study of the Jew ish State without the preliminary benefit of a renewal of traditional
Christian theology concerning Judaism and, especially. relations between Israel and the Church
in the one unified history of the people of God.

The first signs of this reevaluation appeared during the 19305 when, with the rise of the
totalitarian regimes, the Jewish people was 1o undergo new and most tragic suffering. Catholic
theology and thought began to shed new light on the continuity of God's plan throughout
the history of Israel, seeing in this one of the fundamental certainties of Christian faith. Such
religious conviction can equally be seen in the spontaneous faith of the humblest Christians
who studied the Bible as “sacred history™ and who sheltered Jews at the height of the storm.
It was then that the theological syntheses, such as those of Charles Journet, made their ap-
pearance. Furthermore. however they may differ in their genius, style, conception of the world,
or political commitment, Catholic writers such as Léon Bloy and Charles Péguy, Georges
Bernanos, Paul Claudel, Jacques Maritain, and Frangois Mauriac, all share, each in his own
way, this grasp of the Jewish historical continuity and regard Israel as an infinitely mysterious
reality—mysterious in itsell. mysterious in its relationship with the Church, mysterious in the
different stages of its history. It is no mere chance that the witness borne by these different
Catholic authors converges so distinctly in the love of Israel.

THE SECOND VATICAN COUNCIL

The accession of Pope John XXIII confirmed this change in the Church’s attitude toward
Judaism and the Jews. His great humanity and. especially, his openness (o the Jewish world
did in fact bring about a notable evolution in the liturgy and in the Church’s theological approach
to Judaism. This is known to have been among the first concerns of his pontificate. At the
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very opening of the Second Vatican Council, it was Pope John who charged Cardinal Bea
with formulating a document on the role of the Jews in the death of Christ and on the at-
titude of the Catholic Church toward Judaism. The story of this document. and of its successive
versions, suffices to show that the Jewish cause in general, and that of the Jewish Siate in parti-
cular, scarcely enjoyed wholehearted support in the upper echelons of the Catholic hierarchy.
The doctrinal reservations of reactionary theologians found support in the arguments of the
Eastern bishops, who feared the political consequences of a declaration favoring the Jews. Never-
theless, in the teeth of an opposition in which integrists, Eastern Catholics, and Arab diplomats
were banded together, the declaration Nostra aetate was finally adopted by the Council in
QOctober 1965. Paradoxically enough, the very existence of the Jewish State and of Zionism,
with all their political consequences, paralyzed final agreement on the text and delayed its
passage.

With time, however, the importance of the Vatican Council on relations between Jews and
Christians. and the Church’s attitude toward Israel, will emerge more and more clearly. The
Ecumenical Assembly has, so to speak, confirmed and solemnly defined the truths rediscovered
by the Catholic conscience during the preceding 30 years. This finds expression in the magnifi-
cent chapter on the People of God in the Constitution of the Church, and especially in the
introduction to the chapter on Judaism, in Nostra aetate:

As this Sacred Synod searches into the mystery of the Church, it remembers the
bond that spiritually ties the people of the New Covenant to Abraham's stock.

Thus the Church of Christ acknowledges that, according to God's saving design,
the beginnings of her faith and her election are found already among the Patriarchs.
Moses, and the Propheis. She professes that all who believe in Christ—Abraham’s
sons according 1o faith—are included in the same Patriarch’s call, and likewise that the
salvation of the Church is mysteriously foreshadowed by the chosen people’s exodus
froni the land of bondage. The Church, therefore, cannot forget that she received the
revelation of the Old Testament through the people with whom God in his inexpressible
mercy concluded the Ancient Covenant. Nor can she forget that she draws sustenance
from the root of that well-cultivated olive tree onto m‘udx have been grafied the wild
shoots, the Gentiles . .

Thus, to become more clearly aware of their own identity, Christians are invited to return to
their roots: the promise made to Abraham, the Convenant contracted with Moses. They are
invited by the Church 1o a clearer awareness of their own selves, and to a better know ledge of
Israel and Judaism in a deeper and more exhaustive grasp of God’s plan considered in all its
amplitude.

On a more pastoral and practical level, the Council condemned those pejorative and insulting
references to the Jews which have too often been heard in Christian preaching. with tragic
consequences, But the intention of the text goes further than mere refutation of deicide (in spite
of all the difficulties concerning this point). Actually, stress must be laid on the pasitive dimen-
sions of the Council's declaration. It opens the way to theological reflection by stressing the
link uniting the Church with the Synagogue, and by recalling, in the light of Paul's Epistle to
the Romans, the actual continuity of Israel's destiny. Evaluating the significance of this text a
few years after the Council, Father Edward H. Flannery had no hesitation in observing:

If Israel’s participation in the Election and Covenant is still valid for the Jewish Peaple,
the Covenant and Promise should be understood in their original meaning ... They
should, in other words, include Israel as a land. The burden of proof seems 1o rest on
him who holds that Israel’s continuing Covenani must be a landless one. Admittedly,
this theolagical reclamation of the land revolutionizes the traditional Christian con-
ception of Judaism. But so does the Vatican Council’s statement on the Jewish People
in other equally importamt respects. Then, too. the repossession of Palestine by Jews
in our time is of a magnitude which invites revision of much thinking, secular as well
as religious (The Bridge. 1970).

JACQUES MARITAIN'S APPROACH

The Council did not broach the subject ol' the State of Israel, since its sole purpose was [0
define the relations between the Church and Judaism from a religious point of view. However,
long before the Council, in the 1930s, thinking on this problem had already advanced, thanks
to the French Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain. Urged by the demands of his faith and



THE CATHOLIC VIEW

with the presentiment of rising anti-Semitism, he had often written on Judaism and the Jewish
destiny. In this connection, it is important to remember that Maritain was subject to Léon Bloy's
influence, and that he participated in the research of Monsignor (later Cardinal) Charles Journet.,
whose work, Destinées d'Israél, had during those same years brought about a progression in
the Christian conscience. In a book published many years later which collected his articles on
the subject, Maritain moved a step forward in regard to the Jewish condition. Reflecting on the
existence of the State of [srael and on the Jewish people’s link with its land, he wrote:

1t is strangely paradoxical 1o behoid Isracl being denied the only territory ro which—
considering the whole course of human historv—it is absolutely, divinely, certain that
this people has a title. For this people. Israel, is the only people in the world 10 whom
a land, the land of Canaan, was given by the true God, the unique and transcendent
God, Creator of the world and of the human race. And that which God has given once.
is given forever (Le mysiére d’Israél et autres essais, 1965).

Maritain returned to the subject, in a book published not long after:

In saving that, I did not mean to declare the State of Israel a state by divine right—
as has been suggested by some. The State of Israel as a state is like all other siates.
But the return of part of the Jewish people to the Holy Land, and its reesiablishment
there (of which the existence of the Siate is a sign and guaraniee), is the refulfillment
of the divine promise which is not withdrawn. One remembers that which was said
10 Abraham, Jacob, and Moses, and that which Ezekiel proclaimed. .. Not that we
should consider the esiablishment of the Sitate of Israel 10 be a kind of prelude 1o the
realization of the prophecy—I know nothing about this, although it is not impossible—
but surely we should keep in mind our respect for the ways of God? And I have no
doubt that this event, mysterious as it is for Jews and Christians alike, bears the sizn
of God's faithful love for the people which is ever His. It therefore seems to me thai
once the Jewish people have set foot again on the land which God has given them,
nobody can take it away from them again. To wish for the disappearance of the Siare
of Israel is 10 wamt the nullification of that return which has at least been granted 10
the Jewish people and which allows it ta have a shelter of its own in this world . . . anii-
Israelism is not niuch different from anti-Semitism (L Eglise, sa personne et son per-
sonnel, 1970). :

However. it is strange that the great Catholic philosopher, considered to be one of those
who inspired the Ecumenical Council and one regarded by Pope Paul VI as “his master.” was
so little heeded in this particular aspect of his thought by Christian authorities. Yet in April
1973, a few weeks before Maritain’s death, a document published by the French Episcopal
Committee for Relations with the Jews revealed how much his thought found an echo in the
Catholic conscience on the subject of Israel.

THE FRENCH EPISCOPAL COMMITTEE'S DOCUMENT

* The text published by the Episcopal Committee of the French bishops (*Episcopal Aspects
of the Attitude of Christians toward Judaism™) on the eve of Passover 1973 undoubtedly repre-
sents progress with regard to former theological positions, in particular those of the Vatican
Council, but it is a progress desired by the Council itself. The declaration Nostra aetate invited
and encouraged further research, and the French bishops rightly considered their work to be in
line with the Vatican Council’s declaration: **The Christian conscience has begun a movement
which reminds the Church of its Jewish roots.” The principal import of this document is thus
a pressing demand made upon the Christian conscience for the discovery in its own image of
features received from its Jewish roots. This, of course, implies knowing and respecting the
original values of Judaism, which have too often been ignored or misunderstood by Christians.

This is far less a question of purely theoretical study than of a discovery which concerns the
very progress of Christian life: “Christians. even if only for their own sake, must acquire a true
and living knowledge of the Jewish tradition.” Much more, the text wishes “'that all Christians . ..
seek to understand the Jew as he understands himself, instead of judging him according to their
own way of thinking.” So the Jews are no longer a pure object and Judaism a simple theological
issue. Christians are asked to discover Jewish subjectivity from within,

Of particular importance is what is meant here by “Jewish existence.” [t is, of course. a
question of “the actual existence of the Jewish people,” but also of “its precarious condition
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throughout its history, its hope, the tragedies which it has known in the past and, above all in
modern times, its partial ingathering in the Land of the Bible.™ A little further..the text speaks
of *“its search for its own identity among other men, its constant effort to gather together in a
reunified community.”

This text has predictably aroused criticism and misunderstanding. It touches on so many
delicate points with regard to a problem whose dimensions are so difficult and so painful that
such reactions are inevitable.

First, there are purely theological reservations. The document comes back to the delicate
question of deicide and traditional Christian teaching on the Jews: it poses, benevolently, the
question of the mission of the Jewish people and of the permanence of its election. Certain
theologians, including Cardinal Daniélou in the French newspaper Le Figaro, were disturbed
by the rather new approach to these traditional problems. ;

The strongest reactions, however, concern the political relevance of the text. Primarily,
the French bishops have been reproached for mixing politics with theology. In fact, the
document alludes several times to the new ingathering of the Jewish people in the Land of the
Bible. In the passionate climate that affects everything concerned with the Middle East, it was
too quickly concluded, with enthusiasm or with bitterness, that the French bishops were
proposing a theological justification of Zionism. Their document was seen as an injustice, and
even as contempt for the Palestinian cause. They were accused of using the Bible improperly for
political ends. Such were the comments emanating from the Arab countries, in particular the
reactions of the Algerian and Egyptian bishops. In many cases, however, those who reprove the
political consequences of a theology reject it finally because it is not in line with their own politics.
Yet a complete and attentive reading of the text shows a determination for justice and equilib-
rium which forbids any simplist or unilateral interpretation. Certainly, it is clearly affirmed:

Bevond the legitimate diversity of political options, the universal conscience cannot
refuse 1o the Jewish people, which has undergone so many vicissitudes in the course
of its history, the right and the means for a political existence among the nations.

However, it is evident that Israel is not mentioned as a state and that Zionism is not named.
Above all, the authors of the text are very conscious of the extreme complexity of the problem
and wish to place the document in its full context: “It is, at the present time, harder than ever
to make a serene theological judgment on the movement of the Jewish people for a return to
‘its” land.”

Bearing this in mind, it is easier to discern the real intention of the document. The French
bishops ask their faithful to become aware of what a return to Jerusalem means to the Jewish
spirit, and to question themselves about the significance of this new ingathering: *In the
presence of this [return], we cannot. as Christians, forget the gift formerly made to the people of
Israel of a land in which it was called to be reunited.”” Henceforward, Christians “*must take

.account of the interpretation given to their regathering-around Jerusalem by the Jews who, in the

name of their faith, consider it a blessing.” It is to be recognized that on this precise point the
text takes a courageous and decisive stand. It in no way denies the Arab cause: on the contrary.
it dramatically recalls it and recognizes that “by this return and its repercussions, justice is put
to the test. On the political plane, there is a confrontation between the diverse demands of
justice.”” Thus, the document invites Catholics to understand that at the root of the Middle
East conflict there is, in truth, a conflict between two justices. It desires peace for Jerusalem
and it sees in its realization the sign and the pledge of peace {or all men,

A NEW APPROACH TO THE ISRAEL REALITY

At the present stage of this reevaluation it cun be said that, at a more rigorously thealogical
level. the least apparent but most decisive. many Christians are beginning to ask themselves
questions, in a clearer and more urgent way. about the significance of Judaism and the destiny
of Israel. This theology is still under research, but one may elucidate its most important features:

1. Israel is considered from the viewpoint of its vocation and. in face of its present destiny.
the question is: What remains of the election? What does it signify today?

2. In the destiny of Israel, in that of the people of the Bible—as also of the Jews throughout
history—the exemplar of man’s spiritual destiny is seen, and the Scriptures are read in this
light.

3. More and more plainly, especially since Vatican Council II. it is realized that the inheri-
tance of Israel is one of the elements of Christian identity.

4. Finally, more and more attentively, what might be called Jewish subjectivity is treated
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with respect and one places oneself in its angle so as to understand Israel's actual mode of
conduct, even accepting that the Jewish soul may be faithful to its own identity.

In this perspective, the Return to Zion seems to imply a return to God or, at least, allegiance
10 a mysterious vocation, of which Christians rejoice tq be the attentive and urgent witnesses.

From this point of view, one may say that recognition of the State of Israel assumes the
multiple and unpredictable form of contacts between Christians and Israelis. These contacts are
established at the level not of institutions and principles, but of everyday life. More and more
Christians come to Israel in order to explore all its aspects, work in kibbutzim, or study at the
Hebrew University. Likewise, Jewish and Christian intellectuals meet in study groups for
common research and true dialogue. To be sure, these people are still isolated cases, often
ignored by the authorities, and sometimes even feared or regarded as unrepresentative indi-
viduals. Often these Christians are, indeed, still pioneers, but their presence and their contacts
with Israeli friends are a new facet of the relationship between the Church and the State of
Israel, full of promise for the future.

Of course, the theology of this question is still under research: ways of expressing such a
difficult and essential reality more adequately are still sadly lacking. Fortunately, however,
some Christians, without yet being capable of defining their convictions with reasons and words,
are beginning to sense that it is impossible to consider, justly and truthfully, the present situa-
tion in the Middle East without recognizing the peculiarity of the Jewish people, with all
that this implies: its permanence through time, its spiritual tradition, its historical dynamism.
the continuity of its religious and national conscience, the living link of this people with the
Bible and with its Land,

In such an evolution and reevaluation, what could bring about a new step forward? It would
seem that persons rather than institutions must take the initiative, at least in the first stages of
the thaw. Just as. in Christian history, facts precede and prepare laws, so it is the experience
and reflection of the faithful that enable theology to progress. For the Church is not only the
hierarchy: it is the whole Christian community: and theology is not the mere transmission of
d mass of lifeless truths, but the fruit of a living faith. Thus, an adequate and exhaustive
account of the present state of Catholic theology concerning the State of Israel necessitates taking
careful heed of the way in which Catholics are beginning to discover and understand the reality
of modern Israel. '

An old maxim of traditional theology expresses the dependence of faith in its relation to
‘liturgy : “lex orandi, lex credendi,” Applying this to the theology concerning the State of Israel,
it could be rephrased as **Lex diligendi, lex credendi.”” It is love that helps the believer in the
discoveries and expression of his faith. It is certain that, at this level of Christian existence and
the concrete life of the faithful, the rediscovery by an increasing number of Catholics coming
to Israel of the Jewish people and of their link with their Land appears to be rich in significance
and pregnant with hope.
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ESRAEL’S
MINISTER OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS
HAS AUDIENCE

OF THE POPE

The following is the official com-
muniqué, as published in the weekly
edition of L'Osservatore Romano.

On Thursday, 7 January 1982, the Holy Father
received in audience His Excellency Mr Yitzhak
Shamir, the Israeli Minister of Foreign Affairs.
The Minister was accompanied by H.E. Mr Yochanan
Meroz. Ambassador for Special Agsignments, Mr
Yoseph DBen-Aharon, Chef du Cabinet of the
Minister, Mr Nathan Ben-Horin, Minister Counsellor
of the Isracli Embassy in Italy, and Mr Avi Pazner,
Director of the Press Office of the Foreign Ministry.

In ¢he course of the conversation between the Holy
Father and Minister Shamir, which took place in
an atmosphere of cordiality and understanding, the
present situation in ¢he Middle East and the
attempt in progress to solve the conflict were
reviewed,

His Hofiness, after having taken note of the imple-
mentation in progress of the peace treaty between
Israel and Egypt, expressed the urgency of intensi-
fying efforts to reach a fair and stable peace, for
the benefit of 2ll the populations in the region who
have suffered sc much and are still suffering as a
result of ¢he conflict that has been prolonged for
decades, and he emphasized the necessity that the
process of negotiation should reach all the parties
oconcerned, tackling with a resolute determination
for peace the questions still unsolved, and abiding
in ¢the meantime by international conventions, so as
to facilitate dialogue and megotiations.

CHRISTIAN NEWS FROM ISRAEL

- - - i

Among these questions, the problem of the Pales-
tinians is of particular importance, whether they
are resident in the Holy Land or refugees in
neighbouring countries. A firm commitment for its

just and mgheful sclution, GCOOUNT @iy
the problem of the security of ihe State of Israel,
would give a new and decisive impetus to the
process cf peace. It will be an effective contribution

if the Palestinians of West Jordan and Gaza enjoy
serene condidons, in full respect of all rights,

At the same time, the Pope expressed the earnest
hope that the crisis in Lebanon, still in a state of
tension and insecurity, with attacks in various parts
of the country, will be solved. It is to be hcped
that all the parties will make their contribution
to extending and consolidating the truce reached
some months ago in the southerm regions, with
commitment and a spirit of moderation,

The Holy \Father confirmed the well-known position
of the Holy See for a just and agreed solution of
the question of Jerusalem, highlighting the necessity
that the Holy City should be made a cross-rcads
of peace and meeting for the faithful of the three
religions — Christianity, Judaism and Islam — which
look to i, whether they reside there or go there
on pilgrimage or, in any case, venerate it as a
sacred centre of the history and life of their own
religion,

taking into
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H.E. the Minister set forth the efforts of Israel in
order to reach peace in the Middle East by means
of the implementation of the Camp David agree-
ments, which comprise both the peace agreement
with Egypt and the plan for autonomy.

The Minister stressed the efforts and concessions
made by Israel to arrive at the peace agreement
with Egypt and its commitment to arrive at a
global and just solution of the conflict, safeguarding
the security of Israel,

The Minister expressed his deep concern at the
massive influx of arms into the region and referred
to the serious problem of terrorism,

H.E. Minister Shamir set forth the position of Israel
on Jerusalem and emphasized that the present
sitmation of the Holy City reflects its particular
significance in the history of the Jewish people and
bears witness to the consideration on the part of
the Government of Israel for the universal interest
fn it. In this context, Minister Shamir outlined the
commitmrent of the Israeli Government for the
safeguarding of, and free access to, the Holy Places
of all faiths and their self-management, as well
as its efforts to ensure the welfare of the various
The Holy Father and Minister Shamrir pointed out
with satisfaction the contacts between Catholic and
Jewish institutions and organizations and stressed
the importance of promoting relations between
Christians and Jews.

Shamir, the members of the suite were introduced
to offer their homage to the Holy Father. Sub-
sequently, the Minister met His Eminence Cardinal
Agostino Casaroli, Secretary of State, together with
H.E. Monsignor Achille Silvestrini, Secretary of the
Council for the Public Affairs of the Church,

- L L ]

This was the first high level visit to the Vatican
since 1977 when Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan
met with Pope Paul VI.

Foreign Minister Shamir’s audience of His Holiness
in the papal library lasted for thirty minutes. The
two mem, both born in Poland, briefly discussed
the situation in that country in their native language
and them switched to French,

After his meeting with the Pope, Mr Shamir held
foreign policy talks with the Vatican Secretary of
State, Cardinal Agostino Cassaroli. Their discussion
lasted for ninety minutes.
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POPE JOHN PAUL II RECEIVES DELEGATES
OF CHURCH'S COMMISSION FOR
RELIGIOUS RELATIONS WITH. JUDAISM

On 6 March, Pope John Paul II received forty
Cliurch leaders from fifteen countries, members of
the Roman Catholic Church’s Commission for
Relations with Judaism and special representatives
of the Eastern Orthodox, Anglican and Lutheran
Churches and of the World Council of Churches in
Geneva.

The Commission had spent the previous four days
discussing the progress achieved in the Christian-
Jewish encounter, and had considered the biblical,
theological and political problems involved. The
biblical problem in Jewish-Christian relations was
presented by Father Maurice Gilbert, sj, Rector of
the Pontifical Biblical Institute, Rome and Jerusalem;
the theological probiem, by Father Marcel J. Dubois,
op, of Isaiah House in Jerusalem, a consultant to
the Commission ; and the political difficulties and
implications, by Dr Eugene J. Fisher, of the Sec-
retariat for Jewish-Catholic Relations of the Epis-
copal Conference of the USA, who is also a
consultant to the Commission. There was alkn a
presentation made by Sofia Cavaletti of a first
project of orientations for a catechism on Jews
and Juodaism.

The Papal reception, held in the Throne Room
of the Apostolic Palace, was the first time that a
Pope has received the Commission since it was
established m 1974. The Pope addressed the gather-
ing as follows: '

Dear Brothers in the Episcopate and in the priest-
hood, Sisters, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Coming from different regions of the world, you are
here reunited in Rome to take stock regarding
the important question of relations between the
Catholic Church and Judaism. The importance of
that problem is equally underlined by the presence
among you of representatives of the Orthodox
Churches, of the Anglican Communion, of the
World Lutheran Federation and of the World
Council of Churches, which I am particularly happy
to greet and thank for their collaboration.

To you who are Bishops, priests, religious. and lay
Christians, I express equally my deep gratitude.
Your presence here, as your involvement in pastoral
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— after thirty years

BY MARCEL JACQUES DUBOIS, OP
PART I

THE MOMENTOUS, THIRTIETH year of Israel’s
independence has seemed an apt occasion to pause
and take stock of the course of events and of their
significance. An area that has offered itself for such
retrospective evaluation — though it, like all else,
has been momentarily upstaged by the political
breakthrough with Egypt —is the historically deep-
rooted relationship between the young State and
the Catholic Church. The thirtieth year has also
seen the close of the pontificate of Pope Paul VI,
a period remarkably rich in theological, political
and diplomatic developments in Christian-Jewish
and Vatican-Israel relations.

For many Jewish, especially Israeli, friends, the
election of Pope John Paul II has intensified interest
in the future course of those relations, This was
no doubt a motivating factor in the visit to the
Vatican, on 12 March 1979, by twenty-five represen-
tatives of major Jewish organisations from the
Americas and Europe, with four delegates from
Israel. The encounter, which was prepared jointly
by the Vatican Commission for Religious Relations
with Judaism and by the International Committee
for Interreligious Consultations (IJCIC), was posi-
tive and encouraging; such was the unanimous
view. Pope John Paul II, recalling the documents

Father Marcel Dubois, op, PkD, formnerly lecuurer in
Philosophy at the Dominican Faculties of Paris and
Toulouse, is a member of the Isaiah House Centre of
Jewisk Studies and Jewish-Christian Dialogue of the
Dominican Fahers in Jerusalem and lecturer in the
Hebrew University's Depariment of Philosophy.

_ CHRISTIAN NE./S FRCi1 ISRAEL

— The Catholic Church and the State of Israel

published after the Second Vatican Council and
the initiatives of his predecessor, particularly the
Guidelines and Suggestions for the Implementation
of Nostra Aetate No. 4, (1965), explicitly declared
his intention to pursue efforts in that direction.
Those who had expected some stand to be taken
with regard to the political reality of the State
of Israel were somewbat disappointed. In his address
to the Supreme Pontiff, Philip Klutznik, President
of the World Jewish Congress, underlined the
Jewish people’s covenantal bond with the divinely-

promised Land; the Pope, however, made no

allusion to this when he spoke. What is clear, is
that the event was of prime importance not least
in that it revealed, in an objective light, the
considerable intricacy of today’s situation,

Relations between the Catholic Church and the
State of Israel are singularly difficult to appraise
because of the constant interplay of politics and
religion. The Jewish State, in its essence and con-
stitution, is an indivisible amalgam of the national
and the religious, while the Catholic Church, at
the ievel of international relations, is represented,
on the one hand, by the Vatican, whose involve-
ment jn this world necessitates a certain political
aspect, and on the other, by the diverse and
worldwide Catholic community, with its dynamic
spiritual reality, its faith, doctrine and traditions.
The intrinsic complexity of both the Catholic
Church and the Jewish State creates a constant
crisscrossing between theologv and politics which
must be taken into consideration in any fair account
of relations between the two entities,
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The political existence of Israel has introduced
a new factor into the traditional theological problem
of relations between Christianity and the Synagogue,
a factor which is at once a symbol and a catalyst.
The Church and Judaism, the Vatican and Israel
—two types of relationship operating at different
levels and yet interacting. We shall try to analyse
this complex redlity by viewing it successively from
each of its poles.

* A. The Vatican, Judaism and the Jews

Official Church documents are the slowly maturing
fruit of Christian reflection informed by the Spirit,
and, as such, are a measure of progress. The
documents which have taken shape in the wake of
the Second Vatican Council bear the imprint of
theological reflection inspired by the Counci in
circles of Judaeo-Christian encounter, and have, in
turn, encouraged new thinking and an interest in
Jewish reality. Most remarkable is the fact that this
progress has been invested in institutions which
. will .ensure continuity into the future.

The creation of high-level forums of encounter
evidences this change of climate, Every year since
1970 the International Catholic-Jewish Liaison Com-
mittee has brought together five Vatican represen-
tatives, who are nominated by the Pope on the
recommendation of Cardinal Johannes Willebrands,
with delegates from five of the most important
Jewish organisations in the world.*

The Committee’s aims are to promote mutual com-
prehension, cooperation and exchange of informa-
tion in spheres of common responsibility and
concern. Its founding reveals a desire on the part
of the Roman Church for better acquaintance
with Jewish reality. Seven meetings have already
taken place. The venue in 1975 was Rome, at the
time of the Vatican’s publication of the Guidelines,
which we will discuss later. The 1976 session was
held in Jerusalem, a setting of particular significance
which provoked, on both the Jewish and the Christian
side, a lively interest mot without contention. . The
agenda was geared to assessing the development of
Catholic-Jewish relations since Nostra Aetate, A
" report by Rabbi Henry Siegman, truly a key
document for future encounter, gives an extremely
penetrating analysis, drawing special attention to

*The Jewish Council in Jsrael for Interreligions Con-
sultations, the World Jewish Congress, the Anti-Defamation
League of B'nei B'rith, the American Jewish Committee,
and the Synagogue Council of America.
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the openness demonstrated in the Vatican document.

March 1977 saw the sixth session, in Venice. The
delicate issue under consideration — proselytism, mis-
sion and dialogue—could not have been treated
with such frankness just a few years earlier.
Professor Tommaso Federici of the Pontifical Col-
legio Urbano, presented the Catholic position in a
documentary paper of enduring value. The novelty
of his recourse to biblical tradition and the sym-
pathetic tenor of his discourse earned it a favourable
reception in concerned Jewish circles, while reserva-
tions were voiced in some Catholic ones. Although
not all the implications of his thesis have been
explored, none can deny the value of the debate
and re-thinking that it provoked.

“The image of Judaism in Christian education,
and the image of Christianity in Jewish education,’
the theme of the seventh meeting, in Madrid,
evinced forthright and objective exchange. Common
research work and growing friendships were evi-
dently beginning to nurture fresh progress. In
addition, there was special significance in the pre-
sence of the Cardinals of Toledo and Madrid,
which made this the first time since 1492, the date
of the Jews’ expulsion from Spain, that Jews and
Christians had met officially in that country, and
in such auspicious circumstances, What emerged
from those days of shared discussion. was the
central and exemplary nature of the role which
‘Catholic Spain’ seems called upon to play in
the renascent encounter between Synagogue and
Church,

It had, no doubt, been the important work done
by the International Liaison Committee that en-
couraged the Vatican to announce, in October
1974, the creation of a Pontifical Commission for

Religious Relations with Judaism, With the deli-

berate symmetry that characterises initiatives by
the Holy See, a Commission for Relations with
Islam was set up at the same time. Perhaps
insufficient attention has been given, on the Jewish
side, to the important difference in the respective
status of these two bodies. The Commission for
Relations with Islam comes under the Secretariat
for Relations with non-Christians; the Commission .
for Relations with Judaism is linked to the Sec-
retariat for Promoting Christian Unity. This arrange-
ment bears the mark of a significant theological
decision. It would be a grave misjudgement to
see it—as some Jewish commentators have done
——as a ‘missionary’ initiative, a desire to affiliate



the Jewish people to the network of inter-Christian
relations. Rather, it is a sign of the Catholic
Church’s growing awareness -of its bond with the
people of the Bible. It thus sets in motion the
precepts of Nostra Aetate, namely, that in the
quest for its own mystery, the Church ‘remembers
the bond that spiritually ties the people of the
New Covenant to Abraham’s stock’; for this reason,
the Church ‘acknowledges that... the beginning
of her faith and her election were found already
among the Patriarchs, Moses and the prophets.’

+ The Pontifical Commission for Religious Relations
with Judaism lost no time in demonstrating the
spirit and the direction of its undertaking. The
beginning of 1975 saw the publication of the
Guidelines. One of the main architects of this text
and of the development that it signals was Father
Pierre-Marie de Contenson, who was the first
Secretary to the Commission and whose untimely
death was our great loss.

The task of the authors of the Guidelines had
been somewhat complicated by the publication of
a Declaration by the French Episcopal Committee
for Relations with Judaism on the eve of the Jewish
Passover in 1973. This comprised ‘pastoral directives’
regarding Christian attitudes to Jews. A brief
consideration of this text and its reverberations
gives a concrete example of the cross-currents and
the tensions within the Church, in the relations
between the centre and the periphery.

The French Bishops’ document seeks to encourage
the line of progress invoked by Nostra Aetate, with
which ‘Christian conscience has... started [the]
process which reminds the Church of its Jewish
roots.” Three points have particular significance for
our survey. First, the affirmation that the existence
of the Jewish people not only challenges the
Christian conscience but constitutes ‘a reality which
may bring [Christians] nearer to a better under-
standing of their faith, and illuminate their own
fives.” Who could ask for a more positive outlook
on Jewish reality! The crucial point is the meaning,
in this context, of ‘Jewish existence” It is certainly
the “present-day existence of the Jewish people’
but aiso ‘its often precarious state throughout its
history, the tragic ordeals that it has undergone in
the past and above all in recent times, and its
partial regathering in the Land of the Bible.’
Recalling the characteristics of Jewish identity and
the Jew's perception of his destiny, the text calls
for an understanding of Jewish reality as ‘a question
which goes to the very heart of our faith: What

is the precise mission of the Jewish people in the
Divine plan?’ Never has the question been put so
lucidly and in such direct correspondence with the
very substance of our creed.

There is also progress to be seen on the issue
of ‘deicide; especially when one remembers the
difficulties raised in discussions on this in the
Second Vatican Council. The ever-burning question
is confronted in a paragraph in the French Bishops’
text dealing with the respect which Christians
owe the Jewish people in speaking about them;
‘let us utterly expunge, and in all circumstances
battle bravely against, caricatures unworthy of any
decent person.’ Particular emphasis is given to
‘the travesty..., more alarming yet in its con-
sequences, of the Jew as a “deicide”’; not content
merely with condemning biased or degrading carica-
tures, the Episcopal Commission invites Christians
to regard Jews in a theological light— ‘the Jew
is deserving of our attention and our esteem,
often, our admiration, sometimes, surely, of friendly
and fraternal criticism, but always of our love.
This has been perhaps the most serious and rep-
rehensible lacuna in the Christian conscience. We
are beckoned to approach the Jews in the same
spirit as Popes John XXIII and Paul VI approached
their Protestant and Orthodox brothers.

But it is the mention of the return of the Jewish
people to the Land of the Bible which has inspired
the most passionate debate. In the stormy climate
that characterizes matters relating to the Middle
East, it has often been rashly concluded, whether
in approbation or anger, that the Bishops had
drawn up an apology for Zionism. Yet a careful
reading of their Declaration, which refers to the
issue more than once, reveals a desire for equity
and justice that defies any simplistic- or unilateral
interpretation. True, the text states plainly that
‘beyond the legitimate diversity of political options,
universal conscience caanot deny the Jewish people
which has undergone so many vicissitudes in the
course of its history, the right and the means to
its own political being among the nations’ There
is no mention of Israel as a State, and no allusion
to Zionism. Fully aware of the extreme complexity
of the problem, the authors seek to situate the
document within the broadest bounds of its con-
text: ‘It is more difficult than ever today to pass
a calm theological judgement on the movement of
return of the Jewish people to “its” Land. If one
takes careful account of these specifications, the
true intention is easier to discern, The Catholic

13
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faithful are asked to realise the significance, for
the Jewish soul, of the return to. Jerusalem and
of the meaning of the ingathering: ‘first and fore-
most, we cannot, as Christians, overlook the gift
that was vouchsafed long ago by God to the
people of Israel of a Land wherein it was sum-
moned to dwell again’. Christians, therefore ‘should
take account of the interpretation which the Jews
themselves set upon their regathering about Jeru-
salem —in the name of their faith, they consider
it as a blessing” On this point, however, the Com-
mission takes a bold and decisive stand that is
far from one-sided. Referring to the Arab view-
point, it recognises that ‘this return, and its reper-
cussions, put justice to the test. On the political
level, there is a confrontation between different
requirements of justice.” Thus, without posing as
judge, the Commission calls upon Catholics to
understand that the origin of the conflict in the
Middie East lies in a conflict between two justices.
It hopes for peace in Jerusalem as the augury of
peace for all men, ' !
Compared to this generous and hopeful invitation
to the Christian conscience, the Guidelines appeared
to many, to our Jewish friends especially, as a
brake, even a regression.

Such reaction was doubtless caused by an over-
hasty reading of the document, and misunderstand-
ing as-to its authority and influence, One must keep
in mind that the purpose of the Guidelines was
to state, for the benefit of the Church as a whole,
ways of implementing Nostra Aetate. Ome can
therefore understand that the style could not parallel
that of the French Commission. The introduction
to the Guidelines recalls the main decisions of
the Second Vatican Council, with their condem-
pation of antisemitism and all forms of discrimina-
tion and their call for reciprocal esteem and
understanding, It asks of Christians a better grasp
of Jewish tradition and Jewish self-identity. In this
spirit there are a number of practical suggestions:
fraternal dialogue, common research, and even en-
counters in the unity of prayer. Recalling the link
between the Christian and the Jewish liturgies, the
Guidelines also ask Christians to give special atten-
tion to the translation of biblical texts and to com-
mentaries on them. They encourage in-depth study
of correspondences between the two Testaments and
state the desirability of Jewish-Christian collabora-
tion in a scholarly clarification as to what con-
stitutes both the continuity and the differences
between the Jewish hope and the Christian hope.

14

The last section of the document envisages the
possibilities of joint action in the search for peace
and justice. In short, Christians are encouraged to
see to the correction of clichés regarding a mis-
understood tradition.
The reaction from Orthodox Jewish circles, notably
the Chief Rabbis of Israel, was one of disappoint-
ment. But the majority of those, Orthodox and
observant among them, who are actively involved
in dialogue with Christians, have received favour-
ably the positive elements of the document, acknow-
ledging the progress which it betokens. At the
same time, they have drawn attention to what
they see as regrettable understatements and omis-
sions. For example, some have deplored the fact
that the firm condemnation of antisemitism did
not recall in a spirit of remorse the times when
the Church did not act in the manner that it now
prescribes. Others, while taking note of the exhor-
tation to Christians to Jearn ‘by what essential
traits the Jews define themselves in the light of
their own religious experience, find it difficult
to accommodate the very fact of this opeaness.
There were, for instance, misgivings that the invita-
tion to common prayer could occasion misunder-
standing among loyal Jews. But the most serious
defect, in their eyes, is the failure to acknowledge
the central role of peoplehood in religious Jewish
thought and, as a consequence, the religious charac-
ter of the Jewish people’s historic link with the land
of Israel, as essential features of that people’s
self-definition. Many Jewish commentators have
asked whether it is possible, in the 1970’s, truly to
understand the Jews, and to communicate with
them on their aspirations and their concerns, with-
out taking into account the role played today in
the Jewish conscience by the State of Israel. One
can share, or at least understand, this disappoint-
ment. But it would be a mistake to compare the
two documents, the declaration from Paris and the
Guidelines from Rome, and conclude that Christian
theology on Israel and Judaism has suffered a
setback. That would not be making an allowance
for the innate disparity of the two texts as regards
their authority, context and tone. It is precisely
the doctrine and practice inaugurated by the Second
Vatican Council which permitted such an initiative
to be taken by the Episcopal Commission. The
Council gave a measure of freedom to jocal Church
bodies in their manner of addressing the needs
of Christian life in different parts of the world.
(continued on p. 52)
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reasons, as the place of the 'crucifixion and burial
In the days of General Gordon, some scholars thought
it unlikely that the site of the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre could have been outside the city walls of
30 CE. Today, every serious archaeologist, Jewish and
Christian, dismisses such doubts,

Josephus, The Jewish War, V4,2

Another tomb, containing the kokhim (burial niches)
and tfrough graves typical of the early Roman period,
can be visited just west of the Holy Sepulchre; not
far from there a third tomb was found, but it is now

" hidden below the Coptic monastery. The presence of

these tombs is one of the most convincing archaeolo-
gical proofs for the authenticity of Jesus' burial place.
The second tomb is in the Syrian chapel and is
popularly ealled the "Tomb of Joseph of Arimathea’
The fourth-century foundations of the Basilia can
be seen lying directly upon the graves, which must
have been there before 42 CE, since, in that year,
Agrippa enclosed the area with the construction of
the Third Wall and no more tombs could be added.
In that area, Professor Nahman Avigad has brought
to light the now famous ‘Herodian Mansion,' which
might have been one of the buildings of the lower
Herodian palace. West of the ruins of the Crusader
Church of St Mary, he also uncovered an impressive
pavement of a Herodian street running east-west on
the axis of Robinson’s Arch. This street might have
been laid contemporaneously with the erection of the
Upper Palace (cz. 23 BCE), connecting the latter with
the lower Hasmonaean Palace and the Temple, It is
possible that the extension of this street to the east
was the Lithostrotos which lay on ‘Gabbatha’ (height),
as mentioned in Jn 19:13 and in the accounts by Cyril
of Jerusalemn and by an Armenian pilgrim. ‘Gabbatha’
refers, perhaps, to the rocky height still visible opposite
the “Western (Wailing) Wall

Modern research thus offers the following hypothesis
on the final part of Jesus® route. He passed along the
Herodian street (mentioned above), them turned right
through the Upper Market® street (Josephus) towards
Gennath Gate. After passing through the Gate, he
crossed the busy thoroughfare (today’s David Streef)
which ran along the First Wall, and, following a path
along the Second Wall, traversed a park which had
formerly been a quarry area, until he came to the
small hill of Golgotha.

See ‘Noch einmal das Pritorium’ in the Zeitschrift
des Deutschen Palastina Vereins, Band 95 Heft 1
(1979), - where historical, literary and archaeological
evidence is adduced for siting the praetorium in the
area of today’s Yeshivat Porat Yosef, Yeshivat Ha-
kotel and the ruins of the Crusader Church of St Mary.

. After noting the (Judaeo-Christian) synagogue behind

the ‘ghetto walls’ of Zion, the pilgrim walked along
the Cardo Maximus towards Nablus Gate (Damascus
Gate) and saw ‘to the right, towards the (Tyropoeon)
valley, the ruins of Pilate’s praetorium’ and ‘to the
left the monticulus of Golgotha’

The red-roofed building (fig. 3 on diagram), which is
generally mcecepted as the Byzantine praetorium (St
Sophia), shows two columns in its wall which symbolize

the judgement seat, and the red-golden ‘stone on which
Christ stood before Pilate’ (Pilgrim of Piacenza)., These

features could be scen in the Church.
8 See ‘Discovery of the “Nea" Church—Jewel of
Byzantine Jerusalem,' by the Israeli archaeologist Meir
Ben-Dov, which appeared in Christian News me
Israel, Vol. XXVI, No. 2, 1977.

Meir Ben-Dov has uncovered, just to the east of the
south-east corner of the ‘Nea’ a Byzantine stairway
and part of the street which might have been the
one connecting Caiaphas’ house, the Gate and the
Sophia.

¢

10 Predecessor of today’s Dormition Abbey.
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THE CATHOLIC CHURCH AND ISRAEL
(continued from page 14)

Each locality and each Church has specific, some-
times very different, attitudes and problems as a
consequence of their respective comditions. It is
therefore no easy matter for the central Vatican
authority to legislate for the worldwide Church.
This dilemma was foreseen at the time of the
Council. The French document is one such local
initiative designed to respond to the particular
sitnation of the Church in France, Thus, rather than
comparing the two texts by the same criteria, it
would be more instructive to see in their differences
an example of the tension, of which we have
already spoken, between centre and periphery—a
tension which may in the end prove fruitful

Nonetheless, the documents are strikingly akin in
that they share, as their mainspring, the same
basic intuition. Resuming the essence of the ‘Dec-
laration,” one could say that it invites the Christian
conscience to discover in its own countenance the
traits which derive from its Jewish roots: ‘[Chris-
tians] should seek to understand [the Jew] as he
understands himself, instead of judging him accord-
ing to their own modes of thought’ This is
indeed the prerequisite to a true perception of the
Jewish soul. It is also the single most significant
message in the Roman document: in prompting
Christians to learn the essential traits of Jewish
self-definition, the Guidelines confirm the essence
of the ‘Declaration’ and give it, so to speak, a
universal value. At this level of dialogue, which
is unquestionably the deepest one, the two docu-
ments have marked decisive progress. Indeed, the
trend in relations between Jews and Christians in
our day has become irreversible; it is too deeply
and strongly embedded to be undone. &
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The recent visit of Moshe Dayan. Israel’s Minister
of Foreign Affairs, to the Vatican did not create any
sensational headlines. The Pope did not, as Dayan may
have wished, announce the establishment of diplomatic
ties between the Vatican and Israel. Dayan did not,
as the Pope might have hoped, change his stance on
either of the issues that have long divided the two
states: the Palestinian question or the status of Jeru-
salem and the Holy Places.

The two men, in fact, merely reiterated their well-
known positions which in the past have created so
much friction between the Catholic and Jewish states.
In an obvious allusion to the Palestinian people, the
Pope spoke of the need to “put an end to the suffer-
ings of all the peoples of the Middle East, respecting
the rights of all and establishing a foundation for a
“fruitful co-existence among them.” Recalling the Vat-
ican’s proposal to solve the problem of Jerusalem—
“that unique and sacred city that is the spiritual cen-
ter for the three great monotheistic religions of the
world”—the Catholic leader insisted once again on
the creation of a “special status” for the city which
is internationally guaranteed and which renders jus-
tice to the pluralistic character of the Holy City.

Dayan, on the other hand, spoke only of the need
to assure free access to the “Holy Places” without
mentioning the taboo subject of Jerusalem itself—*“that
eternal and indivisible capital of the Jewish state.”

No dramatic about-face, therefore. Yet something had
changed since the polemic visit of Golda Meir to the
Vatican in 1973. The mutual suspicion and antagonism
that have so .often marked Vatican-Israel relations
were gone and in their place was a spirit of coopera-
tion and compromise.

The relationship between the state of Israel and the
Holy See has never been a very happy one: the most

. thorny issue has been above all the problem of Jeru-.

salem and the Holy Places. When the state of Israel
was created in 1948, it was not recognized by the
Vatican and in December of that year the Vatican
supported a United Nations resolution which stipu-
lated that Jerusalem and the surrounding area should
constitute a “corpus separatum.” Between May 1948
and November 1949, Pope Pius XII wrote three en-
cyclicals calling for the internationalization of the Holy
Places, The resolution was never carried out and the
Holy Places—and Jerusalem—remained in the hands
of the Israelis and the Jordanians.

When Pope Paul VI ascended the papal throne after

the death of John XXIII in 1963, he immediately began
to speak of a trip to the Holy Land, a trip which he
undertook in 1964. The first Pope to visit Jerusalem,
Paul has continually returned to the problem of con-
trol over the Holy Places and the city itself. After
the 1967 six-day war when the Israelis militarily oc-

- cupied the Arab part of the Holy City, he proposed

that Jerusalem be declared an “open city.” In 1971
he spoke of the need for a particular status for Jerun-
salem and the Vatican’s official organ, L’Osservatore
Romano, criticized the urbanistic plans which, violating
the UN resolution, were tending to establish “with the
logic of a fait accompl?”’ the sovereignty of Israel over
all of Jerusalem.

These appeals had always fallen on deaf ears. The
all-time low ebb of Vatican-Israel relations came, how-
ever, during the visit of the then Prime Minister Golda
Meir to the Vatican in 1973. Emerging from her
colloquy with the Pope, which had obviously not been
a smooth one, a perturbed Golda Meir told the Vatican
journalists that the Pope had invited her to come to
Rome, adding that the cross she saw in the Pope’s
study bhad reminded her of the Nazi swastika. Em-
barrassed Vatican officials quickly issued a communiqué
denying that an invitation had been extended to the
Israeli prime minister. No one is invited to the Vatican,
the note corrected; the door is open to all.

Signs of a détente between the Vatican and Israel
came, however, at the end of last year. Pope Paul in
a letter to the Israeli President, which the Israelis in-
terpreted as a de facto recognition of its existence, asked
for the liberation of Archbishop Hilarion Capucci, the
Melkite rite Catholic patriarchal vicar for Jerusalem,
who was accused of aiding Palestinian guerrilla fighters
and was serving a jail sentence. The -archbishop ar-
rived in, Rome in November. Also in November the

Pope, speaking from the window of his studio, called

the trip of Egyptian President Anwar el-Sadat to Jeru-
salem “a sign of peace.” An observer from the Holy
See was sent to the Conference of Ismalia in Decem-
ber. On Christmas day the Pope underlined the *“im-
portance which will perhaps be determinant” of the
conference between Sadat and Isracli Prime Minister
Menachem Begin for the return of peace and justice
to “their land wkich spiritually is also ours.”

These manifestations of moral support by the Vati-
can for the on-going peace initiatives provided the
background for Dayan’s visit. No concessions on either
side, but for the first time a recognition by the two
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parties that if there was to be a lasting peace it must
be forged together. During his meeting with the Israeli
leader, Pope Paul emphasized the need for “all the
interested parties to participate in the negotiations” and
reconfirmed the Vatican’s willingness to contribute to
“the construction of peace.” The importance of these
remarks did not escape the Israeli Foreign Minister:

.

he thanked the Pope for his promise to aid “all the
parties in cause.”

Not a victory for Israel nor a victory for the Vati- . ‘

can, Dayan’s visit to Rome was perhaps a small victory
for the cause of peace. MARGO HAMMOND

(Margo Hammond, a frequent comtributor, is an
American journalist based in Rome.)

00 006000OCGOGIOIOGIOGOOS
IN EL SALVADOR

THE CH TH’OEIC I'IGH T FOR I'BEEDOM

General Carlos Romero, the President of El Salvador,
has a problem’which no other Latin American dictator
‘confronts: a militant clergy determined to organize the
peasants into an effective labor union. As a result,
General Romero has started a campaign of vilification
against the 225 priests and six bishops in E! Salvador.

In a talk of over an hour which I had with President
Romero on a trip to El Salvador in January, the Presi-
derit, who took over on July 1, 1977, after a fraudulent
election earlier that year, repeatedly told me that there
would be no problem whatsoever in El Salvador if the
“priests would only stay with their religious duties.”

The end of the first phase of a classic church-state
confrontation is occurring in El Salvador. During the
past year the government at least acquiesced in the
murder of two priests and made little effective protest
when a right-wing terrorist group threatened the Jesuits
either with expulsion or extermination. This openly
anti-clerical campaign boomeranged on El Salvador,
making that tiny nation of 4.5 million people notorious
in the international press.

The second phase in the campaign to liquidate the
farmers’ unions began with a systematic oppression of
the work of catechists and of all groups that come to-
gether for religious exercises.

The government is also engaged in a studied attempt
to divide the clergy and to portray social activist priests
and bishops as a tiny minority. The scurrilous and omni-
present literature which_attacks Archbishop Oscar Ro-
mero (no relation to the President) is absolutely in-
credible. Virtually every attempt to discredit the clergy
is tied in with a contention that the clergy has been
infiltrated by Communists.

On March 5, 1977, the Eplscopal Conference of El
Salvador stated that there “has been a campaign against
the church not only through the press, ‘but through
other means, such as threats and intimidation of priests,
laymen, institutions and publications of Christian orien-
tation.” That campaign continues and has the backing
of President Romero at least as the by-product of his

repression of the peasantry.

In the countryside in El Salvador one can literally
feel the fear, anguish and desperation which fills the
lives of the peasants. I heard at least 40 separate stories
of murders, disappearances or jailings of husbands or
sons against whom no charge was brought.

All of the terrorism on the part of the government
has been legitimized by the enactment on November 25,
1977, of the “Ley de Orden”—authorizing the banning
of strikes and demonstrations, the suspension of habeas
corpus and the banning of any statement which could

be construed to even question an act of the government

or of the armed forces. .
The government of El Salvador is approaching with

great apprehension the first anniversary on March 12

of the martyrdom of Father Rutilio Grande, S.J. This
priest was probably the most prominent clergyman in
El Salvador. He was the president of the Priests’ Senate
and the headmaster of the Jesuit high school. He had
also devoted himself to a rural parish where he was
massacred by gunmen whom the government never
sought to apprehend. I was astonished to witness the
President himself holding up a picture of Father Grande
while protesting in an emotional outburst that the peo-
ple of his country should not portray him, the Presi-
dent, as the murderer of this priest. Even General

Romero appreciates the ancient Christian adage that -

the blood of martyrs is the seed of Christians.

The U.S. Congress can, if it so desires, terminate
some $4 million worth of economic assistance given to
El Salvador through AID. This is a feeble protest which
actually could hurt the people rather than the govern-
ment of El Salvador. The Congress, however, was not
given the opportunity of voting on the granting of a
$90 million loan for the San Lorenzo Dam to El Salva-

dor. That Joan had been held up by the International -

Development Bank since May, 1977. In the fall of 1977,
Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher decided
to assist El Salvador in the construction of this hydro-
electric project. El Salvador had already arranged for
European financing of the dam, but the State Depart-

ment instructed its representative at the Inter-American -
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“r"And Israel

The Church

MONG THE CHANGES in the

teaching of Christian doctrine
that have taken place during the last
decade, the most revolutionary con-
cerns the attitude of Christians toward
Jews. Not so long ago, it was taken
as axiomatic that Christians not only
should witness to their religion, but
should preach it. To convert non-Chris-
tians, Jews and others, was taken as the

_ command of Jesus when he said: “Go!

Preach to all nations.” Indeed., Jews

have often been special targets of Chris-

tian proselytism. Christians used to feel
that Jews above all others should be-
lieve in Jesus, seeing that Jesus—ac-
cording to Christian belief—was the
expected Messiah of the Old Testa-
ment. -

Now this outlock has been replaced.
A quite explicit expression of the new
view is contained in the official state-
‘ment put out this year by the prestigi-
ous Liaison Committee, which is com-
posed of representatives of the Roman
Catholic Church and the International
Jewish Committee for Interreligious
Consultations (IJCIC). Rome-based
Professor Tommaso Federici read a pa-
per to the Committee in which he ex-
plained the change.

The first key concept of the new
attitude is that Israel plays a prominent
and fundamental role in the salvation
of the world. God, Federici states, once
made a covenant with the Jewish peo-
ple, a covenant which can never be
abrogated. Because of this, the Jewish
people have a role separate from the
role of the Christian Church. They have
a permanent place in God's plan for the
world, a function only they can dis-
charge. Now, Federici concludes, no
Christian may interfere with that role
by making Jews the object of conver-
sion attempts. To change their Jewish-
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ness would be to destroy their value in
God’s eyes.

The second key concept concerns the
Church. Fundamentally, as Federici
puts it, the mission which God gave the
Church is “to live in faithfulness to
God and to men,” and to practice
“service without distinction of persons.”
Any preaching, any evangelization the
Church does must be self-directed: its
“preaching, catechesis, and pastoral ac-
tivity” is to be directed at its own mem-
bers exclusively, not at Jews, nor indeed
at any other non-Christians. And this
applies not only to Christians vis-a-vis
non-Christians, but to Christian churches
vis-a-vis each other: no church may
attempt to convert members of another
church to its way of thinking.

Because Jews have a special position,
Christians owe them two special duties.
Christians must first of all study the
Jewish people, “exploring in depth the
spirit, the existence, the history, and
the mission of Israel, her survival in
history, her election and call, and her
privileges.” Second, Christians must
listen to what Jews have to say. “In
being ready to be taught and in being
willing to learn in a spirit of gratitude,”
Christians must be able “to listen to
Jews who want 1o talk about themselves
and their vision of reality.”

Deliver Israel . . .

This teaching has one extremely prac-
tical application: to the State of Israel.
The overwhelming consensus of the
approximately 15 million Jews in the
world today is that the State of Israel
is essential to the existence and the des-
tiny of Jewry. According to the new
view, then, Christians, because of their
special obligations toward the Jewish
people, have a special duty to see that
nothing interferes with the continued
well-being of Israel.

According to Federici, it is the Jew-
ish sense of this special Christian duty
which makes Jews continually remind
Christians about their past guilt in this
matter and their present obligation to
support Israel. Many in sympathy with
the new view would assert that this is
why the Vatican should recognize the
State of Israel. That would, of course,

involve the Vatican in a political stance
as regards the Palestinian people, as it
has already invoived those other Chris-
tian denominations that have “declared -
for Israel.” But, then, political stances
are not new to the Vatican. -

We can find other practical applica-
tions which generate further problems.
Should all Christian churches cease to
send men and women to Asia, Africa,
and Latin America to convert the na-
tives of those lands? Should all efforts
by American churches within the
U.S.A. to evangelize those of different
churches stop, each church as it now is
remaining within its present confines?
Or is it, perhaps, only the Jewish peo-
ple who must not be the object of con-
version attempts by Christians?

_ _And for Our Salvation

There are, of course, larger issues
of theological doctrine involved here.
There is the salvation Christians say
Jesus won for all men, and the need of
Baptism in the name of Jesus for entry
into the Kingdom of Heaven. Obvious-
ly, Christians-may go on believing that
Jesus' sacrifice and Baptisin are neces-
sary for their own salvation. They can
even believe that both are necessary for
the Jewish people. In Federici's view,
however, they cannot preach this at
Jews or about Jews.

In Federici’'s view, they should not
preach it to anyone, or even think in
this way. But then problems arise for
Christian belief which necither Federici
nor any of the Liaison Committee seem
to have considered. One principal diffi-
culty Christians may have is that Fed-
erici says nothing about duties of Jews’
to Christians. Are there any? Should
Jews be as diligent in studying Christian
history and belief as he would have
Christians be about studving Judaism?
Or is there a special privilege for the
Jewish pcople in this matter also?

The Federici paper and the attitude
of the Liaison Committee bave not yet.
evoked official reactions from the wvari-
ous churches. However, they will soon
have to recognize that this new view is
another aspect of the profound change
we see in every sector of our lives
today. O
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Page Five

a Roman Catholic view of

Israeli opinion

On 22 February, The Tablet published a study of

Israeli reactions to the Guidelines in an article by

its Jerusalem Correspondent, Desmond Sullivan, who
wrote :

Israeli reaction was a characteristic com-
bination of fascination and distrust re-
garding the Vatican. The document itself was
an unusually calm, open and brotherly state-
ment for Catholics and other Christians out-
lining the methods and theological principles
of Christian Jewish dialogue.

The political background can be seen in
the origin of the consultations which led up
to the document. The World Jewish Congress,
a body representative of the Jewish Diaspora
as well as Israel, was the driving force from
January 1969 when their leaders had an au-
dience with Pope Paul. A liaison committee
with the Secretariat of Unity set up in 1970
suggested the Commission on Judaism which
in turn produced the guidelines in January
1975. However, the World Jewish Congress,
though it contains elements representative of
Israel and the World Zionist Organisation,
has an uneasy relationship with the Zionist
organisations which dominate the politics of
Israel. The resulting guidelines seemed to
touch those very points of disagreement by
separating Judaism qua religion from Judaism
qua the political ideology of the Israeli regime,

This Vatican determination “to abstain from
politics,” as Fr. P. de Contenson, the man be-
hind the document, put it, also ifllustrates the
theological background against which the
guidelines appeared. Previous Church state-
ments on Christian-Jewish relations have taken
more committed stands. At one extreme is the
French episcopal committee’s declaration of
1973 saying that Christians should support the
national and political identity of the Jewish
people as a matter of conscience. Intermediate
was the African Assembly of Churches at
Lusaka in 1974, which declared that Christians
must distinguish “between Judaism as a re-
ligion of the Jewish people and Zionism as a
political ideology.” The African assembly then
declared that “Zionism should be combatted
as a form of settler colonialism, and racial dis-
crimination against Arabs and Jews." The
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most extreme Christian declaration was the
Cairo meeting of the Churches of Africa and
the Middle East in June 1974. They condem-
ned Zionism as “the idolisation of the land
of Israel which tended to make them neglect
God” and was also unbiblical.

The Vatican puidelines had to choose be-
tween this spectrum of varying Church views,
and formulate gyidelines for Catholics, which
would open the doors to a real dialogue cap-
able of bridging the gap and acceptable both
to Catholics and to sincere Jewish people.

The Vatican's middle way did not accom-
modate the French thesis of a duty to support
the politics of Israel, or the Cairo statement
of theological opposition to Israel, it chose
rather to address itself to Judaism as a re-
ligion. The silence about both the “State of
Israel” and the goodness or badness of the
two sides in the Middle East conflict is there
as a deliberate silence—but under these cir-
cumstances is also a statement that for true
dialogue with Judaism the Church must avoid
polarisation over the rightness or wrongness
of either side,

The Israeli establishment has been waiting,
at least since the Pope’s visit in 1964, for
some political and moral recognition from the
Vatican. This expectatron is partly based on
their own conviction of the religious justifi-
cation of Israel’s existence and actions. How-
ever, some Christians in Israel have also fos-
tered this hope. Protestants and a few Cath-
olics in Jerusalem, Haifa and Jaffa have, over
the years, maintained that Christians, as a
matter of faith and of conscience, are obliged
to support the State of Israel. The French epis-
copal commission’s declaration of 1973 was
often quoted to support this expectaticn and
at that time was welcomed by one Catholic
priest as a “wonderful Passover gift.” .

The Vatican guidelines, seen by some as an
answer to the French document, were a great
disappointment for many in Israel, and as
a measure of that disappointment the Minister

ON JEWS & JUDAISM

/i f -

et o 4

A A -

R P o AP 2
HP oo . N it i

e i %o

ata

T e,



Page Six

of Religions, Yitzhak Raphael, speaking as
a NRP party man rather than as a minister,
picked on the Vatican in harsh terms, listing
three notable omissions: no sign of remorse
for past persecution, no guilt confession for
the holocaust, no recognition of the divine
mission of Israel, Over and above these omis-
sions the document contained a statement of
the Church's mission and hinted at her im-
plied superiority. “No dialogue without poli-
tical recognition of the State” was the minis-
ter's conclusion.

After this immediate reaction, Israel's ex-
perts in Christian affairs made more careful
statements. Dr. S. P. Colbi (of the Ministry
of Religions) and Professor Ashkenazi on the
Jewish side, Fr. Marcel Dubois OP and Dr.
Michael Krupp (Protestant) all welcomed as
positive the new elements in the Vatican’s ap-
proach: “condemnation” of antisemitism; fos-
tering of understanding by Christians of the
theology, spirituality and mentality of Juda-
ism. Dr, Krupp said the allegation of a “con-
versaomst tone” in the document resulted from
a misreading of the text and tone of the docu-
ment. Fr. Dubois pointed out that the docu-
ment’s silence on the “State of Israel” was a

disappointment, but it was a silence which,

did not exclude such. support.

Various ecumenical bodies, which in Israel
are sponsored in different ways by the govern-
‘ment, pointed to one principle: for Jews, they
said, politics and religion cannot be separated.
The secretary of one of these bodies put the
argument to me as follows: the Jewish people
have by their religion an essential connection
with the land of Israel. It is a religious im-
perative to live or want to live in the land.

The State of Israel is therefore both a reli- -

gious right and necessity for Judaism, the
centre of world Jewry—a centre of faith, that
is, and as the only means of ethnic survival.
A document of a religious nature, therefore,
based on Jewish ‘self-understanding must ack-
nowledge this “religious truth.,” The Vatican
failed to do so thus proving it is “not sens-
itive to the feel of Judaism.”

The fact that the Vatican deliberately sepa-
rated Judaism qua religion from Israel qua
State is seen as a direct snub to the ideology
of the State of Israel. This ideology inter-
weaves the religious past and the recent his-
tory of the Jewish people into a rationalisa-
tion of the State’s politics. The Zionist ideo-
logy takes the “gift” of the land by God to
the Jewish people as establishing today’s poli-
tical right to sovereignty over the Holy Land.
The various prophecies of the Old Testament
about return to the Land and theology of the

“centrality” of Jerusalem demand that the
State become the “survival” focus of the Jew-
ish people throughout the world.

The original dream and some of the current
idealism favours a Jewish state with a guar-
anteed Jewish majority and constitution but
unaligned politically with either the east or

‘the west—an acknowledged haven of peace

and neutrality like a Switzerland or a Sweden
set in the Holy Land. It was to be the home-
land of any Jew seeking refuge, and also the
embodiment of Judaic culture. It is this ideal-
ism, rather than the actual situation, which
is presented as worthy of recommendation.

Seen in the light of this dream one can
understand the kind of spiritual bullying which
is directed against the guidelines, Christians
are constantly reminded that theologically
Judaism was their parent religion, that mor-
ally Christians were responsible for Hitler's
concentration camps, and that historically the
Church has either persecuted or converted
Jews. In all conscience Christians should there-
fore acknowledge their errors and make up
by throwing their mroral weight behind the
State ‘of Israel. In December 1974 a member
of the Knesset expressed this in a letter to
Fr. Daniel Rufiesan, a Catholic priest of Jew-
ish origin. “A great moral test,” he wrote,
“faces the Catholic Church.” He asked Fr.
Daniel to mount a world wide campaign to
mobilise Christian support for Israel.

On a theological level the well known Ame-
rican Jewish scholar, Rabbi Marc H. Tannen-
baum, stated the principle of the theology
of equality. There is, he said, a new “Chris-
tian theology” which states that Judaism is
for the Jews and Jesus ig for the Gentiles;
the guidelines should have stated such a the-
ological position to clear the air of any sus-
picion,

A discussion here of the political implica-
tions would be clearly contrary to the spirit
of the guidelines. It is perhaps sufficient to
point out that for the last three years the
Vatican has had two of its top men in its
delegation in Jerusalem reporting the gituation,

men who have excellent relations with both -

the Israeli authorities and the ordinary people
of the land.

The guidelines have provided Catholics,
amid all the complexity of Jerusalem, and
under a great deal of pressure, with a way
of expressing their love and loyalty to ‘the
Jewish people without getting entangled in
the controversial and often odious politics of
the Middle East. They have provided Jews liv-
ing in Israel with some hope of Christian sup-
port for an alterpative to the ideology that



has brought 25 years of war to Israel. Para-
doxically the guidelines have also unmasked
some of the humbug and political orientation
of much of the ecumenism which goes on in
Jerusalem.

Outside the sphere of government influence
the purely religious reactions in Israel to the
guidelines have been revealing. One commen-
tator pointed out that, for all the criticism
of the Vatican, the Catholic Church is far
ahead of the other Churches in devising a
religious approach to Judaism. He reminded
critics that the World Council of Churches
has been struggling for over 25 years trying
to formulate some statement, but has failed
to produce anything like Nostra Aetate or the
present Vatican guidelines.

Some of the quiet believing Jewish people
have welcomed the guidelines. One venerable
old Jewish rabbi said: “It takes a Vatican
document to show Israelis the way back to
true Judaism, as it takes Arab oil to teach
us to seek peace.” A distinguished leader of a
Jewish organisation said that the centrality
of the State is a very dangerous doctrine for
Judaism: “The Torah is the centre of Juda-
ism, and to speak of the land as central is
nonsense.”

The strong Christian Churches of the Holy
Land have not reacted officially to the guide-
lines. But priests I have spoken to have in-
dicated some of the trends within the Chur-

- ches. One said: “We can do very well without
all the statements and declarations; they only
‘arouse controversy, and we have had enough
of that” A Melite married priest spoke of
the need for mutual respect on both sides.
In actual fact the Church is suffering. “In ten
years my parish will be dead,” he said, “be-
cause of the alarming exodus of young Chris-
tians leaving the land.” Another priest spoke
of this exodus as a practical example of mix-
ing theological with political problems. “The
Jewish people, theologically, must keep the
Old Testament and remain a race apart until
the Messiah comes.” The exodus of the young
he added, is like a haemorrhage. “The life
is going out of us,” he said. In these circum-
stances a religious dialogue and religious free-
dom of expression remain difficult to achieve
until the political question is settled.

Since the guidelines appeared, the Inter-
religions Commission for Jewish-Christian
Dislogue meeting in Rome heard something
of the Catholic viewpoint on other issues aris-
ing from the guidelines. As regards the ques-
tion about Christian remorse over the holo-
caust, Pope Paul has pointed to the efforts by
the Holy See to rescue Jews from the camps,

Page Seven

the efforts of Christian nations to defeat Hit-
ler and to the numbers of Christians who
shared the same persecution as the Jews.

Some of these theological and practical ques-
tions were discussed here in Jerusalem by
the small but influential Catholic Society of
the Work of St. James. This is a group of
religious and lay Catholics who describe them-
selves as “Hebrew-speaking Christians” and
are committed to Israel and to work for bet-
ter Jewish- Christian dialogue. Under the
leadership of Fr. Michael de Goedt they dis-
cussed the guidelines. They saw the document
as a simple, thoughtful and positive guide for
Catholics, It opened many doors; it was a
great encouragement to understanding and it
established the relatively new principle that
Catholics must not loock on the Jewish people
as an anachronism found in books but try
to understand them as they understand them-
selves today. If Catholics all over the world
were actually to put into practice and live
these guidelines, minimal though they may
seem, there would be a revolution in Jewish-
Christian relations. Being mostly of French
origin, the group compared the guidelines with
the French document of 1973. The French
commission, they said, did not go deep into
the theology of Judaism, but put out pro-
posals which went beyond solidly based the-
ology, and needed many qualifications and
explanations. On the other hand, they felt that
the new guidelines' gave a clear sound outline
of the presently-agreed theological position and
do not jump to unwarranted conclusions.

Dialogue in Jerusalem has always Included
the special question of Jerusalem’s future.
Israel considers it is mandatory that Jews con-
trol Jerusalem as a city and in modern terms
this is held to mean political sovereignty over
a united city. In Islamic thought the city is
sacred and has for seven years now (since
1967) been in bondage. The view put forward
by Pope Paul is that Jerusalem is sacred to
the three religions and this religious character
is the only basis for its true peace. The mys-
tery and uniqueness of Jerusalem's spiritual
vocation and also the future peace of the city
will, says the Vatican, only be safeguarded
by a political structure which would guarantee
the equality of the three religions, ensuring
that one does not dominate the other, In-
Jerusalem, Jewish-Christian dialogue will crys- -
tallise in practice around this key question,
which expresses in a physical way the the-
ology, politics, economics and sociology of
this international problem.

concluded on p. 17



* Why should Christians come together to
proclaim this good news? A cynic might
answer that in these days of diminishing
membership one cannot be too choosy about
one's bedfellows! But of course the answer
lies deeper. It lies, first, in the spirit of
toleration which a whole post-Christian world
has been preaching to us, only we have
been too busy to listen. To accept our
division as normal, the world has been telling
us, is monstrous. And gradually and more
recently we have begun to see that the
world is right.

However, the answer lies even deeper than
that. If the gospel we preach is the good
news of God reconciling men to himself, then
it is preposterous to do this on a denomin-
ational basis. Not that we should sink our
denominational differences, or do a little
horse-trading to reach a compromise, a
Lowest Common Denominator religion. Each
denomination has something wunique and
irreplaceable to contribute. It would be a
tragedy if people did not realise this and
began to abandon their deepest traditions.
Rather, these traditions should enrich, not
battle against, each other. The barriers we
Christians have built around ourselves are
a scandal to the rest of mankind. They very
effectively deny the gospel of reconciliation
we pretend to preach.

Christians should proclaim this gospel to-
gether, 1 presume, first by beginning to live
together so that our inbred separatist and
sectarian attitudes start to change. In other
words, by beginning to act like a united
Christianity, not waiting till the theologians
have dotted all the i's and crossed all the
t's. When Christians live their faith, they
are already closer to each other than when
they formulate it, and all know this,

We need to live together more in worship
and in social action, and probably in educa-
tion, so that we trust, and feel at home
"with, each other. Yet that aspect of ecumen-
ism has scarcely begun, let alone the more
worthwhile proclamation of the gospel which
would come out of it.

If a programme could be mounted
whereby a group of Christians of dif-
" ferent denominations learned together to
take Christianity seriously, to show the

Resurrection as a fact in today’s world,

they would come to see how unserious

a denominational theology is. They would

then be finally and irrevocably discon-

tented with the ordinary run of Church
life such as they know it in their res-
pective Churches. They would have tasted

Page Seventeen

Christian blood, and would never again be
content with their preferred brand of
Christian  sherbet (Sebastian  Moore,
“Reflexions on the ‘People Next Door’
Project,” Clergy Review, 1964),

A final note of caution is appropriate. For
Christians to agree to proclaim the gospel
together will always be an ambiguous busi-
ness. There will always be room for telling
others what we Christians stand for, but
that is not the whole of ecumenism. To
devise ways and means of being united in
that sort of proclamation could end simply
in becoming a bigger, better and more self-
satisfied corporation. Ecumenism always calls
us to something deeper than that, it calls
for the conversion of each of us. A Chris-
tiadity much the same as it is now, except
united, would be a hideous travesty.

Christians in their separation must con-
tinue to devise ways and means to listen
to each other, so that each can realise a
little less onesidedly what it means to be
a Christian. If we can succeed in doing
that, then Christians together must devise
ways and means to listen to non-Christians,
so that we can understand a little more
deeply what it means to be human. The
command of Christ to preach the gospel to
all nations, is not fulfilled when we have
scoured the world looking for people to bap-
tise. It is fulfilled when we have penetrated
every comner of the globe to give what help
we can to bring about that unity of all men
in love which is what the gospel is about.

And perhaps, for the time being, it is
no bad thing the wvarious Christian bodies
are doing that separately.

ISRAELI OPINION

concluded from p. 7

During Fr. de Contenson’s first visit to Jeru-
salem just before Christmas we were walking
from the Jewish part of the city, across the
old “no man's land”, to the walled city, full
of Christian Churches, to visit the patriarchs
and archbishops who are the heads of the
different Churches, and he said significantly:
“You see religion opens all doors. I have
visited the Jewish authorities and now I visit
the Arab Christians.” Jerusalem and the Holy
Land are complicated; religion may be. the
reason for its division—it may also be
clue to its peace.
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ISRAEL IN THE HOLY LAND:
CATHOLIC RESPONSES, 1948-1950*

Esther Feldblum

PRECIS

The first reaction of Roman Catholic officialdom to the establishment of the state of
Israel was largely to refraim from comment, with a few notable exceptions. The Catholic
press slowly and ambivalently began cautious acknowledgement of the existence of Israel.
Ultimately, neutrality was the attitude of this early period.

The two issues which received the attention of U.S. Catholics were the internationaliza-
tion of Jerusalem and the Arab refugee problem. The internationalization of Jerusalem was
vigorously support2d by the United Nations, and eventually by the Vatican and U.S, Catho-
lics. One of the foremost Americans supporting internationalization was Msgr. Thomas
McMahon. Though Catholic support continued, attention was eventually redirected toward
the refugee problem, in response to which the Catholic Church conducted extensive relief
activity, The Catholic press tended to side with the Arabs on this issue, and concern for the
Catholic minorities in Arab territories also provided motivation for humanitarian projects.

Finally, a theological problem emerged: “how to fit the unexpectedly renascent Israel
into Christian doctrine and eschatology.” The various approaches within Catholicism toward
resolving this issue are considered. Only after Vatican Il could a positive attitude toward
Istuel develop. The author presents the events producing this reassessment.

A German nun. living in Jerusalem when the State of Israel was proclaimed,
recently recalied: 1 well remember our firm conviction that it would never
come into bein2.”! James O'Gara, an American Catholic journalist, echoed the
same sentiments in an autobiographical essay in which he observed,

There are those who spread the myth that the Jews were condemned
to wander through the world until the end of time— a myth so

*This article i> part of the author’s larger study, “The Amerizun Catholic Press and the
Jewish Stare, 1917-1639" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1973). In
the footnotes, the abbreviation “4A48™ is used for Acta Aposrolicaz Sedis.

T Address by Charlotte Klein to a juint seminar of the Institute of Judaeo-Christian
Studies and the Amcrican Jewish Commitice on October 28, 1970.
Esthe; Feldblum tJewish, Modern Orthodox) was Assistant Professor of Judaic Studies at
the Brooklyn College of the City University of New York at the time of her death on
Septembe: 1. 1974, in an automobile accident while returning from lecturing at a college

. youth cenvention. She held a B.A. from the City College of New York (1962), an M.A.

from Yeshive Unrersity (1965), and a Pi.D. trom Columbia Unwersity (1973). She was a
member of Phi Bers Kappa. and held N.D.F.L.P. and Danforth Foundation fellowships. Her
publications include “On the Eve of a Jewish Stute: American-Catholic Responses,™ Anteri-
cen Jewish MHistorical Quarterly 64 (1974): 99-119; and srchival research in Guide for
American-Haly Land Studies. ed. Moshe Davis (Jerusalem: [nstitute of Contemporary
Jewry, Hebrev: Uriversity, 1973)—"Franciccan Commissariat of the Holy Land,” p. 16. and
*U. K. Consulates in Haifa. Jaffa, and Jerusalem,™ pp 42-50.
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strong that many Christians feared that the establishment of the
State of Israel contradicted the Sacred Scriptures.?

The incredulity and consternation felt by Catholics, laity and religious alike.
were confirmed in a scholarly article by Fr. Edward Flannery. Indeed. shock was
the most pervasive immediate reaction of Catholics to the Jewish State, and this
shock was rooted in a theological assumption that the dispersion of the Jews was
a divine punishment of perpetual duration.

‘The impact of the new reality was neither tempered nor allayed by official
statements of the Church. Nevertheless, it seems that the Varican, t0o. wasin a
guandary. On the one hand. it did not cherish the idea of Palestine’s being
engulfed again in the Moslem world and, on the other hand, it could not be
happy with Jewish dominion over the Holy, Land. Misgivings toward the former
were rooted in a history of strife; discomfiture with the latter was enmeshed in
theological sensitivities. At the same time, the Varican could not easily disregand
the repentant mood of the Christian world following the Holocaust and cppose 4
Jewish state. Perforce, its policy veered towards a non-commitial silence, As late
as two weeks before the proclamation of the State, a papal encyclical touching
on the events then transpiring in Palestine made no mention of the two proposed
states in the area. The Pope only expressed his “keen anxiety™ for the safety of
the Holy Places, and alluded with masterful vagueness to a just solution to the
Palestinian strife.* In the later allocutions and éncyclicals, the political entity of
Israel was deliberately and consistently ignored. When the Pope wished 1o refer
to the territory of Israel, he used the terms “Holy Land™ or “‘Palestine.”*
Non-recognition surely did not indicate a positive attitude toward the State, but
neither were there official statements of outright condemnation.

Taking its cue from the Vatican, the American hierarchy refrained from
comment on the establishment of Israel. The diocesan press, likewise, reflected a
pervasive hesitation .and ambivalence. Most of the papers simply ignored the
existence of Israel with its connotations for Christendom and narrowed their
attention, as the Pope had done, solely to the fighting in Jerusalem and the
dangers to the Holy Places. The notable exceptions were those papers which had

2 james 0’Gara, “Anti-Semitism: A Catholic View," in The Ster and the Cross, Essays
on Jewish-Christian Relations. Ed. Katherine T. Hargrove (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing Co.,
1966), p. 84.

3Edward Flannery, “Theoclogical Aspecis of the State of Israel,”™ The Bridge 3
(1958): 304.

4w Auspicia quaedam,” 4AS, Series 11, 15, May 10, 1948, p. 171.

5“Ho]y Land™ is, of course, traditional usage and, indeed, was frequently used. The
curious fact is that the Pope did not alwavs use “Holy Land™ to circumvent the term
“Israel,” but did, occasionally, substitute “Palestine.”
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been openly hostile to Zionism in the pre-State period. The Brooklyn Tablet, for
example, published a bitter attack on the State. Its editor denounced Israel for
being a wholly secular, modern, and materialistic state which would respect
neither God, nor Jesus, nor the “momentoes of Christ.” Concluding his censure,
Scanlon recommended that “Christians, meanwhile, must pray that God deliver
the Holy Land from the blind and wicked who know not God.”® Sign’s editor,
Ralph Gorman, patiently waited. After the Bernadotte truce, however, sanguine
confidence in the ephemerality of Israel dwindled. In the July issue, Gorman
deplored the mistake of the United States in permitting a Jewish state to arise in
Palestine, and a news editorial decried the lavish and complimentary coverage
the “self-proclaimed” state was receiving in the press and on the radio. The
paper chided Christians for hesitating to criticize Israel for fear of being labelled
anti-Semites.” Also in July, the editor of Carholic World spoke up. Fr. Gillis
lashed out against President Truman’s “unholy haste” in recognizing the Jewish .
state in Palestine and condemned the “‘special pleading” which had brought
about its establishment.®

It is interesting to note that following the President’s recognition of Israel,
the National Catholic News Service (NC-NS) in Washington prepared a carefully
worded statement which took cognizance of the fact without official comment.
Yet the release also quoted Arthur Vandenberg’s explanation of the President’s
action as a “logical and proper step,” and readers were further informed that the
new State’s Declaration promised to ensure religious equality and the safe-
guarding of the shrines.® Several days later, the News Service received bulletins
. from its Vatican bureau. These releases, quoting liberally from the Osservatore
Romano and the Catholic Action daily, Quoridiano, denounced the fighting in
the Holy Land as sacrilegious and blasphemous. While the Osservatore blamed
Christians for “spiritually abandoning™ the Holy Land, the Quotidiano urged the
Church to take immediate action.”® As the weeks went by, the reports
streaming into the diocesan press reinforced the anxieties of the Vatican release,
rather than the guarded assurances of thie Washington release.

Even the few papers which took cognizance of the State in more positive
tones did so with ambivalent feelings. These papers, not unfriendly to Jewish
aspirations in the pre-State period, now assumed the stance of interrogators,

STablet, Mav 22. 1948.
Sign 27 (July. 1948): 2, 4-5, 154T.

'BC‘cr}roh'c World 167 (July, 1948): 289-220. Cf. the gentle chiding of 4ve Maria 68
{August 7, 1948): 165.

INC-NS Bulletin. May 17, 1948 (S), p. 4.

1004 | May 24, 1948 (F), p. 1. Quotidiano did not specify exactly what action should
be taken. but the paper was later involved in promoting a Franciscan militia for the Holy
Land.
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some with barely veiled suspicions. Typical of this distrust were the questions
raised by an editerial in Commonweal on May Z8. Would Israel be able to curb
its extremists? What would be its relationship to Russia? What were its expecta-
tions regarding boundaries? Explicit criticism of Isrzel. however. was confined to
a Christian demurrer on the name of the State.

As Cathotlics. Israel’s arrogation of a universal name for so local an
habitation must distress us. It is a gpood example of what Prof.
Toynbee has called an archaizing tendemcy. Israel, for every Chris-
tian, is the whole redeemed world. and all peoples, since the Incar-
nation, are equally chosen in fulfillment of the prophecies to be
heirs to the gloryv. Despite our sympathy for Isrzeli and Jew, we
must not forger that to think of the Law and the Propliets as his-
torically given only to their physical descendants is a minimizing and
a belittling of the greatest fact in history.'*

America’s first editorial on Israel began with a rehearsal of Arab versus Jewish
claims to Palestine. but concluded:

The recognition extended Ly seven governments 1o the new stare is
recognition of a fact: that the Jews have staked their claim and do

" not intend to abandon it. ... The extermination or subjugation of
Israel would nor sit well with world opinion. And that again is a fact
which should be recognized.® 2

Nonetheless, apprehensions for the safety of the Holy Places and the security of
Christian missions-in Arab lands lent a quavering tone 10 America’s support.

To sum up Catholic press reactions to the State of Israel. one may say that
there were few discordant notes in what seemed 10 be an orchestrated response.
The majority of the papers prudently adopted a “‘wait and see” atiitude. Only
those papers with well-known anti-Zionist biases were outspoken in opposition
1o the State, while the papers reputedly sympathetic to Zionism were less than
enthusiastic. As the months wore on. reports from Catholic functionaries and
observers in the Holv Land began filing into the press. and neutrality gave way.

By the first week of June, 1948, Catholics in Jerusalem had lodged a
number of protests against Israel. The first was in the form of a Manifesto of the
“Christian Union of Palestine.”” Drafted at the office of the Latin Patriarchate
and signed by Catholic and non-Catholic clergy. the Manifesto charged that three
priests were killed and fourteen Christian institutions were destroyed or dam-

11 Commonweal 48 (May 28, 1948): 151-152. Surely the name “lsracl™ must have
irritated many Catholics. but I found no editorials as frank ac this one on the subject of the *
name. Some papers substituted ““Palestine™ or “Holy Land™ for “Israel.™

12 4 merica 79 (May 29. 1948): 186.
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aged “since the Jews begar the attack.” Moreover, the Union claimed that the
“largest part of the shells falling on the Holy Sepulchre and on churches, con-
vents and Christian institutions are of Jewish origin.” The same statement
praised the Arabs for their reverence of the Holy Places and absolved them of all
guilt in the war damages. Despite the blatant misrepresentation of facts, the
Manifesto received serious attention in the Catholic press.’® Simultaneously,
another statement of protest, signed only by the Catholic priests in Jerusalem.
was sent to the Vatican and the UN. Over the signatures of Msgr. Michael Assaf,
Vicar General of the Greek Catholic patriarchate, Vicar James Ghergossian of
the Armenian Catholic patriarchate, and Msgr. Alberto Gori. the Franciscan
Custos. the letter vigorously objected to Israeli military operations. Included in
the protest was the sinister allegation that the Jewish purpose in attacking
Jerusalem was “to plunder it as they had done in Haifa, Tiberias and Jaffa.”
Again, the Arabs were pardoned. “If they (the Arabs) have occupizd a certain
conveat it was only to defend the Holy City against Jewish attackers who tried
to penetratz and spread death and confusion ...if the Arabs shelled Notre
Dame de France and the Convent of the Reparatrice Sisters . . . it was to return
fire.”!* Brother Anthony Bruya, the NC-NS correspondent. kept the diocesan
papers informad from Arab Jerusalem. Hardly a commumque failed to report
damages and destruction.’®

Alarm reached a peak in August, 1948. Msgr. Antonio Vergani, Vicar of the
Lztin Pauiaschate for the Galilee, warned that the Jews may “start a continual
2xprepriation of ccclesiastical properties which may have not small repercussions

_in the Chrisiian world.”"!® Msgr. Thomas McMahon, executive secretary of the

Catholic Near East Wealfare Association. promptly drafted a letter to the UN.

T3he tant of the Manifesto s given in the NC-NS Bulletin, May 31. 1948 (Th). p. 1.
For press reporis, see espevially Michisan Carfinlic, June 3, 1948, p. 2. and Tebler. June 5,
1948, p. 1. Even Commonweal disconsolately referred to it and admonisihed the secular
oresy for selecaing the news to a back page. Commonweal 48 (July 23.1948): 333-334. A
Lnized Press report issued contemporaneously with the Manifesto und based on an eve-
witness weur of the Old Ciry usserted that damages to Christiun and Moslem sancruaries were
slight. whereas Jewish Holy Places “are mostly in ruins.” New York Times. June 1, 1948,
r. 12, Sve also Nutarel Lorch, The Edge of the Sword: Israel's War of Indepenzence,
1947.1949 (New York: G. P. Putnum’s Sons. 1951), pp. 122-131, 206-227.

"3The leiter was dated May 31. 1948. The tull text was not printed, but excerpts
zppeared in NC-NS Bulletin, June 7, 1948, p. 1. It is a curious fact thar Msgr. Gustavo Testa,
Apustolic Delegute for the Palestine, Trans-Jordan. and Cyprus terrtory. who came in May,
1948. v Palesiine expressly to supervise the protection of the Holv Places. was not a
signatory 10 enther of these letters.

YSXC-NS Bulletins. July to October. 1945.

16 he chasges were made on August 19, and appeared in the sendiczred diocessn

wagkly, Owr Sundzy Visitur trogether with mention of M:’\L;hor s letter to the U.N.), on
August 29,1948, p. L
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which quoted the Vergani accusations and referred, as well, 10 cilier reporis
from the Holy Land of maltreatment of Catholics and desecrations of the Holy
Places. McMahon urged the U.N. to begin an immediate investigation znd closed
his letter on an admeonitive note: :

I is our considered opinion that if these overt acts continue or are
explained by ascribing them constantly to irresponsible forces. then
the entire Christian world is justified in its zpprehension over the
disregard of Christian spiritual and material interests in the newborn
state of Isrzel.}”

The Isrzeli Minister for Religious Affairs, Rabbi J. L. Fishman (Maimon), cate-
goricallv denied the allegations of Israeli intention to expropriate church prop-
erly. He ordered an immediate investization of other alleged 2buses and damuges
and pledged severe punishment for all offenders. The Israeli army hed already
instituted drastic steps to enforce the security of Church property .!§

To counteract possible anti-Jewish sentiments arising from these czsecraiion
charges, the American Jewish Committee also steppad inte action. Its Com--

‘munity Service Division disiributed 2 report, released by the lsrz=li Mission in

Washington, which refuted exaggerated and unfounded accounts of vandalism.
The same report included testimonials given by Catholic clergv and lainy in Israel
praising the government’s exemplary behavior toward Christians, Atizched to
the report was a memorandum of the Community Service Division urging that
the information be made available to Catholic papers in local communities.
Indeed, the report was sent to every diocesan weekly and national Cathotic
periodical.®

. Eventually Vergani and McMahon issued statements testifving that the
Israeli troops treated Christians fairly, and that the Israeli government genuinely
desired to repair the damages and maintain “proper” relations with the religious

"7 hcMahon to UN. Secretary-General Trygve Lie, August 20, 1948. Quoted in full in
Constantine Rackauskas, The Internationalization of Jerusalem (Washingion, D.C.: C.A.LP.,
1957}, p. 78. .

"8The statement issued by the Foreign Office on behzlf of the Ministry of Religious
Affairs was published in the New York Times, August 24, 1948, p. 11.

Y97 femorandiim, Community Service Division, December 6 1948. American Jewish
Committee Archives, Vertical File: lsrael/Holy Places/AJC. One respons<e 10 the report is

- found in the Providence Visitor, December 22, 1948. The editor noted, “‘Friends of the new

Israeli Government are most anxious o disclaim the government’s responsibility for any
desecration of Christian monuments and shrines. They have investicated the charges and
they can present testimonials. ... We are inclined to accept the cvidence.” 4ve Merig also
quoted the Israeli report, but significantly added, “The fzct that we give space to the
favoring witnesses for the Jews has not by any means led us to crase the affirmations of the’
two archbishops (Hughes and Hakim)." 4re Maria 70 (July. 1949): 4.
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institutions. Nevertheless, accusations discrediting Israel continued 1o appear in
the press.?? Hardly any attempt was made to balance the criticism of Israelis
with parallel criticism of Arab aggression or of continuing Arab threats and
terrorism. Inevitably. a distorted one-sided image of the new State was formed—
that of Israel as the brute aggressor and Arabs and Christians as the innocent
victims.? !

In the early years following the establishment of Israel, U.S. Catholic
opinion crystallized around two specific issues: internationalization of Jerusalem
and th: Arab refugee problem. Despite popular impressions to the contrary.
intzrnationalization was not originally a Vatican proposal. The idea of inter-
nationa’ territory in the Holy Land was first proposed by secular governments
with rival interests in the Middle East. Soon after the outbreak of World War 1,
Sir Mark Svkes. a British Orientalist, and Charles George-Picot, a former French
Consu! :n Bzirur. prepared a draft agreement for the post-war disposition of the
Ottomzn Empire. Their proposed map provided that Palestine, west of the
Jorden between Haifa and Gaza. be established as an “international adminis-
tration.™ In the course of the war, this plan was superseded by other secret
agreements and the recommendation of an intemationalized area did not reap-
pear until 1937, when it was again suggested by a secular government.??

In conversaticns with the Varican prior 10 the Balfour Declaration, the
Zionist represzntative, Nahum Sokolow, suggested extraterritorialization of the
Holy Piz.es, Pooe Benedict XV intimated that he would be satisfied if a charter
would he dravwn up assuring the protection of the holy sites. and he ungrudg-
jnziv gzva his zpproval 10 a Jewish homéland in Palestine. Internationalization of
the cinv of Jerusalem was not raised by the Pupe.?? Later when Benedict XV

——

20\'¢rgnni’s statemant was publisked in New World, October 15,1948, p. 1. McMzhon's
sratement is included in his March 21, 1949, letrer to the U.N.; see Ruckauskas, /nter-
natinpalizzzina, p. 79. The more serious accusations which comtinued to appear in the
Cutholic press were those of Abp. Asther Hughes and Msgr. Gori. See particularly Register,
Novembe: 12, 1948, p. 1. and June 12. 1949, p. 1. The unfriendliness of certain leading
Cutholic clergy in Israel tow ards the goverament, at that time, was noted by the former U.S.
Ambassador tn Istael, James G. McDonald, My Mission in Israel, 1958-1951 (New York:
Simon znd Schuster, 1951), p. 219.

2 ’Et:epxian must be taken for Am2rica and Commonwea!, which were less guilty of
thes pazniziity. See, however. the editorial in Commonweal 49 (January 7, 1949):
317=which is a tvpical example of slanted criticism.

225 . Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Neer cnd Middle East: A Documentary Record,
19i+195%_11 iPrinceton, N.J.: D. Vzn Nostrand Co.. 1956). pp. 18-25. .

23E1orian Sekolow, “Nuhum Sokolow and Pope Benedict XV.™ Zion 1. no. 5-6
tJaruarv-February. 1930): 48.52. However. from accounts of Sokolow’s discussion with the
puozl Secretary of State, Cardinal Gasparn. it seems that the Church was consideriag some
Form of entraiernitorislization, » “resened zone™ which would extend not only to Jerusalem
aad Berhicham, but also to Nazareth and its environs. Tiberias. and Jericho. Isauac Minesbi,
“The Vzusun and Zionism.” Moled 27 iMayv-june, 1971): 141
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became apprehensive over the consequences of the Balfour pledgs on the Huiv
Land. he was explicit in his concern for Christian custody of the Holy Places.

For surely it would be a terrible griet for Us and for aii the Christian
faithful if infidels were placed in a privileged 2nd prominent posi-
tion; much more if those most holy sanctuaries of the Christian
religion were given to tiie charge of non-Christians. . . 24

Special treatment for Jerusalem and Bethlehem was again considered when 2
British Rox a} Commission recemmended the partition of Palestine into sovereizn
Arab and Juwish states. As the Peel Commission explained. in its report of }93. L
“The partiticn of Palestine is subject to the overriding necessity of keeping tre
sanctity of Jerusalem and Bethlehem inviolate. . .. 11 was. therefore. recom-
mended that these two cities and their environs. as well as 2 corridor 10 the s
remain undar permanent Mandatory adminisiration.”?

When L2 partition scheme was abandoned by a subsaguent Royal Cem-
mission 2nd supplanted by an usrrangement for an eveniual Palestinian St
constituting zi Arab majority. the recommendation of a permaneni s:zndate for
Jerusalem-Bethlehem was not retained. Only the guaraniees for the safety of the
Holy Places 2ad freedom of access were included.?® It was not uniil the Unjted
Nations resurrected the proposal of separate Jewish and Arzb statzs that the
question of Jerusalem surfaced again.

The mzjority plan of the UN. Special Commmee on Pslestine (UNSCOP)
divided the country into three units: an Arab siate. a Jewish state zzd the Cirv
of Jerusalem. The last was to be placed, after u transitional period, under an
international trusteeship system.?’ During the UNSCOP hearings, held from
June to July. 1947, the representative of the Custos of the Holy Land, Brother

-Bonaventure Simon, refrained from endorsing an international regime for Jerc-

salem. He pivoted his concern solely on the Holy Places and implied a preference
for a Western Commission, designed along the lines of a “protector™ svstem.
similar in role 1o that of France during the Ottoman period.2® A scheme of

24 445 11 (1919), March 12,1919, p. 100. -

25 palestine Roval Commission Report (London: H.M. Stationery Otfice. 1937), p. 286.
2SHurewitz. Diplomacy, p. 223.

27United Nations. Official Records of the First Specicl Session of tize General Assem-
blv, Resolutions. A'364.

28g other Bonaventure cited those requirements deemed necessury for assuring protec-
tion of the Holv Places in the following order: freedom of access; unhampered conducting
of religious services: an enclave for the Holy Places in Jerusalem and the constiiuiion of a
Commission. composed of Western countries, to whom juridical recourse could be had in
cases of interrelicicus disputes. Brother Bonaventure was questioned cluscly on what he
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territorial internationalization for Jerusalem was incorporated in the majority
plan and was adopted by the General Assembly on November 29, 1947, No
official approval came from Rome. Yet it seems that the Vatican preferred the
majority plan, which included the internationalization of Jerusalem, and in dis-
creet diplomatic activity let that preference be known.2®

Announcement of the UN. decision inflamed the Arab world and set off a
wave of explosive violence in Palestine. Jerusalem was attacked on January 3,
1948. On May 1, on the eve of a rumored truce for the walled city, the Pope
issued an encyclical Auspicia quaedam. in which he spoke of his “keen anxiety™
for the safety of the Holy Places, but in which there was no clearly stated
advocazy for the internationalization of Jerusalem.3° The uneasy truce of May 2
fell apart on May 15 when full-scale war broke out in the Holy Land. By June 2,
when another truce was being arranged for Jerusalem, the Arabs still held an
advantageous military position in the city. Just a few days earlier (May 29), the
Jewish Quarter had succumbad.®' During the night of Juna 1, the Pope received
word of the 1sraeli acceptance of a cease-fire and the next day he addressed the
College of Cardinals on “la guerra in Palestina.”" Again the Pope made no specific
nention of internationalization for the war-ravaged city, although he intimated
that the Christian world would not “look on with indifference or with barren
indignation while the Holy Land . . . is still being trodden by troops at war and
subject to air bombardments.”3?

Several days before the June 1 allocution. the UN, Mediator, Count Folke
Bernadotte, in a vonversation with French Foreign Minister Bidault revealed his
plan for incorporating Jerusalem in the Arab State. Even after June 28, when
Bernadotte’s recommendation was oificially delivered to the UN.. the Pope
madz no plea for internationalization 33 It was not until October of 1948 that

meant by “enclave™ and, in his explication. he disinissed interpationalization of the cities of
Joruselem aitd Beihlchem as “not in accordance with the Hely Plaves as such.™ Ibid..
Antlenes. A/ 364/Add. 3. pp. 13-19

Z‘JSce Edward B. Glick. *The Vatican, Latin America and Jerusalem,”™ [nrernarional
Organizaticon. 11 (Spring. 1937): 213-219 Msgr. Thomas McMuhon. in an exchange with
Istaeli authorities in the summer of 1949, revealed that the Pupe hud not opposed Jewish
statehood in 1947, because he then understood that the Jews would abide by full territorial
internationalization. Eugens H. Bovis. The Jeruselzm Question, 1917-1968 (Stantord, Cal-
forniz® Hoover Institute Press, Stanford Univeniiy. 1971), p. 72,

304,15, Series I1. 1S (1948). May 10. 1948. pp. 169-170.
3| oreh, Edec of the Sword, pp. 182-188.

32 44S. Series 11, 15 (1948). June 2, 1948. pp. 252-253.

33 ount Folke Bernudoste, To Jerusalont ( Londun: Hodder & Stoughton, 1951), p. 12. ;

lernaduotte later revised his plan for Jerusalers end espoused a scheme of special and sepa-
rate teeatment, as is evident from the posthumous publication of his progress report of
September. 1948, United Nartions. AJ648. Cf. Bovis. Jerusalem Qucscion, p. 65.
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the Vatican openly and specifically espoused the U.N, plan. By then thers was
good rezson to fear that the 1emporary division of the city, with [srzel in control
of West Jerusalem. would harden into a permanent arrangement. In the ercucli-
cal fn mulriplicibus Pius X1I staied:

We are confident that these supplications and hopes, indicative of
the velue which such a large number of people attribute to the Holy
Places, will deepen the conviction in the high assemblies in which the
problem of peace is being discussed that it would be expedient. as a
better puarantee for the safety of the sanctuaries under the present
circumstances. to give &n international character to Jerusaler and jis
vicinity. . . L

Several months later the Pope found it necessary to issue yet znother ency -
lical on internationalization. Since the U.N. failed to implement its propess. =
Jerusalem, the Pzlestine Conciliation Commission was authorized by the Gzpers
Assembly to draw up a new plen which would tzke into zccount the cha
circuinstances in the city since ihie hostilities of May, 1948. The Commissita.
therefore. was entertzining suggsstions which would provide meximum lc.a
eutonomy for Jordan and Isrzel. On April 7. 1949, the Isrzeli government in-
formed the Cosmunission that it would be willing to concede to a funciior«
internationalization (i.e., interzetional control of the Holy Placest. thoush i
remained adumznt on the point of territorial internationalization.?’ One wask
later Pius XII issued the encyclical Redempioris nostri which resiated Vatican
demands for full territorial internationalization and, furthermore, exhorizd
Roman Catholics to pressure their respective goveraments 1o support this plan,
The intensity and urgency of the papal appeal is extraordinary:

We have already insisted in Qur Encyclical letter “‘In Multiplicibus™
that the time has come when Jerusalem and its vicinity . . . should be

34A.-¢S. October 26, 1948, pp. 443-446. Eng. trs. in Rackuuskas, Jurerncrionalizcrion.
p.71.

35The Jewish Agency accepted the plan of Internationslization in 1947, and according
to informed sources the majority of the Jewish population was willing to impiement the
U.N. provision at that time. However, after the savage battles for Jerusalem and the whele-
sale destruction of the synagogues in the Old City, few Israelis were still willing i¢ conside:
internationalization seriously. Kenneth Bilby, New Star in the Near Fast (Gerden City.
N.Y.: Doubleday and Co.. 1950), p. 202. and Dov Joseph, The Fairhiful City (New York:
Simon and Schuster. 1960). pp. 334-336. The Arab League, meanwhile, reversed is position
on Yerusalem. Earlier. the League had railed against internationalization as an inirusion oi
" Arab sovereignty but. mow that Jerusalem was in the hands of Jordun and Isracl. the Lezgue
clamored for the U.N. plan. Jordan, which gained control of East Jerusalem. was even mare
obstinate than Israel in refusing internationalization. King Abdullah flatly refused the
scheme of functional intemnationalizaiion which the Isracli government was willisz 10 con-
- sider. Bovis. Jerusclcm Question, pp. 60-64. 79f1.. 113-119.
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accorded and legally guaranteed an “international® status. which in
the present circumstances seems to offer the best and most satis-
factory protection for these sacred monuments.

We cannot help repeating here the same declaration. ... Let them,
wherever they are living, use every legitimate means to persuade the
rulers of nations. and those whose duty it is to settle this important
question, to accord to Jerusalem and its surroundings a juridical
status. ...

Encourage the faithful committed to your charge to be ever more
concerned about the conditions in Palestine and have them make
their lawful requests known, positively and unequivocally, to the
rulers of nations.>®

U.S. Catholics responded. The American hierarchy drew up a statement on
Arril 27, which reiterated the plea of Pius XII. Cardinal Cushing spoke out
forcefully on the issue at a mass rally in Boston’s Fenway Park. The entire
Catholic press, both diocesan and national, carried the papal pronouncement,
and some appended editorials and articles promoting the Vatican view.3”

The most influential exponent of internationalization in the United States
v-as Msgr. Thomas McMahon. During his visit to Iszael in the winter of 1948-49,
McMazhoen gave the impression of having other duties than the official charitable
mission®® on which he came. In fact, the Israeli Ministry for Religious Affairs -
tad openad negotiations with him prior to his visit. and a member of the Minis-
try referred to him as an “unofficial representaiive of the Holy See on political
matters.” Confinning this impression. Pius XII told James G. McDoenald that he

fwogad McMsahon would be able to work out a s2tilement with the Israeli govern-
39
ment,

36.4.-13. Series 1. 16 11949, April 15, 1949, pp. 161-164. Eng. 1rs. in Rackauskus.
frrernationalizetion, p. 72,

S?Ruphuel Huber (ed.). Qur Bishops Speck, 1919-195] (Milw,ukee: Bruce Publishing
Ce.. 1952). pp. 364f. The statement was later reissued at the annual Bishops Conference,
N cember 21, 1949, and puhlished in the journal of the National Carholic Welfare Con-
fe=ence. Cotholic Action 31 (Deceraber. 1949): 20. Catholiv lay organizations, too, passed
supportive resalutions. For example, the resolution passed by the Knights of Columbus at
=2t unanal convention, Columbiz (October, 1949): 14. Cushing’s efforts were praised in
Coommonweal 50 tJuly 1. 1949): 14, For representative editorials commenting on the en-
.vohezl, see in the national press. Americe 81 (April 30, 1949): 151, ard in the diocesan
~ress. Register, May 8, 1949.p. 5.

385ie below, p. 214.

39\1cDonald, My Mission, pp. 93-94, 205206, 190fT., 206. McMahon published a
Ziwlsdimer of his diplomatic mission in his pumphlet, Hills of thie Morning (New York:
TNEWAL n.d.. 19547), pp. 17-18. However, on the basis of conversations with persons who
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McMzhon's position on inteinationalization rested on concepis which went
bevond the rubrics of freedom of access and safety of the Hcly Places. He
insisted on the need for a full restoration and growth of the Christiun population
in Jerusalem in order to save the shrines from beceming mere “muscum pieces.”
Jerusalem must develop into a viwal center of Chiistianity, Only terriiorial inter-
nationalization would provide the atmosphere for the growth of s Christian
population Jarge encugh 10 support such a center. Anything less than full terri-
toriyl internationalization weuld compromise the Christian stake jn the Holy
Land. as McMahon understood i1.%©
. In Sepiember. 1949. the Conciliation Commission forwarded 10 the Secre-
tary General its draift for Jerusalem. According to the Commission’s plan. Jeru-
salern would be divided into 1wo zones. an Arab zone zdministered by Jordan,
and a Jewish zone administered by Isiael. The piotection of the Holy Places
would be the responsidility of the UN Commissioner. and 2 sy stem of inter-
national courts wauld deal with questions invelving the Holy Places. The plen
was neither Nully w@ishiorial nor follh functenzl in its approach to inter
nationalization. Oa ihe first dav of the U.N. dzbate. the Auvsiralian repre-
semztive introducad 2 draft resclution 10 reaffirm the terrirorizl inter-
nationalization previsions of the 1947 pastiticn plan. The Vartican radio com-
mended the Austrzlizn resolution and Catholic action was chennelled in its
support.?! Perhaps the most heralded effort was made by Cardinal Spellman.
who was later credited with gamering crucial Latin American vores in support of
the Australian resolution.*? In the final vote on December 9, 1949. the General

are familiar with the Herzog and McMahon papers. it appezrs that MeMahon. indeed. was a
pivotal figure in Amerjcan-lsraeli-Vatican relations. As yei, I have had no suoess 1o the
archives to ensble me 10 document this assumption. The pertinent evidence would be found
in the CNEW A archives in New York City (where I have limited access), the Spellman papers
in the N.Y. Archdiocesan archives at St. Joscph's Seminary, Dunwoodie, N.Y.. and the
Herzog papers which are now being assembled in .!ez usalem,

40McMahon’s thesis was popularized in his numercus speeches and articles for Catholic
audiences. He reported on the Palestine issues in the following pamphlets published by
CNEWA (and found in CNEWA archives): Job and Jaccb: Only the Meek: The Pupe ard the
Palestine Tragedy: Nent by Bread 4lone: and Hills of the Morning.

“United Nations. Officicl Records of th:e Fourth Session of the Ganeral Assembly.
Ad Hoc Political Committee. Annex, I. A/973: A/AC. November 12 was dusignated by the
Pope as a day of praver for settlement of Palestine in harmony with Christian nghts.
America 82 (November 26. 1949): 216. Vatican Radio support for the Australian resolution
was reported in the New York Times, November 27, 1949, p. 27, See American efforts in
Huber, Qur Bishops. and Catholic Action 31 (November, 1949): 3.

2 1his was particularly true for Cuba, Huiti. and Bolivia which had not supported the
Australian proposzl at the outset and then chanzed their votes in the final counting. “in
keeping with the wishes of the Catholiv vountsies.™ Glick, “The Varicun. Latin America and
Jerusalem,™ p. 216. Glock noted that Spellmun directed the papal nuncies of all Latin
American capitals to mzhe vigorous representations demunding that the Latin Americcn
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Assembly rejected the Conciliation Commission's plan for Jerusalem and reaf-
firmed full territorial internationalization. The Vatican hailed the vote but,
again, the implementation of the decision was thwarted by Jordanian and Israeli
opposition. By the Spring of 1950. the resolution was paralyzed by a stalemate
in the General Assembly.4>

Official Catholic persistence in calling for the implementation of territorial
internationalization continued unabated. In the U.S. the campaign was waged by
the articulate Msgr. McMahon, who asserted that:

Come what may through the politics of fair accompli and the inepti-
tude of the U.N., the Church and churchmen have by no means
abdicated their just right to demand their stake in the Holy Land of
Jesus Christ.**

America’s editors, too, were on the alert to call attention to the unrequited
claim of Christianity. Time and again the paper urged the U.N. to implement its
decision. even advising that sanctions be imposed to force compliance. Editorials
reminded Truman of his campaign pledge to support internationalization, and
both Christians and Jews were criticized for praising Israel as long as it did not
abide by the UN. order.*> One editorial even went so far as to draw a macabre
analogy: ; .

...the World Jewish Congress insisted that the graves of Nazi con-
ceniration-camp victims should not be entrusted exclusively to
Germans—so, ton, shrines of Christians cannot be entrusted exclu-
sively to Jews and Arabs.?¢

Apprehensions lessened, somewhat, a3 the Israeli government took effective
action to eliminate causes of complaint. Access to Christian shrines in Israeli
territory was open, incidents of desecration were rars. and the Israeli govern-

governments take an uaflinching stand on full territoris] internztionalization, On Vatican
pressure in the U.N. in reference to ihe vote, see also the Vaw York Times, December 13,
1949, p. 1.

4380vis. Jerusalem Question, pp. 78-91. Bovis gives a concise history of the meander-
ings of the resolutien in the ULN.

Wi of the Morning, p. 7. Sce also McMahon's letrer to U.N. Secretary-General Dag
Hammarskold, September 16, 1953, and his telecram to President Eisenhower, November 4,
1954. Rackauskus, Internationalizetion, pp. 50-81.

43 imerica 82 (December 31, 1949): 381, and (February 4. 1950): 511; 83 (June 17,
1950): 313, and (September 16, 1950): 619; 84 (November 4. 1330): 124; 86 (December 8,
1951): 275, and (December 15, 1951): 298..

%8 g mcrics 83 (June 17, 1950): 313.
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ment was paving reparations for the damages.*” Though the official Cathiliz
stand on internationalization remained unchanged, the crusading spirit in t==
press ebbed. Critical reactions to Isrzel now turned largely on the second issoz.
the Arab refugees.

The Arab refugee problem can hardlyv be described objectively. lts history =
enmeshed in polemic, news reporis are charged with emotion, and most evaluz-
tions tend 1o disintegrate into political-moral debates. However, in order to peis
Catholic response in a reasonable perspective, it is important to review brigil:
the “facts™ and the range of their interpretation.

On the crigin of the problem Arabs and Jews differ. The Arzt view clain:s
that the Jews drove out the Palestinian Arzbs by use of force. tzrror, arc
intimidation. Arzbs point to the Deir Yassin incident as a confirmaiion of Israsli
guilt and responsibility *® The Isrseli counter-claim maintains that though th:
Jews wished 10 govemn their U.N .-approved state in peaceful co-existence with
the Arabs, the neighboring Arab countries invaded Isrzeli territory from all sides,

. Arab nstionalisi leaders encouizged, and even ordered, nativ: Arczhy 10 lzzve
their homes to meXe room for the invading armies. while astining tne feein
Arshs a speedy retumn to a wholly Arab country *®

A dispassionate study of the preblem reveals that the leaders of iha Jewish
state neither planned nor anticipated the Arab exodus. Much of the mass fLght
was voluntary. although sociological and psychological faciors inherent in the
1948 sitvation contributed enormously to a contagious flight psvehosis. Nei
least of these factors was the collapse of Arab morale, the absence of nztive Arab
leadership, and the hysteria which fed on increasing Israeli military victories.
Based on precedents of Arab warfare, Palestinian Arabs could expeci nothing
less than massacres if the Jews were victorious and an isolated incident gave
credence to such fears,>°®

ey o

47 [sraeli Government, Jeruselem, 1948-1951, Three Years of Recansiruction (Jeru-
salem, March, 1952), pp. 28-29. Christian News from JIsrael published a chrericle of govern-
ment regulations and transactions reloting to the Christian communities. For example, on
restitution of ecclesiastic properties and repair of churches and religious institutiosns during
1949-1950, see Christian News from Israel 1 (August, 1949): 2, 8; (September, 1949): 3:
(December, 1949-January, 1950): 3; (March-April, 1950): 5-6. By November 16, 1935, &l
outstanding claims of the Roman Catholic Church in Israel were settled. Ibid.. 6 (December.
1955): 21.

“Fayez Sayegh, The Palestinian Refugees (Washington: A.M.A.R.A. Press, 1952), pp.
9-24. Deir Yassin was an Arab village massacred by a Jewish terrorist splinter group cn
April 9, 1948, before the Israeli military gained control.

49y sraeli Government, The Arab Refugees (Jerusalem, 1953), pp. 7-14.

50pon Peretz, Isael and the Palestinian Arabs (Washington, D.C.: Middle East Insti-
tute, 1958), pp. 4-8. Also, Joseph Schechtman, The Arab Rejugee Problemn (New York:
Philosophical Library, 1952), pp. 1-7. Schechtman outlines in detail the three major phases
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The U.N. struggled with the refugee problem for many years. The variety of
commissions and plans attest to the complexity of the problem. The first solu-
tion attempted was repatriation, OF interest is the initial Arab reaction to this
proposal. Until 1949, the Arabs were opposed to repatriation, reasoning that it
implied a recognition of the State of Israel and a reminder of their inability to
dislodge the Israelis. In contrast, the Israeli government had no fixed position
concerning the problem.’! Tables were reversed after the signing of the armi-
stice traaties in the spring of 1949. Now the Arabs demanded re patriation, while
the Israelis moved towards categorical rejection.>2 The U.N. then tumed to
schemes of resettlement of refugees in Arab states, where their absorption would
be not only esconomically feasible, but also beneficial to the host countries.
These programs met with steadfast opposition from the Arab states. Even small-
scale work-telief programs failed for lack of cooperation.’® Unsolved, the prob-
lzm remains a festering sore in the Middle East.

The Catholic Church ook an early interest in the refugees. It prided itself
on having preceded the U.N. in care and relief activities.*® In the U.S. the New
York-based Catholic Near East Welfare Association played a very prorninent role
in this charitable work. In August, 19-18, Archbishop Arthur Hughes, papal
Internuncio to Egypt, appealed for large-scale relief funds for the refugees. He
s2nt one telegram to the Vatican and the other to Cardinal Spellman. In less than
a month. Speiiman dispatched 550,000 from CNEWA and another $25,000 from
the War Ralief Services of the National Catholic Welfare Conference.*5 Ship-

of flight. No accurate account of the number of refugees has becn made. Relief agency
figures are bzsed on ration lists which have been found to be inflated. Bernadotte's figures in
19458 totalied less than 400.000. Sce Peretz, feael, p. 30. note 2, for a discussion on the
discrepanuies in retugee figures.

Slpo; early Israeli offers of repatriation, see ibid., pp. 33. 40-30. Israel repatriated
25.000 Arcb reiuzees, and another 8,000 .returned urnder the “famiiv reunion™ scheme.
Ibid.. pp. 49, 55.

52 fgracti opposition was based on fears of harboring a fifth column 2s long as the
insecure political situation, in which no peace treaties were signed, prevailed. These fears
were amply supported by Arab rhetoric. Schechtman, Arab Refugee, pp. 24-26.

531bid.. pp. 35-41; Peretz, [srazl, pp. 13, 77-94. Schechtman, an authority on world-
wide problems of reiugees, maintains that there are no precedents for successful repatriation
of population. wheieas resettlernent has proven to be a feasible solutior. He also maintains
that an unoificial exchange of population actually occurred in Israel following the 1948 war
when Israel absorbed 522.000 Jewish refugees from Moslem couniries. Sthechtman, The
Reiuges in rhe World (New York and London: A.S. Barres & Co. and Thos. Yoseloff,
1963),p. 262.

52 A\merica 80 (March 26, 1949): 677.

*5yfinuzes ot the Executive Committee, CNEWA, August 27, 19458, C.\:E\S'A archives,
Shipmeni of the manies was publicized in 2 NC-NS Bulletin, September 13. 1948 (8), 4.
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ments of food. clothing and cther supplies followed. At the Bishops™ Confe:znce
in November. 1948. McMahon was authorized 10 go to the Holy Land as Spezjal
Representative of the American hierarchy in order to investigate the needs of the
Arab refugees and to disburse S75,000 of Emergency Relief Funds. By Jznuary,
1949, the diocesan press was printing appeals by McMahon to “adopt holy
towns like Nazareth.” McMa'.on returned in March, as the papers siaid. “Weeping
at What He Saw." His report stimulated a Bishops Emergency Drive. which meade
a nation-wide appeal for fur.ds on Maich 27. at the Laetare Sunday Mzss.*¢

Whether by design or inadvariently, the Catholic press presentad the refuge2
problem largely from the Arazb perspective. Phrases such zs “driven ovt”
“forced to flee.” “brutally uprnoted.” left no doubt thzt the guilt lav soiely
with the Jews.®7 Reports detziled the misery and deplorable livir.g condiiions of
the refugees. but failed o note the reluctance of Arab states 10 make2 zny
provisions for their kinfolk. It was the human interest zngle. the emoiional wg
of the storv. thai seized the zitention of the piess. while the molitical bulk.
ground of offers znd counie:-ofiers went unheeded. More telling than e con-
tent of the stories were the znalogies cmployed. In some papers the Isrzelis voere
likened to Nazis: in others. t¢ Titus and a string of tyrants; ané in siill vihers.
the Arab “expulsion™ was parzlleled hypothetically to “shipping off 2l 1'.S.
Negroes to Portugal.”*® A ty pical conclusion was that of the syrdicated weexiy.
QOur Sundayv Visitor:

Israel is a state that shouid not exist. How can it have God's blessing.
how can it flourish whgn it is founded on the robbery of ihe
900.000 innocent people.t”

Anti-Jewish nationalism cculd now be legitimately couched in meralistic terms.

and there was indeed a high correlation between earlier denunciations of

56 Minutes of the Board oi Trustees, CNEWA, November 18, 1946. CNEW A archives.
Spcllman was instrumental in the McMahon appointment and in obtaining papz] cpproval
for the mission. At the annual meetinzs of the following years (November 17. 1949: Novem-
ber 16, 1950: November 15, 1951: November 13, 1952), progress reports on the relief work
were delivered. For press accounis. see Catholic Action 30 (December. 1958): 2: NC-NS
Bulictin, Januarv 7, 1949; Register. March 27, 1949, p. 2; America 81 (March 26.
1949): 678.

57 These phrases cropped up. e.g.. in papers as dissimilar as Cetholic Mind =7 (June.
1949): 372; Columbia 35 (Octcber. 1955): 4; The Priest 11 (December. 1935): 982: Socic!
Justice Review 41 (February, 1949): 350.

58The most blatant examples are found in Sign 28 (May, 1949): 5-6: 31 (August.
1951): 2, and (November, 1951): 6: 32 (Dccember, 1952): 9-12. Also, Coluribic 35
(October, 1955): 4; and Social Jusrice Review 48 (November, 1955): 276-277. .

S90ur Sundey Visitor, March 25,1956, p. 2. On the figure cited. see noe S0.
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Zionism and present moral indignation. It is not farfetched to assumne that some
papers exploited the refugee issue for its anti-Zionist content. '

Only a small percentage of the refugees were Citholic, yet Catholics plunged
wholeheartedly into relief efforts. Over 2000 priests and nuns administered to
their needs in refugee camps."" Without questioning the humanitarian impulse
which inspired these efforts. for Christian missionaries have always been involved
in humanitarian causes in all parts of the world, one may ask if there were other
motivating factors. McMahon’s own words are suggestive:

For the Catholic effort in this humanitarian endeavor illustrates the
fact that the Palestine problem is not bipartite but tripartite. There
is 2 Christiun stake in the Holy Land.®!

It did the Church no harm to give visibility to its claim of historical and con-
temporary int2rest in Palestine.

Of at least equeal importance was the concern of the Vatican for the safety
of Catholic mircrities in the Middle East. The precariousness of the position of
these minorities was heightened during crises or periods of intense nationalism,
when Arab was frequently equated with Moslem.5? Moreover, Christian com-
munities were afraid of being identified with the Western countries which sup-
ported Israel. For fear of reprisals. muny Christians sought to outdo the Moslems
in support of tha Arab cause.®® The solicitude of the Vatican for the Arab
rafugees, regardicss of religion, could serve to demonstrate effectively Catholic -
olidarity with the Arab cause. In June, 1949, Pius XIl set up the Pontifical
Mission for Palesiine to consolidate and strengthen worldwide Catholic relief
efforts in the Middiz East. McMahon was appeinted president of the Mission,
and in his regorr of November, 1951, he announced that the Pontifical Mission
had already expended ten miillicn dollars in aid for the Palestinian refugess.®*

OV timates cenerzlly run io approximately 150,000 Christian reiugees. of whick only
35,000 were Catholics. America 80 (March 26, 1949): 677. Ct. Carnolic Biblical Quarterly
12 (J2ruary, 1930). 114. The Ponitifical Mission for Palestine Report of 1954 calculated
ihat toere were 269 Poniifical centers for refugees in the Middle East and 31,000 refugee
chiléren enroiled in Pontifical schoeols. Minutes of 1iie Board of Trustees, CNEWA,

CNovertber 18, 1952 ONTWA archives.

610uoted in America 80 (Maich 26, 1949): 677.

82 A. M. Hourani. Minoritics in the Arah Warld {London: Oxford University Press,
1547), po. 34-35.

63 Commonweal 3% 10ctober 8, 1948): 614-615.

S finutes of the Board of Trustees, CNEWA. November 15, 1951, CNEWA urchives.
O: riiv amount, two miliien was yiven m cash and the remainder in goods and services. Also,
Unitin 1 (Qutober-Dezembei, 1949): 79-80, and Eustern Ciirches Quartery 8 (October.
1o-i%): 269-273.
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The magnanimity of the Church was both commendzble and expedient.

Along with the problems cof internationalization and Arab refugees. =
theological problem also surfaced. To question the Jegitimacy and justness of =
Jewish state may have appeared 10 be a necessity. Theologians were faced wiz-
an ol:mous driemma of how 10 fit the unexpectedlv renascent Isrz=l in:o

culties in preserving the atmm,-he-e of a pllgnm s Holy Land in the te:h:-_
logically progressive and secular Jewish state,

At the outset, a conservutively traditional assessment dorninzted Czinol::
thinking. This approach assigied ro positive role 10 modern Israel. It lookes
upon the State as a secular aberration, potentially inimical tc Christiznin .
Jewish control over the Holv Land could not be lasiing. for the lend wz.
promised to the “spiritual sens ¢f Abraham.™ the verus Isreel, which is 7.2
Christian Church.®* Invokirg Romans 9:6. “They are not al! lsrzelites who eo: -
sprung from Isrzel.” Mser. Mzithew Smith, editor of the Regisrer. explzinzd:

Therefore the présent Zionist staie can have nothing spirit:al to
contribute to the werld. znd on Biblical grounds it has not [sic]
right to the Holy Land. If God has given any group a mandate to
occupy the country.. it is the Christians. . . .%¢

An article in the monthly of the Catholic Central-Verein. Socia! Justice Revie. .
also denounced the validity of any theological claim to Palestine on the psr: >
the Jews: i
There was 2 time when such a Pzlestine claim was warranted; that
was during the days when the Jewish religion was God's one and
only religion. . . . That was when they were given the land for the
purpose of carrying out Israel’s divine mission. That mission they
have no more.

Speculations on the eschatological significance of the Jew ish Staie were nct
lacking. Pilot adjured its readers to view the events and the war in the Holv Lazd
as “something vastly different” from similar political evenis elsewhere. ar.d
mused upon the likelihood of its bringing about the Second Coming.88 Ir line
with a popular belief that the State of Israel was inherently evil, some even
subscribed to the view that it would beget the Antichrist.

“!. 'Osservarore Romano. May 14. 1948, quoted in Pinchas E. Lapide, The Lest Trirs:
Popes and the Jews (London: Souvenir Press. 1967), p. 282. This same belief wzs echoed =
Sign 27 (January, 1949): 39-40. in a homilctical piece on the inevitable failure of Zionism.

“Rq:‘srer. March 6, 1949, p. 2.
6130:&1 Justice Review 41 (June, 1948): 75-78.

68-Ve cannot but wonder if the problem of Palestine will go on plaguing the \.ev"
until there is offered with the solution of the Jews and the solution of the Arzts. a soiuticn
of the Christians of the werld.” Pilor. August 27, 1948, p. 4.
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There is an old legend, accepted by many Christian Fathers, that the
Antichrist will be of Jewish descent and from the tribe of Dan, that
he will be circumcised, will rebuild Jerusalem and the Temple, in
which he will set himself up as God. Likewise, he will begin his
seduction among the Jews, who will accept him as the Messias.®?

Rev. Edward A. Cerny, in a presidential address to the Catholic Biblical Society,
also spoke of the “messianic™ implications of the new State. “Perhaps it is too
early to say,” he admitted, “but we cannot help taking notice. The question is
aiready being put to us by our pupils.” Cerny observed that there were two
possible explanations for Israel’s functioning again, “at least temporarily,” as a
nation. Either it was Divine Providence to bring Israel back to her ancient
hiomeland as a “preliminary to that conversion and to her ultimate incorporation
into the Church where she is destined to play a glorious part before the end,” or
it is that “an Antichrist, if not the Antichrist expected before the end, is already
operating in Israel.”7°
The first possibility found echoes in other voices. Catholic World printed a
sermon contending that the political renascence would usher in a new era of
conversion. Articles reiterating this expectation appeared in influential American
Catholic journals with large clerical readership.”' An in-depth theological de-
velopment was assayed by French Dominican theologian Yves Congar.”? In his
visw, modarn Israel was a stage in the fulfillment of the final promise. Political
restoration was nacessary in order to bring into the Holy Land a representative
sross-section of tie entire Jewish people who would ultimately find the way to
Jesus in the disappointing realities of return, The “realities” which would jar
Judzism from its complacency would be the disparity betwsen statehood and
messianiz vision of the prophets, the difficulties of adapting the “laws of Moses™
10 2 modern state, and the complications that would arise with rebuilding of the
Temple, All of these problems would force the Jews into “a blind alley of
zrave,” that is. Jews would recognize Christianity as the only solution. The new
:ate, then. had a “‘positive™ mission, althoch the generosity of Congar and the

$9E dirorial by Msgr. Matthew Smith in the Register, March 27, 1949, pp. 1, 6.
70The address was printed in Catholic 8dlical Quarterly 12 (April, 1950): 119-120.

71 Catholic World 169 (August, 1949): 326-329, and 170 (December, 1949): 192-197;
Hom:letic and Pastoral Review 51 (October, 1950): 47-49; Americen Ecclesiastical Review
124 Junuary, 1951): 31-36. In the latter article, Nicholzs Rieman, S.J., noted that a “sur-
rrising percentage of immigrants to Israel are Christian in sentiment, and at times, in belief,”

"yves Congar, O. P., “*Sens dz Ia restauration (politique) d'lstael au rezard de la penste
~hretienne,” Notre Dume de Sion, Sessions d'fnformation (July, 1955). Congar's views
~czched the English-speaking public in the following articles: “"The Srtate of Israel in Biblical
Punspective,” Bleckjrices 37 (June, 1957): 244-249; and “Modern Israzl, Fulfillment of
G+d’s Promise?™ Theology Digest 9 (Spring, 1961): 95-96.
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theologians who espoused the same idea sprang from their expectations of
Jewish.‘conversion.” It was not until after Vatican 11, when ecumenical-mirded
theologians began to recognize the validity of post-Christian Judaism. that en
appreciation of the Jewish State. apart from missiological cunnotztions, couid
emerge,

Preservation of the Christian image of the Holy Land was the practicel
problem which troubled Catholics. Not fundamental theologically, it never-
theless exerted u considerable psychological force. For Christians. the impor-
tance of the land lies primarily in its religious memories. It was the birthplace of
Jesus, the land of his ministry, and the place of his martyrdom. The excitem=n:
of the land is not in its present, but in its past. Although some churches hei=
invested heavily in establishing religious and cleemosynary insiitutions, the He s
Land is still primarily a pluce of shrines, and all Christizn efiorts on its bep”
have been to safeguard these secred places and (o provide access 10 them fv-
their pilgrims. Filarims who come to venerate these sites, consecrated throv s
their associaticn with the life of Jesus and his aposiles. want o jind ihem o
their first century sciting, in order to be zble to experience the land of the Bir.:
and the Gospels.

Not so the Jews. While they, too, have numerous kiblical and post-Eiblice!
recollections which endow the land with a sacredness. the Jand, in and of its=7;.
is venerated as the home of the Jewish nation. The land is part of an ongoirc.
pulsating national life. The ties of the people are 10 its climate, to its soil, and i0
its growth. The country which served a glorious past lives very much in thz
present, with great expectations for the future, Thus technological developmens
enhances the land for the Jews, while for the Christians development is an:
intrusion which disfigures its essence. The pilgrim wants to recapture the pres.
ence of Christ’s time, not a2 modern, bustling country! Understandably, pilgrim
sympathies tend to be with the Arabs who (unwittingly) preserved that life,
rather than with the Jews who (unwittingly) disturbed that image.”® Pilgrim
literature reverberates with the longing for a Pilgrim’s Palestine. Happyv is the
visitor who can write:

The Holy Land, for the most part, has changed little since the time
of Christ. ... Shepherds still roam the fields, oxen still pull the
plows, the fisherman’s nets can still be seen drying on the shores. . . .
The colorful garb of the natives provide genuine biblical atmos-
1::1‘1e‘:re.1'5

73For example, Paul Demann, “Signification de P'Etat d'Isracl,” Caliiers Sioniens 5.
no. 1 (March, 1951): 32-43; Charles Journet, “The Mysterious Destinies of Israel,” The
Bridge 2 (1956): 77.

“ank!y stated by an American Catholic visitor to Palestine in 1946. America 79
(January 19, 1946): 428.

75From a pilgrim’s report in Sign 31 (December, 1951): 46-49. See alvo Cerholic
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The decade that followed the establishment of Israsl brought with it an
aileviation of sume of these antagonisms feli towards the new State. In part it
was due 0 Israzl’s own efforts. In larger part it was due to events outside of
Israzl. A not insignificant factor in creating the change in perspective was the
political upheaval in neighboring countries in the Middle East. The relative
security of Christian institutional and personal life in Israel, vis-3-vis the growing
insecurity of Catholics in Arab countries, subject to Leftist coups, became an
important factor in Catholic reassessments of the Jewish State.

Study and Discussion Questions

1. What was the initial Catholic recaction to the formation of the state of Israel, and what

faciors produced this reaction”

Wiy was the internationalization of Jerusalem crucial, and what events finally led to

wfticial Vatican support of internationalization?

. Huow Jdid Mszr. MeMahon support his position on intemnationalization? :

What were the 11otivating forces behind the Catholic refugee relief program?

. How und why did the Catholic press tend to support the Arab side of this issue?

. D2serike the theological issue confronting Catholics over the establishment of Israel.

. When did the Cutholic theologizns reassess their approaches to the siate of Israel and
why?

8. VWhat lessons can be gained from a thorough investigation of this kind?

[
.

BB SR

Dizest 26 (December, 1961): 110-113, which pruised Bethlchem's citizens for striving to
retain the biblical imagze. and Richard Pattee in Columbia 35 (November, 1955), who noted
tle dizappoinument of Christian pilgrims in finding the 10wns of the Bible “'modernized.”



. and financial disclosures by officeholders; stress on an
official commitment to the rule of law for all offenses,
“from mugging to Watergating; disowning the use of
“national security” as a cloak for illegal activities; opposi-
tion to “big brother intervention in our daily lives” by
wiretapping and secret surveillance; an end to the kind
of guplicity.. and_ secrecy in -government that mired us
in Vietnam ' and’ Watergate. In short, a realistic facing
up to the sins that led to the present GOP plight.
Taken all together, Senator Percy’s recommendations
will be seen by many Republicans as plain horse sense.
Even before the election to fill Mr. Ford's seat, there
were a growing number of Republican officeholders who
had decided not to seek reelection next time around—
a good indication of their conviction that popular re-
sentment directed at the President extends to other mem-
bers of his political party. But what if the party manages
to clear its skirts of the dirt of Watergate and create
some distance between itself and the President? This will
take some doing, of course, but if the GOP succeeds in
this, by following the lead of men like Senator Percy,

“ .

its prospects in 1976 may not be as bad as they at first
appear. : i

Just suppose, for example, that Senator Kennedy does
not run in 1976 and that presently front-running Senator
Henry Jackson wins the Democratic nomination. Sup-
pose too that GOP leaders have sense enough not to

* get locked in with Vice President Ford as their pre-

ordained candidate. Given Senator Jackson’s stance on
Vietnam, defense spending, the SST and various other
crucial issues, what would be the reaction of independent
and liberal voters to his candidacy? If the GOP candidate
were Rockefeller or Reagan, the result might be a stay-
at-home standoff. If the Republican man were Senator
Percy or someone like him, many such voters might even

. find him preferable to Senator Jackson and cast a Re-

publican vote, Watergate or no. Much depends on what

" the Democrats do, therefore, as well as on Republican

efforts to cleanse their own house. Certainly, however,
it is too early to write off GOP chances for 1976 entirely.
While they still have a chance of shedding the Nixon- "
Watergate image, the Republicans are down but not out.
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» FROM ROME — '

THE VATICAN AND ISRAEL .

On Monday, Jan. 14, while Henry Kissinger was com-
muting between Cairo and Tel Aviv, the Vatican made
its own modest move in the Middle Eastern game.
Federico Alessandrini, head of the Vatican press office,
told journalists that the Pope no longer objected to the
construction of a mosque in Rome (provided, of course,
that “as for the location and outward dimensions, due
regard would be paid to the special character of Rome
as center of the Catholic Church™), Until then, the Vati-
can had always opposed any such plans on the strength
of the Concordat, which obliges the Italian government
- to ban anything detrimental to the sacred character of

the city (on the same ground the police once forbade
the Roman performances of Hochhuth’s play The Depu-
_ty). The little present had probably been intended for
the Egyptian .foreign minister Ismail Fahmi, who was
supposed to visit Rome early this year, but Kissinger's
rapid progress made it advisable to anticipate the an-
nouncement, as a signal of the Vatican’s continued
friendly feelings towards the Arabs and of its interest
in another Holy City: Jerusalem.

One month earlier, on Dec. 22, Jerusalem had been
the topic of an unprecedented meeting in the papal
palace, where Paul VI received Emperor Haile Selassie
of Ethiopia, President Gaafar Numeiri of Sudan, Vice
President James Green of Liberia and Foreign Minister

Vernon Mawanga of Zambi4. To his unusual visitors the
Pope explained his projec{ for the future of Jerusalem
which consisted in the internationalization of the city
and its administration by a mixed religious commission,
chaired by a representative of the Catholic Church. The
scope of the meeting (which appears to have been sug-
gested by King Faisal and President Bourghiba) was to
invite the African countries to sponsor the plan in the
U.N. ,
The internationalization of Jerusalem had been a con-
stant goal of Vatican diplomacy since the declining years
of the Ottoman Empire, but especially since the rise of
Zionism had made it likely that one day the city might
fall into the hands of the Jews. At one time, between
the two World Wars, the project had been close to suc-
ceeding, but the idea of setting up an international con-

" trol board had to be abandoned, when the Vatican re-

jected the British condition of a Protestant chairman.
After 1947 it became increasingly unrealistic, as it was
clear that internationalization would not satisfy the aspi-
rations of either Israel or the Arabs. Nevertheless it was
forcefully upheld by Pius XII, who dedicated two en-
cyclicals to the subject, and by the majority of Palesti-
nian Catholics, led by the Franciscan Custodian Alberto
Gori, unwaveringly hostile to the Zionist claims. But
after the annexation of the Old City by Jordan, Gori

& March 1974: 4
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(who meanwhile had become Patriarch of Jerusalem)
soon established a friendly modus.vivendi and for the
time being the subject of internationalization was quietly
dropped.

The situation changed again radically in 1967, when
the whole of Jerusalem was occupied by Israeli forces.
The old project, which had been dormant for almost
two decades, was at once revived by Pope Paul, who,
even before the ceasefire, demanded the internationaliza-
tion of the city. This hasty intervention, at a moment
when the government had already announced its inten-
tion to respect the rights of Christians and Moslems to
their holy places, was deeply resented in Israel and was
met by a firm refusal of the government. In the follow-
ing years the Pope referred to the problem in more cau-
tious terms, notably in his message to the Islamic con-
ference of Rabat (1969), when his careful avoidance
of the word “internationalization” was taken by many to
indicate a change of tactics, if not of policy. During the
same period, however, the Osservatore Romano contin-
ued to insist on the necessity of internationalizing Jeru-
salem and published periodic attacks on the Israeli
authorities for the “Judaization” of the city.

On Jan. 15, 1973, Golda Meir visited the Pope—a
remarkable event, for the Vatican had never recognized
the State of Israel, and no head of the Israeli govern-
ment had ever been received by the Pope. Mrs. Meir
herself spoke rightly of a “historical occasion,” but she
was immediately contradicted by .Alessandrini, who mini-
mized its importance in what was easily the rudest state-
. ment ever released after an audience. He pointed out
that the Prime Minister had not been invited, that the
Holy See had cordial relations with all Arab countries,
and particularly insisted on “the native and inalienable
rights of the three monotheistic religions™ concerning

Jerusalem. Mrs. Meir reacted with utmost courtesy (“I
certainly did not invade the Vatican,” she said mildly),
but the press and public opinion in Israel felt bitterly

.offended. Nobody had forgotten how easily the Church

had adapted to the Jordanian occupation of the holy
places, and it was also a well known fact that it had
never protested against the prohibition for Jews (one of
“the three monotheistic religions” the Vatican had so
much at heart) to visit the Western Wall of the Temple,
nor against the looting of their synagogues and ceme-
teries. Not unnaturally, Rome was accused of anti-Sem-
itism, and the whole long story of old and recent griefs
against the Church was retold.

The diplomatic activity of the Vatican after the Yom
Kippur War shows that its aims are still unchanged; and
if the Arabs may now prefer internationalization to the -
VIsraeli administration, there is no reason to suppose that
to Israel the Pope’s intervention is any more acceptable
than before. Msgr. Pio Laghi, the Apostolic Delegate
in Jerusalem, has certainly had the most unpleasant job
of his life, when on Jan. 2 he carried out the instruc-
tion to explain the Vatican position to the Israeli govern-
ment. A few years ago, in an article on Jerusalem and
the Holy Places, Prof. Francois Delpech wrote: “The
role of the Church is not to defend rights, but to live
the Word of God and to witness to it. It is quite normal
that she should desire basic freedom. But she must re-
main poor. She must not aim at power. She must not
cause scandal to the whole world.” At a time when
others are making the first serious efforts towards peace
in the Middle East, the danger of scandal is greater
than ever.

' HENRY TEN KORTENAAR

(Henry ten Kortenaar is Commonweal’s regular corre-
spondent in Rome.) _ .

.f. . -

WASHmGTOH REPORT m

THE REALITY OF THE 'n;imsz'r

The federal budget for the fiscal year beginning July 1
is now before the Congress—all 1071 pages of it—and
disputes over its orientation and apportionments are
reminiscent of the saw about the two housewives arguing
over the back fence—they disagree because theyre
arguing from different premises.

The obvious premise underlying the budget—be it
that drafted by a'Democratic or a Republican adminis-
tration—is that it is not only an economic but a political
document. It is shot through with ambitions, tendencies,
prejudices, private-sector pressures, campaign commit-
ments and post-election compromises, More antiseptically
stated, the federal budget is “both a statement of our

national objectives and a plan for achieving them,” us
the opening sentence of the budget summary states. It
is, of course, both more and less than that,

Revenues to keep the budget afloat, it should be
noted, still come from you and me. Fiscal year 1975
estimates are that individual income taxes will account
for 42 percent of revenues for that year; second largest
source is from corporation income taxes, 16 percent.
And, as to where it goes, 29 percent will be spent for
activities labeled “national defense.”

One other fact to keep in mind is that, even with
the most sincere of intentions, the federal budget may
be, often is, s:ausucally misleading. For example, head-
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tive™ organization, and indeed it has won
{he cheers of a2 number of ultra-conserva-

American Mercury and Noontide Press—
turn on the national socialistic, “Aryan"”
racial philosophy of Francis P. Yockey,
who despised conservatism and promul-
gated the doctrine of subservience of the
individual to the glorified state. In pri-
vate, Carto will admit his admiration of
what Yockey called “the Revolution of
1933"—the advent of the Third Reich.
And under the aegis of the “conservative”
Liberty Lobby, Carto’s front-men—at a
series of secret meetings around the coun-
try during 1971 and 1972—outlined a
vague contingency plan for a right-wing
military dictatorship in the U.S. should
“Communism” make further gains.

After visiting Yockey in jail, Carto
wrote: "I knew that I was in the presence
of a great force, and T could feel History
standing aside me.” The fundamental and
visible part of that history is anti-Semi-
tism, which has surfaced despite the “con-
servative” mask of Liberty Lobby.

The new radio series “This is Liberty
Lobby” will carry the organization’s ex-
tremist message to an ever-larger audi-
ence. The broadcast operation was started
in March, 1973, with four subscribing
stations. By the week of November 5,
however, Liberty Letter could boast to its
readers that some 107 stations were al-
ready airing the daily five-minute broad-
casts and that there were hopes that a
whole network of stations would be added
in the near future.

That was the week—November 5-9—
that Liberty Lobby focused on the Yom
Kippur war in a five-part series calling
for a halt to all American support for Is-
rael. The Lobby’s broadcaster pulled out
the most worn and vicious of anti-Semitic
canards to back his thesis of a conspiracy
to involve the U.S. in the fighting—the
“Zionists” had maneuvered this country
into the two ‘World Wars, the “Zionists”
controlled the American press, Listeners
were urged to send for the Lobby"s anti-
Jewish tract America First and to pres-
sure their congressmen into demanding a
change in U.S. policy in the Middle East.

IT wouLD BE a mistake to consider the
Carto organization an inconsequential
“fringe™ group. With its trappings of
“conservatism” and its cleverly contrived
image as one organization that “really
gets things done” in Washington, it has
had broad appeal for years and is now
seeking to expand its audience,

The fact that Liberty Lobby is engaged
in the dissemination of blatant anti-
Semitism is therefore a sobering one.
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The Catholic Church And
The State Of Israel

A Catholic priest explains why the Vatican still does not offi-
cially recognize Israel—and why there is hope of change.

by Marcel Jacques Dubois

HE JOURNEY of Pope Paul VI to the

Holy Land in January, 1964, aroused
extreme interest in Israel, even a deep if
obscure hope. In the political circum-
stances of the time, the pilgrimage was
veritably an attempt to square the circle:
the Pope, on an official visit, was to go
through a State whose existence the Vati-
can did not recognize! Despife the great
goodwill, in Rome and Jerusalem, with
which the itinerary was prepared, Jewish
feelings were bound to undergo a measure
of frustration that would at times be deep-
ly wounding or resurrect earlier anguish.
Thus, although the “Shalom, Shalom™
with which the Pope ended his speech at
Megiddo moved the Israelis profoundly,
they were all the more surprised that the
Holy Father had not made a single men-
tion of the name of Israel. It was to His
Excellency Zalman Shazar, Tel Aviv, that
the Pope's telegram of departing thanks
was addressed: a diplomatic subtlety
which confirmed that the Vatican recog-
nized neither the State nor its capital.

Paradoxically, however, it is when the
Vatican seems most concerned with up-
holding its rights that, in spite of persist-
ing in non-recognition de jure, its tangi-
ble attitude amounts to a recognition de
facto of Israel as an interlocutor.

This was so at the time of the Six Day
War, On the second day, the Vatican
still referred to the doctrine of the corpus
separatum, a domain under international
rule, for Jerusalem and Bethlehem. At
the end of the fighting, @ Roman prelate,
Msgr. Angelo Felici, was sent to Jeru-
salem to discuss with the Israeli authori-
ties the status of the Holy Places and the
situation of the Christian communities.
Political observers saw in this encounter
the opportunity for a very diplomatic ex-
change of complementary interests: it
was altogether to Israel's advantage to
come before the General Assembly with
the prestige of having already received
the Vatican envoy. On the other side, the
Roman Church was no doubt desirous to

Father Dubois is Superior of the Centre of Jewish
Studies and Jewish-Christian Dialogue of the
Dominican Fathers in Jerusalem. a lecturer in the
Hebrew University department. of phnlnmp‘hy. and
a contributor to Petahim, a a guag
quarterly in lsrael.

be the first to discuss the question of the
Holy Places. with the new occupant of
Jerusalem. Whatever these interests and
calculations may have been, in Msgr.
Felici's visit to Jerusalem the Vatican
did, in fact, recognize the Israeli govern-
ment as an official interlocutor.

It is in this context that we must survey
the multiplying encounters these last few
years between the representatives of the
State of Israel and Vatican dignitaries.
In January, 1972, Msgr. Benelli, a figure
of particular importance in the Curia,
visted Jerusalem. Officially, it was a pil-
grimage, but it is certain that he met
several government personalities. Then
there was the visit of Minister of Foreign
Affairs Eban to Pope Paul VI in October,
1969. Above all, the Embassy of Israel in
Rome maintains a permanent nexus with
the Vatican Secretary of State, and in the
Embassy there is a counsellor in constant
touch with the Curia. From vear to year,
the relations between the Vatican and
Israel have been improving: the cordiality
of the personal links has toned down the
official character of such conversations.
The progress is evidenced by comparison
of Vatican reaction to several events.

In December, 1968, a dynamite-filled
car exploded in the Mahane Yehuda
open-air market in Jerusalem, a crowded
pre-Sabbath shopping rendezvous for
Jewish housewives. Thirteen persons were
killed. The Church hierarchy was silent.
How different its reactions when in re-
prisal for the hijacking of Israeli civil
aircraft, an Israeli military unit destroyed
thirteen planes in the airport of Beirut, in-
a swift and skillful strike that harmed no
human creature. Apprehensive of the con-
sequences in the shaky equilibrium of
Lebanon, the Holy Father sent a message
of sympathy to President Helou.

Things were diametrically otherwise at
the time of the Lod massacre in May,
1972, and the Munich crime in Septem-
ber. A cable from Pope Paul VI to the
President of Israel won particular atten-
tion and respect, and even generated a
sense of relief.

IT was RiGHT for the Jews and the
Christians. at least on the highest level,
to rejoice at the founding of an Interna-
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‘political struggle.

Moreover, the totalitarian radical left
is convinced that because of the unique
histery and racial composition of Ameri-
can society, its oppressed racial minori-
ties constitute an important explosive
potential which can ultimately be per-
haps the prime factor in achieving revo-
lutionary transformation of the society.
The totalitarian radical left chose to take
sides against the Jews—not so much a
matter of wanting to do battle with the
Jewish community as a fixed determina-
tion to show the blacks, especially the
most radical and nationalistic, that they
could count on the total support of the
revolutionary left. As for the Jews, they
were expendable.

‘And just as the Jewish community was
viewed as part of the enemy at home, the
Jewish nation, Israel, was cast in the same
role abroad. With the winding down of
the war in Vietnam, the attention of the
radical left shifted to the Middle East,
where Israel and the Arab world were
engaged in a desperate struggle. To radi-
cal left organizations the fact of Soviet
and Chinese opposition to Israel con-
firmed that Israel was a redoubt of West-
ern imperialism while the Arabs were an
authentic third-world people struggling
for independence.

The radical left is unmoved by truths
because they are irrelevant to its con-
ceins, which are less related to the re-
alities of life in Israel and the Arab world
than with the position of the United
States in the Middle East. To the far left
the backbone of world capitalism is
America. To weaken and eventually de-
stroy American influence in the world is
the prime requirement for the world vic-
tory of “socialism.” So the Arabs are the
good guys, the Israelis the bad.

Jews, although never indissolubly wed
to either liberalism or conservatism, had
a long history of involvement in the left-
wing movements that sought to improve
not only their economic, social and po-
litical position but that of all. It was
hardly a surprise, then, that large num-
bers of young American Jews in the fifties
and sixties were attracted first to the civil
rights movement and later to the New
Left. Many opted out at the early signs of
black nationalist and New Left hostility
to American Jews and Israel—but many
more did not. The result was a sharp con-
flict for many Jewish parents; Jewish or-
ganizations, religious and secular, were
wracked by division almost daily on spe-
cific problems, the mere discussion of
which pitted the “particularists” against
the “universalists,”

These debates failed to shed light on
some historic truths, especially that Jews
have never been secure in societies domi-
nated by the right or by the left when
extremists of either wing assaulted demo-

cratic institutions or created a climate in
which peaceful democratic reform was
thwarted. Moreover, these debates ig-
nored the maxim that a Jewish communi-
ty divided is a Jewish community even
more than usually vulnerable to the hos-
tility of others, that in times of stress
the Jewish minority is the only one
against which the majority and the other
minorities have something in common—
latent historic anti-Semitism that can
quickly become a powerful political tool
and is recognized as such by both the
radical right and the radical left. The
Jewish community today is the target of
a pincers movement from both the right
and the left, damned if it does and damned
if it doesn't. And the pressure is being
applied not alone by anti-Semitic political
extremnists but by many who consider
themselves unbigoted, moderate liberals
and conservatives.

No sooNEr had Israel successfully de-
fended itself (in 1967) than the world
began to impose on it the novel approach
that in war the victor must sue for peace,
that Israel must yield to Arab demands
without so much as a concession from
Arab leaders that the Jewish state had a
right to exist.

From some government leaders, some
church groups and some opinion molders
throughout the world—notoriously silent
for the 20 years that Jordan had illegal-
ly occupied the Old City of Jerusalem
and barred entry to Jews and non-JTews
who had passed through Israel—came the
revived notion that perhaps Jerusalem
should be internationalized after all, as if
there were something odious about Jewish
sovereignty over a historic Jewish city.
That notion emanated from places as
high as the American State Department
and the Vatican, as well as Protestant cir-
cles that had long had both missionary
and charitable interests in the Arab
world.

From France—symbol of resistance to

wartime Nazi occupation, Israel’s ally in:

1956, provider of the jets that were the
backbone of Israels air force—came a
refusal o honor an agreement for addi-
tional aircraft and the supplies to service
those on hand, salted with remarks about
Jews generally as an “elite” and difficult
group—and a deal to provide those same
aircraft to one of Israel’s enemies, Libya,
with no assurance they would not eventu-
ally rest in the hangars of one of the con-
tinuing combatants, Egypt.

And the Soviet Union—which had lent
its enormous weight to the Israeli side in
the United Nations debate that resulted in
establishment of the state—was supplying
heavy military hardware to Israel's ene-
mies and pouring calumny on her in the
U.N: :

No amount of sophistication about the
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influence of self-interest, Arab oil and
other hard realities of international politi-
cal life and intrigue sufficed to explain
the rapidity with which major elements
in the world shifted gears on the Jews,
particularly where Israel was involved.
The only answer that seems to fit is that
Jews are tolerable only as victims.

STATEMENTS AND PROPAGANDA calling
for the destruction or dissolution of Israel
are seen by Jews as attacks against them-
selves and against world Jewry—the ulti-
mate anti-Semitism. Of course one can be
unsympathetic to Zionism or oppose Is-
rael’s position on specific issues without
being anti-Jewish; but many of the anti-
Israel statements from non-Jewish sources,
often the most respectable, carry an un-
deniable anti-Jewish message. Some of the
public utterances that pass for legitimate
discussion mask a real hostility to Jews as
Jews, often couched in language or in-
nuendo plainly anti-Semitic.

Gratuitous and illegitimate assaults on

Israel provoke Jewish anger and awaken
the ancient Jewish anxieties. For except-
ing the Jewish religion itself, Israel repre-
sents the greatest hope and deepest com-
mitment embraced by world Jewry in two
millenia. Just as Israel’s survival depends
in substantial measure on support from
Jews in the United States and elsewhere,
Jews in the Diaspora feel that their own
security and the only hope for their sur-
vival as a people in a world from which
anti-Semitism has never disappeared de-
pends in large measure on the survival
of Israel.
" In an inspection of genuine anti-Semi-
tism around the world, from some old
and some very new sources, much of it
having political overtones, and a hard
look at the thinking and action of respect-
able elements in regard to Jews, the re-
spectable community presents the larger
problem. Its indifference or antipathy to
Jews and Jewish concerns is far more
subtle than the blatant forms of anti-
Semitism and religious discrimination
against which the Jewish community long
ago constructed firm defenses, and far
more rooted in self-righteousness. If Jews'
are now perceived as legitimate objects
of criticism, scorn and calumny, if Jewish
concerns are not regarded at least on a
par with those of other minorities, we
have either returned to an old and vicious
form of scapegoating or there is some-
thing very new and potentially very dan-
gerous at hand.

In either case, there is an obligation to
alert the Jewish community and the gen-
eral public. For only when the full in-
formation is made available—and the full
pattern emerges—can persons of good
will here and abroad call a halt to this
fresh injustice against history’s favorite
victim,
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Pope Paul in Israel with Zalman Shazar.

tional Catholic-Jewish Liaison Commit-
tee to foster mutual comprehension, ex-
change of information, and collaboration
in domains of common interest and re-
sponsibility. Its foundation incontestably
manifests, on the part of Rome, a wish
for openness to the Jewish reality. On the
Catholic side, there are five members,
prelates and theologians, appointed by
Cardinal Willebrands, with papal approval;
on the Jewish, are representatives of the
Union of American Hebrew Congrega-
tions, the World Jewish Congress, the
Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B'rith,
the Synagogue Council of America and
the American Jewish Committee. The
meetings have been friendly and reward-
ing. However, if on the Catholic side
there is full readiness for a dialogue,
there is still unease among Catholics in
Israel: the Jewish members of the com-
mittee understood instantly that the Jewry
of Israel should be represented—Profes-
sor Zwi Werblowsky is the nomination—
but no Christian from Israel is in the
Catholic membership. The Hebrew-
speaking Church of Israel was not ap-
prised of the existence of the committee
or invited to share in its work. This
would hardly be so if the State of Israel
were officially recognized by the Vatican.

The reasons why recognition is yet to
come are of three different kinds. The
first is the current practice of the Holy
See in international politics: it has never
recognized a country in a state of war,
or one whose political frontiers were not
yet assured by international agreement.
The second reason is diplomatic and re-
ligious: concerned as it is with the issue
of the Christian communities in Arab
lands, the Holy See must take account of
the reactions of their governments.

The final reason is deeper and more
difficult to grasp, for it has never been
clearly expressed: it is one of theological
reservation. It is certain that, in the realm
of traditional teaching and the attitudes

of official institutions, the Church is not
yet ready to accept, even to understand,

. the return of the Jews to Zion. This reser-

vation is complicated and aggravated by
the problem of the refugees, where—
strange but true—the most conservative
of Christians and the New Left find them-
selves in the same camp.

IN SUCH SEEMING RIGIDITY, whence
any hope of change? In persons rather
than in institutions, at least in the first
stages of a thaw. For the Church is not
only the hierarchy, it is the whole com-
munity of all the Christian people. There-
fore, an adequate and exhaustive account
of the actuality of relations between the
Church and Israel requires careful heed
of how Catholics are beginning to dis-
cover and understand the Israeli reality.
Many new facts appear that are rich in
significance and pregnant with hope.

The Christian conscience which was
felt to have been put in question by the
tragedy of the concentration camps was
given a new summons on the creation of
the State of Israel. The assembling of the
Children of Israel in the Land of the
Bible has obliged Christians to become
aware of Jewish identity. Israel has a ter-
ritory, a flag, a passport, institutions. This
awareness is ever growing in attentive
Christians at the sight of Israel’s daily
struggle for the defense and vindication
of its right to exist.

Faced with this new situation, Chris-
tians have reacted in different ways,
grouped into two attitudes. The first is
marked by an approach more narrow than
ever: lack of comprehension, incapacity
to accept the facts. This virtual allergy
derives from more or less conscious the-
ological assumptions. The general ten-
dency is roughly this: the Diaspora is
considered as a consequence of Christ’s
crucifixion, punishment for deicide, and
Zionism thereupon appears as a proud
presumption, in opposition to the Will of
God, Who has punished His people, con-
demning them to wandering.

It should suffice to remind those who
so think that the Diaspora is six centuries
anterior to the death of Jesus. They
should, in particular, be referred to the
documents drawn up by the Second Vati-
can Council on Jewish culpability. Un-
happily, such Christians are oblivious of
this theological renewal and still reason
along the lines of former categories and,
most distressingly, believe that they have
the support of the authority of the Fathers
of the Church, whereas, in many cases,
they impart their own anti-Semitism to
the texts of the Fathers.

Likewise with the argument that it was
the role of Jewry to prepare the people of
God for the Church. Now that the Mes-
siah has come, the Jewish people has no
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longer any reason to be, so the Jews as a
nation may now vanish and, in any case,
have no right to occupy Palestine! This,
thesis, generally presented in theological
garb, is too often mixed with political
considerations and thus is to be found
among the slogans of New Left Christians.

BUT THERE IS an opener attitude, more
respectful of reality: that of Christians
with a knowledge of Israel’s past and of
history, and conscious of the permanence
of God's plan, studying Jewry's present
annals in the general perspective of the
History of Salvation. In this great adven-
ture of Israel, from Abraham up to our
own days, they discover the continuity of
a mysterious Divine pedagogy towards
a people which remains mysteriously
marked by its original election. This ac-
knowledgement is felt by the Christian
conscience as an invitation to wait, to be
attentive, to consider contemporary events
of Jewish history in silence and in hope.
More and more Christians are adopting
this posture for the sake of the very exi-
gencies of their faith in the plan of God.

The new style of pilgrims, priests and
laymen, religious and secular, their num-
ber rising each year, come to venerate the
Holy Places, to seek the traces of their
Lord; but they are also concerned with
discovering in the Land itself and in its
landscape — particularly in Jerusalem —
the roots of their faith, the vestiges of the
history of a people which is also their
own history. Many enter Israel’s universi-
ties and schools to study Jewish sources
and tradition so as to initiate themselves
into the Jewish people’s way of reading
and hearing the Word of God.

And last but not least, on a more si-
lent, more secret register, are those who,
like the Psalmist, “have set Jerusalem at
the height of their joy,” who come to
dwell in this Land because it seems im-
possible for them to live elsewhere. With-
out din or publicity, small contemplative
communities have come to settle in Jeru-
salem and elsewhere in Israel to pray for
Israel in communion with its destiny.

Finally, more and more attentively, we .

. respect what might be called subjectivity

and place ourselves in its angle to under-
stand Israel’s actual demeanor, and even
vouchsafe the Jewish soul to be faithful to
its own identity. In this perspective, the
return to Zion seems to imply a return to
God, or, at least, allegiance to a mysteri-
ous vocation in which Christians rejoice
to be attentive and exigent witnesses.

The importance of such a movement
cannot be exaggerated. Just as facts pre-
cede and prepare laws, the experience and
reflection of the faithful advance the-
ology. All this reflects hopeful progress in
the relations between the Catholic Church
and the State of Israel
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Semmary and ADL, attracted college. university and theologi-
cal seminary faculty interested in practical methods of integrat-
ing Jewish studies in materials in their courses.

“YHE ISRAELIS," an edited version of the CBS-TV news
special, may be rented or purchased through ADL's audio-
visual department . . . Dr. John Bunsel, president of San Jose
State College, discussed the misuse of affirmative action pro-
grams by universities and corporations at a meeting of ADL’s
San Francisco regional board. Milton Jacobs, chairman of the
board, and Stanley Jacobs, director of the Central Pacific office,
explained ADL’s purpose and programs on an hour-long KGO
radio program . . . Benjamin R. Epstein discussed quotas and
preferential treatment in college admissions on .the NBC-TV
network “Today” show and was also a guest on the WABC-TV
“AM. New York” program to discuss black-lewish relations.

CHARLES GOLDRING, a member of ADL's national commission
and national executive committee and chairman of the wills,
legacies and endowments committee, was the subject of a full-
length feature story in the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner maga-
zine, “California Living,” which talked about his two favorite
avocations—ADL and spear-fishing!

DAYLE FRIEDMAN, a youth member of ADL's Denver execu-
tive committee, had her first-hand observation of Israel during
the Oclober war printed in the Denver Times. Seventeen-year-
old Dayle is an exchange student in Israel . . . Abraham Fox-
man, director of leadership for ADL, was a guest with novelist
Yuri Subl on the N.Y. WEVD radio series, “World of Jewish
Books” . . . Judith Herschlag Muffs, the League’s program co-
ordinator, is the author of an article on the iate Rabbi Abra-
ham Joshua Heschel in the magazine “Conservative Judaism.”

Honors s

ROBERT R. NATHAN of Washington, D.C., internationally
known economist and government adviser, was named national
chairman of ADL’s Society of Fellows, a leadership group

which aids the League in campaigning, planning and program
interpretation . . . Silvia Silbert (Mrs, Theodore H. Silbert), a
New York City community leader, named chairman of the
N.Y. Women's Division of the ADL Appeal.

FLORIDA GOVERNOR REUBIN ASKEW named 1974 winner of
ADL's Leonard L. Abess Human Relations Award by the
Florida regional board . . . Betty and Semator Herman Tal-
madge the recipients of the League’s Abe Goldstein Human
Relations Award at a Southeastern board dinner in their honor
. . . Herbert J. Stern, the US. attorney for New Jersey and a
member of the League's NJ. board, appointed to a US. Dis-
trict Court judgeship.

HERB G. GROSBY, a member of.the Indiana regional board,
selected for “Who's Who in the Midwest” . . . Victor G. Rosen-
baum elected chairman of ADL’s Chicago executive committee

. Rabbi Joel S. Goor, a member of the Pacific Southwest
regional board, elected president of the Pacific Association of
Reform Rabbis . . . Lester J. Waldman, retired director of
leadership and development, appointed ADL. archivist, historian
and chief of protocol.

We Mourn .. .

JACK Y. BERMAN, assistant secretary of the Anti-Defamation
League, 2 member of the national commission, the national
executive committee and the national budget committee.

Of the numerous Jewish communal organizations to which
he devoted his talents, resources and energy, his first love was
ADL, which he served in many capacities for more than 30
years. One of the first chairmen of the Los Angeles ADL Coun-
cil, he played a leading role in the establishment of the Pacific
Southwest regional board in 1948, was its preudent and chair-
man of its executive committee, and beld various leadership
positions during the nearly ‘two decades he served on ADL's
national commission.

His commitment to justice and compassion for others in-
spired all who knew him. A beloved and dedicated leader and
friend, he will be sorely missed. He was 67.
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THRESHOLD OF PEACE
Continved from page 1
ment along the Syrian-Israeli lines. Any
such move would also have to address the
issue of Israeli prisoners of war. I recall
all too vividly the torment of Americans
over our P.O.W.’s in North Vietnam.
Secretary Kissinger judged very astute-
ly the moment when Egypt and Israel
were equally ready to go from a state
of permanent hostility to a state of possi-
ble accommodation. He converted that
readiness’into a formula that both coun-
tries could accept. We pray that this can

now likewise be done with regard to the

confrontation on the Syrian-Israeli front.

A process of awakening has started in
the region where fear and death have
stalked frontiers for over a quarter of a
century. It has come at a terrible cost.
The United States will continue to work
in every way to encourage a permanent
settlement acceptable to both sides. It is
my hope that from such a peace will flow
greater cooperation between the Arabs
and Israelis and among all people.

Our enemies are not other nations or
groups of humapity different from our-
selves. Our enemies are hunger, disease,
poverty, ignorance, hopelessness, fear and

hatred. Our great challenge is not in mili-
tary confrontation but in harnessing the
natural resources and industrial genius of
humanity to assure better lives for all
Americans and the entire family of man.

A Jewish sage made the beautiful |

prophecy that Israel will be rebuilt only,
through peace. This applies to the Arab
states and to our own country as well.
The great religions of the Western
World emerged in that holy land which
is at long last on the threshold of peace.
That land is also sacred to the believers
in the Koran. Christian, Jew, and Mos-
lem all share the same supreme Creator.

DO YOU CARE. ..

About the kind of world your
children and grandchildren will
live in? You can plan today for
their tomorrow by including
the Anti-Defamation League in
your estate.

For detailed information and
a ""Declaration of Intent,”
please write to:

Charles Goldring, Chairman

Wills, Legacies & Endowments Commitiee
Anti-Defamotion Leogue of B’nai B'rith
315 Lexington Avenue

New York, N.Y. 10016
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F‘ROM its very beginning the Zionist move-

ment was followed by the Vatican with close
attention, Some four months before the first
Zionist Congress in Basle (29-31 August 1897)
the Civilté Cattolica, the semi-official Vatican
periodical, edited by the Jesuits, published an
article “The Dispersion of Israel over the
Modern World” (April 1897). The anonymous
author (until 1948 no articles were signed)
states that, according to the New Testament,
Jews had to live in the diaspora as slaves to
the gentiles, until the end of time. The curse
they had called upon their own heads and
those of their children would hold good for
ever.

Of what advantage would a country of their
own be to them (it was asked), seeing that
they refused to do manual work and preferred
to live on usury? Moreover, it would be un-
thinkable to entrust them with the guardianship
of the Holy Sepulchre, though no scruples
were felt with regard to Muslim authority. As
 for a rebuilt Jerusalem as capital of a state

of Israel, this would never happen, being con-
trary to the words of Christ himself. At the
end of time the Jews would join the Church,
but there was no promise that they would
ever return to Palestine. The whole project
was only a wild dream, a fancy of the “Iscar-
ioths” and ‘“Caiaphases™ (as the Jews were
called). The remedy for the Jewish problem
was not Zionism but a return to pre-emancip-
ation times, when Jewish usury was kept in
check by special decrees.

The second Zionist Congress (end of August
1898) was also commented upon (in Septem-
ber 1898). The Jews (it was said) were the
hidden power behind the Dreyfus Affair (then
at its height). They provided the money to
keep up the agitation, long after Dreyfus’s
guilt had been proved. A report on the third
Congress (September 1899) notes the absence

* The author of this original article is at present
Tutor and Counsellor at the Open University, Lon-
don; she is also a member of London Study Centre
for Christian-Jewish Relations.
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Vatican and Zionism

1897-1967

of any pronouncement on Jerusalem: “What
kind of Zionism is that, which from the very
beginning renounces Jerusalem and all the
ancient realm of Palestine? Does this not
mean that they are renegades and admit that
their intentions are utopian? Why not give up
the name of Zionism altogether? The race of
deicides, though favoured by all anti-Christian
sects, feels itself, even before the fight, over-
come and defeated by the Nazarene” (p.749).

In the following years, until General Allen-
by’s conquest of Palestine, Zionism is only
briefly alluded to and always in the same
negative spirit. In October 1902 on the occa-
sion of the second Austrian Zionist Congress,
the Civilta is pleased to note that the Ziomnists
are fighting among themselves. The Jews who
had so far gone to Palestine were refusing to
work on the land but exploiting one another
as “usurers”. A few lines in February 1911
say that the “wretched Jews” in Syria and
Palestine have no need to work hard as Roths-
child is looking after their needs. The same
banker was financing also the Alliance Isragl-
ite Universelle which is often singled out by
the Civilta as the centre of Jewish world
domination; through this organisation the Jews
were able to infiltrate the Middle East.

After the first World War the paper reflects
the serious attention given by the Pope to the
consequences of the Balfour Declaration. In
March 1919 a short article, interpreting a
recent address by Benedict XV, “The Voice -
of the Pope in Defence of the Christian East”,
says the enthusiasm over Allenby’s liberation
cf the Holy Places had been short-lived; the
intention had clearly not been to further the
Cliristian cause, least of all the Catholic cause,
but to favour Jews and Anglo-Saxons Protest-
ants who wanted to instal in Palestine a Jew-
ish republic. Censorship during the war had
prevented the Holy See from voicing its anx-
iety, but now the Pope could no longer remain
silent. He must speak up for the interests of
Christians. The Holy Places were in danger
of falling into the hands of ‘“the enemies
of . . . Christian civilisation” (p.15). It would
be an infamy if non-Christians were allowed
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to occupy a privileged position in Palestine,
especially if the Holy Places were entrusted
to them. No comment was made on the fact
that both the land and the Holy Places had
been in the hands of non-Christians for many
centuries and that the Vatican had accepted
this situation. Pre-eminent now was the pain-
ful thought that with the “rule of the Zion-
ists” imminent, Jews were intent upon the
destruction of Christianity in the very place
which saw its origin,

There was a further problem for Jewry
itself (it is explained). Since the French Revo-
lution Jews had flattered themselves on being
fully emancipated citizens of the states in
which they lived — Frenchmen, Italians,
Americans, Germans, despite their different
religion and race. And though they exploited
this position to rule the economy of their
adopted countries (sic) they attempted at
least a show of patriotism. This would become
impossible now: they would all be citizens
of the new Jewish state and therefore for-
eigners in the countries of their residence.
The dangers to Christianity by Zionism in the
charter worked out by Balfour and “his Jew-
ish banker Rothschild” were so great that they
would have to be discussed more fully in a
future article.

The May 1922 issue, in a lengthy article
“Zionism in the Opinion of the Jews”, des-
cribes how little attraction Zionism holds for
wealthy Jews or for the pious. Rich Jews
might found a bank for the Zionists but would
not leave the countries where they were so
well-off. Whatever the circumstances, it was
highly improbable that much would come of
the venture, when for nineteen centuries of
Jews lamenting at the Wailing Wall “there
was no other answer but the frightening echo
ot a curse ‘May his blood fall on us and on
our children’” (p.300). Some Zionists were
ervisaging even the restoration of the Temple,
but “despite himself, the Jew will not dare to
raise his voice against the wvoice of Christ”
(p211).

In June 1921 Benedict XV declared: “We
must deplore the persistent efforts made by
many to change the sacred character of the
Holy Places, turning them into frivolous places
of entertainment” (13 June 1921, p.5), and a
year later (May 1922) the Latin Pat-
riarch of Jerusalem, Mgr. Barlassina,
comes to Rome to lecture on the “im-
moral” and “anti-Christian” activities of the
Zionists in Palestine. In fact, under the High
Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel, they are
said to be the real rulers of the country. Part
ly at least their power was based on the

enormous sums sent to them by world Jewry:
all other ethnic groups had to give way before
them. Arab landowners were ruined and dis-
possessed, most immigrants were Russian Com-
munists. The “moral decadence” of Zionism
is illustrated by references to brothels-in the
Holy City, prostitutes walking its streets and
venereal diseases were spreading. The Zion-
ists’ main thrust was directed against Roman
Catholics: in any dispute between Catholic
and Orthodox Christians, the former were
always seen in the wrong; the Protestants
were profiting by the present situation. On the
whole, Palestine was worse off under the Jew-
ish than under the Turkish yoke. Citing once
more the Pope’s allocution in March 1919,
Cwiltd calls the case of Palestine a particular-
ly saddening instance of general Jewish finan-
cial exploitation — it was_a crime to allow
the current “profanation” of the “sacred soil”
of Palestine.

An article “Zionism in the Opinion
of Non-Jews" (July 1922) speaks of
the “unequal fight” the empoverished Arabs
put up against the Jews. The latter were al-
ways supported by the British, as Sir Herbert
Samuel, a Jew, was on their side. English
planes were bombing Arab villages and reports
of Jewish attacks were not allowed to get into
the press. Brothels are mentioned again, now
facing the Holy Sepulchre itself, and a watch-
ful eye has counted 500 prostitutes. The
Christian minority is said to be exposed to vex-
ations and oppression. Indecent conduct had
assumed such proportions that even the old
orthodox Jewish inhabitants were condemning
the Zionist settlers. The situation created by
“the unfortunate Balfour Declaration” was so
bad that Muslims too were asking for the
intervention of the Holy See. :

Those familiar with the precarious situation
of the few Jewish settlers in the 1920s will
hardly recognise the distorted picture. The
land, dearly bought was in bad condition,
and the Jews, as well as cultivating the long
neglected soil, had to defend themselves
against Arab marauders. The only *“immor-
ality” the colonists could be charged with
was that the women working in the fields
wore shorts. As for brothels, prostitutes and
venereal diseases, they of course abounded
in Middle Eastern countries, though the pre-
sence of the military may well have aggra-
vated the situation. .

Towards the end of the 1920s, a rather
more important issue arose. In 1926, under
the inspiration of a converted Dutch Jewess.
Francisca van Leer, the procurator general of
the Canons of the Holy Cross, Anthony van
Asseldonk, founded the association of “The



Friends of Israel”, whose aim was both the
conversion of the Jews and the fight against
antisemitism. It spread rapidly among the
clergy. Under the title Pax super Israel they
published several pamphlets which, among
other things, asked that Jews should not be
spoken of as “deicides”, that the Good Friday
prayer Pro perfidis Judaeis should be changed
— in short, they demanded the end of all
religious anti-Judaism. In a Decree of 25
March 1928, however, the association was
banned by the Congregation of the Holy Office.

This decree is of great importance, for on
the one hand, despite the usual references
to the expected conversion of the Jews and
tc their “blindness”, it disapproves of the
hatred known as “antisemitism”; on the other
hend, it charges the “Friends of Israel” with
having adopted a manner of speaking of the
Jews which was alien to the spirit of the
Church fathers and the liturgy. In a com-
ment on the Decree (May 1928) Civilta
recommends rather “The Association of the
Sccial Reign of Christ”, one of whose main
objectives was the conversion of the Jews.
One should always remember the peril Jews
constituted to society and that, owing to
their wealth, they governed the world . . .

This is the last reference to Jews, Zionism,
Palestine for more than eight years. Hitler's
rise to power, even his advent in 1833.
strangely fails to elicit any comment, not a
- word is printed on the early persecution of
ﬂ;c Jews culminating in the Nuremberg Laws
cof 1935.

Not until September 1936 does the “Jewish
Question” emerge again with an extensive
discussion of two books, Léon de Poncin’s
Ln mystérieuse Internationale Juive (Paris
1936) and Joseph Bonsirven’s Sur les ruines
du Temple (Paris 1928). The reviewer’s claim
to objectivity is vitiated by the sympathetic
consideration given to de Poncin's antisemi-
tism. The Frenchman rejects Zionism as
the “solution of the Jewish problem” because
Palestine was too small and poor for the
sixteen million Jews in the world and
wealthy European and American Jewry had
no intention of leaving the countries they
were exploiting. Furthermore, Jews, being
by nature parasites and destructive rather
than creative, would never do manual labour
nor had they ever been able to establish a
state and to govern themselves. Should the
British ever leave the country, not a single
Zionist would remain alive. For Bonsirven,
milder and more religiously inspired than de
Poncin, the return of the Jews to Palestine
might well be the providential means to
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accomplish St. Paul's vision that they would
gradually embrace Christianity.

One year later the book Israel, son passé
et son avenir (Paris 1937), by the Dutch
antisemite H. de Vries de Heekelingen, is
quoted for the view that those Jews who did
not want to go to Palestine would see “the
Jewish International” confronted and defeated
by the “Aryan International”. According to
the reviewer, the author had overlooked that
Jews would make of Palestine a centre of
both their financial and communist claims to
world domination. How could one bear to
see the Holy Places in Jewish hands? This
was all the more undesirable since the Zion-
ists had declared themselves openly areli-
gious, if not downright atheistic.

The same opinion is expressed more for-

cibly in September 1938 after Bgitain had .

proposed the partition of Palestine. Civilta
does not like the idea. The concept of a
“Jewish nation” was ambiguous (it says) be-
cause most Jews wanted to remain citizens
of the states in which they resided. The Bri-
tish were to be severely blamed for having
done everything to promote the Jewish “in-
vasion” and nothing for the Arabs, except
opening schools for them. But the Arabs
had no use for education, which only took
them away from the land. There remained
one remedy: the Jews must leave Palestine
and abandon any idea of establishing a state
there. The more reasonable among them
were admitting this. No mention is made in
any of these articles of the by then (1938)
more than desperate situation of the Jews
in Central Europe. Tone, expressions, argu-
ments are all in direct line with the many
instances of an a priori anti-Judaism which
has been evident in Civilta from its begin-
ning in 1850.

The last mention of Zionism before the
war is a brief report (May 1939) on the
British White Paper. The Jews are said to
be profoundly dissatisfied because “the prin-
ciple of ‘historicity’ on which they found
their claims has been misunderstood” (p.478)
From then on until 1945 there is nothing on
Zionism and hardly anything on Jews, their
persecution, the death camps, though Civilta
continues to appear regularly, with a slight
pro-German and a strong anti-communist bias.
In 1945 a short note mentions the World
Jewish Congress's demand for a Jewish state
in Palestine and their claim for the return
of all stolen Jewish property in Europe.

The January 1946 issue contains a neu-

trally worded report of new Zionist efforts
to secure a Jewish state and the immediate
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admission of 100,000 Jewish immigrants. Be-
tween the lines a pro-Arab bias is still dis-
cernible. In September of the same year the
Pope is reported to have been pleased to
receive the Supreme Arab Committee for
Palestine and expressed himself against all
violence including fanatical antisemitic per-
secution. The right of all people in the
Holy Land ought to be respected. he stressed.

During the summer of 1946 Jewish acts
of terrorism are frequently recorded, as is
the support they received from the U.S.A.
Cwiltd notes there are scores of ships in
the Mediterranean, bringing Jewish immigrants
and intercepted by the British, but none
seemed to be available, laments Civiltd, to
bring home Italian prisoners of war.

The “Exodus” is mentioned without a word
of sympathy for its unhappy passengers,
while the victims of Nazi gas chambers are
consistently ignored. A declaration by Car-
dinal Spellman of New York on the rights
of Christians to the Holy Places is given
much prominence (August 1947), so are long
speeches by Arab leaders denouncing parti-
tion and the admission of 50,000 Jewish chil-
dren. Why should the children not go to
the U.S.A. (Civilta asks) where there is suffi-
cient room for them? All Arab countries were
preparing for war and the whole Middle
Eeast would rise if there were a Jewish state
(November 1947).

When fighting breaks out, Jewish attacks
are described in gruesome detail. No con-
cern is shown at the Arabs’ undisguised in-
tention to wipe out 600,000 Jews. A report
-of the Jewish state’'s recognition by the U.S.
and Russia has a distinct pro-Arab bias
(June 1948). Credence is lent to an Egyptian
report that Jews were poisoning the water
supplies of Gaza and elsewhere with typhoid
germs. The medieval legends die hard!
Satisfaction is felt over the Transjordan
account of how the Jews lost the battle over
Jerusalem (June 1948).

24 October 1948 is the date of the first
papal encyclical, demanding the international-
isation of Jerusalem and all Holy Places. A
detailed description is given of the fate of
the Arab refugees: they had fled from the
pursuing Jewish gangs, wandering along the
rcads from Haifa and Jerusalem and having
nothing to eat except olive leaves. Nothing
must be expected from American justice (it
is said) as Truman needed the Jewish vote.
No one should wonder at Jewish military
successes since the Soviets sent them all the
arms. Russia would like to see a communist
state established in Palestine and there were

at least three hundred Russian “observers”
in the country. Their hopes were nearly
fulfilled, for the first Israeli elections had
resulted in a socialist government.

In December 1948 the first signed article,
by the Jesuit A. Messineo, clarifies the: Vati-
can's view. The Pope, as head of the Catho-
lir. Church, had the spiritual and historicai
right to intervene in the conflict. Though
Jerusalem was the Holy City of three reli-
gions, the interests of Christians were far
greater than those of the other two faiths.
Like his predecessors, Benedict XV and Pius
XI, Pius XII had to safeguard the rights of
Catholics, because these rights were threat-
ened by the Zionists; they must be protected
against the fanaticism of non-Christians. The
best solution would be to internationalise all
Palestine; if this was not feasible, at least
Jerusalem and its surroundings must come
under a neutral administration. There were
precedents for the internationalisation of
whole regions -— Memel, Danzig and
Trieste . . . *

Fr. Messineo then presents his version of
what had occurred in Palestine under the
British. Being Protestants they had been
conspicuously anti-Roman and favoured the
Zionists, the Eastern and Protestant churches.
The Zionists had been allowed to exploit the
country, cheaply buying up land belonging
to poor Arabs . A “neutral” observer, Mgr.
Barlissana, is quoted as a witness to the
ruin of the wretched Muslims, to Zionist
corruption and (once again) the increase of
prostitution and venereal disease. As for
Jerusalem, Muslims were probably more sin-
cere in their promise to guarantee Christian
rights, but in any case an international regime
would be best

The same author, in an article entitled
““The Responsibility of the Nations in Regard
to the Problem of Palestine” (July 1949),
stresses the ‘“‘superiority’ of the papal claims
which he says were supported by all Catholic
nations.

The “dangerous influence of Zionism” is
flayed in April 1950 by a Jesuit writer, G.
de Vries. The bulk of Jewish immigrants
irr Palestine is found to be composed of
young people “infected by the worst mate-
rialism” (p.42); they were full of racial
fanaticism, considering themselves the “chosen
people”. These youngsters now belonged to-
the Stern gang or the Irgun. What might
not happen if one day they were to form
the government! It was these same young
people who had violated churches and con
vents, profaned the most holy things in




Christendom, the Blessed Sacrament, the cross,
statues of the Madonna and the Saints. This
was partly due to Soviet influence, now
firmly installed in Palestine, because the
government had handed over to them the
properties hitherto in the hands of emigré
anti-Soviet Russians®

The author goes on to argue that while
Christians had been humanely treated by
Muslims they had suffered brutality at the
hands of the Israelis. For the Jews, Chris-
tianity signified the negation of their faith,
for Muslims Jesus was at least a revered
great prophet. This explained why the Catho-
lic religious authority, in March 1948, pub-
lished a memorandum against the partition
of Palestine. The main problem was not
only that of the Holy Places but the salva-
tion of so many souls, dear to the heart of
Christ, who were “endangered” by the Jewish
congquest of the Holy Land.

Fr. Messineo, who appears to be the spe-
cialist on Middle East affairs at this time.
returns to the same argument in January
1951. Christians bhad fought for hundreds
of years for the Holy Places, while the Jews
were newcomers; the Balfour Declaration had
allowed them to obtain possession of Jeru-
salem by force. The Zionists were priding
themselves on their democracy, but precisely
according to democratic principles they should
evacuate the city, for the majority vote of
the U.N. demanded it. The transfer of their

government to Jerusalem was a scandal.

*  Occasionally there is a desire for greater
objectivity. A “sincere wish of many Jews
in Israel to co-exist in peace with Christians”
is now noted.  Invitations by the Ministry
of Religious Affairs to heads of Christian
institutions and churches to official functions,
where they are treated with great respect,
are appreciated as signs of goodwill; at the
same time it is asked: are they not moti-
vated by purposes of propaganda rather than
by a sincere desire to foster neighbourly rela-
tions?

-The apparently good intentions of the
Israeli government are considered to be in-
validated by a general negative attitude to-

* The present writer lived in the country at
that time and knows of no cases of wilful pro-
fanation, tho certain acts connected with the
war could probably not be avoided, by one side
or the other. The Israeli army conceded a whole
afternoon’'s special armistice at the New Gate,
so that the Convent of Marie-R trice nearby
might be properly evacuated. As for the Russians,

a few churches and monasteries passed under the
authority of Patriarch of Moscow, but there
was little change in their status or personnel.
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wards religion. Israeli education is depre-
cated as being liberal or anti-religious, marxist
and atheistic. Fanatical nationalism had
taken the place of faith. Ordinary Jews were
hating Christians and the cross. A progres-
sive emigration of Christians would inevit-
ably lead to the disappearance of the Chris-
tian community; those who had fled were not
allowed to rejoin their families. All in all,
the situation of Catholics in Israel was a
tragedy.

Israel's advance in 1956 towards the Suez
Canal is mentioned only briefly. The success
i¢ held due to surprise and foreign help. There
is now, however, a rather objective report
which tells of an Egyptian intention to destroy
[srael as brutal as Hitler’s.

The first account of Eichmann’s capture
is slightly biased. Ben Gurion's argument
that, though international law must be res-
pected, Eichmann's is a special case, is called
“sentimental” (July 1960, p.221). The Secu-
rity Council ought to have insisted on the
ikegality of the abduction. Yet the account
of Eichmann’'s death shows some sympathy
with the Israeli point of view. The justice
cf his execution is not questioned, he could
be said to have deserved his end; his con-
science had never rebelled against any of
the orders he was given. His conception of
the world had been totally pagan. The Pro-
testant chaplain who saw him regularly dur-
ing his last two months had to admit that
“Eichmann is less ready than ever to meet
his creator” (June 1962, p.618). May all
political conceptions of the hegemony of the
state — such is the wish of Civilta — soon
disappear like the ashes of Eichmann.

Paul VI's visit to Israel and Jordan, the
meetings with President Shazar at Meggido
and at the Mandelbaum Gate are reported
with no comment, except for an allusion
to Pius XII's help given to Jews during
World War II, for this was the time of the
world-wide controversy over Hochhuth's play
The Represertative. In the January 1964
article on “Paul VI — Pilgrim of Unity and
Peace,” the country is still called “Palestine”
and Jews are only mentioned together with
members of other faiths to whom the Pope
presents Jesus and the Church as the only
means of salvation.

More interesting and even sympathetic is
another piece in January 1964. An Arab
conference on proposals to alter the course
of the Jordan provides the occasion for a
brief account of the origins of the state of
Israel, starting with the first colonies in 1882
going on to the Basle Congress and Herzl's
words *“Today I founded the Jewish state”.
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The people of Israel (the article explains)
bad mever forgotten the bond linking them
17 the land of their fathers and had always
acpired to return. Israel was' also in need
of Jewish immigrants from Russia who were
forbidden by the Soviets to leave the coun-
try. The article ends by speaking of the
inhuman suffering of the six million Jews
under Hitler and hopes that Jews and Arabs,
heving both suffered, may reach a peaceful
understanding.

Here is the first tangible evidence of a
ckange of attitude. It must be seen against
the background of the second Vatican Coun-
cil, Cardinal Bea's efforts for the Declaration
on the Jews, the pro-Israeli views of many
wealthy American bishops (e.g. Cardinal
Cushing of Boston), and it may be a con-
sequence of John XXIII's activities. There
are, however, two more reasons: Civilta also
carries many long articles on Soviet anti-
semitism, which is severely denounced, and
it takes determined action to defend Pius
XIl's silence during the war. Almost every
number produces some material to prove the
‘pro-Jewish attitude of the last popes.

The sympathetic treatment of Israel be-
comes even more obvious in the account of
the Six Day War (July 1967). Arab coun-
tries are blamed for having sparked off the
fighting, and Egypt is clearly meant by refer-
erices t0 an insane hatred prepared to “exter-
minate” (p.96) a whole people. The Israeli-
Arab hatred might be mutual (it is said) but
when the Arabs called the Jews “usurpers”
because they returned to the land of their
ancestors, it was only right to remember
that the Israelis had acquired the country
by paying for it in gold.

A note in November 1967 explains how
difficult it would be for Israel te take the
Arab refugees back, when King Hussein him-
self had told them they could serve the Arab
cause better by constituting a fifth column
within Israel. How could Israel be expected
to accept the return of Arabs who, in Syrian
schools, had from an early age been indoc-
trinated against it.

Jerusalem dialogue

continued ﬁom p.3

their side, without waving flags or issuing
statements of any kind.

Somehow we have to come to grips with
the deafening silence of inert institutional
presences. Because it is deafening us to each
other as individual Christians and Jews. Some-
how we Christians must realistically assess
where we are with our Jewish brothers and
sisters and find & way to say: “Some of our
Christian friends may have been totally silent
during the war, and that is depressing. Some
of those who love you best may have spoken
out, but in tones and sentiments that fall
short of what you, with your own expectations,
consider a Christian response of “whole-
hearted” support. That is not depressing. Con-
structive criticism in a climate of respect and
basic support is absolutely essential for genu-
ine dialogue, and this is something that you
must remain open to hear as well as ready to
offer us Christians in return. We would hope
that the institutional church leaders will some-
day catch up with us, but let us, for our part,
proceed.”

There is no cheap grace, and no easy recon-
ciliation. If a radically new thing is ever to
happen in the Jewish-Christian encounter, the
moralistic cliches and simplistic generalities
of the past have to be carefully cleared away.
They just blur the focus of the hard questions
that still have to be asked, each of the other.
Tossed about by either Christians or Jews.
they can too easily become a cop-out for the
shared work of honest understanding that still
lies ahead.
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JUDAISM

the theological dimensions

*of the State of Isréél |

THE traditional Christian theological posi-

tions towards the fate of Israel, con-
cerning its dispersion and return to the coun-
try, have erred principally for two reasons:
they impose on Israel, both state and people,
a preconceived Christian interpretation of the
events concerning them and try to make
them fit into an artificially constructed “his-
tory of salvation.” Secondly, theologians
tend to see the events of the first century
A. D. in a kind of vacuum, totally disregard-
ing two thousand years of history. It is
impossible to understand the New Testament
writings, as well as Jewish existence today,
without taking into account the insights pro-
vided by this long history. It is moreover
not only impertinent but absurd to theorise
about Israel — state, people, religion —
without being prepared to take notice of
their own interpretation of their destiny and
of their return to the land.

Any student of Judaism will very soon
come up against the fact that Jews, except
perhaps for one brief period in the Western
diaspora, have never conceived of their exist-
ence independent of two factors, closely
connected with each other — their election
and the promise of a small strip of land
on the shores of the western Mediterranean.

" One might even affirm that the election, as

expressed in the covenant with Abraham and
at Sinai, was in view of life in this parti-
cular country. It would be tedious to go
over all the passages, biblical, rabbinical and
liturgical, where this self-understanding finds
expression. Even when far from the land

* This is an extract from an article by the
well-known Catholic theologian in the Journal of
Ecumenical Studies, Autumn 1973. The footnotes
have been renumbered.

Dr. Klein is at present Tutor and Counsellor at
the Open University, London; she is also a member
of London Study Centre for Christian-Jewish
Relations.

—and the diaspora began many centuries before
70 A.D. — Palestine was always considered
the homeland ‘to which they would one day
return. Living among the nations, for how-
ever long a period of time and however
brilliant the contemporary historical situation
might have been — one could cite the Golden
Age in Spain when Jehuda Halevi wrote his
Kusari in which he affirmed that the Jewish
people can serve God perfectly only in the
chosen land — any foreign country remained
still the exile, and Palestine the centre to-
wards which all synagogues were directed,
the focus of hope, the “home of our life,”
as the liturgy calls it. Throughout the ages
individuals as well as whole groups have
returned to the land, and it is accurate to
state that at no time of its history has
Palestine been without Jews.

Yet more significant than the presence of
these Jewish groups is the phenomenon that
in the Jewish mind the consciousness of
their identity was ever closely bound up
with the country, for there were their roots
to which one day, and be it in the days
of the Messiah — or occasionally a false
Messiah — they would return. Martin Buber
in his Isreel and Palestinet has so compre-
hensively described this “History of an Idea”
— his subtitle — that it is sufficient here
merely to. refer to it. Less well-known
probably are the sporadic but sincere recent
attempts of some Christian authors, like F.

. W. Marquardt’s Die Bedeutung der biblischen

Landesverheissungen fuer die Christen® and
his contribution to Gerechtigkeit in Nahost?,
further there is Auf den Truemmern des
Tempels,* edited by C. Thoma, and essays

el Ve Buber, Israel and Pdlestine (London
2. Friedrich-Wilhelm Marquardt, “Die Bedeut-

ung der biblischen Landesverheissun 51 en'; Theologi-
sche Existenz Heute, Nr. 116. { umcb. 1964).
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by Jews and Christians in Unwiderrufliche
Verheissung,” edited by W. Molinski, These
publications as well as some others try to
assess the significance of the state of Israel
in a new manner. To a certain extent at
least they all. fulfil the a priori conditions
for an understanding of Israel by taking into
account Jewish self-understanding and by
abandoning former exegetical and theological
positions. What all the churches suffer from
today is the absence of an up-to-date theo-
logy of their relationship to Judaism. Were
there such a tractatus de Judaeis, written
with the help of Jews, who after all should
best know their own Scriptures and their
interpretation, the compendia in the hands
of all tiblical scholars, like Strack-Billerbeck
and Kittel, would not continue to perpetuate,
in spite of their good source material, a
distorted, totally inadequate image of Juda-
ism. In the absence of any such authori-
tative treatise; the obvious pitfall is to arti-
ficially impose. a “theological dimension” on
the state of Israel. It seems more prudent
to speak of the sign value this state may
possess for the Christian today

. Some brief notes on what a theology of
Israel may contain cannot be omitted, how-
ever. Two points deserve to be emphasised
again: the first is the promise of the land.
There is an almost general consensus among
Christians that the election and the coven-
ant, as described in the Hebrew Bible, is
bound up with the land. However differently
certain concepts were reinterpreted in the
light of new events, there was never any
doubt in the mind of Israel as to the validity
of her claim to the land. From the earliest
strand of tradition to the authors of the
Psalms it was firmly held that the country
of Palestine was bound up with its exist-
ence. The exile in the sixth century B.C.
only strengthened this bond. Deutero-Isaiah
could even for a moment see in Cyprus a
messianic figure because of his edict allow-
ing the captives to return to their country.
Two quotations are sufficient to highlight
the role of the land in post-exﬂlc times:

3. FF. W. Mar?:ardt, “Der 'Zusammenhang von
Volk, Staat und Land — christlich gesehen,” in Ge-
rechtigkeit in Nahost—Juden, Christen, Araber,
Vortraege in der Arbeits emscha.ft Juden und
Christen beim 14. Deuts Evangelischen Kir-
shentag. (Stuttgart, - 1969). pp. 30-38.
4. C. Thoma (ed.), Auf den Truemmern des Tem-
ueis (Vienna, 1968).
Unwiderrufliche Verhefssling. ‘ed. Waldemar

Molinsl:i (Recklinghausen, 1968

And when all these things come upon you,

the blessing and the curse, which I have

set before you, and you call them to
mind among all the nations where the

Lord your God has driven you and you

return to the Lord your God . . . then

the Lord your God will restore your for-
tunes, and have compassion upon you, and
he will gather you again from all the
peoples where the Lord your God has scat-
tered you. If your outcasts are in the
uttermost parts of heaven, from there the

Lord your God will gather you, and from

there he will fetch you, and the Lord your

God will bring you into the land which

your fathers possessed, that you may pos-

sess it. (Dt. 30, 1-6).

In the Psalms which reinterpret the events
of Israel's history, not only is the covenant
eternal but the promise of the land forms
an integral part of the God-Israel relation-
ship:

He is mindful of his covenant for ever . . .

an everlasting covenant, saying: “To you

I will give the land of Canaan as your por-

tion for an inheritance” (Ps. 105, 8, 11).

The problem therefore turns on the con-
cepts of election and covenant. If one is
prepared to accept that these have not been
abrogated, then it follows that the bond
which links Israel to the land has to be
accepted as equally still in force. And here
is the rub! If Christians can admit, with-
out being unfaithful to their own beliefs, that
the Jewish people have never been released
from their covenant relationship with the
one true God, if post-biblical Judaism is
accepted as valid -— in whatever manner
this Judaism wishes to interpret itself and
its role — then one cannot deny equal vali-
dity to the part played by the land in the
Jewish people’s religious self-understanding
throughout the ages, including their retum
to it in our time . . .

It remains the task of Christian theologians
and exegetes to work out in full how the
churches, without giving up the claim to the
universality of -salvation through Christ, must
yet acknowledge Judaism as of permanent
validity and as the particular way of God
with this people, side by side with the
churches. Valuable contributions towards
such a theological understanding have al-
ready appeared. Even a professor of mis-
siology at the Catholic University, Washing-
ton, D.C., is definite that despite all the
past efforts of proselytising: *“Judaism re-
mains firm. If it were merely the work of



men, would it not have perished? Chris-
tianity has not been able to overthrow it.
Must we not conclude then that it exists
precisely because Almighty God, for his own
reasons, wishes it to continue?”® And he
applies to Judaism Rabbi Gamaliel’s words
as reported in Acts 5, 38-39.

It is time now to return to Jewish self-
understanding and to examine one particular
period in their history. In the nineteenth
and well into the twentieth century a repre-
‘sentative part of Jewry in the West nourished
the dream that they might escape their
Jewishness in all that distinguished them as
a particular people from among the nations.
They would know no other fatherland than
the one in which they were born, and would
be Frenchmen, or Germans or Americans of
“mosaic religion.” Zion, Jerusalem, Pales-
tine, belonged to the past and became spiri-
tualised. References to the ingathering of
the exiles, to the return to their own land
and the restoration of the Temple were elimi-
nated from many prayerbooks. There was
to be no Jewish nation, only a more or
less adapted religious faith. Such was the
short-lived dream of the period of emanci-
pation and assimilation. It was at the very
height of this dream, in 1862, that Moses
Hess, formerly an ardent believer in univer-
. salism and a disciple of Karl Marx, pub-
lished his Rome and Jerusalem, in which he
rediscovered, almost intuitively and wunder
unpropitious circumstances, the fact that Jews
are a nation sui generis, and that in order
to lead a creatively Jewish existence they
would have to return to their land. Hess's
inspiration was not mainly religious, yet he
perceived the permanent link between the
country and the people. The true Jew, he
says, needs his land to achieve the historical
ideal of the Jewish people, God's reign over
the whole world.

Hess was a forerunner of the modern
Zionist movement started by Herzl, a move-
ment that can be called purely secular in
its inception. The Argentine, Uganda and
a few other empty spaces around the world
were all offered for the choice of a Jewish
homeland, and Herzl himself was quite wil-
ling to opt for any that held some chances
for a rapid colonization. The idea finally
prevailed that it had to be the ancient home,
Palestine — Zion, the name which gave the
whole movement its impetus, at the same

6. Ronan Hoffman, “Conversion and the Mission
of the Church,™ Journal of Ecumenical Studies, V
(Winter 1968), p. 16. ;
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time as it expressed its goal. Yet the men
of the first Zionist Congress were, like Herzl
himself, mostly assimilated Jews who knew
little of the faith of their fathers; they did
not belong to the “Lovers of Zion” Theirs
was apparently a movement created in re-
action to the then already visible failure of
the assimilation tendency. The historian
might be inclined to see this movement as
part of the strong nationalistic currents which
swept the European continent in the nine-
teenth century. Herzl's own version was, at
least at first, limited and strictly practical:
to found a refuge for those who encoun-
tered gentile hostility in the countries in
which they lived. The Dreyfus experience
in Paris had been decisive for him. Yet to
the eyes of the believer, Jew or Christian,
what he did went far beyond his expressed
aim, particularly when evaluated seven de-
cades after it was first stated.

If we consider thus in retrospect the his-
tory of emancipation, the almost pathetic
belief of many Jews in the possibility of
perfect integration in the Western world, the
twenty-five vears of the state of Israel, it
is possible to discern in both Zionism and
the state a more profound significance; per-
haps one may speak here with great caution
of a certain “theological dimension.” Before
doing so, however, it would be well to firmly
exclude certain interpretations. It is, at least .
religiously speaking, legitimate to grant the
Jewish people a right to its “promised land”;
but it will not do to see in the establish-
ment of the state, or in the amazing vic-
tories of the Six Day War, a kind of mes-
sianic event, an eschatological sign, a ful-
filment of prophecy or a quasi miraculous
divine intervention. Any such explanation of
political matters is merely subjective specul-
ation and highly unrealistic. We cannot claim
to be divinely inspired interpreters of the
facts of secular history, least of all of con-
temporary history. What kind of “theological
dimension” is one then prepared to discern
in Zionism and Israel the state? It would
be too facile to write it off altogether theo-
logically and to see in it nothing but a
purely secular affair.

Both Jews and Christians could distinguish
here two aspects which belong to the sphere
of theology. The first would be that Zionism
and its achievement in the state was a pro-
vidential “salvation of Israel”. This does not
mainly refer to the events in Central Europe
between the years 1933-1945, though there
is a .link between Auschwitz and the pro-
clamation of a sovereign Jewish- state." What



Page Four

is meant here is that, thanks to the Zionist
movement, Jewry became conscious again of
the inexorable fact of their separate identity,
not merely as a religious denomination but
as a people with a peculiar history and a
special task in the course of that history. The
hard fact of the existence of a Jewish state
makes it difficult for the vast majority of
Jews who live among the nations to forget
their Jewishness. This is of capital importance
in a society which calls itself secular, “post-
Christian,” and therefore also ‘‘post-Jewish.”
One might then see in the state the most out-
standing - in -a series of historical events, all
of which tended to force Jews to survive qua
Jews. It surpasses all such previous events
because for the first time in almost two
thousand years a mode of existence has be-
come possible which guarantees them, up to
a point, an independent political, cultural and
religious existence such as they have not
enjoyed since 135 A.D.

If the state serves therefore as a reminder
to Jews that they are to remain Jews, it
reminds Christians — and this is the second
“theological dimension” — that Judaism is a
living reality. It is a sign which Christians
needed, a condemnation of their pseudo-
theology of Judaism which goes back to at
least the second century of our era. Christi-
anity was not to substitute itself for Judaism,
nor the “new” Israel for the *old.” Judaism
is not a “fossilised relic of Syrian society,”
as Toynbee put it. The state is proof of Juda-
ism's dynamic vitality, of its right to ‘exist
and its right to choose its own form of exist-
ence, however contradictory this may seem
to preconceived Christian ideas. It is precisely
these ideas which stand in need of revision,
for there is hardly a book by the most widely
read famous German Old and New Testament
scholars that does not explicitly affirm the
end of the Jewish people as such in the year
.70 AD. One quotation may stand for many
similar ones:

In him [Jesus] the history of Isruel had
come . . . to its real end. What did belong
to the history of Israel was the process
_of his rejection and condemnation by the
Jerusalem religious community. It had not
discerned in him the goal to which the
history of Israel had secretly been leading;
it rejected him as the promised Messiah.
Only a few joined him, and from them
something new proceeded. The Jerusalem
religious community imagined it had more
important concerns, and kept aloof from
this new movement. Hereafter the history
of Israel moved quickly to its end.

Thus the state is evidence that Israel lives
and that it is meant to survive, that rooted
in its consciousness there is a power at work
which ensures its survival as a separate ethnic
and religious entity. In the particular religious,
political and sociological circumstances of our
century the establishment of the state seems
the mecessary sign of the perpetuity of Jews
and Judaism. Even if Jewish life should again
assume another form and if the state should
cease to exist, it would still have fulfilled this
task of proving what hidden energies lie within
this people. Even under the most adverse cir-
cumstances they are destined to survive qua
Jews, and each period of history offered them
~— or imposed upon them — the means for
the preservation of their separate identity.

So far the political implications of the
existence of the state have been bypassed. To
this a brief remark: if one does not assign to
the state of Israel a messianic significance.
why should its policies be judged by the ideal
standards of the prophets who speak of
eschatological times, when the lion will lie
down with the lamb? On proclaiming the state,
the Israelis entered the field of power; there-
fore they are forced to use the methods of
such politics. It may be allowed to a Martin
Buber, or more recently, to a Nachum Gold-
mann to declare themselves dissatisfied with
the achievements of certain methods of Israeli
policy towards, for instance, the Arabs, and
to demand that Israel, because it is the coven-
anted people, should realise in its territory an
ideal situation of justice and peace for all.
Such a demand seems unjust and unrealistic.
Our own bitter experience as Christians should
teach us that any attempt to incarnate the
ideal in the human situation is bound to fail.
The time to beat swords into ploughshares is
not upon us yet.

It has been Israel's unfortunate experience
that she had to conquer or reconquer the land
every time she came into it, and military con-
quest and justice for all are mutually exclu-
sive® The Israeli state is trying to make the
best of a very thankless job and, at least up to
a point, remembers what it feels like to be a
ger. In fact it cannot forget, since the great
majority of Jews live among the nations and
will probably continue to do so. As a Jewish
writer has recently put it Israel cannot be
compared to a circle but rather to an ellipse
with two centres, the one being the state, the

7. Martin Noth, The History of Israel. (London,
1860), p. 432. : )



other the diaspora, and Jewish existence will
have to be lived in a delicate balance between
thse two poles.

It is not for Christians to judge but rather
to delineate the pattern as it unfolds before
their eyes and to fight all a priori views on the
justification of the one or the other way of
life. They may cautiously attempt to interpret
the varipus forms of the existence of the Jew-
ish people in history. In fact, they can hardly
avoid so doing, for — to quote the not too
felicitous terms of the Vatican II Declaration

— as they search “into the mystery of the '

Church” they come up against “the spiritual
bonds which tie the people of the New Coven-
ant to the offsprings of Abraham.” Never again
however must Christians impose upon the
phenomenon of Israel their preconceived
notions as to the meanings of its destiny. The
Jewish people are capable of being their own
interpreters.

8. That the rabbis themselves were perturbed
sbout the. military conquest of Canaan is shown
by Rashi’s commentary on Gen. I, 1, where he
uotes the much older Tanhuma. It explains why

e Torah does not beg‘n with Ex. 12, as it logic-
ally should, but with the story of the creation of
the world. The whole earth belongs to God and
he therefore has the right to dispose of any coun-
try as he wishes, Cf. A. Néher, “Rabbinic Adumb-
ration of Non-violence,” in Studies in Rational-
ism, Judaism and Universalism, ed. R. Loewe (Lon-
don, 1966). 1

9. Hermann Levin Goldschmidt, “Israel in der
Hoffnung des Judentums,” in Unwiderrufliche Ver-
heissung, ed. Molinski.

Page Five

the Anglican
Archbishop leaves

Jerusalem

A slightly shortened article by the Jerusalem
Correspondent of the London Times, Eric
Marsden. 25 February 1974.

- The Most Rev, George Appleton leaves
Jerusalem on retirement, and with him dis-
appears the post of Anglican Archbishop in
Jerusalem, with a pastoral care extending from
Morocco to the Persian Gulf and from Syria
to Sudan.

Within two years there is to be a reorgani-
zation of the Anglican (Episcopal) Church in
the Middle East. The Dioceses of Jerusalem
and Jordan, Lebanon and Syria are to be re-
united, those of Iran and Egypt will continue
as now and a new diocese will be formed
consisting mainly of the chaplaincies of Cyp-
rus and the Gulf. The four dioceses will elect
a presiding bishop from their own diocesans,

In other words, the winds of religious change
have begun to blow in Jerusalem, ahead of
the political one so far as the Arabs are con-
cerned—still late for some, too early for others.

The Archbishop said to me: “A lot of peo-
ple regret the passing of the post of an Eng-
lish Archbishop for the area. But Anglican
Church membership in the Middle East is
dargely Arab and the Arabs maturally would
like to take over its leadership and respons-
ibility for its affairs.”

Archbishop Appleton has spent five years
in Jerusalem and has not shirked the prob-
lems caused by Israel’'s occupation of the
city and the West Bank. His work on the
Inter-Faith Committee and his appeals for
conciliation and an equitable settlement in
the Middle East have brought him abuse from
extremists on both sides, but the support of

many influential Jews and Arabs.

Jerusalem has been reunified by Israel’s 1967
victory by the time he arrived, but he feels
that it “has not yet been reunited”. Like
others close to the problem, he is convinced
that an agreement on Jerusalem and on the
Palestine refugees will be the most difficult .
to reach, yet he is encouraged by signs of
improving human relations.

“The key to long-term peace lies in deve-



\r_'kﬂ..yﬁm’l

)

é
-_UW Pivn o Lk W 1478, 19y 344+ _

B Tt el (e

[VIAPWA™ Oy [ | Svwrige ey 7xy

bt glmex fe oIk - ot (peax,

IRV fi/wt et/ +‘~\n—v /J‘\_.J/ Ao A\~ (“‘ﬁ-m ML“V--‘-)

N

(%)

U St P g Bl oo d [ o o)

U\W|;§ o et il Uy s e

M&(/L‘\’/‘ \Mjl{ 5 fraed "1“\0«09\3’{“’"

FWM (\MMQA& oS TLIA pmy M%MFM

S O ‘-—n-\/hv\- W\WTW

- (k] - B %w_.nq\,t bl po v Nt

/f/“"ﬂ"""““( USNW»&N"FI

,um_

MM @d\uM“"-‘—HEP\

@ e KT v oot e g Lo 1

e Sillea. o peead Q{n\‘mh;)‘ WWM"“T

ot el ghmdma..{,&:u ‘}o-,\ma*h

T e

| W | ek ,ﬁ.m._ /i'\lta] VYW pp NET Thapoy PGE  \TJNF

v O kB ST

>\ P D\.J»SL.‘J Weoee (uie oFJ () upsad)

i 05 u)_\:@?rﬂru_‘
S TN T1% 105 ML Lahdi® TRV j(m-ugg_f%g\pjﬁ SHUE [y n ¥

WP qenh, Vo Dy pa o 00SE qunTa Wy oy PiAo

Oy b Ao yore, e e gy J Igoov Y X

Mﬁ‘,wm(fwﬁ Loy FMWW = e B E6T~ o o T -

( \I mefmnu ML~ (yesipih - Gup fats





