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It was about this time that a decision was reached by the Zionist 

bodies to invite me to become Chairman of the Executive Committee of the American 

Zionist Emergency Council. I accepted the invitation and for six years I occupied 

this key position in American Zionism. 

The establishment of the American Zionist Emergency Council dates 

back to the beginning of World War II. Late in August, 1939, the 21st Zionist Congress 

met in Geneva. Its work was conducted in the shadow of the impending catastrophe, 

and was indeed cut short by the dden closing of the international frontiers and the 

need for delegates to return to their homes without delay. 

The Emergency Committee for Zionist Affairs, as it was first called, 

was originally established with two purposes in view. The possibility was foreseen 

that, as a result of the war, the headquarters of the World Zionist Organization in 

Jerusalem might, by reason of invasion or otherwise, be completely cut off. It was 

desirable, accordingly, that there should be in existence in America a body which could, 

if need be, assume the authority, functions and leadership of the Movement. It was 

further recognized that, whether America entered the war or not, the attitude of this 

country was likely to be of decisive importance in determining the future of the 

Jewish National Home. 

The first eventuality wblctt~ve had in mind in setting up the 

Emergency Co1111ntttee was, happily, not realized. Despite periods of imminent 

danger, t'il&&N t JJRd the Yishuv remained safe during the war. Zionist communications 

by letter and cable with the rest of the Jewish world, outside Europe, though subject 

to various wartime difficulties and restrictions, were maintained without interruption. 

It was, 
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accordingly, on the second task--that of directing and coordinating Zionist public 

relations and political effects in America--that the work of the Emergency Committee 

was primarily concentrated. The specifically American character of the Committee 

was emphasized in November, 1941, by a change in title to that of the American 
• -=:::;:::;:::;: 

Emergency Committee for Zionist affairs ~ in 1943, contracted to American 

Zionist Emergency Council • ) The Council comprised representatives of the Zionist 

Organization of America, Hadassah, Mizrachi and Poale Zion, together with a number 

of leading American Zionists nominated ad personam. 

During the early months of its existence, the Emergency Council 

functioned mY,ei: as an inter-party body for receiving reports and for deciding on 

director of an active program of political action eiOB&4tkMs-!!#.~••••llllfieiiiiWiA~. It was not till 

late in 1940 that a full-time Secretary was appointed and that the Council acquired offices 

of its own. The appointment, too, In January, 1941:. of Dr. Emanuel Neumann as 

Executive Officer in charge of a Department of Public Relations and Political Action, 

marked an important development in the work of the Council. 

The history of our Movement cannot be written without recurrent 

and searching years between the two world wars and in the years culminating in 

the establishment of the State of Israel, Neumann was an inspired leader, guide and 

champion of our cause. 
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c-....----Undeviatingl.y he stood by the political vision of Theodor Herzl and was 

our Mg I mt. In the decisive years whiek led ffl Ute tthnnph -o:f OOP oau11e in the 

Neumann was among the key men who~lanned strategy and tactics 

both in Flushing Meadow and in Washington. He was & keen analyst, the sound scholar, r...P 

the gifted draftsman of many of our vital statements and pronouncements. 

In th'brief period of his association with the Emergency Council, Dr. 

Neumann initiated a number of significant activities including the organization of two 
/ 

highlyjtt1Portant bodies; the American Palestine Cominittee and the Christian Council 

~n 'Palestine. We w,,saged iR-di~lamttae activit.9 Irr Vlaslrington M'id msa ea~li8Bee i!he 

/ 
Cemm.ieeiaR an Pcrlestine Sur Vb) o t0 Hu¼lre Ml eBg\Reering a4titiy of tne L01»dQPmillr i,bm 

e was acutely aware that Zionist public 

relations and political efforts were not being carried forward with the required scope, 

intensity and effectiveness. Deeply concerned over the grave inadequacies and the 

frustrating conditions prevailing in the Emergency Council, Dr. Neumann issued a 

public warning and resigned in February, 1943. His resignation helped to pave the way 

for a reappraisal and reorganization. The need for an aggressive over-all program o.

aati: Mt to activize the American Zionist masses of all parties, and for strong centralized 

direction was widely recognized by other leaders of our Movement here and in Palestine. 

Early in 1943, Dr. Weizmann, Louis Lipsky, and Dr. flephen s. Wise urged me to 

assume the leadership of the Emergency Committee. I twice declined, knowing of 

the nucleus of opposition to me which existed within the Emergency Committee, which 

was centered in a group of representatives of th e Zionist Organization of America.. 

,,.. 
Friends finally persuaded me to defy this small group for the sake of the 

I I 

cause. In July of that 3 car a group of one hundred leading Z.merican Zionists headed 

by Charles J. Rosenblum of Pittsburgh, 
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launched a movement to draft me for the Presidency of the Zionist Organization 

of America in order to overcome the opposition. The draft movement gained such 

momentum that the ZOA Administration felroea1 offered a compromise whereby I 

would withdraw from the race for the ZOA presidency and leave the field to Dr. Israel 

Goldstein, and in turn, all would agree on my assuming Mti ee direction of the political 

work of the Emergency C-ommittee. An agreement to that effect was signed on 

August 9, 1943 by Dr. Goldstein and myself and by Dr. Wise, the then Chairman 

of the Emergency Committee. 

To make sure as to what my role in the Emergency Committee would 

be, I wrote a lu*ier to Dr. Wise on July 29, 1943, prior to the signing of the ~ 

agreement: 

"Both you and Dr. Weizmann approached me some months ago with the 

request to take over the direction of the political work of our Movement. You felt, 

as many of us have right along, that there has been an unfortunate confusion, in -

efficiency, over-lapping and cross-purposes in our political work and that the situation 

called for complete reorganization and above all, for centralization of authority. 

Both you and Dr. Weizmann, as well as Mr. Lipsky and others, asked me to take 

over this work. I demurred knowing of the determined opposition of some of the men 

who today control the administration of the ZOA. I told you that while I was willing 

to fight for 

• 
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Zionism, I was not willing to start a fight with Zionists for the privilege 

of serving the cause. You appealed to me to take over the work on the 

ground that you, yourself, were heavily encumbered with many other re-

sponsibilities, and were tired .... 

"When you told me yesterday over the telephone that you have been 

persuaded to retain the chairmanship of the Zionist Emergency Committee, 

I was somewhat bewildered. If it was your intention to remain in that 

important post, neither I nor anyone else would lave considered supplanting 

you. The office is yours by right of service and achievement in the Movement. 

But I assumed all along that you earnestly wished to be relieved of it. It 

was on the basis of that understanding that I participated in the discussions 

in the last few months looking towards a reorganization. If now you feel 

that you wish to retain that office not in an honorary, but in an active 

capacity, I wish you would let me know definitely, and in making my reply 

to the draft letter addressed to me, I will say that Dr. Wise is head of the 

political work of the Movement and there is no need for drafting me or any

one else, and that as far as the presidency of the ZOA is concerned, I never 

sought that office, and I find opportunities for my Zionist services in other 

fields .... " 
,, .., ~ r 

Unfortunately, as soon as the reorganization of our Council began to 

show results and new life was infused into it, Dr. Wise apparently changed 

his mind and progressively during the yearj began to assert the authority 
I 

which was his before the reorganization. This proved embarrassing on 

more than one ocaasion. 
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I subsequently encountered jurisdiction difficulties from yet 

another source. Dr. Nahum Goldmann was the director of a political bureau which 

the Jewish Agency had established in Washington prior to the reorganization of the 

Emergency Council and prior to my assumption of the direction of our political work 

in the United States. I had assumed that Dr. Goldmann would limit himself to transact-

A- _/ I . 
ing business with Latin-America and such other activities n,L.!-L .t:..:i - - ' ~ ~1 within the 

-scope of the Emergency Council. 'Dlft this was not Dr. Goldmann's conception of hi s 

role. He conceived of himself as the independent head of a political bureau which had 

been established by the World Zionist Organization, subject to no American control 

and responsible only to Jerusalem, and he acted accordingly. 

He made numerous independent approaches to officials of the ,American 

Government on matters which were within the province of the Emergency Council 

without the prior approval of that body. He would, on occasion, anticipate our 

visits to officials of the Government and cause us g,cet embarrassment. On occasion 

he would transmit to us subjective reports of his contacts. Two political agencies 

functioning at the same time in the same field was clearly impossible. One could 

not compromise with such a situation indefinitely. 
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The situation became so intolerable that I handed in my resignation to 

the Emergency Council in August, 1944. TI1e Emergency Council refused to accept I , 

' m~~:lltlll8:tRm. Dr. Weizmann and Mr. Ben-Gurion-calbed from Palestine asking 

me not to resign "at this most critical moment" and that they would do their utmost 

to expedite a settlement of the controversy. 

After the Emergency Council adopted a resolution to which Dr. Goldmann 

assented, to the effect that ~all approaches to the American Government or its officials 

the prior approval of the Executive Committee of the Council ,~ th tin etween meetings 

of the Executive, Dr. Wise, Dr. Goldmann, Louis Lipsky and I wOllld consult regarding 

emergency matters previously undetermined", I withdrew my resignation. But adoption 

of the resolution did not settle the question of implementation, for Dr. Goldman was 

most eager to be everywhere at all times. 

It was evident at the time that I became Chairman of the Executive of 

the American Zionist Emergency Council in August, 1943, that the large and influential 

American Jewish Community would now have to assume the major responsibility for the 

fu1ure of our cause; that it would have to be mobilized and alerted for the culminating 

political effort, now that the end of the war was approaching. 

In our action we proceeded on three fundamental premises. First, 

that our cause was just, incontestably just. It would have to make its major appeal to 

the conscience of man on the strength of its inherent rightness. We could, therefore, 

tell our 
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story frankly to all men of good will in our country - - regardless of class, 

political party or religious affiliation. We could appeal to their sense of 

justice and their humanity. It should not be too difficult, we felieved, to 

tell our story to the American people at a time when America was waging 

a war in behalf of human rights against the very Nazis who were seeking 

to exterminate our people and were driving hundreds of thousands of them 

out upon the broken highways of wandering and homelessness. We must 

first win the active support and sympathy of the American people if we were 

ever to persuade our government. In the Executive branch of our government, 

we were confronted with a State Department which harbored a sizeable core 

of active anti-Zionist officials, and with a President whose attitude remained 

continuously shrouded in an impenetrable charm. In our struggle we first 

had to win over the American people. 

The second premise upon which we proceeded was that it was either 

no~or never. The hour of decision was rapidly approaching. We had reached 

the critical cross-roads in our history. We, therefore, had to throw in 

everything we had, all of our power, all our resources, all our reserves. 

The potential political power of five million American Jews had to be 

activized and their collectiive strength employed. This was to be the crucial 

battle. There was nothing to lose now but our illusions. Hitler was brutally 

and systematically destroying European Jewry. England was waging war 

upon our defenseless refugees who were being turned away from the~ 
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shores of Palestine to perish in the Strumas. Because of this chaos of terror and in-

humanity, of concentration camps and gas chambers, an element of immooiacy and of 

driving urgency had to inform all our activities. We simply must not lose the historic 

moment. 

In some quarters our zeal and desperate earnes1ness were interpreted 

and at times, even resented as organized pressure upon our government. But this could 

not be helped. We were not professional lobbyists for some profit-seeking corporation 

or the agents of some foreign state maneuvering for loans, concessions or subsidies. 

We were the spokesmen for a sorely tried and imperil ·ea people, condemned to death 

but determined to live, whose one last hope of salvation was a National Home of their 

own, in whose up-building they had been hopefully engaged, but which was now being 

denied to them. 

The third premise upon which we proceeded was that the American 

Jewish community had to be aroused to exert itself to the utmost, not merely for an 

increased number of certificates for refugees to be admitted into Palestine, but 

for a Jewish State. The root of our millenial tragedy was our national homelessness. 
.. w::;:,e V - T 

There is but one solution for national homelessness. That is a national home. 

'our refugees were not being taken care of and given asylum by the nations 

of the free world. There was no reason to suppose that it would be easier to achieve 

results for our people on a purely humanitarian appeal for rescue and asylum than on 

the political and national level. 

The world had remained silent at the ruin and outrage of our people which 

beggared all human speech, which was beyond words, beyond tears, beyond all utterable 

woe. Here and there one heard a feeble protest! Here and there a gesture of sympathy! 

But no outburst of outraged humanity, no furious cry at the asa;asination of a whole 

people! Years of slaughter and assault at the hands of a government lost to all sense 
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of shame or pity, which sacked and ravaged a thousand Jewish communities, burnt 

millions of men, women and children in horrible human crematoria and filled the 

highways of the earth with hordes of frightened, fleeing refugees, evoked from the 

civilized world, from the democracies, from our own country, a few perfunctory acts 

of rescue which resulted in little more than nothing. A spiritual ~ seemed to have 

attacked the world, and the mildewed spirit of this mouldering age found all sorts of 

excuses for doing so little--legal difficulties, transportation difficulties, immigration 

laws and what not. Nowhere was there evident a great moral exertion, nowhere an 

heroic enterprise of the challenged spirit of man surmounting all quiddities and 

technicalities and all the barriers of routine.. And so myriads of our sons and daughters 

perished who might otherwise have remained alivel 

The story of the do-nothing Evian and the Bermuda Refugee Conferences 

belongs to the shabby furniture of Heartbreak H &se of World War II. Qir country 

was not without a full share of blame for their abject failure. 

Our country did not open its doors to rescue the trapped and doomed men, 

women and children. Our country did not offer ~ even temporary asylum. Was there 

no room for them? We found room in our spacious land for one hundred and fifty 

thousand Nazi war prisoners! 
_) ---When the horrors of Oswiecim, Treblinka and Maidaneck became public 

knowledge, and the cry for temporary asylums was raised, an announcement was made 

by our government that it would permit a thousand refugees to enter our country for 

the duration of the war and that they would be kept in a detention camp until the end 

of the war •• 
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A t~~usand refugees--and from areas in Europe where they were already safe! 

Sweden in one month gave refuge to almost the entire Jewish population of Denmark-

nine thousand souls--and it did not put them in a detention camp! 

We worked hard, many organizations worked hard, and made representations, 

but the bik fact remained that the mountain labored and brought forth--Oswego! •• 

It was not that the people in Washington were hostile to us. They were 

friendly and kindly disposed. They understood the disaster which overtook our 

people. But they also lrnew that immigrants and refugees in large numbers were not 

wanted in the United States. Nor.would they not be wanted anywhere after the war •• 

We were therefore resolved that our people should not be deflected from 

the main objective--a national homeland. It must not accept make-shift compromises under 

the spurious appeal to realism, expediency or u ~ . 

The major battle over this issue took place, 

at the American Jewish Conference, which et in the summer of 1943. -lrt tftis 
r 

demooratiCft)t,v electeobedy of American Jewcy the principle issue was whether to 

adopt or reject a resolution favoring the establishment of a Jewish Commonwealth 
p 

in Palestine. fter~!Siil-it!J~=itte, the ctet.11111.ta~•d almost unanimously i.w-a .... iur of 
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the Jewish Commonwealth resolution The Zionist Movement could n-.i speak with 

authority to the American people and government in the name of the entire American 

Jewish community. Our campaign was, therefore, launched on the positive program 

of the Jewish Commonweal th. 

We began to speak again in clear and unmistakable terms of a Jewish 

State. 

To win the support of the American people and government, the American 

Zionist Emergency Council launched a nation-wide public relations program. Able 

and dedicated men, some of them exceptionally gifted in their fields, were quickly 

marshalled into service. Harry L. Shapiro was appointed Executive Director--an 

imaginative, efficient and thoroughly competent administrator and organizer. 

Harold P. Manson became Director of Information. He was a skillful public relations 

man, a gifted writer, with a fine Jewish background and thoroughly at home in Zionism 

and a student of the American political scene. Political Secretary was Arthur 

Lourie, presently the Ambassador of Israel to the Court of St. James. The head of 

our Washington Bureau at first was Dr. Leon Feuer of Toledo. He took a year's 

leave of absence from his congregation ~e to help us in our work. H&:Wai; 

formerly associated with me in the Rabbinate of the. Temple in Cleveland and is 

presently President of the Central Conference of American Rabbis. Later, Dr. 

Benjamin Akzin, now Professor of Law at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, took 

over. Assisting in our work in Washington was Elihu Stone of Boston, a veteran in 

the Movement. 
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Leo R. Sack, an experienced newspaper man, became our Legislative 

Consultant. The Director of Special Events was Abe Tuvim. Eliahu Ben-Horin, 

a writer of note and an authority on Middle-East Affairs, became Director of 

Cultural Relations. Dr. I. B. Berkson organized a Research Department which was 

later directed by Dr. Benjamin Schwadran. Marvin Lowenthal, the well-lmown author 

undertook the task of securing the cooperation of American writera and intellectual 

circles. Blanche J. Shepard headed the Speakers' Bureau. Shulamith Schwarz Nardi 

now Ii ving in Israel, became our Director of Publications. The talented Yiddish 

writer, Arnold K. Israeli, ook charge of our Yiddish Press Bureau. From time to 

timE:, other men like Hyman A. Schulson and Adolphe Hubbard were added to our staff. 

Our staff proved to be a remarkable team of devoted and enthusiastic 

workers and I felt happy and privileg~ to work with them. They contributed not only 

expert professional service, but many valuable ideas. 

The members of the Emergency Council and the staff met regularly. Reports 

were received. Free and full discussion took place. Policies were formulated and 

specific actions were determined upon. From time to time emissaries from Palestine 

and guests from other countries visited u c and they were welcomed to our meetings. 

Headquarters were established in New York and Washington. Effective 

units, nearly three hundred, were organized in every principal city in the United States. 

The Council also worked through two important non-Jewish groups. 

The American Palestine Committee wbiiiah bad beet\ fuundett ta HMl 1,,- Dr. Emmm.el 

:NwMtnlft\ was under the chairmanship of Senator Robert F. Wagner, a warm and 

consistent friend of the Movement. It was composed of leading Americans, distinguished 

in many walks of public life, who desired through its medium to signify their interest 

in the re-establishment of the Jewish National Home. The membership of the 
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American Palestine Committee grew to exceed fifteen thousand, including many 

Governors, Senators and Congressmen, as well as many other well-known figures 

in the nation's civic and cultural life. 

The other non-Jewish group was the Christian Council on Palestine 

which was headed by Dr. Henry A. Atkinson. It comprised a membership of twenty

four hundred leading clergymen and church leaders, representing all Christian 

denominations. It took an active part in informing church groups throughout the 

country and in enlisting their support for our caus~. 

Later, the two groups were merged into the American Christian Palestine 

Committee with Dr. Carl Hermann Voss as Chairman of its Executive Committee, 

and Dean Howard M. LeSourd, as Director, 

The Christian Palestine Committee sponsored a lecture bureau which 

stimulated~ interest in the Palestine question on the part of community, college, 

church and women's groups, as well as radio broadcasting stations throughout the 

country, and also provided these groups with effective lecturers. 

Early in November, 1945, there took place in Washington an International 

Christian Conference on Palestine, which was attended by representatives of no 

less than thirty nations. Among a number of distinguished guests who came to 

American to attend the Conference were Mrs. Lorna Wingate, widow of the British 

General, Orde Charles Wingate, and Senator Gonzalez Videla, President of the 

Republic of Chile. As a result of the Conference, the "World Committee for 

Palestine" was established, with Sir Ellsworth Flavelle of Canada as Chairman. The 

World Committee for Palestine worked in close association with the American 

Christian Palestine Committee and concerned itself more particularly with the Latin-
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American countries and Canada. The World Committee arranged for Dr. Gustavo 

Gutierrez, a prominent Cuban personality, who had become keenly interested in 

the problem of the Jewish people and of Palestine, to tour the South American 

countries, where he established many important contacts. 

Numerous conferences and literally thousands of meetings were arranged 

by the Zionist Emergency Council in all parts of the country. Mass demonstrations 

and open-air ralli es which were attended by tens of thousands of people were addressed 

by leading personalities. 

Throughout the country local delegations contacted their public officials, 

Governors, Congressmen and Senators. State legislatures were requested to adopt 

pro-Palestine resolutions which were then forwarded to Washington. 

We enlisted. the active support of key people in every walk of life, 

authors, journalists, columnists, educators, cler gy, political leaders--people who 

heretofore had not declared themselves for our cause. 

Organized American labor, too, made an important and positive 

contribution to the Zionist effort. Many labor leaders individually, as wel I as 

numerous trade unions placed themsleves on record in support of Zionist aims. 

The American Jewish Trade Union Committee, headed by r. Max Zaritsky, was 

especially effective in obtaining adherence to the Zionist program of the federated 

trade union groups. In November, 1944, the National 



Convention of the American Federation of Labor unanimously approved 

the Palestine resolution which was submitted to Congress, and instructed 

its President, William Green, to use his good offices in behalf of the 

fulfillment of the purpose of the resolution. The Council of Industrial 

Organizations, at its National Convention, did likewise. 

I personally addressed numerous conventions and conferences, 

educational and religious bodies, in all parts of the country on the 

subject of the Jewish National Home and appealed for the support of all 

Americans. I spent hours on end explaining our cause to men who were 

in a position to help us. 

I believed at first that it would not be too difficult to tell our story 

to the American people. But at times we found it very difficult. There 

were forces and organizations and newspapers who were determined to 

distort our position, and confuse the American people concerning the nature 

of our program and objectives. A case in point was the very influential 

newspaper "The New York Times". 

"The New York Times", today and ever since the 4days just prior to 

the establishment of the State of Israel, has been unexceptional in its news 

coverage of everything that concerns Israel and the Zionist Movement and 

friendly in its editorial comments.~ 

_ This friendly and positive attitude, however, was altogether absent 

in the years which preceded the establishment of the State. 
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The following exchange of letters in November, 1943, between 
1-

Arthur Hays Sulzberger, publisher of the "New York Times", and myself,1 

are a ~else in point. 
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November 2, 1943 

Dear Dr. Silver: 

I presume that in the long history of Israel other leaders also permitted 
their fire to consume their judgment and that they, too, misrepresented those who 
did not see eye to eye with them. 

I have read your recent attack upon me and The New York Times in the 
columns of that paper--that is where one does read Zionist as well as other news-
and I am prompted to write you because I think you should have certain facts, all of 
which easily could have been obtained had the religious spirit of the Rabbi not been 
dominated by political considerations. But, since you won't seek the truth, I send 
it to you. 

Up to twelve months ago, I was not an anti- Zionist. I have never approved 
of the conception of Jewish statehood, but I have classed myself solely as a non
Zionist, and made this distinction because I could not bring myself affirmatively 
to deny to any group, no matter what its common denominator, the right to seek a 
country of its own. And then last November I made a speech in Baltimore, in which 
I urged upon my fellow countryment who were not of Jewish faith the need of exercising 
care before lending their names to the cause of a Jewish Army or extreme Zionist 
positions. I am enclosing a copy of that speech, which I read. I did not interpolate. 
I urged this course because I knew that we wer e about to land in Africa and fight 
in a Moslem country (we did so a week after) and the lives of my countrymen and the 
cause of the United Nations were my sole concern. 

You probably will not agree that agitation for a Jewish Army or a Jewish 
state makes trouble in Arab lands. That is your privilege. All I ask is the right to 
speak my mind without having a Zionist barrage of misrepresentation directed 
against me, for that is what happened; and, interestingly enough, the result was my 
conversion from a non to an anti-Zionist. I believe that it would be fundamentally 
bad judgment to entrust the responsibility of statehood to any group which so willfully 
perverts and distorts facts--a group which seeks to destroy the character of individuals 
who differ with it, or the reputation of newspapers which report that which the 
group would rather have suppressed. I am opposed to Goebbels' tactics whether 
or not they are confined to Nazi Germany. 

You are inaccurate when you associate me with the American Jewish 
Committee. I have never been a member of it, nor have I any influence upon its 
policies. If I had, the Committee would never have sent delegates to the American 
Jewish Conference, for it was obvious to me from the beginning that the Conference 
was a Zionist maneuver--and I have no lack of respect for your political astuteness. 
Believing, as I do, that Judaism i s a faith and a faith only, it was with real regret that 
I tendered my resignation as a member of the Executive Committee of the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations when they, too, agreed to send delegates to a strictly 
Jewish meeting gathered together for other than religious purposes. 
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You don't lmow--you couldn't have lmown without asking me--that I was 
originally associated with the American Council for Judaism. I helped prepare its 
statement and am entirely in sympathy with it. On the other hand, when they deter
mined to release the statement during the period of the Conference I withdrew my 
support. I did this because I felt that the news at that time belonged to the 
Conference. 

I suppose you find it difficult to comprehend that I am concerned with equity 
for Zionists as well as for others, or that The Times values its warranted reputation 
for objective reporting too much to stoop to your methcxls. But then I'm not a 
religious leader--merely a working newspaper man who takes pride in his own and 
his journal's integrity. 

Faithfully yours, 

(Signed) Arthur Hays Sulzberger 

P. s. I am sending copies of this letter to several people and do not regard it 
as private. 
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November 9, 1943 

My dear Mr. Sulzberger: 

I would not reply to your intemperate letter of November 2nd but for the 
fact that you broadcast it. This compels me to reply in order to correct certain 
false impressions which your letter might create. I trust that you will send 
copies of my letter to the people to whom you addressed copies of yours. 

1) I did not state in my address before the Hadassah Convention that you 
were a member of the American Jewish Committee and that you urged the withdrawal 
of th .... Committee from the American Jewish Conference. I traced the attitude of 
the American Jewish Committee since the issuance of the Balfour Declaration in 1917 
and showed that under the statesmanlike leadership of men of the type of Louis 
Marshall, Felix Warburg and Cyrus Adler, it had been possible to achieve friendly 
collaboration which culminated, in 1929, in the kK enlarged Jewish Agency when 
Zionists and non-Zionists together, and on the basis of equality, assumed responsibility 
and authority in the upbuilding of Palestine. This action, I stressed, was predicated 
upon the acceptance by all of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate which recognizes 
the historic connection of the Jewish people with Palestine and their right to establish 
their national home there. I read at length the resolution which was unanimously 
adopted at Zurich on August 15, 1929, by the Council of the enlarged Jewish Agency 
in which it "rejoices that all Israel is united for the upbuilding of the Jewish National 
Home in Palestine and calls upon every Jew throughout the world to rally to the 
sacred cause". The resolution expressed "its appreciation to Great Britain for 
the issuance of the Balfour Declaration", and confidentially hoped "that the Mandatory 
will cooperate with the enlarged Agency in fully realizing the great aim set by 
the Declaration and the Mandate. " 

I then stated that there has been a sharp departure from the historic line 
of the American Jewish Committee in recent months, a definite break with the past, 
and that a new leadership has taken hold of that organization which represents not 
the earlier attitude of non-Zionists, but that of anti-Zionist bitter-enders in our 
country. Among these I mentioned Lessing Rosenwald, the chairman of the American 
Council for Judaism, Judge Proskauer, present head of the American Jewish Committee, 
and yourself, in your capacity as president and publisher of the "New York Times". 
I regret the fact that by bracketing your name with the other two who are members 
of the American Jewish Committee an impression was conveyed that you, too, belonged 
to it. 

But wherein have you been wronged by such an unintentional identification? 
And why do you feel that I and other Zionists have "perverted and distorted" your 
position? Surely you approve the action of the American Jewish Committee in with-
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November 9, 1943 

drawing from the Conference. You state in your letter that you would have urged 
the American Jewish Committee, in the first place, not to send delegates to the 
Conference because you were convinced that the Conference was a" Zionist Maneuver". 
You say that you resigned from the Executive Board of the Union of American Hebrew 
Congregations because that body did choose to send delegates to the Conference. 
Wherein, then, has your position been misrepresented? And why do you act the part 
of innocence abused? 

2) You complain that Zionists are out to destroy your character because 
you differ from them. Actually you as an individual and your character do not interest 
the Zionists, nor the Jews of America, at all. No reference was made in my address 
to you or to your character. I mentioned you only in your capacity as president 
and publisher of the "Times", and my s:rictures were not against you personally, 
but against the "Times". I made certain definite charges against the "'limes", none 
of which you take the trouble to answer in your letter. I will here enumerate them 
again so as not to permit you to shift the issue on to a plane where it does not belong. 

3) The "New York Times" has not reported Zionist news impartially and 
objectively as befits a responsible newspaper. Your anti-Zionist bias has colored its 
news and determined its editorial policy. It is not a true statement of fact nor, for 
that matter, much of a tribute to the manner in which you arrive at fundamenhl con
clusions, when you state that up to twelve months ago you were a non-Zionist but that 
as a result of the ''barrage of misrepresentations" directed against you since your 
Baltimore speech in November, 1942, you have become an anti-Zionist. You have 
a short memory, my dear Mr. Sulzberger. As far back as January of that year, nearly 
ten months before your Baltimore address, the "Times" published that well known editorial 
on the "Zionist Army" which attacked not only the movement to creat Jewish Army 
of Palestinian and stateless Jeff,, which your editorial in a very unfair and jaundiced 
manner called a" Zionist army," just as on another occasion the "Times" coined the 
phrase the "Zionist" instead of the Jewish National Home, but the whole idea of the 
Jewish National Home. "The primary reason for the creation of a separate Zionist 
Army at this time would be of course to establish a Zionist state as one of the 
official war aims of the United Nations ••• But the wisdom of the Zionist objective 
has been questioned by many people including many who are themselves of the Jewish 
faith; and much misunderstanding may arise among people of bther faiths if this objective 
comes to be regarded as an expression of the full hopes of Jews and of those who 
fight the wrongs done them. These hopes can not be achieved by the creation of a 
Zionist (sic!) state. They can be achieved only by the fulfillment of the Atlantic 
Olarter, etc. etc. " 

This editorial, you will recall, aroused great resentment among the Jews of 
America and called forth an official statement of protest from the American Emergency 
Committee for Zionist Affairs. It is therefore not accurate to state that the attacks 
made by Zionists on you, since your Baltimore address, have converted you from a non 
to an anti-Zionist. You and your newspaper have been anti-Zionist right along. In 
fact the "Times" was fighting Zionism back in 1917. The sole editorial reaction of 
the "'Ilmes" to the issuance of the historic Balfour Declaration was an expression in 
its columns on November 24, 1917 of a fear that the Zionist project might involve the 
possitility of a recurrence of anti-Semitism, and further that "multitudes of Orthodox 
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Jews still cherish the belief that the return to Zion is to be preceded by the coming 
of Elijah, and among these there is either indifference to the proposed establishment 
of the Jewish state, or doubt as to the wisdom of the movement."• •• Under your piloting 
in recent years the hostility of the "Times" to the national aspirations of Israel in 
Palestine has been sharply intensified. You seem to have dowered the "Times" with a 
mission to fight Zionism. 

We Zionists can not all match your own unimpeachable integrity, but if 
your amt- Zionist position has any intellectual consistency at all, we must assume that 
even if all of us were like yourself, without blot or blemish, you and your paper 
would still be opposed to the Jewish National Home in Palestine because, as you state 
in another part of your letter, you believe that Judaism is a faith, and a faith only. 
It follows therefore that the Jewish people, or sect, should not seek any political 
or national solutions of its problems. 

Your bitter reaction to criticism suggests that you are laboring under some 
strange delusion. You seem to think that attacks on Zionism and Zionists such a are 
made by the American Council for Judaism of which you are a member and with whose 
program you say you are in complete sympathy, constitute a legitimate exercise of 
free speech. It is perfectly proper to brand Zionism as inimical to the welfare of 
Jews everywhere, and as responsible for keeping Jewish refugees out of Palestine. It is 
perfectly proper to brand Zionists as guilty of a double allegiance. But to attack those 
who make such statements and to express indignation at such brazen falsehoods is, 
to use your own elegant phrase, "Goebbels" tactics". You would like immunity from 
criticism while indulging in criticism yourself to your heart"s content. 

A friend of yours in the American Council for Judaism, Mr. Lessing Rosenwald, 
recently took the same position which you take. He, too, is indignant at criticism 
levelled against him. Recently he came to aeveland for a meeting of the American 
Council for Judaism, preceded by a flock of telegrams sent out from Philadelphia to 
man)j>eople in Cleveland inviting them to attend. The public press likewise carried 
the announcement of the meeting. The meeting was held and Mr. Rosenwald and 
his friends had their say. No one interfered with their right to utter their views. But 
because the Cleveland Jewish Community Council decided to utilize the occasion to 
express its own views on the American Council for Judaism and to inform the 
community concerning the composition, purpose and tactics of the Council, Mr. Rosenwald 
was moved to address a communication to the president of the Cleveland Jewish 
Community Council, since published by him, sharply criticising that body for "having 
forgotten the right of free speech" and for putting itself in opposition to "one of 
the basic tenets of our Constitution" ••• 

Free speech must be responsible speech, and no man should expect 
immunity from criticism if his opinions and utterances on vital Jewish issues are 
regarded as false and misleading. Those who are too thin- skinned should not enter 
the arena of public discussion and controversy or should not whimper when they are hurt. 

4) Again and again tha "Times" has transformed itself into a transmi~sion 
belt for anti -Zionist propaganda. It never misses an opportunity to focus attention 
on the anti- Zionist viewpoint. Last May and June, th ~ "TI.mes" carried a series of 
articles by Cyrus L. Sulzberger. The evident purpose of these dispatches from Cairo 
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Baghdad and Ankara was to press for a crystallization of American policy in the 

Middle East when it could only be in the interest of the Arabs. Mr. Sulzberger was 

not here functioning as an objective reporter, but as a commentator seeking to affect 

policy in an anti-Zionist direction. It was quite apparent that Mr. Sulzberger was 

collaborating for the issuance of that joint statement by Great Britain and the 

United States which would have done irreparable harm to Jewish life in Palestine 

as well as affecting unfavorably the status of the Jews in this country. In the 

"Times" of August 22, Mr. Sulzberger reported finally, and with ill-concealed dis

appointment, that the governments had refused to issue such a statement for which he 

had been so zealously plugging 

5) The series of stories which appeared in the "Times beginning on July 

30 and carried through to August 3, also from the pen of Cyrus L. Sulzberger, and 

which carried such scare headlines as "Palestine Fears Deeds of Despair", "Palestine 

Faces Clash After War" add "Palestine Arabs Fear Loss of Land", was patently 

designed to create the impression that there was a state of terrible tension, verging on 

civil war, in Palestine and that therefore no changes shoulfe made in the White 

Paper policy closing the doors of Palestine to Jewish immigration early next year, because 

such changes might endanger the security of the armies of the United Nations in the 

Near East. This, of course, was the official line taken by the Palestine Adminis-

tration, which is determined at all costs to save the White Paper. "The Times , 

alone among the papers in the United States, lent itself lock, stock and barrel to 

this panic propaganda. 

This series of articles also suggested that the overwhelming desire of the 

Jews of Palestine to assist in the prosecution of the war was motivated not by their 

wish to help destroy Hitlerism in the world, but by a cunning calculation to mili

tarize the Jewish population of Palestine in preparation for the threatened conflict 

with the Arabs. These articles, you will recall, likewise elicited a formal protest 

from the American Emergency Cammi ttee for Zionist Affairs. 

6) In August and September of this year, there appeared the notorious 

series of articles in the "Times" on the arms trials in Jerusalem. The "Times" 

devoted an amazing amount of space to the routine trials of a few gun-runners in 

Palestine. It went to great lengths to present the anti-Zionist and anti-Jewish 

opinions of the British Major who transformed the trial into an anti-Zionist pro

paganda putsch and into a smear attack on the Jewish Agency. The "'limes" corres

pondent, A. c. Sedgewick, took it upon himself to editorialize the news and to 

express judgment on Mr. Ben Gurion's criticism of the trials and his description of 

Major Verdin's address as "characteristic of the lowest type of anti-Semitism". 

Mr. Sedgewick opined that "many find it hard not to consider such a description 

exaggerated, especially when the Nazi excesses in Berlin and Warsaw are borne in 

mind", and further, "that there are many, too, who feel that any charge of anti -

Semitism in its accepted sense is most noticeably incompatible with the military 

court proceedings against the Jewish defendants which are carried out with a scrupu

lousness and courtesy designed to preclude any such castigation." 

But on November 3, the Jewish Council of Palestine felt constrained to call 

for a two-hour strike during which work in all Jewish enterprises throughout the 
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country stopped, in order to protest the incitements and false accusations against 
the Jews of Palestine by British military officials during the arms trials •••• 

7) It has now become a commonplace in news about Zionism emanating from 
Palestine and appearing v.n the "Times" to find the word "extremist" employed as an 
adjective to describe the official policy of the Zionist Movement and the Jewish 
Agency. "Extremist" has an ugly connotation, and the trick now is to present the 
official and classic Zionist position which calls for the fulfillment of the Balfour 
Declaration in letter and spirit, and the establishment of the Jewish National Home, 

as "extremist". 

8) From the very beginning the "Times" became the mouthpiece of the 
American Council for Judaism. No other paper in the United States found it necessary 
to give that insignificant group the space and publicity which the "Times" gave it. It 
was the "Times" and only the "Times" which devoted so much space to the release of 
the American Council for Judaism during the week of the Conference. You stated that 
you did not approve of the release of that statement during the Conference. But the 
"Times" did give it a large and provocative display which no other paper in New York 
City, or in the country, found it necessary to do on the basis of objective reporting. 
Similarly, an examination of the "Times" coverage of the American Jewish Conference 
will disclose that an unusual effort was made to give prominent display to the view
point of the very small minority in the Conference which dissented from the Palestine 
resolution. 

9) In the "Review of the Week" published on Sunday, September 5th, the 
"Times" conveyed an erroneous impression when it declared that speakers at the Ameri
can Jewish Conference demanded the establishment of a Jewish Commonwealth in Pales
tine while neglecting to say that the Conference voted almost unanimously in favor 
of it. Continuing, the "Times" dismissed the American Jewish Conference with forty-
two words and then gave twice that space to the position of the American Council for 
Judaism. The device is transparent. This insignificant handful of individuals is 
not only paralleled in importance with the Conference which represented every Jewish 
community and nearly every national Jewish organization in the United States, but 
is even rated above it. 

It is clear, my dear Mr. Sulzberger, to any impartial observer, that the 
"Times" has been following a definite anti-Zionist policy. The Jews of America who 
are overwhelmingly in sympathy with Zionism, as the recent Conference clearly demon
stratecl resent this fact, and are making their resentment audible and will continue 
to do so. Their criticism is due not to any hostility to you personally or to your 
paper. It is due entirely to the wrong and hurtful policy which your paper has been 
pursuing and which is calculated to do great harm to a cause which is dear to the 
hearts of our people all over the world, and which has now entered upon its historic 

hour of decision. 
Very sincerely yours, 

(Signed) Abba Hillel Silver 

A.HS:W 
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~nthe Jews of Palestine proclaimec¼, 1n Tel-Aviv 

the establishment of the State of Israel, the ''New York Times" wrote 

editorially: 

"The Jews of Palestine have built a state. The chancelleries of the 

world may deplore, the gentlemen at Lake Success may debate, the Arab 

League may fuln1inate, but the impelling power of "the dream of generations" 

has created a government, inspired an army, and made a desert bloom. 

These achievements cannot be ignored or pushed aside. They can neither 

be rationalized out of existence to suit some academic policy nor warped 

to fit into some "ideal" solution of the Palestine problem. They exist, as 

the result of unflagging labor and unfailing courage, of the desperation of 

some who have known Hitler's tortures a n d the aspiration of many who have 

sought an ancimt goal. The star which was imposed upon the Jew as a 

badge of shame is on the flag of Israel today, and the deep, powerful 

emoitions mobilized around that symbol are now the most significant forces 

1n Pales tine. 

"In recogn1z1ng Israel, President Truman has recognized an in-

escapable fact. However oddly his act may fit into the curious pattern 

of American diplomacy in the Near East, this step was the only one which 

was consonant with American traditions and with the realities of the case. 

Since the United Nations, largely as the result of the insistence of the 

United States, has not asserted paramount authority over Palestine, this 



country is free to deal with Israel on its own terms; since, officially and 

unofficially, over the last thirty years, the United States had done much 

to make a Jewish State possible, it could not disavow its own work. And 

the declaration of Israel's independence must evoke a sympathetic response 

from a nation conscious of the shared spiritual heritage from which that 

declaration was drawn. Mr. Truman has given formal expression to the 

• I 
welcome Americans extend to Israel. 

So great is the power .and tb.i. ~anea-te. of the LA------------
The "New York Times" was not the only newspaper which was 

negative or hostile to our aspirations in the years before the establishment 

of the State and which accepted the mandate of the fait accompli. There 

were others, even Yiddish newspapers, like "The Jewish Daily Forward", 

a labor newspaper which carried on an unfriendly campaign against Zionism 

until the State was established. Following which, it reversed its policy 

completely and became an enthusiastic supporter and defender of the 

State of Israel. 
(' 
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O\ir main activity during the first part of the year 1944, was the 

introductio of Palestine "&solutiorJ in Congress. Why did we do it? 

Many- people especially when it ~1n:s: as though the resolu

tions vould be defeated, criticized us for having dared to take such a 

dangerous step, fraught with such serious consequences. We did it because 

we were convinced that if our cause was ever to be placed on the national 

and international agenda, if the attention of the American people and of 

the world was ever to be drawn forcibly to our problem on the eve of the 

effective date of the White Paper, and if the official silence in 

Washington was ever to be broken, the most effective -- perhaps the 

only -- way in which it could be done, was by producing the discussion 

of our problem in the world's greatest forum of opinion -- the Congress 

of the United States. What happens there is news, national and inter-

national. In fact, tbe very discussion of a problem before such a forum 

is a political. event. 
~ 

The attitude of ,_tvernment toward our cause up to that time 

could in fairness be characterized as one of ~ benevolent neutrality 

or uninvolved benignancy. Our government was at all times kindly 

disposed, especially the Chief Executive, but it persisted in doing 

nothing about 1 t. It was fashionable for public officials, from the 

highest to the lowest, both in the Legislative and the Executive branches 

of our government, to give warm endorsement to our lt>vement and it was 

generally assumed, even among many Zionists, that that was all that could 

really be expected from our government. This attitude persisted even 

after the White Paper of 1939 was issued by the British Government. Our 

goverunent made no protest whatsoever against this unilateral. and illegal 
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action of the British Government which clearly violated the Anglo-American 

Convention of 1924. 

When the United States entered the World War, even tbe attitude of 

benevolent neutrality was abandoned. By 194,2, the subject of Zionism had 

become taboo in Washington. I call.ed the attention of the Zionists of 

America to this fact. In an address, vhich
1 
as Chairman of the United 

6 
Palestine Appeal 

1
I delivered in Philadelphia 4n ~: 1943, I stated: 

"Within the last few months, as if by concerted action, there has set in 

a very definite and noticeable withdrawal on the part of the official 

family from anything which might even remotely suggest a recognition or 

endorsement of the Jewish Homeland in Palestine ... 

none thing we must make clear to ourselves and to the world," I 

said. 'We must not beguile ourselves or perm.it others to beguile us by 

empty words of sympathy, praise, or the demnciation of Bit1er or Nazi 

persecutions. Everybody knows by now that Bitler is a bad man and that 

4-f 
the massacre of .... m1111onl)Jews is horrible. If responsible government 

officials and men vbo possess political power and influence can bring us 

no greater balm or help at this time vben a cataract of disaster has 

descended upon us, then we must respectfully advise them that we already 

have bad enough of 1 t. &ch expressions of sympathy have turned stale 

and tasteless. The tragic problem♦ of the Jewish people in the world 

today cannot be solved by chiefs of government or prominent officials 

sending us Rosh Basbanah greetings?" 

The word had gone through Washington that ~ the duration 

of the var, the subject of Zionism should be avoided. On July 7, 1~2, 

President Roosevelt sent a memorandum to the Secretary of state, in which 

be said: •'Iba more I think of 1 t the more I feel that we should s~ 
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nothing about the Near East, or Palestine, or the Arabs at this time. If 

we pat either group on the back, we automatically stir up trouble at a 

critical moment." (Fbreign Relations of the United States, 1942, Vol. 4, 

p. 543.) This became the official line -- a conspiracy of silence -- but 

Zionist leaders preferl!ed to remain blithely unaware of it. The clamor 

of the Jews of the world to help save their doomed brothers in Europe by 

opening the doors of Palestine was deftly detoured into a number of 

phoney inter-govermnental refugee conferences. 

What the attitude of our govermnent was throughout the fateful 

years of tbe war has been fully reveal.ed in ~ "Memoirs" / Mr. Cordell 

Hull., who was Secretary of state up to the end of 1944. 
"2,. .. ~. 

nwe were constantly being pressed ''ror action by tbe nearly five 
I 

million Jews in the United States, wh11e at the same time our repre-

sentation in the Near Eastern Arab countries, plus our own mili te.ry 

officials here, were informing us of the danger of antagonizing the 

sixty million Arabs there at a moment when their help in a strategic 

area of tbe war was so vi tel. • • • 

11 As I left office our policy toward Palestine was one of 

constantly being on the alert to prevent that explosive area from 

touching the match to the powder train of the Bear East. We could not 

resolve the questions of the relationship of tbe Jews to the Arabs, the 

immigration of the Jews into Palestine, and the creation of a Jewish 

state in Palestine since these were primarily the responsibility of the 

British. We had, however, made clear our interest in the solution of the 

Palestine question; we had induced the British to relas their decision 

to cut off Jewish 1nmigration into Palestine, and we had made serious, 

albeit unsuccessful, efforts to bring the Arabs and Jews together for 

friendly discussion of their differences. " (Memoirs/ 191'6, P.1 1528 and P • 15 37 • ) 
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When the White Paper of 1939 was released by the British govern

ment, the President, who strongly objected to it and had read the 

document "with interest and a good deal of dismay," and did not believe 

the British were wholly correct in saying that the framers of the 

Palestine Mandate "could not have intended that Palestine should be 

converted into a Jewish state against the will of the Arab population of 

the country, 11 nevertheless did not want his views coDDDUnicated to the 

British govermnent and so 11 we limited ourselves to a cable to Kennedy 

on May 23, 1939, instructing him to mention informally and orally to 

Foreign Secretary Halifax that disappointment here, especially in 

Zionist circles, over certain of the White Paper provisions was rather 

wide-spread, particularly over those that foreshadowed a marked reduction 

eventually in Jewish immigration into Palestine. A fiood of protests 

was, in fact, pouring into the state Department.'' (ibid., pp. 1530-31.) 

On May 26, 1943, Mr. Hull sent to Cairo a message from the 

President for delivery to King Ibn Saud, who had inquired of the President 

whether be would be advised in advance of any steps of an affi:nnative 

character contemplated by the American govermnent w1 th respect to 

Palest1ne.'
4
'voic~the Preaident' s appreciation of the King's belpf'ul. 

cooperation and sympathetic understanding, and expressed the thought 

that if a friend1y understanding on Palestine should be reached by tbe 

interested Jews and Arabs through their own efforts before the end of 

the war, a developnent of that nature would be highly desirable. In any 

event, be assured the King that it was our government' s view that no 

decision altertng the basic situation of Palestine should be reached 

without fully consulting both Jews and Arabs. (ibid., p. 15 32.) 

Both Mr. Churchill and the President were thinking of Ibn Saud 
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in terms of the "boss of bosses" of the Arab world, which, in fact, at the 

time, he appeared to be. Both thought at the time that they could induce Ibn Saud 

to work out with Dr. Weizmann a sane solution of the Palestine question. Even 

Dr. Weizmann was for a time excited over this prospect which Churchill confided 

to him •••• Five minutes direct conversation with Ibn Saud in 1945 set President 

Roosevelt straight on this score. 

The thesis that there must be full consultation with both Arabs and 

Jews "continued to be our position throughout the remainder of my period in office", 

writes Mr. Hull. (ibid., p. 1535). 

It was clear that a change had to be forced in this attitude in Washington 

if our cause was ever to have a chance. Our demands had to be placed on 

the agenda of the political though~ and concern, not alone of the United States 

but of the world--through some favorable action on the part of the Congress of 

the United States. And the date of Macch, 1944 was fast approaching when the 

deadly provisions of the White Paper of 1939 would come into full force--stoppage 

~1;~ of Jewish immigration into Palestine and thee.e1;ed liquidation of the Jewish 

National Home. 

Our investigation indicated beyond any reasonable doubt that sentiment 

among the members of Congress was highly favorable to our cause. A nationwide 

poll, taken by our three hundred community-contact groups all over the country 

before we introduced the Resolution, made it clear that when and if the Resolution 

came to a vote it would pass by a very large majority. No bill was ever ushered 

into Congress under more favorable auspices. The introduction of the Wright-

Compton Resolution in the House was preceded by enthusiastic statements of endorse

ment on the part of both the majority and minority leaders. Even more dramatic was 

the setting for the Senate Resolution, which was sponsored by Senators Wagner and Taft. 
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Both of these distinguished Senators were loyal friends of our cause. 

Senator Wagner was a liberal Democratic Senator from New York, a champion 

of the rights of labor, and a pioneer in the field of social legislation. Senator 

Taft was a con~tive Republican Senator from Ohio. When I first met k 
S1ula.to1-=(fe1:~ he was not a Zionist. In fact, he knew very little . about the 

problems which confronted the Jewish people generally. Some even charged 

him with being unfriendly. I found him eager to listen and to learn, and, when 

persuaded of the moral worth and justice of a cause, willing to go all out for it. 

He did not come from a state where the Jewish vote was considerable. He was 

a man of intellectual integrity, of a keen legal mind and of great sensitiveness, 

though he often appeared on the surface reserved and distant. He wanted to 

know more about our Movement. I supplied him with its classic texts and 

literature. He read them and we discussed them. He questioned me closely 

and it was only after he was completely satisfied in his own mind as to the 

soundness and urgency of our cause that he committed himself wholeheartedly 

to it. Thereafter, and for ten years he was our mo !:t helpful friend and 

advocate in the Congress of the United States. I shal 1 forever be grateful 

for the privilege of having known him as a friend and for having received 

from him the wisest of counsel and the greatest of help in the work of 

establishing the State of Israel. 

Moving speeches of support were delivered on the floor by the 

majority and minority leaders of the Senate when the resolution was 

introduced. 
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The Resolution which was submitted on January 27, 1944, read as follows: 

Whereas the Sixty-seventh Congress of the United States on 

June ~, 1922, unanimous! y resolved "that the United States of America 

favors the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish 

people, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which 

may prejudice the civil and religious rights of Christian and all other 

non-Jewish communities in Palestine shall be adequately protected"; and 

Whereas the ruthless persecution of the Jewish people in Europe 

has clearly demonstrated the need for a Jewish homeland as a haven 

for the large numbers who have become homeless as a result of this 

persecution: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the United States shall use its good offices and take 

appropriate measures to the end that the doors of Palestine shall be 

opmed for free entry of Jews into that country, and that there shall be 

full opportunity for colonization, so that the Jewish people may ultimately 

reconstitute Palestine as a free and democratic Jewish commonwealth. 
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Hearings on our Resolution were held before the Foreign Affairs Commi ttre 

of the House for four days in the month of February. Leading American figures, 

Jews and Gentiles, pro-Zionists and anti-Zionists, testified. Prof. Hitti presented 

the Arab position and Lessing Rosenwald, the position of the anti- Zionist Jews. I 

made the opening presentation in advocacy of the Resolution. Other representatives 

of our Movement, Dr. Stephen s. Wise, Dr. Israel Goldstein, Herman Shulman, 

Louis Lipsky, Dr. James Heller, and Dr. Emanuel Neumann followed. They 

presented our case forcibly and acquitted themselves with distinction. Everything 

looked good. 

But in our optimism we had not counted on the State Department. Writes 

Mr. Cordell Hull: 

"At the State Department we felt that the passage of these resolutions, 

although not binding on the Executive, might precipitate conflict in Palestine and 

other parts of the Arab world, endangering Amer ican troops and requiring the 

diversion of forces from European and other combat areas. It might prejudice or shatter pend

ing negotiations with Ibn Saud for the construction of a pipeline acros s Saudi Arabia, 

which our military leaders felt was of utmost importance to our security. And it 

would stimulate other special interests to press for the introduction of similar 

resolutions regarding controversial territorial issues relating to areas such as 

Poland and Italy. 

"The reaction in the Near East to the mere introduction of the resolutions 

had been, as we feared, sharply antagonistic. We received protests from the 

Governments of Iraq, Egypt, and Lebanon, from King Ibn Saud and from Imam Yahya 

of Yemen. We assured them that the resolutions, even if passed, were not binding 

on the Executive. The President, on March 13th, renewed his previous assurances to 

the King that it was our Government's view that no decision should be reached 
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changing Palestine's status without full consultation with both Jews and Arabs. 

The Department sent assurances along the same line to the Egyptian Government 

and to Imam Y ahya. ••• 

"We were also considering what steps we could take to induce both 

Houses of Congress not to consider the resolutions. At my request, Assistant 

Secretary Breckinridge Long met with a group of Senators in Senator Connally's 

office and orally expressed the Department's views. I had a memorandum drawn 

up which I intended to give the President to be sent to Congress. At that point, 

however, Secretary of War Stimson wrote a letter to Senator Connally in the 

latter's capacity as chairman of the Senate Comm:itt:ee on Foreign Relations. Stimson 

forthrightly pointed out that the Senate resolution was a matter of deep military 

concern to the War Department since its passage, or even public hearings on it, 

would be apt to provoke dangerous repercussion in areas where we had many vital 

military interests. General Marshall testified in identical vein before the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee in executive session. In consequence of the position 

taken by the State and War Departments, the resolutions were not then reported 

out of the Senate or House committees. " (ibid., p. 1535) 

Together with a group of representatives of the Zionist Emergency Council, 

I was called in by the Foreign Relations Committee and informed of the attitude 

of the War Department. After a full and friendly discussion with us, the Senate 

Committee decided not to act on the Resolution for a fortnight in order to enable 

us to canvass the situation with the War ])JZ.partment. We did, but its negative 

position remained unchanged. Action on the Resolution was indefinitely deferred. 

"" ....tt • In view of the objection of the military, the war being still on, we could_...~~, 11\J 

~ but silently acquiesce, although we did not see just how our Resolution would 
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endanger the war effort, of the Allies. As it turned out, the President and the 

State Department opposed our Resolution even after the War Department in 

October withdrew its objections ••• 

The deferrment of the Resolution made it more than ever imperative 

to get an expression of the views of our President without delay, lest the post

ponement of action on the Resolution be exploited by our enemies, and the deadline 

set by the British White Paper--March 31, 1944--wa9R Jor.vioh: immi~ttt!ien ink> 

Neef;iue wou.le. ftP&eti.gal~ geaoe, was fast approaching. We requested an appoint

ment with the President. We were at first advised that the President would see 

us together with 



representatives of o~he !>o es such as the .American Jewi . h Committee 
ti" VlElA 

whose interests at t time did not at all coincide with ours. We 
/' 

declined and requested a meeting with the President by ourselves. It 

was finally granted and on March 9, 1944 Dr. Wise and I spent an hour 

with him. At the close of a very :pleasant interview, tbe President 

• authorized us to issue in bis name the following statement: 

"The President authorized us to s~ that the American govern

ment has never given its approval to the White Paper of 1939. The 

President is happy that the doors of Palestine are today open to Jewish 

refugees and that when future decisions are reached, full. justice will 

be done to those who seek a Jewish National Home, for which our governmert. 

and tbe American people have always had the deepest sympathy and today 

more than ever, in view of tbe tragic plight of hundreds of thousands 

of homeless Jewish refugees." 

This statement represented the first break for us over a period 

of many years. It was the first time that the .American government 

publicly took a position on the Palestine question which was at variance 

with the British position. 

Unfortunately, this declaration of the President was not followed 

up by any- official representation to the British government, and, as if 

to indicate that the President's statement had not implied any new 

departure on the part of our government in its policy toward Palestine, 

a telegram was sent by the State Department vi th the approval of the 

President, to the beads of the Arab countries, renewing the assurances 

which had previously been given to them that no decision on Palestine 

would be reached without full consultation vith both Arabs and Jews. 
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"The apprehensions of the Arabs, however, were further aroused," 

writes Mr. Hull, "when the President gave two Jewish leaders, Dr. Stephen 

S. Wise and Dr. Abba H. Silver, an interview on March 9, 1943. The press 

reported the President as having authorized them to announce that 'when 

future decisions are reached full justice will be done to those who seek a 

Jewish Nat:onal Home', that this Government 'has never given its approval 

to the White Paper of 1939', and that the President was 'happy that the 

doors of Palestine are today open to Jewish refugees." 

"Two days later Minister Kirk in Cairo reported that he had received 

an inquiry from the Egyptian Prime Minister, Nahas Pasha, regarding this 

reportedly authorized statement. On March 14 I sent the President for his 

approval two proposed replies, one to Kirk in Cairo, the other to Minister 

Loy Henderson in Bagdad. The President approving, these went out to Kirk 

and Henderson, informing them that the Zionist leaders' statements had 

in fact been authorized by the President substantially as reported in the 

Near East. The Ministers were to point out that a Jewish National Home, 

rather than the Jewish commonwealth referred to in the Congressional 

resolutions, was mentioned in this statement and that, although the American 

Government, it was true, had never approved the White Paper, our 

Government, it was also true, had never taken a position relative to it. sic] 

Our Ministers were also to renew assurances that it was our Government's 

view that no decision changing Palestine's basic situation should be 

arrived at without full consultation with both Jews and Arabs." 
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Mr. Hull sums up the whole situation quite nea.tlya,.,.,J 

"In general the President at times talked both ways to Zionists 

and Arabs, besieged as he was by each camp. Rabbi Wise and Silver 

believed that the President had made pledges to them. The State Depart

ment made no pledges." (ibid. p. 1536) 

l 
• 

These assurances which he gave to the Arabs were of the essence of 

President Roosevelt's policy right along. He never deviated from it. He 

made an effort to persuade lbn Saud, whom he received on board his cruiser 

in the Mediterranean in February, 1945, following the Yalta Conference, to 

relent on his all-out opposition to Zionism, but as he himself stated on his 

return to the United States: "He learned more about 'the Moslem problem, 

the Jewish problem, by talking with lbn Saud for five minutes than I could 

have learned in exchange of two or three dozen letters'. " 

An exchange of letters between King Ibn Saud and President Roosevelt 

did take place in March-April, 1945. It was made public on October 19, 1945, 

~;~ .... a:. 
after the death of the President l!"in 1:n:ontlis late-1. In his letter to lbn Saud, , . 

President Roosevelt clearly states what his Palestine line had been right 

along -- a fact which the Zionists were either unaware of, or, in their 

political infatuation, refused to credit. 

"Your Maje sty will recall that on previous occasions I 
communicated to you the attitude of the American Govern
ment toward Palestine and made clear our desire that no 
decision be taken with respect to the basic situation in that 
country without full consultation with both Arabs and Jews. 

Your Majesty will also doubtless recall that during our 
recent conversation I as sured you that I would take no action 



in my capacity as Chief of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, which might prove hostile to the Arab people. 

It gives me pleasure to renew to your Majesty the assurances 
which you have previously received regarding the attitude of 
my Government and my own as Chief Executive, with regard 
to the question of Palestine and inform you that the policy of 
the Government in this respect is not changed. 

I desire also at this time to se d you my best wishes for 
Your Majesty's continued good health and for the welfare of 
your people. 

Your good friend 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 11 
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From Washington the scene of our political activities shifted, in the 

summer of 1944, to Chicago where the National Conventions of both political 

parties were held. 1944 was a national election year. Whi.le Congressional 

action on the Palestine Resolution was for the time being deferred, the Council 

did not suspend its activities.Af'\ ✓11.r -;,:. 911 
In June, 1944, the Republican Party adopted a forthright plank on Palestine 

pledging unequivocal support to the full Zionist program. Senator Taft, who 

this plank. This was followed in July, 1944, by the Palestine plank in the 

platform of the Democratic Party, which put the party of the National Adminis-

tration on record as follows: 

"We favor the opening of Palestine to unrestricted 
Jewish immigration and colonization, and such a policy 
as to result in the establishment there of a free and 
democratic Jewish commonwealth. " 

These planks represented an act unprecedented in American political 

history and served dramatically to give notice that the American people were 

overwhelmingly in sympathy with the aims of the Zionist Movement. 

In persuading the leaders of both political parties to endorse our program, 

I stressed the absolute non-partisan character of our Movement. The Zionist 

Movement was committed to no political party. I had to stress this fact time 

and time again, with our own fellow Zionists, some of whom were head-over-

heel partisans of one or another of the political parties, most of them 

Democratic zealots who stood in charmed adoration of President Roosevelt, 

who in their view could do no wrong. I tried to -----------------
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convince them that the non-partisan character of our Movement was a 

political asset which we should scrupulously guard and preserve. It was fully 

understood by the leaders of both political parties and because of it we were given 

hearty cooperation by both parties. Any other policy would, in the long run, prove 

disastrous. 

Most of my difficulties with some of the Zionist leaders in the American 

Zionist Emergency Council, which finally led to my resignation in 1945, were 

over this very i s sue. Some of them even resented the fact that I had succeeded 

in getting the Republican Party to include a pro-Zionist plank in its platform •••• 

As the election approached, President Roosevelt on October 15, 194 sent) 

through Senator Wagner a message to the Conv~on of the Zionist Organization 

of America, meeting in Atlantic City, wherein he gave his support to the 

Commonweal th plank in the Democratic platform. 

Actually the Emergency Council had not expected nor wanted a 

Convention message from the President. It had asked the White House to meet 

with its two co-chairmen for a serious talk about the Palestine situation. It 

was surprised to learn from a newspaper report that Dr. Wise had by himself 

seen the President ••• 

The Emergency Council angrily discus sed this matter on October 12th, 

and passed a resolution to the effect that "whenver any member of our group is 

on a mission representing the Zionist Movement he should refrain from injecting 

partisan politics into the matter." 
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In view of the fact that what amounted to a pre-election statement 

had been secured from the President, a similar statement was solicited from 

the Republican nominee, Thomas Dewey, which he gladly sent to the Convention. 

The message of the President which was conveyed to the Convention 

by Senator Wagner read: 

"Please express my satisfaction that in accord with 
traditional American policy, and in keeping with the 
spirit of the Four Freedoms, the Democratic Party at 
its July convention this year included the following plank 
in its platform: 

''We favor the opening of Palestine to unrestricted 
Jewish immigration and colonization, and such a 
policy has to result in the establishment there of a 
free and democratic Jewish commonwealth." 

"Efforts will be made to find appropriate ways and means of 
effectuating this policy as soon as possible. I know how long 
and ardently the Jewish people have worked and prayed for 
the establishment of Palestine as a free and democratic Jewish 
Commonwealth. I am convinced that the American people give 
their support to this aim and if re-elected I shall help to bring 
about its realization. " 

We, of course, made the most of it. 

Following the reading of President Roosvelt's message on the 

floor of the Convention, I took particular delight in saying to the delegates: 

"You will recall a year ago at the American Jewish Conference there 

were timid souls, even among our own Zionist leaders, who said, "Oh, don't 

talk about a Jewish Commonwealth; it is premature; it is extreme; it will 

alienate friends; you will never get a hearing in 
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Washington." If, on the platform of the Waldorf-Astoria a year ago I 

would have arisen and said that within twelve months the President 

of the United States would himself come out and declare, "I am for a 

free and democratic Jewish Commonwealth", they would have laughed me 

to scorn as a madman. We were the extremist Zionists then, the 

doctrinaires, the impractical people! ... 

''Well now the program of the extremists and the doctrinaires has 

become the accepted political position of the greatest power on ea111Fi. .-- . 

the United States of America. I speak of this because there is a lesson 

in it Jfor us Zionists for the future. We may have such moments recurring 

time and again. Don't compromise on basic Jewish frights for the sake 

of expediency, for the sake of a spurious unity! Demand what our people 

is historically entitled to cieman'1, all of it; insist on it; work for it, and 

wait!" 

Despite these striking expressions of official support for the Zionist 

position, they were not reflected in action. There was always an un

fortunate contradiction between American official pronouncements favoring 

the Jewish National Home and concrete action for their fulfillment. 

Later that month, the military objection to the pas sage of the 

Congressional Resolution was withdrawn.. We had waited innpatiently for 

months before the gratifying news finally reached us in a letter which the 

Secretary of War Stimson sent to Senator Taft. ·- ---------------
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In the light of this withdrawal and in view of the planks which had been adopted by 

both the Democratic and Republican Parties, as well as the statement of October 

15th of President Roosevelt, we felt confident that the road was now clear. 

It was decided to re-open the matter of the Congressional Resolution which had lain 

dormant since the previous March. Before taking action in the matter, the reaction 

of the President and Secretary of State Stettinius was sought. But, instead of the 

expected concurrence of the Administration, vigorous opposition was again en

countered. It is clear now, with the President's letter to Ibn Saud before us, why. 

A violent controversy soon developed within the Emergency Council 

when the Administration's opposition to action on the Resolution was encountered. 

Some members of the Council thought it inadvisable to proceed with the matter 

because of the Administration's opposition. I took a different vi ~w of the situation. 

I felt that every effort should be made to induce th .., Administration to withdraw its 

opposition to the Resolution inasmuch as its opposition was diametrically opposed 

to the stand which had been taken publicly by President Roosevelt himself and his 

party. To wait for a "green light" from the White House or the State Department 

was futile. It would never come. The whole purpose of the Congressional Resolution 

was to influence and change the Administration I s policy of inaction and to inform 

Great Britain and the world what the true sentiments of the American people, 

speaking through their chosen representatives in Congress, were. Our friends 

in Congress who had originally introduced the Resolution fully concurred in this, 

and were eager to re-introduce it now that the war was over, and the President had 

put himself on record as favoring the Jewish Commonwealth. 
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Unfortunately, the proponents of these two opposing views adopted 

conflicting procedures in Washington. Thus, while I sought to make the 

voice of Congress heard, other Zionist leaders informed the State Department 

that they were not pressing for the Resolution. Thus Dr. Wise, on his own, 

sent a telegram to Secretary of State Stettinius, without my knowledge: 

"In view of your meeting Monday with Senator Wagner, I wish to make 

my position and that of many associates unmistakably clear. We would, of 

course, all be happy if the Chief and you could see your way clear to give 

approval to the adoption of the Palestine Resolution in both Houses. Post

pmement likely to be misunderstood by public opinion which naturally cannot 

be informed concerning reasons for delay. If, however, Chief and you should 

still feel that some postponement for reasons already given, I, together with 

many associates, do not wish to have action taken contrary to your and 

President's recommendation. Situations should, under no circumstances, be 

permitted to arise in which Senate Committee would be informed of Chief's 

opinion communicated through you to us in confidence. In that case it would 

be best for Senate Committee to postpone action through the Session. This 

telegram is for you alone. Will telephone tomorrow afternoon at your con

venience to learn about results in your talk with Bob (Senator Wagner)" 

By the end of November, 1944, the House Foreign Affairs Committee 

approved the Resolution in a somewhat amended form. Late in November the 

Taft-Wagner Resolution came up for action in the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee, where it was con side red at three successive meetings. The 
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State Department and the President, however, remained adamant that the passage 

of the Resolution was inopportune-- "Unwise from the standpoint of the general 

international situation". The matter came up for a vote in the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee on December 11, 1944. On this occasion, Mr. Stettinius 

made the last in a series of personal appearances before the Committee, and, in 

the name of the national Administration, argued against its .passage. Such pressure 

from the Executive branch of the government made it impossible to pass the 

Resolution, and it was finally tabled by a bare majority in the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee. 

Following the tabling of the Palestine Resolution in the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, the far-reaching controversy within the Council culminated 

in my resignation as Chairman of the Executive Committee and Co-chairman of 

the Council. 

The leader of the opposition to my policy was the Co-chairman of the 

Council, Dr. Wise. No one could question his loyalty to the Movement or fail 

to be impressed by his years of service to the Zionist cause. We two had worked 

closely together for many years. But Dr. Wise was also a very staunch Democrat 

and completely enchanted by the charm and personality of the President. He felt 

very close to him. Men said that Dr. Wise had influence in the White House--that 

he was 'persona grata1• He never suspected that the Administration was perhaps 

using him. Dr. Wise would sing the President's praises on all occasions and would 

pronounce the name of Franklin Delano Roosevelt with such adoration as if he were 

offering incense and libation. 

Thus, at the opening session of the American Jewish Conference on 

September 1, 1943, Dr. Wise declared: 
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" As a spokesman of the Conference at its opening 

hour, I choose to register my unchanged faith in the 

deep humanity of the present leader of free men in the 

world today,. Franklin Delano Roosevelt. This body 

of delegated and widely representative American Jews, 

dedicated to the triumph of our ~ation's cause, declares 

its deep and unchangeable confidence in the integrity 

and good-will of its Commander-in- Chief. " 

There was nothing in the record of President Roosevelt up to 

that time, or later, to warrant such 11 deep and unchangeable confidence". 

He had done nothing for the Jewish people, for the refugees from Nazi 

persecution, or for the Jewish National Home. Undoubtedly he had good-will 

towards the Jewish people and deep sympathy for their suffering. But mere 

good-will in a supreme leader of the world at a time when a whole race was 

being exterminated, and the one door of escape and safety was being shut and 

bolted against them was clearly not enough. 

My own position ;J;, bad~~ ~~n~s at their convention 

in Atlantic City in 1944, shortly after it had received the encouraging statement 

of the President that "if re-elected I shall help to bring about its (the Jewish 

Commonwealth) realization". 

"With all my supreme admiration for the great personalities who 

are our friends, and for the Jsignificance of great personalities in the world 

crisis today, with my full admiration and full realization of treJe two facts, 

I still say to you what the psalmist said long ago: "Put not your trust in princes .... ll-
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" Put not the future of our Movement in the sole keeping of individuals, 

however friendly, however great. Appeal to the masses of the people. Talk 

to the whole of America. Make friends everywhere. Carry on an active education propaganda 

in your circle, within the sphere of your influence, among your own friends. That 

will be reflected in the higher political circles. That will guide them. That will 

sustain them when they come to make important decisions which may involve 

America's participation in the ultimate solution of the Palestine problem. 

"We must build upon the broad and secure base of public sentiment, 

the approval of public opinion which in the final anaj.ysis determines the attitude 

and action of governments in a democratic society." 
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Dr. Wise tendered his resignation as Co-chairman of the Emergency 

Council on December 9th on the ground that he "cannot longer remain the Chairman 

of a body, one of the leading officers of which is guilty of deliberate, persistent, 

violations of its decisions, conduct which has inflicted great hurt upon our sacred 

cause." He did not specify the nature of the great hurt which had been inflicted ••• 

Before his resignation was acted upon by the Emergency Council, a 

meeting was held by the Executive Committee of the Zionist Organization of 

America on Tuesday evening, December 19th, in the presence of Dr. Wise. At 

this meeting, the Chairman, Dr. Goldstein, the President of the Zionist Organi

zation of America, called upon me as Chairman of the Executive Committee of 

the Emergency Council, to report on the general situation. I stated that I was not 

prepared to present a report since I expect to do so at th ~ Emergency Council 

meeting which was scheduled for the following evening, after which I would feel 

free to discuss my report with the individual constitent organizations of the 

Council, including the Zionist Organization of America. 

Dr. Goldstein then proceeded to discuss the situation anyhow. 

He was impatient to get a decision from the Executive of the z. o. A., which would 

bind its representatives on the Council the following evening. As the discussion 

progressed, I told the Executive Committee that I still felt that it was my duty 

to present my report first tothe Emergency Council and that it was pointless for 

me to remain any further since I could not participate in the discussion. I thereupon 

left th .., meeting. 
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The minutes of that meeting indicate that a prolonged discussion followed 

in which, urging immediate action without waiting for the meeting of the 

Emergency Council the following evening, were Dr. Goldstein, Judge Louis E. 

Levinthal, Herman Shulman, Maurice M. Boukstein and Rabbi Solomon Goldman. 

Most violent in his criticism was Dr. James G. Heller, who offered a reso

lution that "it is the sense of the Executive Committee of the Zionist Organization 

of America that the actions of Dr. Abba Hillel Silver in relation to the resolutions 

before the Congress of the United States were in contravention of the decisions 

of the Zionist Emergency Council, that the resignation of Dr. Wise was justified 

as a protest against these actions and that in the light of these facts and in the 

political interest of the Movement, it is our conviction that the services of 

Dr. Silver as Co-chairman of the Emergency Council and Chairman of its 

Executive Committee should not be continued". 

Dr. Nahum Goldmann, member of the Jewish Agency, who attended as 

a guest, warned "that the continued use of such tactics as pursued by Dr. 

Silver which involved a fight against the President and his Administration, 

would lead to corrplete political disaster ... What we are doing here is what the 

Revisionists have done for twenty years. It is exactly Revisionist tactics. " 

Dr. Israel Goldstein delivered himself of the following revealing statement: 

"Is it not conceivable that a situation may exist which would make Dr. Silver's 

retirement advisable at the present juncture? The fact remains that he is 

persona non grata with the one man that more than any other we need for the 

solution of our problem, and that his position vis-a-vis the White House 
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has teen much worse as a reult of the pre sent events. Perhaps Dr. Silver ,. 
might feel impelled, as a matter of Zionist responsibility, to come to his 

colleagues and say: "Genllemen, this is the situation. If Mr. Dewey had 

been elected President of the United States it would have been proper for 

me to have the leadership, (I might say that Dr. Wise intimated that very 

thing to me) but under the circumstances now obtaining, I believe it is my 

duty not to be in the leadership and I shall work as a private in the ranks'. " 

Dr. Emanuel Neumann, ~- Jacob Fishman, ~- Elihu Stone and Rabbi 

Irving Miller urged that no action be taken until I would have an opportunity 

to make my report to the Zionist Emergency Council. Nevertheless, a 

re solution was adopted to the effect that "It is the sense of this meeting that 

on the basis of the facts as presented to us tonight, that Dr. Wise's regisnation 

as protest against Dr. Silver's action in contravention of the decisions of the 

Emergency Council was justified, we believe that Dr. Wise's resignation 

from the leadership of the American Zionist Emergency Council would most 

seriously inj.ure the interests of the Movement and therefore conditions must 

be created to enable Dr. Wise to continue as Chairman of the American 

Zionist Emergency Council. We leave it to our representatives in the 

Emergency Council to act in accordance with these views". An amendment 

was offered to delete the words "as a protest against Dr. Silver's action in 

contravention of the decision of the Emergency Council". On a vote, the 

amendment was defeated. 
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At the Zionist Emergency Council the next evening, December 20th, 

after Dr . Wise gave the reasons for his resignation, I gave a full report of 

my activities in connection with the Palestine Resolution in Congress. A motion 

was then made by Dr. Heller of the z. o. A. to the effect that "It was the sense 

of the Cowicil that Dr. Silver had contravened its decisions." This motion was 

tabled! Another motion was then made by a representative of the z. O. A. that 

"a new election be held on December 27th, and in the meantime the officers of 

the Council be requested to tender their resignations in order that the Council 

be in a position to act". A motion to table this motion was defeated. At this 

point I stated that the failure to table this motion indicated a lack of confidence in 

me and I tendered my resignation. 

The Poale Zion (Labor Zionists) and the Mizrachi (Religious Zionists) 

were solidly on my side and they remained my loyal supporters throughout the 

long controversy. The z. O.A. representative led in the opposition and they were 

joined by the representatives of the Hadassah. 

Almost the entire staff wanted to resign with me. I would not have it. 

The work of the Zionist Emergency Cowicil must not be di srupted. Only Harry L. 

Shapiro and Harold Manson tendered their resignations at once. 

Shortly thereafter a group of loyal adherents organized themselves as 

the American Zionist Policy Committee to bring about my return to the 

leadership of the Council and to fight for a program "in which timidity, appeasement 

and backstairs 'diplomacy' would have no place. " This fighting committee was 

headed by Abraham Goodman, a veteran Zionist, as chairman. Dr. Neumann was 

its guiding spirit and chief spokesman on public platforms. Shapiro and Manson 
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were joined by two other staff members of the Emergency Council, Abraham 

Tuvim and Harry Steinberg. Together they assumed full executive direction of 

the work of the Zionist Policy Committee and its nationwide campaign of information 

on the vital issues involved in the controversy. 

Inasmuch as the work which had to be done was still undone, I was 

personally determined to unseat the group which had forced my resignation. It was 

interfering with a program of action which I was confident would lead to the desired 

1P 
goal. The reaction of the Zionist public to what took place was to me both amazing 

and gratifying. From all parts of the country protests poured in, condemning the 

people who brought about my enforced resignation. The Zionist masses made their 

wishes unmistakably clear in resolutions, telegrams, letters and petitions--all calling 

for my return and for my program of action. 

The Jewish press of America particularly sprang to my defense, especially 

the Yiddish press, and a stream of editorials and articles by the most able and 

respected Jewish journalists--Jacob Fishman, S. Dingo!, M. Rivlin, Leon Crystal, 

David Pinski, and others--soon appeared. Within a few days of my resignation, 

an editorial, typical of many which were to follow, appeared in "The Day". 
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"Under Rabbi Silver's leadership Zionism became an importari: 

issue in American politics, and the question of a Jewish Commonwealth 

became a subject with which the entire public sympathized fully. -
"As a consequence, Dr. Silver became the most popular figure 

1n Zionist circles, and it was generally acknowledged that a new star had 

arisen on the political horizon of Zionism in America ... The time of hat-in-

hand politics JS over. Only an aggressive dynamic policy can lead to 

success and Rabbi Silver 1s clearly the man to be entrusted with such a 

policy ... The Emergency Council must be re-organized. Outside influence 

and political misunderstandings must be set aside and Rabbi Silver must 

remain at his post to serve the best interests of Palestine and of the Jewish 

people." 

Wrote Jacob Fishman: 

"The twelve members of the American Zion ist Emergency Council 

who voted Dr. Abba Hillel Silver out of the leadership of American Zionist 

political work have demonstrated that they have no desire to heal the dangerous 

breach in American Zionis. They have also slapped the face of Jewish public 

opinion, which has, in my opinion, manifested overwhedming opposition to the 

maneuver aimed at Dr. Silver. 

"When one reads the pronouncement at the end of Dr. Israel 

Goldstein's statement to the effect that 'Zionism is a democratic movement', 

one feels like asking Dr. Goldstein: when did the Z. 0. A. administration 

receive a mandate from the Zionist rre mbership to carry on a political campaign 

I 

I 
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directed ag-ainst Dr. Silver or to seek out his 'sins'? Quite the contrary--at the 

Convention of the Zionist Organization of America in Atlantic City Dr. Silver's 

policies were approved unanimously; and the deL ... gates understood already then 

that a behind-the-scenes campaign was being waged against him by the z. o. A. 

administration •••• 

The eminent playwright David Pinski wrote in the "Jewish Morning 

Journal": 

"When Dr. Silver accepted the chairmanship of the Council, expectations 

ran high everywhere. His subsequent achievements justified all the hopes pinned 

on him by the Zionist Movement. Under his competent and energetic leadership, 

the American Zionist Emergency Council really came to life and vigor. How can 

one account then for his sudden warfare against Dr. Silver and his forced resignation? 

The contention is that Dr. Silver pursued an aggressive and militant policy which 

called forth all this antagonism. He is accused of having behaved as if we Jews were 

really an important power, whereas the others felt that we could only plead 
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and be and hope for mercy and charity. When it was hinted from 'on high' 

that we ought to postpone our requests for 'a little while', we should not 

have been insistent. We should have armed ourselves with patience and waited. 

"Who is right? Wise or Silver? Which policy is the right one? 

Perseverance or weak-kneed yielding? Why not consult the sentiments of the 

Zionist masses, the voice of the people which is the voice of God? Do not 

the leaders of the American Zionist Organization have any faith in the rank 

and file of the membership? ls the Palestine Resolution their own private 

concern?" 

The Raounti~ protests increased in volume. n,.r. Chaim Weizmann 

cabled an appeal both to me and Dr. Wise to do everything possible to resolve 

our differences. On March 26th, I received a letter from Dr. Wise inviting 

me to attend a meeting of the Executive Committee of the Emergency Council., 

to which I replied: 

"My dear Dr. Wise: 

"Permit me to thank you for your letter of March 21st. I appreciate 

the invitation which you convey to me to attend a meeting in the near future of 

the Executive Committee of the Emergency Council. I shall try to attend such 

a meeting although at the pre sent moment I do not ..know when I will be in New 

York again. I only returned this morning from a week's stay in New York. 

"I would be lacking in frankness if I were to leave you with the 

impression that my remaining a member of the Council in any way implies 

that I accept the present set-up of the Council as either a satisfactory or 
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permanent arrangement. Since my enforced resignation, the Council, to my 

best lmowledge, has heard from numerous Zionist groups and leaders throughout 

the country calling for its re-organization. This has also been echoed with 

remarkable unanimity by the Jewish press. 

"On February 21st, Dr. Weizmann cabled both to you and to me an 

urgent message to do everything humanly possible to resolve the difference and 

to remove the difficulties thus enabling all Zionists to combine for the urgent 

task which lies before us. Mr. Lipsky wrote to me on February 26th that he, 

as a member of the Jewish Agency, had been urged by Dr. Weizmann to make an 

earnest effort to reconcile the difference that had arisen. On March 2nd, I wrote 

to Mr. Lipsky that 1if Dr. Wise is now of the opinion that the reorganization of the 

Emergency Council which he precipitated by his resignation was ill-advised, and 

that the situation now calls for my return under conditions which will enable me 

to carry on the active political leadership of the Council, I shall be very pleased 

to meet with him at a time and place mutually agreeable1• 

"I have not heard from you as to your intention. This, as I see it, 

and believe you will agree with me, is the real crux of the matter and not whether 

I attend one or another meeting of the Executive Council." 
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The situation in the Zionist ranks became such that on April 

first the Executive Committee of the Z. 0. A. appointed a peace committee 

to explore the possibilities of resolving the controversy. On June 24th, the 

committeef ~t- under the chairmanship of Judge Louis E. Leventhal, brought 

in a report which was adopted. Anotre r committee was then appointed to 

consult with the other three organizations of the Erne rgency Council and 

with me and Dr. Wise with a 1view of bringing about an all-around agreement. 

I insisted upon a re-organization of the Emergency Council which 

would give my friends in the Council practical control and so insure that my 

policies would in the future not be thwarted again by a hostile combination 

within the Council. 

When this was agreed to, and the report of the Committee vvas 

approved by the Emergency Council on July 12, 1945, I withdrew my resig-

nation and resumed my position as Chairman of the Executive of the Zionist 

~ Emergency Council - e:t1ui ie~cthe1 with fh . 7tfise a.~ Joint Chairman of 

the Council. 

At the conclusion of the meeting I addressed the members of the 

council: 

"I would like to say a (word or two on this occasion. This is the 

first time in six months that I am with you and belie~e me that I was sad that 

I was away these six months. I am pleased that the unity we have all wished 

for has been re-established and that we will be able to proceed with our 
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mandates from the Jewish people now in wholehearted and strongest cooperation. 

I regard what has transpired not in any sense as a personal victory. These past 

six months have been a defeat for all of us and they have been a defeat for our 

Movement in this country. We will have to work doubly hard to regain some of 

th e ground we have lost. 

"I do feel a sense of personal satisfaction at this moment and one of 

vindication. Beyond that, I have no feeling other than one of profound gratitude 

that we have found our way back to comradeship and the possibility for united action. 

I hope that we will all turn oorbacks on what took place in the last few months and 

that we will begin to think of ourselves not in terms of friends or foes, or as 

members of this group or that group, but in terms of comrades working in a common 

cause ..• 

"I wish to have the opportunity, in cooperation with my Joint Chairman, 

Dr. Wise, and members of this Council, to work, and I would ask that this work be 

not made difficult for me. There has been some damage done to the one who is now 

the Chairman of your Executive Committee. Some damage has been done in 

Washington to his reputation and his standing with people with whom he will have to 

deal from now on. That was an unfortunate 
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thing and it will have to be corrected. I am a tool of the Movement and could 

function best when the tool is permitted to retain strength. As you build me 

up, you build up the Movement. As Jyou pull me dovn , you pull down the 

Movement. My effectiveness to the Movement depends upon what you say about 

me, and I hope that all of us will bear it in mind. 

"The days ahead are difficult days and stormy days, I am afraid. 

We will have to do things which will demand of us the sacrifice of many of our 

subsidiary loyalties. We will have to have courage to act and not to buckle 

under when we reach a point of consummation .... 

"That is all that I should like to say at this time. I want to tell 

Dr. Wise, with whom I hope to work, that I am very happy that we are again 

finding ourselves in harness and working together. I hope that after all these 

things, which have happt:ned we will come to understand each other a little 

better. I think we are both worth getting to know a little better. I am sure 

that as we get to know each other a little better, all the bogies which have been 

built up will vanish. 

"I pledge the best that is in me, which is not good enough, for our 

Movement. I demand of you a similar pledge, with all that you have and all 

that you can give, of mind and heart, to this great cause, which has now 

entered xn:k its final hour of decision. " 

Dr. Wise responded: 
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"I have no desire to go back to the past. We had differences. They 

are now relegated to the limbo. We begin anew to work together. 

"Dr. Silver used a phrase which I hope we will all bear in mind . 

. 
I hope that the press will not begin tomorrow to speak of trium}lp, the 

victories, the defeats. 

We are going to work together. Dr. Silver, you pledged us your heart-

felt services in every sense. Nobody in this room is foolish enough to deny 

that you have a great service to render, your ability, your ideals, your 

capacity for leadership. We want your leadership and we also want your 

comradeship. We ask for friendship. I pray to God that a year hence we 

may S::l.Y that the great decision in favor of our people came a little sooner 

because the masses of American Zionists were united on this blessed night." 

Three months later, on October 20, 1945, a meeting of the Executive 

Committee of the Zionist Emergency Council voted almost unanimously to 

proceed with the re-introduction of the Congress Resolutionf.-- even if it 

were not approved by the Chief Executive. By now the Roosevelt corres-

pondence with Ibn Saud had been made public. \', ,. , 
•. 

The Resolution was introduced on October 26, 1945, and was over-

whelmingly adopted by the Senate on December 17th and by the House on the 

19th. 

Dr. Neumann was very active in the W days before its passage. 

I was in Palestine at the time. 
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Senator Taft wrote me on December 19, 1945, that he was not 

entirely satisfied with the terms of the Resolution--it had been watered down--but 

on the whole, he did not believe they will detract from the tremendous advantage 

of having Congress adopt it. This is how I felt about it, too. 
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Commenting on the passage of the Palestine Resolution, Mr. Sumner 

Welles, in his book, "Where Are We Heading", writes: 

"The position taken by the legislative branch of the Government 
was firm, tonic and enlightened as has often been the case in 
recent months. The Congress favored a foreign policy that was 
far more positive than that of the Executive, and far more likely 
to further a healthy world reconstruction." 

At the annual convention of the Zionist Organization of America which 

was held later that year in Atlantic City, I was elected President of the organization 

by acclamation. The man who enthusiastically seconded my nomination was 

Dr. Stephens. Wise .•• 

Commenting on my election, the "Haaretz" of Palestine wrote on 

November 21st: "The election of Dr. Silver is both a personal victory and a 

vindication of his policy •.• Recent events have shown that our hope of obtaining 

anything by action behind the scenes and reliance on vague promL es have not 

come true. Our new way therefore must be that of struggle and Dr. Silver's 

election proves that the Zionist Movement in America recognizes this fact, and 

is preparing itself for the struggle." 

Following the Zionist Convention in Atlantic City, I went to Palestine 

on November 24, 1945, to attend the sessions of the World Zionist Executive 

and the Jewish Agency for Palestine. I was most warmly received everywhere. 

I visited the scenes of recent British military attacks at Givat Haim, Shefayim 

and Rishpon. I attended a great gathering in the Mograbi Theatre in Tel-Aviv 

on December 7th. I told the people: 11 This is only the first round of the struggle." 
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Earlier that year, in August, 1945, I attended the Zionist Conference 

in London. The war was now over and the leaders of the Movement gathered from all 

parts of the world to plan their future course. The delegates took stock of the appalling 

disaster which the war had brought upon European Jewry, of the millions destroyed, 

and the countless survivors of the holocaust who were homeless and were seeking a 

new home. The delegates were in an angry mood, because the gates of the Jewish 

National Home were not open to admit these helpless refugees. The Jews of Palestine 

were in open revolt against the mandatory government because of its closed-door 

policy and the government was employing brutal repressive measures against them. 

A dramatic episcxle at one of the sessions revealed an open rift between the President 

of the World Zionist Organization and the Chairman of its Executive. A speech by 

Dr. Weizmann at the conclusion of the general debate was taken as an expression of 

his disbelief in the possibility of attaining the objective of a Jewish State. Ben Gi.rion 

strcxle angrily to the platform and declared that in making his statement, Dr. Weizmann 

did not speak for the Jewish People. 

The Conference re-affirmed the principles of the Biltmore program. 

It proclaimed its full endorsement of the request which the Jewish Agency had previously 

made to His Majesty's Government "that an immediate decision be announced to 

establish Palestine as a Jewish State". It called for the immediate abrogation of 

the White Paper. It asked the new Labor Government which had just then come into 

power for one hundred thousand imniigration certificates. The delegates were 

' greatly heartened by the fact that there was now a new government in Great Britain. 

The Labor Party, which was victorious in the elections, was Im.own as a frimd of 

Zionism. It had time and again passed strong pro- Zionist resolutions and had 

called for the abrogation of the White Paper. 

I was a member of the committee, whose chairman was David Ben-Gurion, 

which called on the new Colonial Secretary, Mr. G. H. Hall, and presented 



- 2 -

to him our program and our request. We were graciously received and were 

told that our request would be given prompt consideration. 

But we were soo in for a shattering disillusionment. The Labor Govern-

ment before long shockingly repudiated the position which the Labor Party 

had taken. It denied our request for one hundred thousand certificates. It 

announced no fundamental change in the White Paper policy of the former 

government. It would permit, for the time being, fifteen hundred immigrants 

a month to enter the country. It turned down the request which President 

Truman had made in a letter to the Prime Minister on August 31st for the 

ad.mission of one hundred thousand refugees. The Attlee government was · 

determined to preserve the same policy after the war which the Churchill 

government had pursued during the war on t h e ~!~lte~,e 7 
possible military dangers in the Near East. 

It was at this juncture that I fully realized the utter hopelessness of 

continuing our negotiations with Great Britain in the hope that it would see 

the error of its way, and would adopt a course of action in consonance with its 

obligations under the mandate. In consequence, I turned away from the Weizmann 

line of so-called "moderation". Moderation had yielded us nothing, except 

what we ourselves had built in Palestine in the face of constant British 

interference and harassment. Now that the war was over, there was no 

longer any fear of embarrassing an embattled nation fighting the enemies of 

all civilization - - the Nazis. There was now the stark reality of the hundreds 
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of thousands of their victims who were languishing in Displaced Persons' camps--

clamoring to be allowed to go to Palestine--and the mandatory government unlawfully 

keeping them out. There must be a change! The Gordian knot had to be cut! I had 

followed Weizmann fairly consistently through the years, with the exception of the one 

brief Brandeis interlude, and our difference over the Peer Report which had proposed 

an unsatisfactory partition. I could follow him no longer. 

I had come around to the position that Great Britain must give up the 

Mandate over Palestine and that the United Nations Organization should be asked to 

take up the Palestine problem. I had expressed this view publicly even before the 

Labor Party's betrayal. I was now firmly convinced of it. 

Upon my return from the London Zionist Conference we resumed th;-\ 

battle against the White Paper and Mr. Bevin._.---~-~----------~J 

In contemplating the possibility that the issue might be presented to the 

United Nations I had thought of addressing ourselves not only to th Western democracies, 

but also to Moscow. I had intimated as much publicly and was roundly attacked in 

a part of the Jewish press for entertaining such a thought. Subsequent events proved 

me right. 

On September 23rd, Dr. Wise and I issued a statement which declared 

that the Jewish people would resist to the bitter end the reported British decision 

to continue the White Paper policy. In order to give voice to the indignation of American 

Jewry at this betrayal, a demonstration was held at short notice at Madison Square 

Garden on September 30th, which was filled with a capacity audience of twenty-two 

thousand, together with a gathering outside of forty-five thousand more. Mass 

demonstrations were also held in many other large centers throughout the country. 
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On October 2nd, ten United States Senators of both parties denounced 

the decision of Great Britain on the floor of the Senate and on October 16th, 

seventeen Congressmen spoke in a similar vein on the floor of the House. An 

emergency conference of Zionist leaders was called to meet in Washington to which 

one hundred and eighty cities sent representatives. These called on their Senators 

and Representatives in Congress. The leaders of American Labor, William Green and 

Philip Murray, sent strongly worded cables to Prime Minister Attlee. An "Open 

Letter to Mr. Attlee" appeared in forty newspapers in the United States. Outstanding 

spokesmen of liberal, pro-labor elements in the United States sent a cable to 

Prime Minister Clement Attlee in which they expressed their shock and indignation 

at the position taken by the Labor Government. 

Harry Truman was now President of the United States. President Roosevelt 

had died on April 12, 1945. 

Truman's position on Zionism was not clear to us. He had favored the 

Senate Resolution calling for a Jewish Commonwealth when it was introduced in the 

Senate in December, 1944. But at that time he was not President. 

Early in his presidency, he was advised by the State Department to follow 

the Roosevelt line on Palestine. In his 11Memoirs", Truman writes: 

"I had before me President Roosevelt's records and statements regarding 

Palestine. And th 3 Secretary of State had sent me a special communication two 

days before, expressing the attitude and the thinking of the State Department on 

Palestine. 

"It is very likely", this communication read, "that efforts will be made 

by some of the Zionist leaders to obtain from you at an early date some commitments 

in favor of the Zionist program which is pressing for unlimited Jewish immigration 
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into Palestine and the establishment there of a Jewish state. As you are aware, 

th ~ Government and people of the United States have every sympathy for the persecuted 

Jews of Europe and are doing all in their power to relieve thiir suffering. The question 

of Palestine is, however, a highly complex one and involves questions which go far 

beyond the plight of the Jews in Europe. 

"There is continual tenseness in the situation in the Near East", the 

communcation concluded, "largely as a result of the Palestine question, and as 

we have interests in that area which are vital to the United States, we feel that 

this whole subject is one that should be handled with the greatest care and with a view 

to the long-range interests of the country. 

Truman resolved to follow the Roosevelt line (p. 68). 

Prior to his depar1ure for the Potsdam Conference in July, 1945, he was 

requested to take up the matter of Palestine with the world leaders who would be there, 

especially with Prime Minister Attlee. Upon his return on August 16th, he was asked 

at a Press Conference whether anything about the Jewish National Home had been 

discussed at Potsdam. He replied that it was. When he was aks ed what the American 

view on Palestine was, he replied, "The American view on Palestine is, we want to let 

as many of the Jews into Palestine as it is possible to let into that country. Then the 

matter will have to be worked out diplomatically so that if a State can be set up there, 

they may be able to set it up on a peaceful basis. I have no desire to send five 

hundred thousand (sic!) American soldiers there to make peace in Palestine. 
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This was not reassuring. President Truman had evidently been im-

pressed by what he had been told by the British at Potsdam concerning the 

dangers which would e involved in 1setting up a Jewish National Home in 

Palestine, although the war was now over and military reasons could no 

longer be adduced as an argument against it. 

~~ However, on August 31st of that year, President Truman wrote to 
~ 

Prime Mlnister Attlee requesting that one hundred thousand certificates for 

the immigration of Jewish refugees into Palestine be granted. The letter was 

a fine, human document. The President had read the report of Earl G. Harrison 

of the Inter-governmental Committee on Refugees. The latter had made a 

personal investigation for the President of the condition of the Jewish survivors 

in Europe and he reported that for the Jewish survivors in the camps "Palestine 

is definitely and pre-eminently the first choice", and that any delay in the 

transfer of these unfortunate people to Palestine would result in misery and 

death. 

This action of President Truman marked a welcome turning point, not 

to be sure in American policy on Palestine, but on the heretofore sustained 

policy of doing nothing to help Jews get into Palestine. Regardless of what 

his position on Zionism was, he was at least trying to do something concrete 

to help. He found it possible to maintain that the admission of o e hmdred 

thousand Jews did not call for prior con9.lltation with the Arabs - - a thought 

which had never occured to his predecessor. President Truman's letter 

marked a real step forward in the directio~ntervening actively in the 
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Palestine situation in order to put an end to what had developed into a 

dangerous stalemate. 

However, in order to reassure the Arabs wh~~terly criticized 

President Truman for making his request for the refugees, Secretary of 

State James F. Byrnes issued a statement on 0::tober 18th, in which he 

announced that the fundamental policy of the United States Government was 

that it "will not reach final conclusions with reference to any proposals that 

would change the basic situation in Pa1estine without full consultation with 

Jewish and Arab Leaders". Secretary Byrnes further stated that this was 

the policy of the late President Roosevelt, and he made public the exchange 

of letters between Roosevelt and King Ibn Saud of March-April, 1945. 

When this exchange of letters was made public along with the policy 

declaration of Secretary Byrnes, we asked for a meeting with Secretary Byrnes 

and on October 23rd we submitted a Memorandum to him in the name of the 

American Zionist Emergency Courucil, in which, among other things, we 

refuted the false allegations which were made by Ibn Saud about Zionism, and 

took is sue with President Roosevelt's letter, particularly the right it accorded 

to the various Arab states to be consulted in the affairs of Palestine. In part, ~ 

~ Memorandum read: 
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"The exchange of correspondence between President Roosevelt 
and King Ibn Saud which has now been made public and the &:ate
ment by the Secretary of State of October 18th raise issues of 
fundamental importance in regard to the implementation of 
American policy on Palestine ...... . 

President Rooosevelt's letter refers to assurances previously 
given to King Ibn Saud regarding the attitude of the United 
States with respect to the que&:ion of Palestine. The exact 
nature of these assurances is not disclosed, but it is re
spectfully submitted that whatever their tenor, they would 
not be valid if inconsistent with the publicly stated objectives 
of American policy or with the terms of the Palestine Mandate .... 

We feel constrained, at the same time, to make a frank state-
ment of our views with regard to the course of action pursued by the 
Executive brance of the Government and the State Department 
in particular, over a period of years. Despite the unbroken chain 

of pro-Zionist ~ts, promises and pronouncements to which we have 
referred, J.~he policy they express has not been translated into 
action. On the contrary, numerous acts and omissions have 
emboldenend the Arab leaders to allege that the American Government 
wa!ij,in fact, withholding its support from the Zionist cause, and 
that the pronouncements made here from time to time were meant 
for home consumption. We have consistently disregarded these 
allegations as unwarranted aspersions upon the good faith and 
political integrity of our Government ...... 11 

Prime Minister Attlee did not accede to President Truman's request 

for a hundred thousand certificates. Instead, he suggested another investi

gation - a joint Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry to investigate the 

Ula. vrwc.J 
position of the Jews in Europe as well as the situation in Palestine. Jt wa.e 

S C.... other delaying device and an excuse ~naction. On October 30th, 

Dr. Wise and I submitted a statement to the President in which we said: 

"Within the last seven years, three major intergovernmental 
Conferences and Committess, in addition to our own War 
Refugee Board appointed in 1944 and already dissolved, have 
sought to deal with the question of Jewish refugees and of 
Jewish immigration ...... . 
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Each of these efforts ended in dismal failure, stemming from 
the central assumption that the doors of Palestine, unlawfully 
barred to Jewish immigration by the British Government under 
the terms of its White Paper of 1939, must remain barred •.. 

"We beg of you not to countenance further commissions and 
inquiries at a continued cost in human life and human misery, 
which can only ascertain facts already well known. 

"What is urgently needed, is not another roving expedition or a 
further time-consuming investigation, but immediate concrete measures 
in conformity with a policy long established and clearly defined 
by valid international agreements. No inquiry can be acceptable 
which does not base itself on the internationally recognized right 
of the Jewish people to reconstitute their National H<me in Palestine. 
For such an International Commission to set out upon its quest 
without reference to these basic legal and political considerations, 
is to embark upon a sea without chart or compass, without a point 
of departure or a port of destination ••.• It is evident that commissions 
are not a substitute for action clearly indicated." 

President Truman, however, yielded to Attlee's counter-proposal for 

a joint Committee of Inauiry. 

I urged that our Movement should ignore this Comilittee and not appear 

before it. However, the World Zionist Executive decided to cooperate with it. 

It looked hopefully on the propsect of the United States government sharing, for 

the first time, the responsibility of finding a solution for the Palestine problem 

with Great Britain. When the Committee held its sessions in Washington, 

representatives of the Zionist Emergency Council including Dr. Wise and Dr. 

Neumann made a full presentation of the Zionist Case before it, since this was what 

the World Zionist Executive had agreed to. I refused to attend. ' I sensed that 

the enterprise would result in utter futility--especially since Mr. Bevin had made 

it very clear that the real purpose of this Committee was to liquidate the Zionist 

Movement.. 

I was again branded by the "practical" men in our Movement as a hot-
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headed extremist. Months later, an American member of the Committee of Inquiry, 

Mr. Bartley C. Crum, acknowledged at a public meeting in Madison Square Garden 

that I had been right in urging rejection of this C-0mmittee and that I had correctly 

evaluated the political situation. 

Mr. Sumner Welles, the former Under-Secretary of State, addressing 

the Maryland Christian Conference on Palestine on May 14, 1946, declared: 

"The appointment of the Anglo-American Committee could scarcely have 

been expected to result in any practical or constructive accomplishment. Commission 

after commission had already been appointed in the past by British Government 

to investigate the situation in Palestine and to recommend policy with regard thereto. 

There was no far-sighted member of the Executive or Legislative branches of the 

Government of the United States who had studied the problem of Palestine--and as 

we all know, members of our Congress have gone to Palestine for that purpose--who 

had not already reached a conclusion as to the nature of the solution which should 

be sought. Under such 
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conditions what could the appointment of this new commission really 

accomplish, ct her than to make it possible to postpone decisions? And 

these were months, as we so sadly know, when the pitiful survivors of the 

Nazi massacres, uprooted from their homes in every part of Europe, were 

still bsing compelled to live in intolerable conditions, in concentration campsr 

with no hope left to them except the possibility that they might be permitted 

to emigrate to Palestine, or to some othr distant shores, and thus procure 

safety and the chance to make a £re sh start in life ... 

" I know many of the American members of the Anglo-American Committee. 

I know that they a-e men of the highest character, of truly liberal convictions, 

who are incapable of framing or of signing a report in which they, themselves, 

do not believe. I do not question either their motives or their judgment. What 

I do question is the wisdom of our own Government in asking them at this time 

to assume these responsibilities. II 

The Committee of Inquiry issued its Report at the end of April, 1946. 

When we were apprised of its contents, it became unmistakably clear 

to us that while the Report had certain positive aspects, in particular a 

recommendation for the immediate transfer of one hundred thousand Jews 

from the Displaced Persons 1camps to Palestine and the virtual abrogation of 

the White Paper, its long-term recommendations were not such as could command 

themselves to the Zionist Movement. In consequence of representations which 
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we made in Washington, the President, in releasing the text of the Report, issued 

a statement which drew an important distinction between the immediate and the 

long-term recommendations in the Report. He declared: 

"I am very happy that the request which I made for the 
immediate admission of one hundred thousand Jews into 
Palestine has been unanimously endorsed by the Committee 
of Inquiry. The transfer of these unfortunate people should 
now be accomplished with the greatest dispatch •.•• in addition 
to these immediate objectives, the report deals wth many other 
questions of long range political policies and questions of 
international law which require careful study and which I 
will take under advisement. " 

This was a sound and statesmanlike position to take. But when Prime 

Minister Attlee took violent exception to his position, our State Department 

announced that no immediate action would be taken in behalf of the hundred thousand 

without first acting on all th v other recommendations of the Report. On May 20th, 

the State Department went through the motion of inviting Arab and Jewish representa-

tives to present their views on the recommendations of the Committee, as if their 

views were not already fully known. Following this development, Dr. Wise and 

I met with Secretary of State Acheson and Loy Henderson in what turned out to 

be a very stormy session. I charged both of them with acting contrary to the 

clear intentions of the President which they stoutly denied. 

Under pressure of public opinion, the President then appointed on 

June 11th, a Cabinet Committee on Palestine, consisting of the Secretaries of 

State, War and the Treasury. In so doing, the President declared that 



- 13 -

he was appointing this Committee to assist him in the "early con

sideration of the recommendations of the Anglo-American Committee 

of Inquiry", in view of the urgency of the solution of various problems 

relating to the Jews in Europe and Palestine. Foreign Secretary 

Ernest Bevin replied to this action of the President by a speech which 

he delivered at the British Labor Conference at Bournemouth on 

June 12th in which he hurled a slur against the Jews of New York a'ld 

repeated the canard about the Zionists wishing to establish an ex

clusively racial state in Palestine. At a public protest meeting held 

in the city of New York on June 12th, 1946, I said: 
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"When Prime Minister Attlee rejected President Truman's 
humanitarian request that 100,000 refugee Jews be permitted 
to enter Palestine at once, he made a counter proposal that a 
Joint Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry should be appointed 
to investigate the situation. The members of the Committee were told by the British Foreign Secretary, Mr. Bevin, that their 
recommendations would be implemented forthwith if they would be 
unanimous. The "ll>mmittee unanimously recommended that 100,000 certificates be authorized immediately for the admission into Palestine of Jews who have been the victims of Nazi and Fascist persecution, and that these certificates be awarded as far as possible in 1946. 

The President of the United States declared that he was very happy that the request which he had made had been unanimously endorsed by the Committee. He urged that the transfer of these unfortunate people should now be accomplished "with the greatest dispatbh." But the British Government again welshed. Prime Minister Attlee called for the disarming of the Jews of Palestine as a prior condi-tion, which condition the Committee had considered and rejected. He made other unwarranted conditions. 

Mr. Bevin declared that "if we put 100,000 Jews into Palestine I would have to put another division of British troops there. I am 
not prepared to do it." This trumped-up military argument is again trotted out to justify another broken pledge. And this latest act is accompanied by Bevin's cheap slur on the American people and a coarse bit of anti-Semintic wlgarity reminiscent of the Nazis at their worst. 

In view of this shocking record of broken pledges and the repeated violation of solemn obligations, American citizens have the right to turn to their representatives in the Congress of the United States, who are now discussing the granting of a loan to Great Britain, and inquire whether the Government of the United States can a1i>:rd to make a loan to a Government whose pledged word seems to be worthless. They should also inquire whether American money, including that of the Jewish citizens of the United States who have given such superb evidence of their loyalty and patriotism during the war and whose sacrifices helped to save a collapsing British Empire, should be used 
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to back up a Go.rernment whose Foreign Minister has repeatedly 
given evidence of a virulent anti-Jewish 1as. 

We question very much whether Mr. Bevin represents the 
conscience and spirit of the British people but it is up to them 
to repudiate this maligner and cheap vulgarian, and to demand 
that someone who more truly represents them should occupy 
such an importa:"lt post. " 

We were not, of course, opposed to the British loan. We felt, however, 

that action on it should be delayed until Great Britain had met her responsibilities 

toward Palestine and had revoked its illegal measures which were keeping 

hundreds of thousands of our unfortunate war-ravaged refugees from entering 

the country. The American Government had a clear directive from the Congress 

of the United States on the subject of the Je ish National Home. It would lave 

been perfectly proper for our government to posit as a prior condition for the 

granting of a loan to Great Britain, the fulfillment on the part of Great Britain 

of her international obligations toward the Jewish National Home. Foreign 

loans are very frequently used by governments, including Great Britain, to 

achieve political objectives. This is neither improper nor unusual. ... 

The great concern of the Administration and its feverish activity prior 

to the consideration of the loan in the House, indicated that the passage of the 

loan was dfinitely in doubt. Enough of our friends had rallied to our side in 

addition to those who were opposed to the loan on other grounds to make the 

postponement of action very likely. Had this happened, I was persuaded that the 
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government of Great Britain would have acted very quickly. But the unexpecred 

action of Dr. Wise, who in clear disregard of understandings reached in his 

presence by the Emergency Council, came forth as the cha°fpion of the loan 

in the name of Americanism, demora ized and scattered our friends in Congress. 

He wrote a letter to Congressman Bloom which was read in the House: "There 

could be no doubt" , wrote the reporter of the "New York T i mes", "that the 

statement of Rabbi Wise and other developments of the day strongly improved 

prospects for approval of the loan. " 

They could see no sense in voting against an Administration measure to 

help the Zionist cause when a Zionist leader himself stepped forth as its 

champ.on. It was shortly after this beau geste that the measures against the 

Jewish refugees coming to Haifa we re intensified and their deportation to 

Cyprus began a few weeks after the passage of the British loan. This was 

Great Britain's grateful quid pro quo. 

After another delay, American technical experts we re sent to London 

to meet with British experts and to work out the logistics in connection with 

the transfer of the hundred thousand. This Committee completed its work, 

but again nothing happened. Finally, the Cabinet Committee dispatched to 

London its three deputy members to meet with the British, this time not to 

get the hundred thousand Jews moving into Palestine, but to work out the im

plementation of all the recommendations of the Committee of Inquiry. Attlee 

and Bevin had won their point. The results of the labors of these deputy members 

was the well-known Grady-Morrison Federalization Plan. What the report 
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recommended was not a plan for implementing the recommendations of the 

Committee of Inquiry, but an u~rly new and radically different, substitute plan. 

It recommended a scheme of provincial autonomy for Palestine wherein the Jewish 

people would be restricted to an area of some fourteen hundred square miles. Jewish 

immigration would be permitted in that zone, up to its absorptive capacity which would 

be determined by the Mandatory power or trustee government. A mockery of self

government was outlined. Great Britain would remain the sole trustee with 

increased power over an indefinite period. Great Britain would also remain in 

absolute control of a large zone of its own. The American government was to 

win the cooperation of the Arabs to this plan by a bribe of three hundred million 

dollars. 

The President was disuaded at the very last moment, after heroic 

efforts were made by many friends of our Movement, Jews and non-Jews from 

giving American approval to this scheme, so palpably wrong-headed, unjust and 

so violative of the rights of the Jewish people. I characterized this scheme at 

this time as "a plan for the ghett~ of the Jews in their own homeland". 
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It was at this juncture, after the rejection of the Grady-Morrison 

plan by the American Government, that the Executive of th ~ Jewish Agency, 

meeting in Paris, came forward with a partition proposal as a solution for the 

Palestine problem. 

The Paris meeting of the Executive was held in a desperate hour 

for our Movement. Zionist leaders were imprisoned in Latrun, among them 

were Isaac Ben Zvi and Moshe Shertok. The British Army was taking brutal 

retaliatory measures against the Yishuv, and there was the danger of more serious 

clashes to follow. Always present was the tragic plight of fellow-Jews in the camps 

throughout Europe, pressing for remedial action. In view of all this, one can 

readily understand the eagerness for finding a quick solution, and the belief 

that the solution of partition would have wide support in England and the United 

States--and even among some Arabs, and would be quickly accepted. 

I regarded this action of the World Zionist Executive as a serious blunder, 

a grave error in tactics, if in nothing else. It was not up to us to make partition 

proposals and they would get us nowhere. The Arabs would regard it as a sign of 

wealmess on our part and would become even more intransigient, and the British 

governne nt had already indicated in the Grady-Morrison Federalization Plan the 

kind of settlement which it favored--a settlement so far removed from Executive's 

own conception of partition, that it rejected the Grady-Morrison plan out of hand. 

An emissa:ry of the Jewish Agency, Dr. Nahum Goldmann, was dispatched 

by the Executive from its meeting in Paris, to sound out Washington, the members 

of the Cabinet Committee approved the proposals of the Jewish Agency. It was 
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not made clear by him, however, that our government did not accept them as 

government policy and did not transmit them to Great Britain as the proposals 

of the American Government. They were transmitted as the proposals of the 

Jewish Agency. The President of the United States, before very long, took 

occasion to point out specifically in a statement issued on August 16th that "although 

the President has been exchanging views with Prime Minister Attlee on the subject, 

this government has not presented any plan of its own for the solution of the 

problem of Palestine." The British Government drew the full implications from 

this statement of the President. It was not surprising therefore that all the 

efforts of the Executive of the Jewish Agency in the two months which followed 

to persuade the British Government to accept partition as a basis for negotiations, 

failed completely. All the negotiations resulted in nothing, and during these two 

months, the American Government acted as though it had done all that had been 

requested of it--it had transmitted the Agency proposals to London--and what more did 

the Jews want? It .gave the impression of having washed its hands of the entire 

matter, even the subject of the hundred thousand refugees seemed to have been 

shelved. 

The American Zionist Emergency Council again went into action in an 

intensified campaign. Our purpose was not to elicit another statement from the 

White H--use. Of these, the records showed that we have had quite a number. 

Nevertheless, the pressure of aroused and indignant public opinion was so great that 

on October 4th, the President did 
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issue a statement. It was a long statement of some fifteen hundred words 

in which he reviewed the Administration's efforts regarding Palestine - - a 

rather unconvincing record. The President strongly urged that in view 

'· ]3.o--v .... ~ of the postponement of the London Conference, which CEeet flrttain had 

convoked to December 16th, "that substantial immigration into Palestine 

cannot await a solution to the Palestine problem and that it should begin 

at once. Preparations for this movement have already been made by this 

government and it is ready to lend its immediate assistance". This was 

an admirable statement and in making it, the President went back to the 

position which he took at the time of the publication of the report of the 

Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry. He separated the short-term 

recommendations from the long-term and demanded immediate action where 

action was immediately imperative. 

With reference to the ultimate solution for Palestine, the President 

took note of the Jewish Agency's proposals to "solve the Palestine problem 

by means of the creation of a viable Jewish state in control of its own im-

migration and economic policies in an adequate area of Palestine, instead 

of the whole of Palestine". It was his belief that a solution along these lines 

would command the support of public opinion in the United States. However, 

the President still did not commit the United States Government to the 

Agency proposals. "I cannot believe", he stated, "that the gap between the 



proposals which have been put forward (the Grady-Morrison plan and the 

Agency plan) is too broad to be breached by men of reason and good-will. 

To such a solution our government could give its support. 11 

In other words, while the United States definitely refused to give 

its support to the Agency proposals, it was prepared to give its support to 

a compromise proposal as between partition, which was the Agency proposal, 

and the Grady-Morrison plan. 

This statement which President Truman made on October 4, 1946, 

called forth a protest from King Ibn Saud who had, on previous occasions, 

complained to President Roosevelt. President Truman replied on October 28, 

1946, in a In this 

letter he wrote: 

"The Government and the people of the United States have given support 

to the concept of a Jewish national home in Palestine ever since the termina-

tion of the lfirst World War, which reailted in the freeing of a large area of 

the Near East, including Palestine, and the establishment of a number of in-

dependent states which are now members of the United Nations. The United 

States, which rontributed its blood and re sources to the winning of that war, 

could not divest itself of a certain responsibility for the manner in which 

the freed territories were disposed of, or for the fate of the peoples liberated 

at that time. It took the position, to which it still adheres, that these peoples 

should be prepared for self-government and also that a national home for the 



Jewish people should be established in Palestine. I am happy to note that 

most of the liberated peoples are now citizens of independent countries. 

The Jewish national home, however, has not as yet been fully developed. 

"It is only natural, therefore, that this Government s-iould favor 

at this time the entry into Palestine of considerable numbers of displaced 

Jews in Europe, not only that they may find shelter there but also that they 

may contribute their talents and energies to the upbuilding of the Jewish 

national home. 11 

On December 7, 1946, just prior to the holding of the World Zionist 

Congress in Basle and by way of inducing the Zionist Congress to participate 

in the London Conference which the British Government had called, Secretary 

Byrnes announced that he had held several conferences with Mr. Bevin on 

the Palestine situation and has had an exchange of letters with him. Byrnes w11., ft~ 

.baui ,r, •ilit:eR-. "The Jewish leaders, with whom I have recently conferred, 

regardless of views formerly held by them, now regard the partition proposal 

as the most practical long-term solution. My opinion is that before agreeing 

to attend the Conference in January, they would want to be assured specifically 

that the partition proposal favored by them, would be fully considered by 

His Majesty's Government. 11 

In his reply Mr. Bevin assured the Secretary of State that "all proposals 

made by the Arab, Jewish and British delegations at the Conference will be 

given equal status on the Conference agenda. His Majesty's Government 

do not regard themselves as committed in advance, to their own proposals. 



Nor, of course, are they prepared to commit themselves in advance to 

any other proposals". He would go no further. 

Secretary Byrnes also announced that the United States Government 

would have an observer at the London Conference, and he advised the 

J evvs to attend it .... 

When Mr. Bevin was in New York City on November 20th, I saw him 

twice at the Waldorf-Astoria in the pre smce of the British Ambassador, 

Lord Inverchapel. I discussed the Palestine situation with him fully. 

The sum and substance of all that he would tell me was no different from 

what he later told Byrnes. 



At the very outset Mr. Bevin showed ma a "formula" dated September 14, 
1946, sent to him by Nahum Goldmann, stating that the Jewish Agency wruld attend the 
London Conference to discuss the solution of the Palestine problem (no condition of 
onrs erpartition as a basis for discussion which was contained in Dr. Weizmann's 
letter to the Colonial Secretary of September 4 is mentioned). He asked me whether I 
knew about it. I told him that I did not. I knew only of the letter of Dr. Weizmann 
where a condition was clearly stated. I told him that no one had any authority to 
offer such a formula. I read to him the pertinent extracts from Dr. Chaim Weizmann's 
two letters to Mr. Hull. 

I told him what the situation would be at the forthcoming Zionist Congress. 
Great Britain had not accepted the Anglo-American Commission report. Great Britain was 
unwilling to implement the full purpose of the mandate -- a Jewish National Home 
in the whole of Palestine. The Grady-M,\i'ison proposals were rejected by the American 
Government and by the Jewish Agency. The Agency in an effort to end what it regarded 
as a deadlock offered to make a great sacrifice by proposing the establishment of a 
viable Jewish State in an adequate area of Palestine, i.e. partition. Many of us thought 
that the dicision of the Agency was must unwise; that such a sacrifice should never be 
demanded of the Jewish people since two-thirds of Palestine have already been cut 
away when Transjordania was set up as an Arab state, and that tactically it was a 
blunder to make such a proposal in its own name rather than wait to consider such a 
proposal when put forward as a compromise solution by Great Britain. 

Nevertheless, if even this proposal which represents the irrducible minimum 
is not accepted in principle by Great Britain, there would be nothing left for the Zionist 
Congress to do but to repudiate the action which was taken by the the Executive, 
reaffirm our full legal rights to Palestine and refuse to go to th .., London Conference. 
The situation would then remain in its p1esent tragic stalemate, and conditions in 
Palestine would deteriorai3 • To this Bevin replied that Great Britain had very much 
an open mind on the subject of partition; that he is not prepared to give a definite 
answer, and that the Cabinet was considering it. 

Bevin spoke of the disturbances in Palestine and of the Agency's connections 
with them. He mentioned Shertok. I pointed out to him how tragic it was that men 
of the noble type of Shertok were treated as enemies by Great Britain, and that the 
very people who most closely represent the social and economic philosophy of the 
British Labor Government are being singled out by that Government as enemies and 
criminals. 

I mentioned the effort of the Hagana to pacify ·the country. Mr. Bevin stated that 
it is much better now. I reminded him that the Hagana and the Jewish Agency would not 
be able, by themselves, to achieve the pacification of the country as long as the Govern
ment continues its present policy of keeping the doors of Palestine closed. 

Mr. Bevin spoike of the fears of the Arabs that the Jews would crowd into 
the country, that is, into the Jewish State after partition, and would overflow into the 
surrounding Arab country. I stated that th 3 Arabs had no reason to complain of 
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crowding. They have I, 2000, 000 square miles of territory as against Palestine's 
10, 000. Their territory was under-populated. With proper agricultural and 
industrial development the territories of the Arab states could support a population 
ten times their present size. I reminded him that five Arab states had been estab
lished since the First World War, one carved out of Palestine. The promises made 
to them had been almost entirely fulfilled, and the promises made to the Jewish 
people had been entirely ignored. What did the Arabs do to earn their political 
independence, and how have the Jews been repaid for the great sacrifices which they 
made? Has the time not already come, and long since overdue, to fulfill the pledges 
made to the Jewish people? 

I urged upon 1'-1r. Bevin that a courageout statesmanship is now called for, 
and that he and his Government should take the initiative in breaking the log-jam. 
America is prepared to go along to give its fullest political and economic support. Mr. 
Bevin replied that he would very much like to have the United States take over the 
mandate, or the UN. As on the previous occasion I expressed serious doubts as to 
whether Great Britain really wished to have the United States or the UN take over 
the trusteeship. I read to Mr. Bevin the statement of the British Labor Party on 
Palestine made at its annual conference in December 1944. Mr. Bevin stated that it 
sounded like Harold Lasky. He himself, he stated, had never committed himself on 
the subject. 

I stated to Mr. Bevin that in my jud~ent formal conferences will lead to 
no results unless there are preliminary understandings. Surely he did not want us to 
go through the motions if the propsect of a satisfactory settlement were not in sight. 
The Palestine subject is certainly not new. All proposals are very well known and 
have been for years. Few new arguments are likely to be presented. What is called 
for now is for Great Britain to make up its mind and to let us know. 

Mr. Bevin stated that he would discuss the Palestine matter with Secretary 
Byrnes. He indicated further that his Government had been approaced by Jewish 
leaders in London asking for the postponement of the London Conference. He said 
that as far as he is concerned he had no objection to postponement due to pressure 
of work in connection with UNO. 

Mr. Bevin referred to Jews and Arabs as kindred people and that this 
might account for their fighting one another. I told him of the friendly relations 
which had existed between these people through many centuries when Jews, who 
fled from Christian persecution, found haven in Arab lands, and that these two 
peoples could be friends again as soon as the legitimate national aspirations of 
both are fully satisfied. 
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My own position on the subject of partition and my differences with 

the Executive of the World Zionist Organization I stated fully at the Z. 0. A. 

Atlantic Convention, October 26, 1946. 

"The action of the Executive of the Jewish Agency which was taken 

in Paris on August 5th to the effect that 1it is prepared to discuss a pro

posal for the establishment of a viable Jewish State in an adequate area of 

Palestine', must in the last analysis be judged by its results. Results so 

far have been entirely negative. The high hope which was entertained by 

the members of the Executive that their partition proposal, constituting 

as it did 'a supreme sacrifice in order to facilitate an immediate lasting 

settlement', to quote the words of Dr. Chaim Weizmann's letter to the 

British Colonial Secretary, would be quickly accepted and would help to 

clear up the dangerous political log-jam which had developed, did not 

materialize. 

"I am inclined to believe that the action of the Executive was an error 

of judgment. It had not consulted the Actions Committee which alone had 

-
the authority to act for our Movement in the inter~between Congresses. 

In the absence of any such action, there was but one binding policy to guide , the 

Movement, ~~~ 
"'\ the one which was ·~d. as late as August, 1945 by the Zionist Conference 

in London. This policy was opposed to 
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partition. 'There can be no solution', stated the London Political Resolution, 

'to the inseparable twin piroblems of the Jewish people and Palestine, except 

by constituting it, undivided and undiminished, as a Jewish State in accordance 

with the original purpose of the Balfour Declaration'. 

"This policy, by the way, is still the only authentic and binding policy 

for the Zionist movement. The re is no other, and there will be no other, until 

the World Zionist Congress alters or revises it. When and if it does, it will 

be binding upon e~one who recognizes and accepts its authority. 

" We questioned the wisdom of the Executive of the Jewish Agency to 

make the radical decision which it did make and to proceed to act forthwith 

upon it in its contacts with governments, without first receiving approval of 

either the Smaller or Larger Actions Committee, n ot to speak of the Congress 

itself. Our movement was thus confronted with a fait accompli. The explanation 

which has been given that the situation called for the greatest speed has not been 

established by subsequent events. The Executive did move rapidly and pre-

cipitously but moved toward nothing. We are not unmindful of the sincere and 

honorable motives which moved the members of the Executive in Paris to make 

their decision. The tragic plight of European Jewry, the desperate position 

of the refugees and the mood of the beleaguered Yishuv, all undoubtedly were 

factors in the decision. Nevertheless, as events have demonstrated, their 

decision did not correct any of these tragic situations. " 

11 
•••• We felt that it would be a colas sal political blunder for us to announce 

publicly that the Zionist movement proposes to sacrifice one-half of Palestine 



1n order to retain the other half. Once that is done, a partitioned Palestine 

becomes our maximal position, from which Governments may properly ask us 

in the name of reasonableness and compromise to recede still further. 

This over, partition proposals would be still f rthe r whittled down. 

"But if nothing was gained, something substantial was lost, I am afraid. 

A partitioned Palestine now represents our maximum Zionist demands, both 

in London and in Washington and in the Arab world. Our own government now 

suggests a still further compromise, not as between the Biltmore program and 

partition, but between partition and cantonization. From now on anyone who will 

go to Washingto to talk with officials about a free and democratic Jewish Common

wealth in the whole of Paldstine - - and this, mind you, is still the official position 

of our movement - - will, I am afraid, be laughed ou t of court .... 

"We have not succeeded in achieving the Biltmore program, but we have also 

failed to achieve partition. Wherein then have the so-called pro-partisan moderates 

scored over the Biltmore extremists? 

"If it is true that the present Government of Great Britain is unwilling to 

grant us statehood in even a part of Palestine, and the record of the present 

British Government is very clear on this subject, what point is there in making 

one grand gesture of renunciation after another and in publicly proclaiming our 

readiness for supreme sacrifices when our gestures are disdained and our 

sacrifices are contemned! 
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b ve tbe7negotiati} ns, I ask, r./e1ded 

genero,{.ty on tbe Jrt of the Go/errrroent? 

single response of fai ness nd 

"How long c n follow -8-11~ his road of r n1nciation and bn gation 

without ~e ring th heart out of our moveme~ t? 

"Something else has been lost, I am afraid. n their e erness to 

persuad the Governments of Great Britain and the United States to ccept 

p rtition, the spokesmen of the Jewish Agency quite natur 1 praised their 

proposal as very reason ble and moderate. The impression ccord ngly wa left 

:ith Governments nd with the preo~ of the world that tho,...e Zionists who 

rema n loy to the Biltmore pla.u, to the cla sic Zionist program to the 

Balfour claration and tbe Mand te, are unreasonable nd extremists. It was 

not long before eports began to circul te thro gh the p ss: some of them 

inspir d I am afr id by some of our own peo 1, 

or London, to the effect th ta sharp ctruggl 

po s em n~ting from Paris 

sts in the Zionist movement 

between the moderates and the extr mist, that the Jewish Ac,,ency represents 

the temper te nd the moder te wing of the movement, and that cert~i~ Zioni ts, 

princip ly Zionist~ of the United St tes represent the extremists. Your 

president was singled out time and again as the spokesman of these intransi-

gent extremists. resignation from the Executive of t e Jewish /i€,ency\(>-~.r -it;_ ~.fu.tj 
was interpr ted n tbe public press in this mann r: 'If his resignation 

goe s through, it will b regarded s a ne ., sign of growing ' oder te" influence 

in the Jewish Agency top ranks . ' As recently as two eks ago there appeared 

inspired ne spa.per column in the Washi ton Post which uoted an nonymous 

administration source to the effect that the purpose of President T an's 

statement of October 4th was to strengthen the influence of the so- called 

moderates in the Zionist Organization of America against the so-called 

extremists under Rabbi Abba Hillel Silv r . 



"Those Zionists all over the world who have been loyally following the 

classic Zionist line, have overnight become extremists. Even some 

Zionists are falling into this unsuspected trap and are accepting this 

piece of idiotic perversion .... 

"Dr. Nahum Goldmann may consider sixty percent of Palestine as 

a reasonable and moderate goal, but a spokesman of the Foreign Office 

in London, commenting on his moderate and reasonable proposal, stated 

that I The Foreign Office has noted with interest a plan under which 

thirty percent of the population of Palestine would occupy sixty-five 

percent of the territory'. Dr. Goldmann himself is fearful that his 

moderate and reasonable plan will be regarded as extreme by the British 

Government, and he sees no other alternative but extreme violence against 

the British Government within a few weeks. So even the partition plan 

cannot be carried out without the threat of violence, and violence is not 

the counrel of moderation. 
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I eject vrith contempt all those ho unctuously and mend c ously 

uggest to Governments or to the public p ss th t tbos Zionists who do not 

f vor p titian e dangerous extremists, nd that partition mu t e :iccepted 

lest the movement fall into their hands. The Zionists who rem in loy 1 to 

the cl ssic Zionict Program, who demand that Great Brit in ful y nd hono -

bly disc arge the obi ations bich it had assumed voluntarily as th 

and- tory Government of P estine, the Zionists who are not st :peded b the 

emergencien of the hour and who do not believe that eitler the Yishuv or the 

Je-wish people re so weary and shaken s to be prepared to ccept n 

set lem nt however cruelly unju t: these Zionists I maintain are not 

extremists. The are the proud and lo followers of Herzl, Nordau end 

ssisbkin and of 1 t e splendid men nd women who by the swat of their 

brows and blood of their hearts ave in the 1st fif y ye rs been building 

Eretz Israel. Courage, faith d persisten en under the most desperate 

conditions are not extremism; and defeatism is ot to be confused with 

moderation. 

s will be made to s by Governments which we ill .:i d 

truly reason~ble and 1hich will meet our fundo.mental needs ~nd satisfy our 

national aspir tions and our sense of justice, the whole movement will be 

prep r d, I am su. e, to give them every serious consider tion. But such 

propo als have defini tel not been made to us by anyone. So f r the 

represent the wichful thinking of certain Zionists who h ve begun to act, 

in rel tion to the Zionists who disagree with them, as if partit on were 

actually in tbe bag. Sound nd just propos s are bound to be made to us 

sooner or later, if we do not lo~e our nerve, and if we are not misled b 

artful olitical manipul tor who outsmart themselves. 

Until <"T'N .... n-tim ther is nothing else for u~ to do but to c rry on 

s energetic ly d d tenninedly her tofore insisting upon our historic 



and legal rights to Palestine, our rights under the Mandate. There 

are no other legal or political realities in the situation, at present. There 

are no paxtition proposals before the Zionist movement. It is along the 

line of our historic claims and legal rights to the whole of Palestine that 

we must continue our struggle--and unfortunately the whole of Palestine 

has now come to mean one-third of Palestine, for we have already been 

victimized by catastrophic partition in 1922 when Transjordan was torn 

away." 

Shortly before I left for the World Zionist Congress in Basle, a 

spokesman for the Arab Office declared that Arab leaders would refuse 

to attend any more Palestinian Conferences with the British dealing with 

the partition of the Holy Land, and that Arab leaders would refuse to 

attend any meeting at which Zionists were pre sent .... 




