1 H ..

lyxXxdlilul HbD1avvdl o

A0

ADUTOULIOUS

O .lL'({LLlll:\ A"\J.,\.A\A\ dLL[llIU‘;\

LU 1

THE

JEWISH JOURNAL

OF
SOCIOLOGY

Published by Maurice Freedman Research Trust Lid

VOLUME XXXIV : NUMBER 2 : DECEMBER 1992

CONTENTS

Stille Huppah (Quiet Marriage) among Jewish
Immigrants in Britain
DAVID ENGLANDER

Antisemitism and South African Historiography
MILTON SHAIN '

‘Praying with a Rifle’: A Note on Religious Motifs in
the Propaganda of Lehi
GERALD CROMER

Radical Assimilation in Anglo-Jewry
ISRAEL FINESTEIN

Land and Politics in Israel
MAX BELOFF

Elie Kedourie (1926~1992)
ALAN BEATTIE

Book Reviews

Chronicle

Editor: Judith Freedman

[SSN on21-6594



OBJECTS AND SPONSORSHIP OF
THE JEWISH JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY

The Jewish Journal of Sociology was sponsored by the Cultural Department of the
World Jewish Congress from its inception in 1959 until the end of 1980.
Thercafter, from the first issue of 1981 (volume 23, no. 1), the Journal has been
sponsored by Maurice Freedman Research Trust Limited, which is registered
as an educational charity and has as its main purposes the encouragement ol
research in the sociclogy of the Jews and the publication of The Jewish journal
of Sociology. The objects of the Journal remain as stated in the Editorial of the
first issue in 1959:

‘This Journal has been brought into being in order to provide an
international vehicle for serious writing on Jewish social affairs ...
Academically we address ourselves not only to sociologists, but to social
scientists in general, to historians, to philosophers, and to students of
comparative religion. . . . We should like to stress both that the Journal is
editorially independent and that the opinions expressed by authors are their
own responsibility.’

The founding Editor of the [J§ was Morris Ginsberg, and the founding
Managing Editor was Maurice Freedman. Morris Ginsberg, who had been
Professor of Sociology at the London School of Economics, died in 1970.
Maurice Freedman, who had been Professor of Social Anthropology at the
London School of Economics and later at the University of Oxford, succeeded
to the title of Editor in 1971, when Dr Judith Freedman (who had been
Assistant Editor since 1g63) became Managing Editor. Maurice Freedman
died in 1975; since then the Journal has been edited by Dr Judith Freedman.

Applications for subscriptions and enquiries regarding back numbers should be
addressed to:

THE JEWISH JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY
187 GLOUCESTER PLACE

LONDON NWI OBU

ENGLAND

TELEPHONE: 071 262 8939



THE
JEWISH JOURNAL
OF SOCIOLOGY

Volume XXXIV : Number 2 : December 1992

CONTENTS

Stille Huppah (Quiet Marriage) among Jewish Immigrants in Britain
DAVID ENGLANDER B85 -

Antisemitism and South African Historiography
MILTON SHAIN ot

‘Praying with a Riflc’: A Note on Religious Motifs in the
Propaganda of Lehi
GERALD CROMER 121

Radical Assimilation in Anglo-Jewry

ISRAEL FINESTEIN 120
Land and Politics in Israel

MAX BELOFF 137
Elic Kedouric'(1926—1992)

ALAN BEATTIE 142
Book Revicws 146
Chronicle 159
Books Received 163
Notes on Contributors 165

PUBLISHED TWICE YEARLY, IN JUNE AND DECEMBER
by Maurice Freedman Research Trust Ltd

(Published by the World Jewish Congress 195g-80)

ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION FROM 1gQ3
instrrutions: £16.00 (u.s. $30.00)
INDIVIDUALS: E12.00 (u.5. S23.00)
SINGLE COPIES: £6.00 (u.s. Si2.00)

Applications for subscriptions should be sent to The Jewish Journal of Sociology,
187 Gloucester Place, London NW1 6BU, England. Telephone: o071 262 89359



epITOR Judith Freedman

ADVISORY BOARD

R. Bachi {{srael) S. N. Eisenstadt (fsrael)
Lord Beloff { Britain) Lioyd P. Gartner (fsraef)
Howard Brotz (Canada) Nathan Glazer ({/§4)
Percy S. Cohen (Britain)  Jacques Guiwirth {France)
Moshe Davis (Israel) S. J. Prais (Britain)

© MAURICE FREEDMAN RESEARCH TRUST LTD 19Q2

PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN
BY W. 5, MANEY & SON LTD, LEEDS



Author
Roger Berg

Todd M.
Endelman

Isaiah Friedman

Ruth Gay
Danie] Gutwein

Jeff Halper

Louis Jacobs

Charles 5. Kamen

Issa Khalaf
David M. Lewis

Freda Silver
Jackson, compiler

Yael Yishai

BOOKS REVIEWED

Title
Histoire du rabbinat frangais

Radical Assimilation in English
Jewish History

The Question of Palestine

The Jews of Germany. A Historical
Portrait

The Divided Elite. Economics, Pelitics
and Anglo- fewry 1882-1917

Between Redemption and Revival. The
Jewish Yishuy of Jerusalem in the
Nineteenth Century

Structure and Form in the Babylonian
Talmud

Liétle Common Ground: Arab and
Jewish Settlement in Palestine,
1920-1948

Politics in Palestine

The Jews of Oxford

Now and Then. A Collection of
Recollections

Land of Paradoxes: Interest Politics in
Israel

Reviewer

Frances Malino

[srael Finestein

Max Belofl
Max Beloff

Max Belofl

Max Beloff

Norman Selomon

Max Belofl

Max Belofl

Bernard
Wasserstein

Bernard
Wasserstein

Max Beloff

Fage

129

147

150

152

147

135

137

137

157

157

137



NOTICE TO CONTRIBUTORS

Papers submitted to The Jewish Journal of Sociology should be
addressed to the Editor at 187 Gloucester Place, London NWr 6BU,
England. The papers must be original. They should not have been
published previously, or be committed to publication elsewhere, in any
language. When a paper has been accepted for publication, the author
may not publish it elsewhere in any language, without the written
consent of the Editor of the JJS.

Articles (please send at least two copies) should be typewritten on
one side only and double-spaced with ample margins. Pages (including
those containing illustrations, diagrams, or tables) should be
numbered. consecutively. All quotations should be within single
inverted commas; quotation marks within quotations should be double
inverted commas.

Notes should follow the style of this_fournal and should be given at the
end of the article in numerical sequence accordmg to the order of their
citation in the text.

BiBLIOGRAPHICAL DETAILS

A, Books
Give author, title, place of publication, year, and page reference.
Underline all titles of books.

B. Articles
Place titles of articles within single inverted commas. Underline
the title of the book or journal in which the article appears.
In the case of a journal, cite numbers of volume and part, and year
of publication.

PROOFS. An author making major revisions in proof will be required to
bear the cost. Unless proofs are returned to the Editor promptly,
author’s corrections will not be incorporated.

oFfFPRINTS. Each contributor receives twenty free offprints of his
article. If there are two or more authors, the twenty offprints are shared
between them. '



STILLE HUPPAH
(QUIET MARRIAGE) AMONG
JEWISH IMMIGRANTS
IN BRITAIN
David Englander

1

ARRIAGES, if made in heaven, are registered on earth,

Ever since the Reformation, the English government has

been concerned to record and regulate the marital process.

It has taken a position on the form and duration of marriage, the age

and status of the contracting parties, and even the time and place of the

wedding ceremony. Public interest in matrimony reflects normative

and material considerations. The transmission of property was always

a primary concern, and without proof of marriage, claims were diflicult

to establish and obligations difficult to enforce. In short, no record, no

responsibility. Unmarried women could not easily claim maintenance

from the natural father for the children of the union, who might become

a charge upon the public purse if the mother could not provide for
them.

The attempt to bring marriage under ecclesiastical contro! began in
the twelfth century (possibly earlier, the chronology is contested) and
won general acceptance in the early modern period. In Tudor and
Stuart England, a church wedding was the norm — perhaps one of the
few popular norms of which the secular authority approved.! The
abolition of common law marriage took control a stage further. The
Hardwick Marriage Act of 1753 made the due solemnization of
marriage in church a necessary condition for the recognition of a valid
union. In England, where the clergy acted as both celebrant and
recorder, there was no provision for civil marriage until the passage of
the Births and Deaths Registration Act of 1836, while divorce could be
obtained only by a special Act of Parliament.

‘The involvement of the civil power in matrimonial matters, ifin part
motivated by material considerations, was also an expression of the
norms and values of a Christian culture. In Victorian Britain, other
faiths were suspect. Sir William Muir presented Islam as inferior and
immoral, stating: ‘Polygamy, divorce and slavery are maintained and
perpetuated striking at the root of public morals, poisoning domestic
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DAVID ENGLANDER

life, and disorganising society’. Englishwomen contemplating
marriage with Hindus, Muslims, or others who professed a religion
which tolerated polygyny or concubinage, were officially warned of the
dangers to which they would be exposed.? Judaism was also said to be
corrupting. The sacramental character of Christian marriage and the
concomitant theory of its indissolubility were alien to Talmudic
thought. The facility for Jews to divorce, which made Puritan English-
men of the seventeenth century wary of admitting Jews to the rights of
citizenship, continued to give cause for concern. Polygyny among
European Jews generally ceased after an edict by Rabbi Gershom ben
Judah (circa g65-1028) but Westermarck notes in 1891 thatit persisted
among Jews under Islam ‘even to this day’. Minority practice differed
in some other respects. Rabbinic law, for example, permitted Jews to
marry within the degrees of consaguinity or affinity prohibited by the
Christian canon — for instance, a man could lawfully marry his niece.?

The growth of liberty of conscience during the nineteenth century
modified the marriage procedure without eliminating the habits and
assumptions of its formation. Anomalies persisted. In Edwardian
Britain, for example, it was the case that where one of the parties was
resident in Scotland, the banns in respect of a Jewish marriage had
nevertheless to be proclaimed in the parish church!* Moreover, the
imperial experience provided no preparation for the cultural and
religious pluralism of a post-colonial order. As early as the 1930,
Hindu, Sikh, and Muslim immigrants, whose religion in relation to
marriage and divorce was thought to be incompatible or at variance
with British mores, were experiencing the kinds of difficulties which
have since been identified as a significant social problem. Non-
Christian minorities, desirous of expressing their identity and continu-
ity, have had to revise their rituals and practices to comply with the
laws and norms of the wider society.’

The settlement of large ethnic minorities, however, has not been a
uniform process. The Jewish cxperience differed from that of non-
Christian New Commonwealth immigrants in several respects. The
newcomers from Eastern Europe were received into an established
Anglo-Jewish community which was largely well-organized, well-
heeled, and well-regarded. In the two-and-a-quarter centuries which
separated their re-admission in England from the passage in 1882 of the
Russian ‘May Laws’,® the Jews had prospered, acquired civil nghts,
and created an institutional framework for the regulation of majority-
minority relations and the socialization of their co-religionists from the
Pale. Asian immigrants, by contrast, have been received into commu-
nities which in terms of numbers, resources, and length of residence are
markedly inferior. The seafarer settlers of South Shields and Cardiff
who made up the 1,000-strong Muslim communities of inter-war
Britain, for example, had neither the time nor the means to prepare for
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QUIET MARRIAGE AMONG JEWISH IMMIGRANTS

the subsequent influx of immigrants from Pakistan. Sikhs from the
Punjab were similarly circumstanced and likewise unable to develop
communal support systems comparable with those of Anglo-Jewry.

Jewish immigration from Eastern Europe, then, took place under
conditions in which cultural and religious conflicts were perhaps more
manageable but stll not rare. Jewish settlers, like later immigrants
from the Indian sub-continent, came from an environment in which
civil marriage and divorce were exceptional. Mielziner stated in a
treatise of 1884 that Jewish law ‘is still acknowledged as the rule and
criterion of practical conduct . . . In those countries in which the law is
adapted to the different forms of faith of the recognised religious bodies,
and where consequently the Jews have also their own jurisdiction in
matrimonial affairs, as is the case, for instance, in Russia, Poland and
partially also in Austria, Hungary and other States, Jewish marriages
are contracted and dissolved essentially solely in accordance with the
ordinances of the Jewish Marriage Law’. In both Germany and the
United States, the modernization of the marriage laws was an impor-
tant source of cleavage between Progressive and Orthodox Jews.” In
Britain, where Reform Judaism was at the time but a shadow of a
shade, there was little disruption, Even so, the arrival of immigrants
from Eastern Europe who followed Jewish law in regard to marriage
and divorce created problems for an Orthodox establishment which
sought to mediate relations between Anglo-Jewry and the state.®
However, the ways in which those problems were tackled has not
received much attention from historians.

'The process of adjustment seemed to have occured fairly smoothly
since Diaspora Jewry generally obeyed the Talmudic maxim that the
law of the kingdom is the binding law. Immigrants, assisted by their
Anglicized co-religionists, made the transition without a great deal of
trauma. While in the Russian territories they prayed for the Tsar, in
Whitechapel they prayed for the Queen.? On closer inspection, how-
ever, things were less simple. Rabbinical authorities, though respecting
the law of the land in all matters affecting their relations with the
general population, refused to surrender Jewish autonomy in religious
or quasi-religious matters. Even where both parties submitted to the
Jjurisdiction, the proceedings of a non-Jewish tribunal in matters of
marriage and divorce were often held to be null and void within the
community.® Over the course of the nineteenth century Anglo-Jewry,
as Finestein and others have shown, had revised the concept of parallel
Jurisdictions and the role of the rabbi in relation to them. Rabbinic law
was suspended rather than repudiated and rabbinic authority became
concentrated in the Office of the Chief Rabbi. The Jewish law of
marriage and divorce was deemed inapplicable where at variance with
thelaw of the land. As the rabbi ceased to exercise judicial authority, so
his role was transformed. Independence, scholarship, and knowledge
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DAVID ENGLANDER

of Jewish law were not required of the Anglo-Jewish minister, who
became a mere functionary modelled upon the English clergyman. !

However, the immigrant rabbi, reared in a traditional Eastern
European environment, was not willing to abandon his judicial func-
tions and to act purely as the spiritual guide and adviser of his
congregation. Rabbi Rabinowitz of Kovno Synagogue (Vine Court,
Whitechapel), for example, held no brief for bigamists but in a
prosecution of 1925 ‘flatly refused to attend any Police Court to give
evidence in a case, stating that it was against his principles as a Jewish
Rabbi to do so, and that if he was compelled to go to the Court he would
refuse to give evidence on Oath’. Significantly, it was a member of the
Beth Din, the court of the Chief Rabbi, who agreed to accept service of
the subpoena and to attend as directed.!? Jewish adjustment was, then,
a negotiated process in which the rabbinical norms were modified but
not abandoned. "

Has the Jewish experience a wider relevance? Is the process by which
one religious minority came to terms with the law of the land useful for
others who continue to struggle for a new identity in a multi-faith
society? The role of Anglo-Jewry in the secularization of the state has
been identified by some scholars as significant. Malise Ruthven tells us
that Jewish integration transformed the character of the state and the
place of Christianity within it, while Sheila Patterson has said that the
evolution of the Jewish community in Britain ‘indicates possible lines of
development for more recent immigrant groups’.*3 Such views, alas,
raise expectations which are doomed to disappointment. Jewish inte-
gration, as [ hope to show, was sui generis, a great triumph in its way, but
not a model for simple replication.

I

The wedding ceremony of the Goldstones was conducted in Tscher-
nitz in Poland in 1889 according to the Jewish rites; it was held in a
private house. The marriage pronouncement was proclaimed accord-
ing to the Talmudic formula. Wine was drunk, benedictions said, and
at the end of the ceremony a glass was crushed underfoot by the
bridegroom in the traditional manner. In the traditional manner, also,
the bride received a silver coin in lieu of the ring which the groom was
too poor to provide. The couple signed the ketubbah (marriage con-
tract), which was handed to the bride. The newly-weds then left for
England and settled in Leeds. The union was not happy and eventually
in 1921 Israel Goldstone brought a suit for jactitation of marriage. In
what the London Evening Standard described as ‘one of the most unusual
cases in the history of the Divorce Court’, the petitioner denied that any
Polish wedding had taken place; claimed that he had never set eyes on
the respondent until he met her in Germany; that he was a boy of 14 at

88



QUIET MARRIAGE AMONG JEWISH IMMIGRANTS

the time of the alleged marriage; and that the respondent’s contrary
assertions were ‘a ridiculous fabrication’.1® The President, the Right
Honourable Sir Henry Duke, dismissed the petition: he was satisfied
that the petitioner had told a pack of lies and that the marriage, having
been properly solemnized, remained a good and valid one.15

The evidence presented in Goldstone v. Goldstone appeared to raise
important and disturbing issues about the status of marriage among
Jews of foreign origin.*® According to the Commissioner of Police of the
Metropolis, comparable cases were numerous. Police files bulged with
examples of marriages among parties professing the Jewish faith which
did not comply with the law of the land. The Marriages and Regis-
tration Acts allowed Jews to contract marriages according to their
usages provided notice had been given to the Registrar and his
certificate obtained. But, as the Goldstone case so strikingly revealed,
civil registration was not a Jewish ecclesiastical requirement. Dayan
Feldman of the London Beth Din said so, as did Rabbi Hurwitz,
another expert witness, who was quite emphatic that the validity of a
Jewish religious marriage was not affected by non-registration.!” The
difficulties thus created were by no means unfamiliar either to the
Jewish ecclesiastical authorities or to the civil power.

Anglo-Jewry never developed corporate self-governing institutions
comparable with those of the European Diaspora. The voluntarist
character of Jewish communal organization in the English-speaking
world was in striking contrast with the state-enforced group autonomy
which predominated in Continental Europe and elsewhere. In Britain,
communal discipline was enforced through a network of lay and
ecclesiastical hierarchies under the control of a highly acculturated
haute bourgeoisie. The Rothschilds, Goldsmids, Mocattas, Monte-
fiores, and other élite families supplied the leadership of the Board of
Deputies of British Jews and the Board of Guardians, controlled the
United Synagogue, and gave support and direction to the Office of the
Chief Rabbi. It was this aristocracy of finance who selected the
incumbent, determined his salary, and supported his decisions within
the synagogues. Bill Williams has commented: “The Chief Rabbinate
was as much the ecclesiastical arm of the plutocracy, as the President of
the Board of Deputies was its secular representative’.!® The civil
authority, though not directly involved in the management of the
community, recognised the Board of Deputies as the essential interme-
diary between the state and the Jewish minority; the primacy of the
Chief Rabbi owed much to state support, especially in the matter of the
registration of marriages and divorces.

The Marriage Act and the Registration Act of 1836 were intended to
afford civil registration to congregations of every religious denomina-
tion in the celebration, of their marriages without interference by the
state. This principle, however, was abandoned in the case of the Jews.
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Whereas every dissenting Protestant congregation in England could
have itself registered on application by members ofits own communion
or chapel for the celebration of marriages, Jews were required to marry
according to their ‘usages’. Marriages so celebrated were to be superin-
tended by the secretary of a synagogue who, in his capacity as registrar
acting on behalf of the state, was required to certify the observance of
religious usages and rites.'® The appointment of the marriage secre-
tary, however, relied upon the recommendation of the President of the
Board of Deputies. It was under his signature that any secretary of a
synagogue was made a registrar of Jewish marriages. In practice this
meant that authority to register marriages was conferred only upon
officers of synagogues who were approved by the Chief Rabbi, since the
President was bound by the constitution of the Board to consult the
Chief Rabbi on all religious matters. Marriage secretaries proposed by
non-Orthodox congregations were disadvantaged; for it was the status
of the synagogue rather than the fitness of its officers that was at issue.
Dawid Salomons observed: “The position assumed by the state has been
of such a mixed character that it enabled the appointment of the
registrar secretary to be so managed as to become an especial element
of religious discipline. In fact the [Marriage] Acts have been so
administered as to make the adhesion of synagogues to an erthodox
Jewish ecclesiastical standard the very substance and condition of regis-
tration’.29 Similar criticisms, reported by the Royal Commission on the
Laws of Marriage, had little effect. The state, though willing to grant
Jewish separatists facilities for obtaining recognition of their marriage
secretaries similar to those which were given to other congregations of
Noncenformists, continued to discriminate in favour of the Chief Rabbji
and of those who acknowledged his spiritual authority.?! Dissident
synagogues, denied recognition as bona fide Jewish places of worship,
found the Chief Rabbi’s embargo a formidable obstacle to their
legitimacy. But native Anglo-Jewry, which was largely middle-class in
occupation and outlook, felt neither the need nor the inclination to
liberalize the faith and disrupt an Orthodox establishment which in
social terms performed a role comparable to that of its Anglican
analogue.?? :
The state acknowledged the authority of the Chief Rabbi and he
acknowledged the supremacy of the state; both parties benefited from
the special relationship thus created. The Jewish ecclesiastical autho-
rities received preferential treatment from ministers of state and from
officials who valued their advice and approved of the loyal and
responsible manner with which it was tendered. Questions concerning
the status of marriage or the validity of a divorce, particularly among
Jews of foreign extraction, were by arrangement referred to the Chief
Rabbi and his Court.??® The Registrar-General, the police, and the civil
courts were pleased to accept rabbinical guidance in these matters.

go



QUIET MARRIAGE AMONG JEWISH IMMIGRANTS

Indeed, Jewish litigants in the civil courts were often advised to seek the
prior adjudication of the Beth Din. The eminent Anglo-Jewish rabbis
thus had a role in the governing process as well as opportunities to
influence public policy and to diminish friction between observant Jews
and the secular authority. The Chicf Rabbi’s claim to represent all
sections of the Jewish community was, however, contested — and not
. only by the comparatively small number of British Reform jJews.
Immigrants from Eastern Europe included large numbers who found
the Anglo-Jewish ministry respectable and gentleman-like but wanting
in spiritual warmth, enthusiasm, and religious learning. The desire for
a more satisfying form of worship found expression in the proliferation
of separatist synagogues with their own rabbis and alternative shehitah
(ritual slaughter of meat and poultry for food consumption} facilities.
Moreover, it was not only the faith of the ghetto but also its customs
which were transplanted in Whitechapel.

In those parts of Eastern Europe from which most immigrants
originated, the marriage ceremony was performed in a private house, .
possibly (but not necessarily} in the presence of a rabbi or other
minister of religion. The service was short, the ritual attenuated. The
minimal requirement of a valid marriage ceremony was that the
bridegroom place a ring on the finger of his bride in the presence of two
adult reputable Jewish male witnesses while reciting in Hebrew
‘Behold thou art consecrated unto me according to the law of Moses
and Israel’. The ketubbah (marriage contract) was signed by the parties
but not put on record.?® Not all Jewish marriages, though, were
hole-and-corner affairs. Custom and practice varied. In Kovno, for
example, there was much display: couples were married in the open-air
before the eves of the whole community ‘as a sign that their children
should be as many as the stars in the sky’. Then as now, however,
elaborate Jewish weddings were expensive and synagogue ceremonies
costly. Marriage solemnized in a private house according to Jewish
ritual suited the needs of poor couples living under rabbinic
jurisdiction.2$

Mass migration from Eastern Europe changed all that. In the
quarter of a century after 1881, about two million Jews left for the
United States, Canada, the Argentine, South Africa, and France, while
some 100,000 settled in Britain.?® Many came from unstable domestic
backgrounds. Although the character and composition of the migrant
population is under-researched, it seems reasonable to suppose that
matrimonial difhiculties were extensive among the new arrivals. At the
close of the nineteenth century, the Russian Jews in the Pale of
Settlement had a divorce rate which was much higher than that of
non-jews. The Russian census for 1897 not only disclosed that Jews
were more likely than other religious or ethnic groups to divorce but
also that those Jews who lived 1n large cities had a divorce rate higher
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than that of their co-religionists in towns and rural communities. The
sources of marital breakdowns were various. Over-population, under-
employment, poverty, and economic marginality, all could disrupt
family life. State schools could also endanger Jewish tradition: compul-
sory education, it was argued, disturbed faith and family. Girls,
exposed to secular learning, were said to be better informed than their
husbands whose education had been largely limited to religious Iearn-
ing. “The result of these unhealthy conditions’, said a contemporary
social investigator, ‘is seen in the numerous unhappy marriages and
dissolutions of marriages among the Galician Jews". 27

The process of emigration further disrupted family cohesion. Hus-
hands usually made their way alone. Wives and children, if sent for,
arrived after Iodgmgs and employment had been secured. In to0 many
cases, however, emigration proved preparatory to desertion. As with
the Protestant refugees of an earlier period, removal to England
enabled emigrants to escape from domestic difficulties. New liaisons
might be entered into and old ones concealed. The uprooted from
Poland and Russia, however, failed to develop a system of trans-
Continental communal controls comparable with those of the Stranger
churches of sixteenth-century London.?® Communications between
London and Eastern Europe were continucus but ineffective. The
pressure of numbers and the absence of sanctions made it impossible
for the British rabbinate to enforce marital obligations on spouses —
usually men — who were determined to renounce their vows. Aban-
doned wives (‘agunot) faced enormous hardship; for in the absence of a
bill of divorcement, which only the husband could supply, they could
not remarry. Moreover, death did not automatically bring release,
since the wife might never learn of the demise of an absent spouse. For
many such women, life was often not worth the living. “The columns of
the East European press’, writes Lloyd Gartner, ‘were replete with
pathetic appeals from ‘agunot and their families and from local rabbis
pleading for news of the whereabouts of husbands who had been gone
anywhere from two to fifteen years’.?® The difficulties thus created were
considerable. Deserted wives and their offspring were heavy case-loads
for the principal Jewish relief agencies, 30

The situation was further exacerbated by the large number of
irregular marriages which were allegedly solemnized by irresponsible
immigrant rabbis who knew little of civil registration and cared even
less. Rabbis who sanctioned marriages and divorces without the Chief
Rabbi’s authority, though acting entirely within the falakha (Jewish
law), antagonized the Jewish establishment. ‘For many years past’,
said D. L. Alexander of the Board of Deputies in 1910, ‘these foreign
rabbis have been a constant source of trouble’.3! Clearly, these men not
only continued to regulate the marital affairs of immigrants who came
from their own native village or region, but also performed a service for
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QUIET MARRIAGE AMONG JEWISH IMMIGRANTS

those Jewish couples who could not satisfy all the formal requirements
of the civil law. Their proceedings, however, were considered to be
nothing less than a philanderer’s charter: in the absence of registration,
the difficulty of proving the existence and validity of such marriages
made it all too easy for unscrupulous husbands to desert their wives and
children. But there was a darker aspect to these unions. Irregular
marriages made women vulnerable to the traffickers in white slavery.
The gullible poor, tempted by the promise of marriage, fell easy victims
to the traders in commercial vice. Innocent dupes, married to pro-
curers, were taken from their homes and forced to work in brothels.
Most were involuntary participants, but not all. Where parents were
too poor to care a stille huppah (literally, ‘quiet marriage’) enabled
daughters to be sold into prostitution and the transaction concealed.32

The United Synagogue considered the matter as one of ‘the gravest
importance’. These marriages, said a report of 1877, were largely
confined to the immigrant poor and to that ‘considerable number of
Jewish persons holding no communion with the established syna-
gogues’. The class of persons most affected, it added, were ‘satisfied and
contented with the services of any travelling hawker, whose abilities
enable him to copy out the ketubbah, and to read the marriage service’.
Their actions were considered an affront to the authority of the Chief
Rabbi, a stain on the character of the community, and a personal
disaster for the parties concerned. A scheme to make synagogue
wedding fees less expensive was introduced and measures taken to
caution the poor against the probably serious consequences of ‘quiet’
unions. East Enders, in particular, were reminded that marriages
which were celebrated by unlicensed persons without legal notice of
registration were by the laws of England null and void; that women
entering into these so-called marriages had no legal claim for support
on their husbands; and that children born of such marriages were
illegitimate in the eyes of the civil law.33

The extent of stille huppah is difficult to gauge. Returns collected by
the Registrar-General record Jewish marriages which were solemnized
and reported in the approved manner. The steady increase in regis-
tered marriages in the generation before the First World War was of
interest on the grounds of both number and proportion. In 1906, the
proportion of marriages recorded by synagogue secretaries accounted
for 39.5 per thousand of all marrlages and since the parties were
required to sign their name, marriage registers supplied an indirect
measure of educational attainment.* Jewish marriage statistics, in
fact, tell us about illiteracy rather than irregularity.3s Nevertheless,
stille huppah was thought to be significant. In a valuable paper read to
the Royal Statistical Society in 1905, Rosenbaum, the demographer,
concluded that despite the recent efforts of the Board of Deputies and of
the United Synagogue to bring synagogue fees within reach of the
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immigrant poor, ‘these marriages continue to be common especially in
the case of re-marriages’. The authoritiés were also certain that illicit
marriages were widespread. Police reports to the Home Ofhice stated
that such cases were ‘not infrequent’, ‘many’, and in fact ‘consider-
able’. ‘Tt is not uncommon among East End Jews even today to go
through a form of religious ceremony in a private house and receive a
printed certificate for a marriage which apparently can be annulled at
any time’, claimed the Metropolitan Police Commissioner in 1g21.3¢

il

“That wife-desertion is made easy is the real evil of the stille huppak’,
wrote the chairman of the Law and Parliamentary Committee of the
Board of Deputies. The want of civil registration left the Jewish wife
without any legal protection for herself or her children. The remedies,
though, were by no means simple. It was, in theory, possible to pursue
wife-deserters under the Vagrancy Act of 1823; on conviction, these
men became liable to fines, imprisonment, and corporal punishment.
The provisions of the Act however, could be enforced only if the
deserted wife was denied communal assistance and so became charge-
able to the rates. Those who looked to legislation rather than to the
courts for redress also faced difficulties. A measure which invalidated
Jewish irregular marriages and made it a felony to take part in their
celebration, would cause enormous hardship and injustice to the
immigrant minority and do nothing to diminish the evil complained of.
Quite the contrary: a declaration that such a ceremony .could not
constitute a legally-binding marriage, was thought likely to encourage
rather than prevent desertion. The same objectlon applied to leglsla-
tion which made it a criminal offence to-participate or assist in a
ceremony of stille huppah without formally declaring it to be invalid.
H.S. Q. Henriques stated: ‘It is obvious that the result of such an
enactment would necessarily be to deter all persons from coming
forward as witnesses and so destroy the means by which the matrimo-
nial obligation can be enforced’.>” Rabbis who refused to acknowledge
the exclusive power of the Chief Rabbi in the authorization of marni-
ages, were more than a source of scandal and embarrassment, however,
The Anglo-Jewish élite feared the influence of their actions upon the
delicate balance between the civil power and Judaism.

During Queen Victoria’s reign the status of the Jews, which pre-
viously had been fixed by the courts rather than the legislature, came to
be defined by statute. The well-organized minority responded with
little anguish and much success. Privileges and exemptions were
secured to protect the faith on the understanding that Jewish law would
always be administered in accordance with the law of the land. The
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institution of civil divorce, following the passage of the Divorce Act of
1857, brought strenuous protests from Chief Rabbi Nathan Adler in
defence of the right of the Jewish ecclesiastical authorities to supervise
marriage and divorce without the intervention of the state. But when,
in 1866, Beth Din divorces were not recognized by the Registrar-
General, the Chief Rabbi ceased to register a Jewish divorce unless and
until the marriage previously contracted had been annulled or dis-
solved by the civil courts.

Unsupervised [oreign rabbis, who continued to solemnize marriages
without due certification or licence, and to grant Jewish divorces not
preceded by a civil dissolution, posed a threat to the standing of
Anglo-Jewry and to the pretensions of its leaders.38 These rabbis, the
Registrar-General was informed, ‘do not realise that their action
involves great hardship, as neither party is enabled, according to the
law of England, to re-marry after a mere religious divorce, and as a
result it often happens that they either go through a form of irregular
marriage or simply cohabit without even a marriage ceremony’ 3% The
women and children of such brittle unions, it was claimed, all too often
became dependent on charity. In these circumstances, lay and eccle-
siastical leaders had no alternative but to summon the intervention of
the civil power in support of their own authority. In the years imme-
diately preceding the outbreak of the First World War, the Jewish
lobby was active in pressing for legislation to outlaw these alleged evil
wregularities. The Board of Deputies and the Chief Rabbi, however,
were not the only ones who had serious difficulties.

The civil authorities seemed equally powerless. The whole question
of marriage between foreigners in England according to their own
religious rites and without observance of the requirements of English
law had, in fact, been raised in sensational form by the Quilliam case of
1905. It involved a Lancashire woman who married a Muslim,
Mohammed Ben Beilkhassen, and who, it was reported, was kid-
napped by her husband and carried forcibly into the interior of
Morocco to prevent her return to England. The marriage, which took
place in the Liverpool Mosque, was solemnized by Mr Quilliam, a
convert to Islam, acting in his capacity as a ‘sheik’. Quilliam, a solicitor
by profession, had given full notice that the ceremony was not, and did
not purport to be, a marriage according to the law of England. The
Director of Public Prosecutions, whose advice had been sought by the
Home Office, concluded that since the ceremony did not constitute a
marriage, no offence had been committed and that, regretfully, there
were no grounds for an indictment against the solicitor.*® Unless the
law was amended to make these private celebrations a felony, there was
little to be done. On this, Anglo-Jewry was divided. Proposals to outlaw
all unions not approved by the Chief Rabbinate had been condemned
by the jfewish Chronicle of 18 March 1892 as an outrageous interference
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with fundamental freedoms.*! And there the matter might have rested
but for disruptive effects of the First World War.

1

War made the problem accute. Its influence upon family life and
personal relations was reflected in the rapid growth of soldier-
marriages. In some parts of the country the demand for matrimony was
readily satisfied. In England, soldiers on furlough could be married in
church without the proclamation of banns, by special licence from the
Archbishop of Canterbury. In Scotland there was no such provision:
ministers and registrars had no power to dispense with the ecclesiast-
cal preliminaries, or with the notice published for seven days on the
registrar’s board, as a necessary condition of regular marriage. Soldiers
with only a few days’ leave and eager to wed were in consequence prone
to contract an irregular marriage, The startling increase in such unions
led to an outcry from the Scottish clergy, who declared that regulari-
zation ‘might imbue men and women with the sanctity of marriage,
remove or reduce the causes of divorce, and arrest the swelling tide of
derelicts from Church influence’.#? Measures were also required to
prevent Allied servicemen in Britain from entering into bigamous
unions, while the arrival of women army auxiliaries in France led to
renewed concern about the arrangements for the solemnization of
marriages overseas.*3

The war also raised matrimonial difficulties among foreign Jews;
these problems were primarily political in character and arose directly
out of the process of internment and deportation. Between 1914 and
1918, 20,000 aliens were deported and 32,000 were interned. Most of
them were males and some of them were married men. Many were
Jews. For their families, the war was a disaster: large numbers of
women were made destitute by the internment of their husbands and
the discrimination of employers and landlords. Some 4,000 German
internees had British-born wives for whom special provision was
required, for both their safety and their upkeep. Denied maintenance
by the German government, these women and their children subsisted
on poor law relief.

Moreover, the disruptive effects of the conflict were not confined to
enemy aliens but also affected the family life of non-naturalized
Russian Jews. The Jewish immigrants from Russia who lived in the
East End of London were ill-disposed towards any cause which
involved the defence of the law of the Tsars and resisted enlistment in
the Allied armies. Having failed with persuasion, the government
resorted to coercion. The Anglo-Russian Military Convention of 1917
led to the ‘voluntary repatriation’ of some and to the deportation of
others. In all, 7,500 Jewish immigrants elected to return to Russia
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under the terms of the Convention rather than serve in the British
Army. The number who actually sailed, though smaller, was consider-
able. The want of transport, however, compelled the families of these
‘Conventionists’ to remain behind. The plight of divided families
exacerbated the growing antagonism between the government and the
East End. The upsurge of immigrant marriages, in the wake of the
Anglo-Russian agreement, was viewed in Whitehall as an act of
protest. Marriage, it was argued, had been politicized by the anti-war
party among the immigrants ‘to swell the agitation about the separ-
ation of wives and families and to claim separation allowances here’, If
s0, it did no good. Wives and dependents languished on relief in
Whitechapel; children were embarrassed by the absence of their
fathers; and mothers were apprehensive and uncertain.* At the close of
the war, British-born wives and children of interned or repatriated
aliens in receipt of assistance numbered g,029 persons; and there were
2,107 dependents of Russians in similar circumstances.*s The condi-
tion of these people, however, did more than reflect the disruptive
effects of the war. The existing anti-alien agitation made marital
relations, regular and irregular, a subject for scrutiny and
investigation. ’

V

Unul the passage of the Aliens Act of 1905, there had been compara-
tvely few points of contact between the police and the Jewish minority.
Jews were generally sober-and peaceable and were under-represented
in the prison population. Jewish criminality, if not negligible, was not
unmanageable. Prostitution, gambling, and receiving were the offences
with which the immigrant community was most readily associated.
Crimes of violence were exceptional; policemen were not at risk in the
ghetto. Police involvement with the Jewish community was affected as
much by administrative arrangements as by considerations of crime.
The naturalization process, which required the police to test the
literacy and moral worth of applicants for British citizenship, some-
times gave rise to claims of discrimination and police prejudice.*® For
the rest, police interventions arose in cases of communal conflict with
the native Gentile population and with well-established minorities like
the Irish.47

Language was a major problem. ‘Everybody is gabbling in an
unknown tongue’, wrote the unfortunate who had been assigned by
Charles Booth to interview the street sellers of Petticoat Lane.*8
Consternation and conflict were unavoidable where English was
neither spoken nor understood. A Polish girl who got lost and became
confused was taken by the police to an asylum for the insane! A rabbi
who went to a register office to make enquiries was married by mistake
and had to secure an annulment!*® It was all very trying. From the
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point of view of law enforcement, though, it was more than that.
Effective policing was impossible where the people spoke little English
and the police spoke nothing else. The want of Yiddish was not just a
bar to routine police administration; it also impeded the investigation
of political deviants. Superintendent Mulvaney, head of Whitechapel
Division, stated in 1gog: ‘Bills and circulars in this language are
distributed and posted all over the division, but police know nothing of
their purport unless an interpreter is employed to translate them. As it
is known that a number of these people are members of Continental
Revolutionary Societies it would be very desirable to have members of
the Service who could speak this language’. The Home Office agreed. It
was decided to proceed with a modest scheme of instruction and to
encourage individual effort by presenting prizes and small gratuities to
police officers who obtained a certificate of proficiency. The aim was to
have three or four Yiddish-speaking policemen readily available in the
Whitechapel division.>® However, thé Metropolitan Police, unlike its
American counterpart, did not seek Jewish recruits; but the under-
recruitment of Jews had as much to do with the attitudes of Anglo-
Jewry as with the culture of the police. Police employment, then as now,
offered no special facilities for Sabbath observance and was frowned
upon especially by the immigrant population which equated men in
uniform with coercion and oppression.5! Ambitious parents directed
their children elsewhere. The Jewish policeman, like the Jewish shoe-
black, largely remains a curiosity.

The First World War marked a watershed in the relations between
the immigrant minority and the state. The system of internal migration
controls, - which had its origins in the procedures governing denization
and naturalization, was developed by the Aliens Act of 1905 and
considerably extended after 1914. Aliens were henceforth required to
be registered with the police, restricted to specified areas, dented the
right to enter or leave the country, and liable to deportation. These
measures, though not directed specifically against Jews, struck hard at
a community with an overwhelming preponderance of immigrants
from Fastern Europe. The Aliens Restrictions (Amendment) Act of

1919 made the situation more precarious. Previous restrictions were

consolidated and further controls imposed. Aliens in consequence were
not allowed to serve on juries and were forbidden on pain of punish-
ment to promote industrial unrest. In 1920 an Order in Council
extended the Home Secretary’s powers to deport, on his own initiative,
any alien whose presence was deemed not to be ‘conducive to the public
good’.

During the war, and in its immediate aftermath, the alien population
was perceived as a threat to national security and public order.
Antagonisms between native and immigrant populations, intensified
by the pressures of total war, led to civil commotion, agitation, and
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unrest. Demands for more stringent supervision proved irresistible.
Immigrant Jews found themselves subject to registration, enumera-
tion, classification, and continual observation by the police and intelli-
gence services, Their movements were monitored, their circumstances
scrutinized, their opinions recorded, and their activities analysed.
Special Branch opened fresh files on ‘Jewish revolutionary matters’ and
the Home Office through the police established a window into the East
London ghetto. Police officers with a command of Yiddish were in great
demand. Sergeant Albers, of Special Branch, combed the Yiddish-
language press with all the assiduity of a doctoral candidate. P.C.
Greenberg developed the art of participant-observation; he attended in
plain clothes various meetings, and posed as an activist, committing
the speeches and declarations of political dissidents to memory ‘as any
attempt to take shorthand or other notes would have brought my
immediate e¢jectment’.52

There was little privacy: police were everywhere. Immigrant mino-
rities were harassed and oppressed. ‘We have the police continually
calling on us to see that we have not gone away’, complained the
British-born wife of an internee who resented the strict scrutiny of her
every movement.>® The end of hostilities brought no relief. The
upsurge in anti-alienism in the post-war period was accompanied by
expulsions of enemy aliens, many of them Jewish tailors who had spent
the war feverishly engaged in the production of uniforms for British
soldiers. The net of orders and restrictions in which those who were not
naturalized were entrapped was more tightly drawn. Jews who failed to
register a change of address made themselves liable to deportation.
Those convicted of a minor offence might be expelled on the say-so of a
magistrate. There was no right of appeal. The mere fact of conviction
was sufficient for the Home Office to proceed, even if the court had not
recommended deportation. Political activists were particularly vulner-
able, but even harmless individuals who had lived in Britain for many
years were at risk.5*

Marital status and the verification of that status were critical features
of the investigative process. Aliens, when registering with the police,
were required to state when and where they had been married and to
provide details of any children arising from the union. The reasons
were twofold. Marital status not only affected nationality and therefore
the rights of the individual; it also influenced standards of conduct and
was thus an important part of the character test which was used to
separate the desirable from the undesirable alien. During the war, the
Registrar-General and the ecclesiastical authorities were persuadcd to
collaborate with the Home Ofhce in developing procedures to register
changes in the marital status of the alien population. Inter-
departmental measures to prevent undesirable alien women from
obtaining British nationality through marriage were revived during the
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1920s and are said to be still operative.® Immigrants who failed to
supply full and accurate particulars were deemed to have committed a
criminal offence. Many did so. Eastern European Jews who married or
divorced without civil notice or ceremony were particularly vulnerable.
Deborah Hoffman, an unwitting offender who had given incorrect
details of her status, was more fortunate than most. This twice-
widowed mother of six children, who had come to London shortly
before the war, was allowed to amend her registration without prosecu-
tion on the understanding that she would leave for Poland and not
return. Faiga Ruchla Kaisman, a Belgian war refugee, who arrived in
the United Kingdom in August 1914, and set up home with a non-
naturalized Russian Jew, was likewise allowed to leave the country
after the relationship had ceased; police investigation revealed that the
offender, a cap-maker by trade who was 16 years old when she came to
London, had falsely registered herself as the wife of Israel Stiglitz with
whom she had lived for two years until parental pressure forced their
separation.®

More shocking to the authorities were those cases where, for want of
evidence, offenders escaped scot free. Berek Moscovitch, having con-
tracted a Jewish marriage in Lodz with a woman by whom he had ten
children and a second marriage in Stepney, was convicted of bigamy,
but succeded in his appeal against conviction because no expert witness
was available to testify as to the validity of the stille huppah under
Russian law.57 The want of documentary proof similarly allowed
Gedalie Turkisch to escape conviction. Turkisch, a tailor’s presser, was
a brute who beat his wife and neglected his children. He was married in
Poland in 1go7 and came to England with his wife and two children and
fathered a child on another woman, before deserting them also for
marriage with a third unfortunate. Yet the police were powerless. His
registered wile, whom he had married in a Cracow synagogue and
divorced by private ceremony, had lost her ketubbah. It was therefore
difficult to prove that he had committed bigamy. The Secretary of the
Jewish Association for the Protection of Girls and Women described
him as ‘a most unsatisfactory character’. The police agreed. Turkisch
was recommended for deportation as an undesirable alien.®® Morris
Shapiro, by contrast, was recommended for trial. A cabinet-maker of
sorts, he had married Annie Shaimsom and come with her to East
London from Kovno in 1913, They had two children. In 1916 he joined
the army, but shortly after demobilization, he deserted his family and
burned his marriage contract. ‘Now you have no proof for ever that I
was married to you’, he told his distraught wife. On 6 September 1925,
Shapiro married Rachael Goldberg at Fieldgate Street Synagogue.
Three months later, he was arraigned at the Old Bailey; the court
upheld the first wife’s testimony and he was sentenced to six months for
bigamy.3?
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Of course, not all unsavoury characters were bigamists. Harris
Sallison and Annie Applestein, who combined brothel-keeping with
foster-parenting, were in fact properly married in Stepney Green
Synagogue in 1g19. Sallison, a tailor’s presser, had come to England
from Odessa in 1904, and before his marriage had lived with another
woman who had been falsely registered as his wife. For the magistrate
that was enough. Sallison was sentenced to two months’ hard labour
with a rcommendation for his expulsion. Lewis Dragalofl, a hairdres-
ser, who came from Starabuk in Russia and served with the South
Wales Borderers during the war, was also no bigamist. He went
through a Jewish form of marriage with a Mrs Ostrovitch, a mother of
five who had left her husband many years earlier, and set up home with
her. Nothing was known against them other than that Mrs Ostrovitch,
who came from Riga to England as a five-year-old, had registered in the
name of Dragalofl. For the police this was proof positive ‘that these
people are of low moral character’. The couple were in consequence
opposed in their attempt to re-open as a restaurant premises which had
been formerly occupied by a Turkish brothel-keeper. Inspector Norton
noted: “There is not the slightest doubt that if they are allowed to
re-open No. 32 Leman Street as a place of public resort it will soon
become a resort of undesirable aliens, obnoxious to the residents, and a
nuisance to the Police’. Superintendent Mackay agreed and commen-
ted: “Those filthy holes require stern treatment’.5°

Marriages of convenience were also a cause for concern; the connec-
tion between ‘mock-marriages’ and the trade in vice was a long-
standing one which pre-dated the war. The Aliens Act of 1919
addressed the problem but offered no solution. The acquisition of
British nationality through a convenience marriage enabled women of
ill-fame to avoid deportation and therefore provoked the police. None
more so than Esther Fourer, a Polish Jewess and a prostitute, who was
convicted of soliciting and recommended for deportation. In Septem-
ber 1920, she had gone through a Jewish form of marriage to a Russian
Jew who was awaiting deportation for desertion from the army.
Arrangements for her deportation involved some delay; and during the
interval she was legally married at Whitechapel Register Office to a
British subject, and could not then be deported. The Commissioner of
Police was furious. Something had to be done. Partners were allegedly
exchanged like picture cards in a school playground. Police were
defied, immorality unchecked. He told the Home Office that irregular
marriages were the cause of all the trouble: ‘In this country it cannot be
said that any valid reason exists for marriages of this description, and it
can scarcely be said to be of public advantage that they should be
tolerated’.¢! Home Office officials agreed. One of them stated: ‘The
particulars given by the Commissioner indicate that many Jews are
quite acute enough to play fast and loose with their religious marriages
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on occasion’.®2 The Fourer case coinciding with the disclosures in the
Goldstone jactitation suit made action imperative and legislation to
suppress the mischief was drafted within a matter of weeks. Under the
terms of the Jewish Marriages Bill, the celebration of irregular
marriages among Jews became a felony. Those who unlawfully
solemnized these marriages were henceforth liable to the same
penalties as those celebrating irregular marriages among the general
population, However, the process of consultation with the Jewish
community proved unexpectedly difhcult.

Now it was true that, as the Quilliam case had shown, no offence was
committed if the ceremony did not purport to constitute a marriage
according to the law of England. The Quilliam case, however, con-
cerned a Muslim marriage. Jews were viewed differently. The autho-
rities considered that since the law recognized Jewish marriages,
Jewish marriages ought to recognize the law. The Registrar-General, to
whom the matter was referred, had no doubt that the celebration of a
stille huppah ought to be made a criminal offence.®* The Home Office
also could see no reason why Jewish irregular marriages should
continue to be tolerated. Communal spokesmen, it was concluded,
ought to be pressed ‘to explain what grounds there are either in the
public interest or in the interest of Judaism for continuing to allow Jews
knowingly and wilfully to solemnize invalid marriages with impunity
when members of other religious bodies are liable to punishment for
doing the same thing’.%*

The Jewish community, however, was far from enthusiastic about
proposals which were said to be excessive in their severity and an
unwarranted intrusion into matters of faith. The Jewish Chronicle
declared: ‘It would . . . be intolerable if, as it seems probable is intended
by the Home Secretary, the right to perform the ceremony of marriage
should be restricted to certain recognized individuals, or even to
recognized Ministers of religion. That would be a grave invasion upon
Jewish Law’, The Chief Rabbi, who had previously welcomed the
prospect of a state-approved ministry under his own direction, also had
doubts. The Goldstone marriage had taken place abroad and was
therefore irrelevant. Irregular Jewish marriages, he declared ‘are very
few in this country’.5 Home Ofhice officials concluded that it was ‘of
little use to go to the Jewish Authorities’.%¢ At the close of 1921, the
Metropolitan Police Commissioner, who had expected quick results,
was told ‘that the matteris a difficult one to handle . . . and itis doubtful
if legislation could be passed in the near future’, 7

Neither the Chief Rabbi nor the Board of Deputies had any desire to
condone bogus marriages. Both, however, were wary of any measure
which might invalidate perfectly sound religious marriages contracted
in Eastern Europe. Communal leaders, aware of the prevalence of stille
huppah among foreign Jews, and mindful of the consequences of a
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criminal conviction for a non-naturalized person, hesitated to approve
legislation which might expose an already vulnerable commumty to
greater risk. But it was not the only source of unease. The discrimina-
tory character of the Bill exposed the dangers of Jewish exceptionalism
and persuaded the Board of Deputies to seek exemptions within the
general law rather than apart from it. A spokesman for the Board
stated: “The Jewish community would greatly resent anything which
looked like interfering in rabbinical authority and a Bill specifically
labelled “Jewish Marriages” would give great offence’. A number of
amendments were therefore suggested. It was proposed that the Bill
should be so drawn as to make it an offence to perform a marriage
without production of a registrar’s certificate, and further, to make the
person solemnizing a marriage responsible for the registration of the
ketubbak. The offence created by the Bill, the Board insisted, should be
treated as a misdemeanour and not as a felony. Finally, a change of title
. was suggested on the grounds that it would ‘relieve the anxiety of those
to whom it was distasteful to see a Bill apparently singling out Jewish
marriages for exceptional treatment’.

Parliamentary draughtsmen cavilled at the proposed changes. The
substitution of a misdemeanour for a felony, they argued, would again
privilege Jews and there were the usual complaints against legislation
by reference. But what caused particular resentment was the removal
of the word ‘Jewish’ from the title of the Bill. One testy official
commented: “The Jews must be a more childish race than I have
hitherto supposed if their susceptibilities are capable of being calmed
by a verbal trick of this kind’. On the inclusion of a proviso to safeguard
existing marriages (contracted without civil ceremony) against
invalidation, the Home Office was more accommodating. One of its
officials declared: ‘Although it seems quite useless it is obviously
harmless, and it might be well accepted if it will smooth the passage of
the Bill’.68

The provisions of the proposed legislation were not the only cause for
concern. The Jewish Marriages Bill was a police-initiated measure and
this was also resented by Anglo-Jewry. Under pressure from the Board
of Deputies, New Scotland Yard was asked to collect information on the
extent of irregular marriages. ‘But of course’, a Home Ofhce official
remarked, ‘the Police only hear of them occasionally and incidentally,
and they have no statistics’.%? The want of evidence was not considered
grounds for delay, Demands for an investigation into the whole matter
were ignored. But for the pressure on parliamentary time, the measure
might have been enacted. As it was, there was to be no comprehensive
review of the registration and marriage laws until the legislation of
1049. In the interval, irregular marriage among the Jews ceased to be a
matter of public concern. Immigration from Eastern Europe, which
had sustained the problem, came to an end in 1914 and was not
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resumed on any significant scale thereafter. Second- and third-
generation immigrants were less attached to the ways of their parents.
Increasingly acculturated and prosperous, they found little to object to
in the marriage arrangements which had been negotiated in the
previous century.

To conclude. Prudence and pragmatism had served the Jewish
community well. The redefinition of the rabbinical role, the emphasis
given to pastoral rather than to judicial duties, the unobtrusive but
influential interventions of the Beth Din, were all part of a process of
adjustment that made for integration without loss of identity. The
modest and undemanding requirements of the established community,
moreover, were not incompatible with the pre-existing pattern of
Church-state relations. The role of the Anglican Establishment and the
privileged position of Christianity within the state were not disturbed
by the minority religion. The Jewish community with its centralized
structure and integrationist leadership, was confident that the adjust-
ment of Judaism could be managed within the existing framework of
civil law. Special provision for Jewish observances — be it the keeping
of the Sabbath, the ritual slaughter of animals for food consumption, or
religious marriages — represented a claim for distinctive treatment
within a unitary legal system. The separation of church and state and
the repeal of the blasphemy laws or of the laws relating to Sunday
trading were deemed neither necessary nor desirable. The creation of a
separate system of Jewish family law was scarcely considered at all. A
niche within the Christian polity was all that was asked for. Progress in
developing the infrastructure of a multi-faith society was in con-
sequence slow, o
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ANTISEMITISM AND SOUTH

AFRICAN HISTORIOGRAPHY
Milton Shain

Jan Hofmeyr, delivering the Hoernlé Memorial Lecture in

1945, stated that antisemitism was not a natural growth in
South Africa. This, he explained, was because of the country’s tradi-
tions, its religious outlook and reverence for the Bible, and its love of
freedom. Antisemitism, he claimed, had obtained a foothold in South
Africa because of the influence of Nazism, ‘an article meant for export’;
the seeds of that evil thing were ‘blown over the oceans even to South
Africa’ and antisemitism grew apace when Nazi propaganda came to
be sedulously disseminated and sometimes skilfully adapted to local
South African circumstances.!

Hofmeyr’s argument that anti-Jewish manifestations in South Africa
during the 1930s and early 1940s were an aberration, a departure from
traditional patterns of interaction between Jew and Gentile, accords
well with the dominant thrust of South African historiography? which
has underplayed (if not entirely ignored) antisemitism in South African
society. Jewish historians, especially those writing before the 1g60s,
turned a blind eye to anti-Jewish manifestations and instead lauded the
pioneering decades as years during which Jews were accorded great
respect and hospitality.? Afrikaners especially were singled out for their
kindness and courtesy to the ‘people of the Book’. The itinerant Jewish
pediar or smous* was generally considered to be a welcome addition to
society. Israel Abrahams has noted that Jewish pedlars ‘supplied
almost all the requirements of the farming population, from agricul-
tural implements and patent medicines to low-priced furniture and
oleography’.® Gustav Saron, in the same volume which was published
in 1955, made a similar observation when he stated that these pedlars
‘brought to the isolated farmer living in semi-primitive conditions the
material goods and also some of the cultural wares of civilization’.6 It is
argued that the farmer was forever grateful for these services and
according to Abrahams, there are innumerable authenticated stories of
the kindly hospitality which the Jewish smous received from the Boerevolk
(Afrikaners}, for whom the Jew ‘irrespective of his occupation or
appearance, was a member of the People of the Book and as such
deserving of a cordial welcome’.” George Aschman, a historian of

r I VHE prominent liberal and deputy leader of the United Party,
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QOudtshoorn Jewry, painted a similar picture, stating that when the
Boers said ‘My Joodje’ to refer to their Jewish pedlars, they were using
a term of endearment for those who had for years brought them news of
the outside world, produce, and ‘gossip from the town and the rest of
the countryside’. Indeed, the farmer ‘came to rely on that information
and to seek the advice of the smous or makelaar (broker) who was in touch
with the world beyond the aching Swartberg range’.® Jan Smuts also
fondly recalled the visits of the smous to his father’s farm and commen-
ted: ‘It never entered our heads that they were any but the Lord’s
people of whom we read in the Bible’.?

No doubt, by comparison with their co-religionists in Eastern
Europe, the newcomers in South Africa did enjoy much affection and
the enviable social order which prevailed among the white community.
But relations with the population at large were not without conflict.
Not, indeed, were perceptions of the Jews as favourable as those
portrayed by historians who, eager to challenge anti-Jewish rhetoric
during the comparatively insecure decades after 1930, emphasized the
Jewish community’s contribution to South Africa and the comfortable
environment within which its members could exercise their talents.
For example, the articles in the standard history edited by Saron and
Hotz, The Jews in South Africa. A History, concentrate mainly on commu-
nal origins and the contribution of Jews to the wider society. Scant
attention is devoted to conflict, while anti-Jewish outbursts in the 1930s
and 1940s are said by Saron to have represented a deviation from
‘traditional attitudes of tolerance .and fair play’: he claimed that
economic, political, ideological, and spiritual turmoil made the
Afrikaner susceptible to Nazi propaganda emanating from South
Africa’s mandated territory, German South-West Africa.!

Thus, in its early phase South African Jewish historiography sought
to minimize incidents of conflict and to maximize harmony, or at least
accommodation, between Jew and Gentile. Since the 1960s, however, a
new generation of historians, professionally trained and perhaps more
comfortable with their South African Jewish identity, began to focus on
conflict between Jew and non-Jew. Michael Cohen has examined the
wide-ranging nature of antisemitism in the 1930s,'? Edna Bradlow has
reported on the measures to restrict the entry of Jews into the Union, '3
and Gideon Shimoni has alluded to the precarious position of Jews who
settled in South Africa,!® while my own 1983 study focused on
antisemitism in the Cape Colony and its impact on Jewish communal
organization,!®

However, it must be stressed that the new historiography has neither
denied nor ignored the many instances of hospitality accorded to Jews
in South Africal® and the manifold ways in which they have been
accommodated within, and have benefited from, the body-politic; but
it has also shown that the ‘accommodation’ or ‘hospitality’ school did
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not fully reveal the extent of antisemitism which did occur.!” On the
other hand, even the new historiography continues to depict antise-
mitism in the 1930s and early 1940s as essentially an alien phenom-
enon, a product of Nazi propaganda at a time of great social and
economic trauma,'® Shimoni, for instance, while more even-handed
and perceptive in his description of Jewish-Gentile relations, still seeks
an explanation for anti-Jewish manifestations within the Afrikaner’s
specific condition and his receptivity to Nazi propaganda. Acute race
consciousness, anti-British sentiment, disillusionment with British
parliamentarianism, frustrations with industrialization, and a vague
sense of racial affinity with the Germans are all seen by Shimoni as
factors which facilitated the Afrikaner’s acceptance of Nazi ideology —
apart from a fundamentalist Calvinisth, which predisposed him to
Christian-rooted prejudice. He stresses, however, that prejudice was
apparent only in an urban context: in the rural setting, Calvinism
encouraged a sense of fellow-feeling with the descendants of the
‘Biblical children of Israel’.!?

Itis now acknowledged that South Africa did have a ‘ Jewish problem’
in the 1930s and in the early 1940s. Indeed, Shimoni has demonstrated
that the problem persisted into the 19508 and 1960s, when Jewish-
Afrikaner relations remained tense because of the disproportionate
involvement of Jews in anti-apartheid activities and Israel’s pro-African
stance in the United Nations in those years when it had friendly relations
and exchanged diplomatic representatives with several African
independent countries.?® In a more recent study, published in the
American fewish Year Book for 1988, Shimoni has highlighted antisemitism
and anti-Zionism in contemporary South Africa. Hestates that the white
right-wing continues to have hostitle atttudes to Jews, and refers to the
moredisturbing trend ofa burgeoning anti-Zionism and antisemitism of
the Left, mainly expressed by Muslims but by no means limited to
them.2! While right-wing antisemitism has its roots in classical Afri-
kaner nationalism when threatened by political change and upheaval,
left-wing anti-Zionism is part of a wider Third World perspective which
condemns the Pretoria-Jerusalem axis and voices strong support for the
Palestinian people. Shimont cites as evidence the record of oral inter-
views collected -by Tzippi Hoffman and Alan Fischer during their
research for their book on the Jews of South Africa, published in 1g88.
Much of what they were told is perturbing— for Jews, at least. A strong
anti-Zionist strain is clearly evident in African and Muslim sentiments
arising from an identification with the Palestinians, links between the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and the African National
Congress, and Israel’s alleged collusion with the South African govern-
ment on military and security matters.??

Irontcally, members of the White ultra-right group share many of the
left-wing attitudes: they believe that there is too much Jewish influence
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and wealth, that Jews are disloyal, and that they collaborate with the
government.?? Unfortunately, these authors do not account for, or
assess, the power and extent of anti-Zionist and anti-Jewish prejudice.
They merely suggest that a partial explanation is to be found in the
transmission of anti-Jewish stereotypes.2® But where and how these
stereotypes evolved is not set out. Are they part of a broader cultural
baggage or are they located in the South African experience? It is odd
that the only writer I know of to hint at the specific rootedness of South
African antisemitism was an outsider.- Hannah Arendt, in her 1954
book on totalitarianism, has a section on South Africa?’ and her chief
source is an article published in 1938 in Der Weltkampf, a German
periodical. The author of the article was Professor Dr Ernst Schultze;
he maintained that the Boers had never viewed the Jews with favour
and that they had long feared that Jews would swamp South Africa and
would dominate both the economy and the professions.2

I have written about early antisemitism in this Journal and else-
where. There is no doubt that there is a great deal of evidence about
deep-rooted anti-Jewish attitudes in South Africa among some sections
of the population.?? Since at least the 188os, perceptions of the Jews
were ambivalent: there was the image of the gentleman who was sober,
enterprising, and loyal while at the same time there was another image
of the Jew as a knave who exhibited dishonesty and low cunning. The
influx of Eastern European ‘Peruvians’?® in the 18gos and the emer-
gence of the cosmopolitan financier (exemplified in the cartoon carica-
ture, Hoggenheimer, at the turn of the century) further contributed to
the evolution of an anti-Jewish stereotype.?® By 1914, the favourable
perceptions of the Jew, associated mainly with acculturated Anglo-
German pioneer immigrants such as Lionel Phillips and George Albu,
had become substantially eroded and it was now the Eastern European
Jew who generally came to typify ‘Jewishness’. Even those wheo differ-
entiated between acculturated, urbane Jews and the Eastern European
newcomers tended to exaggerate Jewish power and influence and thus
also exhibited sometimes anti-Jewish attitudes.

During the First World War, accusations that Jews evaded military
service, followed by the linking of Jews with Bolshevism, consolidated
the anti-Jewish stereotype. Later, in the context of the post-war
economic depression and burgeoning Black radicalism, the Eastern
European Jew emerged as the archetypical subversive and the Rand
Rebellion of 1922 could be construed as a Bolshevik revolt. Meanwhile,
those advocating eugenic and nativist arguments influenced South
African discourse and the Jewish immigrants were increasingly per-
ceived as a threat to the ‘Nordic’ character of white South African
society as well as a challenge to the hegemony of the English mercantile
establishment. However, antisemitism in a crude and programmatic
sense was rejected. The 1930 Quota Act — which imposed a very
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limited quota on Eastern European immigration and thus virtually
curtailed that source of Jewish immigration — heralded the transfor-
mation of ‘private’ into ‘public’ antisemitism.3® While this transforma-
tion was clearly related to specific conditions of the 1930s — most
notably to the ‘volkish’ character of Afrikaner nationalism — it is
essential to stress that anti-Jewish manifestations and policies of the
1930s were only an intensification of the antisemitism which had
existed before 1930. In short, the anti-Jewish rhetoric of the 1930s and
early 1940s was generally found acceptable precisely because a nega-
tive Jewish stereotype had been elaborated and diffused for decades.3!

In his recent study of the radical right in South Africa, Patrick
Furlong shows an awareness of anti-alienism and antisemitism at the
turn of the century but according to him, anti-Jewish activity and
ideology arose in the 19305 and 1940s because of political confusion,
increased Jewish immigration, and Nazi propaganda.3? Certainly
these conditions are essential to an understanding of the nature of
right-wing antisemitism, but without anti-Jewish stereotyping for
decades, right-wing oratory would not have been embraced at the
popular level. It was precisely because ‘greyshirt’ and other fascist
propaganda had evoked a popular response and gained adherents that
the National Party under D.F. Malan incorporated specifically anti-
Jewish policies into the ‘purified’ Nationalist programme.33 Of course,
the illiberal and anti-modernist nature of Afrikaner nationalism during
the 1930s explains why ‘public’ antisemitism was essentially an Afri-
kaner phenomenon and why it had an appeal across the whole spec-
trum of Afrikaner Nationalist opinion.3* There is a parallel here with
the perception of German antisemitism in terms of anti-modernism and
illiberalism, 35

When the Nationalists attained power in 1948 and saw the need for a
united front of all Whites as they formulated their apartheid policies,
antisemitism subsided. But then, a new stereotype of the Jew as a
Communist or a liberal subversive emerged — a stercotype again built
upon earlier anti-Jewish attitudes which found acceptance mainly
among right-wing extremists.*® One might have therefore expected the
disenfranchised Black majority to hold philosemitic opinions, but this
was not-the case. Indeed, in a sociological study published in 1972,
Melville Edelstein, who interviewed a sample of matriculation students
in Soweto, found that Africans said that they experienced a greater
‘social distance’ towards Jews than they did towards English-speakers
generally — but less social distance than towards Afrikaners.3” They
told him that an African who was very careful with his money was
described as being as ‘stingy as a Jew’.3® Edelstein thought that such
prejudice arose from the New Testament teaching in school and
church. However, it may well be that there is an added cause: the
resentment of the non-White population (Coloureds and Indians as
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well as Blacks) against Jewish traders in town and country. Marcia
Leveson in her examination of the fiction of these groups has shown
that the authors often look upon Jews as exploitative and powerful.3?

The groundswell of Black antisemitism and anti-Zionism must
therefore be seen in a broader context. Disproportionate Jewish
involvement in anti-apartheid activities and the struggle for civil rights
are apparently forgotten by the younger generation of non-Whites and
perhaps by their elders. Nodistinction is generally made today between
Jews and other Whites in South Africa. Indeed, the conflation of Jews
with Zionism (popularly associated with the repression of the Palestin-
jans) tarnished the image of contemporary Jews in the eyes of the
Blacks. On the other hand, it would be wrong to assume that popular
hostility is irreversible and all-pervasive. Many prominent Blacks —
including the Zulu leader, Mangosothu Buthelezi — have visited Israel
and spoken highly of its achievements. Some ‘homeland’ leaders have
even availed themselvés of Israeli agricultural expertise. It must not be
forgotten that the majority of South African Blacks are Christian, with
a deep attachment to the Bible and the Holy Land. Such sentiments
could generate an element of philosemitism or at least a position of
neutrality. Further scholarly research and analysis of the data obtained
will be necessary for a better understanding of Black attitudes towards
Jews in both the historical and the contemporary setting of South
Africa.
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‘PRAYING WITH A RIFLE’:
A NOTE ON RELIGIOUS
MOTIFS IN THE PROPAGANDA
OF LEHI

Gerald Cromer

terror are at pains to point out that the dichotomy is by no

means clear-cut.! They acknowledge that secular terrorism
often has religious dimensions. The justification of violent actions, for
instance, is frequently couched in religious terms, especially in the case
of movements of national liberation and independence. Church and the
state-in-the-making are, it seems, closely intertwined. This point is
most clearly illustrated in Tololyan’s insightful analyses of the Arme-
nian Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia (ASALA).2 He has
shown that by using the vocabulary and imagery of the Church, the
terrorists secularized traditional religious myths and consecrated their
own cause at one and the same time. A study of the propaganda of the
Jewish groups who fought against the British Mandatory power in
Palestine® has shown that their rhetoric was very similar to that of the
ASALA. In fact, their reinterpretation of religious tradition was even
more complex: each movement drew more intricate analogies to the
national past* and exhibited a much wider range of attitudes to
religious texts and rituals® than did their Armenian counterparts.

The present Note deals only with the case of Lehi (Lohamey Herut
Yisracl — Fighters for the Liberation of Israel), the smallest and most
extreme of the groups which fought against British rule in Mandatory
Palestine.® Its leaders were acutely aware of the need to fight simultan-
eously on two fronts — the ‘front of fire and blood’ and the ‘front of
propaganda and persuasion’. They therefore issued a wide variety of
publications designed to justify both their political ends and the means
used to achieve them. In 1982, all the different kinds of material were
assembled in two volumes;” they include event-related communiqués,
ideological tracts, geo-political analyses, educational programmes,
_ newspapers, and transcripts of trials and underground radio broad-

casts. It is these collected works of Lehi which constitute the subject-
matter of the analysis which follows.

I :VEN those scholars who differentiate between holy and secular
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Sanctifying Terror

Lehi propaganda was replete with references to those religious
commandments — for example, the Biblical precept of ‘an eye for an
eye’,% and the Talmudic injunction that ‘if anyone comes to kill you, kill
him first’> — which seemingly provided support for the movement’s
actions. The twin concepts of obligatory and voluntary war were used
very frequently in this respect. One kind of obligatory war — to
completely wipe out the memory of Amalek — was regarded as so
important that it took precedence over the commandment ‘Thou shalt
not kill’. Another obligation — to conquer the land of Israel — was
considered as 1mportant as all the other commandments put
together:10

We were also present at the giving of the Torah on Mount Sinai. We heard
the commandment, Thou shalt not kill ... but He also said you shall
completely wipe out the memory of Amalek ... We also heard the
commandment to Moses to conquer the land with blood and fire .. . Why
did Maimonides not include it amongst the 613 commandments? According
to Rav Kook, he did not count the declaration of the unity of God and
conquering the land as separate commandments because they are more
important than all the others. They are all dependent on them.

The teachings of the prophets were also frequently invoked, but the
references were all of a particularistic rather than a universalistic
nature. Thus, the masthead of the monthly newspaper Hamaas (The
Deed) was often adorned with prophecies of divine retribution upon
those who did not revere the Lord. It was argued that the precepts of
forgiveness, love, and justice are initially directed towards fellow-Jews,
and that love of other nations is reserved for the Messianic era when
those nations would have learnt the law of the Lord and would ‘come to
bow down at Mount Zion’. Until then, the Gentiles would be the object
of divine revenge.!!

But Lehi spokesmen did not only present a judicious selection of
traditional texts in order to justify their violent activities; they also
adopted or, to use Tololyan’s term,'? appropriated religious language.
The vocabulary and imagery of traditional Judaism provided the basis
for the movement’s attempt to sanctify both its ends and the means
used to achieve them. In such instances, the struggle for national
liberation was not only regarded as the ‘holiest idea’ of the Jewish
people; it was actually referred to as the Torah, and portrayed in
exactly the same way — as unchangeabie and all-inclusive:3

Our Torah is the liberation of the motherland for the people. The return of
the people to its national home and the establishment of the Kingdom of
Israel is the expression of the creativejewish spirit It is forbidden to either
add or detract from this Torah. Study it again and again, because every-
thing is included therein.
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The belief in the sacred nature of Lehi’s ends led to a sanctification of
the means used to achieve them. A phrase from one of Uri Zvi
Greenberg’s poems was frequently quoted in this context: ‘A Jewish
soldier prays with his rifle’. This attitude is best exemplified in one of
the poems of Yair Stern — the founder of Lehi — which was printed in
the monthly publication Hefazit (The Front):14

Like my father who carried his bag with a prayer shawl to
synagogue on the Sabbath

So will I carry holy rifles in my bag to the prayer service
of iron with a quorum of renascent men

Like my mother who lit candles on the festive eve

So will I light a torch for those revered in praise.

Like my rabbi who taught me to read in the Torah

I will teach my pupils: stand to arms, kneel and shoot
Because there is a religion of redemption — a religion of
the war of liberation

Whoever accepts it — blessed be he; whoever denies it —
cursed be he.

Religious terms were also used to describe those who died in the
struggle against the British. They were invariably referred to as having
‘sacrificed their life on the altar of the motherland’. An announcement
of the death of one of Lehi’s members concluded with the opening
words of the Kaddish, the traditional prayer in memory of the dead.
However, the emphasis was completely different. The fallen hero
rather than the eternal God was being sanctified: 5

We stood to attention in his memory. Arieh! Listen to the memorial prayer
of your brothers and the oath of allegiance to our cause. As long as we live,
we will fight for the freedom of Jerusalem and pray, fike you, for the peacc of
Israel: with a rifle and a mine. Blessed and praised be the memory of
anonymous soldiers, the fighters for the Kingdom of Israel. Magnified and
sanctified be his great name.

This kind of reverence was not reserved only for those who were killed
while actually fighting the British troops. All members of Lehi who met
their deaths at the hands of the Mandatory authorities were accorded
the same treatment. Thus Sarah Bilski, an 18-year-old girl who died as
a result of British gunfire, was eulogized in the following way:8

Quietly, seriously and lovingly, she carried out every task that was imposed
on her. There is nothing profane in the work of the underground. Everything
i3 holy. She was still wearing her white apron and peeling potatoes for the
trainees, when a round of ammunition . ..

The nature of the argument is clear. Lehi’s aim — the liberation of the
Jewish homeland — was holy. So too, therefore, were all those who
fought for it, and any means by which they did so.
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Desanctifying Ritual

The sanctification of violence does not necessarily lead to the
abandonment of traditional religious observance. However, on a num-
ber of occasions, Lehi leaders did suggest that ritual acts should be
discarded in favour of militant ones. This was particularly the case with
regard to the traditional mourning customs and the celebration of some
festivals.

Lehi fighters who fell at the hands of the British were always
portrayed as the vanguard of the revolution. They were ‘the minority
with a deep historical consciousness’ that would infuse the masses with
the idea of engaging in a war of liberation, This was to be done in two
stages — firstly by ‘transforming the subconscious sympathy into a
more aware one’ and then, by ‘converting it into positive action’.!?

Traditional mourning customs were criticized on the grounds that
they had exactly the opposite effect. By acting as a catharsis, it was
argued, they precluded the possibility of transforming grief into action.
According to this way of thinking, mourning should become ‘a source of
rage and a goad to action’. Thus, after 11 members of Lehi were killed
in an attack on the Palestine Railroad workshops in Haifa, the readers
of The Front were entreated as follows:1®

In remembrance of the 11 for whom the war of liberation was the entire
purpose of their existence, who fell in battle holding their weapons, we fly
our flag at half-mast. We will not express our pain in tears, our grief in
eulogies, or our sorrow in words. We will forge the weapons of war from the
blood of the fallen. Our pent-up anger will be transformed into a fighting
rage. We will vent our anger in cruel and redemptive action. And when the
victory chant will be heard, it will awaken the fallen of the nation to
everlasting life.

The traditional festival prayers and rituals were viewed in a similar
way. They were also portrayed as an obstacle to concerted action being
taken against the British Mandatory authorities. Paradoxically, this
was particularly marked with regard to two festivals — Passover and
Hanukkah — which commemorate the liberation of the Jewish people
from Egyptian bondage and from Greek dominion respectively. A
rabbinic dictum recited during the Passover Haggadah service states
that in every generation a person must behave as if he himself had
personally left Egypt. Lehi’s leaders believed that this injunction was
not forceful enough:1?

No more vague vearnings without obligation. No more pious hopes of
freedom. No more empty phrases. We are writing a new Haggadah with our
blood. Many generations will envy us because we have the chance to act;
because we are privileged to keep the Festival of Freedom with our bodies.
Every Jewish person can become a letter inscribed in the bock of
redemption.
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Lehi adopted a similar stance about the celebration of Hanukkah —
the Festival of Lights which commemorates the Hasmonean victory
over the Greek rulers, and the subsequent rededication of the
Temple:20 ‘ '

We will burn our bodies. Let our bodies be transformed into wicks. Let our
hatred become o1l and let our faith be the lame . . . Let our bodics turn into
burning candles. Let our blood be the holy blood of Hanukkah. This blood
and these candles are sacred and it is a religious obligation to use them.

Only ‘redemptive actions’ of this kind, it was argued, would fulfil the
ultimate aim of the Jewish festivals — not just a recollection of the past
but its reactualization.?!

Attacking Secularism

It is, of course, beyond the confines of this brief Note to present a
detailed analysis of the debate between Lehi leaders and those of the
Jewish ¥ishuvin Palestine. Mention must be made, however, of the way
in which traditional Judaism provided one of the bases for the move-
ment’s attack on its secular opponents.

Labour Zionism, it was argued, constituted a revolt against an
outmoded religious world-view. It had, however, been rendered
obsolete by the tide of events. With the passage of time it, too, had
become a “tradition’ or, to be more precise, ‘a belief of yesteryear’. Ina
special youth edition of The Front, the members of the younger genera-
tion were therefore urged to repudiate the ‘defunct ideas and supersti-
tions’ of their parents. They, in common with the religious faith that
preceded them, were based on a belief in the power or willingness of
external agents to help liberate the Jewish homeland. Unfortunately,
however, human princes were as impotent, or unresponsive, as the
divine king. The younger generation must therefore

divest itself of the belief that there are people who hear our protests, our
speeches and our prayers. [The previous generation] revolted against the
prayer-book, claiming that our prayers are not heard in heaven. The
younger gencration must say the same thing with regard to the political
arena. Gentlemen! Nobody is listening to your ‘prayers’ from your new
‘prayer-book’ . . . There are no good Englishmen. There is no conscience, no
sense of justice | . . Even your strikes don’t make them tremble. Like God,
they are not moved by fasts. 22

This argument was often taken a step further. Not only was the
inaction of Labour Zionism equated with that of traditional Judaism —
it was regarded as being even worse. Religious Jews could defend their
passivity on the grounds that they believed in Divine Providence: all
they had to do was to obey His commandments and wait for the
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Messiah. The leaders of the Yishuo, however, had no faith in God. Their
lack of action was, therefore, ‘morally indefensible’.

Once again the Maccabean analogy was used to drive this message
home. Whilst religious Jews have always regarded the Festival of
Hanukkah as a commemoration of a divine miracle, the secular
Zionists reinterpreted it as a reminder of the apogee of Jewish bravery
and valour. Nevertheless, the leaders of the ¥Yishuv had failed to follow in
the footsteps of Judah the Maccabee. They were, therefore, much more
blameworthy than their religious predecessors:?3

There is something even more shameful than the passivity of the Jews in
exile . . Qurforefathers . . . regarded themselves as Jews who had to bear the
punishment of exile until God had mercy and redeemed them by means of a
miracle . . . They celebrated the Festival of Hanukkah accordingly. As far as
they were concerned, the events of Hanukkah were a miracle, not an
allegory or a parable but a real miracle . .. They turned a blind eye to the
war itself and the bravery of the Maccabees ... They lit candles, recited
psalms, and waited for another miracle. That was their Hanukkah ...
However, the holy people were destroyed, and those who replaced them are
full of words and rhetoric . . . They always bear the names of the Maccabees
on their lips, but they are not prepared to follow their example — to wage a
war of liberation . . . against the Hellenists . . . and the foreign ruler in our
land.

Nothing, it was argued, had really changed: “They are in the East, but

their hearts remain in the depths of the West’.24

Conclusion

Traditional Judaism was used as a source of justification for the
movement’s actions against the British Mandate in Palestine. Never-
theless, it was also frequently attacked, and often in the most savage
way. Thus, Lehi’s rendering of traditional texts was always
accompanied by a critique of previous interpretations. The sancti-
fication of violence was often accompanied by a condemnation of
orthodox practices, and in the most extreme cases, it was based on a
complete reversal of images. Religious actions were portrayed as
profane, violent ones as hallowed and sacred. Although, or perhaps
because, Lehi rebelled against traditional Judaism, the leaders of the
movement found it necessary to incorporate references to Jewish
precepts into their propaganda. Appropriating religious language was,
they believed, the most effective way of justifying their actions, both in
their own eyes and in the eyes of their opponents.?3
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1656-1945 (The Modern Jewish Experience Series), ix + 246 pp.,
Indiana University Press, Bloomington and Indianapolis, 19go,
$29.50.

i D R Todd Endelman, Professor of Modern Jewish History at the

- ——

University of Michigan, established his high reputation as an

historian of Anglo-Jewry with his well-known study entitled
The fews of Georgian England, relating to the period from 1714 to 1830.
The book was published in 1979 by the Jewish Publication Society,
Philadelphia, and was reviewed in the June 1981 issue of this Journal
(vol. 23, no. 1, pp. 77-79). It is worth noting here that the subtitle of
that volume was “Tradition and Change in a Liberal Society’, since
those themes are no less evident in the work now under review. But they
are examined in the new volume with greater particularity and in a
special context, namely in connection with what might be called the
pathology of the community. That is to say, he has now researched in
greater depth and in respect of a far longer epoch (from the re-
admission of the Jews in the seventeenth century to the end of the
Second World War) assimilatory processes amounting to detachment
from the Jewish community and resulting in absorption within the
wider society: this is what he terms ‘radical assimilation’, the severance
of all links with Jewry and with Judaism.

Social assimilation and political emancipation did not necessarily
mvolve disaffiliation from the Jewish community. Indeed, many a
leader in the campaign for emancipation was as concerned to ensure
the Jewish viability of his community as he was to pursue that
campaign.! But the circumstances of assimilation and the ever-growing
integration into society led to greater degrees of assimilation. Genera-
tions of English Jews saw wider possibilities of personal success in
public life if they distanced themselves from Judaism. There was the
encouragement-of fashion, friendships with Gentiles, and often com-
mon intellectual or recreational interests with them. Private recollec-
tions of older styles of Jewish life increasingly diminished.
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The absence in England of any ghetto, and the distinctive libertarian
tradition of the country (as well as the comparative lack of rigidity in
the structure of English society), allowed greater social mobility than
was the case on the continent of Europe. Moreover, there were not in
England, as occurred in other Western lands, sudden changes in
attitudes or in legislation or in the constitutional system, which
dramatically altered and re-altered the status of Jewish citizens. The
operation of emancipation and of assimilation in England was
altogether less dramatic, and accordingly more pervasive and more
readily perceived as being part of the natural order of things.

Out-marriage, personal ambition, and sheer lack of knowledge of
Jewish religious norms and Jewish traditions led increasing numbers of
families to lose interest in, or personal concern about, a distinctive
Jewish continuity. This was especially the case when they were faced
with what appeared to be an ineradicable anti-Jewish phobia in some
quarters of national life. They came to see that phobia as an unneces-
sary burden for them to bear, and some decided that the remedy was to
shed what had become the purposeless insignia of a frayed and
unwanted Jewishness.

A crucial factor in such transformations in the West generally was
the emergence of what Dr Jacob Katz, a former professor of Jewish
History at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, called ‘the neutral
society’.2 According to him, a decisive turning-point was reached when
Jews transferred their social goals to their Gentile environment. For
them, that transfer became a source of social gratification. The ‘neutral
society, was one in which religion had lost its centrality in national life,
so that in order to fulfil his social ambitions, a Jew did not have to
convert to Christianity. Religious differences lost their ‘circumscribing
functions’.?

However, there was no general smooth progression away from
Judaism on the part of the majority of English Jews. Some converted to
the dominant faith, but Anglo-Jewry as a community resisted mission-
ary activities and promoted measures in the fields of Jewish welfare and
education in order to safeguard Judaism. Although indifference to
Jewish religious observance was widespread, it did not escape casti-
gation from the religious leaders and sometimes from the lay leadership
and the Jewish press. Although there was social amity between Jews
and Christians, there were also mutual reservations.

Some prominent and assimilated Jews remained attached to, and
were proud to support, some of the principal institutions of the Jewish
community. Sir Barrow Helbert Ellis (1823—1887), a former member of
the Viceroy’s Council, served as chairman of Jews’ College during the
closing two years of his life. Henry de Worms (1840-1903), later Lord
Pirbright — a kinsman of the Rothschilds and a leading Tory politician
— became a vice-president of the United Synagogue and president of
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the Anglo-Jewish Association. His daughters married Christians and
he directed that he be buried in Christian consecrated ground. The
cause of oppressed or threatened Jewries in other countries retained its
appeal to Jews whose active association with Jewish concerns at home
was limited. ‘

In exploring the particular case of Anglo-Jewry, Professor Endelman
has raised wider and more general issues about the status of the Jew in
modern society, the nature of Jewish identity, and the capacity for, as
well as the likelihood of, the survival of Judaism in the modern open
society. In Continental Europe in the early decades of social emancipa-
tion, there were cautionary Jewish voices fearful of assimilation: Jacob
Emden of Altona (1697-1776) and Moses Schreiber of Pressburg
{1763-18309, better known as the Chatam Sofer) expressed special con-
cern. In England, however, such warnings were little heard and less
noted. Community leaders tended to adopt the attitudes of their
environment — pragmatism, government through patronage and
inherited authority, and a non-ideological approach to public issues.
Higher Jewish learning did not have many patrons and there was little
encouragement for publishing Judaica in whatever language. The tests
of wise leadership were believed to lie in the field of care for the
community’s poor and of sound synagogal management.

The established church admittedly wielded considerable influence
and nonconformist denominations had a great impact on public life,
but entry into ‘society’ gradually became less dependent upon a
Christian identity. It was therefore possible for Jews to effect and to
secure that entry while at the same time sharing in the spirit of the
‘neutrality’. Sir Moses Montefiore was continually uneasy at the
possibility that the Jewish leaders who were most active in the struggle
for emancipation might engender a fashionable disregard for the rules
and traditions which to him defined and sustamed the characteristic
elements of Judaism.?

Professor Endelman’s impressive study ranges from the time when it
was believed that entry into ‘society’ depended upon a Christian
identity, to the period when that idea had clearly waned and ultimately
lost most of its lingering hold. This means that he has made an
important contribution not only to Anglo-Jewish history, but also to
general British history. In seventeenth-century England, some Sephar-
dim who came to settle in the country were already long accustomed to
public association with Christian religious ways in their life as Mar-
ranos (official converts to Christianity who often retained Jewish
practices in secret) in Continental countries. Some Ashkenazi commer-
cial magnates in the next century were also inclined towards fairly
rapid assimilation; the affluent often led sophisticated lives and
developed an indifference to Jewish religious identity; they regarded
their epoch as possessed of a rationality which their elders could not

131

g



ISRAEL FINESTEIN

have known either in England or abroad. Then the nineteenth cen-
tury’s commercial and scientific innovations, following upon the great
political and ideological changes in the decades around the turn of the
century, furthered the trend towards eventual radical assimilation.
These influences were not confined to the social and economic ‘upper’
levels of Anglo-Jewry.

Professor Endelman has been especially interested to discover why
some individuals and some families opted out while others did not do
so, and which were the factors at work that determined the speed of
disafﬁliation in England. The volume therefore includes many case
histories of individuals and of families as part of his research findings.
Chance, love affairs, personality, and opportunity all played their part.
But it is clear that there operated in England features of public life
which rendered that country unique in Europe with respect to the
manner, pace, and extent of radical assimilation. That type of assimi-
lation, the author asserts, in the case of ‘scores of Sephardim in
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century England had no parailel in
the Jewish communities of Europe at that time. Political and social
conditions favorable to Jewish integration were not duplicated else-
where until the nineteenth century, and in some reactionary states they
never existed at all’. As for the Ashkenazim, he goes on to note (p. 33)
that those ‘who arrived in England during the Georgian period encoun-
tered the same set of social and political conditions, but their response
was not identical, for they came in greater numbers and, most impor-
tantly, they came as heirs of a very different historical and communal
experience’.

Professor Endelman also notes that a central element in the Anglo-
Jewish scene was that the community was the first one in Jewish history
to be established on a purely voluntary basis, That had far-reaching
consequences. The absence of effective sanctions reinforced the practi-
cal effect of the voluntary character of the communal system. It was
easier to take the opportunities for freedom from synagogal and
communal attachment. Moreover, the remarkable fact that in 1870 the
group of London congregations which established the United Syna-
gogue obtained an Act of Parliament to give statutory authority to their
union, did not impair the essentially voluntary nature of the system.

There is an extensive historiography of the influential German
Jewish immigration into Victorian England, but it is less voluminous
than that of the Eastern European immigration between 1881 and
1914. This is so on account partly of the far greater weight in numbers
of the later arrivals and partly because of the widespread effects of that
later immigration (to this day and probably beyond) upon the Jewish
community of England. However, the circumstances of the First World
War intensified the assimilatory impulse and by the start of the Second
World War, the assimilation of the descendants of the German

132



RADICAL ASSIMILATION IN ANGLO-JEWRY

immigrants of the Victorian era was complete. The author notes that
since the outbreak of that war, ‘drift and defection have continued to thin
theranks of English Jewry’ (p. 203). Many have been absorbed fully into
the wider society as a result of broader opportunities in education and in
gainful occupations as well as of residential dispersion.

Professor Endelman rejects the theory that toleration in itself is
inimical to the perpetuation of Jewish life and argues that what in
reality threatened communal cohesion was the type of toleration which
existed in England and in other liberal countries, ‘a toleration that was
qualified, hedged "around with reservations, and thus ultimately
ambiguous ... The stigma of Jewishness, however slight, however
muted, persisted, continuing to work its corrosive effect on Jews whose
faith and ethnicity were already receding’ (p. 209). In the final sen-
tences of his conclusion (ibid.), he refers briefly to the more recently
arrived ethnic groups:

Whether the influx of Asian, African, and Caribean [sic] immigrants into
England in the years after World War 11 will ultimately lead to a shift in
attitudes toward cultural diversity remains to be seen. At the moment there
is no reason to be sanguine that it will.

Professor Endelman is in error in stating (p. 74) that Jews gained in
1871 the right to take degrees at Oxford and Cambridge. The Oxford
University Reform Act of 1854 gave professing Jews the right of
admission to Oxford colleges and of receiving Oxford degrees, while in
1856 Parliament abolished the religious test for degrees at Cambridge.
Jews had not been barred in law from admission to Cambridge. But he
is correct in stating that they obtained in 1841 the right to hold
fellowships at Oxford and Cambridge. In fact, it was the Universities
Tests Act of 1871 which gave Jews that right; it also allowed them to
occupy, with some exceptions, teaching posts at these two universitics.
The lifting of all these restrictions was not confined to Jews but
extended also to Christian denominations outside the Anglican
communion,

In connection with the Act of 1871, it would have been relevant and
fitting to refer to the remarkable career of the short-lived Numa Hartog
(1846-1871) who headed the mathematics tripos at Cambridge. His
refusal to use the obligatory Christian formula for accepting the
proferred fellowship at Trinity College, played a significant role in the
passage of the measure of 1871. Sir George Jessel’s entry into Glad-
stone’s government as Solicitor-General in 1871 was not as telling as his
appointment two years later as Master of the Rolls. He was the first Jew
to be appointed to the judiciary in England and the event was rightly
seen at the time as opening a new phase in Jewish advancement.

Professor Endelman reminds us that out-marriage ‘occurred at all
levels of the community, in both London and the provinces. Among the

133



ISRAEL FINESTEIN

very wealthiest families, which had been relatively immune to inter-
marriage for most of the Victorian period, such unions became less
novel after the turn of the century’ (p. 105). Yet in 18g5, when Arthur
Cohen’s daughter Margaret married a Christian, he resigned as Presi-
dent of the Board of Deputies of British Jews (despite being urged by
Orthodox friends not to do so) on the grounds that he believed her
decision to have compromised his position. (Two other daughters of
Arthur Cohen later also married outside the Jewish community.)
Cohen was the nephew of Sir Moses Montefiore and a leading commer-
cial lawyer, and is said by Todd Endelman to have been ‘an agnostic’
(p. 86). Whatever his personal isolation from Jewish traditional beliefs
and practice, I doubt whether this is an accurate description. Like
many of his contemporaries of his class and education, Cohen veered
between deism and theism. He felt a strong bond with the history of the
Jewish people, was disenchanted with rabbinic Judaism, and was
aware of his own need to be associated with the organized life of his
community of birth. He is quoted as commenting on a Passover
evening: ‘It warms my Jewish blood and makes me feel that I belong to
a peculiar race of which and of whose history I am proud’.* He had
genuine pride about the Jewish role in Western civilization -and in
British public life. His combination of attitudes could also be found ina
large section of the Jewish leadership both of his day and of several
decades into the present century.

The years since 1945 have seen many developments which have both
accentuated some of the tendencies explored by Todd Endelman and
wransformed some of the others. The impact of the creation of the State
of Israel and of that country’s embattled history continues to sharpen
Jewish self-consciousness, including both the religious attachment of
Jews and forms of Jewish secularity. Responses to the calamitous
events of the Nazi dominance from 1934 to 1945 also continue to weigh
upon the Jewish mind. Continually since 1945, there have been
mounting signs of Jewish revivalism on both the religious ‘right’ and
the religious ‘left’, while there were just as clear indications of indiffer-
entism and erosion in the broad middle ground. Anglo-Jewry has
probably never been as alert or as responsive to the issue of Jewish
viability as it is today.

Professor Endelman’s book will long endure as an authoritative work
in a field which he has made his own, and as a source-book for many
ideas and themes for scholarly enquiry by future researchers.
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1 See Israel Finestein, ‘Jewish Emancipationists in Victorian England: Self-
imposed Limits to Assimilation’, in Jonathan Frankel and Steven J. Zip-
perstein, eds., Assimilation and Community: The Jews in Nineteenth-Century Europe,
Cambridge, 1992, pp. §8-56.

2 Jacob Katz, Tradition and Crisis, New York, 1971, p. 245.

3 Ibid., p. 251 and see pp. 245~59 generally.

4 Se¢e Israel Finestein, “The Uneasy Victorian: Montefiore as Communal
Leader’, in Sonia and Vivian D. Lipman, eds., The Century of Moses Montefiore,
Oxford, 1985, pp. 45-70.

5 See Lucy Cohen, Some Recollections of Claude Goldsmid Montefiore, London,
1940, pp. 230-31.
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1SSA KHALAF, Politics in Palestine: Arab Nationalism and Social Disinte-
gration, 1939-1948 (SUNY Series in the Social and Fconomic
History of the Middle East), xix + 18 pp., State University of
New York Press, Albany, 1gg1, $18.95 (hardback, $57.50).

CHARLES 8. KAMEN, Little Common Ground: Arab and Jewish Settlement in
Palestine, 1920-1948, xi + 327 pp., University of Pittsburgh Press,
Pittsburgh, 1991, $39.95.

YAEL YISHAIL, Land of Paradoxes: Interest Politics in Israel, xvi + 414 pp.,
State University of New York Press, Albany, 1991, $17.95 (hard-
back, $54.50).

P l O one who has to deal with the problems of Israel and its

neighbours can claim that what is lacking is factual material.

From its inception, social scientists have been interested in
the functioning of the Jewish State, as they had been in the Yishup which
preceded it; more recently, there has been an upsurge of interest in the
Palestinians. American universities and academic publishers have
made a large contribution to satisfying both interests — sometimes in
the writings of American scholars, sometimes by publishing the work of
Israeli scholars for an audience wider than Hebrew can reach, and
sometimes by giving scope to residents of the United States of Palestin-
ian descent.

Professor Khalaf belongs to the last category and his book covers
important, and for Western readers largely new, ground. He is con-
cerned to explore the reasons why the Palestinian Arabs in the period
from the outbreak of the Second World War until their defeat in the
Israeli War of Independence failed to achieve any of their goals, and
were largely driven into the position of being homeless exiles — a
position from which they have not yet managed to extricate themselves.
The explanation, as the author sees it, cannot be limited to the final
struggle. One has to take into account that the Arab population, when
the British succeeded the Ottomans as the rulers of Palestine, and when
the impact of Zionist settlement began to be a factor, were already
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subject to rapid economic and social change, not uncommon in other
developing countries. Such change involved a challenge to the existing
sacial and political élites, themselves dominated by a number of
competing families or clans for the most part urban-based. By its
inevitable support of existing élites, the Mandatory regime did nothing
to assist in the development of a more modern society. The members of
the élite used the new national awareness to further their attempts both
to oust the Zionists and to retain their own position, but were frustrated
by their own internal divisions and by the other interests in play —
notably those of the two branches of the Hashemite dynasty. Military
defeat was the product of the internal disintegration of the Palestinian
community, its class divisions, and its localism.

Professor Khalafcan documentin detail his view of the internal affairs
of the Palestinian community, but on the international dimension his
touchisless certain. He writes, forinstance, that the British really had no
intention of carrying through the 1939 White Paper which he believes
most Arabs would have accepted as the best arrangement within reach
{p.66). But he gives no evidence_ for holding that the British had no
intention of abiding by the policy which remained in force until the very
different situation which emerged after the war. Yet this is important,
since he believes that it was the failure to carry through this policy that
discomfited moderate Arabs and gave the opportunity for national
leadership to al-Haj Amin al-Husayni, the Mufti.

It is obvious that the author’s attitude to the Mufti is an ambiguous
one — seeing him at the same time as a potential national leader of a
Palestinian State, and yet as someone whose determination to assert his
personal authority by the intimidation and assassination of his oppo-
nents helped to destroy the chances of Arab unity in the final struggle.

One other claim by Professor Khalaf'is rather ironical for those who
are used to look at this story from the Zionist point of view. Reflecting
on the Mandatory period, many Jewish observers have remarked that
one problem with their British rulers was that the latter were used to
dealing with ‘colonial’ peoples in whom they looked for qualities which
the Jews did not possess; they thus personally preferred the Arabs. Yet
when Professor Khalaf tries to explain the bias towards the Jewish side
which he detects in the comparative leniency shown (in his view) by the
British towards the Jewish insurgents after 1945 — while admitting
that the Holocaust and the support for the Zionist cause in the
international community had some effect — he continues with these
remarkable words (pp. 200-01):

Perhaps afier all, there was an additional, more subtle reason: unlike the
Jews who were, afier all, Western, the Palestinian Arabs were, in the
colonial mind, the dehumanized ‘natives’ reflecting a culture and religion
that Europeans feared, distorted and despised, and whose rights and lives
could be snuffed out with more impunity.
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Dr Kamen’s book also has a political thrust, though of a very
different kind. An American sociologist resident in Israel from 1967 to
1985, Dr Kamen found himself involved in attempts to bridge the gap
between the Jews and the Arabs in an Israel now extended after the
Six-Day War of 1967. He believed that in order to bridge that gap, it
was essential to discover the truth about the relations between the two
communities in Mandatory Palestine, and since the Arab population at
that time was predominantly rural, this led him into an examination of
the situation of Arab agriculture and in particular to an attempt to
answer the question as to whether the Zionists had been right to claim
that Jewish settlement had involved actual gains to the Arab popula-
tion or whether — as the Arab nationalists claimed — it had a wholly
deleterious effect upon their economic and social as well as their
prospective political goals. It is Dr Kamen’s contention that all too
little is known about the subject, since the Arabs themselves did not go
in for such investigations, since the Jewish accounts of the period were
dedicated to advancing the Zionist cause, and since the Mandatory
government had neither the resources nor, in the absence of any
positive policy of development, any incentive to fill the gap. I would
find the argument about ignorance more convincing if Dr Kamen did
not inform us that he is unable to read Arabic — could there not be
sources that have therefore remained inaccessible to him? I do not
know — but his tackling of such a topic without knowing the language
of the community he was studying does cast a rather worrying light on
the nature of the dialogue that Dr Kamen was so keen to sustain.

One result is that the book is largely an effort to wring out of sheer
statistics what~they have to offer; there is no attempt to look at
individual or family experience or at particular communities: it is a
hook virtually without proper names. Yet the conclusions are clear and
probably correct. In Dr Kamen’s view, the Jewish immigration during
the Mandatory period was only marginal in its effect upon the local
populations — whether for good or for ill, The Arab rural world was
being transformed (a process begun in the previous century) partly
through the impact of external commercial forces but in the Mandatory
period also through the rapid increase in its own population — owing to
the fall in the death rate (that is, to ‘natural increase’) and not, pace
Joan Peters, to immigration from other Arab lands. The proper
recourse for a society placed in this position would have been a
modernization of agricultural techniques along the lines the Jews were
following, or the finding of alternative outlets for employment in
industry. The former was not possible, given the existing systems of
land tenure, and the non-availability of capital; as so often in countries
of variable climate, the nexus between peasant and moneylender
becomes all important. Lack of capital also prevented much Arab
entrepreneurship while the Zionist policy (for ideological reasons) of
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not employing Arabs cut off what might otherwise have been an
important contribution of the Jewish presence. It could be argued that
the attempt to look at what happened in the light of conditions in other
‘settler colonies’ in the then British Empire is not very helpful, as Dr
Kamen indeed admits. It would have been much more helpful if he had
done a parallel study of what happened to rural Arab societies in
countries where there was no Zionist presence — Syria, the Lebanon,
or even Iraq. But such studies in the field are not open to the wandering
Jewish sociologist.

All democratic countries find a role for what are usually styled
‘interest groups’, though ‘pressure groups’ would sometimes seem a
more appropriate designation. Israel is no exception, and Professor
Yishai has made herself an authority on the subject after many years of
research into it. Her book will be very helpful to anyone secking to go
behind the formal institutions of the Israeli State to see how particular
interests and particular schools of thought have tried successfully or
unsuccessfully to get their way. The title ‘Land of Paradoxes’ may,
however, baffle the reader. It seemingly arises from the author’s
decision to cast her enquiry along a pattern of types of relationship
between government and interest groups set out by some American
political scientists some years ago. Such relationships, they held, must
be either ‘élitist’, ‘corporatist’, or ‘pluralist’, using all three words in a
not altogether ohvious sense — “élitism’ standing for the patronage of
the, groups by the State or by political parties; ‘corporatism’ for
institutionalized co-operation between the State and interest groups;
and ‘pluralism’ for the various devices by which the latter can seck to
influence the former. Why should one find it paradoxical that Israel
should not fit into any of these definitions, and why should Professor
Yishai care whether the definitions are borne out by Israeli experience?

From whichever angle one approaches Israeli politics, the country is
sui generis, having emerged with its institutions from a pre-State era
which has no parallel and having had as a major determinant of all its
activity the necessity for physical security and the encouragement of
new waves of immigration which help to contribute to it. Where else do
the army and the defence industries play so important a part? Where
can one find among ‘interest groups’ even an approximation to the role
of the [sraeli Federation of Labour, the Histadrut? The paradoxes are
not in non-conformity to any formal external criteria but are to be
found internally. Professor Yishai indicates that of all the interest-
group organizations, those which have met least understanding from
the authorities are those representing new immigrants — even since she
completed the book, the same such discontents have surfaced among
new arrivals from the former Soviet Union. On the other hand, she
suggests that the great success story is that of Gush Emunim, the
political party which forced the government’s hand into settling in
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arcas of dense Arab population in the occupied territories. By contrast,
a movement like Peace Now — which on the surface has had many
adherents — has been almost wholly ineffective.

One difficulty, as the author makes clear, is that Israel even in its
short period of existence has been a society rapidly changing in size,
composition, ideology, and internal organization. And that means that
questionnaires and other research instruments used a few years ago, or
secondary literature of an earlier period, cannot do justice to current
actuality. Professor Yishai would have done better to jettison her
schema and to treat the subject historicaily; that would have given
room for some explanation as to the degree to which, and the methods
by which, some welfare functions are actually carried out by ‘interest
groups’. She has written a very good book which could have been
better.
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tics at London University, died suddenly in Washington D.C.

on 29 June 1992. He was born in Baghdad on 25 January 1926
and came to England after the Second World War in order to study at
the London School of Economics and Political Science. After gradu-
ating, he went to St Antony’s College, Oxford University, and in 1953
returned to the L.S.E. as Assistant Lecturer in the Department of
Government; in 1965, he was appointed to the chair of Politics and
retired in 19g0. Both before and after his retirement, he lectured and
wrote on Politics and on Middle Eastern History at several universities
and institutes — in Australia, in France and the Netherlands, in Israel,
and in the United States.

In 1964, he was the founding Editor of Middle Eastern Studies (pub-
lished by Frank Cass) and he continued to edit that scholarly periodical
until his untimely death last June. His wife, Sylvia G. Haim, was the
Associate Editor and she now assumes sole editorial responsibility for
that journal. Elic Kedourie was the author of several learned volumes
and he also edited several books dealing with the Middle East and with
Jewish affairs — listed in his entry in Who's Who; his last publication
was the volume he edited, entitled Spain and the fews. The Sephardi
FExperience 1492 and Afier.

The Independent newspaper published an obituary on 3 July 1992 by
Kenneth Minogue, who stated: ‘Elie Kedourie was the most profound
historian of his generation. Among his achievements was that of
transforming our understanding of nationalism’.

He was a valued member of this Journal’s Advisory Board and was
always willing to give the Editor of The Jewish Journal of Sociology the
benefit of his expert opinion whenever he was consulted about the
merits of an article which had been submitted for publication. His wise
judgement will be very greatly missed; his comments were always lucid
and concise. _

Mr Alan Beattie, who was his colleague at the L.S.E., gives below an
appreciation of Elie Kedourie the scholar. (An abbreviated version of
this text was published in The Guardian newspaper in London as an
obituary on 6 July 1992.)

I :LIE KEDQURIE, C.B.E., F.B.A., Emeritus Professor of Pol-

142



ELIE KEDOURIE

To those with liberal or progressive dispositions, exposure to Elie
Kedourie could be shocking. His philosophy had been influenced by his
mentor, friend and colleague Michael Oakeshott, but Kedourie’s
expression of it was direct, with little of Oakeshott’s allusive balm. He
found in the doctrine of naticnalism a central example of the crude and
dangerous abridgement of complicated political questions which con-
stituted Qakeshott’s notion of ideology. His historical writings detailed
the baleful influences of this doctrine, from its origins in Europe to its
importation into Asia, Africa, and the Middle East. His history
defended the political virtues of the Empires destroyed by nationalism,
and ridiculed the romantic illusions of British admirers of Arab
nationalists in particular. For him, the proper business of government
was to accommodate divergent interests through wise judgement,
respect for tradition, and the maintenance of the rule of law. It had no
business promoting economic growth, redistributing wealth, or enfor-
cing false virtues through the illusive comfort of a sense of national
identity.

Nationalist regimes represented, by contrast, the importation of an
absurd and foreign political doctrine, put to the service of ruthless
politicians with no respect for local traditions and no purpose other
than the exploitation of their subjects. The rulers of Britain and the
United States, he believed, had been too willing to sacrifice their own
national interests in the pursuit of induiging these fateful nationalist
ambitions. The cryptic comments in which Kedourie sometimes
encapsulated this enterprise could be startling and appear designed to
end rather than to invite debate: ‘He was a Whig’ (a dismissal of
Burke); ‘It is a slave plantation’ (Nasser’s Egypt); ‘He is the intellec-
tual counterpart of Madam Blavatsky’ (Marx). Such remarks were
usually accompanied by a seismic shrug, or by the characteristic
chuckle which emphasized the degree of his contempt.

Some critics (like the anonymous reviewers of the Times Literary
Supplement) adopted the ad hominem approach, reducing his views to
‘Zionism’ or to his early experiences in Iraq. This had the tactical
advantage of not having to confront the immense scholarship displayed
in his writings, or the extent to which even his most provocative
epigrams turned out to be but the tip of a carefully constructed and
massive intellectual iceberg. One sometimes came to appreciate his
insights only years after they were recounted. The undergraduate who
20 years ago presented him with a banal ‘Whiggish’ essay on the British
Constitution complained to me then that Kedourie had merely
remarked: ‘Go to the Foreign Office. Look at the buttons on the
uniform of the messengers. You will see the Crown on them’. I shared
the student’s bewilderment then; I see the historical point now.
Moreover, most of the verbal epigrams were reserved for students,
colleagues, and friends; his writings were what mattered to him, and on
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which he expected his scholarship to be judged. He refused interviews
on public broadcasting because they could not provide an adequate
opportunity for him to develop his views. Those who initially knew only
his verbal responses were usually astonished by the clarity and richness
of his prose once they turned to his writing.

Kedourie’s learning was immense, and was matched by his archival
skills. Colleagues who sought his advice about what to make of a
particular source never failed to learn from him, even when the field
concerned was remote from his own. He turned out to know about the
most surprising and disparate subjects; those who took it upon them-
selves to impress him with their knowledge of (say) opera, poetry, or
painting were often disconcerted to discover later (and never through
his telling them) that he knew more than they did.

His view of the university was as a community of scholars, where
students were inducted by teachers into an appreciation of a variety of
intellectual languages. The ideas of ‘training’ and ‘social relevance’
were inimical to such an education. ‘What does he know? was his usual
query about academics whose work he had not encountered. ‘Know-
ing’ involved familiarity with a body of substantive knowledge. In his
own discipline of politics, it meant working with historical or philo-
sophical texts. He taught by a process of teasing out the significance
and intellectual location of texts, an almost Talmudic exercise affec-
tionately captured by a colleague’s description of one series of his
seminars as ‘a Bible class’.

In his later years at the London School of Economics, he became
increasingly hostile to developments in British universities in general
and at the L.S.E. in particular. He usually concealed how much the
School and his department meant to him, and therefore how much the
changes there had distressed him. He wrote of a combination of
politicians and ambitious academics turning these ‘diamonds’ — the
universities — into the ‘glass’ of manpower training, technical skills,
and moralizing opinion. In Political Studies, he detested the intrusion
of the assumptions and empirical methods of economics or the natural
sciences, recommending (with the chuckle) the example of the ancient
ruler whose recipe for political stability was the expulsion of all
mathematicians. He did not expend his energies on lengthy political
battles to counter these trends. That would have distracted him from
his work, and in any case his international reputation was such as to
give him immediate access to whatever scholarly community he found
agreeable.

Kedourie was not an easy colleague for those who liked smali talk or
superficial clubbability. He knew little and cared less about the private
lives of most of his colleagues; he was impatient of gossip about them;
he judged them primarily as scholars. The judgement could appear
forbidding, even in informal circumstances. A visiting academic,
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staying with Kedourie, recounted producing at Sunday breakfast a
copy of the ‘quality’ Sunday newspaper which he took. Kedourie read
aloud, without comment, the headlines and sub-headings in the paper.
‘He made them sound’, his visitor recalls, ‘cither utterly trivial or
absurd, and made me feel foolish for subscribing to them’. But
Kedourie was generous with his advice and help to those who asked for
it; and those of us who came to feel a great personal affection for him did
50 in part because of his capacity to be companionable without feeling
{or making us feel} the need to chatter.

The felicity of his own family life and his quiet but firm views about
proper conduct must have made the sometimes tangled personal lives
of others puzzling and distasteful to him; but those he liked and
respected were offered quiet and effective support when they needed it.
He was unique in my experience as an academic who exemplified the
Aristotelian virtues: admirable in character, quietly sociable, a friend
in need, always the teacher yet blissfully unaware of the onus he
imposed by treating the pupil as simultaneously his intellectual peer.

It is a great pity that his long-projected work on English Conserva-
tism, and his book on Hegel, will now never be completed. But his view
of English Conservatism will live through his beautifully crafted essay
on the third Marquess of Salisbury, whose deep but unstrident religi-
ous convictions and firm but sceptical politics he admired. Once he had
done everything he could to take the right decision, declared Salisbury,
‘with the consequences I have nothing to do’. Elie Kedourie found one
of his ideal modern politicians in Salisbury, and Salisbury’s beliefs are
the best guide to Kedourie’s own political dispositions.

He would have continued to enlighten us had he lived. But few others
have left behind a scholarly corpus of such breadth and depth of
learning. A full appreciation of his character may be the possession only
of those fortunate enough to have known him, but Kedourie’s own
fortune is that he will live through his works. ‘He is a scholar’ was
Kedourie’s highest praise of a colleague; no one who knew anything
ever doubted its appropriateness to him, and no one ever will.

ALAN BEATTIE
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RoceRr BeRra, Histoire du rabbinat frangais (xvi‘~xx® siécle), 280 pp., Les
Editions du Cerf, Paris, 1991, 240 francs.

Roger Berg — for 14 years the secretary-general of the Consistoire
Central — has set out to write an institutional history of the French
rabbinate through biographical sketches of its more noted members
and brief surveys of some of the more compelling issues it has encoun-
tered. For those interested in the evolution of French Judaism, a survey
and synthesis of this sort is welcome, especially since earlier studies
were often limited to the nineteenth century and are no longer readily
available. Relying on classical works such as that of Abraham Cahen
and recent research by Gerard Nahon, René Moulinas, Simon
Schwarzfuchs, and J. M. Chouraqui, Berg provides the reader with a
panoramic view from the sixteenth century to the present as well as an
understanding of the diversity of experience which characterized the
Jewish communities of south-western and eastern France and the four
‘carri¢res’ of Avignon, Carpentras, Cavasillon, and L’Isle-sur-la-
Sorgue. He concludes with a discussion of the contemporary rabbinate
and the impressive contributions of Grands Rabbins Jacob Kaplan,
René-Samuel Sirat, and Joseph Sitruk to the expanding and revitalized
Franco-Jewish community.

While Berg describes differences in interpretation among historians,
he stops short of offering analyses of his own. His work, therefore, is less
an historical or sociological study than a generally useful catalogue and
reference work. To this he has attached invaluable annexes, for exam-
ple the complete list of students studying at the Ecole rabbinique de France
and the Séminaire Israélite de France as well as nineteenth- and twentieth-
century texts of the various regulations defining the role and position of
the rabbis of France. He also includes the text of the 1856 conference of
Grands Rabbins, the 1975 by-laws and statutes governing the rabbinic
body of the Central Consistory, and a number of revealing internal
documents concerning such matters as sermons, rabbinic habit, marri-
age, the role of rabbis, and religious authority.

The reader must beware, however, the limitations of such historical
analysis as Berg provides. He also makes some errors. On p. 46, for
instance, he names David Sintzheim as ‘one of two delegates from the
Jews of Alsace to the Estates General’ but Jews did not have any
deputies in the Estates General. He also suggests {p. 66) that when
Theodor Herzl witnessed the degradation of Dreyfus, ‘this led him
immediately to the idea of the Jewish State’. This is fanciful and
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historically misteading. And when discussing the decree of 1808, which
established the consistorial organization of French Judaism, Berg
omits the accompanying ‘infamous’ decrees, thereby denying the
reader a full understanding of the historical context.

The value of this volume lies in the documents it publishes and the
dictionnaire biographique it provides. As a reference work, it will be
welcome by researchers. As an historical and sociolgical analysis, it has
shortcomings — even, regrettably, in book construction: this reviewer’s
copy came unglued as it was being read.

FRANCES MALINO

ISAIAH FRIEDMAN, The Question of Palestine. British- Jewish-Arab Rela-
tions: 1914-1918, second expanded edition, Ixv + 433 pp., Transac-
tion Publishers, New Brunswick and London, 1992, $24.95 or
£18.95.

JEFF HALPER, Between Redemption and Revival. The Jewish Yishuv of
Jerusalem in the Nineteenth Century, xiii + 2go pp., Westview Press,
Boulder, San Francisco, and Oxford, 1991, £23.95.

Professor Friedman’s two books on the antecedents of the Balfour
Declaration of 1917 and hence of the British Mandate for Palestine —
The Question of Palestine, first published in 1973, and Germany, Turkey and
Zionism, 1897-1918, published in 1977 — remain the standard works on
the subject. They set out clearly and on the basis of diplomatic sources
the reasons why the opposing Great Powers in the First World War
sought to woo Jewish opinion while pursuing their own strategic aims,
and how this competition ultimately came out. Attempts to describe
British policy as based upon sentiment, the accidents of personality, or
other adventitious elements in the situation are shown to be unfounded
and it is no longer possible seriously to assert that some kind of betrayal
of the ‘Arab’ cause was involved or that Palestine deserved the
sobriquet of ‘the twice-promised land’.

Since the publication of Isaiah Friedman’s two books, much more
has nevertheless been written on the subject and it is a pity that the
author has not used the appearance of a new edition of The Question of
Palestine, if not to revise the text, at least to indicate perhaps in an
introduction how far, if at all, his views have been modified by
subsequent work, and to update the bibliography. (A student embark-
ing on the subject is not much helped by a bibliography now some 20
years out of date.) What Professor Friedman has done instead is to
write a new introduction of some 50 pages about a quite different topic
— the extent to which there was in nineteenth-century Britain a
sympathy largely on religious grounds for the sufferings of the Jewish
people, and at the same time an interest in the return of the Jews to the
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Holy Land both as a solution for their own problems and as a possible
instrument of Britain’s growing concern with the future of this part of
the Ottoman Dominion. Herbert Samuel’s famous memorandum of
January 1915, in which he advocated the annexation of Palestine to the
British Empire and the encouragement of Jewish immigration and
Jewish colonization under British rule, did not come altogether as a
bolt from the blue.

Although this introduction is marred by some minor errors, it is a
learned and chaltenging survey of the subject. Much attention is paid to
pointing out the considerable interest shown by Palmerston in the
Jews, since although the appointment of the first British consul at
Jcrusalem in 1836 was not connected in anyone’s mind with the
position of the Jews, their role and fate played an increasing part in the
activities of the first holder of the post and of those of his successors. For
his part, Palmerston seems to have been somewhat equivocal as to
whether the consul’s role as a protector of Jews applied only to those of
British citizenship and other Europeans claiming British protection or
extended to the local Jewish residents, most of whom were Ottoman
subjects. The other most important figure among nineteenth-century
statesmen was in this context the reforming seventh Earl of
Shaftesbury. His interest has been dismissed by Leonard Stein among
others as arising solely out of a concern in the conversion of the Jews to
Christianity. Professor Friedman, on the contrary, is prepared to
regard Shaftesbury as a proto-Zionist,

In 1g14-18 and again in 194548, it was as a consequence of the
actions of. the Great Powers that events in the Middle East worked
themselves out. The arena in which influence or domination was
sought was even stranger in the 1830s than it became later on, when
new modes of communication, pilgrimages, and tourism had altered
the local picture. Professor Halper’s original and exciting book helps
one to understand how alien that world was to the society in which
Palmerston and his rivals moved. The crisis year of the ‘Eastern
question’, 1840, was for some of the Ashkenazi Jews of Jerusalem a year
of disappointment and disillusion, since for them it had been the year of
the promised Redemption. The story that the author has to tell — and
he brings to it the freshness of approach of an anthropologist as well as
historical skills — is a strange one, and one which has been largely
obliterated in the conventional stories of modern Israel. The nucleus of |
the Jewish inhabitants of the city of Jerusalem, still confined within tts
Turkish walls, was composed of Sephardim who had arrived there in
the sixteenth century.

Since early in the eighteenth century, there had been a gradual
accretion of Ashkenazi elements differing in their territorial origins and
sectarian allegiances, but united in their belief that their role was to
prepare for the coming of the Messiah by total immersion in the
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devotional life and by strict observance of Jewish religious law. In the
view of most of their icaders, this precluded the ordinary struggle for a
living — accepted by the Sephardim as well as by the city’s non-Jewish
inhabitants — in favour of total reliance on subsidies from their
brethren in their countries of origin and in Western Europe and North
America. To engage in productive work was a diversion, while begging
was not an admission of defeat but a virtue in itself. A community
whose spiritual cornerstone was the dole is something unique and
worth recording in the detail which Halper has collected for this study.

It was something which could not last. Not only did some members
of the community find themselves obliged from time to time to became
involved in some economic activity, but they had also to reckon with
the changing outlook of their potential benefactors in the West. In 1840
again, members of an important group of Lithuanian Jews on their way
to Jerusalem were held up in Istanbul by the political turmoil of the
time, and met there a group of Western European Jews on their way to
investigate the Damascus ‘blood libel’. Their leaders were Adolphe
Crémieux, later to be famous for the granting of rights to the Jews of
Algeria, and Sir Moses Montefiore. The history of the Jews of Jerusa-
lem for the next 40 years could almost be written in terms of a dialogue
between their (divided) leadership and Montefiore — the latter secking
to encourage the creation of a sounder economic foundation and at the
same time being unwilling to offend the Orthodox community. For
while some progress was made towards creating an economic base, the
fear of the ideas of the Haskalah (the movement for Jewish Enlighten-
ment — for spreading modern European culture among Jews) always
acted as a countervailing factor, especially when it concerned any kind
of secular education or training. Crémieux’s Alliance Israélite Universelle
and the Rothschilds fought some of the same battles. The early 1880s,
with the pogroms in the Russian Empire and elsewhere in Eastern
Europe, and with the beginnings of mass emigration, settled the issue.
Zionist activity, even if restricted numerically, was sulfficient to alter
both the composition of the Jewish population of the Holy Land and its
dominant ideology. The New Yishuv defeated the Old Yishuv — or so at
least it would have seemed to Weizmann, Ben-Gurion, and their
coevals.

However, Professor Halper is not so sure. Writing when the Likud’s
domination of the Israeli political scene seemed unbreakable, he
suggested in both his opening and his concluding pages that the core of
the new majority was a Jewish consciousness, religiously based if
sometimes secular in expression, which was closer to the outlook of the
Old Yishuv than to the secular Zionism of the second aliyak and of the
third. Is the heart of the modern Israel to be found then in Meah
She’arim rather than in the Weizmann Institute or even the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem? The trouble is that Jefl Halper puts forward
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this idea without arguing the case for it. But it is not necessary to accept
this notion to be grateful for the recreation in the body of the book of a
lost Jewish world.

MAX BELOFF

RUTH GAY, The Jews of Germany. A Historical Porirait, with an introduc-
tion by Peter Gay, xiii + 297 pp., maps and illustrations, Yale
University Press, New Haven and London, 1992, £19.95 or
$35.00.

Mrs Gay’s remarkable and absorbing book cannot have been easy to
write. Any study of the subject written only about half a century after
the complete destruction of the community which it depicts, and while
survivors are still among us (including Ruth Gay’s eminent husband,
who contributed a thoughtful introduction), is bound to be coloured by
the knowledge of what was to come. But of course this knowledge was
not there among the successive generations whose history Mrs Gay
chronicles; indeed, if the possibility had been more patent to the last
generation of German Jews, more might have got out while there was
still time. '

For the members of each successive generation, there was only their
own experience; and it is on re-creating that experience that the author
rightly concentrates her efforts — not only through summarizing both
the internal history of the Jewish communities in what became
‘Germany’ and their relations with the host society, but also through
the buildings, artefacts, and manuscripts which survived their makers.
For this reason, the illustrations and documentary inserts are an
essential part of the work. The photographs are particularly valuable,
since so many of the buildings (the synagogues above all} were
destroyed in the final catastrophe. How the Jews were perceived is part
of the story, and from illustrations to medieval chronicles to twentieth-
century antisemitic cartoons, nothing relevant has been omitted. How-
ever, all is not gloom. Where Jews had room to breathe, their instincts
to celebrate the best in life was not absent — witness their ketubbot
(marriage contracts), their Passover Haggadot, and the beautiful
painted walls of a sukkah of 1825, splendidly reproduced here in colour.

What interests Ruth Gay is not merely the social history of everyday
life but the naure and structure of the society itself; underlying her
narrative, there is a solid foundation of demographic and geographical
scholarship. From such basic information, four conclusions can be
drawn. And all four have parallels in the histories of other branches of
the Diaspora. First, the Jews in Germany were never very numerous —
given the importance attached to the ‘Jewish question’ in its medieval,
religious, or modern racial-political form, it comes as a shock to see how
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few Jews there were. The number of Jews in the German lands at the
end of the fourteenth century has been variously estimated at 20,000 to
50,000 (pp. 6 and 8). In 1871, they accounted for only 1.25 per cent of
the total population (p. 146) while by 1g10, when there were 600,000
Jews, that proportion had dropped to slightly less than one per cent.
Even in Berlin in 1910, the focus of claims of Jewish ‘domination’, there
were only 142,000 Jews — four per cent of all the city’s inhabitants
(p. 181).

Second, there is the changing geographical distribution of the Jewish
population, moving outwards from its original concentration in a
multitude of small settlements in the valleys of the Rhine and its
tributaries in the Dark Ages and the Carolingian period, to a largely
rural setting in the German interior and to new urban concentrations in
central and eastern Germany, ahove all in Berlin. Third, there is the
constant interposition of the external world — through the massacres
accompanying the first crusade, which ended what may well have been
German Jewry’s golden age; then, the further massacres and expul-
sions at the time of the Black Death; and the pattern of community
responsibility and hence community seli-government {of which the
Frankfurt ghetto is the most conspicuous example) imposed upon the
Jews by their rulers.

Finally, there is the failure of the Enlightenment. No degree of legal
equality — and this was still incomplete at the beginning of this century
— could make the Jews fully acceptable in German society; even
conversion could not end the separation, nor did- the attraction of
German culture for educated German Jews and their not inconsider-
able contribution to that culture, whether in its scientific or in its
literary garb.

One particular aspect of this last part of the story is in the history of
language, particularly relevant at a time when Yiddish is having, at
least in the scholarly world, something of a revival. For in the early
centurtes, the Jews in Germany were distinguished not merely by their
religious observances and the communal structure designed to support
them but also by their language: they spoke Yiddish, while their
Gentile compatriots used one or other branch of German. When
Emancipation came, one of its consequences in the Jewish community
was the abandonment of Yiddish for German, so that in the course of
the nineteenth century it ceased to have a role among Jews in the heart
of Germany proper. Meanwhile, however, with the eastward move-
ment of Jewish migration, Yiddish had become — and remained until
the Holocaust— the distinguishing mark of the Ostjiiden, who carried it
with them to further exile in the New World.

After the First World War and the Russian revolution, there was an
increased reversal of the Jewish migratory tide, with Ostjiiden coming
into Germany and indeed making up demographically for what was a
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diminishing Jewish population; but the experience was too short for the
consequences to figure in what s a history of German Jews, not of Jews
in Germany. Certainly, German Jews looked down upon the new-
comers and were disconcerted to discover, when they found refuge in
Palestine after 1933, that it was the Ostjiiden who formed the upper
strata of the Yishur and who, in their turn, looked down upon the Yekkes.

I am inclined to think that just as Mrs Gay downplays the import-
ance of German Jews for Zionism, so too she underrates the contribu-
tion which even the comparatively small number of German Jews made
to the Yishuv, certainly in academe, even if perhaps mediated through
America. But this is a very slight quibble to set against a major
achievement in the writing of Jewish history.

MAX BELOFF

DANIEL GUTWEIN, The Divided Elite. Economics, Politics and Anglo- Jewry
1882-1917, 501 pp., E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1992, 210 Dutch guilders or
U.S.$125.75.

Dr Gutwein has written a challenging critique of the current standard
version of the history of Anglo-Jewry before the First World War.
According to that version, the affairs of British Jewry were dominated
by the ‘cousinhood’” — a closely related group of families who headed
the community’s principal institutions, religious and philanthropic;
they warded off the challenges from the Jewish lower middle class and
working class, mainly immigrants who had arrived in the last decades
of the nineteenth century. The aim of the elite was to make the most of
the civil and political equality it enjoyed and to accelerate the assi-
milation of newcomers, so that they would in turn form part of a single
British nation, differentiated only in their manner of worship. The
members of that elite showed concern for their less fortunate brethren
abroad, but their reaction was to help them on the spot or, if they
sought refuge in other lands, to divert the stream away from British
shores, lest it upset the assimilatory process and revive or sharpen
antisemitism in Britain itself.

Dr Gutwein does not deny that such a complex of ideas and attitudes
was to be found among the Anglo-Jewish elite but-he argues that our
understanding of the conduct of its leaders in the various crises which
arose makes it necessary to discard the view that it ever acted as a unit.
On the contrary, there were deep divisions among that elite’s members,
who had conflicting interests and ideologies. He believes that previous
studies have neglected the business interests of the principal families in
the ‘cousinhood’, and the extent to which their business rivalries
coloured their approach to communal affairs. He also questions
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whether a concentration on the Jewish institutions themselves has not
blinded historians to the involvement of some of their leading figures in
British politics, where they took different sides in the party conflicts of
the time.

As Dr Guwein sees it, the central conflict in the earlier part of the
period with which he is concerned was that between Nathaniel Roths-
child, the first Lord Rothschild, and Samuel Montagu, the first Lord
Swaythling. Both headed important finance houses — but houses with
a difference. Rothschild’s in London was part of an international
network with an ability to look at European finance as a whole;
Montagu was a latecomer from provincial England, seeking to claim
parity of esteem. In addition, as Dr Gutwein explains in a chapter of
some technical complexity, Rothschild was committed to policies
directed towards maintaining the gold standard, where his interests -
linked up with those of the Bank of England and of other merchant
banks — while Montagu shared with the joint stock banks a concern
with the interests of industry and he was for a time a ferventbimetallist.

All the members of the ‘cousinhood’ had naturally supported the
Liberal Party, which had been the vehicle for Jewish emancipation, but
Rothschild followed the Chamberlainites out of the Liberal Party on
the Home Rule issue, and within the Unionist Party figured on its
protectionist wing, while Montagu stayed close to Gladstone and later
to Asquith. These party battles were fought out in part over the
Whitechapel constituency with its large Jewish vote, represented from
1885 to 1900 by Montagu himself, while Rothschild supported Union-
ist candidates even if they were non-Jews,

Dr Gutwein also argues that even where Jewish concerns were
publicly given as reasons for particular courses of action — as in the
case of Rothschild’s cancellation of a loan to Russia, after the Tsarist
government’s expulsion edict of 1881 against the Jews of Moscow —
business reasons would have been sufficient to explain the decision.
Early attitudes towards proto-Zionism — in particular, the Hovevei Zion
— can also be explained by Rothschild’s basically anti-Russian stance,
while Montagu on general Gladstonian. principles was anti-Turkish,
and wished international pressure to concentrate on the QOttoman
Empire.

With Swaythling’s death in 1911 and Rothschild’s in rg15, the
interest shifts to the next generation. Politically, the Montagus were in
the ascendant; Edwin Montagu and his cousin Herbert Samuel were
prominent members of the Asquith governments, although neither was
as involved as his father had been in Jewish affairs. Walter Rothschild
(the second Lord Rothschild) and Baron Edmond’s son James, who
settled in England, were less prominent figures on the Tory side —
although the Rothschilds were still generally seen as the accredited
voices of Anglo-Jewry. In the final part of his book, Gutwein brings his
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general arguments together to explain the differences which emerged
over what became the Balfour Declaration of 1917.

Again, Dr Gutwein firmly disagrees with the traditional view that
Anglo-Jewry was largely divided along class lines in its reactions to
political Zionism, by then embodied in the person of Chaim Weiz-
mann. The members of the old elite (that is, of the ‘cousinhood’) were
sceptical, fearing that the recognition of the Jewish ‘nation’ would
imperil their own position as Englishmen of the Mosaic persuasion,
while the Jewish rank and file were moved by the new vision of the
Jewish future. Edwin Montagu is seen as the répresentative figure of
the Jewish elite in this context, and his cousin Herbert Samuel as a
somewhat eccentric and unexpected supporter of the Zionist cause.

Not so, says Dr Gutwein, who argues that again such an explanation
does not take account of the wider political context. The views of Edwin
Montagu — while expressed in terms of fears about the impact which
the creation of a Jewish political entity might have upon the Jews of the
Diaspora — should not be classified along with those of genuine
exponents of the assimilationist anti-Zionist case such as Claude
Montefiore and Lucien Wolf. These two men had genuine Jewish
concerns and a committed view of what should be done to defend
Jewish interests while Edwin Montagu, in reaction against his father’s
religious orthodoxy, had repudiated both his traditional Judaism and
his family tradition of community involvement. We need to take a
wider view in order to explain the divergences. What did British
interests dictate?

At this point, Dr Gutwein’s salutary impatience with accepted views
leads him into rather dangerous paths. Itis of course perfectly true that
throughout the First World War, both strategy and the considerations
of what might serve to break up the coalition of the Central Powers
affected the parallel discussions of what might constitute a suitable
peace settlement. Given also the internal political pressures playing
upon first Asquith and then Lloyd George, it is not surprising that such
differences were never resolved and cropped up again in the negotiation
of the post-war treaties. In this respect, 1917 makes a curious terminus
for a study which might more appropriately have been taken to rg21 —
as to some extent is in fact the case.

But it is also true that in such circumstances, consistency on the part
of individuals is likely to be elusive. What Dr Gutwein does is to confuse
the issue by postulating the existence of two political tendencies within
the political establishment — the Maximalist and the Moderate —
which he spells with initial capital letters as though they existed in the
same way as Liberals and Conservatives. The Maximalists in his view
were determined infer alia to break up the Turkish Empire and to divide
the spoils between the Allies so as to give Britain a new footing in the
Middle East — that is, Palestine. The Moderates inter aflia wished to
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preserve Ottoman hegemony in one form — Montagu’s Indian Mus-
lims come in here — but if this were not possible, they.wanted to
introduce some international system in which the United States would
play a leading role. With Lloyd George’s triumph over Asquith, the
Maximalists established a clear.advantage; Herbert Samuel, a natural
Moderate, did not play an important role in the final stages of the
contacts between the Zionists and the government, while Montagu was
isolated in the face of the Maximalist triumph.

The temptation for historians to invent patterns of behaviour or
allegiance into which the characters involved in the story are seen to
conform overlooks the high degree of confusion in which decisions are
actually made, particularly in wartime. One has the feeling that for all
Dr Gutwein’s erudition and originality, he is more concerned with his
argument than with seeing things as fallible and ignorant mortals saw
them at the time. How this can be done in relation to British strategy
and war aims was shown by Paul Guinn in his British Strategy and Politics
1914-1918 (Oxford, 1965), which does not appear in Dr Gutwein’s
bibliography.

Dr Gutwein writes with commendable clarity but there are occasio-
nal lapses in his command of English usage (his choice of American
spelling is perhaps inevitable). More important is his failure to follow
the proper rules of nomenclature where his dramatis personae are
concerned, and his occasional shakiness over the designation of public
ofhices. One would have expected a book dealing with British history to
have been submitted in typescript or proof to a native English-speaker.
That might also have prevented the misspelling of some proper names,
including my own (pp. 465, 466, 475).

MAX BELOFF

LOUIS JACOBS, Structure and Form in the Babylonian Talmud, xi + 138 pp.,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge and New York, 1991,
£25.00 or $44.50.

This slim volume is a welcome complement to the author’s earlier
books, Studies in Talmudic Methodology (Loondon, 1961) and The Talmudic
Argument (Cambridge, 1984). Like them, it presents examples of the
literary structure of the sugye (‘topic’), an Aramaic term often used to
refer to literary units of the Talmud, ranging in length from the
equivalent of a paragraph to a few folio pages; sugya, however, really
means ‘topic’, and it is misleading to refer to the Babylonian Talmud as
if it was comprehensively organized on this principle.

An carly chapter, deriving from an influential study published by
Rabbi Dr Jacobs in 1977, makes the point that the Talmudic attribu-
tions of statements to individual rabbis are frequently not to be taken
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literally; they are ‘pseudepigraphic’, if not in the sectarian sense of that
word at least in the sense that they are surmised or even deliberately
fabricated. Anyone familiar with Talmud will know that, in the context
of a debate, a statement that ‘Rabbi A held view X’ is not intended as a
report of Rabbi A’s view, but as a speculation that if the line of
argument followed was correct, that is the view that Rabbi A would have
held. Also, no one would doubt the precarious and sometimes contra-
dictory status of some of the attributions even in the ‘source’ works of
Talmud, such as Mishna, Tosefia, and Midrashim, especially as all the
texts have been mediated to us through generations of redactors. But it
seems to me equally obvious that the attributions in the ‘source’ works
are, by and large, intended as reports, and I would wish that Jacobs
could have drawn a clearer picture of when and how the Talmud slips
fom fallible reportage to deliberate reconstruction; such knowledge is
essential to the historian and not, I think, as chimeric as Jacobs seems
to imply.

The literary units analysed have been carefully selected for their
intrinsic interest and wide range. Some are purely halakhic; others
have theological or historical interest, such as the passage in which the
rabbis discuss who set each of the biblical books in writing without, of
course, questioning their divine authorship {chapter 3). Perhaps the
clinching example in the attempt by the author to demonstrate the
dramatic arrangement of the sugya is the collection (chapter 10) of three
instances of the use of addehakhi (‘just then’) where a difficult situation is
resolved by the sudden and unexpected appearance of some individual,
rather like a deus ex machina ( Jacobs does not use the expression).

Yet in a sense nothing quite clinches. The analysis of a mere dozen or
so sugyot in a vast work like the Babylonian Talmud is instructive, but a
much more comprehensive survey, with careful definition of the types of
structure involved and a statistical analysis of their relative quantities,
would be necessary to prove any general theory. Butstructureitselfmust
relate to meaning, and one must ask what is signified by the redactional
processes involved, for instance, in assembling over some centuries into
the form in which we know it the story of Rabbi Joshua and the elders of
Athens (chapter 8). What does it tell us about people or society?

The book will be enjoyed by many as a companion to their Talmudic
studies, and appreciated by scholars as a contribution to understand-
ing the activity of the stamaim whose work so strongly differentiates the
Bavli from the Yerushalmi. Though a lot of questions remain, we can
accept the author’s judgment (p. ro1) that ‘in the Babylonian Talmud
we do not have a record of what went on in the learned circles of the
Amoraim, but a sfory of what wenton .. .". And insome measure we will
be helped to share the excitement, the sense of drama, which has long
been part of the experience of traditional Talmud study at its best.

NORMAN SOLOMON
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DAVID M. LEWIS, The Jews of Oxford, vi+ 130pp., Oxford Jewish
Congregation, 21 Richmond Road OX1 2JL, 1992, £16.50 or
$30.00 (inclusive of postage).

FREDA SILVER JACKSON, compiler, Now and Then. A Collection of
Recollections, 186 pp., Oxford Jewish Congregation, 21 Richmond
Road oxr 2y, 1992, £16.50 or $30.00 (inclusive of postage).

Although Oxford was an important centre of medieval English Jewry,
its settled Jewish community in the modern period has never been more
than a few hundred strong. Since the late nineteenth century, however,
increasing numbers of Jewish students have registered at the university
and have played a significant role in revivifying Jewish religious hfe in
the city. Oxford is unusual among Anglo-Jewish communities {and
differs significantly from Cambridge) in its tolerance, within one
institutional umbrella, of all strands of Jewish worship — Orthodox,
Reform, and Liberal. Part of the reason, as David Lewis shows in his
history of the congregation, lies in its origins as a marriage, not always
harmonious, of town and gown. No less important is the fact that for
most of the twentieth century Oxford has not had a resident minister —
with the accompanying pressures for conformity of one sort or another
common in the British context.

Both these books appear on the 150th anniversary of the foundation
of the modern Jewish community in Oxford in {or around) 1842. Lewis,
who is Professor of Ancient History in the university; has written a
carefully reconstructed congregational history. He draws on most of
the evidence available in minute books and local newspapers, and on
his own considerable fund of personal knowledge. Some readers may
regret that he has interpreted his task rather narrowly, focusing closely
on such matters as repairs to the synagogue roof and other congrega-
tional minutiae while only rarely venturing into the intellectual dimen-
sion of Jewish life in this of all cities. But Anglo-Jewish historians will be
grateful for his close attention to the details of the community’s
beginnings in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and for his
correction of a number of errors, based on insufficient evidence, in
accounts by Cecil Roth — a prominent character in both books.

It is perhaps a pity that Professor Lewis’s focus on the congregation
has led him to ignore the many Jews who, while sometimes not
religiously active, have left their mark on Oxford in the past two
generations. An example is the late Richard Walzer, a distinguished
Arabic scholar, whose legacy of several fine impressionist paintings to
the Ashmolean Museum remains as a permanent memento. Others
among the refugee scholars of international standing — such as Samuel
Stern, Eduard Fraenkel, and David Daube — also surely merited
mention. The last-named, in particular, played a significant role in the
spiritual life of the university and the synagogue during his years in
Oxford.
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The late Freda Silver Jackson’s compilation is an unpretentiously
pleasing scrapbook of reminiscences by Jewish residents of Oxford,
permanent and temporary, over the past half century. Isaiah Berlin
recalls that he was only the fourth Jew elected to a tutorial fellowship
of an Oxford College (in 1932). As an index of how things have
changed, he notes that a year or two ago no fewer than seven heads of
houses were Jewish. In Berlin’s long experience there have been no
serious rows in the community — save when one member brought a
dog to the synagogue. Professor ]J.B. Segal (whose father, M. H.
Segal, later a professor at the Hebrew University, acted as minister to
the community in the early years of the century} remembers Chief
Rabbi J.H. Hertz preaching in his purple cummerbund. Several
former students discuss the activities of student organizations such as
the Jewish Society, Israel Society, Adler Society, and Choolant
Society. Professor David Weitzman, a founder of the last-named,
explains its origins, and his wife Avis provides a recipe for the
eponymous delicacy, though some of the ingredients are unfamiliar
even to this reviewer (a sometime president of the society — but it
must be confessed that the cooking of the main attraction was left to
others than the society’s all-male officers). The current president of
the synagogue, Dr Lionel Wollenberg, explains the origin of the
spelling of ‘choolant’ {net cholent). Sir Zelman Cowan recalls the first
Lord Samuel reading a book (not his machzor) in the synagogue on a
high holy day.

The name that recurs most often in both books, and rightly, is that
of the late George Silver, Freda Jackson’s first husband and a
long-serving president of the Oxford community. A restaurateur
renowned for his enormous girth, and a successful film actor in his
later years, Silver kept open house to guests who flocked to the
ballroom of his north Oxford home to hear visiting Israeli concert
artists or to discuss community reactions to Middle East crises. He led
the successful effort to raise the substantial funds required for the
construction of the new Oxford synagogue and Jewish centre, opened
in 1974. His hospitality and that of his wife, who died in 1992, are
reflected in the wide range of contributors, both town and gown, who
populate her book.

In the past two decades the Oxford community has slowly grown so
that it is now larger than at any time except during the Second World
War, when 1s was temporarily invaded by large numbers of evacuees
from London and refugees from Germany. Any remaining resistance
to the appointment of Jewish college fellows disappeared within the
past generation. Indeed, Lewis makes the interesting suggestion that
in the 1950s, Catholics encountered more prejudice than Jews in some
college appointments. The tradition of sectarian co-operation within .
the community has been maintained, although it has come under
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strain recently as a result of the incursion from the United States of a
Lubavitch Hassidic mission which proselytizes stridently among the
Jewish students.

What is disappointingly missing in both these books is discussion of
the role of Hebrew and Jewish studies in Oxford. Over the past two
decades the Oxford Centre for Postgraduate Hebrew Studies, founded
by David Patterson, has grown into the largest centre for research in
Jewish studies in Britain, indeed in Europe. This formidable enterprise
has brought all branches of Jewish learning, including even Yiddish
language and literature, into the university curriculum to an extent
unimaginable in the 1960s. ’

BERNARD WASSERSTEIN

CHRONICLE

At the end of the Jewish year 5752 (in September 1992), the population of
Israel stood at more than five million: 5,155,000; it had grown by three per cent
since the previous year. More than four-fifths of the Israelis (81.9 per cent or
4.22 million) are Jewish; 13.9 per cent are Muslim; 2.4 per cent are Christian;
and 1.7 per cent are Druze. During the year 5752, 92,000 immigrants came to
settle in Israel — down from 245,000 in the previous year. Last August, 5,000
newcomers arrived from the former Soviet Union and the following month the
number had increased to 7,000.

*

HIAS (the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society) was reported to have stated last
October that a record number of Jews from the former USSR, 46,870, had
emigrated to the United States during the year ending g0 September 1992,
There had been no change in the United States policy of refugeec admissions,
but there had been a ‘one-ofl” refugee ceiling of 61,000 for Jews and non-Jews
in order to make up for the shortfall in arrivals in the previcus fiscal year. The
new fiscal year (from 1 October 1992 to 30 September 1993) has a ceiling of
50,000 admissions.

*

The Community Research Unit of the Board of Deputies of British Jews
published last summer its ‘Report of Vital Statisitics for 1991°. There were
1,082 marriages solemnized in synagogues in 1991, compared with 1,098 in
19g0. The decrease occurred among the Central Orthodox group (from 722
synagogue marriages in 1990 to 679 in 19g1) and among the Sephardim (from
48 to 26). On the other hand, the right-wing Orthodox group showed an
increase (from 103 to 126), as did the Progressive group (Reform: from 167 to
190; and Liberal: from 58 to 61). The Report comments: ‘The proportionate
decline in Sephardi marriages is marked, as is the proportionate increase in the
Right-Wing but both these percentage changes relate to small base numbers

159



CHRONICLE

and their importance must not be over-stressed’. Under three-quarters (72.5
per cent) of synagogue marriages took place in London and the remaining 27.5
per cent in the provinces.

Religious divorces (gittin) registered ‘by all Batei Din (Orthodox &
Reform)’ totalled 271 in 1991, a rise over the 1ggo total of 261; 230 occurred in
London and the remaining 41 in the provinces. However, it must be noted that
the figures ‘obviously underestimate the extent of divorce within the commu-
nity since many couples only follow secular procedures’.

There were 4,431 burials and cremations under Jewish auspices in 1991,
compared with 4,615 the previous year, The Orthodox group officiated at 9,501
burials; the Reform at 627 and the Liberals at 303 burials and cremations.

*

The Spring 1992 issue of Tel Aviv University News, received in London last June,
states that the universities of Tel Aviv and of Granada (Spain} are joint
sponsors of annual meetings entitled ‘Encounter of Three Cultures’; the aim is
to promote ‘intellectual interchange among Jews, Muslims and Christians’,
The seventh annual Encounter was held in Granada and its theme was
‘Science in Medieval Spain’.

*®

A legal collogquium on racial and religious hatred and on group libel was held
at Tel Aviv University during a three-day conference. Participants from
several countries ‘debated pros and cons of anti-racist legislation on the
national, regional, and international levels®,

*

A conference on ‘Federalism — A Solution to Ethnic Conflicts’ took place at
Tel Aviv University with the co-operation of the Swiss Embassy in Israel and
of the Israel-Switzerland Friendship Association; it was organized to mark
Switzerland’s 700th anniversary. The participants considered whether the
Swiss model could be applied to Israel. One of them, the President of Tel Aviv
University, is quoted as stating: “Why not have 10 cantons, six of which will
have a Jewish majority and four with an Arab majority?’ The Swiss ambassa-
dor reviewed the history of his country and noted that conflicts between
Catholic and Protestant cantons went on for centuries until the first federal
constitution was set up in 1848. He added: ‘“The federal system we know since
1848 has preserved the country from internal difficulties and the conflicts we
have known in the past centuries have been forgotten’ and concluded that the
federal system can be an option when different peoples inhabit the same
country.

*

A four-day.international seminar on ‘Identity Renewal: Studies in East
European Jewish Life Histories’ was held at Tel Aviv University; it was
attended by psychologists and historians from Germany, Hungary, Israel,
Poland, and the former U.S.S.R. who considered the rebirth of Jewish identity
among young people of Jewish origin in Eastern and Central Europe. One of
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the participants, a member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, stated that
although Jewish assimilation in Hungary is widespread, ‘awareness of Jewish
identity has increased and the Zionist Federation, founded only i 1ggo,
boasts a membership of 1,000’ in the country.

*

The First International Conference on the History of the Jews of Romania
was held at Tel Aviv University. Scholars from Romania and Israeli special-
ists discussed ‘various aspects of the history, social structure and cultural
legacy of Romanian Jewry’. Romania was the only country of the Eastern bloc
which did not sever diplomatic relations with Isracl after the Six-Day War of
1967. "Tel Aviv University researchers have already been given permission to
photograph documents in the national archives in Bucharest, including the
three main Fascist newspapers published in Romania from the end of the
1930s to 1941. Negotiations are also in progress for collaboration between
institutes of higher learning in Romania and Israel’, according to the Spring
1992 issue of Tel Aviv University News.

*

The Institute of Contemporary Jewry and the Rothberg Schaol for Overscas
Students (both of which are part of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem)
sponsored last July a field study course in Israel on ‘America and the Holy
Land 1620-1648". The course included seminars on five central themes: 1)
political and diplomatic dimensions of the America—Holy Land relationships;
2} inter-religious perspectives on the Holy Land; 3) American ideas and
institutions in the Holy Land; 4) American travel and exploration in the Holy
Land; and 5) American Zionism. There were also guided trips to historical
sites and to major archives in Jerusalem, as well as study tours.

It is planned to hold another field study course on America and the Holy
Land in July 1904.

*

The International Center for University Teaching of Jewish Civilization
sponsored in Jerusalem in July 1gg1 the first Jewish Civilization Studies
Regional Development Conference devoted to Europe. Volume 32, 1992, of
Jewish Studies — the annual publication of the World Union of Jewish Studies,
Jerusalem — includes ‘the lectures delivered at the conference and a precis of
the salient points of the discussion’.

*

The Summer 1992 Report of the International Center for University
Teaching of Jewish Civilization includes a review by Professor Angel Saenz-
Badillos, of the Universidad Complutense of Madrid, on Jewish Civilization
Studies in Spain. He states: ‘Spanish universities today offer courses in Bible,
biblical archeology, Oriental and Targum studies, rabbinic language and
literature, medieval Hebrew, Judeo-Spanish literature, Jewish history, and
modern Hebrew language and literature’.

*
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It was stated last August that the German Minister of the Interior has
compiled a report which shows that there were now 76 neo-Nazi groups in
Germany, with a total membership of 40,000 — several thousands more than
the 19go total of 32,300. There was also a great increase of punishable offences
committed by neo-Nazis. Since German unification in October 1990, 367
Jewish cemeteries had been vandalized or damaged; nearly three-quarters (70
per cent) of those responsible for these and other offences were young persons,
aged between 16 and 20 years. About a third of the incidents had occurred in
the former East Germany and the Minister of the Interior is quoted as saying
that police in that part of Germany did not act firmly enough against
right-wing extremists.

- *

The first international scholarly conference on the history of the Jews in
China took place on 16-18 August 1992 at Harvard University under the
auspices of the Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies and the Sino-Judaic
Institute of Palo Alto {California). There were more than a hundred partici-
pants and they included both sinologues and scholars with interests in various
aspects of Jewish studies; they came from several countries, including Austra-
lia, China, Israel, Italy, Japan and the United Kingdom — as well as the
United States. Ofspecial interest were papers presented on the ancient Jewish
community of Kaifeng, on the Baghdadi Jewish merchants of Shanghai, on the
Russian-Jewish communities at Harbin and Tientsin, and on those who were
refugees in Shanghai in the 1g930s and 1g40s.

Among those attending the conference were a descendant of one of the
Kaifeng Jewish clans; former Jewish residents of Shanghai, Harbin, and
Tientsin; and the former editor of China Reconstructs who is still a resident of
Peking. The President of the Chinese Association for Jewish Studies is a
professor at Nanking University and he hoped that there would be a follow-up
conference in China in a few years.

*

The Summer 1992 issue of East European Jewish Affairs — vol. 22, no. 1,
formerly Soviet Jewish Affairs, published in London by the Institute of Jewish
Affairs — includes an article by Adam Rok on antisemitic propaganda in
Poland (pp. 27—-37). The author quotes statements in articles and in pamph-
lets published in Poland in 1990 and 1991 which state that Jews were ‘the
creators of Communism’, that ‘Christianity’s authority is being exploited to
subordinate Poles to the Jews’, and that more than 20,000 Polish officers who
were massacred in Katyn were ‘killed by the NKVD Jews’. The first post-war
Polish edition of Hitler’s Mein Kampfwas published at the beginning of 1992
and was a bestseller. After considering whether the book infringed articles in
the Criminal Code about ‘incitement to ethnic strife’, the authorities were
reported to have decided in mid-February ‘not to prosecute the publisher on
the grounds that the book filled a gap of historical significance in the
publishing market’ (p. 26).

The same issue of East European Jewish Affairs also includes a brief report
(pp. 9799} on an international symposium, held in Budapest in October
1991, on ‘Hungarian-Jewish Co-existence and its Central European
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Background, 1848-1991°. The symposium was sponsored by the European
Foundation for'Sciences, Arts and Culture in France, the American Jewish
Congress, and the Batthyiny Association in Budapest.

*

The American Jewish Historical Society decided in 1976 to sponsor a
comprehensive history of American Jews in time for the Society’s centennial in
1gg2. That has been achieved and the Johns Hopkins University Press of
Baltimore, Maryland, has published a five-volume boxed set of The Jewish
Peaple in America. The General Editor of the volumes is Henry L. Feingold. The
first volume, by Eli Faber, is entitled A Time for Planting. The First Migration
rb54-1820; the second volume, by Hasia R. Diner, is entitled A Time for
Gathering. The Second Migration 1820-1880; the third volume, A Time for Building.
The Third Migration 1880-18g90, is by Gerald Sorin; the fourth volume is by
Henry L. Feingold and is entitled A Time for Searching. Entering the Mainstream
1920-1945; and the fifth volume, A Time for Healing. American Jewsry since World
War II is by Edward S. Shapiro. Individual volumes cost $29.95; the five-
volume boxed set will be available until 15 February 1993 at $g5 and later at
$145. In a press release, the Johns Hopkins University Press notes {on the
basis of data in these volumes) that there were one hundred Jews in New York
City in 1695;7In 1927, there were 1,765,000; while in 1992 the total had
declined to 1,450,000. The first permanent Jewish settlement in the New
World was in 1654, when 29 Jews landed in the Dutch colony of New
Amsterdam on Manhattan I[sland. In 1658, 15 Jewish families settied in
Newport, Rhode Island; this was the first Jewish community in an English
colony on the North Amercian mainland.

*

The Society for the Advancement of Socio-Economics (S.A.S.E.) will hold
its Fifth Annual International Conference in New York City on 26—28 March
1993; the theme of the Conference will be ‘Incentives and Values as Founda-
tions of Social Order’. Those who would like to present a paper, to organize a
session, or to learn more about $.A.8.E. should write to the Society at 714H
Gelman Library, 2130 H Street NW, Washingten D.C.20052, U.S.A.
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