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Abstract 

The thesis is an attempt to examine the Labour Party's 

involvement with the question of Palestine from the time of 

the party's first declaration on the subject in 1917 to the 

de facto recognition by a Labour Government of the State of 

Israel in January 1949. 

It considers the development of attitudes within the 

Labour Party, r primarily those of the party leaders and 

policy makers, but also of the wider party membership, on 

the questions of Zionism, the Palestinian Arabs, the role of 

the British Mandatory Government, and the future of 

Palestine. It also discusses the formulation and content of 

official party policy throughout the period, and the part 

played by groups representing Zionists and Arab interests, 

in particular the Jewish Socialist Labour Party, Poale Zion. 

The thesis also assesses the extent to which the Labour 

Party was able to influence the Palestine policies of 

successive British Governments. During two crucial periods, 

between 1929 and 1931, and from 1945 to 1949, Labour 

Governments held office. Both periods are considered 

exclusively with the aim of examining reactions within 

sections of the Labour Party to the policies pursued, and 

the influence such attitudes had on Government policy. 
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Introduction 

There has been no detailed account of the British 

Labour Party's involvement with the question of Palestine 

during the Mandatory period. For historians of the Mandate, 

of Zionism and of the Palestinian Arabs the Labour Party 

has chiefly merited attention only, in passing, as the 

source of one of many domestic pressures on British policy 

makers. For historians of the Labour Party the subject of 

Palestine has impinged primarily in relation to the 

troubles experienced by the 1945 Labour Government. 

Concentrating on the one hand on certain party declarations 

and interventions, and on the other almost exclusively on 

Government policy and manifestations of disquiet expressed 

within the PLP, both groups of writers have necessarily 

presented an incomplete, unbalanced and occasionally 

inaccurate picture. This thesis seeks to meet the evident 

need for a coherent and balanced assessment of the 

attitudes and influences of the Labour Party throughout the 

period 1917 - 1949.1 

Furthermore the events of the post war years have cast 

a shadow over the entire period and have in part distorted 

discussion of the earlier years. Thus for many Zionists it 

seemed that they had been 'led down the garden path'2 by 

the Labour Party, and subsequent comments largely relate to 

the alleged betrayal, of Zionism and of traditional party 

policy, by the Attlee Government. In contrast the 

1 In November 1917 the Balfour Declaration was issued; in 
January 1949 Britain recognised de facto the State of 
Israel. 

2 B. Bell, Terror out of Zion (Dublin, 1979) p. 146. 
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experiences of several Labour Ministers seemed to prove 

that they had been the victims of an 'overwhelming approach 

by their Zionist friends', 
1 

and attempts have been made to 

show that the Labour Party was both manipulated and 

misled. 
2 

Party policy prior to 1945 also became the subject of 

considerable disagreement. The Zionist Harry Morris3 

argued in Parliament that 'it is idle to pretend that 

resolutions passed... were irresponsible outbursts of 

enthusiasm... they were serious and considered'. 
4 But 

Richard Stokes commented disparagingly that 'I do not think 

the party had the slightest conception of what it was 

doing', 
5 

and one historian has argued that events high- 

lighted 'the glib way in which the party could commit 

itself to a position of foreign policy'. 
6 

It is only 

through a detailed examination of the period before 1945 

that an assessment of the various later interpretations 

can be made. 

A major aim of the thesis is to examine attitudes 

within the Labour Party. The principal sources are 

1 J. Kimche, Seven Fallen Pillars (London, 1950) p. 157. 

2 See especially D. Watkins, Labour and Palestine (Labour 
Middle East Council, London, 1975). 

3 Throughout this work, following contemporary usage, the 
designation 'Zionist' is used only to describe a Jewish 
supporter of Zionism. 

4 HC Deb. Vol. 426 c. 1030,31 July 1946. 

5 Ibid., Vol. 433 c. 1970,25 Feb. 1947. 
6 C. R. Rose, The Relations of Socialist Principles to 
British Labour Foreign Policy 1945 - 1951, PhD Thesis, 
Nuffield College, oxford, 1959, P. 135. 
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published writings and records of speeches, though private 

collections of letters and documents, in particular those 

of Arthur Creech Jones and James Middleton, are also used. 

Though such a discussion necessarily concentrates on the 

opinions of party leaders and influential supporters it is 

noticeable that the issue, unlike, for instance, that of 

British policy in India, provoked a significant reaction 

among wider sections of the party, especially when linked 

with the fate of the Jewish communities in Europe. From 

Annual Conference reports, from the resolutions submitted by 

local Labour Parties, and from records of meetings - often 

held through the initiative of local Zionists - it is 

possible to piece together a picture of popular attitudes 

within the party. 

It has been argued that such attitudes can only be 

understood with reference to certain ideological 

traditions - of, for example, Fabian 'efficiency first' in 

international affairs or the contrasting Hobsonian critique 

of Imperialism. 
1 

But did support for the self determin- 

ation of peoples necessitate support for Zionism or for the 

rights of Palestinian Arabs? Should 'progressive 

Colonialists' advocate or oppose Jewish development in 

Palestine? In fact it is here argued that feelings within 

the party were shaped, as Rose has suggested, by factors 'as 

much accidental and personal as ideological'. 
2 

It is partly for this reason that, although until at 

1 M. Leifer, Zionism and Palestine in British Opinion a 
Policy 1945 - 1949 PhD Thesis, University of London, 19 
pp. 268-268a. 

2 Rose, op. cit., p. 134. 
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least 1945 a basic 'Labour Party attitude' can usefully be 

delineated, just as differences of opinion were to be found 

within almost every established British political grouping, 

l/, 

also there existed throughout the period a number of 

different strands of opinion within the Labour Party which 

challenged party orthodoxy. 
((The 

resulting disagreements 

were rarely concerned with questions of emphasis or degree, 

but often stemmed from a fundamentally different approach 

to the Palestine problem. 
11 

A second aim of this work is to provide an understanding 

of the nature and formation of party policy on Palestine. 

But it is necessary to appreciate that 'party policy' is 

necessarily an all embracing designation for something 

which included Annual Conference resolutions, NEC 

declarations, statements contained in official foreign 

policy documents, decisionsof the NEC designed to guide the 

party's reaction to specific issues, and finally the - 

occasionally impromptu - pronouncements of party represen- 

tatives, in Parliament and elsewhere. 

Labour Party records now available' allow for the first 

time a detailed examination to be made both of the various 

processes by which policy emerged, and also of the 

pressures and considerations influencing timing and 

content. In particular it is possible to discuss some of 

the charges later made: 
14hat 

conference resolutions were 

ill considered and little understood, that despite the 

1 These include the records, minutes and correspondence of 
the National Executive Committee, the International Sub 
Committee, the International and Imperial Advisory 
Committees and the International Department. 
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availability of a body of 'expert' opinion policy was 

ýI inspired by a minority of narve enthusiasts, and that 

certain programs emanating from the NEC showed signs of 

scant discussion or of 'shallow irresponsibility'. 1 

It is now also possible to examine the extent to which 

the party was influenced, both in the moulding of opinion, 

and in the formulation of policy, by outside interest 

groups. On the one hand Palestinian Arab representatives 

made sporadic attempts to mobilise support within the 

Labour Party and to intervene in the policy making process. 

But, as foreign supplicants lacking any popular base in 

British political life, their position was in striking 

contrast to that of the Zionists' spokesmen, who could rely 

upon a large body of sympathetic public opinion, and an 

influential domestic Zionist organisation. More particu- 

larly Socialist Zionists were able to develop intimate 

institutional and personal links with the Labour Party 

which their Palestinian rivals could not hope to match. 

Indeed, through the affiliation of a Labour Zionist 

organisation, the Jewish Socialist Labour Party, Poale Zion, 

there existed from 1920 onwards a compact and influential 

Zionist pressure group inside the Labour Party. Though 

small in membership it was to play a vital role in 

providing a further point of access into Labour Party 

politics and policy making for the wider Labour Zionist 

movement, and in inspiring and co-ordinating manifestations 

of popular support for Zionism within the Labour Party. 

1 M. A. Fitzsimons, The Foreign Policy of the British Labour 
Government 1945 - 1951 (Indiana, 1953) p. 81. 
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Poale Zion records in Britain are scarce but Jewish and 

Zionist publications, in particular the Zionist Review, 

yield a mass of information, and Labour Party documents 

indicate a great deal about the role it was able to play. 

ftor most of the inter war period the Labour Party was 

not in office. 1I The Palestine policies of successive 

British Governments are not here discussed beyond what is 

necessary to determine the extent to which the Labour Party 

was able to influence such policies. 1l This has also 

dictated treatment of the two major periods, from 1929 to 

1931 and between 1945 and 1949, when Labour Governments 

were confronted with the problem of Palestine. In both 

cases it is possible to examine reactions within the party - 

specifically within the Parliamentary Labour Party, the 

National Executive Committee and the party organisation, 

and the wider 'rank and file' - towards the policies 

adopted, and the extent to which Labour Government felt 

obliged to shape their policies in the light of such 

opinions. In the later period Cabinet records can also be 

used to assess the level of disagreement within the Labour 

Cabinet. 

In the context of the British Labour Party and Palestine 

the years between 1917 and 1949 fall naturally into five 

distinct periods. Thus, with the exception of chapter four, 

which attempts to analyse certain attitudes within the 

Labour Party and the wider British 'left' mid way through 

the Mandate, one chapter is devoted to each period, though 

within each chapter it is often necessary to abandon a 
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strictly chronological approach and consider in turn 

various significant developments. 

Chapter one therefore deals with the years before 1929, 

chapter two with the Second Labour Government and chapter 

three with the 1930s. During the Second World dar, the 

period covered by chapter five, the Labour Party was in 

certain important respects both an opposition party and a 

party of government. This had a significant bearing on 

developments after July 1945, with which the final chapter 

is concerned. 

For their helpfulness and courtesy in the preparation 

of this work I am indebted to the librarians and staff of 

the following institutions: the Labour Party; the British 

Library; the Public Record Office, Kew; the British 

Library of Political and Economic Science; Nottingham 

University Library; the Bodleian Library, Oxford; St. 

Anthony's College, Oxford; the 13oard of Deputies of 

British Jews. 

I would also like to thank Baron Janner (formerly 

BarnettJanner, MP), Professor R. H. Pear, Professor C. 

Abransky, Dr. D. Childs and Dr. S. Levenberg for their comments 

and advice. 
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CHAPTER I 

Early Enthusiasms 1917 - 1929 

A. Some Pre - War Aspects 

The Labour Party was slow to develop distinctive 

policies before the First World War; this was particularly 

evident in the field of foreign affairs. 
' 

The party had 

been formed with the aim of promoting the election of work- 

ing men to Parliament and it remained little more than a 

working class pressure group. In the same way the Zionist 

movement in Britain had achieved neither a commanding 

position within the Jewish community nor a significant place 

in the British political scene. For both the Labour Party 

and the Zionist organisation the war proved to be a major 

turning point. But a number of pre war developments may be 

noted, in particular the growth of a working class Zionist 

movement within the Jewish community in Britain. 

Between 1870 and 1914 some 120,000 Jews from Eastern 

Europe emigrated and settled in Great Britain. 2 Most were 

drawn to the poorer Jewish communities in London, Leeds and 

Manchester, and in 1900 an estimated 125,000 Jews were 

living in the crowded streets of the East End of London. 3 

The immigrants brought with them, particularly to their 

1 See C. Brand, A History of the British ' Lab ur'-P. art (2nd ed. 
Stanford, California, 1974 p. 23) J. F. Naylor, Labour's 
International Policy: The Labour Party in the 19301s 
(London, 1969) P. 3. 
2 L. P. Gartner, The Jewish Immigrant in England 1870-1914 
(London, 1960) p. 49. 

3 V. D. Lipman, Social History of the Jews in England 1850-1950 
(London, 1954) p. 164. 
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'stetl named Whitechapel' a distinctive religious and 

social pattern and added their own political beliefs and 

experiences to the political life of the area. For radical 

Jews in the East End who sought political debate and 

activity a heady and shifting kaleidoscope of left wing 

groups, movements and ideologies was readily available. 
' 

Many saw concern with the 'Jewish problem' as 

peripheral or irrelevant to their activities and worked in 

the belief that with the development of Trade Unionism, 

Socialism or Anarchism problems of Jewish individuality and 

exclusiveness would decline, and anti semitism and 

persecution disappear. Some Jewish Socialists were quick 

to co-operate with their British colleagues, and as early 

as 1895 an East London (Jewish) branch of the Social 

Democratic Federation had been formed; 

Other radical Jews sought to emphasise their Jewish 

identity together with their Socialist commitment. In 1876 

Aaron Liebermann had formed in London the Hebrew Socialist 

Union, in an attempt 'to synthesise the opposite ideals of 

Socialism and Nationalism, and to amalgamate the struggles 

for working class and Jewish national independence'. 3 His 

group - the first such Jewish Socialist organisation - 

soon disintegrated, but with renewed Tsarist persecution 

came the formation of further such groups in Russia. One 

strand in this development was to lead to Socialist Zionism. 

1 See R. Rocker, The London Years (London,, 1956) and W. J. 
Fishman, East End Jewish Radicals 1875x1914 (London, 1975). 

2 E. Silberner, 'British Socialism and the Jews', Historia 
Judaica, Vol 14,1952, p. 38. 

3 Fishman, op-cit., p. 76. For Liebermann see ibid., 
PP. 98-134 and N. Levin, Jewish Socialist Movement 1871-1917 
(London, 1978) pp. 38-46 
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In July 1896 Herzl had received an enthusiastic 

reception from working class Jews at a mass meeting in 

Whitechapel, a success he repeated two years later. The 

English Zionist Federation, formed in 1898, nevertheless 

drew most support from prosperous middle class Jews. But 

in the early years of the next decade a number of immig- 

rants brought with them the ideas of a new Russian movement, 

Poale Zion ('Workers of Zion'), whose ideology sought to 

combine Marxist theory with a program which would lead to 

the development of a Jewish State in Palestine. 

The leading ideologists of the new movement were Nahman 

Syrkin, whose Call to Jewish Youth was published in London 

in 1901,1 and Ber Borochov. The latter, who lived in 

England for a short period, was a rigorous and brilliant 

thibker, and strove to outline 'a new theoretical economic 

base and a new revolutionary situation for the Jewish 

masses while keeping the Marxist dialectical framework'. 
2 

He rejected 'mystical and messianic' Zionism but used 

Marxist analytical methods to mount a challenge to the 

theoretical basis of the Socialist but anti Zionist Bünd. 
3 

Later Poale Zionists moved away from a belief in the 

inevitability of the 'stychic' process which would result 

1 The pamphlet was printed in Berlin but published in 
London to avoid trouble with the German police. 

2 Levin, op. cit., p. 4.18. See also A. Perlmutter, 'Dov 
Ber-Borochov: A Marxist-Zionist Ideologist', Middle East 
Studies, Vol 5, No. 1,1969, pp. 32-43, S. Levenberg ed. ), 
Selected Essays in Socialist-Zionism (London, 1948). For 
Poale Zion in. Russia see Levin,, op. cit., PP. 393-419, 
Z. Abramovich, "The Poale Zionist Movement in Russia: Its 
History and Development" in H. F. Infield-(ed. ), Essays in 
Jewish Sociology, Labour and Co-operation (London, 1962) 
pp. 63-72. 

3 The Bund - The General Jewish Workers League in Russia 
and Poland - grew rapidly in the early years of the century, 
reaching a peak in 1905. 
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in a Jewish Palestine, and drawing in part on Narodnik 

traditions stressed the importance of a regeneration 

through a Jewish 'return to the soil' in Palestine. But 

it was Borochov who first provided working class Zionists 

with the theoretical tools to agure, on equal terms with 

other left wing Jews, the Socialist case for a Zionist 

program. 

Poale Zion groups developed in Russia from 1902 onwards 

and in spite of internal disputes and schisms rapidly 

gained ground. In 1907 at a conference at The Hague the 

'Jewish Socialist Workers, World Confederation Poale Zion' 

was formed. Commitment to the class struggle and the 

socialisation of the means of production was affirmed, but 

this was to complement 'the territorial solution of the 

Jewish question through the establishment of a Jewish 

Commonwealth in Palestine'' Forty seven Socialist Zionist 

delegates had attended the Zionist Congress in 1906, but 

three years later Poale Zion withdrew from the organisation, 

and formed its own Palestine Workers' Fund. 2 

As early as 1902 two groups 'whose ideology was similar 

to Labour Zionism' had been established in Britain, among 

poor Yiddish speaking Jews in Leeds and East London. 3 
Both 

soon collapsed, but a renewed effort was made in London the 

following year. The new group joined the Zionist 

1. li. JYneman, Yoale Zionism: An Outline of its Aims and 
Institutions (New York, 1918) Appendix C. 

2 Levin, oop. cit., pp. 408-9. 

3 S. Levenburg (ed. ), The Jews and Palestine: 
__A 

Study in 
Labour Zionism (London, 1945) p. 126. 



5 

Federation, though seeing as its role the democratisation 

of the movement and the furtherance of the class struggle. 

A library was established and cultural activities conducted 

'on an extensive scale'. 
l 

The attitude of Jewish trade unionists towards Zionism 

was generally cautious,, and often bitterly hostile. The 

new Poale Zion group was nevertheless based on the existing 

union organisation. The first branch was formed within the 

United Garment Workers (later non union members were 

admitted) and further branches stemmed from the Boots and 

Shoes Union and the hitherto anti Zionist Cabinet Makers 

Union. 2 A number of leading Jewish trade unionists 

declared their support, though resistence to Zionist ideas 

remained strong. 

Although reaction to the Kishinev progrom gave addition- 

al momentum to the Poale Zion movement in both Russia and 

Britain both organisations were soon divided, as was the 

Zionist movement as a whole, over the question of the 

Ugandan offer. 
3 

Supporters of the scheme were relatively 

numerous in Britain, but enthusiasm declined as the 

realisation of the plan grew less likely. 'Orthodox' 

Poale Zionism continued to grow, and branches were 

established in Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds and Glasgow. 4 

A leading figure within Poale Zion was Kalman Marmor, 

1 Ibid., p. 126. The Jewish Yearbook (London, 1903-4) 
p. 114 lists 'Poa]ie Zion' as a London Zionist Society. 

2 M. J. Goldfine,, The Growth of Zionism in England 1870-1914, 
(Unpublished Master's Essay, Columbia University, 1939) 
PP. 53-70. The Jewish Yearbook (London, 1905-6) p. 116 
lists Poabe Zion No. 1& No. la in London and also a Poale 
Zion group in Liverpool. 

3 Many Zionists, including Herzl, looked favourably on the 
suggestion that Jewish colonisation should be encouraged in Uganda. 

4 Levenbergs op. cit., p. 127. In January 1905 Weizmann 
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who worked for a time as a chemistry teacher in London. In 

1905 he became editor of the short lived Yiddish publication 

Die Yiddishe Freiheit which appeared as the organ of the 

United Poale Zion. 
1 

A friend of Chaim Weizmann, Marmor had 

also been active as Secretary of Maarov, a middle class 

group engaged in Zionist cultural activities in the East 

Ehd. 

Though Weizmann was active in Maarov he typified the 

ambivalence of bourgeois Zionists towards the new Socialist 

Zionist movement. Syrkin's Call to Jewish Youth he had 

considered tan outrageous mixture of meaningless phrases 

and sheer stupidity'.? - Though he addressed a meeting of 

Leeds Poale Zion friction evidently arose over an unful- 

filled pledge to write an. article for Die Yiddishe Freiheit. 

In June 1905 Weizmann. was referring to grievances held 

against himi by Poale Zion groups. 
3 A group of his orn. 

'democratic fraction' also became active in. the East End 

with a program combining a revival of Hebrew activity with 

practical work in Palestine4 but relations between 'East 

End' and 'West End' Zionists remained poor. 

At this time Poale Zion lacked both a clear statement 

of its aims and a practical program of action, as the 

manifesto of Leeds Poale Zion indicated: 

referred to the Poale Zion 'Ugandan' wing as remaining 
'completely inert'. C. Weizmann to K. Marmor, 25 Jan, 1905, 
in L. Stein (ed. ) The Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, 
Series A. (henceforth LPCW), (London, 1968) Vol. IV, p. 12. 
1 Fishman, op. cit., p. 286. 

2 C. Weizmann to V. Khatzman, 26 June 1901, LPCW, Vol. I, 
p. 137. 
3 C. Weizmann to K. Marmor, 25 June 1905, LPCW, Vol. IV, 
p. 113. Weizmann admitted that the complaints might be 
'partially justified'. 

Gartner, op. cit., p. 207. 
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'Poale Zion is a national movement of Jewish workers 
which undertakes the following tasks (1) To create a 
national-political centre in Palestine for the 
Jewish people (2) To lead a struggle for civil and 
national rights in the Diaspora (3) To struggle 
against the present economic ordert equally with 
other proletarian organisations'. 

As Gartner comments 'the second and third points... 

meant little in the English environment... while a 

'National-political centre' is political Zionism at its 

lukewarmest'. 2 

In 1906 disagreements came to a head within Poale Zion 

between the advocates of the existing policy of 'trade 

unionism' and critics who called for a more determined 

Socialist policy. At a conference held in Manchester in 

April a Central Committee was set up, but no agreement could 

be reached between the two factions, though the Socialist 

group was to be allowed to propagandise freely. 

The final victory of the 'Socialists' was not long 

delayed. Following the arrival of new immigrants from. 

Russia a further conference was held in Liverpool on Christ- 

mas Day, which declared itself to be 'the constituent 

conference of the Poale Zion in England'. 
3 

A radical 

Socialist Zionist program was adopted, and the following 

year Kalman Marmor represented his party at the establish- 

ment of the World Union in The Hague. 

Despite these developments the momentum of the early 

years could not be maintained. The Russian organisation 

faced severe difficulties and a Jewish State in Palestine 

1 Published in Die Yiddishe Freiheit May-June 1905 and 
quoted in ibid. 

, p. 266. 

2 Ibid., p. 266.3 Levenberg, op. cit.,, p. 127. 
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seemed as far away as ever. In 1910 the Zionist Banner 

remarked on the low membership of the British Poale Zion, 

which it ascribed to a vague program and lack of organisa- 

tion. 1 
Similar problems beset the English Zionist 

Federation, and at no point before the war did Zionist 

membership exceed 6% of the Jewish population. 
2 

Opposition to Zionism amongst the Jewish working class 

remained strong. In May 1905 Weizmann debated with 

Manchester Social Democrats the question of Zionism before 

a large audience; to his wife he claimed a great victory. 
3 

But although the influence of Jewish Social Democrats was 

more significant outside their own community, their outright 

opposition to Zionism in whatever form was a further check 

to the expansion of Poale Zion. The anti Zionist Bund also 

found some support in the years before the war. 

The most vibrant and successful of the Jewish left wing 

factions were the anarchists of the Arbeiter Friend group, 

led by the gentile Rudolf Rocker. He was not unfriendly 

towards Socialist Zionists - whose creed, he noted, had few 

supporters among Jewish workers4 - and reserved his chief 

enmity for the Social Democrats. Indeed some members of his 

circle combined both Zionist and Anarchist beliefs5 and 

many more moved towards Zionism after 191k. Nevertheless 

1 Goldfine, op. cit., p. 53. 

2 Ibid. x p. 82. See also P. Goodman, Zionism in England: 
A Jubilee Record (London, 1949) PP. 29-31" 

3 C. Weizmann to V. Khatzman, 12 May 1905, LPCW, Vol. IV, 
p. 75. 

4 Rocker, OP-cit.,, pp. 179. See also Fishman, op. cit., 
pp. 267,286. 

5 Rocker, op. cit., pp 32)143. 
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the Arbeiter Friend, the most successful radical Jewish 

publication, consistently opposed Zionism, as did the 

majority of anarchist sympathisers. 

Socialist Zionists were small in number and weak in 

influence among the Jewish community before the war. Their 

chief success was in breaking down a little of the hostility 

or apathy shown by working class Jews towards Zionism, 

often seen as an irrelevant or impossible program propag- 

ated by bourgeois English speaking Jews. As working class 

Yiddish speaking Jews, who combined Zionism with a 

Socialist outlook, when wartime opportunities came Poale 

Zionists were at least in a position to take a leading role 

in enlisting support for Zionist aims both from working 

class Jews and from within the wider British Labour 

movement. 

The view of the dominant Jewish Labour and Socialist 

groups that Zionism represented a reactionary nationalist 

creed echoed that of the European Socialist movement as a 

whole. Hostility within the Second International to 

Zionism in the years before the war was an aspect of a more 

general antipathy towards Jewish Socialist movements of any 

kind, which in earlier years had seemed to border on a form 

of anti semitism. 
1 

In the 1890's Jewish Socialists from 

New York received unfriendly -receptions at meetings of the 

Second International, and the Bund continually failed to 

1 E. Silberner, 'Anti Semitism and Philo Semitism in the 
Socialist International', Judaism, II, 1953, pp. 117-22. 
For the hostility of German Socialists to Zionism see 
E. Silberner, 'German Social Democracy and the Jewish 
Problem Prior to World War One', Historia Judaica, Vol. 15, 
19532, pp. 3-45. 
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gain independent representation. 
1 

For Socialists of the 

Second International even the Bund's proposals for cultural 

autonomy were unacceptable. All Socialists should join the 

particular Socialist party of their state, and participate 

in the common struggle of the whole working class. 

In 1906 the International adopted the principle of 

'national' representation. But although, for example,, 

Polish Socialists could now become full members, the change 

did not extend to representation on an extra territorial 

basis, and the Bund still failed to gain acceptance. 

Between-1907 and 1911 Poale Zion sought to challenge their 

own exclusion from the International, but with no success, 
2 

and in this respect the attitude of the Bund provided 

additional support for the position of anti Zionist gentile 

Socialists. Although the general climate of Socialist 

opinion-towards both Jewish Socialism and Zionism was now 

less uncompromisingly hostile3 it was not until the war 

that any practical change of heart was seen. 

In Britain hostility was most clearly manifested by 

the Social Democratic Federation. Silberner has noted that 

'none of the British Social Democrats seems to have liked 

the Jews'k and that. viaw that 'Jews represent capitalisi in 

its worst form'5 was not infrequently expressed. Overt 

hostility declined in the 1900's as a number of Jews became 

1 Levin, op. cit., p. 110. 

2 M. Jarblum, The Socialist International and Zionism (New 
York, 1933) pp. 9-10. 

3 R. Wistrich, 'Marxism and Jewish Nationalism: The 
Theoretical Roots of Conflict', Jewish Journal of Sociology, 
Vol. 16,1974, PP. 50-1. 

4 Silberner, 'British Socialism', op. cit., p. 39. 
5 Ibid., P. 42. 
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prominant in the SDF, and a strong campaign was mounted in 

opposition to the anti-alien legislation. 
1 

The Jewish 

members of the SDF nevertheless helped ensure that the 

Zionist position was either rejected or ignored and in 1903 

following the Kishinev pogroms the party refused to 

participate in a demonstration in Hyde Park unless Zionists 

were excluded. 
2 Of the SDF leaders only Herbert Burrows 

evinced any sympathy for Zionist aspirations. 
3 

For most Labour leaders the main points of contact with 

the Jewish community were the questions of immigration and 

trade union organisation. In fact the reaction of many 

trade union leaders, and some Socialists, to the issue of 

anti-alien legislation did them little credit. Sympathy for 

persecuted Jews did not often lead to a friendly attitude 

towards Jewish immigrants, and agitation by Socialist 

groups against the anti-alien regulations was generally 

remarkable by its absence. 
4 

Gentile suspicions of Jewish 

exclusiveness and allegations of a Jewish inability to work 

within trade union organisations further harmed relations. 
5 

There were nevertheless a few Socialists whose contacts 

with the Jewish working class did lead to a certain 

1 P. Thompson, Soci 1i ' '' ib; er and Labour: The 
Struggle for London 1885-1914 (London, 1967) p. 31. 

2 Rocker, op. cit., pp. 162-3- 

3 Goldfine, op. cit., p. 72. Silberner, 'British Socialism', 

op. cit.,. p. 52. 

4 J. A. Garrard, The English and Immigration 1880-1914 
(London, 1971) PP"157-82,193-202- 

5 It is evident that Beatrice Webb's investigation among 
the Jewish community in London did not increase her 
sympathy for the Jews. See Y. Gorni, 'Beatrice Webb's 
Views on Judaism and Zionism', Jewish Social Studies, Vo1. XL, 
1978, pp. 95-116. Silberner, 'British Socialism', op. cit., 
P. 34-6. 
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sympathy for Zionist aspirations. In 1900, replying to 

enquiries from the English Zionist Federation, George 

Lansbury declared his belief that ? Zionism is a movement 

which will contribute not only to the benefit of the Jews, 

but of all nations'1 whilst Philip Snowden answered that he 

was most certainly in favour of Zionism'. 
2 Furthermore it 

is clear that many within the Labour Party were sustained 

in their later support for a Jewish revival in Palestine by 

their memories of the arrival of destitute persecuted 

Jewish immigrants, and by the degradation and poverty of 

much of Jewish life in their new home. 

B. The Memorandum on War Aims 

Although by the end of the First World War the Labour 

Party had formulated a reasonable coherent and distinctive 

set of foreign policy proposals it had, for a long period, 

refrained from taking any initiative; in February 1916, 

for example, the Executive Committee merely declared its 

intention of holding itself 'in readiness to take action 

respecting Peace Terms when the occasion arises'. 
3 Brand 

notes that 'until 1917 the party, with few exceptions, 

accepted the official statements of war aims and the 

necessity of peace through victory'. 
4 

Despite the propagandising of the Union of Democratic 

1 B. Jafee, 'The British Press and Zionism in Herzl's Time', 
Transactions of the Jewish Historical Society, Vol. 24,, 
1970-3, p 97. 
2 New Judea May 1929.3 EC 14 Feb. 1916. 

4 C. Brand,, op. cit., p. 43. See also ibid., pp. 43-54" 
G. D. H. Cole, A History of the Labour Party since 1914 
(London, 1948 pp. 31-44, M. Swartz, The Union of Democratic 
Control and British Politics During the First World War 
(Oxford, PP. 147-69. 
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Control it was not until the party had felt the convulsions 

emanating from the Russian Revolution that serious 

consideration of proposals for the peace settlement began. 

On 10 August 1917 a special conference was held to discuss 

the question of participating in. the 'proposed Stockholm 

Peace Conference, and to consider the first draft of a 

Memorandum on the Issues of the War. 
1 

The Memorandum reserved particular venom for the 

Turkish Empire. 'The whole civilised world', it declared 

'condemns the handing back to the universally execrated 

rule of the Turkish Government any subject people which has 

once been freed from it'. 
2 

Peoples thus liberated must 

nevertheless be protected from the threat of Imperialist 

exploitation, and 'Armenia, Mesopotamia and Arabia... and 

other territories' should therefore be administered under 

the League of Nations. But special provision had already 

been made for one part of the Turkish Empire, in the 

proceeding section. entitled 'The Jews and Palestine : 

'The Conference demands for Jews of all countries the 

same elementary rights of tolerance, freedom of 
residence and trade, and equal citizenship that 

ought to be extended to all inhabitants of every 
nation. But the Conference further expresses the 
hope that it might be practicable by agreement among 
all the nations to set free Palestine from the harsh 

and oppressive government of the Turk, in order that 

such of the Jewish people as desire to do so may 
return, and may work out their own salvation free 
from interference by those of alien race or 
religion., 

1 Evidently the draft had been seen by few delegates until 
10 August,. and on the previous day MPs had complained that 

copies had not yet been received, see EC 9 Aug. 1917. 

2 The Labour Party, Memorandum on the Issues of the War 
(London, 1917) Section XIII. 

3. Ibid., Section XII. 
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The document was largely the work of Sidney Webb. 

James Middleton, then Assistant Secretary of the Labour 

Party, was later to confirm that Webb had undoubtedly 

drafted the above paragraph. 
2 

Though Webb was later by no 

means as hostile towards Zionism as he has sometimes been 

portrayed in 1917 the inclusion of a pro Zionist paragraph 

in his Memorandum was above all a reflection of the chang- 

ing attitudes towards Zionism in Liberal and Socialist 

circles. 

By 1917 a growing number of influential politicians, 

diplomats and journalists were advocating the break up of 

the Turkish Empire and the Utility, for both Jewry and the 

British Empire, of encouraging Jewish colonisation in 

Palestine. Assiduously fostered by Weizmann and his 

colleagues, these sentiments were particularly prevalent in 

liberal and progressive circles. 
3 

Webb would certainly 

have been aware of these developments; as early as 1914 

the New Statesman had published a pro Zionist article. This 

had attracted considerable attention, including that of 

Lloyd George. 
4 

In the changed conditions of the war Socialist Zionists 

were now achieving much success in propagating their views 

1 Swartz, op. cit., p. 167. His wife called it 'Sidney's 
Memorandum', see M. Cole (ed. ), The Diaries of Beatrice Webb:, 
Vol. l,, (London, 1952) p. 93, entry dated 12 Aug. 1918. 

2 Private Information, Dr. S. Levenberg. 

3 The cultivation of sympathy among British political 
figures has been described in L. Stein, The Balfour 
Declaration (London, 1961) and I. Friedman, The Question of 
Palestine (London, 1973). 

4 New Statesman 21 Nov. 1915. T. Wilson (ed. ), The 
Political Diaries of C. P. Scott (London, 1970) p. 112. 
C. Weizmann to A. Haam, 30 Nov. 1914, LPCW, Vol. VII, p. 65. 
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within the European Socialist movement. In 1916 a 

Memorandum from the Poale Zion Confederation had been 

successfully submitted to the International Socialist 

Bureau' and in July the following year a delegation to the 

Dutch-Scandinavian Socialist Committee met with great 

cordiality. The Zionists' statement argued a fundamental 

difference between Jewish activity in Palestine and 

colonial exploitation, and demanded 'security for unrestric- 

ted activity in Jewish colonisation, aiming at the creation 

of a Jewish homeland in Palestine'. 
2 The undoubted success 

of Socialist Zionists in presenting their case was 

reflected in the favourable comments of many leading 

European Socialists. 3 

Furthermore there is also evidence of Zionist propagan- 

dising in Britain directed specifically at the Labour Party. 

This involved members of Poale Zion4 but also of Chaim 

Weizmann's circle. Though scathing of the diplomatic 

efforts of the Poale Zion Confederations and indifferent to 

the fortunes of the Labour Party Weizmann was nonetheless 

too skilled a diplomat to ignore the possible significance 

of the party's awakened interest in foreign affairs. 

On 1 June The Times announced that MacDonald, Roberts 

and Jowett would attend the Stockholm Conference. Weizmann 

was prompted to write to his colleage Harry Sacher urging 

1 Jewish Socialist Labour Confederation, Poale Zion, The 
Jews and the War (The Hague, 1916). 

2 Declaration published in Jewish Labour Correspondence 
(Bulletin issued by the Bureau of the Poale Zion 
Confederation) Oct. 1917. (Henceforth JLC). 

3 See below p. 66 
. 

4 See below p. 27 . 
5 C. Weizmann to A. Hamm, 16 Aug. 1917, LPCW, Vol. VII, p. 487. 
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that a meeting be arranged with the-delegates to discuss 

the question of Palestine. 
1 

He attached little significance 

to the conference but felt that in the changing circumst- 

ances Zionists should be prepared 'for any emergency'. 

Though there is no evidence that a meeting took place - the 

delegation was prevented from leaving England - the 

following month the Zionist Review was able to publish a 

message of support from MacDonald, who claimed to have 

'read with great interest the literature issued by the 

Zionist Federation'. 2 

Moreover when, on 11 August, Webb's draft appeared in 

the press,, Sacher was moved to write in triumph that 'this 

is the biggest score of a diplomatic kind we have made 

during the war, and without arrogance,, i t isn't Chaim 

(Weizmann) or Sok(olow) who have won it, but our group in 

Manchester'. 3 
Though he doubtless exaggerated the import- 

ance of his group's efforts his letter indicates the 

considerable attention now being paid by Zionists to 

opinion within the Labour Party. 

Webb's draft was the first public expression of support 

for Zionist aspirations from a political party. Although 

by the time the policy was finally ratified much had 

happened to overshadow the importance of the declaration, 

in August it represented a significant breakthrough for 

1 C. Weizmann to H. Sacher; I June 1917, LPCW, Vol. VII9 P-425- 

2 Zionist Review July 1917 (lenceforthLZ). The monthly 
paper first appeared in May 1913, the organ of the English 
Zionist Federation. 

3 H. Sacher to L. Simon, 11 Aug. 1917, quoted in Friedman, 
op. cit., p. 254. The 'Manchester Group' consisted of Sacher 

then a leader writer for the Manchester Guardian) Simon 
Marks and Israel Sieff. 



17 

for Zionist diplomacy. 

The Memorandum as a whole reflected the influence of 

radical liberal attitudes to foreign affairs -e atomised 

during the war by the UDC - which were to play a major part 

in-shaping Labour Party policy in the years ahead. This 

was true of Sections XII and XIII, despite some earlier 

opposition to the dismemberment of the Turkish E, mpire1 which 

Webb had so unequivocably advocated. The war had now given 

an added urgency to traditional demands for 'elementary 

rights' and 'equal citizenship' for Jews in all countries, 

whilst the linking of Palestine with the 'Jewish Problem' 

reflected, as we have seen, more recent developments in both 

Liberal and Socialist opinion. 

Palestine was to form not a Jewish Commonwealth (as 

Socialist Zionists demanded) nor a Jewish Homeland under 

British protection (as Weizmann and his colleagues wished) 

but, in keeping with the ideals of the Memorandum as a whole, 

a 'Free State under International Guarantee'. Webb clearly 

doubted that immigration to Palestine would appeal to more 

than a fraction of Jewry, but those who did so would be free 

'to work out their own salvation', a phrase which, with its 

Biblical overtones, was later used by Balfour in describing 

his interpretation of a Jewish National Home. 2 

The ambiguity of the Balfour Declaration, with its 

reference to the rights of 'existing non Jewish communities 

1 In 1916 the UDC published a pamphlet by H. N. Brailsford 
opposing thebreakup of Turkey-in-Asia. See Union of 
Democratic Control, Turkey and the Roads to the East 
(London, 1916). But Brailsford was later to become a strong 
supporter of the National Home. 

2 At a meeting of the War Cabinet on 31 Oct. 1917, see 
Friedman, op. cit., pp. 278-9. 
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in Palestine' is well known. Webb's draft, which linked 

the future of Palestine solely with the needs of European 

Jewry, and appeared before any mention had been made of the 

Turkish Empire and its inhabitants, simply avoided any 

mention whatsoever of the existing population. The people 

of Armenia, Mesopotamia and Arabia were later mentioned as 

worthy and, at least potentially, able to 'settle their own 

affairs'. But in Palestine Jewish settlement could appar- 

ently take place 'free from interferences by those of alien 

race or religion'. A sympathy for Zionist ambitions was 

thus combined with a complete, though not uncommon ignoring 

of potential dangers and injustices. 

Between August and the end of the year Webb's original 

draft - 'a satisfactory basis for discussion and amendment'1 

was considered by a Sub Committee consisting of Webb, 

MacDonald, Henderson, Jowett, Wardle and Roberts, and also 

by the International Joint Committee and the Parliamentary 

Committee of the TUC. 2 Interested parties therefore had a 

considerable time in which to voice their opinions. 

The New Statesman, though welcoming the Memorandum, 

warned that 'Zionist Palestine' would do better as a 

'protectorate or Ally of some definite Great Power' than 

placed under international guarantee. 
3 On the other hand 

Palestine (whose sponsors undoubtably shared this view) was 

1 EC 14 Aug. 1917.2 Swartz, op. cit., p. 166. 

3 New Statesman 11 Aug. 1917. 
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naturally lavish in praising the 'magnificent common sense' 

and the 'large and statesmanlike grasp of the whole Jewish 

problem' evinced by the Labour Party. 
1 

But such approval 

was by no means unanimous among Socialists and working class 

Jews, and in the months that followed considerable efforts 

were made by Socialist Zionists to counter anti Zionist 

criticism and to enlist the support of working class Jews 

for the party's declaration. 2 

On a more elevated plane Zionists had been careful to 

assure themselves of the support of George Barnes, Labour's 

representative in the War Cabinet. Weizmann met Barnes on 

1 October3 and a week later wrote that Barnes had 'advocated 

our case very stronglyt. 
4 

Barnes continued to support the 

Zionist cause, despite the intervention of the anti Zionist 

Sir Mathew Nathan. 
5 

The text of the Balfour Declaration was released on 

2 November, and the possibility of the Labour Party 

significantly altering its position, already unlikely, became 

still more remote. Labour politicians were nevertheless 

cautiots in their reactions, which doubtless reflected a more 

general distrust of the Government's intentions. MacDonald 

congratulated the Zionists on their success but hoped that 

'no untoward event will prevent the fulfilment of your 

1 Palestine (the organ of the British Palestine Committee, 
which comprised of Zionists and gentile supporters) 18 Aug. 
1917. 

2 See below pp. 27ff. 

3 C. Weizmann to N. Sokolow, 30 Sept. 1917, LPCW, Vol. VII, 
P. 519. 

if C. Weizmann to L. Brandeis, 7 Oct. 1917, LPCW, Vol. VII, 
P. 525. 
5 C. Weizmann to Lord Rothschild, 2 Nov. 1917, LPCW, Vol. VII, 
P. 544, but see Barnes' later less favourable comments in 
ZR 28 Apr. 1920. 
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desires'. Snowden claimed sympathy with'the idea of a 

Jewish settlement' but declined to comment on the Govern- 

ment's plan until further details became known. l 

A Special Conference of the Labour Party was due to meet 

on 28 December to consider the redrafted Memorandum. An 

indication that the party had not significantly revised its 

declaration on Palestine had come earlier in the month; 

Henderson's message to the Zionist celebratory meeting at 

the Opera House repeated almost exactly the words of VJebb's 

draft. 2 

The final draft of the Memorandum on War Aims was duly 

approved by the Conference. 'The Jews and Palestine' now 

appeared as a section under the heading of 'Territorial 

Adjustments'. Only one slight alteration had taken place. 

Messages of congratulation now included several from 

American organisations. 
3 

The previous year representatives of the Allidd 

Socialists had been unable to accept the party's proposals 

for a program of war aims, 
4 

but in February 1918 the 

significance of the Memorandum was enhanced when an Inter 

Allied Socialist Conference accepted it as the basis for a 

joint declaration. 
5 

Though the Poale Zion Confederation 

1 ZR 1917 'Special Supplement on the Balfour Declaration'. 

2 Message quoted in S. Levenberg & J. Podro (eds. ) British 
Labour Policy on Palestine: A Collection of Documents, 
Speeches and Articles 1917-1938 (London, 1938) p. 154. 

3 The Labour Party, Memorandum on War Aims approved by a 
Special Conference of the Labour Movement, 28th December 
1917 (London, 1917). The Movement now 'expressed the 
opinion that Palestine should be set free... '. Internation- 
al Joint Committee Minutes 8 Jan. 1918. 

4 Cole, op. cit., p. 53. 

5 The Labour Party, Inter Allied Labour and Socialist 
Conference, Memorandum on War Aims (London 

,. 
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evidently had reservations about a part of the declaration, 

it nevertheless telegraphed its appreciation of the policy 

of Jewish settlement in Palestine. 
1 

Later that year the Labour Party published a final 

statement on war aims. It stressed once more that the 

Turkish Empire could not 'without an outrage upon the 

conscience of mankind' be restored in Armenia, Mesopotamia, 

Arabia and Syria. The party was concerned to insist that 

these area should come under the authority of the League of 

Nations, lest they become 'areas of exploitation and rivalry' 

for the Great Powers. There was no mention of Palestine. 
2 

This was the last declaration made by the party on 

foreign affairs before the war ended and the decision was 

made to withdraw from the Coalition and fight the election 

as an independent party. The support given to Jewish 

settlement in Palestine, so welcome to Zionists in August 

1917, had now been overshadowed by political and military 

developments. But for Zionist leaders in Britain, noting 

the development of the Labour Party as a major political 

force, it was clear that such early sympathy might, with 

suitable encouragement and direction, be of considerable 

importance in the future. 
3 

Much would depend on the success 

of Socialist Zionists, working at 'ground level' in 

permeating the British Labour movement with Zionist beliefs. 

1 JLC 31 Mar. 1918. The reference to the rights of Jews in 

existing countries - which had been slightly altered - was 
described as 'leaving much to be desired in respect of 
clearness'. 

2 The Labour Party, Short Statement of War Aims (London, 1918). 

3 c. f. Palestine 18 Aug. 1917: 'with such formidable backing 
to so just a demand it may be assumed that a Jewish 
Palestine is assured of its place in the peace draft of international democracy'. 
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C. Zionists and Socialists 

For Jewish Socialists and Zionists alike the year 1917 

was the annus mirabilis. On the one hand the Russian 

Revolution promised the abolition of both class and 

national discrimination and the chance tokonstruct a new 

social order. On the other the Balfour Declaration and the 

capture of Jerusalem 'awakened the age old dream of a 

national revival, and provided the opportunity for a Jewish 

national renaissance in their ancient homeland through 

constructive work and a return to the soil'. 
1 

In Britain 

these developments provoked a notable upsurge in political 

interest and activity among working class Jews. 

The war had already illustrated the parlous state of 

East European Jewry under existing conditions. The 

destruction of numerous Jewish communities and the 

attrocities perpetrated by the Russian Army drew a 

passionate though unavailing response from the Jewish 

community in Britain. The Jewish Labour League, formed 

'to fight for the emancipation of the Jews in the countries 

where they suffer disabilities' pressed for the active 

support of the British Labour movement. 
2 In September 1915 

a conference of Jewish Labour organisations was held in 

Leeds which repeated the request, noting that the Jewish 

proletariat was 'part of a people which has the most to 

1 S. Flapan, Zionism and the Palestinians (London, 1979) 
p. 184" 

2 The Jewish Labour League, To the Workers of Great Britain: 
(London, 1915). 
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lose through this war'. 
1 

Among the numerous Jewish refugees in Britain there was 

a continual fear of deportation or compulsory enlistment. 

Suggestions of voluntary industrial recruitment were also 

strenuously opposed; in October 1917 the proposal, 

emanating from a group of wealthy Zionists, that Jewish 

Labour Battalions be formed from. refugees in the East End 

met with a campaign of resistance, orchestrated by the 

Jewish Social-Democratic Organisation 

The JSDO had grown rapidly during the war, lead by a 

number of talented Jewish refugees and working closely with 

exiled Russian Social Democrats. In December 1916 the 

organisation, bringing with it branches in East and West 

London, Manchester, Liverpool, Glasgow and Leeds, 

affiliated to the British Socialist Party, and this 

indirectly to the Labour Party. 3 In the New Year, as the 

threat to refugees mounted and anti alien feeling grew in 

the East End, the JSDO mounted a further campaign to defend 

the right of asylum. 
4 

The issue served temporarily to 

unite left wing Jewish groups, and a committee formed to 

1 Poale Zion Confederation, 1917 ibid., pp. 88-9. The 
final section of the resolution contained the two common 
demands later to appear in the Labour Party's Memorandum: 
'we demand full equality for the Jews in Russia, Rumania 

and of all other lands where they are under disabilities, 

and the abrogation of all restrictions against immigration 
into and settlement in Palestine, as well as in other 
countries. ' 

2 c. f. The Call (the newspaper of the British Socialist 
Party) 12 Oct. 1916. 

3 The BSP, formed from the old SDF now (with the departure 
of Hyndman and his colleagues) took a strongly anti war 
line. It affiliated to the Labour Party in January 1916; 
thus for over four years the only Jewish Socialist group 
officially linked to the Labour Party - albeit tenuously - 
was an anti Zionist one. For the affiliation of the JSDO 
see The Call 7 Dec. 1916 and British Socialist Party, 
Annual Conference Report (London, 1917) p. 17. 

4 See ibid., p. 13 for the resolution. See also The 
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protect Russian citizens in Britain drew support from the 

JSDO, the Jbwish Socialist Party, the Jewish Socialist 

Territorialasts and Poale Zion. 
l 

There was no such unanimity on the question of Jewish 

nationalism, for the Social Democrats: firmly rejected both 

Zionism and any scheme of territorial independence or 

national autonomy in Eastern. Europe, 2 
and the hostility 

between the various groups often threatened the success of 

their joint campaigns. The Jewish Workers' War Emergency 

Relief Fund, established in March 1915, was particularly 

bedevilled by disputes between nationalist and 

'internationalist' groups. 
3 

The outbreak of the Russian Revolution appeared to 

confirm the analysis of the anti Zionist Socialists and in 

the ensuing enthusiasm the campaigns of working class 

Zionists were naturally overshadowed. Seven thousand 

people filled the Assembly Rooms in Mile End Road to 

welcome the revolution4 and in the months that followed 

many Jewish Socialists returned to Russia. Later, when 

faced with the choice of repatriation or enlistment in the 

Jewish Legion the vast majority of refugees chose the 

Committee of Delegates of the Russian Socihlist Groups in 
London and the Jewish-Social Democratic Organisation, The 
Rights of Aliens (London, 1917), The Labour Leader 1 Mar. 
1917, The Call 15 Mar. 1917. 

1 The Labour Leader 26 Apr. 1917. 

2 BSP. op. cit., p. 12 for resolution on 'Oppressed 
Nationalities'. The Call 31 May 1917: Special Supplement 

of the JSDO, 'The Problem of Nationalities and Socialism'. 

3 See the differing views of S. Himmelforb (JSDO) and 
I. Pomerantz (Poale Zion) in The Jewish Workers' War 
Emergency Relief Fund Bulletin (London, 1917). 

4 The Labour Leader 29 Mar. 1917. See also The Call 29 
Mar. 1917 or meeting. 
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former. 
1 

Among those returning were a number of Poale Zion 

members. 
2 Some doubtless wished to join their colleagues 

or families in Russia; others may have shed their Zionist 

convictions at the prospect of immediate social transform- 

ation. Those who remained faced a double challenge - to 

build up Zionist sympathy among 
the Jewish working class,, 

and to persuade British Socialists that Zionism was not a 

bourgeois distraction from the common Socialist struggle. 

Zionists had nevertheless benefitted from the revival of 

interest in Jewish problems that had taken place during the 

war and one manifestation of this, the Labour Party's 

declaration, provided both a focus for the activity of 

Poale Zion and a target for sceptics and anti Zionists. 

Opposition was naturally strongest within the BSP and 

its affiliate the JSDO. Its own statement of war aims 

ignored the question of Palestine3 but there could be no 

doubt of its hostility towards Zionism. On 23 August The 

Call published an interview with Erlich, a member of the 

Russian Socialist Delegation4 in which he attacked the 

Labour Party's plan as a threat to the liberty of East 

European Jews. This was duly noted by the Morning Post, and 

1 20,000 chose repatriation, a few hundred enlistment. 
Flapan, o . cit., p. 102 but see M. Gilbert, Exile and Return 
(London, 1978) P. 95 for Jabotinsky's recruiting campaign 
in East London. Membership figures for the Workers' Circle 
(a Jewish secular mutual aid organisation) illustrate the 

exodus at this time: 1915 831, 
E 

1916 800,1917 734,1918 511. 
Figures in The Workert' Circle Friendly Society, The Circle: 
Golden Jubilee 1909-59 (London, 1959). 

2 Levenburg, op. cit., p. 128.3 The Times 27 Aug. 1917. 

4A delegation appointed by the Russian Council of Workers 
and Soldiers Deputies arrived in London on 24 July, The 
Call 26 July 1917. 
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Poale Zion hastened to claim that Erlich, a leader of the 

Bund spoke only for himself. 1 

The view of the ILP were potentially of much greater 

importance. It remained uneasy at the prospect of the dis- 

memberment of the Turkish Empire and, in a 'Note on the 

Labour Party's Memorandum', warned of the danger of allowing 

'a natural abhorance of the misdeeds of the Turkish Govern- 

ment to lead us into a policy which would create new inter- 

national problems of the gravest character, and would do 

2 
injustice to the Moslem population'. 

In 1915, in its search for support among British 

Socialists, Poale Zion had applied for affiliation to the 

ILP. Discussions took place, but in January 1916 the 

National Administrative Council, having heard from the Bund 

that the Russian Social Democratic Party had repudiated 

Poale Zion, rejected the request. 
3 

By 1917 the attitude of 

the ILP, as a major component of the Labour Party, was 

causing concern not only to left wing Zionists; to Sir 

Mark Sykes Weizmann confided that $the more I think of the 

documents which you read to me, the more I am convinced 

that they must be given to the LP if one desires to keep 

this party in order'. 

At this stage Poale Zion was having greater success 

1 The Call 23 Aug. 1917, Morning Post 25 Aug. 1917, JLC 
Oct. 1917- 

2 The Labour Leader 30 Aug. 1917. 

3 National Administrative Council Minutes, 22 Oct. 1915, 
6 Jan. 1916. See also No. 6 (London and Southern Counties) 
Divisional Council Minutes, 28 Oct. 1915,25 Nov. 1915. 

If C. Aeizmann to M. Sykes, 22 Sept. 1918, LPCVJ, Vol. VII, 

p. 519. Stein suggests that 'LP' refers not to the Labour 
Party, but to the ILP. 
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within the Jewish Labour movement. In October a National 

Committee of Jewish Trade Unions was formed which mounted 

a campaign, with the Central Committee of Poale Zion 'to 

give proper expression to the claims of the Jewish 

proletariat'. 
1 

Poale Zion could now boast several 

prominent new recruits including Sam Dreen, a former 

follower of Rocker, and Morris Myer, editor of The Jewish 

Times� who, with the Secretary J. Pomerantz, was a leading 

figure in the new initiative. 
2 

On 28 October, in an impressive indication of the 

interest that had been aroused among Jewish workers, Jewish 

Labour Conferences were held in London, Edinburgh, Glasgow, 

Leeds, Manchester and Liverpool. Organised by Poale Zion, 

each conference passed unanimous resolutions of support and 

appreciation for the Labour Party's declaration. 3 

In December a large meeting of Jewish workers took place 

in. Leeds to welcome the Balfour Declaration. Poale Zion 

leaders and representatives of Jewish Trade Unions were 

joined in addressing the gathering by two Liberal MPs' and 

by the Labour MP, W. C. Anderson. 'All speeches pointed out 

that the declaration of the English Government meets a just 

claim of the Jewish people supported not only by the English 

working masses but also by the International Labour 

Democracy'. The list of Labour Party and Trade Union 

1 JLC Oct. 1918.2 Levenberg, op. cit., p. 128. 

3 JLC ibid. 

4 J. D. Kiley (Whitechapel) and J. C. Wedgwood (Newcastle 
under Lyme). 
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leaders who sent messages of support was presented as an 

indication of the growing support Zionists were receiving. 
l 

Though-such manifestations of popular support helped 

ensure the Labour Party's declaration remained unaltered in 

the final draft, they failed to overcome the hesitancy 

within the ILP. After the capture of Jerusalem,, The Labour 

Leader noted sadly that 'the joy of the Zionist Jews is 

pathetic in-its appeal to our memory of the old free 

England, the asylum of the oppressed political refugees of 

every kind. Where is that England now...? '2 

The ILP continued to criticise the Memorandum's advocacy 

of the break up of the Turkish Empire. The Labour Leader 

argued that the Palestine paragraph fitted uneasily with 

the bold opening assertion of the right of self determinat- 

ion, and again warned of the danger of future conflict. 
3 

If some questioned the compatibility of Zionism with self 

determination in Palestine others lamented the intrusion of 

'narrow nationalizm' in Jewish life; for Lansbury 'the fact 

that Jews are cosmopolitan is to me a great thing in their 

favourt. 
4 

But such criticisms did not prevent the final 

adoption of the Memorandum. 

Jewish Labour rallies continued in the New Year. In 

January Manchester Poale Zion and the National Committee of 

1 These included Henderson, Purdy, Barnes, Roberts, Smillie, 
MacDonald, Snowden, Appleton, Shaw, Jowett, Thorn, Mann, 
Williams, King and Lansbury. 

2 The Labour Leader 13 Dec. 1917. 

3 Ibid., 20 Dec. 1917,3 Mar. 1918. See also The Call 
20 Dec. 1917. 

4 ZR Dec. 1917. Lansbury did note that if it were 
possible to re-establish the Jewish people in. Palestine, 
and if they really wished it, he would be in favour. 
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Jewish Trade Unions held a mass meeting, and a resolution 

'while thanking the British Government' continued: 

'we sincerely hope the Labour Party, the first 
political party to declare itself through its 
Executive in favour of a satisfactory national 
solution of the Jewish Question= will work towards 
the realisation of this policy, which should bring 
back the Jewish nation to their, homeland and will 
create a Jewish national life'. 

The growing vitality of the Labour Zionist movement2 

was evident at the Annual Conference of Poale Zion, which 

took place in Manchester at the end of April. Delegates 

came from London, Manchester, Leeds, Liverpool, Glasgow, 

Edinburgh, Birmingham 'and many other towns'. 
3 

One source 

speaks of a tenfold increase in membership from the party's 

pre war total of only one hundred. k 

Organisational changes emphasised the growth of the 

party, special committees being established for 'Palestine 

action', for trade union work, and for historical research. 

A propaganda office would be opened in Scotland, and a 

press bureau in England. The party also aimed to publish 

two monthly papers, in English and Yiddish. 
5 

Conference rejected the idea of Palestine becoming a 

British crown land, as this would be 'annexationist in the 

fullest meaning of the word'. Rather the goal must be 'the 

1 JLC 13 May 1918. 

2 During this period the term increasingly replaced that 
of 'Socialist Zionist'. 

3 JLC ibid. 

4 Encyclopaedia Judicae (Jerusalem, 1971) p. 661. 

5 JLC 5 July 1918 reported the press bureau established. 
In November Poale Zion published a pamphlet entitled 
Zionism and Socialism by Lewis Rifkind, and the Yiddish. 
fortnightly Unser Veg (Our Road) appeared between May and 
December 1919. 
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creation. of a free state for the Jewish people in 

Palestine' and the immediate removal of obstacles to Jewish 

colonisation. The Zionist Review found it necessary to 

deny foreign press reports that the policy amounted to a 

repudiation of British trusteeship, but nonetheless 

criticised the party for proposing that America might act 

as 'plenipotentiary' for the new state. 
1 

The party also 

decided to maintain its independence from the Zionist 

Federation and that 'the relations between the party and the 

English Labour Movement will be developed in the same spirit 

as before'. 2 
Further demands included the legalisations of 

the Palestine Labour fund and official representation on the 

Zionist Palestine Commission. 

The Zionists further strengthened their position within 

the Jewish Labour movement with the formation the following 

month of the Jewish National Labour Council. 
3 

At a 

conference arranged by Poale Zion and the National Committee 

for Jewish Trade Unions there took place 'the unification 

of practically all the Anglo Jewish Labour Organisation'. 

Twenty two trade unions, political and co-operative 

societies from seven cities were represented. 
4 

Poale Zion provided not only the Secretary, Treasurer 

and Vice Chairman for the new organisation, but also much of 

1 ZR Nov. 1918. 

2 Messages of support came from MacDonald, Henderson, 
Barnes and Roberts. 

3 JLC 5 July 1918. See Goodman, o . cit., pp. 46-7. 

4 Delegates came from London, Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, 
Glasgow, Edinburgh and Sheffield. Participating groups 
included Poale Zion, Socialist Territorialists, branches of 
the Workers' irc e, and unions representing tailors, shoe- 
makers, hatters, bakers and cigarmakers, JLC o . cit. Goodman, ýo . cit., refers to 25 groups including 16 trade 
unions and 6 branches of Poale Zion. 
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its program, including support for the Jewish National Home. 

Zionists were naturally delighted with the new body which, 

they claimed, would 'practically lead the entire Jewish 

Labour Movement of the country'. 
1 

These developments took place despite the continuing 

hostility of the JSDO. The annual conference of the BSP in 

April saw the adoption. of a resolution condemning Zionism 

which 'by raising false hopes and unrealisable aspirations 

amongst the Jewish workers, obscures the real issue of their 

class interests and makes the struggle doubly hard'. The 

Balfour Declaration was simply a veiled attempt at annex- 

ation. Although 'in conformity with the general principles 

of internationalism' restriction on immigration and 

colonisation - 'of the Jews as of all peoples, in Palestine 

as in all countries' - should be removed, the fate of 

Palestine should be decided by its existing inhabitants. 

J. Wolfe (Glasgow, Jewish Branch) in proposing the 

resolution noted that it was 'well known' that the Jewish 

question had been solved by the Russian Revolution. 

Curiously the seconder doubted whether racial hatred would 

entirely disappear in Russia, and urged Jews to seek 

autonomy in Palestine under the Sultan. For this he was 

suitably chastised by Fineberg and the resolution was 

carried unanimously. 
2 

The dispute between Zionist and Social Democrats 

spilled over onto the pages of The Call. The JSDO 

1 Goodman, ibid., notes that the 'JNLC was instrumental in 
bringing the great majority of organised Jewish workers 
into line with Poale Zion demands'. The Secretary of the 
new organisation was Morris Myer. 

2 BSP, op., p. 14-15. The Call 3 Apr. 1918. 
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denounced Poale Zion as representing only themselves - 'a 

body as small in number as they are in influence oxthe 

Jewish labouring population'. Furthermore, the JSDO argued, 

'they have never been authorised by the Jewish Trade Unions 

to speak on their behalf and if anything these Unions are 

indifferent and even hostile to Zionism'. 
1 

The formation of the JNLC the following month appeared 

to give the lie to these charges and soon the JSDO came 

under considerable pressure from the British Government. 

In October the Secretary, together with the Secretary of 

the Manchester branch, were arrested and subsequently 

deported, 2 
and a number of other prominent members volun- 

tarily returned to Russia. Furthermore Poale Zion was now 

able to enlist the support of several leading Socialists 

from outside the Labour Party. Of these the most active 

was Tom Mann, soon to participate in the formation of the 

Communist Party, but who nevertheless spoke at many Poale 

Zion meetings and argued the case within the British Labour 

movement for Socialist Zionism. 3 

The tide was now running strongly against the Jewish 

Social Democrats. 
4 

Though many Jews were later found 

within the Communist Party, its creation in 1920 - largely 

1 Ibid., 22 June 1918.2 Ibid., 31 Oct. 1917,7 Nov. 1918. 

3 See obituary in ZR 21 Mar. 1941: 'In the years after the 
Balfour Declaration he used to mention in his address in 
various parts of England the significance of the Zionist 
Socialist Movement. He kept in close touch with the Poale 
Zion office in Whitechapel and wrote for Socialist Zionism 
as part of his work on behalf of the working class'. See 
also The Labour Leader 9 May 1918, The Call 9 May 1918, 
ZR Feb. 1918 for Mann at the annual conference of Poale 
Zion. 

4 One sign of this was the advertisement placed by Poale 
Zion in The Call (17. Oct. 1918) announcing a meeting to-be 

addressed by Camille Huysmans, the Secretary of the 
International Socialist Bureau. 
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from the ranks of the BSP - nevertheless helped ensure that 

no longer would there be any significant Socialist anti 

Zionist Jewish organisation in Britain. Symbolic of the 

success of the Zionists was the fact that the new head- 

quarters of Poale Zion had once belonged to the Bund. 1 

Moreover many Jewish radicals and anarchists now shed their 

pre war indifference or hostility towards Zionism, and 

several took a 'prominent part in the Labour Zionist 

movement. 

The growing strength of Poale Zion was underlined at the 

Annual Conference in April 1919 when it was announced that 

membership had again risen rapidly, and delegates pressed 

for the establishment of Youth Sections and branches for 

English speakers. The 45 delegates were addressed by Schlom 

Kaplansky, Secretary of the World Union of Poale Zion, who 

outlined the party's program in Palestine: nationalisation 

of land, railways, trams, telephones and water, a minimum 

wage, and the creation of co-operative banks and colonies. 
2 

Conference agreed with its European colleagues that the 

use of Yiddish in Palestine should be encouraged - which 

Palestinian Poale Zionists opposed - and as a result drew 

criticism from The Zionist Review. The paper had been 

outraged by the decision to hold the conference during 

Passover week - an indication of a continuing radicalism 

within the party. 'A broader view', declared the paper, 

'would have sacrificed the advantage (of a bank holiday 

1 M. Edelman, Ben Gurion: A Biography (London, 1964) p. 76. 

2 ZR June 1919. Membership of the Zionist Federation was 
also rising rapidly, see Goodman, OP-cit., p. k6. 
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weekend) in deference to the susceptabilities of the great 

body of Zionists'. It reminded Poale Zion that the Bund 

had indulged in a similar scorning of Jewish traditions. 
l 

During the previous year a slow change had been evident 

in the opinions of the ILP, as manifested in The Labour: 

Leader. In April 1918, from 'many long official and 

occasionally conflicting documents from various Jewish 

organisations (that) have reached our office', the paper 

chose to publish with its full support a statement from 

Poale Zion which repudiated the use of force in pursuance 

of its policy, stressing 'mutual benevolence and peaceful 

co-operation among peoples'. 
2 

Since the paper continued 

to manifest considerable suspicion of the Imperialist 

implications of Britain's support for Zionism, such 

statements from Socialist Zionists were particularly 

welcomed. 
3 

In June 1918 the paper introduced its readers to the 

work of Poale Zion, urging them to combat anti semitism and, 

more ambiguously, 'to seek to learn from the Jewish 

Socialists what special part an actively pacifist Zion 

might play in the building of a new world after the war. 
4 

But when the JSDO, perhaps prompted by this article, 

complained to the ILP, the National Administrative Council 

nonetheless resolved to reply that the party 'was not 

1 ZR May 1919. 

2 The Labour Leader 25 Aug. 1918. 

3 Ibid., 3 Oct. 1918. Following the Easter Day riots in 
1920 the paper commented: 'the attempt is being made to 
build a new Zionist civibsation on a soil poisoned by the 
bitterness and hatred which war and conquest have sown. Is 
it to be wondered at that the attempt should meet with 
opposition from a conquered people? We do not believe that 
a new Jerusalem any more than a new Social order, can be 
built by the methods of war'. Ibid., 6 Apr. 1920. 

4 IbId., 23 June 1918. 
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definitely committed to all details of the Labour Party's 

Memorandum'. 
1 

But in the growing polarisation between Socialists and 

Communists the ILP was clearly warming towards Poale Zion. 

In the General Election, which according to The Labour 

Leader gave 'evidence of the loyal labour sympathies of the 

Jews in this country', 
2 Labour Zionists were active in 

campaigning for the Labour Party. As Jewish anti Zionism 

in labour circles came increasingly to be identified with 

extreme left wing parties, and as the divergence between 

the ILP and its left wing critics became more apparent, so 

the ILP came to look more favourably upon Labour Zionists. 

Furthermore the renewal in the immediate post war 

months of Jewish persecution in Eastern Europe appears to 

have encouraged the reappraisal of Zionist aspirations. 

The Labour Leader, often at the instigation of Poale Zion, 

carried many reports of the pogroms, and'in°December 

published with evident approval a long article entitled 

'Poalei Zionism: The Dream of Jewish Labour'. 
3 

The following year Zionism received little attention in 

the paper and, though the affiliation of Poale Zion to the 

Labour Party was cordially welcomed4 it was not until late 

in 1920 that it became fully evident that Poale Zion could 

now boast the full support of the ILP. In September the 

paper noted, albeit in retrospect, that Poale Zion had 

1 NAC Minutes 24-5 June 1918. 

2 The Labour Leader 5 Dec. 1918. 

3 Ibid. See also L. Tobias, Jewish Flomen in Palestine, 
the Socialist Review, Vol. 16, No. 88, Jan. -March 1919, 

pp. 61-7. The Journal was published by the ILP, and 
edited by Ramsey MacDonald. For reports of the pogroms 
see ibid., 7 Nov. 1918,5 June 1919. 

4 Ibid. 11 Feb. 1920. 
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'taken the ILP line in the war', and declared that 'the 

British Labour movement is still far too insular, and we 

hope that the enthusiasm of Poale Zion may win its full 

sympathy. A British Labour Government should play a big 

part in helping to form a Socialist Commonwealth in Zion') 

It was clear that the growing support for Zionism 

within the ILP stemmed from the conviction, fostered by 

Labour Zionists, that the creation of a Socialist state in 

Palestine demanded the support of Poale Zion. The Zionists 

were eager to stress that their goal was 'to save Palestine 

from Capitalism',, and that 'Poale Zionism means to prevent 

a reproduction. of the doomed European system in Palestine'. 
2 

In December, an interview by Fanner Brockway of Berl 

Katznelson, editor of the Palestine Labour paper Kuntres, 

was published under the headline 'Making Palestine a 

Socialist State'. 
3 

Katznelson argued that the Palestine Labour movement 

sought the enfranchisement of the Arab working class through 

friendly co-operation and by altering them to their own 

exploitation. This explanation apparently satisfied The 

Labour Leader, which commented that only 'Capitalism' was 

endangered by 'those keen Trade Unionists, Socialist 

Pacifist Jews of Poale Zion who despise the gains of 

1 Ibid. 9 Sept. 1920. Ibid. 5 Dec. 1918. 

3 Ibid. 23 Dec. 1920. Brockway has mentioned a statement 
he wrote for the ILP after the war on the subject of 
Palestine, but it is not clear to what he refers, see 
F. Brockway, Towards Tomorrow (London, 1977) p. 175. 
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oppression and work for genuine self determination and 

freedom on International Socialist lines'. Answering a 

critic from within the Labour Party the paper unequivocably 

declared that 'Po ale Zion has hard and difficult work before 

it but we believe it to be one of the highest in the world 

today, and destined to play no small part in the establish- 

ment of a new world order'. 
1 

The final public identification of the ILP with the aims 

of Poale Zion came at the Zionists' annual conference in 

December, at which a powerful delegation led by R. C. 

Wallhead (Chairman), J. Hudson (National Organiser) and 

Mrs. Bruce Glazier (editor of The Labour Leader) attended 

'to express the identification of the British working class 

as a whole with the aims of Jewish labour'. 2 

'On Monday evening a banquet was held in the 
Maccebean Hall, when the Conference was greeted in 
the name of the ILP by the Party's National 
Chairman, Mr. R. C. Wallhead, who remarked on the 
desire of the Party to aid all nations, whether 
large or small, in their endeavour to rid themselves 
of the fetters of capitalism and establish a 
Socialist Commonwealth. 

Dr. Kaplansky, rising to reply, said that there 
existed a very real unity of identity - the outlook 
of both parties - Socialistically and Internation- 
ally. Special responsibility was laid on the ILP, 
the most idealistic of all Socialist parties, since 
Great Britain possessed the Mandate over the future 
Jewish homeland. Jewish Socialists were determined 
to construct in Palestine a Socialist Commonwealth, 
but such was only possible through the aid of the 
whole of the International Proletariat'. 

By December 1920 Poale Zion had achieved a double 

triumph. In the excitement generated by the Balfour 

1 The Labour Leader 30 Dec. 1920. 

2 Ibid. 23 Dec. 1920,30 Dec. 1920, ZR Jan. 1921, JLC Jan. 
1921. See Zionist Bulletin 16 June 1920 for a conference 
in London earlier that year. 

3 The Labour Leader 30 Dec. 1920. - 
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Declaration and the conquest of Palestine the support of 

much of the Jewish Labour movement had been successfully 

mobilised, despite the opposition of some Jewish Socialists. 

The influence of Poale Zion had increased markedly, 
1 

and 

support for Zionism was now a significant factor among the 

Jewish working class. 

Furthermore the case for Socialist Zionism had been 

successfully argued within the ILP, and for many years to 

come left wing criticism of Zionism was to emanate almost 

entirely from the Communist Party. These two factors help 

account for the striking success of Poale Zion within the 

Labour Party in the years after 1918. 

D. Poale Zion and the Labour Party 

The inaugural program of the Jewish National Labour 

Council, whose formation had been so conspicuous a triumph 

for the Zionists, had included a call 'to come into closer 

'relationship with the British Labour Party and whenever 

possible call into life a Jewish section of the British 

Labour Party which should embrace all Jewish Labour 

Organisationl. 2 At the General Election in November the 

Council urged Jewish workers to vote for the Labour Party, 

one reason given being the party's declaration on 

Palestine. 3 Nevertheless over the next two years formal 

1 For instance within the Workers' Circle organisation. 
In 1922 a branch (No. 15) was set up in London under Poale 
Zion control. Disagreements between Zionists and Communists 
took early root within the Circle; Branch 9 became 
Communist controlled after the war, breaking away from 
Branch 1. See Workers'_ Circle Friendly Society, op. cit., 
The Circle (The organ of the Workers' Circle) Oct. 1935. 

2 JLC 5 July 1918. 
3 Manifesto 'To the Jewish Electors, Men and Women of Great 
Britain' in Levenb-erg & Podro (eds. ), OP-cit., p. 155-6. 
See alsorethe editorial of The Jewish Times edited by Morris 
Myer) printed in The Labour Leader 5 Dec. 1918. 
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links with the Labour Party were developed not by the JNLC, 

but by its smaller more exclusive godparent, Poale Zion. 

Links between the Labour Party and Poale Zion were 

initially furthered, not by developments in Palestine, but 

as a consequence of the wave of pogroms in Poland and else- 

where, which afflicted East European Jews at the close of 

the First World War. One of the first actions of the JNLC 

had been to protest to the Labour Party, and in July a 

letter from the Secretary,, Morris Myer, was considered by 

the Policy and Program Sub Committee. 
1 

In November, as 

part of a larger campaign within the Socialist Internat- 

ional, the Poale Zion Confederation made contact with the 

Labour Party to seek assistance. 
2 

In October 1919 a report from the Central Committee of 

Poale Zion noted that much of the party's efforts during 

the previous year had been concerned with mobilising 

support against the persecutions. This had involved the 

organisation of a large scale Pogrom Protest Demonstration, 3 

and on 4 June the Executive Committee of the Labour Party 

considered a report from Poale Zion. The following day a 

request was discussed which asked that a delegate might 

address the annual conference about the persistence of 

pogroms in Poland. 4 

Though agreeing that Poale Zion might circulate 

documents at the Conference the Executive Committee decided 

to reject the Zionists' application. Nonetheless such 

1 Policy and Program Sub Committee Minutes, 24 July 1918. 

2 Zionist Bulletin 20 Nov. 1918. 

3 JLC 1 Jan. 1920.4 EC If June 1919. 
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interventions may well have prompted the moving of an 

emergency resolution, unanimously adopted without 

discussion, which protested against the atrocities and 

called for the intervention of the allied sponsors of the 

Polish Government. 
1 

Later that year Poale Zion welcomed colleagues from 

abroad, who had participated in the first post war 

conference of the World Union. Whilst in London the 

delegates, representing Achduth Haavodah2 and the American 

Poale Zion, made contact with the Labour Party. For 

Zionists the pogroms came as further confirmation of the 

urgent need to develop the National Home. Aption against 

the persecutions and the promotion of colonisation in 

Palestine were seen as natural concomitants, and to Labour 

Party spokesmen the links between the two were continually 

stressed. 

On 25 October a delegation met Arthur Henderson, 

Secretary of the Labour Party, and emphasised both the 

difficulties placed in the way of Jewish immigration and 

the non-departure of the Commission, agreed upon by the 

Lucerne Conference, which was due to investigate the 

pogroms. 
3 

Two days later a deputation raised the same 

points at a meeting with the Advisory Committee on Inter- 

1 Labour Party Annual Conference Report henceforth LPACR) 
1919, P. 138. 

2 The party had been formed in 1919, uniting most 
Palestine Labour Zionist groups. One of the delegates was 
Berl Katznelson, a leading theoretician of the new party. 
3 JLC Jan. 1920. The delegates were Efraim Blumenfield 
and Nahuran Syrkin. 
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4 

national Affairs, 
1 

which resolved to draw the attention of 

' the Executive to the fact that the Commission had not yet 

departed, though the pogroms continued, and also of'the 

need to investigate the restrictions on Jewish immigrat- 

ion. 

Whilst in London the delegation was able to conduct 

some useful propagandising, and met a number of Labour 

leaders. 3 These links were strengthened the following 

year with the establishment by the Poale Zion Confederation 

of a political bureau in London, under the direction of 

Kaplansky. He was assisted by David Ben Gurion, 

representing Achduth Haavodah, who arrived in London in 

the Spring with the aim of developing contacts with the 

Labour Party. 4 He and his colleagues evidently had 

considerable success. 

When the Organisation Sub Committee of the Labour Party 

met on 5 February 1920 one item on the agenda was a request 

from Pople, Zion for affiliation. 
5 

For the Zionists this 

was a logical step to take, building on existing links and 

1 The Advisory Committee had been set up in March 1918, 
with Leonard Woolf as Secretary, to consibt of party 
members and sympathetic experts who would submit memoranda 
and recommendations to the Executive. On this occasion 
Norman Angell, Arnold Toynbee, Palme Dutt, G. D. H. Cole, 
Haden Guest and Woolf were present. 

2 With this prompting the party contacted Huysmans, and 
on 12 November the Executive Committee heard that the 
Commission was being formed, LP/'IAC/l/81 24 Nov. 1919, JLC 
Jan 1920, EC 12 Nov. 1919. For the Commission see LPACR 
1920, P. 197, Zionist Bulletin 19 Aug. 1919. 

3A particularly warm tribute was paid by Robert Williams, 
General Secretary of the National Federation of Transport 
Workers, see JLC ibid. 

4 M. Bar Zohar, Ben Gurion: A Biography (London, 1973) 
P. 43. Kaplansky had helped form the World Union of Poale 
Zion and had been Secretary of the Jewish National Fund 
head Office in The Hague between 1913 and 1919. 

5 Organisation Sub Committee Minutes 5 Feb. 1920. 
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the growing sympathy for Zionist ideas, and stimulated no 

doubt by the failure of their representatives to gain a 

hearing at the previous annual conference. 

There was little likelihood that the party would follow 

the decision of the ILP five years before and reject the 

request. Nevertheless the decision of the Sub Committee to 

recommend affiliation was not unanimous, Tom Shaw register- 

ing his opposition. 
1 

His decision may have been influenced 

by his visit to Russia earlier that year - though his two 

colleagues2 on the Labour Party delegation did not alter 

their pro Zionist views - or by his experiences as the 

party's representative on the Socialist Commission sent to 

investigate the pogroms. 
3 

But his opposition - for whatever 

reason - to the affiliation of Poale Zion was to no avail, 

and on 9 February the Executive Committee approved the 

recommendation without comment. 
4 

Poale Zion could now look 

forward to wider and more formalised consideration of their 

views within the party, and a hearing at Conference. 

Later that year, evidently wishing to consolidate their 

position still further, Poale Zion applied for direct 

representation on the International Advisory Committee. 

On 10 September the Committee considered 'the proposed 

appointment of Mr. Kaplansky, or some other member of the 

Poale Zion Confederation', 5 but though in the case of other 

1 On the Sub Committee were Mrs. C. Crane (Chairman), Tom 
Shaw, J. Wignall, Sidney Webb,, W. Harris, Mrs. Snowden, 
Dr. Ethel Bentham, J. S. Middleton and Egerton P. Wake. 

2 Robert Williams and Ethel Snowden. 

3 LPACR 1920, p. 4. If EC 9 Feb. 1920. 

5 See agenda LP/IAC/1/107. 
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applicants it resolved to make further enquiries, it was 

firm in its decision not to recommend Kaplansky as a membex 

This was the first clear attempt within the Labour Party 

to limit Zionist influence. Attendance at the meeting was 

higher than usual2 and included at least three members we 

may assume opposed Kaplansky's membership: E. N. Bennett 

and Captain Stokes, both later known as 'pro Arabs' and 

the Communist Palme Dutt. Though the decision was only a 

minor setback for Pople Zion, non representation on the 

Committee was to be a recurring irritation throughout the 

Mandate period, and was one reason why the Advisory 

Committee was consistently to manifest less sympathy for 

Zionist aspirations than its parent body, the NEC. 

In all other respects Poale Zion must have viewed their 

new links with the Labour Party with considerable satis- 

faction. A resolution passed at their annual conference in 

December indicated the quid pro quo Poale Zion was hoping 

to achieve: 

'The Conference calls upon the various branches to 

affiliate with their local Labour Parties and to 
take an active part in their work, particularly in 
the Parliamentary and Municipal elections. The 
Conference expects that the British Labour Party 
will continue as hitherto to support, in accordance 
with its program of international solidarity, the 
Jewish working class in its campaigns, particularly 
for the establishment of a Jewish Socialist Labour 
Palestine'. 

To cement the new relationship the Executive of the 

Labour Party sent the Chairman, A. G. Cameron, to the 

1 LP/IAC/108 10 Sept. 1920. 

2 At the meeting were Cole, Bevin, Lawrence, Burns, Scurr, 
Presbury, Dutt, Haden-Guest, Bennett, Stokes and Woolf. 

3 JLC Jan. 1921. 
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Conference. In a 'striking address', he pledged the 'whole 

hearted support of the Labour Party to Jewish national 

aspirations and the Poale Zion policy'. 
1 

Such support had 

already been manifested earlier in the year. 

In April 1920 Allied-leaders had met in San Remo, and 

one question discussed was the Palestine Mandate. 2 
Zionist 

leaders were particularly concerned lest the persistence of 

French claims in the area might weaken British resolve to 

adopt the Mandate, and engaged in energetic lobbying. On 

20 April the Executive Committee heard an appeal from Poale 

Zion and the English Zionist Federation, and as a result 

resolved to reaffirm its policy of 'Palestine becoming a 

Jewish Homeland'. 3 
Accordingly a telegram, over the names 

of the Chairmen and Secretaries of the EC, the TUG and the 

PLP, was sent to the Prime Minister, and copies distributed 

to the press. The telegram reminded the Prime Minister of 

the Labour Party's declaration on Palestine, and concluded: 

'The National Committees desire to associate them- 
selves with the many similar representations made 
to the Government urging the settlement of this 

question with the utmost despatch both in the 
interests of Palestine itself a4 s well as in the 
interests of the Jewish people'. 

For Lloyd George the telegram probably represented yet 

another ponderous kick by the Labour movement against an 

open door. The pages of The Zionist Review nevertheless 

1 Ibid., and see EC 15 Dec. 1920. 

2 H. Sachar, The Emergency of the Middle East 1914-24 (New 
York, 1969) pp. 260 ff. 

3 EC 20 Apr. 1920. 

4 Telegram in EC minutes. (Curiously ten years later 
Gillies assured Zionist Revisionists that 'no official 
appeal was made to San Remo' LP/WG/11(b) 26 May 1932). 
Many Labour MPs signed a petition organised by the Zionist 
Federation urging the Government to accept the Mandate,, 
see Zionist Bulletin 30 Apr. 1920. 
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reveal the considerable gratitude of the Zionists for the 

message, and also indicate the realisation among non 

Socialist Zionists that, in their search for support, the 

Labour Party remained a useful ally. 

The Executive of the Zionist Federation had decided on 

13 April that prompt action was necessary, 
l 

and the 

following day established a Political Committee to co- 

ordinate action. At one of its first meetings it decided 

to approach the Labour Party, which was found 'ready and 

willing'. Poale Zion, though not affiliated to the 

Federation, was fully involved, and The Zionist Review 

acknowledged that 'in this connection a word of apprecia- 

tion is due to J. L. Cohen2 and J. Pomerantz, Secretary of 

Poale Zion. 'The Labour leaders', the paper solemnly 

declared, 'have stood by us in our crisis and have earned 

our gratitude'. 

The following month Cohen described the event more 

flamboyantly: 

'every section of the Labour Party in this country 
was mobilised by experienced and skillful Labour 
leaders to flash across to San Remo the unshakable 
decision g3f Labour to hold the Government to their 

promise'. 

Poale Zion backed up their appeal with a statement to 

the Executive Committee and a memorandum to the Advisory 

Committee, which as a result primed C. Edwards to ask in 

the House whether 'the pledge to restore Palestine to the 

1 ZR June 1920. 

2 Cohen, now a member of Poale Zion, had edited The 
Zionist Banner before the war, and was a friend of Weizmann. 

3 ZR July 1920. For the Memorandum Poale Zion submitted 
to the Executive Committee, which also dealt with the 

recent disorders in Jerusalem, see Zionist Bulletin 5 May 
1920. 
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Jewish nation' had been agreed to, and whether Britain was 

to become the Mandatory power. 
l, 

A further intervention was made by Poale Zion in 

November. A Memorandum, written by Ben Gurion, was 

submitted to Henderson and the Advisory Committee, arguing 

for the largest possible deliniation of the new territory: 

'the frontiers must therefore be regarded... exclusively 

from the standpoint of the future of the Jewish people in 

Palestine'. 
2 On this occasion Poale Zion was too late. 

The Advisory Committee reported that the question had been 

settled, though it prompted a further question to make 

certain. 
3 

During 1920 Poale Zion also participated for the first 

time in a Labour Party Conference. A resolution urging the 

Government to remove restrictions on Jewish immigration and 

to allow 'immediate entry to the large number of suffering 

Jews in Eastern Europe anxiously waiting to settle in 

Palestine' was proposed by Pomerantz of Poale Zion,, and 

seconded by Oscar Tobin of Stepney Central Labour Party. 4 

On the recommendation of the Standing Orders Committee the 

resolution was passed unanimously without discussion. 

In May 1921 violence broke out in Jaffa, and in a 

1 LP/IAC/1/100 18 June 1920, HC Deb Vol. 128 c. 392 27 June 
1920. 

2 Memorandum 'On the Boundaries of Palestine' (LP/IAC/2/169) 

and meeting LP/IAC/1/129 15 Dec. 1920. See D. Ben Gurion 
My Talks With Arab Leaders (Jerusalem, 1972) p. 9. 

3 HC Deb Vol. 136 c. 1290 20 Dec. 1920. 

4 LPACR 1920, p. 177. Poale Zion had affiliated with a 
membership of 3,000 see ibid., p. 92. Their resolution 
appeared under the heading of "Palestine for the Jews". 
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number of other towns. In Britain Poale Zion responded by 

publishing a pamphlet which stressed the weakness and bias 

of the Palestine administration and the culpability of the 

Arab leaders: 'there is no doubt at all that this was a 

carefully prepared and formed part of a definite plan for 

a general attack on the Jews in Jaffa and the colonies'. 
' 

The Memorandum concluded with an appeal to the Labour 

Party, and was probably printed with an eye to the Annual 

Conference, which took place at the end of June. Kaplansky 

represented Poale Zion and was able to move a long 

resolution. While noting the assumption by Britain of the 

Mandate 'with the object of assuring the development of a 

Jewish Autonomous Commonwealth' it condemned the constrict- 

ing boundaries and the separation of Transjordan. It also 

demanded, for both Jews and Arabs 'full autonomy, democra- 

tically organised, in their respective internal affairs'. 

For the first time a Zionist was able to address 

Conference. Kaplansky expounded the Zionist theory of the 

necessity of a Jewish Homeland. Though stressing Jewish 

sensitivity to the rights of self determination of 

Palestinian Arabs he argued that Palestine could become a 

centre for 'national and social regeneration for millions 

of Jews'. Kaplansky emphasised that the support of the 

British Labour movement, 'rightly listened to with great 

confidence in the Orient', was of the greatest importance. 

There was no need, he said 'to think in terms of generations 

1 From a memorandum on the troubles from Achduth Haavodah 
published in Jewish Socialist Labour Party, Poale Zion 
Palestine and Jewish Labour: Two Documents (London, 1921). 

The second was the Memorandum of the Poale Zion 
Confederation on the Mandate). 
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to see an autonomous Jewish Society in Palestine under the 

protection and guidance of British Labour'. 
' 

The Zionists 

had been able to persuade Neil MacLean. 
2 

a prominent 

Clydeside ILP MP, to second the motion and once again, when 

the resolution was put to Conference, it was carried 

unanimously. 

After the 1921 Conference contacts at the higher levels 

between Poale Zion and the Labour Party declined. In 

Palestine the 1920's were years of slow and unspectacular 

Jewish colonisation, and though many friendships and 

contacts between Zionists and Labour Party members 

developed there was an absence of specific issues on which 

Zionists sought to enlist the aid of the Labour Party. 

Similarly, though Jewish Labour had shown, and would 

show again, that in times of high excitement or crisis 

support for Zionism was considerable, in years of quiet 

progress enthusiasm waned. As early as 1920 the East 

London Zionist Association reported that, although member- 

ship remained at arounä 500, few would take part in 

propaganda work. 
3 Poale Zion activity decreased, and 

membership showed a steady decline.. 4 

Nevertheless the position of Poale Zion within the 

1 LPACR 1921, pp. 198-9. The local newspaper, the Sussex 
Daily News, commented 'he apologised for his 'very 
imperfect' English, but it was good, and his argument, 
although somewhat too academic for the Conference, was 
excellently expressed' - clipping in EC minutes. 

2 See also the question asked by MacLean in the Commons, 

which was clearly inspired by the Zionists, HC Deb Vol. 142 
c. 1069-70,1 June 1921. 

3 ZR March 1920. 

4 2,000 (1922), 1,740 (1925), 980 (1926), 600 (1927) 
Source: LPACR. 
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Labour Party had been secured. Though Zionism might have 

its critics within the party, Poale Zion could apeak with 

the authority of a group both Zionist and Socialist,, and 

one with intimate links with Palestinian Jewish Labour 

organisations. As the only group within the Labour Party 

whose primary interest wis'Palestine it was accepted as 

the chief political spokesman on all questions affecting 

that country. 

Labour Party leaders were now becoming accustomed to 

campaigning with Labour Zionists, speaking at or sending 

messages to their gatherings, and defending their views in 

public. Labour Zionists in their turn were quick to 

express their gratitude and stress that the support of the 

Labour Party was the utmost significance. From a vague 

affirmation of the rights of Jewish colonisation by 1921 a 

resolution had referred to a 'Jewish Autonomous Common- 

wealth', and the resolution had typically met with no 

opposition. As significant as the content of resolutions 

and messages was the fact that there was already developing, 

thanks largely to the efforts of Poale Zion, a history of 

pledges affirming support for Zionism which would provide 

the basis for the party's attitude in later years. 

E. The Labour Party and Palestine in the 1920s 

Within the House of Commons the Labour Party's 

developing sympathy for Zionism did not find expression. 

until 1920, the year of the affiliation of Poale Zion. The 

first MP to raise the subject was C. H. Stitch, who asked in 

March about alleged Bedouin attacks in Jewish colonies. ' 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 127 c. 1048-9,30 Mar. 1920. 
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The following month Ben Spoor enquired about the 'lack of 

sympathy on the part of the British military establishment 

in Palestine with the Government's declared policy of 

establishing a Jewish National Home', whilst William Lunn 

echoed the demand of Labour Zionists that representatives 

of Jewis Labour organisations should be included in the new 

administration. 
l 

Such questions, though few in number, did indicate that 

in general Labour MPs had sympathy with Zionist endeavors 

in Palestine. Nevertheless the enthusiastic claim-later 

made by J. L. Cohen that Labour members had 'pelted the 

Government with questions on the Jerusalem riots, and the 

imprisonment of Jabotinsky'2 was a considerable exaggera- 

tion. That year, of the half dozen questions concerned in 

any way with Palestine asked by orthodox Labour MPs, two 

were prompted in the Advisory Committee and two others 

came from indefatigable questioners. But there was one MP, 

until the previous year a Liberal but now theoretically in 

receipt of the Labour whip, who did 'pelt' the Government 

with questions, as he was to do for the rest of his life. 

This was the MP for Newcastle under Lyme, Josiah Wedgwood. 

Wedgwood was a member of the famous pottery family. He 

was considered a radical, and was an enthusiastic 

'progressive' Imperialist. 3 He was also a passionate 

supporter of Zionism. Having served at Gallipoli alongside 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 128 c. 1397-1400,29 Apr. 1920, Vol. 130 
c. 898,14 June 1920. 

2 ZR July 1920. 

3 See C. V. Wedgwood, The Last of the Radicals (London,. 1951), 
J. Wedgwood Memoirs of a Fighting Life (London, 1941) Passim. 
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the Zionist Mule Corps he later joined Weizmann's circle of 

friends who furthered the cause of Zionism within British 

political life. 
l 

In 1920 from the Labour benches he asked 

a variety of critical questions on Palestine - twice the 

number asked by his new colleagues. 
2 

Wedgwood was only one of a number of politicians with 

Zionist sympathies, hitherto Liberals, whose recruitment 

to the Labour Party during this period significantly 

augmented pro Zionist opinion within their new party. Among 

their number - including Norman Angell, Pethick Lawrence and 

Philip Noel Baker - were several former Liberal MPs, such 

as Commander Kentiworthy, Dr. Spero and C. L'Estrange Malone. 
3 

Many such erstwhile Liberals, whose sympathies were often 

with the humanitarian and regenerative features of the 

Zionist philosophy, were prominent within the party's 

Advisory Committees. Although the Liberal influx included 

two strong opponents of Zionism - E. N. Bennett and T. S. B. 

Williams - pro Zionist sympathy was dominant within the 

group. 

If the Liberal influx was one reason for the strengthen- 

ing of Zionist sentiment within the party during the 1920s 

equally important was the development of contacts between 

prominent Labour politicians and Palestine Labour Zionists. 

1 Meinerzhagen, though himself a committed Zionist, had 
little patience with Wedgwood's approach, see eg. 
R. Meinerzhagen, Middle East Diary (London, 1959) PP. 99,138" 
Wedgwood himself noted that 'The Labour Leader was by no 
means so pleased with my Zionist views on Palestine', 
J. Wedgwood, op. cit., p. 177. 

2 On the Jerusalem riots see HC Deb. Vol. 127 c. 1834, 
Vol. 228 c. 394,841,1021 and concerning Jabotinsky Vol. 128 
c. 1022,1272, Vol. 131 c. 223, and many others on different 
aspects. 

3 See especially C. Cline, Recruits to Labour (New York, 
1963) pp. 149-78. The most prominent Zionist defection 
from ýie Liberal Party - many years later - was that of 

arne J anner. 
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Particularly significant were the visits to Palestine 

made by party members. Such visits were frequent during 

the 1930s, but began in the previous decade. Josiah 

Wedgwood was naturally an early visitor1 and so, in 1922,, 

was the party leader Ramsey MacDonald. 2 Accounts of the 

experiences were published in The Labour Leader and 

Forward; Poale Zion subsequently printed a special 

pamphlet by MacDonald entitled 'A Socialist in Palestine'. 
3 

MacDonald evidently enjoyed his trip. Arriving in 

Nazareth he was moved to write that 'after far wanderings 

I seem to have come home. I feel as familiar with this 

of 
place as I do with the beautiful hills,, Lossiemouth'. The 

Dome of the Rock was, for MacDonald, beyond compare, and 

the deeds of the Zionists impressed him little less: 

'they will fail, the man of practical intelligence will 

say. I hope he is wrong, but if they do and are scattered 

they will have clothed the northern sides of Mount Gilboa, 

made rich the waste lands at its fell, and cheered and 

refreshed everyone who will come into contact with their 

work. They are believers'! Such was his enthusiasm that 

to Norman Bentwich he subsequently ascribed his election 

to Parliament later that year as in no small part due to 

the picture he presented to his Welsh constituents of 

1 New Judea 12 Nov. 1926,26 Nov. 1926,24 Dec. 1926. 
See also C. Wedgwood, op. cit., p. 186, J. Wedgwood, op. cit., 
P. 194. 
2 The visit is not mentioned in David Marquand's lengthy 
biography of MacDonald,, nor is his role in the crisis of 
1929-31. 

3 Forward 11 & 18 Mar. 1922, published in R. MacDonald, 
Wanderings and Excursions (London, 1925) pp. 185-9, 
Jewish Socialist Labour Party,, Poale Zion, A Socialist in 
Palestine (London, 1922) The Labour Leader 23 Feb. 1922, 
6 Apr. 1922,29 April 1922. MacDona -M so contributed 
articles to the paper of the Zionist Organisation of 
America, see New Palestine 5 Apr. 1922,23 Aug. 1922, 
24 Jan. 1924. 
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developments in Palestine. ' 

MacDonald had been entertained by Jewish Socialists, 

whom he had assured that 'the British worker will be 

interested in Palestine when he knows that from it he can 

learn how land is nationalised' .2 He advised the Histradut3 

that a description of actual achievements was the way to 

win the-support of British Labour. 4 

This only confirmed Labour Zionists in their determi- 

nation to propagandise their work and to make full use of 

the visits of British Labour representatives. The 

following year Achduth Haavodah sent Ben Gurion to Egypt 

to invite the Labour MPs on the Parliamentary Egyptian 

Committee to visit Palestine; though forced to decline, 

the MPs questioned Ben Gurion closely on Labour activity 

in Palestine. 
5 

Throughout the decade visitors from the 

British Labour movement were welcomed by Labour Zionists 

and proudly shown the evidence of Zionist achievement. A 

typical reaction was that of R. H. Tawney who on his 

return 'characterised the success of Jewish Labour in 

Palestine as very remarkable' and gave his support to 

4 MacDonald, op. cit., p. 189. 

1 N. Bentwich, A Wanderer Between Two Worlds (London, 
1941) pp. 125-6. 

2 ER April 1922. 

3 'The General Federation of Jewish Labour in Palestine$ 
was the Palestinian Jewish Trade Union organisation, 
formed in 1920. 

4 ZR ibid. 5 JLC Dec. 1922. 
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Zionist ambitions. 
l 

Such contacts were strengthened by the participation 

of Palestine Labour Zionists in a variety of international 

Labour and Socialist organisations2 and by the presence in 

Britain of Palestinian Socialists. Some, like Kaplansky 

and Ben Gurion, were official Zionist representatives, 

whilst many others came as visitors or students. A 

surprisingly large number of Palestinian Jews, including 

Maurice Shertok and David Ha Cohen studied at the London 

School of Economics. 
3 

Zionist influence, when allied with the natural 

sympathy within the Labour Party, was sufficient to parry 

the first faltering interventions of Palestinian Arab 

representatives. In 1922 a delegation visited London as 

part of its campaign-successfully requested an interview 

with the Advisory Committee . 
'4 In 1920 the Zionist 

Federation, concerned lest the Committee be over anxious 

about the position. of the Arab population had submitted 

a memorandum on the subject. 
5 Now, through William Gillies,. 

1 At a meeting organised by Poale Zion and Chaired by 
Herbert Morrison, see New Judea May 1929. A particularly 
enthusiastic visitor was Ethel Snowden,, see G. Meir, My Life 
(London, 1975) p. 73-4,, and F. Kische, Palestine Diary 
(London, 1938) P. 49. See also eg New Judea 26 Sept. 1924 
for the visit of three Labour MPs and Kische, op. cit., 
pp. 286-7,336-7, for the visits in 1930 of Daniel Hopkin 

and Richard Denman. 

2 See below pp. 64-74. 

3 H. Dalton, Call Back Yesterday (London, 1953) pp. 111-2. 
Dalton was then an economics lecturer at the School. 

4 LP/IAC/1/156 18 Jan. 1922. There is no record of the 
meeting, but see the documents brought by the delegation 
in LP/IAC/2/234. 

5 'The Arab Population of Palestine: Memorandum submitted 
by the Zionist Organisation, 5 August 1920' LP/IAC/2/157. 
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the Secretary of the International Department, the 

Secretary of the Zionist Federation heard of the Arabs' 

request and accordingly requested Woolf's help in ensuring 

that 'should the Arabs present their case... the Zionist 

Organisation is heard in reply otherwise it is feared the 

Committee will obtain a very imperfect picture of the 

situation'. 
1 

The request was considered on the day the Committee 

met the Arab delegation and a fortnight later a group of 

senior Zionists were received. 
2 From subsequent 

communications it is clear that the main charge levelled 

by the Arabs, which the Zionists were very concerned to 

denyx was that eviction of Arab tenants had been caused by 

Jewish land purchase in the Esdraelon Valley. This the 

Zionists hotly contested and later supplied evidence to 

refute the charges. 
3 

Later that year the Labour Party was called upon for 

the first time unequivocably to demonstrate its sympathies 

in Parliament. Considerable anti Zionist sympathy had been 

mobilised in Conservative circles, which focused on the 

proposed 'Rutenberg Concessiont. 4 
In June a motion 

opposing the concession had been passed by the House of 

Lords, and the following month the Commons debated the issue. 

1 L. Stein to L. Woolf, 12 Jan. 1922, LP/IAC/2/231. 

2 Weizmann, Dr. & Mrs. Eder, Stein, Shertok and Kaplansky, 

see LP/IAC/1/157 1 Jan. 1922. Dr. Eder, a member of the 
Executive of the Zionist Organisation, had as a non 
Zionist before the war been a member of the ILP and the 
Fabian Society, and had helped found the London Labour 
Party, see J. B. Hobman, 'An Introductory Sketch' in 
J. B. Hobman (ed. ) David Eder: Memoirs of a Modern Pioneer 
(London, 1945) p"13" 
3 L. Stein to L. Woolf 12 Jan. 1922, LP/IAC/2/237. 

4 Gilbert, op. cit., pp. 141-6. A monopoly had been 
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The Labour Party spokesman was Morgan Jones. He 

affirmed his belief in the determination of both sides 'to 

do all they can to live in peace, and to agree together', 

and ascribed the agitation in the press to the jealousy of 

British firms to the proposed concession. Though he 

admitted to a slight misgiving about the monopolistic 

aspects of the arrangement he ended by noting that 'on 

sentimental grounds, as well as on the grounds of good 

statemanship good policy and good politics, I entirely 

support-the mandate in Palestine and, incidentally, this 

Rutenberg concession'. 
' 

When the House divided 41 MPs 

assisted the Government in gaining an overwhelming 

victory over its critics. 

During his speech Jones poured scorn on Conservatives 

who, though doughty opponents on Indian and Egyptian 

independence, now appeared to discover 'that there is such 

a principle in the world as self determination'. 
2 This was 

a potentially dangerous line of attack for a number of 

critics, including some within the party, had begun to 

question the compatability of the commitment to Zionism 

granted to the Zionists to develop the electrical resources 
of Palestine, based on Pinhas., Rutenberg's scheme to harness 
the waters of the country. For various meetings of MPs see 
The Times 21 & 22 Apr. 1920 (the formation of a pro Zionist 

committee),, 11 Apr. 1922 (meetings with the Arab Delegation), 
30 Apr. 1922 (meeting with the High Commissioner). 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 156 c. 327,4 July 1922. Jones remained a 
strong supporter of Zionism till his death, see ZR 4 May 
1939. Later that year a message from Arthur Henderson was 
published which affirmed the Labour Party's support for 
the Palestine Mandate, see Levenberg & Podro (eds. ) 

op. cit., p. 12. 

2 HC ibid, c. 320-1. 
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with an overall policy of support for self determination. 

Some official policy statements blandly ignored poltht- 

iIx contradictions, 
l 

others only served to highlight a 

certain ambiguity. In 1921 Tom Shaw declared that: 

'So far as the party to which I belong is concerned, 
we want to be out of Mesopotamia at the earliest 
moment. So far as Palestine is concerned we desire, 
without any excuse for doing otherwise that we 
should leave the management of Palestine to the 
people who live in it. That is our desire with 
regard both to Palestine and Mesopotamia'. 2 

Shaw's vague opposition to Zionism, evident in his 

disagreement with the affiliation of Poale Zion, was never 

clearly stated. But some made their hostility plain. In 

December 1920 a correspondent to The Labour Leader attacked 

the Mandate as a flagrant breach of the principle of self 

determination for which the party stood. 'The Mandate', 

he believed 'appears to be one of the maddest results of 

that strange blend of Imperialism and non conformist 

conscience'. To express support for Poale Zion, he felt, 

would be 'simply to play a sordid game of the Jingoes and 

Capitalists who framed the Treaties of Verseilles and 

Servres'. 3 

The writer was Ernest Bennett, a former Liberal MP, who 

1 For instance A. Henderson, The Aims of Labour (London, 
1917): 'There will have to be certain restorations and 
reconstitutions. Such necessary changed will be covered by 
the application of the principle of the right of self 
determination. The question of... Palestine (is) capable of 
being settled on this basis'. 

2 HC Deb. Vol. 144 c. 1543,14 July 1921- 

3 The Labour Leader 30 Dec. 1920. 



58 

had travelled widely in the Middle East and had even worked 

for a time as. a press censor in the Ottoman army. In 1916 

he had joined the ILP and had fought unsuccessfully in 

subsequent elections. In 1920 he joined the International 

Advisory Committee and on a number of occasions raised the 

question of Palestine. Early in 1923 the Committee 

discussed a letter from Bennett on the subject, and also 

one from Colonel T. S. B. Williams, an ex Indian Army doctor, 

and, like Bennett, an unsuccessful Parliamentary candidate. 

Williams had been moved to write to the Fabian Society 

by the pro Zionist declaration of Josiah Wedgwood. He too 

considered the Palestine Mandate a serious mistake which 

'if persisted in will inevitably lead the Labour Party into 

serious difficulties'. He therefore urged the Fabian 

Society and the Advisory Committee to take action. 
1 

Williams characterised the Mandate policy as 'one 

designed to control Palestine in the interests of the Jews, 

as long as they are in a minority; when they reach a 

majority control is to be relaxed and Palestine will be run 

as an indepdndent state'. The Labour Party was thus acting 

in contradiction to its own fundamental principles by 

supporting a policy of running Palestine in the interests 

of a privileged minority. He protested strongly against 

the argument that Britain was aiding the Arabs by raising 

their standard of living, that 'we think we know better for 

them than they do themselves'. Moreover the Jews who 

desired to 'return' to Palestine had in most cases no direct 

1 Copy of letter from Lt. Col. T. S. B. Williams dated 17 Oct. 
1922 in LP/IAC/2/267. 
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ancestral ties at all. 

His view of the future was in. stark contrast to the 

blandly optimistic views of the official Labour spokesmen. 

He foresaw massacres of Jews throughout the Moslem world; 

the feeling was that which had led to the massacre of 

Armenians in Turkey. The Labour Party must therefore be 

deflected from its present policy which 'if they get into 

power, will hang like a'fnillstone round their necks'. 

The efforts of Bennett and Williams had no obvious 

result'. Moderate ex Liberals, their views on Palestine 

were those of no significant section, within the party. 

Their analysis shared some ground with the left wing 

critique of Zionism but, with the disaffilation. of the 

BSP in 1920, this was not heard again inside the party 

until the 1930s. 

Party spokemen naturally denied that Zionism - Labour 

Zionism - posed any threat to the Arab inhabitants, or that 

hostility between the two peoples was either deep rooted or 

inevitable. Public statements stressed that the conflict 

in Palestine lay solely between Socialism and Capitalism, 

but in doing so accepted exclusively the definition of 

Socialism proferred by Labour Zionists. 

Thus the thrust of the resolution adopted by the 1921 

Conference was that Palestine should be developed 'not upon 

the foundations of capitalist exploitation, but in the 

interests of Labour, ' whilst simply asserting in passing 

1 The Committee merely resolved to reconsider the question 
at a later date; see LP/IAC/l/185. 



60 

that the object of the Mandate was the establishment of a 

'Jewish Autonomous Commonwealth'. 
1 

Similarly Cameron had 

the previous year expressed the apparent choice before the 

Labour Party in the following terms: 'The British Labour 

Party has no interest in; a Palestine based on capitalist 

exploitation, but sticks solid for a Jewish Labour Common- 

wealth. 
2 

Labour Zionist literature emphasised the unity of 

interest of the two work forces. A memorandum published 

in 1921 is worth quoting at length as it clearly expressed 

the picture Labour Zionists successfully presented to the 

Labour movement during this period: 

'Therefore we appeal to the British Labour Party. Our 
road is the road of International Labour, economic, 
political and cultural action, and the development 
of the creative powers of the working class. The 
natural upbringing of the land that was once Jewish 
is in no way opposed to the interests of its present 
working population. On the contrary, the interests 
of Arab workers and peasants are closely linked up 
with our development of the country which will bring 

about the advancement and the progress of all its 
inhabitants. The strengthening of the Jewish workers 
in Palestine will bring about the strengthening also 
of the native workers for one watchword brings us 
together: we seek the goal of the international 
working class of Palestine. We believe that the day 
is not far distant when the Arab worker and peasant 
will recognise his own essential interests which 
unite him to the Jewish worker, and he will break 
the chains which held him enslaved for generations 
at the mercy of hiRs feudal co-nationals who oppress 
and exploit him'. 

To meet the arguments of left wing critics an article 

1 LPACR 1921, p. 198. 

2 ZR Jan. 1921. 

3 Poale Zion, 1921 op. cit. 
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by Kaplanskky was published in The Socialist Review. 
1 

Thoir 

case, he argued, was based on a 'misleading vulgar ation 

of the idea of the right of self determination'. Jewish 

rights were not historical, but those of a landless people 

seeking 'constructive creative work'. Labour democracy 

should regulate immigration and colonisation of a sparsely 

occupied land; 'the proletariat must put forward its own 

Socialist colonisation policy'. From this standpoint 'a 

hundred thousand Arabs have no right of possession in 

Palestine. They have a right to work the lands on which 

they are settled. They cannot, however, prohibit the 

approach of other land and work seeking people to soil 

which is lying idle'. This policy might threaten the 

great landowners, but the interests of the Arab working 

classes lay in co-operation with the Jewish proletariat. 

Such arguments provided intellectual justification for 

the support given by most interested Labour Party members. 

Nevertheless theoretical arguments were of comparatively 

little importance in shaping party attitudes; as we have 

seen, sympathy for the sufferings of Jewry, admiration for 

Zionist achievements and friendships with Labour Zionists, 

a history of Labour Party support and the fact that anti 

Zionism in Britain was chiefly to be found among opponents 

of the Labour Party on both right and extreme left, all 

played an important part in moulding party opinion. 

1 S. Kaplansky, 'Jews and Arabs in Palestine', The Socialist 
Review, Vol. 16, No. 102,1922. Also published as Jewish 
Socialist Labour Party, Poale Zion Jews and Arabs in 
Palestine (London, 1922). 
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It was therefore of no surprise that early in 1924, 

with the formation of the first Labour Government, a 

question elicited from Thomas, the Colonial Secretary,, the 

announcement that, after careful consideration of all the 

circumstances, the new Government had decided to adhere to 

the policy of giving effect to the Balfour Declaration. ' 

Even so the announcement came as a great disappointment to 

some sections of Palestinian Arab opinion, who had placed 

great hope on a change of Government. 2 

Among those elected in 1923 was T. S. B. Williazns who did 

attempt during his short period in Parliament to make known 

his views on Palestine. 
3 

In July he raised the question 

during a debate on Supply. He was not opposed in general to 

British activity in the Middle East: 'if you look at the 

Near and Middle East one may truthfully say that in general 

we have now come round to the policy of consulting, and 

trying to pursue a policy in accordance with the wishes of 

the inhabitants (but) there is one exception, and that 

exception is Palestine'. 

Williams maintained that 'the idea behind political 

Zionism is unsound, unworkable and against the best 

interests of the Jews themselves'. He concluded: 'if I am 

right in my contention, it is obvious you are acting most 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 170 c. 63,25 Feb. 1924. Josiah Wedgwood had 
apparently hoped to become Colonial Secretary, see Dalton, 
op. cit., p. 144. 

2 Y. Porath, The Emergence of the Palestinian Arab National 
Movement Vol. 1 1918-29-ýLondon, 1977) p. 211.1. 

3 Williams became Parliamentary Private Secretary to Sidney 
Webb, the President of the Board of Trade. 
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unjustly in subordinating the wishes of these people who 

are in their national home to the wishes of people whose 

national home it never was'. 
l 

Williams and Bennett made a further half hearted attempt 

to raise the question once again within the Advisory 

Committee. In June a letter from the pair was discussed 

but since neither were present consideration was deferred. 2 

Later that month, with an even smaller attendance, the 

Committee agreed to consider a memorandum from Williams, 

should he care to submit one. 
3 

There is no evidence that 

Williams did so, and Palestine was absent from the agenda 

for the next five years. 
4 

In fact affairs in Palestine had fallen very much into 

the background. Though The Jewish Times urged its readers 

to vote for the Labour Party because of the sympathy shown 

by the Labour Government, the Palestine issue received no 

attention in the ensuing election, prompting New Judea to 

announce that the issue had 'fortunately passed beyond the 

range of party'. 
5 

The following years saw mounting economic difficulties 

in Palestine, and a falling off of Jewish immigration. 

Labour Party involvement amounted to little more than 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 176 c. 195-6,29 July 1924. 

2 LP/IAC/1/228 11 June 1924.3 LP/IAC/1/229 26 June 1924. 

4 Williams lost his seat in the following election, and 
died in 1927. 

5 New Judea 7 Nov. 1924. 



64 

ensuring the inclusion of a 'fair conditions of labour' 

clause in the 1929 Palestine Loan Bill1 - later the TUC 

" responded to a request from the Histiadtut to investigate 

labour conditions in work arcs 

sending of occasional messages 

membership of party leaders of 

organisations. In 1926 Labour 

formed Pro Palestine Committee 

Lng from the loan? - - the 

of support, and in the 

certain pro Zionist 

members joining the newly 

of the House of Commons 

included MacDonald and Snowden; and the two leaders also 

lent their names to the Palestine Mandate Society, founded 

two years later by Ethel Snowden and Blanche Dugdale. 
4 

But 

such activity was no preparation for the storm that was to 

break on the morrow of Labour's triumph in the subsequent 

election. 

F. British Labour, Zionism and International Socialism 

Before the war the Second International remained 

hostile to the claims of Zionism,, whether 'bourgeois' 

Zionism or in the form of the Socialist synthesis propounded 

by Ber Borochov and adopted by Poale Zionists. 
5 

Nationalistic territorial claims made by Jews were unaccep- 

table, whatever socialistic interpretation was placed upon 

1 See ibid., 10 Dec. 1926t 24 Dec. 1926. 

2 See below p. 77 Trade Union Congress Reports 1929, pp. 
229-30,1930 pp. 187-8,1931 p. 227. 

3 New Judea 29 Oct. 1926. The instigator was S. Finburgh, 
Conservative MP for North Salford. Snowden had not his 
wife's passionate enthusiasm but see eg ibidn7 Oct. 1927: 
'one of the outstanding achievements of modern time, (and) 
an unsurpassed example of sacrifice for a great ideal'. 

4 New Judea 30 Mar. 1928, N. Bentwich, Mandate Memories 
(London, 1965) p. 128. 
5 See above p. 9. 
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them. Since the road to salvation lay through individual 

participation in the wider Socialist movement even the anti- 

Zionist Bund was suspect. Nevertheless in the years before 

the war the beginnings of a change in attitude were 

discernable. 'The decision that each nation should be 

master of its own house gradually came to dominate Socialist 

thought. The failure. - of the Second International and the 

First World War gave this trend an irresistible impulse'. 
1 

The Poale Zion Confederation maintained its central 

organisation during the war in neutral countries, first in 

The Hague (1915-16) and then in Stockholm (1917-19), 2"'' 

In the changed conditions of wartime Europe Poale Zionists 

were markedly more successful in presenting their view of 

the particular condition of Jewry, and in gathering support 

for a Socialist Zionist solution. In 1916 a memorandum 

entitled The Jews and the War was submitted to the Inter- 

national Socialist Bureau and attracted considerable 

attention. When, the following year, the Dutch Scandinavian 

Socialist Committee began its work of reconstructing the 

International and searching for acceptable peace terms, 

among the 22 Labour and Socialist groups contacted was the 

Poale Zion Confederation 3 

The Zionists were invited by the Committee to present 

their case and, led by their Secretary Schlomo Kaplansky, 

1 4Vistrich, op. cit., p. 50. 

2 Encyclopaedia Judica, op-cit., p. 600. 

3 Levenberg, op. cit., p. 113. 
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were evidently well received. Weizmann later poured scorn 

on the wisdom of 'comrade' Kaplansky in 'demanding' a Jewish 

State in Palestine, 
l 

but although the Committee's subsequent 

peace proposals merely called for the 'protection of Jewish 

colonisation in Palestine'2 Zionists had gained their first 

real success in seeking the acceptance of 'International 

Socialism'. Similarly, although in August 1917 an Inter 

Allied Socialist Conference'rejected the Labour Party's 

proposals for a statement on War Aims, in February 1918 the 

amended memorandum was accepted, together with the reference 

to Jewish colonisation in Palestine. 
3 

Moderate Socialists throughout Europe could now be found 

supporting Zionist demands. The Belgian Socialists Emile 

Vandervelde and Camille Huysmans - Secretary of the Dutch- 

Scandinavian Committee - were particularly enthusiastic. 
4 

In France Leon Blum and Jules Guesde gave Zionists 

encouragement. 
5 

Support was often linked to perceived 

national needs. Noske, Schiedemann, Quessel and Cohen-Reiss 

of the SPD became members of the German 'Pro Palestine 

Committee' which sought a Jewish Palestine under German 

protection. 
6 

The French. Socialist Gustav Herve had earlier 

1 C. Weizmann to A. Haam, 16 Aug. 1917, LPCR, Vol. VII, p. 487. 

2 Manifesto of the Delegates of Neutral Countries, reprinted 
in The Labour Party, Labour and the Peace Treaty: Handbook 
for Speakers (London, 1918). See above p. 15 and Jarblum, 
op. cit., p. 11-13. 

3 See above p. 20 When the Allied Socialists met for the 
last time in. September Morris Myer asked that the JNLC be 
allowed to participate, though this does not seem to have 
been granted, see LP/LSI/8/1-k. 

4 See interview with Huysmans in ZR January 1921 and 
obituary of Vandervelde, ibid., 14 Dec. 1938. 

5 Stein, op. cit., p. 396. For Eugene Debs, the American 
Socialist,, see Zionist Bulletin 31 May 1918. 
6 I. Friedman, 'Germany, Turkey and Zionism (Oxford, 1977) 
p. 240. 
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called for the restoration of the Jews in Palestine under 

the aegis of France. 
1 

Poale Zion consolidated its position at the first post 

war conference of the Second International, in February 

1919. For the first time 'Palestine' was directly 

represented. On 7 February Berl Locker addressed the 

Congress and as he spoke Huysmans chalked the words 'Labour- 

Zionist' as a sign that he spoke not simply for Jewish 

Socialists in Palestine. 2 When. the Permanent Commission 

met later that month in Amsterdam to consider its attitude 

to the Peace Treaty-3 the Zionist representative, 

Chasanovich, successfully canvassed for a reference to 

Palestine, and in April the Commission accordingly adg ted 

a resolution on 'The Jewish Question' which included the 

demand for: 

'the recognition of the right of the Jewish people to 
create a National-Centre in Palestine, under 
conditions determined by the League of Nations. The 
League of Nations will be responsible for the 
protection of thn interests of the other inhabitants 
of the country'. 

With a specific reference to Jewish rights and a more 

casual mention of the 'other inhabitants' the resolution 

seemed to echo the Balfour Declarations but although for 

Zionists the reference to a 'National Centre' was a 

1 Stein, op. cit. 

2 ZR 8 Jan. 1940. Text of Locker's speech in LP/LSI/Box 6. 
3 For Poale Zion's submission see Poale Zion, 1921 op. cit. 
4 The Labour Party, The International at Lucerne, 1919 (London, 1919). Zionist Bulletin July 1919. 
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disappointingly vague definition of their aims it never- 

theless constituted a major breakthrough. 

But consolidation of the Zionists' position within the 

International was soon placed in jeopardy by the involve- 

ment of Socialist Zionists in the developing split between 

left and right wing Socialists which culminated in the 

formation of the 3rd (Communist) International. At the 

fifth conference of the Poale Zion Confederation, held in 

Vienna in the summer of 1920 Socialist Zionists were utterly 

divided over the question of joining the new international: " 

178 delegates voting in favour, 179 abstaining. 
1 

Left wing 

Zionists now sought affiliation to the Communist Internatio- 

nal, and denounced the Zionist Organisation. Believing that 

only through participation in the world revolution would 

Zionists have any chance of success they accepted the 21 

rules for admission to Comintern and adopted the name 

Jewish Communist Union Poale Zion. 

In fact there was no likelihood that any definition of 

Zionism would prove acceptable. The Comintern soon demanded 

that Poale Zion members join their respective Communist 

Parties, and thereafter denounced Zionism, maintaining that 

'the theme of Palestine, the attempt to divert the Jewish 

working masses from the class struggle by propaganda in 

favour of large scale Jewish settlement in Palestine is not 

only nationalist and petty-bourgeois but is counter 

revolutionary in its effect... 

1 Encyclopaedia Judica op. cit., p. 662. 

2 To the Communists of all Countries: To the Jewish 
Proletariat ; Extracts from the ECCI statement of 29 July 
1922 reprinted in J. Degras (ed) The Communist Inter- 
national 1919-1913 Vol. I (London, 195 P" 3 5. 
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On the other hand the 'right wing' Poale Zionists, led 

by Kaplansky and Locker, which included the British and 

Palestinian parties,. 
1 

also resolved to leave the Second 

International. With the backing of the ILP2 they partici- 

pated in the formation, in February 1921, of the Viennese 

'Two and a Half' International. 
3 

Reunification of the non Communist International did 

not take place until the Hamburg Conference in 1923 but 

Poale Zion, now representing the main body of Socialist 

Zionists, was able to participate, and ffaplansky was 

appointed to the Executive. 
4 

As the new Labour and 

Socialist International was to be exclusively territorially 

organised the status of Poale Zion caused some controversy, 

but finally in June 1924 the Executive decided that 'as the 

special conditions of the Jewish people constituted a unique 

problem, Palestine will be considered as the main country of 

the Federation and the groups in other countries... will be 

regarded as sections'. 
5 

With this announcement Labour 

Zionists again became an integral part of the mainstream 

Socialist fraternity, 'Palestine' being accredited with a 

membership of 13,200. 

For the Zionists participation in the LSI was an 

enormous gain. Labour Zionism was thereby accepted by the 

1 See Manifesto in Zionist Bulletin 1 Oct. 1920 signed by 
I. Traub and J. Pomerantz of Great Britain. 

2 ZR Jan. 1921. 

3 J. Braunthal, History of the International 1914-43 Vol. II 
(London, 1967) p. 233. 

4 Report of the LSI Congress in Hamburg, 21-5 May 1923. 

5 Report of the Second Congress of the LSI, 1925, p. 174. 
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leaders of the non Communist Socialist world as progressive 

and truly Socialist. By contrast those who opposed Labour 

Zionisi-were, in the east, feudal and reactionary, and in 

the west either Capitalist and Imperialist, or Communist and 

non democratic. Furthermore as the divisions in the 

Socialist world grew so did the value Democratic Socialists 

placed on the support of Socialist Zionists. 

On the other hand the LSI appears to have avoided making 

a detailed examination of the problem of Palestine. In 1928 

Sidney Olivier, reporting on the findings of the Colonial 

Commission, informed the Congress that the question of 

Palestine had been raised, but with regard to 'a difference 

of point of view between various sections of the population 

the Commission felt that it was quite unable to deal'. 

He added, somewhat disingenously, that 'there was a 

suggestion that, as a matter of fact, the rights of the 

various sections of the population are properly and 

sufficiently guaranteed by Mandate rule under the League of 

Nations. At any rate we felt we could not express any 

opinion... '. 
' 

Representatives of Labour Zionists and of the British 

Labour Party were naturally drawn together in the formation 

of the LSI and in its later development. This, and the 

international sanction given to Labour Zionism, was an 

important factor in the binding of the Labour Party to the 

cause of a Jewish Palestine. 

This was strengthened in 1928 when Poale Zion, 

1 Report of the Third Congress of the LSI, 1928 Item 3. 
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encouraged by the enthusiasm shown by leading European 

Socialists on visiting Palestine, took the initiative in 

forming a 'Socialist Committee for a Workers' Palestine'*' 

Henderson, Blum, Vandervelde and Bernstein were persuaded 

to lend their names to a call for an inaugural meeting, 

which took place in Brussels, immediately preceding the 

3rd Congress. Forty delegates were present, Britain being 

represented by Henderson, Susan Lawrence and Harry Snell. 2 

After speeches from Vandervelde, Kaplansky and Jarblum 

the meeting resolved (in language appreciably stronger than 

any yet used by the LSI) that 'the effect of Jewish Labour 

in Palestine and its striving to build the new Jewish 

Commonwealth in Palestine on the principle of work and 

Socialist forms of living, imbued with the spirit of inter- 

national solidarity, deserves the active support of the 

Socialists of all countries'. A bureau was established to 

carry on the work of the committee; Labour Party 

representatives were initially Wedgwood, Lansbury and the 

Secretary of the International Department, William Gillies. 

On procedural grounds there had been some objection to 

the formation of the Committee3 and in fact the success of 

Poale Zion caused a considerable stir among both supporters 

and opponents of Zionism. Two years later the Bund 

1 %Vistrich, op. cit., p. 51, Levenberg, op. cit., pp. 118-9, 
Jarblum� op. cit., pp. 18-24. 

2 It is surprising to find that Snell was a delegate, 

since he was chosen in 1929 as an uncomitted 'reasonable man' 
for the Shaw Commission. Kenworthy and Tawney were also 
invited. 

3 New Judea 31 Aug. 1928. 
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successfully applied for affiliation to the LZI, and at the 

Congress of 1931, as Golda Meir has recounted, 'as far as we 

were concerned, the atmosphere was very charged'. 
1 

But 

although Vandervelde was to maintain that 'the International, 

and 
as such, takes no sidesAdoes not have to take sides between 

Socialist Zionists and, say Bundisn'2 the prevailing pro 

Zionist sympathy of the LSI was in no doubt, and the 

Committee for a Workers' Palestine3 continued its task of 

defending and propagandising Zionist activity throughout the 

1930s. 

Links between the British and the Zionist Labour 

movements were established in a number of other areas. At 

its Second General Convention the Histadrut resolved to join 

the International Federation of Trade Unions; 'the starting 

point for repeated meetings of representatives of Palestine 

Jewish Labour with International Labour'. ' 
Several 

Histadrut trade unions (including railwaymen'and textile 

workers) joined international trade secretariats5 and 

Hevrat Ovdim, the Histadrut's co-operative organisation, 

joined the International Co-operative Alliance in 1925. 

Similarly Ben Gurion, attending a conference in Oxford on 

workers' education, was able to note in his diary: 

'yesterday we talked to some of the delegates from Britain, 

1 Meir, op. cit., p. 92. 

2 Introduction to Jarblum, o . cit., p. 4. 

3 The Committee was also known as the Socialist Pro 
Palestine Committee. 

4 W. Preuss, The Labour Movement in Israel (Jerusalem, 1965) 
p. 96. 

5 eg see CO 733/190 77186 for the intervention of Cramp, 
as President of the-International Transport Workers 
Federation. 
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America and Australia about the Labour Movement in 

Palestine. They were extremely impressed and were 

surprised to hear about our achievements'. 
' 

Of particular importance was the participation of 

Zionists in British Commonwealth Labour Conferences, 

'Palestine' being represented by Achduth Haavodah and the 

Histadrut. To the first conference in the summer of 1924 

the Histadrut seit three senior officials - Ben Gurion, 

Chiam Arlosoroff and Ben Zvi - and one full day wasEset 

aside for a discussion of employment, migration and Labour 

legislation in relation to Palestine. 

Ben Gurion emphasised the need for freer immigration 

for Jews, which would benefit the whole country, and for 

adequate Labour legislation. He admitted that 'the Jews 

had their national aspirations and the Arabs had theirs', 

but there was no need for conflict: 'they were associated 

as Labour men and wanted to help each other? 

The views of the Zionists were well received by the 

large British delegation, though several Indian delegates 

expressed concern at the Zionists' constitutional recommen- 

dations. George Lansbury also indicated some doubt: 'was 

Mr. Ben Gurion claiming that the white minority should 

have equal power with the majority, or was he saying that 

they would determine the rule at the centre by democratic 

methods, which meant that the Arabs would have the 

1 D. Ben Gurion, Letters to Paula (London, 1971) p. 53. 

2 Report of the First British Commonwealth Labour 
Conference held at the House of Commons, 27th July - ist 
August, 1925 p. 40. 
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preponderant influence? '. In reply he deprecated the idea 

of a 'white minority' in Palestine, and stressed the need 

for immigration to develop the whole country for the benefit 

of all. The Zionists were equally successful in arguing 

their case at the second conference, held three years 

later. 
1 

The Zionists' success within the British Labour Party 

was mirrored and reinforced by their success inside the 

wider International Socialist movement -a success all the 

greater when compared to the hostility exhibited by the 

Second International before the First World War. The 

enthusiasm shown by European Socialists for Jewish work in 

Palestine - especially when combined with a disinclination 

to examine 'the difference in point of view between various 

sections of the population' = and joint participation in 

numerous international organisations could not but 

reinforce the Zionist sympathies of the British Labour 

representatives. As Chaim Arlosoroff noted: 'on the whole 

we have been able to entrench ourselves in the inter- 

national councils, from the Geneva League to the Socialist 

International before the Arabs ever entered the scene'. 
2 

1 Report of the Second British Commonwealth Labour 
Conference held in London, 2nd - 6th July, 1927. See also 
agenda, and reply to questionnaire, pp. 18-233,44-5. Dov 
Hos was the leader of the delegation. 

2 Quoted in S. Hattis, The Bi National Idea in Palestine, 
(Haifa, 1970)p. 86. 
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CHAPTER II 

The First Crisis 1929 - 1931 

Three months after the formation of the Second Labour 

Government serious communal disturbances took place in 

Palestine, which ended the longest period of peace that 

Palestine was to know under the Mandate. The main 

disorders took place between 23 and 29 August, and the 

Royal Commission later reported that casualties had 

amounted to 472 Jews and 268 Arabs killed or wounded. 
' 

The reaction of Zionists, and of their British 

sympathisers, was swift. Weizmann hurriedly returned from 

Switzerland to co-ordinate Zionist activity is London, and 

in the next few weeks Jewish protests reached the Govern- 

went from 14 countries. 
2 

As early as 26 August Wedgwood 

had written to the new Colonial Secretary, Lord Passfield, 

suggesting that a parliamentary commission be sent to 

Palestine, to investigate the causes of the disturbances 

and the working of the Mandate. 3 
Wedgwood volunteered his 

services, but his suggestion was rejected. 

On 3 September the Government announced that a Royal 

Commission would be sent to Palestine, to be chaired by Sir 

Walter Shaw. In an attempt to avoid party controversy his 

three colleagues were drawn from each of the three major 

1 Cmd. 3530, The Shaw Report on the Disturbances of August 
1929 (1930) p. 65. When the War Office contacted Tom Shaw, 
now Secretary of State for War, his Secretary apparently 
reported that 'Mr. Tom Shaw says he is a pacifist and does 
not wish to have anything to do with war or military 
operation'. Quoted in D. Carlton, MacDonald Versus 
Henderson: The Foreign Policy of the Second Labour 
Government (London 1970) p. 18. 

2 G. Sheffer, Policy Making and British Policies Towards 
Palestine 1929-1939 Unpublished thesis, Oxford University, 

970 p. 88. 

3 N. Rose, The Gentile Zionists (London, 1973) p. 2. 
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parties, the Labour representative being Harry Snell, MP 

for Woolwich East. Snell was surprised to be chosen, and 

very nearly withdrew when he discovered that, contrary to 

assurances, the Commission's investigations would be of a 

judicial character: 'I afterwards sincerely regretted that 

I had not done so'. 
l 

To the disappointment of the Zionists, 

the terms of the Commission directed it to examine the 

immediate causes of the troubles, and not questions of 

major policy or the operation of the Mandate, though in 

practice it was by no means clear how this distinction 

could be preserved. 

Inside the Labour movement reactions to the 

disturbances were immediately felt, for the TUC was then 

meeting in Belfast and was an obvious target for protests. 

On 31 August a letter was read to the General Council from 

Rabbi J. Shachter asking that a resolution be passed 

deploring the Arab attack on the Jewish population in 

Palestine. 
2 

After some discussion Ben Tillet was 

instructed to explain that 'it was not a matter in which 

the General Council could express an opinion, and they 

believed the Government would take the necessary steps to 

deal with the situation'. 

This decision, to leave the question in the hands of 

the Labour Government, guided the General Council during 

the next few days, when messages from a number of Jewish 

1 H. Snell, Men'Monements and Myself (London, 1936) 
pp. 236-7. Alone of the Commission Snell had no legal 
training. 

2 GC 31 Aug. 1929. ' Shachter was a local Rabbi and 
minor Zionist leader in Northern Ireland. 



77 

and Zionist bodies were noted and forwarded to the Labour 

Party. 
' 

There was also a communication from an Arab 

organisation - one of the very few ever noted either by 

the General Council,, or by the NEC of the Labour Party. 

The Secretary's minutes read: 

'Telegram from Palestine Committee (Mr. Eljabri of 
the Syrio-Palestine Delegation) dated 4 September 
1929 was read beseeching the intervention of the 
English Laýour Movement on behalf of the Arabs in 
Palestine'. 

It too was referred without comment to the Labour 

Party. 

Although recent events in Palestine were not mentioned 

during Congress the attention of delegates was drawn to 

conditions of trade unionists working on the construction 

of Haifa harbour. Until now this had been a major concern 

of Zionist Labour organisations in Britain; on 5 July, 

for example, Poale Zion had submitted a survey to the 

Labour Party on labour legislation and the problems in 

Haifa. The Colonial Office had earlier received a TUC 

delegation on the subject, and during Congress anJemergency 

resolution was passed. 
3 

Nevertheless the subject of 

Palestine was not to be brought to the attention of the 

General Council for another seven years. 

1 GC 4 Sept. 1929. Messages came from the Jewish National 
Labour Council, the Jewish Agency and Kaplansky, who wrote 
as an Executive member of the LSI. 

2 Ihsan al-Jabri was a leader of the Syrian-Palestinian 
Congress. See Y. Porath, o . cit., pp. 116-21, Y. Porath, 
The Palestinian Arab National Movement: From Riots to 
Rebellion, Vol. II (London, 1977) p. 65. 

3 See 'Survey of Questions to be Discussed with Rt. Hon. 
Lord Passfield, Submitted by the Jewish Socialist Labour 
Party, Poale Zion, 5 July 1929' (JSM 210/6 and TUC Annual 
Conference, 1929, pp. 229-30. 
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By now communications had begun to reach the Labour 

Party. 
1 From the Central Committee of Poale Zion came an 

emergency resolution for the forthcoming Annual Conference. 

The messages were considered by the NEC on 27 September but 

the resolution - it was not in fact submitted to Conference- 

was remitted to the Standing Orders Committee. The NEC 

clearly felt that the Government should be given a chance 

to deal with the situation, and that a critical resolution 

should not disturb what was to be, in part, a celebration 

of the party's recent electoral victory. 

Poale Zion nonetheless published its resolution, 

together with a message from the Histadrut to the British 

Labour movement, in the form of a pamphlet. 
2 It described 

the 'well planned, premeditated, determined attempt to 

exploit religious feelings and fantasies of Moslem Arabs', 

castigated the Palestine Government, and called for a 

complete change in the administration of Palestine, both in 

detail and spirit. Included in the pamphlet were various 

past pledges made by the Labour Party. 

Although the New Statesman urged that 'we shall have to 

abandon both the appearance and the reality of that pro 

Jewish bias which inspired our original acceptance of the 

Mandate'3 Labour MPs and officials hastened to reassure 

1 Correspondence from Palestine Labour Party and Poale 
Zion in JSM 210/3&4. For the Histadrut and branches of 
Poale Zion see NEC 27 Sept. 1929. 

2 Jewish Socialist Labour Party, Poale Zion, Palestine 
Events 1929 (London, 1929). 

3 New Statesman 7 Sept. 1929. The paper also commented 
that the Balfour Declaration had been 'itself a dangerous 
leap in the dark. Moreover it cut across other pledges 
which we had previously given to the Arabs. It was a 
blunder, perhaps the worst blunder that Lord Balfour ever 
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Zionist opinion. Daniel Hopkin felt certain that 'this 

Parliament will confirm the policy set forth in the Balfour 

Declaration', 
' 

whilst a letter from the Socialist Pro 

Palestine Committee - which included Wedgwood and William. 

Gillies, the Secretary of the International Department - 

assured the Histadrut that 'the British Government is 

determined to remain true to the traditions of the Labour 

Party and to the pledges of its leaders regarding the 

Jewish National Home'. 2 

In fact within the Labour Party organisation the 

thoroughness of Zionist lobbying caused a certain amount of 

irritation. In a letter to Gillies, James Middleton, 

Assistant Secretary, noted: 

'I have no comment to make upon this letter. During 
a personal interview and two telephone conversations,, 
which seemed interminable, I have explained the 
whole situation to SK (Kaplansky) until I am sick of 
the whole subject. I also recall what Mr. Henderson 
promised to do yesterday. I think you or I should 
simply acknowledge this letter, stating that it will 
be submitted to the EC. ' 

At the Brighton Conference Henderson referred to 

Palestine in order to reaffirm the Government's adherence 

made in his political life... In short, the historical case 
of Jewish rights in Palestine, with all its religious, 
political, financial and sentimental backing, is in truth 
no case at all'. 
1 New Judea Nov. 1929. Hopkin's enthusiasm for Zionism 
appears to have stemmed from his experiences commanding 
Jewish troops in the war. 

2 Socialist Pro-Palestine Committee to Histadrut, 19 Sept. 
1929 printed in Jarblum, op. cit., pp. 25-7. 

3 J. S. Middleton to W. Gillies,, n. d., (JSM 210/7). (Between 
1929 and 1931 Kaplansky directed the London Political 
Office of Poale Zion. ) For Beatrice Webb's comments of 
the insistent lobbying of the Zionists see M. Cole (ed. ), 

op. cit., Vol. II, p. 219, entry dated 2 Sept. 1929. 
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to the Mandate, and to give details of the Shaw Commission. 
1 

A note of dissent was nevertheless struck by Alex Gossip of 

the Furnishing Trades Association who asked why the Govern- 

ment gave its support to a capitalist organisation 'which 

includes Lord Melchett and people of that kind, against 

Arab and Jewish members of the working class'. 
2 

Gossip's view found little support. Dov Hos, represnn- 

ting Poale Zion and the Palestine Labour organisations, 

congratulated Henderson on his 'wonderful statement'3 and 

stressed the religious nature of the conflict, the 

achievements of Jewish Labour, the evil of the Arab 

'notables', and the failings of the Palestine 

administration. Earlier Herbert Morrison had expressed, 

in his Chairman's address, the traditional view of the 

party: 'no enduring divergence of interests exists between 

Jewish and Arab working populations in Palestine. There is 

room for them all. 
4 

The Shaw report was not due to be published until 

March, but in the meantime Zionists and their friends 

continued vigorously to press their case. This was mainly 

through direct contact with the Government, and by 

1 LPACR 1929, p. 206. 

2 Ibid., p. 211. Gossip was a well known Communist 
sympathiser, though he remained within the Labour Party 
for much of the 1930s. 

3 Ibid., p. 212. 

4 Ibid., p. 153. During the Conference Hos had spent much 
time describing to delegates Jewish achievements in 
Palestine. Beatrice Webb, however, was little impressed, 
see Gorni, op. cit., pn. 97-8,111. 
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extracting declarations of support from Opposition leaders 

and non party figures. 
l 

But a number of Labour MPs did take 

active steps to influence Governmental thinking. 

On 21 the Parliamentary Palestine Committee was reformed 

to be, once again, a 'watch-dog' for Zionist interests. 2 

Josiah Wedgwood took a leading part in forming the new 

Committee, and of the 21 MPs who attended the initial 

meeting over half were from the Labour Party. 3 Wedgwood 

was chosen as Chairman, and Dr. Spero as Secretary. 

Through its leading members (including Amery, Samuel and 

James de Rothschild) and also with the help of Nrs. Snowden4 

the group maintained contacts with Zionist leaders and 

sought to co-ordinate activity in the House. 
5 

On the other hand there was a small handful of Labour 

MPs who, although wielding little influence inside the 

Labour Party, were able to do no small service to the Arab 

1 In particular General Smuts, see The Times 20 Dec. 1929, 
Rose, op. cit.,, p. 27. 

2 See above p. 64, ýSheffer, op. cit.,, pp. 100-1, Rose, 

o . cit.,, p. 26, B. Janner,, 'Zionism in Parliament' in 
P. Goodman (ed. ), The Jewish National Home (London, 1943) 

pp. 106-10. Selig Brodetsky also claimed the credit for 

reforming the group, see S. Brodetsky, Memoirs: From Ghetto 
to Israel (London, 1960) p. 151. The group was also 
variously known as the 'Pro Palestine Committee' and the 
'Parliamentary Pro Palestine Committee'. 

3 J. Wedgwood, Dr. Spero, Capt. Hudson, N. Day, Dr. H. B. 
Morgan, A. Smith, F. Messer, D. Hopkin, Lt. Col. Malone, 
H. Knight and N. Angell; for the last named see N. Angell, 
'A Non-Jew's Defence of Zionism' in New Judea March-April 
1930. 

4 For Mrs. Snowden's enthusiasm for Zionism see above p. 64, 
Brodetsky, op. cit., p. 133, C. Weizmann, Trial and Error 
(London, 1949) p. 410. 

5 For a meeting with Weizmann which included Wedgwood, 
Hopkin and Spero see Rose, op. cit., p. 30 note 38. 
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cause. These MPs, led by Seymour Cocks1 and J. McShane 

were able, with certain Conservative MPs, to suggest with 

considerable success that the Government was keeping some- 

thing rather nasty in the woodshed. 

This concerned the so-called 'MacMahon-Hussein 

Correspondence' in which, it was suggested, the British 

Government had promised an independent Palestine after the 

First World War. Though the correspondence did no such 

thing2 the refusal of successive Governments to publish 

the documents did nothing to still the allegations and 

accusations of bad faith. In a series of Parliamentary 

Questions Cocks and Howard Bury (Conservative) urged 

publication. This the Government steadily refused to do,, 

and on 7 May Cocks raised the matter on the Adjournment. 

Cocks, Bury and McShane argued powerfully for 

publication. Cocks maintained that 'if the pledges are as 

I think they are, then they are absolutely opposed to the 

extreme Zionist claim to make Palestine as Jewish as 

England is English'. 3 From the Labour side Lang, Hudson 

and Brockway, though Zionist sympathisers, joined in the 

demand,, admitting that promises made should be a4knowlt4L9ed 

and taken into consideration. For the Government Drummond 

1 Jeffries appears to suggest that Cocks had links with 
the pro Arab 'National League', but throughout his book 
confuses Seymour Cocks, MP, with Somers Cocks. For the 
'National League' see J. M. N. Jeffries, Palestine: The 
Reality (London, 1939) p. IVII-XIX, Porath, Vol. II, op. cit., 
pp. 23-4,224. 

2 See E. Kedourie, In the Anglo-Arab Labyrinth (London, 1976) 

Passim. 

3 HC Deb. Vol. 238 c. 1089-1100 7 May 1930. 
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Shiels, the Colonial Under Secretary, again claimed that 

publication was not in the public interest, but did promise 

a departmental review of the situation. But, after a 

series of questions throughout the summer, a Private Notice 

Question in Cock's name brought the final decision against 

publication. 
1 

Although such publicity was welcomed by Arab supporters, 

they may have underestimated the effect of the campaign. 

The Foreign Office had already instigated a reappraisal of 

the correspondence; this had also been urged by Sir John 

Chancellor, the High Commissioner for Palestine, who was 

feeling qualms about the moral position of his rule. 
2 

Though the examination,. by W. J. Childs, was the most 

thorough yet, and showed to his satisfaction that no such 

pledges had been made, many officials were far from 

convinced, and the corroding feeling of guilt and 

uncertainty lingered on. 
3 

The correspondence was finally 

published in 1939, in what was seen as a major concession 

to the Arabs. Shiels' statement on 1 August - drafted by 

Passfield and approved by the Cabinet on 30 July - did 

little to still the uncertainty: 

'The ambiguous and inconclusive nature of the 
correspondence may well, however, have left an 
impression among those who were aware of the 
correspondence that HMG had such an intention' 
(to include Palestine in the projected Arab state). 

In the months before the publication of the Shaw 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 242 c. 900-2,1 Aug. 1930. 

2 Sheffer, op. cit., p. 9. 

3 Kedourie, op. cit., p. 252-8. 
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Commission Poale Zion maintained contact with the Labour 

Party. On 26 November Gillies reported to the Inter- 

national Sub Committee a request that action be taken 

concerning the suspension of the Palestine Labour paper 

Davar. Gillies had written to Passfield and Hopkin had 

asked a question in the House, but by the time of the Sub 

Committee's meeting the suspension had been lifted. 
1 

Early in the New Year Poale Zion asked the NEC 'to 

undertake whatever steps it may think fit with a view to 

restoring full freedom for the left wing Poale Zion in 

Palestine'. On Henderson's suggestion the letter was sent 

to Passfield. This forced the Colonial Secretary to order 

an investigation, but the reply stated that the party in 

question was an extreme Communist splinter group and the 

matter was dropped. 2 

The Government had hoped that the Shaw Report would be 

unanimous, but Snell, the Labour member, submitted a 

minority report expressing certain important reservations. 
3 

The majority report had agreed that the trouble had 

consisted of unjustified Arab attacks upon Jews, but 

severely criticised Zionist activity in Palestine, 

particularly in the spheres of immigration and land 

1 International Sub Committee Minutes (henceforth Int Sub) 
26 Nov. 1929. 

2 Int Sub 26 Feb. 1930 and see correspondence in CO 733/ 
190/771 

3 Cmd 3530, op. cit., pp. 172-6. See also New Judea June 
1930. Norman Bentwich commented that 'the member of the 
Commission who took his function with supreme 
conscientiousness was Mr. Snell. As I walked to my office 
every morning I would see him walking and meditating, 
almost visibly wrestling with the problem', N. Bentwich, 
Wanderer Between Two Worlds (London, 1941) p. 154. 
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purchase, arguing that a discontented class of landless 

Arabs was thereby being created. 

Snell disagreed in part with these conclusions, and 

also criticised the activities of the Arab leaders, in 

particular the Mufti. Snell later explained that 'my 

colleagues knew far more about legal casuistry than I did, 

but I was at least able to recognise a political manoeuvre 

when I met one face to face'. 
1 

Nor, unlike his colleague, 

did he absolve the Palestine administration entirely from 

blame. Indeed, he alone of the Commission did not form a 

warm friendship with the High Commissioner and Snell was 

certainly the least receptive to his opinions and 

prejudices. 
2 

Snell signed the report with 'great 

reluctance and misgiving'3 and for the rest of his life was 

an active supporter of the Zionist cause. 

Rightly predicting a Jewish uproar over the report the 

Prime Minister decided to intervene. Despite his apparent 

enthusiasm in the recent past for Zionist achievements his 

concern was now chiefly with the probability of clashes 

with the Opposition, and within his own party. The 

position of his Government was uncertain. Mosley and the 

ILP were causing concern, trade union relations were 

uneasy4 and as yet no parliamentary agreement had been 

1 Snell, op. cit., p. 239. 

2 P. Offer, The Role of the High Commissioner in British 
Policy in Palestine: Sir John Chancellor 1928-31 
Unpublished thesis, London University, 1971 pp. 178-85. 

3 Snell, op-cit., p. 240. 

4 R. Bassett, Nineteen Thirty One: Political Crisis (London, 
1958) pp. 35-6. 
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reached with the Liberal Party. His intervention was to 

lead to a year of unhappy negotiations and changes of 

course which did little for the-prestige of his Government 

or for his own peace of mine. 

MacDonald had hoped that a White Paper could be issued 

at once, and thus curtail debate. But deliberation with 

Passfield and with Henderson, the latter both as Foreign 

Secretary and Secretary of the Labour Party1 resulted in 

meetings both with Jewish leaders and leaders of the 

Opposition on 28 March. On 2 April, in answer to a pre- 

arranged question from Baldwin, the Prime Minister announced 

that a further, one man, commission would be sent to 

Palestine to study the key questions of land purchase, 

immigration and development. The Government would continue 

to abide by its dual obligations. Inter and intra party 

trouble had been averted for a time. 

Throughout this period, leading up to the publication 

of the Shaw Report and the negotiations resulting in a fresh 

commission, the Zionists had been active in Labour Party 

circles. Weizmann and his friends maintained their contacts 

with sympathetic Labour MPs and supporters2 and pressure was 

maintained inside the party organisation. On 9 April 

Weizmann addressed the Advisory Committee on Imperial 

Questions at the House of Commons, which 'received his 

See Rose, op. cit., p. 23 note 48 for a meeting on 17 
March with Parliamentary friends including Wedgwood, Malcolm 
MacDonald and Ethel Snowden. 

Z Scheffer, op. cit., p. 25. 
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statements favourably'. 
1 But though such contacts undoubt- 

ably helped the Zionists maintain pressure on the Govern- 

ment, according to Beatrice Webb 'as for the PLP and the 

House of Commons as a whole neither one nor the other comes 

into the picture... 1.2 

Among the large membership of the Advisory Committee 

were to be found several Zionist supporters, including 

Harry Snell, but also a number of Arab sympathisers, in 

particular Sir John Maynaf. d, Ernest Bennett and Philip 

Price. Thus at the following meeting, when the question of 

Palestine was again discussed it was decided 'to ask Captain 

Bennett whether there is an Arab representative who would 

attend the Committee'. But despite the presence in London 
3 

of a Palestinian Arab Delegationk nothing appears to have 

come of the suggestidn. Zionists, on the other hand, were 

well aware of the need to keep their case clearly before the 

Committee, and when next month Maynard submitted a 

memorandum on the subject of Arab landlessness, which 

stressed the dangers of creating a landless proletariat, 

Kaplansky was quick to respond with a memorandum of his own 

1 Rose,. op. cit., p. 23, LP/ImpAC/1/20 9 Apr. 1930. During 
1930 responsibility for Palestine was transferred from the 
International to the Imperial Advisory Committee. The 
Committee had sought to meet Weizmann. earlier in the year, 
see LP/ImpAC/l/8 & 10 11 Dec. 1929,29 Jan. 1930. 

2 M. Cole (ed), Vol. II, op. cit., p. 239 entry for 30 Mar. 
1930. 

3 LP/ImpAC/1/28 25 June 1930. Bennett entered Parliament 
in 1929, having defeated BarnettJanner, a prominent Zionist 
(see below p. 105), in Cardiff Central. 

4 See 'Arab Statement on Palestine to Members of the House 
of Commons by Jamal Hussein, May 1931' (Kings Cross, London, 
1930). 
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refuting Maynard's arguments. 
' 

A few days after Weizmann had addressed the Committee 

the NEC was circulated with a document on the Shaw 

Commission Report from his left wing colleagues in Poale 

Zion. The Committee also heard of the discussions Gillies 

had been conducting with Lord Passfield. 2 

Negotiations continued between the Government and the 

two sides, but a new crisis was not long in coming; on 15 

May, as a concession to the Arabs, the labour immigration 

schedule was suspended. This sparked off a fresh wave of 

Jewish protests. The Conservative Party was beset with 

difficulties and could not be expected to intervene to any 

great extent, but the Liberal Party at this juncture was a 

useful source of pressure. 
3 Of particular concern to 

MacDonald was the potential threat to Anglo-American 

relations, and in the months that followed an important 

role in transmitting American-Jewish pressure was played by 

k 
Harold Laski. 

Since the crisis concerned labour immigration, the 

Labour Party itself was a particularly appropriate focus 

for Zionist activity. At a meeting of the NEC on 25 June 

1 Arab Landlessness in Palestine, Memo. by Sir John 
Maynard, ditto S. Kaplansky (LP/ImpAC/2/77&8). The Committee 
postponed consideration of the document until 5 November, 

and then decided to take no further action. 

2 NEC 22 July 1930. See also Jewish Socialist Labour 
Party, Poale Zion Statement on the Report of the Palestine 
Enquiry Commission London, 1930). 

3 The Liberal-Labour rapproachment had now taken place. 

y Laski affected impatience with both Government and 
Zionists, but he clearly enjoyed his role as a go between, 
see M. de Wolfe Howe (ed), The Holmes-Laski Correspondence,, 
Vol. II, (Cambridge, - Mass., 1953) pp. 1296-9,1301-3. At 
the height of the crisis MacDonald asked Laski to try to 
calm American opinion,, Laski refused; 'the PM had the 
shock of his life',, he boasted, see V. Weizmann, The 
Impossible Takes Longer (London, 1967) p. 113. 
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Gillies reported that protests had been received from 17 

organisations throughout the world. 
1 

Passfield, in a 

letter to the committee sought to justify the ban, but the 

NEC also heard from Snell, now recognised as a party expert 

on the subject. 

It was clear that the NEC was now becoming seriously 

concerned with the Government's handling of the problem. 

The minutes record that 

'after discussion the suspensions were considered to 
be unfortunate, and it was suggested that, assuming 
it were possible for the Colonial Office to take 

action, they should give the matter attention'. 

Once again Henderson, whose own Foreign Office was not 

as yet directly involved in the problem, was chosen to 

represent the party and, on Lansbury's suggestion, was 

invited to inform Passfield of the NEC's criticism. The 

result was further discussion involving Passfield, 

Henderson and Gillies, and a further letter of explanation 

from Passfield to the NEC. 2 Similar unease was felt within 

the Parliamentary Party, and on 26 June Passfield appeared 

before a party meeting to answer what his wife described as 

the 'Jewish complaints'. 
3 

Two days later the Zionist were able further to press 

their case on Labour Party and TUC members at the afternoon 

session of the Commonwealth Labour Conference, then being 

1 NEC 25 June 1930. 

2 NEC 22 July 1930. 

3 Passfield to B. Webb, 26 June 1930, N. & J. MacKenzie (eds. ), 
The Letters of Sidney and Beatrice Webb, Vo1. III. Pi1 rimage 
1912-47 (Cambridge, 1978) p. 329. 
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held in London. Ben Gurion referred to the great dis- 

appointment caused by the check in immigration and insisted 

that there was 'no question of supplanting the Arabs... the 

Jews in Palestine regard the Arab working men as their 

fellow citizens and workers'. 
1 

Goldie Myerson referred to 

the effect the suspension had on the minds of the Jewish 

population in Palestine, and Dov Hos made the not unreason- 

able claim that 'the impression had been created that it 

was better to have a Labour Party in opposition to compel 

a Tory Government to do things'. It was left to Shiels to 

defend the Government's policy and the suspension of labour 

immigration: 'there must be periods for assimilation... '. 

'The Government was now caught between conflicting 

pressures of equal persistence emanating from the Arabs, 

through Chancellor on the one hand, and from the Jews on 

the other12 and it should be added that a significant 

portion of this Jewish pressure was channelled through the 

Labour Party. MacDonald in particular was fast becoming 

tired of Jewish lobbying. To Michael Marcus, Labour MP for 

Dundee and an enthusiastic Zionist, he wrote that 'I do not 

want to lose my patience with the Zionists, but they try it 

greatly'. 
3 

1 Report of the Third British Commonwealth Labour 
Conference, 1930 (London, 1930) p. 25. 

2 'Sheffer, o . city°53Chancellor was attempting to rectify 
what he saw as anti Arab bias. 

3 Rose, o . cit., p. 13. Marcus, an energetic Zionist, was 
the most vociferous of the Government's back bench critics. 
See also M. Marcus to D. Shiels, 15 May 1930 (CO 733/191/ 
77253). Marcus was defeated in 1931. In November 1938 he 
joined the National Labour Party and characterised the 
Labour Party's criticism of Chamberlain's foreign policy as 
a 'menace to world peace', see The Times 24 Nov. 1938. 
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On 20 October the Government published the Hope Simpson 

Report, and its own. White Paper (the 'Passfield White 

Paper'). 1 The former, of questionable accuracy in part, 

had seemed to pose the choice of massive investment or the 

stoppage of immigration. Although Snowden, the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer, agreed to recommend a loan of Z2-22 

million for agricultural development and the resettlement 

of evicted Arabs there could be no question, he said, of 

large scale expenditure; this partly explains the nature 

of the White Paper, for in tone and detail it was decidedly 

hostile to the Zionists, severely limiting Jewish 

. 
immigration and land purchase,, and particularly criticising 

a number of the Histadrut's activities. 

Zionists in London, including Labour Zionists, 
2 had 

sought to delay the publication of the White Paper, but 

without success, whereupon Weinmann resigned as President 

of the Jewish Agency and of the Zionist Organisation,, and 

the 'Jewish hurricane' Passfield had predicted3 was soon 

raging. For MacDonald American Jewish pressure was 

particularly worrying, with threats of political and 

economic pressure, and helped propel him and his colleagues 

towards the final de facto repudiation of the White Paper in 

1 Cmd. 3692, Palestine, Statement of Policy by HMG (1930). 

2 S. Kaplansky to J. Middleton, n. d., (JSM 210/26). A copy 
of the letter was sent to Lord Passfield. 

3 Passfield to B. Webb, 28 Oct. 1930 quoted in Rose, 
op. cit., p. 17. 
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February of the next year. 
1 

The hectic events of the next few weeks can best be 

understood by examining three aspects of the pressure that 

emanated from within the Labour Party for a change in 

policy; the activities of the NEC and the party 

organisation, the pressure exerted by Labour MPs, and the 

circumstances of the by-election of Whitechapel St. George. 

The White Paper had left the Labour Party in a highly 

embarassing position, and one which further highlighted the 

divergence between Party and Government. For less than two 

weeks before the Labour Party Conference had taken place in 

Llandudno. A resolution from Poale Zion condemning the 

Government's recent suspension of labour immigration was 

not accepted2 but Conference had passed, without dissent 

and with the approval of Hugh Dalton for the NEC, a long 

resolution from the same organisation which included a 

demand for 'the development of the economic possibilities 

of the whole of the Mandated Territory and thus (the 

encouragement of) Jewish immigration and the close 

settlement of the land to its utmost capacity'. 
3 

In case 

anyone could miss the contradictions between the resolution 

and the White Paper, Commander Kenworthy, now Labour MP for 

Hull Central, wrote to The Times to point them out. 
4 

As 

1 Mrs. Snowden assured Weizmann - quite inaccurately - that Passfield had been instructed by the Cabinet not to 
publish the White Paper without the Zionist's approval, see 
V. Weizmann, op. cit., P. 113. 

2 See resolution in JSM 210/77 and New Judea Oct. 1930. 

3 LPACR 1930, pp. 220-3. 

L. The Times 28 Oct. 1930. 
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Kaplansky commented, in a lengthy letter to Henderson at 

the end of the month, 'the voice of Downing Street is not 

the voice of Llandudno'. 
l 

When the NEC met on 27 October 'Palestine' was therefore 

high on the agenda. Protests had already begun to pour in, 

and the Committee was read a sample. 
2 

Susan Lawrence, an 

NEC member, had also submitted a letter proposing that a 

Round Table Conference be called - this had been proposed by 

3 
Weizmann and echoed by a number of Zionist supporters. 

'Considerable discussion ensued'. Henderson urged 

caution, , atanning that any action taken should be in line 

with the wishes of the Permanent Mandates Commission, but 

his colleagues resolved to take immediate action. A 

Palestine Sub Committee was set up, consisting of Stanley 

Hirst, Barbara Ayrton Gould,, George Latham and Ethel 

Bentham, which would confer with Snell and then interview 

the Prime Minister. It met at the conclusion of the NEC 

meeting's and arranged to meet Kaplansky the following day 

in the House of Commons. 

The meeting with Kaplansky - and Dov Hos - on 28 

October was the first of many. 
5 

Events surrounding the 

Whitechapel By-Election were now causing much concern, and 

1 S. Kaplansky to A. Henderson, 31 Oct. 1930, copy in 
JSM 210/34. 

2 NEC 27 Oct. 1930. These included several from Poale Zion. 

3 Ibid. 
4 J. Middleton to G. Latham, 27 Oct. 1930 (JSM 201/37). 

5 NEC 25-6 Nov. 1930, LPACR 1931, p. 43. 
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the following day the Sub Committee met Passfield. The 

Colonial Secretary was pressed to arrange for a 

Parliamentary debate, but when he merely indicated that he 

had arranged for 'some sort of reassuring statement to 

appear in Reynolds's News on Sunday', his colleagues reacted 

strongly: this would be a very limited and altogether 

inadequate way in which to overtake the opposition, world 

wide as it is in character'. The Sub Committee pressed 

Passfield to issue a statement 'elucidating' some of the 

main points of the White Paper, which they tactfully 

referred to as being misunderstood and misinterpreted. 
l 

Middleton, in a letter to the Prime Minister, 

emphasised the need for some such statement: 

'we all feel very strongly that with the present 
electoral vacancy to consider, apart from the real 
need for a clearer and more definite pronouncement 
on the merits of the Government's policy, such a 
statement can hardly be issued at too early a stage. 
For another full week to elapse before an authoriti- 
tive and more detailed explanation is given to the 
public at large will render a position already 2 
particularly awkward almost beyond recovery... '. 

Middleton then contacted Kaplansky once more to describe 

his various efforts and those of his colleagues. The 

fiction that the White Paper had merely been misunderstood 

and needed 'elucidation' was maintained: 'we are hopeful 

that steps will be taken to clear away many of these mis- 

conceptions at a very early stage'. 
3 

His mollifications 

1 J. Middleton to R. MacDonald, 30 Oct. 1930 (JSM 210/45). 

2 Ibid. 

3 J. Middleton to S. Kaplansky, 31 Oct. 1930 (JSM210/k6). 
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had little effect. 

Although Middleton saw his duty as urging the Govern- 

ment to modify its policy in the light of Zionist protests, 

party opinion and electoral exigencies, 
1 

and although he 

had much sympathy for Zionist aspirations, he nevertheless 

believed with some feeling that much of the protest evoked 

was unjustified. At the NEC meeting on 25 November, no 

doubt echoing the feelings of a number of senior party 

colleagues, he complained that 'the situation had not 

warranted the world wide publicity it had received'. 
2 

A 

stronger statement of his views, which bore a close 

resemblance to those of Passfield, is to be found in a 

letter written in December, to answer a critic of the 

Government's policy: 

'I am not necessarily defending the draughtsmanship 

of the White Paper but I have held from the beginning 
that there is nothing in the actual text or intent to 
justify the row that has been proceeding throughout 
Jewry ever since, indeed before, publication... my 
opinion remains unshaken that the real origin of all 
the criticism lies in internal Jewish politics 
rather than misgivings or failur3es in policy on the 

part of the Labour Government. ' 

By the time the NEC next met the picture had changed 

considerably. Its members heard a statement from Henderson, 

who believed that 'some of the misunderstandings had been 

cleared away', and once again recommended strict attention 

to the wishes of the Mandates Commission. 

1 See below p. 103 If. 

2 NEC 25-6 Nov. 1930. 

3 J. Middleton to H. NeyinsQn, 3 Dec. 1930 (JSM 210/73), see 
also ibid, 51+, 71. For Passfield see Passfield to H. Laski, 
1 Nov. 1930, in N. & J. MacKenzie, OP-cit., p. 337. 
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The intervention of Henderson was significant. There 

was by now a widespread feeling that the Government's 

performance, and in particular that of Passfield, had been 

less than competent. Although Henderson was already over- 

burdened with work, he began to take an active part in the 

problem, and Passfield, even MacDonald, were increasingly 

pushed into the background. 
1 

At the Cabinet meeting of 

6 November Henderson raised 'as a matter of urgency' the 

Government's policy in Palestine 'as bearing on the PMC in 

Geneva ... as well as on the home domestic political 

situation'. 
2 A 'quasi formal' transference of the Palestine 

problem from the Colonial to the Foreign Office took place. 
3 

Henderson was fully alive to the international aspects 

of the Government's predicament - through Laski he was kept 

informed of the American Jewish aspect - but as Party 

Secretary and Party Manager par excellence he took 

particular notice of the concern inside the party and the 

dangers these might pose to the Government. During the next 

few months his concern was to extract the Government from an 

embarrassing situation which was damaging both the inter- 

national and domestic standing of the Government. 

The second source of pressure centred upon a group of 

Labour MPs. On 27 October Marcus was invited to Downing 

I The Foreign Office tended to take an irritated, somewhat 
superior view of the crisis, see the Minute of G. Rendel; 
'it is unfortunate that neither the statement in its final 
form nor the result of Lord Passfield's interview with Dr. 
Weizmann were communicated to the F0, since this might 
have enabled us to anticipate, and possibly forestall, 
some of the difficulties (Henderson Papers, FO 800/282). 

2 CAB 66(30) 6 Nov. 1930. 
3 Sheffer, OP-cit.; p. 72ff. 
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Street to indicate to Passfield and MacDonald Jewish 

objections to the White Paper. He is reported to have 

warned - threatened - that many Labour members would vote 

with the Opposition should the House divide on the new 

policy, a claim which, however wild, MacDonald could not 

ignore. Indeed, his own son was evidently among the 

potential rebels. 
1 Later that evening Marcus informed 

Weizmann that MacDonald had said 'Passfield and Chancellor 

must go'. According to Vera Weizmann Marcus had reported 

that MacDonald proposed to invite 'Marcus, Hopkin and a few 

parliamentary friends' and Passfield to a meeting. The 

latter was to be criticised in such a way that he should be 

compelled to resign. 
2 

On the following day Passfield, having offered to meet 

interested Labour MPs, addressed the PLP, and then a smaller 

group of members 'who are better informed and more keenly 

interested in Palestine conditions, more particularly from 

the Jewish point of view'. 
3 

Passfield attended for 90 

minutes and did his best to meet the various criticisms. 

'There was no intention whatsoever', he said, 'on the part 

of the Government to diverge from the policy carried out by 

successive Governments', and he repeated the assertion that 

'the agitation which has been created must be due entirely 

to misconception'. 
4 

1 Rose, op. cit., p. 20. 

2 V. Weizmann, op. cit., p. 113. Though her story is 

certainly overdrawn - and no such meeting took place - it 
does indicate the Confusion and disarray the Government now 
manifested. 

3 Middleton to Kaplansky, op. cit. 

4 Manchester Guardian 30 Oct. 1930, Rose, op. cit., p. 19. 
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The help of Labour MPs was appreciated in Jewish 

circles. A resolution of the Board of Deputies welcoming 

the support of Labour Party members was defeated, but. only 

because of the desire of the Board to avoid any entanglement 

with party politics. The Secretary nevertheless paid 

tribute to the work Marcus had done for Jewry 'in the 

present crisis" and indeed Marcus, though a Labour MP,, 

had been particularly violent in his attacks on the 

Government. To a conference convened by the Jewish Agency 

he had announced that 

'although it was an unpleasant thing for a Labour 

member to associate himself with a protest against 
the present Government... I believe the Jewish 

people will sweep past this Government, or any 
Government, which dares to stand in the way of 
Zionist achievement. ' 

Various members of all parties pressed for a debate, 

which on a Liberal motion was scheduled for 17 November. 

The Government was clearly going to come under severe 

attack, but it could at least take comfort that both 

Baldwin and Lloyd George had difficulties inside their own 

parties and would, it was hoped, be unlikely to force a 

vote. In fact the Government's retreat began well before 

the Debate, with Passfield's letter to The Times on 6 

November attempting to remove 'misconceptions' and 

defending the Government from the charges of Hailsham and 

Simon that on legal grounds the restrictions on land sales 

1 Board of Deputies of British Jews, Minute Book No. 24, 
16 Nov. 1930, Jewish Chronicle 21 Nov. 1930. (Marcus was a 
member of the Board). 

2 New Judea July-August 1930,. Kische, op. cit., pp. 324-5,, 
entry dated 20 July, 1930. 
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and immigration were a violation of the terms of the 

Mandate. 
' On the same day the Cabinet, with Henderson. now 

playing a leading role, decided to renew labour immigration. 

MacDonald was now in a particularly black mood, 'cross' 

about the handling of the problem and increasingly worried 

about American reactions. 
3 On 9 November he confided in 

his diary that 'even if the present clouds were to roll by 

(and the most they can do however is not to break) the 

position of the Government is steadily becoming worse. 

With blunders like Palestine... I can do nothing'. 
4 

On the 

18th The Times carried a report of rumours that MacDonald 

was considering resignation, and of the possibility of a 

5 
coalitions 

Another man feeling the strain was Passfield. Although 

in general 'Sidney's inability to worry... reached a 

Buddhistic level of serenity'6 his composure was certainly 

threatened by the Palestine crisis. Accordingly to one 

observer Webb became 'as nearly ruffled as I have ever seen 

him following a heated argument with Wedgwood.? Beatrice, 

admittedly not a neutral observer8 noted that 'Sidney 

1 The Times 4 Nov. 1930- 

2 Unpublished diary of Beatrice Webb, 4 Oct. 1930. 

3 See eg R. MacDonald to L. Wald, 29 Oct. 1930, MacDonald 
Papers, PRO 30/69 579. 

L. D. Marquand, Ramsey MacDonald (London, 1977) P. 577. 

5 The Times 18 Nov. 1930. 

6 J. Vincent in The Times Literary Supplement 19 May 1978. 

7 K. Martin, 'The Webbs in Retirement' in M. Cole (ed), 
The Webbs and Their Work (London, 1949) p. 287. 

8 Gorni, op. cit., passim. The policy of the Jewish 
National Home she considered one of the biggest mistakes of 
the Versailles Treaty, see B. Webb to A. Carr-Saunders, 
8 Oct. 1938, N. & J. MacKenzie, op. cit., p. 424. 
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started with a great admiration for the Jews and contempt 

for the Arab', but then came to ask 'why is it that every- 

one who has dealings with Jews ends by being prejudiced 

against them? '1 Her husband had predicted a 'shriek of 

anguish' from world Jewry2 and when the protests began 

considered them hysterical, misplaced and inspired by 

suspect motives. He was depressed by his 'failure' as 
3 

Minister4 and disagreed with Henderson's handling of the 

negotiations. He considered resignation, but decided that 

'it would have aggravated the Government's troubles; and 

I don't do that sort of thing'. 
5 

The Governrent's policy also tried the patience of 

Government Ministers, like George Lansbury6 forced, against 

his will, to support the White Paper in public. On the 

other hand Mrs. Snowden had few inhibitions in associating 

with Zionist leaders and in publicly denouncing the 

Government's policy.? 

Before looking at the debate on 17 November it is worth 

1 Diary of Beatrice Webb, 30 Oct. 1930- 

2 Passfield to B. Webb, 22 Oct. 1930, N. & J. MacKenzie, 
op. cit., p. 334. 

3 'I have my suspicions that the misunderstandings are 
deliberate and intentional on the part of the original 
disteminätorst.. °.,. He:: bU3ieVesii: that Weitmann was driven by a 
wish to boost the contributions of Jewry during a period of 

economic stagnation. in Palestine. See Passfield to H. Laski 
1 Nov. 1930, op. cit.,, P. 337. 

4 'People will say that your husband has not been a success 

as minister'. M. Cole (ed), Diaries, Vol. 11, op. cit., 

p. 260, entry dated 14 Dec. 1930. 

5 Passfield to Amuiree, 10 Feb. 1931, N. & J. MacKenzie, 

op. cit., p. 424. 

6 'The one occasion I recall seeing George Lansbury really 
ill at ease with himself was when he was called upon... to 
justify Lord Passfield's Palestine policy. It was at a 
meeting of a Jewish Friendly Society Order in the East End 
of London and he was quite unable to proceed with the 
matter in hand',, Obituary in ZR 16 May, 1940. 

7 Brodetsky, op. cit., p. 139 for speech in the Albert Hall. 
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r 

considering those Labour members we know to have been 

active in some way over the Palestine issue. Although 

Shiels' later claimed that 'the Labour Party (had) perhaps 

more Jewish members than any other'1 Jewish MPs were in 

fact evenly distributed between the three parties, and in 

the PLP only three could be considered Zionists. 
2 Of the 

non Jewish members a number of different groups can be 

identified. 

Firstly there was the tiny but vocal group of pro Arab 

Labour members: Seymour Cocks, J. McShane and Ernest 

Bennett. By their very scarcity they could perhaps be 

dismissed as mild eccentrics, as indeed could Wedgwood and 

Kenworthy, former Liberals, whose passionate attachment to 

the Zionist cause was coupled with a lively belief in the 

service a Jewish Palestine might do for the cause of Empire. 

Both had been active in promoting the 'Seventh Dominion 

League' which, based on a book by Wedgwood, pressed for 

Dominion Home Rule for Palestine. 
3 

There was a further group of Labour MPs, sufficiently 

large in number to form a significant faction, who could 

also be considered strong pro Zionists. These numbered 

1 D. Shiels, 'Sidney Webb as Minister', in M. Cole (ed), 

'Webbs', OP-cit., 213. 

2 Sixteen Jewish MPs were elected in 1939, six Conservativ- 

es, six Labour and four Liberal. Of the Labour MPs Harry 

Day, Marcus and Spero were Zionists. The others - Shinwell, 

Strauss and Marion Phillips - had little interest in 

Palestine, though Dictionary of Labour Biography,, (J. H. Bellarq 

& J. Saville (eds. ) Vol. 5, (London 1979) p. 177) notes that 

Phillips had been'co-operative with local Zionists'. 

3 J. Wedgwood, The Seventh Dominion (London, 1928). See 

Rose, op-cit., pp. 71-94. The League was formed at a 

meeting in the Central Hall, Westminster in February 1929, 

with the support of, among others, Sinclair, Hore Belisha 

and Mrs. Snowden. Shiels also sent his support The 
crisis of August 1929 broke up the League, but It was 

reformed in the 1930s, see below p. 210. 
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perhaps 25 to 30. Many, like Daniel Hopkin, Norman Angell 

and Richard Denman' by membership of PPC, by personal 

contacts with Zionist leaders and by friendships with 

Opposition leaders were active in co-ordinating pro Zionist 

pressure inside and outside the House. 

Some further 25 Labour MPs, including a number of left 

wing members like Brockway and Kirkwood, can be found in 

Hansard taking an active interest in the affairs of 

Palestine. This was generally expressed in Parliamentary 

Questions on social or humanitarian aspects: prison 

conditions,, hunger strikes, labour legislation and 

immigration. A number of these were doubtless pro Zionists; 

many more would have been likely to side with the Zionists 

if the matter came to a head. 

In fact the debate of 17 November was relatively 

unimportant in that the Government had already decided to 

retreat from its position, though anticipation of the 

debate had no doubt helped cause the retreat. Parliamentary 

pressure had done all that it could do, though there was 

still considerable Zionist lobbying2 and discussion of 

tactics by Zionist supporters. MacDonald had hoped 3 

Henderson would reply for the Government, but his Foreign 

Secretary politely declined. 4 The Government's performance, 

1 See articles by Angell and Denman in New Judea November 
1930- 

2 For instance, a copy of the Labour Zionist paper Davar 
was. sent to every member, see HC Deb. Vol. 245 c. 146, 
17 Nov. 1930. 

3 According to Kische 'the success of the debate from our 
point of view was largely due to the personal efforts of 
Walter Elliot who,, a. few days previously, had arranged a 
private meeting in the House for Members interested in 
Zionism, to which Mrs. Dugdale, Namier and I were invited 
in order to answer questions',, see Kische, OP-cit., p. 360-1. 

4 Henderson did not want to disrupt his talks with Jewish 
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and especially that of MacDonald, was an uneasy one and 

strong, if predictable attacks were made by Lloyd George, 

Amery and Samuel. It was clear that, as a number of 

speakers pointed out, the Whitechapel By-election loomed 

large over the debate and many saw the announcement that 

92.5 million would be spent on development in Palestine in 

this light. 

Only three backbench Labour MPs participated, and their 

arguments were unsurprising: Snell defended his minority 

report, Hopkin attacked the White Paper from the Zionist 

standpoint, and Cocks the Zionist movement from the stand- 

point of the White Paper. The House did not divide at the 

conclusion of the debate. 
1 

Though the Government could feel aggrieved that the 

crisis in Palestine had exploded almost as soon as it had 

come to office, from that point onwards the problem was 

largely of their own making. But the fates could still 

conspire to compound their misery. 
2 In the late summer 

Harry Gosling MP, first and only President of the TGWU died, 

thus leaving vacant the seat of Whitechapel St. George. 

The official notification of the resulting by-election came 

on 25 October, some five days after the publication of the 

White Paper. 

leaders, and wished to 'reserve' himself for Geneva, 

A. Henderson to J. R. MacDonald, 14 Nov. 1930, Henderson Papers, 

op. cit. 

1 HC Deb. Vol. 245 c. 77-210,17 Nov. 1930. Wedgwood, 

unable to speak due to illness, sent his views to The Times 
30 Nov. 1930. 

2 MacDonald complained that 'our luck as a Government has 

been simply attrocious... ', 31 Dec. 1930, R. MacDonald to 

Mrs. Gordon, (MacDonald Papers, PRO 30/69 1440). 
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For the Government this. was-: a fiendish misfortune, for 

the timing and location of the impending by-election 

combined to make it the first, and probably the last 

electoral contest to be crucially influenced by the 

Palestine issue. Whitechapel, in the heart of the East End, 

included a large number of dockland workers - but it was 

estimated that as many as 40% of the electorate were 

Jewish. 
I 

Events leading up to the election suggested that most 

were also Zionists. On 27 October some 4,000 Jews crowded 

into the Pavillion Theatre, Whitechapel, to hear Weizmanng. 

Sokolow and Brodetsky denounce the White Paper, and to pass 

a resolution condemning the Labour Government. 2 
A Palestine 

Protest Committee was formed, which posted bills throughout 

the East End: 'Scrap the White Paper' and 'Palestine 

Betrayed by the Labour Government'. At the first meeting 

listeners heard Rabbi Rabinovitz urge all Jews to unite 

against the White Paper. 3 

Government and party were well aware of the electoral 

dangers, which provided an extra spur to party and Cabinet 

deliberations. Shiels confessed to Henderson that 'I am 

rather doubtful about the electoral help we shall get as 

Amery, Lloyd George and Co. are heavily in with Weizmann'. 
k 

There were even difficulties over the non Jewish electorate, 

since many were Cathhlic, and the Chief Agent reported that 

1 The Times 18 Oct. 1930- 

2 Ibid., 28 Oct. 1930- (V. VWeizmann, op. cit.,, p. 113. ) 

3 The Times 28 Nov. 1930. 

4 D. Shiels to A. Henderson, 15 Nov. 1930, Henderson Papers, 
o . cit. 
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'while (the Jews) are affected by the White Paper on 

Palestine, we may expect some polling difficulties with the 

Catholics owing to the school question'. 
' 

Opposition candidates were not slow to take advantage. 

Guiness, the Tory candidate, appeared on the platform at 

the Pavillion Theatre rally, and stressed his agreement with 

the views of Baldwin, Chamberlain and Amery as expressed in 

their critical letter to The Times on 23 October. The 

Liberals went one better. Having approached Selig Brodetsky 

(a member of the Zionist Executive) they finally chose as 

their candidate BarnettJanner, President of the North West 

London Zionist Executive. 
2 Brodetsky later wrote that 'my 

position would have made it a Zionist election' but the 

choice of Janner was certainly not designed to avoid what 

was already extremely likely. The only shred of comfort 

for the Labour Party was the certainty that the views of 

Harry Pollitt, the Communist candidate, would appeal to 

few Zionists on the Palestine question, though even he 

seemed to find much support for other reasons. 
3 

For the Labour Party one of the many imponderables was 

the attitude of Poale Zion. From the highwater of 1920 

1 By-Election Report, NEC 25-6 Nov. 1930. 

2 The Times 25 Nov. 1930, Brodetsky, op. cit., p. 139. 
Within the local Labour Party Janner's career as a Liberal 
candidate, and later MP, did not stand in his way twelve 
years later when he sought nomination as Labour candidate. 
However, he was forced to complain to the NEC that certain 
wards had been prevented from nominating him, and he 
subsequently entered Parliament for Leicester, West. See 
NEC Election Sub Committee Minutes, 28 Nov. 1942. 

3 J. Mahon, Harry Pollitt: A Biography (London, 1976) 

pp. 164-5, The Times 21 Nov. 1930. 
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membership had fallen to 600 and the number of Branches had 

declined' but Poale Zion still claimed considerable member- 

ship in the East End. 

There are indications that the organisation itself was 

divided over the tactics it should adopt, 
2 but on 29 October 

Middleton received from Maurice Rosette, Secretary of Poale 

Zion, a communication that could leave Middleton with few 

misapprehensions and which gave further urgency to the talks 

he and his colleagues were then conducting with the 

Government: 

'The sympathy of British Labour with the natural 
aspirations of the Jewish people... was a powerful 
argument in our hands which we used to win over the 
Jewish masses to the cause of Labour. The success 
of Labour candidates in Jewish areas was a practical 
manifestation of the confidence of the Jewish in 
British Labour. (It is now) hard to go to the masses 
as hitherto. The Executive Committee of Poale Zion 
has therefore de. ded to request the Executive of 
the British Labour Party to use its influence for 
securing the withdrawal of the White Paper, even if 
this involved the resignation of the Minister 
responsible. We would urge upon you the necessity 
for an early decision and reply with a view to the 
imminence of a by-election in an area which has a 
substantial Jewish vote. We feel bound to add that 

your reply will larSely influence the Jewish vote in 
that constituency. ' 

A later Poale Zion report summarised the possibilities 

of the by-election: 

'we should not allow the anti White Paper campaign to 
become an anti socialist campaign... at the same 
time the party was alive to the fact that the 
Whitechapel by-election gave us an opportunity to 

push forward our demand for the withdrawal of the 

1 The Jewish Yearbook (London, 1930 lists the central 
headquarters at Great Alie-Street, Branch 15 Worker's 
Circle, Young Poale Zion and Leeds Poale Zion. But there 

must have been further branches in London, and for the 
resolutions from Glasgow and Manchester branches see 
JSM 210/55 & 70. 

2 Poale Zion By-Election Report p. 10,14 in JSM 210/79. 

3 M. Rosette to A. Henderson, 28 Oct. 1930 (JSM210/79. 
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White Paper, to draw the attention of the Labour 
Party to the injustices of that document, and to 
secure the co-operation of members of the Labour 
Party in our fight against the Palestine policy of 
the Government'. 

Whatever the truth of the claims that the Jewish vote 

would be determined by the Palestine issue, and that the 

role of Poale Zion would be crucial - and the former at 

least seemed likely - Middleton could take no chances. He 

replied the same day listing the efforts he and his 

colleagues had made, and promised to show Henderson the 

letter. 2 

The Government had hoped that Whitechapel might provide 

Stafford Cripps, the Solicitor General, with the seat he 

needed. After the White Papers and the flat refusal of 

Poale Zion to support any member of the Government as 

candidate3 the idea was dropped. If the seat might be lost 

through the Jewish vote, it would have to be won with the 

dockers. So Henderson turned to Ernest Bevin. 4 

Bevin would not stand as candidate himself, but would 

not see Gosling's old seat lost to the party or, for that 

matter, to the Union. James Hall,, a union organiser from 

Wapping, was suggested by the TGWU,, and adopted by the 

constituency party. Bevin then set about to still Jewish 

fears, for amidst rising unemployment in the Port of London, 

with the danger of apathy, or support for Pollitt, among 

1 JSM 210/79 op. cit. 

2 J. Middleton to M. Rosette, 29 Oct. 1930 (JSM 210/42). 

3 JSM 210/79 op. cit. 
4 See A. Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin, 
Vol. 1 (London, 1960) pp. 455-7. 
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the dockers, it was clear that the Jewish vote would still 

be crucial. 

In a conference with Dov Hos Bevin told the Poale Zion 

organiser that he would 'instruct my boys' to vote against 

the Government if the White Paper was not amended. 
1 

This 

pledge he was later to repeat at a public meeting on 28 

November: 

'Mr. Bevin, who delivered a forceful speech in spite 
of continuous interruptions, said that the transport 
workers had 26 members in the House of Commons. If 
the White Paper came up before the House they would 
all vote against it, as would Mr. Hall when he got 
there. ' 

Bevin's threats came as one more blow to an already 

battered Government. After submitting a memorandum to the 

Labour Party and holding further talks with Henderson, in 

which he threatened to withdraw union support if assurances 

were not forthcoming, on 4 November a public statement was 

released over Bevin's name. 
3 

It told of the representations 

made by the union to the Government, and of the latter's 

assurances that Jewish protests had been founded on complete 

misconception. Then came a definite pledge: 'they neither 

enact or intend any stoppage or prohibition of Jewish 

immigration, and they expressly provide for the continuation 

of colonisation operations without a break'. The Govern- 

ment's new developb ent plans were mentioned, sind the 

document concluded by describing the Government's replies 

to three questions concerning immigration and the use of 

1 Rose, op. cit., p. 37. 

2 JSM 210/79 op. cit. 
3 Document 'Palestine' in JSM 210/51. 
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Jewish labour. 

Bevin's biographer ascribes considerable importance to 

his intervention. Bevin himself took great pride in his 

achievement. 
1 

Years later he reminisced to a Labour Party 

Conference how he had 'got MacDonald to make Arthur 

Henderson the Chairman of a Committee. This Committee 

amended the White Paper and the Jews were very pleased... '. 2 

But, though he may not have realised it, his intervention 

by no means ended the immediate problem for the Labour 

Party. 

Despite the efforts of Bevin, Henderson and Middleton, 

and despite the obvious signs of the Government's change 

of course, Poale Zion remained unsatisfied. At a joint 

meeting of London Poale Zion branch committees it had been 

decided that the party would take no part in the election 

unless 'a clear and unequivocal statement (is issued) by 

the Labour Party Executive regarding its attitude to the 

White Paper, as requested in the letter to the Executive 

on 28 October'. 
3 

Nor was this all. Three days later a 

letter was received from the Jewish National Labour 

Council. 
4 

Though, perhaps due to Bevin's intervention, 

the Council was prepared to campaign energetically for 

James Hall, the letter added that 'the JNLC would, however, 

1 Rose, op-cit., p. 40.2 LPACR 1946, p. 166. 

3 M. Rosette to J. Middleton, 7 Nov. 1930 (JSM 210/4? ). 

4 The JNLC (see above p. 30 ) was evidently reformed by 
Poale Zion in 1929 to give support to the Labour Party 
in the forthcoming election, see Manifesto in JSM 210/78. 
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in the circumstances, be glad if you sent a message to the 

Jewish electorate of VJhitechapel, clarifying the position 

and assuring them of the sympathy of the party on this 

specifically Jewish question'. 
' 

At the NEC's next meeting the party duly obliged. 
2 

Taking advantage of an invitation from an American Jewish 

organisation3 to send a fraternal delegate to its annual 

conference a statement was prepared - probably by Middleton- 

and issued to the press: 'we are profoundly disturbed that 

our Jewish friends in Palestine and their colleagues abroad 

should even for a moment doubt our sympathy with their 

ideals or suspect the British Government of putting 

obstacles in the way of their practical realisation within 

the Mandate' .4 

James Hall had also been obliged to define his position, 

which he did in a letter to the Central Committee of Poale 

Zion of 20 November. 
5 

He found 'certain inferences in the 

White Paper which I cannot reconcile with the declaration 

of the last Annual Conference' and vowed to vote against 

any attempt to deviate from the Llandudno declaration. 

With this assurance Poale Zion finally resolved to enter 

the contest 'keeping, however, in the forefront of all our 

election propaganda the demand for the withdrawal of the 

White Paper and the fulfilment of the Palestine program of 

1 L. Liff to J. S. Middleton, 10 Nov. 1930 (JSM 210/48). 

2 NEC 25-6 Nov. 1930. 

3 The National Labour Committee for 0rganis$d. 
.. Jewish Workers of Palestine. 

4 NEC ibid and LPACR 1931, P. 43" 

5 JSM 210/79 op. cit. 
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the Labour Party in letter and spirit'. At last the Labour 

Party could mobilise all resources to save a seat that was 

now regarded as highly marginal. 

It proved a difficult campaign. 
' 

MacDonald wrote to 

The Times in support of Hall, again stressing that 

colonisation and immigration would continue, and referring 

to the discussions taking place with the Jewish Agency. 

Hall's manifesto restated his 'determined opposition' to 

the White Paper policy2 and the Labour Party approved and 

circulated to all Jewish electors a message in Yiddish. 
3 

Hall had been having a hard time campaigning; addressing 

Jewish electors on 17 November he had been shouted down, 

and the meeting broke up in confusion. 
4 

Several Labour leaders, including Bevin, were active as 

speakers. The most interesting incident came when Poale 

Zion arranged a meeting in support of Hall on 28 November. 

Again the meeting became chaotic. Harry Snell, addressing 

the meeting, claimed that the hecklers, both Liberal and 

Communist, had not the true interests of Zion at heart, but 

there were immediate cries of 'No, we are anti Labour. We 

are true Zionists'. 
5 

At one stage police were called in, 

1 After the election Bevin complained to MacDonald of 'the 
Cross purposes existing during the campaign. (which had) 

made our task extremely difficult' and asked that certain 
Ministers might have 'a little more regard to these cross 
currents of opinion with which we are faced in the 

constituencies', E. Bevin to R. MacDonald,, 8 Dec. 1930 
(MacDonald Papers, PRO 30/69 1175). 

2 The Times 24 Oct. 1930. 

3 Ibid., NEC 26 Nov. 1930. 

4 The Times ibid. 

5 JM 210/79 op. cit., The Times 18 Nov. 1930. 
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but Bevin in the chair was able to restore order enough to 

speak, and for Marcus to announce that 'I have already seen 

last night a document, a copy of which is being sent to Dr. 

Weizmann by the British Government, which contains 

proposals which will materially influence the present 

position in favour of the Zionist movement'. 

According to Rose this letter, written by Henderson, 

had not yet reached WWeizmann, and he believes that Marcus 

was probably acting after a deliberate leak by the Govern- 

ment. 
l 

But a letter from Alexander to Henderson reveals 

the embarrassment Marcus' statement had caused: 'I am of 

course a little anxious about this sudden demand for a 

rushed reply... our hands are being forced by Vleizmann on a 

statement alleged to have been made by Marcus, which cannot 

be soundly based as we have not finished the drafting of our 

reply... '2 Weizmann was also concerned, and through Laski 

sought to obtain a copy of the letter as soon as possible; 

it was delivered the following day. 

The result of the election was declared on 4 December. 3 

Gosling's majority had been over 7,000; now Hall was the 

victor by a mere 1,088 over Barnet Janner. The failure of 

the Conservative candidate and the near victory of the 

Liberal, which ran clean against the national trend4 left 

little doubt of the influence of the Palestine issue. Bevin 

saw the result as a victory5 and perhaps it was a triumph 

1 Rose, op. cit., p. 39. 
2 A. Alexander to A. Henderson 28 Nov. 1930 (Henderson Papers, 
op. cit. ) 

3 J. Hall 8,554, B. Janner 7,445, L. Guiness 3,735, 
H. Pollitt 2,106. 
4. J. Stevenson and C. Cook, The Slump (London, 1977) PP. 95-6. 
k. JSM 210/79 OP-cit., for celebration tea for 

oale Zion and Gil officials. 
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of sorts. But the unwelcome by-election had seriously 

worried the Government and the Party, and Zionist pressure 

of the most direct kind, channelled and amplified by the 

Labour Party and the trade union movement, had helped 

modify the Government's policy,, and rather more obviously 

than it might have wished. 
I 

The Government was now in full flight from the White 

Paper. The Zionists' attention could now be turned away 

from the mobilising of pressure2 to the business of direct 

negotiation with the Government. The first formal meeting 

took place as early-as 17 November, with Henderson in the 

Chair, and continued until 11 February. The Government was 

concerned to secure a speedy end to the talks; 1Veizmann 

sensed it was on the run and continually raised his demands. 

The talks were finally wound up thanks in part to efforts 

of Malcolm MacDonald, who played an important role as 

intermediary. 
3 

1 There was naturally much comment on the influence of the 
by-election. Officials in the Colonial Office were partic- 

ularly bitter. Sir John Campbell,. Economic Adjriser, wrote 
that 'the Government has treated the whole thing in a most 
deplorably rotten way... and in my private opinion the PM 

was prepared to abandon the White Paper holus bolus if it 

should seem necessary to gain Whitechapel',, quoted in 
Offer, op. cit., p. 320 note 82. Many Labour Party members 
were critical, see eg G. T. Garratt: 'the Colonial Office 

appears to be like a reed blown hither and thither by 

every wind which may blow from New York, from Delhi, or 
even from Whitechapel (Political Quarterly, Jan-March 

1931 p. 53). 
2 The Socialist Pro-Palestine Committee issued a resolution 

condemning the White Paper. It was not, however, signed by 

any of the British members of the Committee, see resolution 
dated 13 Dec. 1930 in Jarblum, op. cit., pp. 27-8. 

3 Weizmann had written to the Prime Minister on 12 November 

asking if his son could have some official capacity at the 
forthcoming conference: the has our complete confidence, 
and if you will allow me to say so, our most sincere 
affection and respect... ' (Henderson Papers, op. cit. ). 
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Among those who took part in the negotiations were 

Kaplansky and Laski. The latter was not yet a Zionist - 

'His interest in Palestine was the result of his friendship 

with American Zionists rather than of his own Jewish 

parentage or political outlook' - but he still contrived 

to render useful service to the Zionist cause. His final 

contribution came on 11 February when, with Weizmann, he 

successfully insisted that the Government publish its 

forthcoming letter on Palestine in the form of a 

Parliamentary Paper. 

On 14 February, in answer to a question from Kenworthy, 

the Prime Minister read to the House his letter to 

Weizmann. 
2 Maintaining the traditional diplomatic language 

employed since the White Paper, and which could scarcely 

have deceived a soul, he insisted that the White Paper 

still stood, and that the letter represented merely an 

'authorititive interpretation'. In fact, the only 

promulgations that now remained concerned security and the 

proposals for a Legislative Council. The Government 'did 

not contemplate any stoppage or prohibition of Jewish 

immigration, land transfers were only temporarily to be 

controlled, and the economic conditions of the country were 

not to be 'crystallized'. By strenuous effort the Govern- 

ment had returned to its initial position. 

1 K. Martin, Harold Laski (London, 1953) P. 210. 

2 The so called 'Black Letter, HC Deb. Vol. 248 c. 599, 
751-7,13 Feb. 1931. 
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CHAPTER III 

Labour and Palestine in the Thirties 

A. 'A Socialist Utopia' 

The years between 1931 and 1936 were a time of 

comparative tranquility in Palestine. They were also years 

of large scale Jewish immigration. 61,81+4 Jews reached 

Palestine in 1935, the highest annual total for the Mandate 

period. In 1936 the population consisted of 370,000 Jews 

and 940,000 Arabs. 
1 

Jewish development and prosperity in Palestine, the 

absence of serious disorders and the weakness and intro- 

spection of the Labour Party following the debRcle of 1931 

combined to reduce official contacts between Zionists and 

the Labour Party to a low level. 2 Poale Zion declined in 

membership still further, and between 1931 and 1936 did not 

even appear on the Labour Party's list of affiliated 

societies. The London Political Office closed down in 

1932, not to reopen until 1938,3 although sporadic visits 

by Labour Zionists, in particular Dov Hos, ensured that 

contacts were maintained. In 1933 an official statement on 

foreign policy issued by the Labour Party made no mention 

of Palestine. 
4 The diminutive Parliamentary Labour Party 

now contained few members interested in Palestine; many 

had lost their seats, others, including Denman and Bennett,, 

1 N. Bethell, The Palestine Triangle: The Struggle Between 
the British, the Jews and the Arabs 1935-48 (London, 1979) 
P. 25, Gilbert, op. cit., pp. 159,165. 

2 There were occasional requests and invitations from. 
Zionist bodies (eg NEC 10 Nov. 1931) and messages of support 
continued to be sent, see eg. J. L. Cohen to G. Lansbury, 3 Jan. 
1934 (Lansbury Papers 15/39). 

3 Levenberg, op. cit., p. 129. 

4 A. Henderson, Labour's Foreign Policy (London, 1933). 
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joined the National Labour Party. There was nevertheless 

one significant development during this period,, namely the 

visits of a number of prominent Labour Party figures to 

Palestine. 

An early visitor was Arthur Creech Jones, the future 

Colonial Secretary. A former National Secretary of the 

TGWU, Creech Jones was now parliamentary candidate for 

Shipley, and developing a particular interest in Colonial 

matters. In the spring of 1933 he led a tour to Palestine 

under the auspices of the Workers' Travel Association, of 

which he was Organising Secretary. 
l 

He and his party were 

entertained by Dov Hos, and by members of the Histadrut, 

and on his return Creech Jones reported to J. L. Cohen that 

'all of us have returned enthusiastic about what we have 

seen and what is being done, and with our views on Zionism 

revised and events in the Near East seen in quite a new 

perspective'. 
2 'We shall', he promised Hos, 'now do our 

best to encourage people to see Palestine for themselves, 

and particularly to see what is being done by the Jewish 

people'. 
3 

Creech Jones admitted that 'before my visit to 

Palestine I was somewhat speptical about Zionist achieve- 

meats, 
4 

and he later claimed that 'if I had any prejudices 

1 For an earlier tour organised by Poale Zion in 
conjunction with the WTA see New Judea Dec-Jan 1931-2. 

2 Creech Jones to J. L. Coherm, 19 May 1933 (CJ 30/1/2). 

3 Creech Jones to D. Hos, 18 May 1933 (CJ 30/1/10-1). 

4 'A Few Impressions by a Gentile Socialist after a Short 
Visit to Palestine' in CJ 30/1/27. See also A. Creech Jones, 
'Prosperity and Strife in Palestine' in New Statesman & 
Nation 18 Aug. 1934. 
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at all they were certainly in favour of the Arabs'. 
1 

Nevertheless 'I returned impressed and enthusiastic that 

the utmost encouragement should be given to the Jewish 

people in developing in Palestine a national home'. 

Creech Jones made considerable efforts to interest 

other unionists in visiting Palestine, though he seems to 

have had little success. In July 1935 he confessed to Hos 

that none of the larger unions would send an official to 

Palestine. Plans for a special tour had been curtailed. 

Creech Jones felt his failure keenly, but assured the 

Zionists that 'this failure should not be regarded as any 

lagging of interest in Palestine I. 2 

One who did visit Palestine was Frederick Pethick 

Lawrence, who made a leisurely tour of the Eastern 

Mediterranean in the winter of 1931. He sent detailed 

reports to his friends and on arrival in Palestine, where 

he met Weizniann, he reported that 'it would be difficult to 

exaggerate the wonderful achievements that (the Jews) have 

effected in Palestine both in the natural field of 

cultivation. of the land and in the social realm of human 

relations'. 
3 

A more significant visit was that of Herbert Morrison, 

who led a further WTA party to Palestine in 1935" He 

brought back glowing reports of Zionist work and evinced a 

lively interest in Palestine from thenceforth. With Dov 

1 ZR 30 May 1941. 
2 Creech Jones to D. Hos, 1 May 1935 (CJ 30/1/45-6). 
3 Notes dated 31 Jan. 1935 in CJ 30/4/6-11. 
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Hos he struck up a particularly warm friendship. 1 
In the 

Daily Herald he told of his enthusiasm for the Jewish 

pioneers: 

'Most of them are young men and women - some were, 
until recently, the victims of Nazi persecutions in 
Germany; some belong to the interesting new 
generation that has been born in Palestine - all 
surely among the most splendid types to be found 

anywhere in the world... the new Jew to be found in 
Palestine was a revelation to e. Go and see him 
if the chance comes your way'. 

Some of his colleagues were surprised at the enthusiasm 

now displayed by the practical, unsentimental Morrison. He 

later told the House of Commons that, following his tour of 

agricultural settlements 'I came back with the humble 

feeling that I should like to give up this business of the 

House of Commons and politics and join them in the clean 

healthy life they are leading... it is one of the most 

wonderful manifestations in the world'. 
3 

Colleagues were equally impressed, Tour Williams, MP 

for the Don Valley, travelled to Palestine with fellow 

members of the Parliamentary Palestine Committee. 4 He 

felt that 'rarely in the history of the world have human 

beings shown such faith and devotion or thrown themselves 

5 
into a task so wholeheartedly as the Jews in Palestine'. 

1 'They liked each other from the start; both were 
practical, common sense able men', B. Donoughue & G. W. Jones, 
Herbert Morrison: Portrait of a Politician (London, 1973) 

p. 255. Hos was also deputy mayor of Tel Aviv between 1935 

and 1940. Zionists did, however, make use of Morrison in 

another way - by smuggling weapons in with his luggage, ibid. 

2 Daily Herald 12 Nov. 1935. 

3 HC Deb. Vol. 313 c. 1380-90,19 June 1936. 
4 T. Williams, Digging For Victory (London, 1965) pp. 95-6. 
The tour was organised by Barne Danner, since 1931 Liberal 
MP for Whitechapel, see B. Janner in. P. Goodmau (ed. ) op. cit., 
P. 107. The PPC had been reformed in November 1931 with 
Buchan. Chairman, Wedgwood Vice Chairman and Janner Secretary, 
see New Judea Nov. 1931. 

5 HC Deb. Vol. 310 c. 1131,24 Mar. 1936. Williams recalls 
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Susan Lawrence was similarly moved, and told the 1936 

Conference of her experiences: 

'I cannot tell you with what an uplift of spirit I 

saw our old Utopia in 'News for Nowhere' actually 
practised. It seemed so beautiful, it seemed so 
impossible but there it was, and I felt that in 
that experiment in those colonies there is something, 
to inspire western democracies and western socialiser. 

The succession of visits from representatives of the 

Labour Party and the trade union movement2 did much to 

restore relations between the British and Zionist labour 

organisations, strained during the troubles of the previous 

Labour Government. Helen Bentwich, though feeling that 

'the labour masses in Palestine are still not quite sure 

how they stand in regard to the Labour movement in Great 

Britain' noted that 'the visits recently of influential 

persons in the Labour and Co-operative movements are doing 

much to stimulate a proper friendship and understanding'. 
3 

And in contrast to the 1920s there were now a considerable 

number of men and women in senior positions within the 

Labour Party eager to speak on Palestine and to defend the 

Zionist position spurred on by admiration for achievements 

that 'as a result I was invited by the party to intervene in 

many debates on the Palestine question between 1935 and 1939. 
So carefully did we exploit any direct personal experience 
of the issues of the day - however sl , 

ght: ', see Williams, 

op. cit., p. 95. See also LP/ImpAC/1/170,15 May 1935, 
'matters raised by Mr. Williams after his visit: the draining 

of malarial swamps, education of Arab children, education 
grants, transport, roads, railways, Arab standpoint'. 

1 LPACR 1936 p. 217. See S. Lawrence, 'Jewish Colonies in 
Palestine', in Labour Vol. XI, No. 11, July 1935. 

2 See especially George Isaacs (see TUC Annual Conference 
report 1936, PP. 393-6. ) Another enthusiastic visitor was 
Rhys Davies MP, see articles in ZR April 1934 and New Judea 
March 1934. For ILP visitors see below p. 196. 

3 H. Bentwich to Creech Jones, August 1935, (CJ 30/2/4-8). 
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they had themselves witnessed. 

The effects of the visits were complimented by the 

informal contacts Zionists maintained within the Labour 

Party. In this connection J. L. Cohen was particularly active. 

Cohen, now an economics lecturer at Cambridge University was 

a protege of Weizmann but had become a leading member of 

Poale Zion and had for a time directed the London Political 

Office. ' 
He had been, according to Middleton, 'exceedingly 

helpful to the party, together with other colleagues, during 

the VJhitechapel by-election'2 and had stood unsuccessfully 

as Labour candidate for Wandsworth Central. 
3 

Cohen developed cordial relations with a number of 

influential members of the Labour Party. He was particularly 

friendly with William Gillies, the International Secretary, 

whilst James Middleton later noted that 'to J. L. Cohen 

belongs my interest in Zionism'. 
4 

Both officials appear to 

have used Cohen as an unofficial adviser on questions 

relating to Zionism and Palestine5 and Cohen was an 

important link between the Labour Zionists and Transport 

House until his death in the blitz. New Judea commented: 

'through his connections with the Labour Party he was able 

1 See above p. 41 Levenberg, op. cit., p. 129. Of Cohen's 
many articles see esp. 'Labour Zionism: Its Principles and 
Practices',. Jewish Chronicle Supplement 28 Oct. 1932. 

2 J. Middleton to D. Shiels, 10 Aug. 1931 (JSM 210/94). 

3 In 1937 the seat was won for the Labour Party by another 
Jew, Harry Nathan, and in 1940 provided Bevin with a seat 
in Parliament. 

4 ZR 22 Nov. 1941. 

5 See eg JSM 210/97-8, correspondence in LP/WG/11(b). 
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to win the active sympathy of its leaders for the Zionist 

ideal; and the consistently pro Zionist attitude of British 

Labour is in no small measure due to his influence', 

Of the two party officials Middleton showed the greater 

enthusiasm for Zionism, and soon forgot his irritation at 

Zionist pressure during 1930. He was always willing to 

contribute an article encouraging Jewish immigration and 

colonisation, 
2 

and his commitment to Zionism was to 

blossom in later years. Gillies' feelings were less 

pronounced, despite his friendship with Cohen, though he 

dutifully reflected the pro Zionist bias of his party. 

Though a member of the Socialist Pro Palestine Committee he 

nevertheless told Jarblum in December 1935 that 'he did not 

see his way to writing an article at the moment upon the 

necessity of a great increase in immigration into 

Palestine' .3 

Social contacts were maintained at a modest level. In 

December 1935 for instance Creech Jones arranged a dinner 

for Labour MPs and supporters with an interest in Palestine 

at which speeches were made by Wedgwood, Pethick Lawrence= 

Morrison, Norman Bentwich and Dov Hos. 
4 

Several Labour MPs 

1 New Judea Dec. 1940. See also ZR 22 Nov. 1940, LPACR 
1941) P. 43. 

2 For example, see article written for the National Labour 
Committee for Palestine, 25 Apr. 1936 (JSM 210/129). 

3 Correspondence with Jarblum in LP/WG/11(b). 

4 It is not clear at whose instigation the dinner was 
arranged; Creech Jones had earlier written to Morrison 
that 'I am being pressed by our Palestine friends to 

arrange a dinner... ' (CJ 30/1/47-9,19 Nov. 1935). 



125 

were persuaded to join the Paladin Club1 and in April 1936 

Gillies was Cohen's guest at a meeting addressed by Sir 

Herbert Samuel, and by Dr. Levenberg of Poale Zion. 2 

Sometimes, however, party leaders did show some reluctance 

to speak in public about Palestine. Norman Bentwich could 

persuade neither Morrison nor Creech Jones to address the 

Club; surprisingly Creech Jones claimed to be 'bankrupt in 

saying anything worth while'. 
3 

But the good relations 

between Labour Zionists and the Labour Party - occasionally 

furthered by gifts of Palestine citrus fruit4- were fully 

in evidence during the election of November 1935. 

The Zionist Review sought the opinion of prospective 

candidates, and was able to print messages of sympathy and 

support from over 50 Labour candidated. 
5 

From Attlee came 

a clear statement of party views, which were published in 

the Daily Herald: 

'The British Labour Party recalls with pride that in 
the dark days of the great war they associated 
themselves with the ideal of a National Home in 
Palestine for the Jewish people... they have never 
faltered, and will never falter in their active and 
sympathetic co-operation with the work of political 
and economic reconstruction... we are proud of our 
close association with the organisation of Palestine 
Labour who have fulfilled their responsibilities in 
the rebuilding of Palestine in a manner which has 

1A dining club for those interested in Palestine; half of 
the 60 members were gentile, half Jewish, see Bentwich, 
'Wanderer', op. cit., pp. 213-4. Among Labour members were 
Daniel Hopkin and Lewis Silkin. 

2 J. Cohen to W. Gillies, 14 Apr. 1936 (LP/WG/9(a)). 

3 Creech Jones to N. Bentwich, 9 Jan. 1936 (CJ 30/1/58). 

4 See letters from Middleton, 14 Mar. 1933 (JSM 210/100), 
Creech Jones, 1 May 1935 (CJ 30/1/46) and Gillies, 25 Jan. 
1937 'Iz-assure you that I will be a more energetic publicity 
agent for the products of your Jewish co-operatives' 
(LP/WG/9(b)). 

5 ZR 1935, including messages from Attlee Alexander, 
Bon31ield, Angell, Gaitskell, Adamson and 

&reech Jones. 
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earned wide admiration. ' 

Poale Zion responded with a manifesto which urged full 

support for the Labour Party, the party with 'a real under- 

standing and profound sympathy for a Jewish National Home 

in Palestine'. Zionists arranged a number of meetings in. 

support of Labour candidates. On 12 November Morrison 

spoke at a meeting called by Poale Zion in support of the 

three Hackney candidates. In Whitechapel James Hall, 2 

mounting a successful challenge to Barnett Janner, stressed 

his own previous services to the Zionist causes: preventing 

the deportation of two Jewish workers, and helping regain 

the six day week for Jewish workers in the Athlit quarries 

and the Haifa construction works. 
3 

The election saw a partial recovery for the Labour Party 

from the ruin of 1931. Of a total of 154 Labour MPs, five 

were now Jewish. 4 
More importantly, Tom Williams was now 

joined on the Labour benches by a number of enthusiastic 

gentile supporters of Zionism. 
5 

1 Daily Herald 11 Nov. 1935. Meinertzhagen castigates 
Attlee for shameless vote buying and duplicity. Had the 
declaration been issued in November 1945, as Meinertzhagen 
believed, he might have had a point, Meinertzhagen, op. cit., 
p. 198. 

2 Leaflets in LP/WG/11(b). 

3 ZR Nov. 1935. The results were: 
1931 Janner (Lib) 11,013 Hall (Lab) 9,964 

Pollitt (Com) 2,658 Lewis (NP) 154 
1935 Hall (Lab) 13,374 Janner (Lib) 

11,093 

4 David Frankel, Harry Day, George Strauss, Emanuel 
Shinwell and Sidney Silverman. In the following years they 
were joined by Lewis Silkin (1936) and Harry Nathan (1937). 

5 In particular Morrison and Creech Jones. The Parliamen- 
tary Palestine Committee was reconstituted following the 
election; Labour members included Wedgwood, Creech Jones, 
Hopkin, Williams and Smith. 
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B. Policy Making in the Advisory Committee 1934 - 1936 

It is perhaps surprising to find that the process of 

formulating a party policy for Palestine began well in 

advance of the troubles which began in Palestine in 1936. 

This took place within the Advisory Committee on Imperial 

Affairs which, less concerned with immediate political 

considerations, had the responsibility of advising the NEC 

on developments and problems in the field of colonial 

affairs. It is not clear, however, what prompted this 

renewed consideration of the Palestine question, but the 

subject appeared on the agenda on two occasions in 1933 and 

was finally discussed in May 1931+. 1 

The minutes of the meeting. simply record that Sir John 

Maynard was requested to invite an Arab representative 'Mr. 

Shahia', to address the committee. 
2 

It is possible that, as 

on previous occasions, the concern to hear from an Arab 

spokesman was prompted by the knowledge that a Zionist 

approach to the Committee was forthcoming. Certainly not 

long afterwards a long memorandum was received from Berl 

3 
Locker. 

Locker admitted that it might come as a surprise to 

1 LP/ImpAC/1/120 & 124,22 Nov. 1934 & 20 Dec. 1933. The 
Jewish Chairman, Leonard Woolf, was no Zionist. 'All the 
eloquence of Lewis Namier and Chaim Weizmann, however, 
could not shake Woolf's view that tb introduce a racial and 
religious minority into the Middle East was to court 
trouble. ' F. Gottlieb, 'Leonard Woolf's Attitude to his 
Jewish Background and to Judaism', Transactions of the 
Jewish Historical Society of England, Vol. XXV, 1977, p. 36. 
See also D. Wilson & J. Eisenberg, Leonard Woolf: A Political 
Biography (London, 1978) passim. 

2 LP/ImpAC/1/134,16 May 1934. I have not been able to 
trace this person. 
3 B. Locker, 'The Present Position in Palestine''in 
LP/ImpAC/2/139. Locker was then on the executive of the 
Jewith-Agency', in London. 
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learn that great dissatisfaction existed among Jews in 

Palestine for, he claimed, 'the possibilities for 

immigration have never been so restricted'. There was an 

acute shortage of Jewish labour,, and as a result the 

balance in wage levels was being destroyed and Jews 

diverted from agriculture to industry. Locker appealed 

for the help of the British labour movement in attempting 

to secure 'a fair and full application of the principles of 

absorptive capacity'. 

Labour Zionists were aware that their policy with 

regard to Arab workers was, as Locker put it, 'misunderstood 

and misrepresented as anti Arab or as contrary to the 

principle of the solidarity of labour'. In an additional 

note he sought to refute the charges: it was only in the 

field of employment created by Jewish enterprise that, in 

order to create a Jewish working class, Arab workers had to 

be excluded. Solidarity of labour did not require the 

disappearance of Jewish labour in these areas. In fact 

there was much co-operation between workers in public and 

semi public workers, and the Histadrut was actively 

encouraging the organisation of Arab workers. 
1 

'We cannot agree, however, that the basic aim of creating 

a Jewish working population, especially in agriculture, 

should be emasculated by an artificial check on Jewish 

immigration and replacement of present and prospective 

Jewish workers by means of the vast reserves of Arab labour, 

inside and outside Palestine'. 

1 But see A. Shapiro, 'The Ideology and Practice of the 
Joint Jewish-Arab Labour Union in Palestine 1920-39', 
Journal of Contemporary History, Vol. 12,1977, pp. 669-92, 
N. Caplan, Palestine Jewry and the Arab question 1917-25 
(London 1976) 1p 18-9,13 4 Flapan, op. cit., pp. 199- 
207 G. Mansur, Tie Ara ýYorier under the awn ate (Je salem 193f1) passim. For labour immigration see especially heffer, 
op. cit., pp. 160-93. 






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































