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THE AUTHOR 

It is one of the commonplaces of history that adverse 
circumstances offer no obstacle to men of outstanding energy and 
ability. Douglas Reed, who described himself as "relatively 
unschooled", started out in life as an office boy at the age of 13 
and was a bank clerk at 19 before enlisting at the outbreak of 
World War I. A less promising preparation for a man destined to 
be one of the most brilliant political analysts and descriptive 
writers of the century could hardly be imagined. He was already 
26 years old when he reached the London Times in 1921 as a 
telephonist and clerk; and he was 30 when he finally reached 
journalism as sub-editor. Thereafter there was no stopping this 
late-starter. Three years later he became assistant Times 
correspondent in Berlin before moving on to Vienna as Chief 
Central European correspondent stationed at Vienna. Reed broke 
with The Times in October 1938, almost simultaneously with the 
appearance ofa book which was to win him instant world fame 
Insanity Fair, a charming combination of autobiography and 
contemporary history. This was followed a year later by another 
runaway best-seller, Disgrace Abounding. Other best-sellers 
followed in quick succession - A Prophet at Home, All Our· 
Tomorrows, Lest We Regret, Somewhere South ofSuez and Far 
and Wide. After Far and Wide Reed was virtually banned by the 
~tablishment publishers and booksellers, but he emerged from his 
enforced retirement as a writer in 1966 with The Battle for 
Rhodesia, followed by The Siege ofSouthern Africa a year later. 
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DOUGLAS REED 
The Controversy of Zion was written 

by Douglas Reed when at the peak of his 
writing career. It is the product of more 
than three years of full-time research, 
much of it carried out at the New York 
Central Library, and drawing on sources 
not easily accessible. He combines with 
information acquired in this way all the 
background knowledge and experience of 
a former London Times foreign 
correspondent who observed political 
developments in Europe at close range 
over a number of years. 

The book is written in a tone of 
sympathetic understanding of the 
situation in which millions of Jews have 
found themselves down the centuries, and 
he explores at depth (drawing much of his 
material from authoritative Jewish 
sources) central moral issues over which 
the Jews themselves have frequently been 
deeply divided and which have always 
involved the possibility of dangerous 
alienation from the main stream of 
mankind. 

Many will find that the real issue which 
set up violent antagonism between the 
Founder of Christianity and the Pharisees 
has been made clear by Reed, with 
quotations from Biblical and Talmudic 
sources, reinforced with others supplied by 
Jewish scholars, both ancient and modern. 

Religious information and 
interpretation acquire an extra dimension 
of interest and importance when set in 
proper relationship with historical 
developments from before the Babylonian 
Captivity until modern times. For Reed 
shows once again how news of 
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contemporary political happenings, which 
many people have given up trying to 
understand, can be rendered instantly 
intelligible when presented in the total 
historical context to which they belong. 

Much of the revisionist historY to be 
found in modern conservative literature, 
like that deali~g with the Alger Hiss trial, 
the persecution of Senator Joseph 
McCarthy, the Yalta Agreement, the 
Nuremberg Trials, the Morgenthau Plan, 
etc. has been amplified and illuminated 
and fitted into the grand mosaic of more 
than 2 000 years of human striving and 
suffering. 
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PREFf\CE
 
This preface is Incant to serve only one purpose. that of hringing to the 

attention of the reader the unusual circun1stances in \,\'h1Ch the book \\as \vritten. 
and how the ]nanuscripL after having rClnained hidden for InOlT than 20 years~ 

can1C to light and \vas at last 111ade available for publication. The story of the 
book itself. here told very briefly, is part of the history of our century. thro\ving 
son1e light on a struggle. of\vhich the n1ultitudes kno\v nothing that conducted 
relentlessly and unceasingly on the battleground of the hUlnan 111ind. 

For the rest. the C'Ol1frOl'ersy qlZiol1 can be left to speak for itself: indeed. it is 
one of the rare qualities of this \vork of revisionist history' and religious 
exposition that it can be opened anY'Nhcre at randoill. and the reader's interest is 
at once awakened and his attention fInnly grasped. 

The centrallnessage, too. is revealed in aln10st every page. understanding and 
con1passionate of people. but severely critical of the inordinate and dangerous 
aInbitions of their leaders. 

The importance to be attached to a work of this kind \vill rest partly on \vhat is 
written and partly on the identity. qualifications and status of thc person who 
wrote it - in thls case, Douglas Launcelot Reed, forn1cr London Tinu!s 
correspondent in ('entral Europe. later to win great fanlc with books like Insanity 
Fair, Disgrace Ahounding, S0l11clt'here South ql Sue::, }--ar and Wide and several 
others~ each alnplifying a hundredfold the scope available to hinl as one of the 
world's leading foreign correspondents. 

In the years iInmediately before and after World War II an introductory 
preface would have been superfluous~ because the name of Douglas Reed was 
then on everyone ~s lips. his books were being sold by scores of thousand. and he 
was known with intimate familiarity throughout the English-speaking \\.'orld by a 
vast army of readers and admirers. 

A change wrought by the passage of time calls for some effort at correction. 
There are still those of the older generation who remelnber Douglas Reed with 
adnliration and affection, and these have continued down the years to gathee 
and hoard like treasure trove, copies of his works still to be found fron1 time to 
time in secondhand book stores and in other places. But far greater is the number 
of those younger folk who never heard of Douglas Reed and never enjoyed the 
pleasure and instruction his writings provide. 

The disappearance into almost total oblivion of Douglas Reed and all his 
works was a change that could not have been wrought by time alone. Indeed, the 
correctness of his interpretation of the unfolding history of his time found sonle 
confirn1ation in what happened to him when at the height of his powers. 

1t\fter 1951, with the publication of Far and Wide, in which he set the history of 
the United States of America into the context of all he had learned in Europe of 
the politics of the world~ Reed found himself banished froln the bookstands, all 
publishers' doors closed on hiln~ and those books already written liable to be 
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\vit hdr~t\\ll fr01l1 Ii bra ry shelves and ··ldst"'. nCV,"T to he replaced. 
liis publil~ career as (} \\Titet' novv' apparently at an end. Reed \vas at last free u, 

underta kc a ;!rl'(ll task for \vhich all that h:'ld gone before. his yea rs a~ d foreign 
corrcsponlk'nt. his t r:.lvels in Furope :lnd ;·\rncri:,>:-l. his con\'cl'salion~ and 
con tact s vV1t h 1hc great pol iticallcaderS 0 f his day. pI us h jseagcr absorp t iCHl 
through reading and observation of ali thaI \vas best n t~uropcan culture. \verc 
but a kind of prepara lion and education that no could provIde and 
\vhich only the fort unate and gifted fc\v could full y use. 

Experiences which other 111en !l1ig~lt helve accepted as dcfc,tL served unly to 
focus H..ccefs powers on \vhat \vas to be his 1110'1 Ilnporlanl undcrt~lking that of 
researching and retelling th~ story of the last 2\)00 years dnd rnore' in such (1 \vay 
as t~) rcndc! intelLg,;bL' lllLlCh ofnlOdt~rn h1::: 1.ory v/hi,:h for tbe rnasses. rcnlain:-, in 
our tinlC steeped in d:.lrkness jnd clos~.:ly guarded by the Lerrors of an invisible 
systenl of censorshIp. 

C'0111111Cllcing in 1951 Douglas Reed spent nlutl thJn "llree \'Cf.l1"\. 11luch oftbis 
til1le separated fron) his \vife and young: fa111ily. vorking in the Ne'·\' York ('entral 
Library. or tapping ~l\vay at hi~ typewriter in spartclt1 in I'iC\V '{ork or 
]\If 0 n1rea 1. Wi1h V' 0 rk 111anIike zeaL t h(' book \\' (\ S re-\\ rit len. a II J00 0CPt) \\' 0 rd S 0 f 
it. and the epilogue only added in 19~6. 

If any other preface than this \vcre required. the cp:l,ogue. brought 10 the front 
of the book. vvould suftice. for il epitornises the enure \\-o1'k. reflecting. "lOO. in 
'vvords that \\'1th lighl ;lnd kindly yvarrnth. the total111an \vho wrote then1. 

It needed ~,()111e unusual source of personal po\~;'er and 111otivation to bring to 
conlplclion so big a book involving so nlu~"b laborious research ;lnJ cross
ehecking. a bo0 k. 1110 re 0 vee w hieh SeCll1ed to have 1i ttl cor no Cha11ce 0 f bei 11 g 
published in the au thor's lifetinle. Althoup,h there is correspondence to show that 
the l-ith~ \vas brietly discu~sed 'with onl~ publisher. the nl~tnuscript \vas never 
~:ublnittcd. but renlained for 22 years slc)\ved a\\',ly' in three zippered flIes on top of 
a \v,trdrobe in Reed's Durban hon'le. 

Relaxed and at peace \vith hilllSelf in the kno\\'ledge thdt he had carried his 
grcat enterprise as far as \vas possible in the circunlstances or lhe tin1es. l)ouglas 
Reed palien tly accepted his forced retirCl11cnt as journa list and 'A/riter. put behind 
hinl all that belonged to the past and adjusted hirnsclf cheerfully to a different 
I1l0de of existence in \vhich n10st or his nevv-found friends and acquaintances. 
charnlcd by his lively nlind and rich sel1S~ of hU1110Ur. renldincd for years 'O'vho11y 
unaware that this \vas indeed the !Joug!as Reed of htcrary talTiC. 

Of this he \\'(lS sure. \vhethcr or nell it vvould happen in his lifcrinlc, there \vould 
C0111C a tinlc \vhcn CirCU111stances ,vould pennie and the lneans be found, to 
conl111unic,lte to the \\'orld his lllcssage of his10ry 1'C-\\'1'1ttcn and the central 
rnessage of Christianity restated. 

l~here \vould have 10 be sonlC signs th~l t lYlankind \vas beginning to fight back 
again:)t falsehood and suppression and \vas reaching out for that kind of truth 
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\vhich, a" the Bible telb, sets n1cn free. Such signs had begun to :Jl,pC,lr 
several years before Jlee(l"s de;;th iri 1976 dt lhl~' age of~2 and unexpected 
in one St.) youthful in outlook and full of vit~dity. 

All ov:..?r the \\iorld. and e;-:.ptx:ially iL the United States. 11'10st pov:erful 
thl'r~fore \\'orst aftlicled \\'il11 .20n1111unications. there had corne int~) 

existence. ~tS if at the con11T1and of Providence, innunlcrable groups and 
organisa lions and intrepid. arliculatc :ndi viduals. ;i1! locked in a struggle \vith 
\\'hat tht~y ~a vV and felt as a cyd threatening Western ('hristian 
civilisa 1 ion. 

L)ift~rellt in'i pproach ~.lnd difT\..'rent in the language they used. their central 
n1cssagc \vas the san1e, a SU1111110nS to stand up and h,~~ counted in a struggle to 
prcs~rve all ~ hose things \vhich rnake life \North vlng. 

\\lith huoks like ;Vone {lore ('al! !f rrreoson \Nith sak?s running into IniUions. 
and other \veighticr tenles. their \\T!tcrs and distnbul<)rS had dcrnonstr,;.tcd that 
channels hdd at last been credtcd through \vhich it \vas possib~c to reach (i 

significant portion of Inankind \\i th S0111C portion ufthe truth hitherto Slnot hcrcd 
and hiddell. 

l'hesc, ho\vcver. turned out to be only the shc\ck-·troops or pioneers \\'ho \vent 
before and helped to clear the way for a l'eV.,i generation of courageous rcvisi()nist 
historians in. or froll1, the great centres of learning. the universities. \vith books 
like Dr. (~arroll Quigley's ""history of the \vorld in {Jut" ccn~ury", entitled Trage((l' 

([nd ffojJ{!. Dr. /\ntony Suttcrn's ;Vatio!?a! Suicide and liVal! Street add the 

Boisherik Rc'\'olulinll, to rllcntion only t\VO exa1l1pic~, of a fast growing literature 
of historical revision ,ind academic cor rectiun. 

Scholarship, by its nalurc disinclined to , had at ienglh cl\vakcned to 
find its(~lfjn the centre ofa for the rnind and soul ofrnan: ~cholarship had 
found itself defending inlperilh~d ~,ch()larship~ Shockley, Jen-.;cn, Butz and 111any 
others, its heroes \\'ere riding forth to offer battle to the forces \)f darkness. 

Milton's inspired lines ,ire a fining epitaph for I)ouglas Reed and an apt 
COll1111cnt on his re-C111crgcnce, after years of suppression, as one of the bravest 
prophets of his tin1C 

Servollt (~r(;()d. JI'ell dOlle.' Jlt"c/! hast thouf()ught the hetterjight, 1rho "'ingle 
has! lllaillraincd u,--[:,aillst rel'o/ted 17711/titudes the calise or [ruth, ill ltDI'd 
lJ7ighricr rhallthcy in (Inns. undf()r the tcslinloll.v qrrJ'lIrh hast horne unirer:-;al 
reproach,jell' lrorse To hear than riu/cllcc''/;)1' this H'as all thy ('arc to stand 
approl'ed in sight (~l Cod, t!JollRh H'or/ds judged thee perverse. The easier 
conquest nOH' rcnla;ns thee. aided hy this host (~lfi'iends , .. (Book k-l, 
})arodise Lost). 

IVC)R BENSON. 
Durban, NataL August 1978. 
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THE START OF THE AF~FAIR 

The true start of this affair occurred on a day in 458 Be which this narrative 
will reach in its sixth chapter. On that day the petty Palestinian tribe of Judah 
(earlier disowned by the Israelites) produced a racial creed, the disruptive effect 
of which on subsequent hUlnan affairs may have exceeded that of explosives or 
epidemics. This was the day on which the theory of the master-race was set up as 
""the Law". 

At the time Judah was a small tribe among the subject-peoples of the Persian 
king, and what today is known as ""the West" could not even be imagined. Now 
the Christian era is nearly two thousand years old and ""Western civilization", 
which grew out of it, is threatened with disintegration. 

The creed born in Judah 2 500 years ago, in the author's opinion, has chiefly 
brought this about. The process, frorn original cause to present effect, can be 
fairly clearly traced because the period is, in the main, one of verifiable history. 

The creed which a fanatical sect produced that day has shown a great power 
over the minds of men throughout these t\venty-five centuries~ hence its 
destructive achievement. Why it was born at that particular moment, or ever, is 
something that none can explail1. This is among the greatest mysteries of our 
\vorld, unless the theory that every action produces an equal and opposite 
reaction is valid in the area of religious thought; so that the impulse which at that 
remote time set many men searching for a universal, loving God produced this 
fierce counter-idea of an exclusive, vengeful deity. 

Judah-ism \vas retrogressive even in 458 BC, when men in the known world 
were beginning to turn their eyes away from idols and tribal gods and to look for 
a God of all men, of justice and of neighbourliness. Confucius anc! Buddha had 
already pointed in that direction and the idea of one-God was known among the 
neighbouring peoples of Judah. Today the claim is often made that the religious 
man~ Christian, Muslin1 or other, must pay respect to Judaism, whatever its 
errors, on one incontestable ground: it was the first universal religion, so that in a 
sense all universal religions descend from it. Every Jewish child is taught this. In 
truth, the idea of the one-God of all men was known long before the tribe of 
Judah even took shape, and Judaism was above all else the denial of that idea. 
The Egyptian Book of the Dead (manuscripts of which were found in the tombs 
of kings of 2 600 BC, over two thousand years before the Judaist ""Law" was 
completed) contains the passage: ""Thou art the one, the God from the very 
beginnings of time, the heir of immortality, self-produced and self-born; thou 
didst create the earth and make man". Conversely, the Scripture produced in 
Judah of ~he Levites asked, ""Who is like unto thee, 0 Lord, among the Gods?" 
( Exodus). 

The sect which attached itself to and mastered the tribe of Judah took this 
rising concept of one-God of all-peoples and embodied it in its Scripture only to 
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dt'~lroy it, and to :,ct up the crecd bast'd on its denial. rt is dcr:icd subtly. but wilh 
scorn. ;md ,l'i thc cre,:d IS ha~ed on ~he theory of th,: master-race this tkni,d is 
neccs~ary and inevitahle. A master-rdce. if there be one. must irs('il be God. 

The creed ',','hidl wa~ given force oidaily law in JudJh in 458 BC was then and 
still is unique in thc world. It rested on the assertion, artnbLOtcd to tile tribal deity 
(jehovah), that "the israelit,;s" (in i~lct, lhe Judahitesl were nis "chosen people" 
who. If they did al! his "stallltes and .llldg:!nent~'·. would b(: set over ,t!i othcr 
peupies an.] be e~;labljsheJ in a "promi,ed i~,nd··. Out ue li:i~, d1i::ory. ",·hether hy 
forethought or unforesecn nece,~ily. grew 1he pendent theories of "captivity" 
and ··destructlon··. If Jehovah were to be \\orshipped. as he demanded at a 
certain place in a specilied land. all hiS w(lrshippers had to live there. 

OlCvit'lisly aii d' ihe:n could not li"iC there hut if they Jiveo elsewhere. whether 
by con:,tra;111 or their own chOice. [h-::y Li i ltom;itical1y bec<ime "captive:;' of"the 
stranger". Wh0111 they had IJ ··!'Ootl.lut", "pull down" ;l11d "C:,~stroy'·. Given this 
h:!~ic tenet of PiC crctxi. it 111ade no diffeh:nce v:hether the "captors" were 
conquerors Gr friendly host:,; their o,"daincci 101 was to be dcslr~ll::tton or 
enslavement. 

Before they v/cre tkstroy"d ,Jr ensL.':ed. they Well'. for <! time. [() he "caprors" 
ofthe.!udahilcs. n01 in their own right. bUI hecause the Jl.Idahik~. h~iving raded 
in "observance . desen<d punlshment. III/his way. .!eh(~\·ah lcvealed hilllselfa-: 
the one-Cjod or ali-pet'J:.:cs: thc'ugh he "k ne,-," Cln;:, the "chosen people'". he 
would cmpi():< the heathen to punish them Cor their "transgressions", before 
meti'l)! out lhe fon:ordairwd destruction to these heathen. 

The Judahiles had this inheritance thrust on them. It was not even theirs. for 
the "covenant'·. according to these Scriptures, had been made betwcen Jehovah 
and "the children of Israel". and hy 458 BC the Israelites. spurning the non
Israelitish Judahites. had long since been absorbed by other mankind. taking 
with them the vision of a universal, loving God of all men. The Israelites. from all 
the evidence, never knt'w this racial creed which was to come down through the 
centuries as the Jewish religion. or Judaism. It stands. for all time, as the product 
of Judah of the Levites. 

What happened before 458 BC is largely lore. legend and mythology. as 
distinct from the period following. the main events of which are known. Before 
458 BC. for instance. there were in the main only "oral traditions"; the 
docu:nento.ry period begins in the two centuries leading up to 458 Be, when 
Judah had been disavowed by the Israelites. At this stage, when the word-of
mouth tradition became written Scripture, the perversion occurred. The 
surviving words of the earlier Israelites show that thcir tradition was a widening 
one of neigh bourliness under a universal God. This was changed into its opposite 
by the itinerant priests who segregated the J udahitcs and established the worship 
of Jehovah as thc god of racialism. hatred and revenge. 

In the earlier tradition Moses was a great tribal leader who heard the voice of 
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one-God speak frOlTI :.1 burning bush and came do\vn from a mountain bearing 
this one-Ciod's lTIoral conlmandnlents to the people. The time vvhen this tradition 
took shape \vas ont:' \-vhen the idea of religion was first moving in the minds of Inen 
and y\"hen all the peoples were borrowing fronl each other's trac{itions and 
thciught. 

\,Vhence the idea of one-God may have conle has already been sho'Nn:. 
aitho!lgh the earlier Egyptians themselves n1ay have received it fron1 others. The 
figure of Moses hinlself. and his Law, both were taken from illatcrial already 
existing. The story of Moses's discovery in tite bulrushes was plainly borro\ved 
frOiTI the nluch earlier legend (\vith \vhich it is identical) of a king of Babylonia, 
Sargon the Elder, \vho lived bet\veen one and two thousand years before him; the 
Ccnl1l1andrrlcnts rnuch resernblc earlier law codes of the Egyptians, Babylonians 
and Assyrians. T'he ancient Israelites built on current ideas, and by this nleans 
appa '4ently \vere \vell on the \vay to a universal religion when they Vt"ere swallowed 
up by Inankind. 

Then Judah put the process into reverse, so that the effect is that of a film run 
backward. The nlasters of Judah, the Levites, as they drc\v up their Law also took 
what they cuuld usc from the inheritance of other peoples and worked it into the 
stuff they \\'cre lTIoulding. I"hey began wIth the one just God of all ITlen, whos~ 

voice had been briefly heard from the burning bu~h (in the oral tradition) and in 
the course of five books of their \vritten Law turned him into the racial, 
bargaining Jehovah \\rho pron1jscd territory, treasure, blood and pO~Ter over 
others in return for a ritual of sacrifice, to be performed at a precise place in a 
specified land. 

Thus they founded the perrl1anent counter-ITlOVement to all universal religions 
and identified the nalne Judah with the doctrine of self-segregation from 
mankind, racial hatred, murder in the name of religion, and revenge. 

The perversion thus accomplished may be traced in the Old Testament, where 
l\'ioses first appears as the bearer of the moral commandments and good 
neighbour, and ends as a racial mass-tnurderer, the moral conlmandments 
having been converted into their opposites between Exodus and Nunlhers. In the 
course of this same transmutation the God who begins by commanding the 
people not to kill or to covet their neighbours' goods or wives, finishes by 
ordering a tribal massacre of a neighbouring people, only the virgins to be saved 
alive! 

Thus the achievement of the itinerant priests who mastered the tribe of Judah, 
so long ago, was to turn one small, captive people away from the rising idea of a 
God of all nlen, to reinstate a bloodthirsty tribal deity and racial law, and to send 
the followers of this creed on their way through the centuries with a destructive 
mission. 

The creed, or revelation of God as thus presented, was based on a version of 
history, every event of which had to confornl with, and to confirm the teaching. 
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This version of history went back to the Creation, the exact Inoment of which was 
known: as the priests also claimed to possess the future, this was a complete story 
and theory of the universe from start to finish. The end was to be the triumphant 
consummation in Jerusalem, when world dominion was to be established on the 
ruins of the heathen and their kingdoms. 

The theme of mass-captivity, ending in a lehovan vengeance ("all the firstborn 
of Egypt"), appears when this version of history reaches the Egyptian phase, 
leading up to the mass-exodus and mass-conquest of the promised land. This 
episode was necessary if the 1udahites were to be organized as a permanent 
disruptive force among nations and for that reason, evidently, was invented~ the 
ludaist scholars agree that nothing resenlbling the narrative in Exodus actually 
occurred. 

Whether Moses even lived is in dispute. ""They tell you". said the late Rabbi 
Emil Hirsch, ""that Moses never lived. I acquiesce. If they tell me that the story 
that catne 1'ro111 Egypt is n1ythology, 1shall not protest; it is nlythology. They tell 
me that the book of Isaiah, as we have it today, is composed of writings of at least 
three and perhaps four different periods~ I knew it before they ever told me: 
before they knew it, it \vas my conviction". 

Whether Moses lived or not, he cannot have led any mass-exodus from Egypt 
into Canaan (Palestine). No sharply-defined Israelitish tribes existed (says Rabbi 
Elmer Berger) at any tinle when anyone called Moses may have led some slnall 
groups out of Egyptian slavery. The Habiru (Hebrews) then were a/read}' 
established in Canaan, having reached it long before from Babylonia on the far 
side. Their natTIe, Habiru, denoted no racial or tribal identity; it llleant 
"no111ads". Long before any small band led by Moses can have arrived they had 
overrun large Canaanite areas, and the governor of lerusalem reported to 
Pharaoh in Egypt, ""The King no longer has any territory, the Habiru have 
devastated all the King's territory". 

A most zealous Zionist historian, Dr. 10sef Kastein, is equally specific about 
this. He will often be quoted during this narrative because his book, like this one, 
covers the entire span of the controversy of Zion (save for the last twenty-two 
years~ it was published in 1933). He says, '''Countless other Semitic and Hebrew 
tribes H'ere alrea(~r settled in the promised land which, Moses told his followers, 
was theirs hy ancient right u.f inheritance: what matter that actual conditions in 
Canaan had long since effaced this right and rendered it illusory". 

Dr. Kastein, 51 fervent Zionist, holds that the Law laid down in the Old 
Testatnent nlust be fulfilled to the letter, but does not pretend to take the version 
of history seriously, on which this Law is based. In this he differs from Christian 
polemicists of the ....every word is true" school. He holds that the Old Testament 
was in fact a political progranlme, drafted to meet the conditions of a time, and 
frequently revised to meet changing conditions. 

Historically, therefore, the Egyptian captivity, the slaying of "'all the firstborn 
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of Egypt", the exodus toward and conquest of the promised land are myths. The 
story was invented, but the lesson, of vengeance on the heathen, was implanted in 
men's n1inds and the deep effect continues into our time. 

It was evidently invented to turn the Judahites away from the earlier tradition 
of the God who, fron1 the burning bush, laid down a simple law of moral 
behaviour and neighbourliness; by the insertion of imaginary, allegorical 
incident, presented as historical truth, this tradition was converted into its 
opposite and the ""Law" of exclusion, hatred and vengeance established. With 
this as their religion and inheritance, attested by the historical narrative 
appended to it a little band of human beings were sent on their way into the 
future. 

By the time of that achievement of 458 BC, nlany centuries after any possible 
period when Moses n1ay have lived, Inuch had happened in Canaan. The 
non1adic Habiru, supplanting the native Canaanites by penetration, 
interlnarriage, settlenlent or conquest. had thrown off a tribe called the Ben 
Yisrael, or Children of Israel, which had split into a nUlnber of tribes, very loosely 
confederated and often at war with each other. l~he main body of these tribes, the 
Israelites, held the north of Canaan. In the south, isolated and surrounded by 
native Canaanilish peoples, a tribe called Judah took shape. This was the tribe 
froln \vhich the racial creed and such \vards as ""Judaisln", ""Je\vish"' and ""Jew" 
in the course of centuries emerged. 

From the nl01nent \vhen it first appears as an entity this tribe of Judah has a 
strange look. It \vas always cut ofC and never got on well \vith its neighbours. Its 
origins are mysterious. It seelns fronl the beginning, with its onlinous nanle, 
sonlehow to have been set apart. rather than to have been ""chosen". The 
Levitical Scriptures include it among the tribes of Israel, and as the others 
111ingled thelnselves with n1ankind this \vould leave it the last claimant to the 
rewards prolnised by Jehovah to ""the chosen people". However, even this claim 
seelns to be false, for the Jewish E'/lcyc/opaedia inlpartially says that-Judah was 
""in all likelihood a /loJl-lsraeli/ish tribe". 

This tribe with the curious air was the one \vhich set out into the future saddled 
with the doctrine drawn up by the Levites, namely, that it was Jehovah's ""chosen 
people" and, when it had done ""all my statutes and judgments", would inherit a 
promised land and dominion over all peoples. 

Among these ""statutes and judglnents" as the Levites finally edited then1 
appea!"ed, repeatedly, the commands, ""utterly destroy", ""pull down", ""root 
out". Judah was destined to produce a nation dedicated to destruction. 
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THE END OF ISR.t\EL
 

I\bout tive hundred years before the event or 458 Be', or nearly three thousand 
years ago today~ the brief and troubled association bet\veen Judah and the 
Israelites (""the children of Israel"") C,lIne to an end. Israel rejected the chosen
people creed which was beginning to take shape in Judah and went its o\vn 'Nay. 
(The adoption of the nan1e ""Isracr~ by the Zionist state \vhich was set up in 
Palestine in 1948 was transparent fa Ise rretence). 

The events \vhich led to the short-lived~ unhappy union covered earlier 
centuries. The n1ythological or legendary period of Moses was followed by one in 
(~anaan during which ""Israer' \vas the strong, cohesive and recognizahle entity~ 

the northern conf(~deration of the ten tribes. Judah (to which the very slnall tribe 
of Benjanlin attached itself) \vas a petty chiefdotn in the south. 

Judah, fron1 \vhich today's Zionisnl COITleS do\vn, was a tribe of ill repute. 
Judah sold his brother Joseph~ the 1110st beloved son of Jacob-called-IsraeL to the 
Ishn1aelites for t\venty pieces of silver (as Judas, the only Judcan anlong the 
disciples~ n1uch later betrayed Jesus for thirty pieces of silver), and then founded 
the tribe in incest. (Genesis 37-38). ~rhc priestly scribes who \vrote this Scriptural 
account centuries after\vards had t11ade thenlselves the Inasters of Judah and as 
they altered the oral tradition, \vhencycr it suited then1~ the question prolnpts 
itself: \vhy \verc they at pains to preserve~ or possibly even to insert. this 
attribution of incestuous beginnings and a treacherous nature to the very people 
who~ they said~ were the chosen of God? 'The thing is n1ysterious, like Inuch else in 
the Levitical Scriptures, and only the inner sect could supply an answer. 
Anyway~ those Scriptures and today~s authorities agree about the separateness 

of ""Israel"" and ""Judah~~. In the Old l'estan1ent Israel is often called ""the house of 
Joseph~'~ in pointed distinction fronl ""the house of Judah~~. The Jel\'ish 
Encyclopaedia says, ""Joseph and Judah typify fl\'O distinct lines (~ldescen(~ and 
adds (as already cited) that Judah was ""in all likelihood a non-Israelitish tribe~~. 

The Encyclopaedia Britannica says that Judaism developed long qfier the 
Israelites had l1u:rged thernsell'es \l'ith IJlankind, and that the true relationship of 
the two peoples is best expressed in the phrase, "The Israelites H'ere not Jell'S ". 
Historieally~ Judah was to survive for a little \vhile and to bring forth Judaisnl~ 

\\/hieh begat Zionisln. Israel was to disappear as an entity, and it all came about in 
this way: 

The little tribe in the south~ Judah, becalne identified with the landless tribe~ 

that of the Levites. These hereditary priests, who clainled that their offIce had 
been bestowed on thcn1 by Jehovah on IVlount SinaL were the true fathers of 
Judaisnl. They wandered an10ng the tribes~ preaching that the \var of one was the 
war of alL and Jehovah's war. Their aitn was power and they strove for a 
theocracy~ a state in \\/hieh God is the sovereign and religion the law. During the 
period of the Judges they achieved their airn to SOlne extent, for they na turally 
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Il'ere thl' Judges. \\'hat they. and i:.;ola ted Judah. nlost needed \\Tas union wi [h 
I srael. I sr~leL vvhich di~,trllsled thIS lav"gl',:ing priesthood. \\!ould not hear of 
uni t1c~lt ion unless it \ver~ under a king: all the surrounJing peoples had kings. 

The Levite~ grasped this opportunity. 'rlh~Y sa\\ that if a king \vere ar·J1ointed 
th(> ruling class \vould supply the nOll1inec. and they \VeL-: the ruling (:lass Sarn ueL 
at their head. set IJ p a puppet n10]1a rchy. beh inci \\:hich 1he priesthoo(l \vielded 
true p()\vcr: this v/as achieved through the stipidatiun that the king should rl'ign 
only for lif,:. \\'hicb IllCant lhat he \vould lL>t bl' able to i'ound a dynasty. San1uel 
chose a Y(JL~ng Bcnjdlninitc pC~l:)(l1H. Saul. \\'ho h{id nlad~ S0l11C nanlC in trihal 
\varfare and. presu 111(1 hly. \\':1 S 1hougJ'~l Ii kciy to be trac table (the choice of a 
Bcnjanlinilc suggests tha t 1sracl vVou lei not consider any 111an of Judah for the 
kingship). The un iticd kin g(10 nl 0 rIsrae1the 11 hega n ~ in tru1hit surv ivcd hut this 
one reign. Saul's. 

1n Sa ut 's fa tc (0 I' in the ac\.: 0 unt g ive n 0 f i1 in the Iate r Scriptures) the 0 In in 0 uS 

nature of J udaisll1, as it \V<IS to be given shape, rnay be discerned. I-Ie was 
c0l1i111andcd tn b\..gi 11 the \\1:'1 r by a t lack ing the /\ 1l1a icki tes "and If !!er(r 
dCSlro,r illl that they have, <lnd sp:.trc thenl not: but slay both 111an and \VOl11an. 
InCant and ~;uckling. ox and sheep. canlt.'l and ass'''. lie destroyed "111an and 
\\tnnal1. infant and sLlckl:nf!'·. bUl ~parcd !(ing ,I\gag and the best of th\..' sheep. 
oxen. yearlings and ian1 bs. For tll is he 'Na:" CXC0111ln Llr:icatcd by SanlueL \vbo 
seerelly cbosc one [)~lvid. of Judah. to be SauJ\ ~;uceessor. 'Thereafter Saul vainly 
str(~vc by ze~l1 In ""utter destruction" to appease the Levites. and then hy 
atlenlpting I)a~/id's life to'<lVC his lhrone". At last he killed hinlself. 

Possibly none of this happened: it is the account given in the Book of SanlueL 
\v hie 11 the Le\;' ites produecd cen t uri C~~ 1ate r. \tvhethe r it is t l'Ue 0 r allego rica1. the 
in1portance lies in thl' plain inlplicatioll. Jehovah dcnlanded literal obedience 
\"'hen he con~n1anJed "uttcr destructIon·', and !nercy or pity \verc capital 
on~nccs. ~rhis iessol1 is driven hon-Ie in rnany other depictlnents of events \vhich 
\\ere possi hly histori''':'dl and po~~sihly inl~l.~) nary. 

This \vas re~llly the crIcL three thoLlsand years ago, of the united kingdonl, for 
Israel \vould not accept the 111i.ln or Judah. [)avid, as king. Dr. Kastein says that 
"the rest of Israel ignored hin1" and proclainled Saurs son. lshbosheth, king. 
\vhercon the re-division in to Israel and Judah ·'really took place'". f\.ceording to 
.5'(ll71uel, Ish bashet h \vas ki lied Zlnd his head \vas sen t to David. \vho thereon 
restored a nOl1linal union and Inadc Jerusalenl his capital. He never again truly 
united the kingdoln or the tribes: he founded a dynasty \vhich survived one n10re 
reIgn. 

F'-onnal Judaisnl holds to this day 1hat the Messianic consulnnlation \NiH conle 
about under a \voridly king of "the house of David": and racial exclusion is the 
first tenet of formal Judaisnl (and the law of the land in the Zionist state). The 
origins of the dynasty founded by I)avid are thus of direct relevance to this 
narrati''/e. 
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Racial discrinlination and segregation were clearly unkno\vn to the 
tribespeople in those days of the association between Israel and Judah, for the 
Old Testalnent says that David~ the Judahite, from his rooL saw ....a very beautiful 
woman ~~ b(lthing~ C0111n1anded her to him and made her 'kith child~ and then had 
her husband~ a Hittite, sent into the front battle-line with orders that he be killed. 
When he was dead David added the woman, Bathsheba, to his wives, and her 
second son by hin1 becan1e the next king, Solomon (this story of David and 
Bathsheba, as related in the Old TestalnenL was bo\vdlerized in a Hollywood
made moving pictui of our day). 

Such \vas the racial descent of Solonl0n, the last king of the riven confederacy~ 

according to the Levitical scribes. He began his reign with three murders, 
including that of his brother, and vainly sought to save his dynasty by the 
Habsburg nlethod, lnarriage, though on grander scale. He married princesses 
from Egypt and nlany neighbouring tribes and had hundreds of lesser wives, so 
that in his day, too, racial segregation n1ust have been unknown. He built the 
temple and established a hereditary high priesthood. 

That was the story~ concluded in 937 BC, of the short association between 
Israel and Judah. When Solonl0n died the incolnpatible associates finally spliC 
and in the north Israel resulned its independent life. Dr Kastein says: 

....l~he two states had no nzore in conznzon. for good or eviL than any other two 
countries with a comillon frontier. From tilne to tin1e they waged war against 
each other or nlade treaties~ hut they \t'erc entirely separate. The Israelites ceased 
to he!ie\'e that they had a destiny apart/i'onz their neiRhhours and King Jerohoanz 
rnade separation.fi·onz Judah as con1plete in the religious as in the political sense". 
Then, of the Judahites, Dr. Kastein adds~ .... they decided that they \vere destined 
to develop as a race apart . .. they demanded an order of existence.lundanlentally 
d(fj'erent/ronl that q(the people about theln. These were dUj'erences H'hich allolt'ed 
of' no process q( assinli1ation to others. They demanded separation. ahsolute 

dU/erentiation. " 
Thus the cause of the breach and separation is n1ade clear. Israel believed that 

its destiny lay with involvement in nlankind~ and rejected Judah on the very 
grounds which recurrently, in the ensuing three thousand years, caused other 
peoples to turn in alarn1~ resentlnent and repudiation fro111 J udaisnl. Judah 
.... demanded separation, absolute differentiation'~. (However, Dr. Kastein~ 

though he says .... Judah", l11eans .... the Levites'~. How could even the tribespeople 
of Judah, at that stage, have demanded .... separation, absolute differentiation", 
when Sololl1on had had a thousand wives?) 

It was the Levites, with their racial creed, that Israel rejected. The next t\\10 
hundred years, during which Israel and Judah existed separately, and often in 
enmity, but side by side, are filled with the voices of the Hebrew ....prophets", 
arraigning the Levites and the creed which they were constructing. These voices 
still call to nlankind out of the tribal darkness which beclouds much of th," Old 
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TestalTIenL for they scarified the creed which was in the nlaking just as Jesus 
scarified it seven or eight hundred years later~ when it was long established. at the 
Temple in Jerusalem. 

These ITIen were nearly all Israelites~ lTIOst of thelTI were Josephites. They were 
on the road to the one-God of all-peoples and to participation in lTIankind. They 
were not unique among lTIen in this: soon the Buddha~ in India~ was to oppose his 
Sermon at Benares and his Five COlTImands of Uprightness to the creed of 
BrahITIa~ the creator of caste-segregation~and to the worship of idols. They were 
in truth Israelite remonstrants against the Levitical teaching which was to 
become identified with the name of Judah. The nalTIe .... Hebre\v prophets~~ is inapt 
because they nlade no pretence to power of divination and were angered by the 
description C" I was no prophet neither was I a prophet's son ~~ ~ A/nos). They were 
protestants in their tilne and gave simple warning of the calculable consequences 
of the racial creed~ their warning remains valid today. 

The clainls of the Levite priesthood ITIoved them to these protests~ particularly 
the priestly clailTI to the firstborn C"That which openeth the wOlTIb is nline~ ~~ 

E.y()dl/s)~ and the priestly insistence on sacrificial rites. The Israelite expostulants 
(to whom this '''so-called law of Moses~~ was unknown~ according to Mr. 
Montetlore) saw no virtue in the bloodying of priests~ the endless sacrifice of 
animals and the .... burnt offerings~~~ the .... sweet savour~~ of which was supposed to 
please Jehovah. They rebuked the priestly doctrine of slaying and enslaving .... the 
heathen~~. God~ they cried~ desired moral behaviour~ neighbourly conduct and 
justice towards the pooe the fatherless~ the widow and the oppressed~ not blood 
sacrifices and hatred of the heathen. 

These protests provide the first forelight of the dawn which came sonle eight 
hundred years later. They tind thenlselves in strange company alTIOng the 
injunctions to lnassacre in which the Old TestaITIent abounds. The strange thing 
is that these renlonstrances survived the conlpilation~ when Israel was gone and 
the Levites~ SUprelTIe in Judah~ wrote do\vn the Scriptures. 

Today~s student cannot explain~ for instance, why King David suffers Nathan 
publicly to rebuke him for taking Uriah~s wife and having Uriah nlurdered. 
Possibly ~l1TIong the later scribes who compiled the historical narrative. long after 
Israel and the Israelite expostulants were gone, were some of their nlind~ who 
contrived in this way to continue their protest. 

Conversely~ these benevolent and enlightened passages are often followed by 
fanatical ones~ attributed to the same man~ which cancel them~ or put the 
opposite in their place. The only reasonable explanation is that these are 
interpolations later made~ to bring the heretics into line with Levitical dogma. 

Whatever the explanation~ these Israelite protests against the heresy of Judah 
have an ageless appeal and fOrlTI the lnonument to vanished Israel. They force 
their way, like little blades of truth~ between the dark stones of tribal saga. They 
pointed the way to the rising and widening road of COlnmon involvement in 
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rllankind and d\Vay 1'roI11 the tribal abyss. 
Elij:lh a nc! Elisha hoth vvorked in Israel. ~lnd An10s spoke solely to the 

JC\~)\.'philCS, ~~c in parti:..:ular attacked the hloc)d ~~acriflccs and priestly rites: "1 
h~l teo 1despise your feasts and I lake no delight in your solen-ln asseInblics. Yca~ 

though ye offer n1(' burnt offerings and your Inc:.tl offerings, I "vill not accept 
thell1. T\Jeithcr 'NiH I regard the peace offerings of;/our fat beasts. 1',lkc thou ,l\vay 
11'0111 Ine ~he noise of lhy s()ng~" (th~: Levitcs' Cl1:'liltcd liturgics) "and let 111e n01 
hear l he nH:~lody of1l1]T \·iols. But Ictjudgn1ent rUI1 as waler and righteousness as a 
111iglH)i strcarll", l\.nd then the inlnlortal rchuke to the .... peculiar people'" 
dOCl rilh;: ... f\re yc not as the children of the Ethiopians unto n1C, () children or 
Isr'lel. saith tlv" Lord". 

J1oSCJ, another Israelite. says. '"1 desired n1lTCY and not sacrifice. and the 
klHHvledge of (Jod n10re than burnt offerings". l-Iosea exhorts to the practice of 
"juslicf_1 :Jnd rightenllSlh··~')S". '''loving kindness and conlpassion and faithfulness", 
not discrin1ination ,lnd contclnp1. 

[11 IVli:.:ah"' lin1c the Levites apparently still dcn-:anded the sacrillcc of all the 
l~r~;tborn to jehov~dl: 

"\Vl!\-~re\vil h sha 11 I L~0111e befofl? the Lord and bo\v 1nysc11' before God on high? 
Si1,di I CaIne before hirn \vilh burnt orfcrings~ \vith calves of a year ('lId? \Yi11 the 
Lt)rd be plca~cd \\'ith thousands of ra111S or \vith ten thousands of rivers of oil. 
Shull I.i!ire illy.lirslhorn.!()J 171J'lraJl.\'grcssiollS. rhc./i'!fil qj'J17y hO{(l'.!()r the sin OJ'171.1' 

sour' It haUl been told to ~hce, 0 nl~nL \vh;.it is good and \Vhal the Lord doth 
require of thee: only to do justly and to love nlercy and to walk hUlnbly \vith thy 
Ciud" 

-rhc-;c 111Cn contended for the soul of the lri11espcople during the t\yO centuries 
\\Ihcn lsrael and Judah existed side by side, ~\nd son1etiIllCS at daggers drawn. 
During this period the Lcvites, earlier distri bULeJ an10ng 1he t \;\1el ve tribes, \vcrc 
driyen Inure and 1110rC to congrega te in tiny Judah and in Jerusalenl, and 10 

concentrate their energies 011 the Judahitcs. 
l-hcn~ 111 721 B(~, Israel \-vas attacked and conquered by Assyria and the 

Israehtcs \vcre cJrried into captivity. Judah \vas spared for that n10111cnt and for 
another century rcn1aincd an insignificant vassaL 11rsl or /\ssyria and then of 
Egypt. and the stronghold of the Levitical se(~t. 

A1 th,11 poi 11 t .... the chi1d rc11 () f Is rae I'" disappea r fro In history a 11 d if pro n1 ises 
1l1~idc to the!11 are to be redeclllcd, this redenlption nlust evidently he fron1 an10ng 
the ranks of InankincL in which they becan1c involved and Il1crged. Given the 
prevalent \\/est\vard trend an10ng the 111oven1ents of peoples during the last 
t\vcnty-seven hundred years, it is probable that Illuch of their blood has gone into 
the European and i<\n1erican peoples. 

'The J udaist clain1, on the other hancL is that Israel was totally and deservedly 
"los!", because it rejected the Levitical creed and chose '"rapprochelnent \vith 
neighbouring peoples". Dr. Kastein. whose \vords these are, nearly twenty-seven 
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centuries later ardently rcjoiced~ on that very account. in their downfall: .... l'he ten 
northern tribes~ \\/ith their separate developlllcnt. had drifted so far fronl their 
kindred in the south that the chronicle of their fall takes the form of a brief bald 
staten1ent of fact unrelieved by any expression of grief. No epic poem~ no dirge, 
no syl11pathy Inarked the hour of their dovvnfall". 

The student of the controversy of Zion has to plod far before he hegins to 
unveil its nlystcries, but very soon discovers that in all things it speaks vvith two 
tongues, one for "'the heathen" and one for the initiates. 

The Levites of that ancient tin1e did n<.)1. and today~s Zionists do not believe 
that the Israelites "'vanished vvithont leaving a trace'~ (as Dr. Kastein says). They 
'sere PI'Ollt)lIllced "dead", in the \vay that a Jew Inarrying out of the fold today is 
pronounced dead (for instance, Dr. J oho Goldstein)~ they were exconl111unicated 
and only in that sense "·vanished". 

Peoples do not becolne extincC the North f\lnerican Indians~ the ;\ustralian 
Blackfel1o\vs, the New Zealand Maoris~ the South African Bantu and others are 
the proofs of that. For that nlatter. the Israelites could not ha ve been '''taken 
a\vay captivc~~, had they been physically extern1inated. Their blood and thought 
survive in l11ankind, sOlnewhere~ today. 

Israel renlained separate froln Judah of its own \\/ill~.and for the very reasons 
\vhich ever since have aroused the nlistrust and nlisgiving of other peoples. The 
Israelites .... were not Jews": the ludahites vvere .... in all likelihood non-Israelitish". 

l~he true l11eaning of the assertion that Israel .... disappeared" is to be found in 
the later 'Tahnud, which says: "'The ten tribes have no share in the \vorld to 
cOIne". Thus, .... the children of Israel'~ are banned from heaven by the ruling sect 
of Judah because they refused to exclude then1selves fronl mankind on earth. 

l'he C:hiefRabbi of the British Elnpire in 1918, the \'ery Rev. J.H. Hertz, in 
answer to an enquiry on this point said explicitly~ '''The people known at present 
as Jews arc descendants qj'the tribes qj'Judah and Be/1;j(ll11in with a certain nunlber 
of descendants of the tribe of Levi~~. This statement nlakes perfectly clear that 
.... Israel" had no part in what has becol11e Judaisnl (no authority~ Judaist or other~ 

vvould support the clailTI nlade to blood-descent froln Judah, for the Jews of 
today, hut this is of little account). 

Therefore the use of the narne .... Israel" by the Zionist state which was created 
in Palestine in this century is in the nature of a forgery. SOine strong reason rrlust 
have dictated the use of the l1~tlne ofa people who were not Jews and would have 
none of the creed vvhich has becon1e J udaisnl. One tenable theory suggests itself. 
l'he Zionist state was set up with the connivance of the great nations of the West, 
\vhich is also the area ofChristendon1. The calculation n1ay have been that these 
peoples would be cOiTIforted in their consciences if they could be led to believe 
tha t they \vere fulfilling Biblical prophecy and God's pronlise to ""Israel" ~ at 
whatever cost in the ""destruction" of innocent peoples. 

If that was the n10tivc for the Inisllse of the name ""I srael", the expedient n1ay 
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for the tinle being have been successful~ the nlultitude was ever easily 
··persuaded~·. However~ truth will out in the long run~ as the surviving 
renlonstrances of the Israelite prophets show. 

If the Zionist state of 1948 could lay claim to any name whatever taken from 
far antiquity~ this could only be ··Judah~~~ as this chapter has shown. 
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THE LEVITES AND '[HE LAW
 

During the hundred years that followed the Assyrian conquest of IsraeL the 
Levites in Judah began to cOInpile the written Law. In 621 Be' they produced 
DClIterOn0l11Y and read it to the people in the temple at Jerusaletn. 

This was the birth of .... the Mosaic law"'~ \vhich Moses, if he ever lived, never 
knew. It is called the Mosaic law because it is attributed to him, but the 
authorities agree that it was the product of the Levites, who then and later 
repeatedly 111ade Moses (and for that matter. Jehovah) say what suited thcIn. Its 
correct description \vould be ""the Levitical law" or "·the Judaic law". 

!)eulerOIl()J77Y is to fornlal J udaisnl and Zionisln \vha t the C olnnlunist 
Manifesto was to the destructive revolution of our century. I t is the basis of the 
l'orah (""the Lav/') contained in the Pentateuch. \vhich itself fornls the raw 
nlaterial of the TahnucL which again gave birth to those "conl111entaries" and 
conlnlcntaries-on-colnnlentaries which together const it ute the Judaic "·l~l\v". 

'Therefore Deliler0/101J1Y is also the basis of the political progranl111e. of\\J'orldly 
donlinion over nations despoiled and enslaved. which has been largcly realized in 
the W'est during this 'Twentieth (~cntury. lJeliler0!7o/77Y is or direct relevancy to 
thl~' e\'ents of our day, and nluch of the confusion surrounding them disperscs if 
they arc studied in its light. 

It was read. in 62] Be. to so slna11 an audience in so snlctll a place that its great 
effects for the whole world, through the foilo\ving centuries into our tinle, are by 
contrast the Inore striking. 

Before Delller0/10J71Y was conlpiled only the "'oral tradition" of what God said 
to Moses existed. The Levites clainled to be the consecrated guardians of this 
tradition and the tribespeople had to take their word for it (their pretensions in 
this respect chiefly caused the anger of the Israelite "·prophets~'). If anything had 
been written down before DClllCrOll0l11Y was read, such tnanuscripts were 
fragnlcntary and in priestly keeping, and as little known to the prilnitivc 
tribesnlen as the Greek poets to Kentucky hi11sfolk today. 

l~hat DClllerollo/71Y was d~frerenl from anything that had been kno\vn or 
understood before is inlplicit in its nanle~ which nleans "'Second Law". 
DClilCr0/10J71.1' , in face was Levitical JudaisJJ1, first revealed: the Israelites (as 
already shown) "\vere not Jews" and had never known this ""Law". 

Signiflcantly, Deulcrono/J7Y which appears as the flfth book of today's Bible, 
\vith an air of gro\ving naturally out of the previous ones, was the first book to be 
cOlnpleted as a whole. Though Gencsis and Exodus provide the historical 
background and nlount for ie they were later produced by the Levites~ and 
LeviticllS and lVzanbers, the other books of the Torah~ were c0111piled even later. 

DClltC/,OIlOJJlY stood the earlier tradition on its head. if it was in harmony with 
the 1110ral cOlnnlandments. However, the Levites were within their self-granted 
right in nlaking any changes they chose, for they held that they were divinely 
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authorized to anlcnd the Law~ as orally revealed by God to Mo',cs~ in order to 
n1cct "'the constantly changing conditions of existence in the spirit of traditional 
teaching" (Dr. Kastein). 

For that Inatter~ they also clain1ed that Moses had received at Sinai a secrc:r 

oral Torah, which 111ust nevc:!" be con1n1itted to \vriting. In vie\\! of the later 
inclusion of the Old l~cstatnent in one volunle with the Christian New Te~tanlenL 

and the average Gentile\ assunlption that he thus has bt:forc his eyes the \\hule of 
"'the Mosaic Law", this qualification is of pennanent interest. 

'The Talnlud, as quoted by [Jr. Fllnk~ says~ '''Ciod foresaw that onc day a tinlC 
would conle \vhen the Heathen \\'Quld possess themselves of the Torah and \votdd 
say to Israel. "We" too, are sons or Goer. 'Then \vill the Lord say: "Only he \\lho 

knows n1Y 3ccrcts is lHy son'. ,t\nd \vha t are the secrets of Cjod'? The oral 
tcachings". 

'The few people \vho heard [Jeutc:ronOlJ1J read in 621 BC~ and then tir~t lell,rned 
what ""the Ml)s~lic Law'" was to be, were told that the IT1anuscripts had been 
""discovered"". ~roday's JUd~list authorities disn1iss this and agree thal 
lJeulc:roll0f71Y was the independent \vork of the Lcvites in isol~ltt:d Juuah after 
Judah's rejection by the Israelites and the conq llest of Israel. [)r. I<~astein pu ts thc 
111(1 t ter like this: 

'loIn 621 BC', a Inanuscript hoary \\'ith the dust of ages \vas discovered alnong 
the archives. It contained ([ curious \,c:rs;o/l qj'rhc hilt's vvhich had been codifled up 
to i_hat tinlC, a sort of repetition and variatio/l of then-I, giving a hosL of 
instructions regarding 11lan's duty to (Jod and to his neighbour. It was couched in 
the forn1 of speeches supposc:d to have been delivered by Moses just before his 
death on the farther side of Jordan. W'ho the author was it is irnpossih/e to say". 

Thus Dr. Kastein, a zealot \vho a\vaits the literal fulfilment of ""the Mosaic 
Law'~ in every detaiL does not believe that its author was either Jehovah or 
Moses. It is enough for hin1 that it \vas produced by the lawgiving priesthood~ 

\vhich for hin1 is divine authority. 
None can now tell ho\v closely DeutcrO!l0I11y, as we know ie resclnbles 

DC:lIterO/lOnlY as it was read in 621 BC~ for the books of the Old Testanlent were 
repeatedly revised up to the time of the first translation, \vhen various other 
nlodifications were made, presumably to avoid excessive perturbation anlong the 
Gentiles. No doubt s0111ething \vas then excised~ so that DC:lIterO/lOIJ1Y in its 
original fonn n1ay ha ve been ferocious indeed, for what relnains is savage 
enough. 

Religious intolerance is the basis of this ""Second Law~~ (racial intolerance was 
to follow later, in another "'New Law~') and murder in the nanle of religion is its 
distinctive tenet. -fhis necessitates the destruction of the moral Comlnandments, 
which in fact are set up to be knocked down. Only those of them which relate to 
the exclusive \vorship of the ""jealous~~ Jehovah are left intact. The others are 
buried beneath a great n10und of ""statutes and judgments" (regulations issued 
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under d govc~'njng La\v, as it 'Were) vvhich in effect cancel th('111. 
l'hus the nlocd C01111nandrncnts against If;lJrc1er, stealing. aduI1er), coveting. 

b,HJ neighbourliness. and the like are \-itiated hy Ll !n~lS~; or "sl,llutes" expressly 
enjoining the rn:lssacrc ~Jr other peoples. the 111urder of apostates individually or 
in cUlllrnunities. Ihc taking of cnl1cubincs frOIH al1l0ng \VCHT1Cn captives. "uttl:?r 
([c:~trLlction" {hat led\t\~~ "nothi;,ig altvc-", the c-x, ..lusiol1 of '"the stranger" fronl 

dcb!-rcnllssi~)n ~dld the like. 
By lhe lirnc ~1e end or Deulc:'O!loJnyis reached the nlor~ll conln1~ln(hnenlsh:.1\'C 

been nullified 111 t!11S 'Nay, for rhc purpose of scu.ing up, in tht~ guise of a religion. 
Lht? gr (l nd i0 Scpo Ii t jCd lIdea 0 f d Pe0 pIc esrec ia II y '-~e ntin f () 1he \vorld rodc~a r0 ~i 

and other pcnples and to rule the earth. 'The idea of des/ruc/ion is 
(.>;sl."ntial to !)ClIIC,.Ol7cuny, If it be L!k~.'n ;J\vay no Del,lfcT0/101JlY, or Mosaic La\,\, 
r C111 ,11 n ~; . 

'i'his concept of destru(tion a~ an ~.lrticle of f:lith is unique, and \vherc it occur~~ 

in pul [1 ic~d l hought (rUl' i I1stanCl'. 1n I. h(.' C'0111111 U n1-:1 philosophy) rn;J y also derive 
oli~~in~l!l~ 1'rOIYI the lc~u;hing. of )Jell;'c'!'Of}O.1ilY relr 11!Cl\~ i~, no other di:~c()\Cr~lhlc 

:;ou tTL' 

})Ci/terOllO!Jl_i' is ahovc all i.l (:on1r"lctf Po!it/l'a/ prOr.r;Jlninc: the su)r~' of the 
p]elrh,,'l_TCi.llCd l,y Jthov;jh for thl'~ "sr")cc'1al people". is to be c0l11pll?lCd hy their 
t l'i l'111 ph and the rUll1d l inr. of ~111 01 her". rhe j'ell'OJ'd\' offered tn the Ll j thful ~~ re 
c.\L'lusivciy nl~llcrial: shlughter. slaves. \VOn1\~~lL , territory, cITipirc. "rhc.~ only 
coudiiioll laid dO\\!i for these rCv\':::rds is o/Jserrunce of '"the statutes Clnd 
j ud~~lncn ts··. \vh ich prilll'l ri ly C0111111(1 11<.1 t he destruction of 01 hers. "file on ly guilt 
dcllned lies i" non-o bscrvallce oftl1esc Id\\'s. j,nolcr;lllce is ~pcci1Jed as ohscrr{(llce: 

tolerance as Iloll-ohser\'~l ncc. and thlTcforc as -rhe punlshn1cnl s prescribed 
d rcur t his ',N 0 rid and \)r the nesh. no1 0 f 111 e spi r i1. 1\1 0 ra1 behavi0 UL if ever 
dClll~lndcd. i~ n:quired only lo\vards co-religionists and "strangers" drc excluded 
frOtl1 it. 

l'his unique 1'orn1 of nationalislll \vas first presented to the Judahites in 
IJellICrO/l0I71Y as ··t he Law" of Jehovah and ;lS his litera1\vord, spoken to IVloses. 
1'he notion of vvorld dOlnination through destruction is introduced at the start 
(chapter 2) of these "speeches supposed to have been delivered"' by the dying 
IVloses: 

"1~hc Lord spake unto nIC, say'lng. . ~rhis day \\/i11 J begin to put the dread or 
thee and the Ccar or thee upon the nations that are under the \vholc he~lven, \\/110 

shall hear report ofth\:c. and shall trcillblc. and be in anguish hecause ofthce~'e In 
token of this, the fate oft\vo nations is ~lt once sho\\'n. 'The King ofSihon and the 
King of Ba~han "canle out against us, he and all his people~'. \VhereOll they \verc 
"utterly d(!,)'troyed, the lTICll. and the \VOnlCll. and the little ones", only the cattle 
being spared and ··the spoil" heing taken "for a prey unto ourselves". ('The 
insistence on ltiler destruction is a recurrent and signitlcant fe'J.ture of these 
ill ustra tive anecdotes). 
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These first exalnples of the po\/cr of Jehovah to destroy the heathen are 
followed by the f-irst of nlany warnings that unless '''the statutes and judgnlents" 
are observed Jehovah will punish his special people by dispersing theln all10ng 
these heathen. The enulneration of these "statutes and judgnlents~~ follows the 
Con1nlandl11ents~ the l110ral validity of which is at once destroyed by a promise of 
tribal massacre: 

"Seven nations greater and Inightier than thou" are to be delivered into the 
Judahites~ hands~ and: "Thou shalt ullerly destroy thenl~ thou shalt Inake no 
covenant with thenl~ nor she\v mercy unto thenl ... ye shall destroy their alters 
... for thou art an holy people unto the Lord thy God~ the Lord thy God hath 
chosen thee to be a special people unto hilnselL above all people that are on the 
face of the earth ... Tholl shalt be blessed above all people ... And thou shalt 
CO!lSUl1]() all the people which the Lord thy God shall deliver thee~ thine eye shall 
havc !lO pity upon then1 ... the Lord thy God will send the hornet among thein, 
until they that are lere and hide thenlselves frol11 thee, be destroyee! And the 
Lord thy God will put out these nations bcfore thee by little and little Rut the 
Lord thy God shall deliver thenl unto thee~ and shall destro.l' theln with a 111ighty 
destructio!l until they be destro.red. And he shall deliver their kings into thine 
hand, and thou shalt destroy their nan1e fronl under heaven: there shall no 111an 
be able to stand hefore thee~ until thou have destroyed then1 .. .'~ 

By the Twentieth Century AD the peoples of the Wesc as a whole, had ceased 
to attach any present n1eaning to these incitcn1ents~ but the peoples directly 
concerned thought differently. For instance~ the Arab population of Palestine 
fled en nlasse froln its native land after the nlassacre at DeiI' Yasin in 1948 
because this event l11eant for thenl (as its perpetrators intended it to nlcan) that if 
they stayed they would be "utterly destroyed~'. 

They knew that the Zionist leaders~ in the palavers \vith British and American 
politicians of the distant West repeatedly had stated that "the Bible is our 
Mandate" (Dr. Chailn Weiznlann), and they knew (if the Western peoples did 
not realize) that the allusion was to such passages as that coml11anding the "utter 
destruction'~ of the Arab peoples. They knew that the leaders of the West had 
supported and would continue to support the invaders and thus they had no hope 
of even bare survivaL save by flight. This nlassacre of 1948 AD relates directly to 
the "statute and judgnlent" laid down in chaper 7 of the book of The Law \vhich 
the Levites conlpleted and read in 621 Be. 

The inciten1ents and allurenlents of Deutero!l(uny continue: ''' ... Go in to 
PO,\'S(!SS nations greater and Inightier than theyself ... the Lord thy God is he 
which goeth over before thee~ as a consunling tire he shall destroy them~ and he 
shall bring thenl down before thy face~ so shalt thou drive thenl out and destroy 
thel11 quickly, as the Lord hath said unto thee For ifye shall diligently keep all 
these conlnlandnlents which I con1nland you then will the Lord dril'e out all 
these nations 1'ronl before you, and ye shall possess greater nations and tnightier 
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than yourselves ... even unto the uUernlost sea shall your coast be. There shall 
no man be able to stand before you: for the Lord your God shall lay the fear of 
you and the dread of you upon all the land that ye shall tread upon ... " 

Then Moses, in this account, enUlllerates the .... statutes and judgments" which 
l11ust be .... observed" if all these rewards are to be gained, and again ""the Law" is 
to destroy: 

....These are the statutes and judgments, which ye shall observe to do ... Ye 
shall utterly destroy all the places, wherein the nations which ye shall posse,",'s 

served their gods ... W-hen the Lord thy God shall cut q!j'the nations from 
before thee, whither thou goest to possess them, and thou succeedest thenl, and 
dwellest in their land: Take heed to thyself that thou be not snared by following 
thenl ... and that thou inquire not after their gods." 

This tenet of .... the Law" requires the faithful to destroy other religions. It was 
impartial when enacted but gained a specific application in later centuries frorn 
the fact that the Christian faith gre\v up in, and the nlass of Jews then nloved into, 
the same geographical area: the West. (This nlade Christianity the prinlary object 
of the command to '"utterly destroy the places ...", and the dynamiting of 
Russian cathedrals, the opening of .... anti-God museunls", the canonization of 
Judas and other acts of early Bolshevist governments, which were to nine-tenths 
comprized of Eastern Jews, were evidently deeds of ""observance" under this 
.... sta t ute"' of DeuteronoI11Y). 

The ideas of the inquisition of heretics and of the infonner, which the West has 
used in its retrogressive periods and repudiated in its enlightened ones, also flnd 
their original source (unless any can locate an earlier one) in DeuterOn0l11Y. Lest 
any such heretic should call in question the Law of destruction, summarized in 
the preceding paragraphs, DeuferOn0l11Y next provides that .... if there arise among 
you a prophet or a dreanler of dreanls ... (he) shall be put to death": the 
crucifixion of Jesus (and the deaths of numerous expostulants against literal 
J udaisnl) fall under this .... sta tute". 

l'he denunciation of kinsfolk who incur suspicion of heresy is required. This is 
the terrorist device introduced in Russia by the Bolshevists in 1917 and copied in 
Gernlany by the National Socialists in 1933. The Christian world at the timc 
professed horror at these barbarbous innovations, but the nlethod is plainly laid 
down in DeUfer()lUJlllY, which requires that any who say, .... Let us go and serve 
other gods", be denounced by their brothers, sisters, sons, daughters, wives and 
so on, and be stoned to death. 

C~haracteristically, Deuteronol11Y prescribes that the hand of the blood
kinsnlan or spouse shall be .... first upon" the victim of denunciation at the killing, 
and only afterwards .... the hand of all the people"'. This ""statute of the Law" is still 
observed today, in a measure dictated by local conditions and other 
circunlstanccs. A postates cannot be publicly stoned to death in the environnlcnt 
of foreign com111unities, where the 1a\v of '"lhe stranger" nlight hold this to be 
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111 Urde r. ~:: \) t hat a 1'0 n 11alp ~ 0 U Ll 11C1a t i 011 0 f --C1 eat h" and CCT(' 1nony .,) f n~ 0 urn ing 
syl11bolically lakes the place or the legal pcna1ty~ see J)1'. John Goldstein's 
acc(HI nth() thor 1he synib \) II ~-- ritLan d '~) f a rccentatte111 p t toexact the 1itcra1 
penalty, \vllich during the ccni.uries \-vas oiten inl1ictcd If: closed jc\vish 
COlll111Unitit~~ \\here tll~' hL\V lJ!' ··the stranger"' coulJ ned rC:lch. 

l'hc La\v abo i...L:nLl.j·ld:~ th~lt entire conlL·i.jnitj,.... ~; shall be rna~'lsacrcd on lhc 
ch~trge of apostasy: "-riHiU :Jl,1il surely Slnnt~ the inhahitants of that city \vilh the 
edge of ihe s'vvord. d,,',-":/(().1 in,F U liller!.l. 'ind ail that is thL:!ein"". 

In this rnatt\.~f of destroying (jnes, [)cuu'r()/lonn' di~Linguishcs bet\vccn near 
(that is, P:destil1ian) add far cities. \V11C11 :l "far ofT city" has been captured. 

·'thou shalt sn1itc i~vl2ry nl~dc therLdfxith the edge of the :-;\\/oru, but the \VOlnen, 
and thi.:' litllt~ (\11(:.;" :uuJ the cattle, ellid :.dl that is in the city, even all the spoil 
thcrc(:l'. siialt thou tJ ke unto tl1ys('lf ... " Thi:-; inciten1cn in respect of captured 
\V01l1en is a rec:J ITCl1i theIne aruJ !Jt'UleronolilY lays dov,'n the 1a \\ that a J udahite 
captor \\'ho seeS a~nong I.::(.q)tive~ "a be~iutirul "voinan" tnay take her hOlT1c. but if 
he had "no c;clighl in her" lli~l y 1urn her au t again. 

-rile Cd~C uf a n~~lr cit j-; di1Tercnt: Lht la'vv of utter destruction (against \vhi~:h 

Saul tr:lnsgrcs~td) then ruk·~. "Hut of the cities of thc-.;c people \vhich the Lord 
thy God dt)tL give thee for an inherItance, thou shalt suve afire nothing thor 
hreu!heth: Bur ,!JOlt shol! ltt!l:j'iy destroy thelll , .. as the Lord thy God hath 
lCiuinlanded thee"'. \\.~rsc j (~ ofchaptlT 20, again" explains the Inass night of 
the Palcstini:lt1 /\rdbs dnf~r Dl.'11' '~asin., \vhere nothing that breathed \va:-; saved 
a1i\;:" rhey S(l\V thallit~r~d 1"uHiln1ent ufthe La\v of621 BC~ was the order nfthe 
day in i94S ;-\f.J, and ;,h~lt the cd'the \Vcst \vas behind this fulfllrncnt of the 
L<l\V of "utler dC'~trllction". 

'The Second La\\' con.tinucs: "-[hOLl art all noly people unto the Lord thy God, 
and the Lord ll'lili chosen (hel' to t)C a pLculiar people unto t111nsclL above alllhe 
nat i011 S that are up011 t ht" C' (U t11 .'. l~ urther .-stat Ll tcs alld j udgn1ents' ~ then pro vide 
lila t '"anyl hlllg that diet~l ,,:C ;~sl"lr '. being unclean. 111ay not be eaten, hut '·thou 
shalt give it to the stranger ... or lhou Inayest sell it to the alien: for thou art an 
i1<.)1y !1el)pie unto the L'Jrd thy Ciod", 

Every sc\'cn ~\"~ars (). creditor shall rClnit his "neighbour's' debt, but '·01' a 
loreigner thou 1Tlayest CXJct it again' . ('hapter 10 (surprIsingly in this context) 
says. "Lovl": yc therefore the str~ln~!er: for yc \verc strangers in Lhc land of Egypt", 
bu t ~hapler 23 bnJl~~~s dli.~ ['an1iliar cancellation: ·"-rhou shal L not lend upon usury 
to thy br,,)t11(r,. unto a str,ll1gtl' thou Inayest k:nd upon usury" (and graver 
cxan1pics of this legal dj~crill1ination bct\\/ccn the ··neighbour" and the 
··~tranger" appear in laler bU(1ks, ~lS \viH be seen). 

IJcuferOIl0J11.l' ends vvith the Idng-dra\vn-ollL rolling, thunderous curse-or
hlessing theIne. ]v'Ioses, about lU die, Ollce 1l10re exhorts '''the people" to choose 
between blessings and cursings, and these are cnulTH::rated. 

'The blessings are ex~~l usi vcly lnatcrial: prosperi ty through the increase of ki th, 
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crop and kine: the defeat of t\nerl1ies~ and \\;orld dOlllinion. "'The Lord thy (jod 

\vill set thee 011 high ahove all nations of the earth ... T'he Lord shall establish 
thee an holy people unto hil11self ... And all people of the earth shall see that 
thou a rt called by the naine of the Lord: and they shall be afraid or 1hee ... thou 

shalt lend lIlllo 1J7(fny /Utlio!ls, and rhou s!lallno/ hOiTOIl'. j\ nd the Lord shall ll1ake 
thee the head. and not the tail: and thou shalt be above only, and thou shah not 
be beneath ..... 

1~hesc blessings occu py thirteen verses: the cursing:; SUInt flfty or sixt y. 'The 
deity in whos(~ naille the curses ~\re uttl~rTd clearly \vas held capable of doing evil 
(i11deed. t h jsis exp1icitIy stat eL1 in ,I 1ater b{) 0 k, E'::ek ic'! as \".' i11 be sh0 \V n). I 

Li:eral.JuJaisln is ullilllately based 011 terror and fe:lr and the lis1 ofcufses set 
out ill chdptcr 2~ of fhe Second La\v s!lO\VS the In1porlance \vhich the priesthood 
attached to thi~ practice of cursing (which literal J udail)ts to this day hold to be 
effective in use). T'hcsc curses. be it relnernbcrccL are the penalties for lJon

oh...,eJ'I'(//lce, not for 1110ral tran'-,gressions! ··lfthuu \\'ill not hearken unto the voice 
of the Lord thy God. to ohserve to do all his con1n1andrnents and statutes ... all 

lhese curse~ shall con1e upon thee 
l~he cily ~lnd the dwelling, the children, crops and cattle, are to be cursed ·"until 

thOLl be dC'\'lro.l'cd and until thou perish utterl:y·'. Piaguc, \\tasting, inIlalnn1ation, 
l1Jllde\\, botch, ell1crods, scab. itch, lnadness, hlindness~ fanline, cannibalisn1 and 
drought an~' spccdlLd. 1Vlen's \vives arc to lie \\"1th uthcr 111ell~ their children arc to 
he lost illtO slavcry< an~, tll:1 t renlain a1 hon1e ,1rc to be ca ten by their parents. the 
fa ther and nlother contest ing for the flesh and denying any to the children still 
alive. Cfhese curses \vere included in the Great Ban \vhen it vvas prc)nounced on 
ar)ostates down to relatively recent tin1cs. and in the L!~ll1csses of'Taln1udic Jewry 
arl' pcubably in usc today). 

'rIle diseases and disasters vv'ere to be visited on the people .... if thou wilt not 
observe to dn all the words of this law that are wriuen in this hook, that thou 
lnayest rear this glorious and fcarj'ul naJl1e .. the Lord Thy God ... I call heaven 
and earth lU record this day against you. that I have set hefore yOlllife and death, 
bL~ssing and cursing: therefore cho()se life, that both thou and thy seed may live 
for ever", 

Such \Vas the life and the blessing \vhich the Juoahilcs, gathered in lhe l-cn1ple 
in 621 BC", \vcre exhorted in the nan1e of Jehovah and Moses to choose by their 
tribal chieftain Josiah, the n10ul hpiece of the priesthood. l'he purpose anJ 
nlcaning or exislence, under this .... l\10saic La'l/', \\',lS the destruction and 
C11 S1avC111e11 tor 0 thers 1'0 r the sak;..~ 0 f pIll 11dera 11 d po\V l~ r. Israe1 111 igh1 [1'0111 that 
1110lnent have counh:d it",elf happy to h,ive been pronounced dead and to have 
been excluded fron1 such a \vorld to COIlle. -rhe Israelites had n1ingled in the living 
hloodsl reanl of Inankind: on its ban ks the J udahi te.~ vvere h:ft Slra nded in the 
po\vcr of a fana tical priesthood \vhich COll1111anded theIn, on pain or "'all these 
curses". to destroy. 
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T'o the terror inspired by '''all these curses" the Levitcs added also an 
allurenlcllt. If '''the people" should ""return and obey the voice of the Lord, and 
do all his con1nlandnlents ... ", then ·"all these curses" would be Irolls!<:rrc:c! to 

their "cnenlies" (not because these had sinned, but sill1ply to swell the 111easure of 
the blessing conferred on the rehabilitated Judahites!) 

In this tenet !Jcuferol1olny n10st clearly revealed the status allotted to the 
heat hen by The Seco 11 d L(1\V. In the 1astana Iysis, ". the heat hen" have 11 0 Iega I 
existence under this La\v: how could they have, when Jehovah only "·kno\vs" his 
·"hoI y pe0 pie"? Ins0 fa r as the iractua I ex istence is ad nl itted, it is 0 nIy Co r sueh 
purposes as those stated in verse 65, chapter 28 and verse 7, chapter 30: nanlely, 
to receive the Judahites \vhen they are dispersed for their transgressions and then, 
when their guests repent and are forgiven, to inherit curses lifted from the 
regenerate Judahites. True, the second verse quoted gives the pretext that .... all 
these curses" will be transferred to the heathen because they ··ha ted" and 
·"persecuted" the J udahites, but how could they be held culpable of this when the 
very presence of the J udahites alTIOng them was nlerely the result of punitive 
·"curses·' inflicted by Jehovah? For Jehovah hin1self. according to another verse 
(64, chapter 28) took credit for putting the curse of exile on the J udahites: 

"·And the Lord shall scatter thee aiTIOng all people, fronl the one end of the 
earth even unto the other ... and among these nations shalt thou find no ease, 
neither shall the sole of thy foot have rest ..." 

DeuferoJ1011zy einploys this Doublespeak (to use the modern idiom) 
throughout: the Lord n1akes the special people hOll1eless among the heathen for 
their transgressions: the heathen, who have no blanle either for their exile or for 
those transgressions, are their ....persecutors": ergo, the heathen will be destroyed. 

The J udaist attitude towards other mankind, creation, and the universe in 
general, is better understood when these and related passages have been 
pondered, and especially the constant plaint that Jews are "~persecuted" 

everywhere, which in one tone or another runs through nearly all Jewish 
literature. To any who accept this book as The Law, the mere existence of others 
is in fact persecution: DeuferOnOl1zy plainly implies that. 

The n10st nationalist Jew and the most enlightened Jew often agree in one 
thing: they cannot truly consider the world and its affairs from any but a Jewish 
angle, and from that angle "~the stranger" seems insignificant. Thinking makes it 
so, and this is the legacy of twenty-five centuries of Jewish thinking: even those 
Jews who see the heresy or fallacy cannot always divest themselves entirely of the 
incubus on their minds and spirits. 

The passage froin DeuferOnol1zy last quoted shows that the ruling sect depicted 
hOlnelessness at one and the same time as the act of the special people's god and 
as persecution by the special people's enemies, deserving of~·all these curses". To 
nlinds ofsLlch extreine egotiSlTI a political outrage in which 95 Gentiles and 5 Jews 
lose their lives or property is sin1ply an anti-Je\vish disaster. and they are not 
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consciously hypocritical in this. In the T'wentieth Century this standard of 
judgnlent has been projected into the lives of other peoples and applied to all 
Inajor events in the ordeal of the West. Thus we live in the century of the Levitical 
fallacy. 

Having undertaken to put "all these curses~~ on innocent partics~ if the 
Judahites \vould return to observance of "all these sta tutes and judgnlents~'~ the 
resurrected l\10ses of Deuterollo/}7Y pronlised one n10re blessing C"The Lord thy 
God~ he will go over before thee~ and he will destroy these nations fron1 before 
thee~ and thou shalt possess them .. :~) and then was allo\ved to die in the land of 
l\10ab. 

In "the Mosaic Law~~ the destructive idea took shape~ \vhich was to threaten 
C'hristian civilization and the Wesc both then undrealned of. During the 
Christian era a council of theologians made the decision that the Old Testanlent 
and the New should be bound in one book~ without any differentiation~as if they 
were sten1 and blossoln~ instead of in1n10vable object and irresistible force. ~rhe 

encyclopaedia before n1e as I write states laconically that the C'hristian churches 
accept the Old Testalnent as being of "equal divine authority~' with the New. 

This unq ualified acceptance covers the entire content of the Old Testanlent 
and n1ay be the original source of much confusion in the Christian churches and 
Inuch distraction anl0ng the masses that seek Christianity~ for the dognla 
requires belief in opposite things at the same time. How can the sanle God~ by 
comn1andnlent to Moses~ have enjoined men to love their neighbours and 
"utterly to destroy~~ their neighbours? What relationship can there be between 
the universaL loving God of the Christian revelation and the cursing deity of 
Deute1'011 0 111.1'! 

But ifin fact all the Old Testanlent, including these and other conlmands, is of 
'''equal divine authority'~ with the New~ then the latterday Westerner is entitled to 
invoke it injustification of those deeds by which Christendonl most denied itself: 
the British settlers~ inlportation of African slaves to Anlerica, the Anlerican and 
Canadian settlers' treatment of the North American Indian, and the Afrikaners' 
harsh rule over the South African Bantu. He may justly put the responsibility for 
all these things directly on his Christian priest or bishop, if that man teaches that 
the Old TestamenC with its repeated injunction to slay, enslave, and despoil, is of 
"'equal divine authority". No Christian divine can hold himself blameless if he so 
teaches. The theological decision which set up this dogma cast over Christendom 
and the centuries to come the shadow of Deuteronomy, just as it fell on the 
ludahites themselves when it was read to them in 621 BC. 

Only one other piece of writing has had any comparable effect on the lninds of 
men and on future generations~ if any simplification is permissible~ the most 
ten1pting one is to see the whole story of the WesC and particularly of this decisive 
Twentieth Century, as a struggle between the l\10saic Law and the New 
~restalnent and between the two bodies of lnankind \vhich rank themselves 
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hehind one or other of those t\\10 lnessages of hatred and love respectively. 
In DeuterOIlO!i7.J' J udaisn1 yvas born, yet this \vould have been a stillbirth, and 

DellterOIlOJ71Y Il1ight never again have been heard of, if that question had rested 
only \\'ith the Levites and their captive Judahitcs. l'hey \vere not ntllnerous, and a 
na lion a hundred tin1es as n1any could never have hoped to enforce this 
barbarous creed on the \vorld by force of;ts own muscle. There was only one \\lay 
in which '"the Mosaic La\\" could gain life and potency and becolne a disturbing 
influence in the life of other peoples during the centuries to 1'o11o\v. This was if 
son1e po\verful "stranger" (all1ong all those strangers yet to be accursed L SOlne 
111ighty king of those ""heathen" yet to be destroyed, should support it \vith anns 
and treasure. 

Precisely that \\'as about to happen when Josiah read The Second La\\! to the 
people in 621 BC", and it \vas to repeat itself continually do\vn the centuries to our 
day: the gigantic i111probahility of the thing confronts the equally large, 
delnonstrable facl that it is so! The rulers of those ~'other nations" \vhich were to 
be dispossessed and destroyed repeatedly espoused the destructive creed, did the 
bidding of the d0111inant sect and at the expense of their own peoples helped to 
further its strange an1bition. 

Sonle twenty years after the reading of Deulerol1o/71Y in Jerusalern, Judah was 
conquered by the Babylonian king, in about 596 Bl". At the tiIne, this looked like 
the end of the affair, \\/hich \vas a petty one in itself, Cllnong the great events of 
that period. Judah never again existed as an independent state, and but for the 
Levitcs, their Second La\v and the foreign helper the Judahites, like the Israelites, 
\vould have becon1c involved in lnankind. 

Instead, the Babylonian victory \vas the start of the affair, or of its great 
consequences for the world. The La\v, instead of dying, grc\v stronger in 
Babylon, \\'here for the first tilne a foreign king gave it his protection. l'he 
pennanent state-\vithin-states, nation-\vi1hin-nations was projected, a first time, 
into the life of peoples: inltial experience in usurping po\ver over thern was 
gained. lVt uch tribulation for other peoples was bre\ved then. 

As for the Judahites, or the ludaists and leVIS \\'ho ~prang frorn theIn, they 
seen1 to ha vc acquired the unhappiest future of all. /\nyway, it \vas not a happy 
l11an (though it \vas a Jewish \\Titer of our day, 2 500 years later, Mr. 1\1aurice 
Salnuel) who wrote: ".... we Jews, the destroyers, will reIl1ain the destroyer 
forever ... nothing that the Gentiles \vill do will n1cct our needs and den1ands". 

/\ t firS1 sight this scenlS n10cking, vcnOlnous, shan1cless. The diligent student of 
the controversy of Zionisnl discovers that it is 1110re in the nature of a cry of 
hopelessness, such as the ""Mosaic La\v" nlust \\iring 1'1'0111 any 111an vvho feels he 
cannot escape ItS renlurseles~ doctrine of destruction. 
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THE FORGING OF THE CHAINS 

The Babylonian episode was decisive in its consequences. both fllr the petty 
tribe of Judah at the lIme and for the Western world today. 

During this period the Levites achieved thin~s which were perl1wnently to 

affect the life of peoples. They added four Books to Deu!el'ol/umr and thus set Ui~ 

a Law ol'raeill,rcligious intolerance which. ifit could be enforced. \\ulIid for <III 
time cut oiT the Judahites from mankind. By experiment in Babylon. they roulld 
ways of enforcing it, that is to say. of keeping their followers segreg,lled from 
thos:.: among whom they dwelt. They acquired authority among: their captors. 
and at bst th,:y "pulled down" :lnd "ullerly destroyed" their captors' house: or if 
this did rwt truly happen, they handed 011 this versioll of history to a posterity 
which accepted It and ill time began to see in these people all iiTesistibly 
destructivc force. 

fhe first "captivity" (the Egvptian) seems to have been completely lq;cndary: 
at any rate, what is known confutes it and as E.wdu.\· \\·as completed arter lhe 
Babylonian incident the Levitical scribes may ha ve devised the story orthe earlier 
"captivity", and of Jehovah's punishment of the Egyptians, to support the 
version or the Bahylonian period which they were then preparing. 

III any case, what truly happened in Babylon seems to have been greatly 
ditlerent from the picture of a mass-captivity. later follc'wed by a mass-retu:n, 
which has been handed down by the Levitical scriptures. 

No mass-exodus of captives from Jerusalem to Bahyloli can have occurred, 
because the mass of the Judahite people. from which a Jewish n'ltion later 
emerged. was already self-distributed far and wide ~lbout the knmvn world (that 
is. around the Mediterranean, in lands west and east of Judah). having gone 
wherever conditions for commerce were most favourable. 

In that respect thc picture was in its proportions very much like that 01' today. 
In Jerusalem was only a nucleus, eompri!.ing chiel1y the most zealous devotees '.lr 
the Temple cult and rolk whose pursuits bound them to the land. The authorities 
agree that merely ,I few lens of thousands ufpeoplc were taken to Babylon. anc! 
that these represented a small fraction of the whole. 

Nor were the Judahites unique in this dispersion. although the literature or 
lamentation implies that. The Parsees of India offer a case nearly identical and of 
the same period: they, too, survived the loss of st,lte and country as a religiolls 
community in dispersion. The later centuries olfer many e:umples of the survival 
uf racial or religious groups far from their original clime. With the passing of 
genera tions such racial groups cOlne to thi nk of their ancestors' homeland simr1y 
as "the old country"; the religious ones turn their eyes towards a holy city (say, 
Rome or Mecca) merdy from a different spot on earth. 

The difference in the case of the Judahites was that old country and holy cily 
were the same: that Jehovaism demanded a triumphant return and restoration or 
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ten1ple-worship, over the bodies of the heathen destroyed~ and that this religion 
was also their law of daily life, so that a worldly political ambition, of the ancient 
tribal or nationalist kind, was also a prin1ary article offaith. Other such creeds of 
primitive times became fossilized~ this one survived to derange the life of peoples 
throughout the ages to our day, when it achieved its most disruptive effect. 

This was the direct result of the experiments made and the experience gained 
by the Levites in Babylon, where they were first able to test the creed in an alien 
environment. 

The benevolent behaviour of the Babylonian conquerors towards their 
Judahite prisoners was the exact opposite of that enjoined on the Judahites, in the 
reverse circumstances, by the Second Law which had been read to them just 
before their defeat: .... Save nothing alive that breatheth ..." Dr. Kastein says the 
captives ....enjoyed cOlnplete freedom" of residence, worship, occupation and self
administration. 

This liberality allowed the Levites to make captives of people who thus were 
largely free~ under priestly insistence they were constrained to settle in closed 
communities, and in this way the ghetto and Levite power \vere born. The 
Talmudic ruling of the Christian era, which decreed the excommunication of 
Jews if without permission they sold ""neighbour-property" to .... strangers'" 
comes down from that first· experiment in self-segregation, in Babylon. 

The support of the foreign ruler was necessary for this corralling of expatriates 
by their own priests, and it was given on this first occasion, as on innumerable 
other occasions ever since. 

With their people firmly under their thulnbs, the Levites then set about to 
complete the compilation of .... The Law". The four books which they added to 
DeuteronOnl}' make up the Torah, and this word, which originally meant 
doctrine, is now recognized to n1ean "'the Law". However, "'completion" is a 
most misleading word in this connection. 

Only the Torah (in the sense of the five books) was completed. The Law was not 
then and never can be completed, given the existence of the ""secret Torah" 
recorded by the Talmud (which itself was but the later continuation of the 
l~orah), and the priestly claim to divine righ~ of interpretation. In fact, '''the Law" 
was constantly changed, often to close some loophole which might have allowed 
.... the stranger" to enjoy a right devolving only on '''a neighbour". Some exan1ples 
of this continuing process of amendment have already been given, and others 
follow in this chapter. The effect was usually to make hatred of or contempt for 
'''the stranger" an integral part of ""the Law" through the provision of 
discriminatory penalties or immunities. 

When the Torah was cOlnplete a great stockade, unique in its nature but still 
incon1plete, had been built between any human beings who at any tilne accepted 
this .... Law" and the rest or mankind. The Torah allowed no distinction bet\veen 
this La\v of Jehovah and that of n1an, between religious and civil lenv. The lel\V of 
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""the stranger", theologically and juridically, had no existence, and any 
pretension to enforce one was ~~persecution", as Jehovah's was the only la\v. 

The priesthood claimed that the Torah governed every act of daily life, down 
to the 1110St trivial. Any objection that Moses could not have received from 
Jehovah on the Inountain detailed instructions covering every conceivable action 
perfornled by man, wa~ Inet with the dogn1a that the priesthood, like relay 
runners, handed on froln generation to generation '''the oral tradition" of 
Jehovah's revelation to Moses, and infinite power of reinterpretation. However, 
such objections were rare, as the Law prescribed the death penalty for doubters. 

Mr. Montefiore ren1arks, accurately, that the Old Testament is "revealed 
legislation, not revealed truth", and says the Israelite prophets cannot have 
known anything of the Torah as the Levites cOinpleted it in Babylon. Jeremiah's 
"vords, ""the pen of the Scribes is in vain" evidently refer to this process of 
Levitical revision and to the attribution of innumerable new "statutes and 
judgments" to Jehovah and 1\tloses. 

"'Sin" was not a concept in the Torah as it took sh~lpe_ That is logical, for in law 
there cannot be "'sin", only crime or nlisderneanour. The only offence known to 
this Law ,vas nOIl-ohservance, which meant crime or misdemeanour. What is 
COnlJll0nly understood by '''sin'', namely, moral transgression, ,vas sometimes 
expressly enjoined by it or nlade absolvable by the sacrifice of an animal. 

The idea of "'the return" (together with the related ideas of destruction and 
dominion) was basic to the doglna, \vhich stood or fell by it. No strong ill1pulse to 
return fron1 Babylon to Jerusalem existed among the people (any more than 
today, when the instinct of the vast majority, of Jews is cOlnpletely against 
"~return", so that the Zionist state is much n10re easily able to find money abroad 
than imrnigrants). 

Literal fulfilment was the suprelne tenet and that meant that possession of 
Palestine, the "'centre" of the dominant empire to come, was essential (as it still 
is)~ its ilnportance in the pattern was political, not residential. 

Thus the t,evites in Babylon added Exodus, Genesis, Leviticus and Numbers to 
Deuteronon1Y. Genesis and Exodus provide a version of history 1110ulded to fit the 
.... La\\!" which the Levites by then had already proiTIulgated, in Deuteronomy_ 
This goes right back to the Creation, of which the Scribes knew the exact date 
(ho\vever the first two chapters of Genesis give sOlnewhat different accounts of 
the Creation and the Levitical hand, as scholars believe, is more to be seen in the 
second chapter than the first). 

Whatever has survived of the former Israelite tradition is in Genesis and 
Exodus, and in the enlightened passages of the Israelite prophets. These more 
benevolent parts are invariably cancelled out by later, fanatical ones, which are 
presuinably Levitical interpolations. 

The puzzle is to guess why the Levites allo\ved these glin1pses of a loving God 
of all ll1en to remain, as they invalidated the New Law and could have been 
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removed. A tenable theory might be that the earlier tradition \vas too well known 
to the tribespeople to be nlerely expunged, so that it had to be retained and 
cancelled out by allegorical incident and anlendluent. 

Although Genesis and Exodus were produced after DeuterOn0l17J' the theIne of 
fanatical tribalisITI is faint in thein. The s\vel1 and crescendo come in 
Deuteronolny, LJeviticus and JVulnbers, 'vvhich bear the plain in1print of the Levite 
in isolated Judah and Babylon. 

Thus in GenesL\' the only fore··echo of the later sound and fury is, ""And I will 
make of thee a great nation and I will bless thee, and rnake thy nanle great; and 
thou shalt be a blessing; and I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him that 
curseth thee; and in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed ... and the Lord 
appeared unto AbralTI, and said, Unto thy seed \vill I give this land ..." 

Exodus is not much different: for instance, ""If thou shalt indeed ... do all that 
I speak, then I will be an enelny unto thine enen1ics ... and I \vill cut thenl off"; 
and even these passages may be Levitical interpolations. 

But in Exodus sonlething of the first importance appears: this pronlise is sealed 
in blood, and fronl this point on blood runs like a river through the boo ks of The 
Law. Moses is depicted as "'taking the blood and sprinkling it on the people" and 
saying, ""Behold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath Inade with you 
concerning all these words". The hereditary and perpetual office of the f\aronite 
priesthood is founded in this blood-ritual: Jehovah says unto Moses, "" And take 
unto thee Aaron thy brother and his sons with him that he nlay n1inister unto me 
in the priest's office". 

The manner of a priest's consecration is then laid down in detail by Jehovah 
hinlself, according to the Levitical scribes: 

lIe lnust take a bullock and tvv'o raIns "'without blelnish", have thenl butchered 
""before the Lord" ~ and on the altar burn one raIn and the innards of the bullock. 
The blood of the second raIn is to be put ""upon the tip of the right ear of Aaron 
and upon the tip of the right ear of his sons and upon the thumb of their right 
hands and upon the great toe of their right foot" and sprinkled ""upon the altar 
round about ... and upon Aaron, and upon his garments, and upon his sons and 
the garments of his sons". 

The picture of blood-bespattered priests, thus given, is worth contemplation. 
Even at this distance of time the question prompts itself: why \vas this insistent 
emphasis laid on blood-sacrifice in the books of the Law \vhich the Levites 
produced. The answer seems to lie in the sect's uncanny genius for instilling fear 
by terror; for the very mention of ""blood", in such contexts, nlade the faithful or 
superstitious Judahite tremble for his o\\'n son! 

It is all spelt out in Exodus, this claiIl1 of the fanatical priests to the firstborn of 
their followers: 

""And the Lord spake unto I\10scs~ saying, Sanctify unto Ine all the firstborn, 
whatsoever openeth the WOln b alnong the children of Israel, both of man and of 
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beast: it is 111ine~'. 

According to the passage earlier quoted frol11 Micah, this practice of sacrificing 
the hunlan firstborn long continued, and the sight of the bloodied Levite lnust 
have had a terrible significance for the hUI11ble tribesman, for in the words 
attributed to God~ quoted above, the firstborn ""of man and of beast" are 
coupled. This significance remained long after the priesthood (in a most 
ingenious way which \vill later be described) contrived to discontinue human 
sacrifice while retaining the prerogative. Even then the blood which was 
sprinkled on the priest, though it was an anilnal's, \vas to the congregation still 
syltlholically that of their own offspring! 

Moreover. in the Talmudic strongholds of Jewry this ritual bloodying of 
priests has continued into our time; this is not a reminiscence from antiquity. 
Twenty-four centuries after E.yodus was cOlnpiled the Reform Rabbis ofAmerica 
(at Pittsburgh in 1885) declared: ""We expect neither a return to Palestine, nor a 
sacr{ticial H'orship under the adlninistration q{ the sons o.{ Aaron, nor the 
restoration of any of the laws concerning the Jewish State". ~rhe importance of 
this statel11ent lay in the need, thus felt in 1885, to make it publicly; it shows that 
the opposite school of Je\vry still practised literal observance, including the ritual 
of ""sacrificial \Yorship". (By the 1950's the Refornl Rabbis of Anlerica had lost 
111uch ground and were in retreat before the force of Zionist chauvinism). 

l'he Levitical authorship of the Torah is indicated, again, by the fact that more 
than ha If of the five books are given to lninutely detailed instructions, attributed 
directly to the Lord, about the construction and furnishings of altars and 
tabernacles, the cloth and design ofvestlnents, nlitres, girdles, the kind of golden 
chains and precious stones in \vhich the blood-baptized priest is to be arrayed, as 
well as the number and kind of beasts to be sacriticed for various transgressions, 
the uses to be nlade of their blood, the paylnent of tithes and shekels, and in 
general the privileges and perquisites of the priesthood. Scores of chapters are 
devoted to blood sacrifice, in particular. 

God probably does not so highly rate the blood of animals or the fine raiment 
of priests. This was the very thing, against \vhich the Israelite ""prophets" had 
protested. It was the nlunlmifying ofa prinlevaL tribal religion; yet this is still The 
Layv of the ruling sect and it is of great potency in our present-day world. 

When they conlpiled these Books of the Law, the Levitical scribes included 
nlan)/ allegorical or illustrative incidents of the awful results of ""non
observance". These are the parables of the Old Testanlcnt, and their moral is 
always the sanle: death to the ""transgressor". Exodus includes the best known of 
these, the parable of the golden calf. While Moses was in the lnountain Aaron 
Inade a golden calL when Moses came down and saw it he conllnanded ""the sons 
of Levi" to go through the canlp ·"and slay every man his brother, and every n1an 
his c0l71ponioil, and every n1an his neighbour~'. \vhich these dutiful Levites did, so 
that ""there fell of the people that day about three thousand lnen". 
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Christendo111 also has inherited this parable of the golden calf (having 
inherited the Old TestaITIent) and holds it to be a \varning against the worship of 
idols. However~ a quite different 1110tive nlay have produced whatever trend 
among the people caused the Levites to invent it. l\1any Judahites, and possibly 
sonle priests, at that tinle 111ay have thought th,lt God would be better pleased 
with the syn1bolic offering of a golden calf than \vith the eternal bleating of 
butchered anill1als, the ~~sprinkling" of their blood, and the ~~s\veet savour" of 
their burning carcasses. The Levites at alltilnes fought fiercely against any such 
\veakening of their ritual, so that these parables are always directed against any 
who seek to change it in any detail. 

A sinlilar case is the "rebellion of Korah" (JVun1bers) , \vhen "~two and fifty 
hundred princes of the asseInbly, fanlOUS in the congregation, men of renown, 
gathered themselves together against Moses and against Aaron and said unto 
theITI, Ye take too n1uch upon you, seeing all the congregation are holy, everyone 
ofthetTI, and the Lord is an10ng them~ wherefore then lift ye yourselves above the 
congregation of the Lord". 

The Israelite "'prophets" had made this very conlplaint, that the Lcvites took 
much on themselves, and the parable in IVunlbers is plainly intended to 
discourage any other objectors: HS Othe earth opened and swallowed Korah and 
his two hundred and fifty Inen of reno\vn" (however, the congregation 
~'continued to murmur", whereon the Lord SITIote it with the plague, and by the 
tin1e Aaron interceded, ~~fourteen thousand and seven hundred" lay dead.) 

The lesson of these parables, respect for the priesthood, is driven h01l1e 
in1mediately after this anecdote by the enumeration, in words attributed to the 
Lord, of the Levite's perquisites: ~'A!l the best of the oil, and all the best of the 
\-vine, and of the wheat, the first fruits of thenl which they shall offer unto the 
Lord, them have I given thee". 

Presun1ably because the older tradition inlposed some restraint in the vvriting 
of history, Genesis and Exodus are relatively restrained. The fanatical note, first 
loudly sounded in Deuteronon1Y, then becon1es ever louder in Leviticus and 
Numbers. until at the end a concluding parable depicts a racio-religious massacre 
as an act of the highest piety in '~observance", singled out for reward by God! 
l~hese last t\VO books, like Deuteronom.v, are supposed to have been left by ~loses 

and to relate his con1illunions with Jehovah. In their cases, no clain1 \vas t1lade 
that "a manuscript hoary \vith the dust of ages" had been discovered; they were 
just produced. 

They show the growth of the sect's fanaticisITI at this period, and the increasing 
heat of their exhortations to racial and religious hatred. Deuterollon1Y had first 
decreed, '~Love ye therefore the stranger", and then cancelled this "'judglnenf' 
(\vhich probably came down from the earlier Jsraelite tradition) by the later one 
which excluded the stranger [roln the ban on usury. 

Leviticus went nluch further. It, too, began \\lith the admonition to love: '~'rhe 

28 



TI-IE CONTRC)\lERSY OF ZION 

stranger that d\velleth \vith you shall be unto you as one born among you~ and 
thou shalt love hinl as thyself~' (chapter] 9). T'hc reversal caIne in chapter 25: ....Of 
the children of the stranger that do sojourn Ll1110ng you~ of then1 shall ye buy, and 
of their 1'anlilies that 3re \vith you, \vhich they begat in your land, and they shall 
be your possession. i'\nd ye shall take thcIn as an inheritance for your children 
after you~ to inherit thenl for a possession; they shall be your bondn1en for ever: 
but over your brethren~ the chi~ch'en of Israel, ye shall not rule over one another 
Vv'ith rigour~~. 

1'his 11lade hereditary bondage and chat tel-slavery of .... strangers" a tenet of the 
Law (\vhich is still valid). If the Old 'festanlent is of "equal divine authority" with 
the Ne\\'. professing (~hristians of the pioneer, frontiersnlan or Voortrekker kind 
were entitled in their day to invoke such passages as these in respect of slavery in 
A111erica or South Africa. 

Leviticus introduced (at all events hy clear in1plication) \vhat is perhaps the 
1110st significant of all the discrirninations made by the Law bet\veen "~thy 

neighbour" and "the stranger'~. Deuterononzy, earlier, had provided (chapter 22) 
that '''if a n1a11 find (l betrothed dalTlsel in the fIeld, and the man force her, and lie 
\\lith her: then the 111'111 only that lay \vith her shall die; but unto the dan1sel thou 
shalt do nothing~ there is in the da1TIselno sin worthy of death; for as \vhen a man 
riscth against his neighbour. and slayeth hinl, even so is this matter". l'his is the 
kind of provision, in respect of rape, \vhich probably \Nould have been found in 
any of the legal codes whjch \vere then taking shape, and for that nlatter it \vould 
fit into ahnost any legal code today~ save for the extrenle nature of the penalty. 
"[his passage, again. nlay very \vell represent the earlier Israelite attitude to\vards 
this particular transgression: it \vas inlpartial and did not vary according to the 
person of the victiln. 

lA!riticus (chapter 19) then provided that a lTIan who ""beth carnally" with a 
betrothed Vv'onlan slave nlight acquit hin1sclf of fault by bringing 3 ran1 to the 
priest "~as a trespass ofTering", when "'tbe sin \vhich he hath done shall be forgiven 
hin1~', but the \VOnlan "'shall be scourged'". Under this Law the word ofa \VOnlan 
.'-dare clearly \\ollld 110t count against that of her o\vner, on a charge of rape, so 
tha t this passage appears to be an anlend111cnt, of the discrinlinatory kind, to the 
provision in Delltf!ronoJ1zy. Certain allusions in the Tahnud support this 
interpretation. as will be ShO\Vl1. 

Leviticu.",· also contains its parable depicting the 3\vful consequences of non
observance. and this particular exanlple sho\vs the extrenle lengths to \vhich the 
L,cvites \vent. T'he transgression con1111itted by the two allegorical characters in 
this case (\\iho "vere the1TISclves two Licvites~ I-Iadab and Abihu) \vas merely that 
they burned the \\Tong kind or flrc in their censers. 'rhis was a capital offence 
under .... the Lav/' and they were illl111ediately devoured by the Lord! 

t·/z'f71hers, the last of the flve Books to be produced~ is the 1110St extrenle. In it 
the Lcyites found a way to rid themselves of their chief prerogative (the claim to 
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the firstb(.)rn) while perpetuating '''the La\v'" in this, its supreme tenet. This was a 
political 1110ve of genius. The clainl to the firstborn evidently had beconle a 
source of grave embarrassll1ent to thern, but they could not possibly surrender 
the first article of a literal Law which knc\v no latitude whatever in "'observance"~ 

to do so would have been itself a capital transgression. By one 1110re 
reinterpretation of the Lavv they made thelnselves proxies for the firstborn, and 
thus staked a perlnancnt clain1 on the gratitude of the people without any risk to 
thcl11sclves: 

'''And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, And 1, behold, 1 have taken the 
Levitcs 1'ron1 an10ng the children of Israel instead o.lall the~firstborn that openeth 
the matrix among the children of Israel: therefore the Levites shall be mine~ 

because all the firstborn are mine ..." (J-\s the firstborn to be so redeemed 
outnulTlbcred their Levite redecrners by 273, paytnent of five shekels each for 
these 273 \vas required, the rnoney to be given '''to Aaron and his sons".) 

Proceeding from this new status of redeelners, the Levites laid do'wn Illany 
more "statutes and judgrnents" in Nurnbers. They ruled by terror and were 
ingenious in devising new ways of instilling it~ an example is their "trial of 
jealousy". If "'the spirit of jealousy" canle on a Illan, he was legally obliged (by 
""the Lord speaking unto lVloses, saying") to hale his wife before the Levite, who, 
at the allar, presented her vvith a concoction of "'bitter water" made by him, 
saying, "If no man have lain with thee and if thou hast not gone aside to 
uncleanness with another instead of thy husband, be thou free froll1 this bitter 
water that causeth the curse. But if thou hast gone aside to another instead of thy 
husband, and if thou be defiled, and SaIne man have lain with thee beside thine 
husband ... the Lord ll1ake thee a curse and an oath among thy people, when the 
Lord doth Inake thy thigh to rot, and thy belly to swell." 

The woman then had to drink the bitter water and if her belly swelled the 
priests ""executed the law" of death on her. The po\ver which such a rite put in the 
hands of the priesthood is apparenC ascribed to the direct command of God, it 
resembles the practices of witch doctors in Africa. 

The final touch is given to ""the Law" in the last chapters of this, the last book 
to be compiled. It is provided by the parable of Moses and the l\1idianites. The 
reader will have remarked that the life and deeds of Moses, as related in Exodu.\', 
made hin1 a capital transgressor, several times over, under the "'Second Law" of 
Deuteronomy and the numerous other amendments of Leviticus and Numbers. By 
taking refuge with the Midianites, by marrying the Midianite high priest's 
daughter and by -receiving instruction in priestly rites from hin1, and in other 
ways, Moses had ""gone a-whoring after other gods", had ""taken of their 
daughters", and so on. As the whole structure of the law rested on Moses, in 
whose nan1e the conlnlands against these things were laid do\vn in the later 
books, something evidently had to be done about him before the Books of the 
Law \vere completed, or the whole structure would fall to the ground. 
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The last s111all section of Nunlbers shows how the difficulty was overcome by 
the scribes. In these final chapters of ""the L,aw" I\10ses is nlade to conform with 
"'all the statutes andjudgments'~and to redeem his transgressions by lnassacring 
the entire 1\1idianite tribe, save for the virgins! By what in today's idiolTI \vould be 
called a fantastic .... twist", 1\1oses was resurrected so that he Inight dishonour his 
saviours, his \vife, two sons and father-in-la\v. PosthUlllously he was nlade to 
""turn fronl his vvickedness", to validate the racio-religious dogma which the 
Levites had invented, and by complete transfiguration from the benevolent 
patriarch of earlier legend to becoIne the founding father of their La\v of hatred 
and murder! 

In Chapter 25 Moses is made to relate that ""the anger of the Lord \vas kindled'~ 

because the people were turning to other gods. He is cOlTImanded by the L.ord, 
""Take all the heads of the people and hang them up before the Lord against the 
sun", whereon J'v10se~ instructs the judges, "'Slay ye everyone his men that \\'ere 
joined unto Baalpcor~~ (Baal-worship \vas extensively practised throughout 
Canaan, and the conlpetition of this cult \"lith Jehovah-worship was a particular 
grievance of the Levites). 

The thenle of religious hatred is thus introduced into the narrative. That of 
racial hatred is joined to it when, in the direct sequence, a man brings ""a 
~fidianitish \VOll1an in the sight of Moses'·. Phinehas (the grandson of ~10ses's 

brother Aaron) goes after thenl ""and thrust both of thenl through, the nlan of 
Israel, and the WOll1en through her belly". Because of this deed, "'the plague was 
stayed", and ""the l.ord spake unto Moses, saying, Phinehas hath turned away 
ll1Y wrath fronl the children of Israel, lrhile he H'as ::ealous for 111y sake ... 
Wherefore say~ Behold, I give unto hil11 111y covenant of peace!" 

Thus the covenant between Jehovah and the hereditary Aaronite priesthood 
was again sealed (by the Levitical scribes) in blood, this tin1c the blood of a racio
religious murder, which ""the Lord'~ then describes as ""an atonement for the 
children of Israel'". Moses, the witness of the lTIurder, is then ordered by the Lord, 
""\lex the Midianites and smite them". ~rhe symbolisnl is plain. fIe is required, in 
resurrection, to strike equally at "~other gods" (the god of the high priest Jethro, 
fronl whoJTI he had received instruction) and at "'strangers" (his wife's and father
in-law's race). 

The Levites even made the ensuing massacre Moses's last act on earth; he \\'as 
rehabilitated on the brink of eternity! '''And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 
Avenge the children of Israel of the Midianites; after\\'ards thou shalt be gathered 
to thy people". 1-hus ordered, Moscs~s ll1en "'warred against the Midianites as the 
Lord commanded Moses; and they slew all the n1ales ... and took all the \\'omen 
of Midian captives, and their little ones, and took the spoil of their cities, and all 
their flocks, and all their gods, and burnt their cities". 

This was not enough. Moses, the husband of a loving Midianite \\'ife and the 
father of her two SallS, was "wroth" with his officers because they had "'saved all 
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the Midianite WOlnen alive. Behold these caused the children of Israel ... to 
cOll1nlit trespass against the Lord in the matter of Peor, and there was a plague 
anlong the congregations of the Lord. No",' therefore kill t'very !nale anlong the 
lit lie nnes and k ill every H'Ol1Ulll that hath knol1'fl nZ(l!1 bJ' lying lvith hilll. But all the 
wonlen children, that have not known a 111an by lying with hinl, keep alire .Ii) I" 

yourselves". (The booty is then listed~ ({Iter the enU111eration of sheep, beeves and 
asses follow ""thirty and two thousand persons in all, of \VOlnen that had not 
known man by lying with him". 1'hese \vere shared al110ng the Levites, the 
soldiers and the congregation; ""the gold" \vas brought to the Levites "'for the 
Lord".) 

With that, Muses was allowed at last to rest and the Books of the La\v were 
concluded. Incit(;lnent could hardly be givl'>fl a 1110re den10niac shape. (Ihapters 
25 and 31 of NZJlnber,')' need to be compared 'kith chapters 2, 3 and 18 of Exodus 
for the full significance of the deed foisted 011 Jehovah and l\;loscs by the Levites 
to become apparent. It was a plain \varning to the special t)cople of vvhat 
Jehovaism \vas to luean to them~ it relnains today a warning to others. 

On that note The Law ended. Its authors were a sln'1ll sect in Babyl6n, \vith a 
few thousand followers there. However, the pcnNer of their perverse idea \vas to 
prove very great. By giving lllaterial ambition the largest shape it can ha ve on 
earth, they identified themselves forever with the baser of the two forces \vhich 
eternally contend fo"r the soul of lnan: that downward pull of the fleshly instincts 
which wars with the uplifting impulse of the spirit. 

The theologians of (~hristendonlclaim nlore for this Law' than the scholars of 
Jewry. I have before TIle a Christian Bible, recently published, with an 
explanatory note which says the five books of the Torah are ""accepted as true", 
and for that matter also the historical, prophetic and poetic books. ~rhis logically 
flows from the dognla, earlier quoted, that the Old Testanlent is of ""equal divine 
authority" with the Ne\v. 

The Judaist scholars say differently. Dr. Kastein. for instance, says that the 
Torah was "~the work of an anonymous compiler" who ""produced a pragnulfic 
historical work". The description is exact~ the scribe or scribes provided a version 
of history, subjectively written to support the compendium of laws vvhich \Vas 
built on it~ and both history and laws were devised to serve a political purpose. '.' A 
unifying idea underlay it all", says Dr. Kastein, and this unifying idea was tribal 
nationalism, in a nlore fanatical form than the world has otherwise known. The 
Torah was not revealed religion but, as Mr. Montefiore remarked, ""revealed 
legislation", enacted to an end. 

While the Law was being compiled (it was not completed until the Babylonian 
""captivity" had ended) the last two remonstrants made their voices heard, Isaiah 
and Jeremiah. The hand of the Levite 111ay be traced in the interpolations \vhich 
\vcre made in their books, to bring then1 into line with '·"the La\v" and its 
supporting "'version of history". The falsitication is clearest in the book of Isaiah. 
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which is the best known case because it is the most easily denl0nstrable. Fifteen 
chapters of the book were written by someone who kne\v the Babylonian 
captivity. whereas Isaiah lived SOine two hundred years earlier. The Christian 
scholars circumvent this by calling the unknown man ""Deutero-fsaiah", or the 
second Isaiah. 

1'his 1nan left the fanlous \vords (often quoted out of their context), ··The Lord 
hath said ... I \NiH also give thee for a light unto the Gentiles, that thou mayest he 
111Y salvation unto the cnd of the earth·', This was heresy under the La\v which 
was in preparation and the Levjte apparently added (as the same man 
pre~~urrlably \vould not have \vritten) the passages foretelling that ~'the kings and 
queens" of the Gentiles .... shall bow do\vn to thee with their face towards the earth 
and lick up the dust of thy feet .. "1 will feed then1 that oppress thee with their 
O\V11 flesh and they shall be drllnken with their 0\\111 blood. as with sweet wine~ and 
dJI f1esh shall know th3 t I an1 the Lord thy Saviour and thy Redeenlcr··, (This 
sounds like the voice of F~zekieL \\'ho ~/as the true father of the Levitical Law, as 
\vi 11 be seen.) 

Jerenliah's book seen1S to have received Levitical anlendnlcnt at the start. 
because the falnillar opening pclssagc sharply discords with other of Jereoliah's 
thoughts: "Sec, I ha vc this day set thee over the natjon:~ and over the kingdorns, 
to roo! Ollt. and to pull dOH'/L ~!lld to destroy . .. '. 

'rhdt does not sound like the nlan \vho \vrote. in the next chapter: "·The word of 
the Lord carrF: to me saying, Go :tnd cry in tht ears of JerusalelTI. sa:ying, Thus 
sai Lh the Lord: r renlC111 her thee, the kindness of thy ')/outh, the love of thine 
l~spousals~ \vhen thou \\fe-nicst after me in the wilderness" in a land that was not 
so\vn ... What iniquity have your fathers found in ll1e, that they are gone far 
fr0111 nle , . ' tny people hT\'C forsaken 111e, the fountain of living waters ..." 

Jerelniah then identified the culprit Judah (and for this offence well may have 
C0111,e by his death}: ·~The backsliding Israel hath justified herself more than 
treclc!lcTous Judah". Israel had fallen frOlTI grace, but Judah had hetrayed; the 
allusion is plainly to the Lcvites~ nc\v La\v. 'fhen C01l1e3 the lIllpassioned protest, 
CO111 111 on to all the exposlulants, against the priestJy rites and sacriflces: 

"T'rHst ye not in lying 'Nords. saying. '[he 'Tenlple of the Lord, the 'fernple of 
the Lord, the Temple of the Lord, .. " (the forlnal, repetitious incantations) .... , . 
but thoroughly cunend your v\Tays and your doings, oppress not the stranger, the, 
fatherless and Lhe \vido\v. and shed not innocent blood in this place·' (the ritual of 
blood-sacrifice a.nd the ordained 111urder of apostates), .. "Will ye steal, murder 
and ('01111Tlit adultery, and s'vVear faJsely. , . and C0111C and stand before me in this 
house. \vhich;s called by lTIy nalllC. and say. We arl~ delivered to do ail these 
{-I,bOll1inations·· (t.he cl"renionial absolution after aninlal·,sacrif1ce). ~~Is this house. 
\vhich is calJeci by ll1Y nanle~ beCOJlie a den of robbers in your eyes? .. I spake not 
anto your fathers, nor COll1Jnandcd theln in the day that I brought theln out of the 
land of Egypt~ concerning burnt offerings or sacriflces .. :' 
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In such words Jerelniah, like Jesus later, protested against the "destruction" of 
the Law in the name of its fulfiln1ent. It seelns possible that even in Jeremiah's 
tinle the l.evites still exacted the sacrifice of firstborn children, because he adds, 
.... i\nd they have built the high place ... to burn their sons and daughters in the 
fire~ \vhich I COn1111andcd not, neither caIne it into lny heart". 

Because of these vcry ""abominations", Jeremiah continued, the Lord would 
....cause to cease fronl the cities of Judah, and fron1 the streets of Jerusalem, the 
voice of n1irth, and the voice of gladness, the voice of the bridegroom, and the 
voice of the bride~ for the land shall be desolate". 

This is the fanl0us political forecast which was borne out~ the Levites, with 
their genius for perversion, later invoked it to support their clainl that Judah fell 
because their Law was not observed, vvhereas Jeremiah's warning was that their 
Law \vould destroy '''treacherous Judah". Were he to rise from the earth today he 
might use the words without change in respect of Zionism, for the state of affairs 
is sitnilar and the ultin1ate consequence seenlS equally foreseeable. 

When Judah fell Jerelniah gave his most fan10US Inessage of all, the one to 
which the Jewish masses today often instinctively turn, and the one which the 
ruling sect ever and again forbids thenl to heed: "Seek the peace of'the city 
whither I have caused you to be carried away captives, and pray unto the Lord 
for it~ f()r in the peace thereof' shall ye have peace ". The Levites gave their angry 
answer in the 137th Psalm: 

"By the \vaters of Babylon we sat do\vn and wept ... Our torfnentors asked of 
us lnirth: Sing us one of the songs of Zion. I-lo\v shall we sing the Lord's song in a 
strange land? If I forget thee, 0 Jerusalen1, let Iny right hand forget her cunning, 
let Iny tongue cleave to the roof of n1Y rnouth ... 0 daughter of Babylon, lvho art 
to he destroyed, happy shall he be, that rewardeth thee as thou hast served us. 
Happy shall he be, that taketh and dasheth lhy little ones against the stones". 

In Jeremiah's admonition and the Levites' reply lies the whole story of the 
controversy of Zion, and of its effects for others, down to our day. 

Jeremiah, who was apparently put to death,would today be attacked as a 
"crackpot", '''paranoiac'', .... antisemite" and the like; the phrase then used was 
.... prophet and drean1cr of dreams". 11e describes the Inethods of defamation, 
used against such n1en, in words exactly applicable to our time and to rnany filen 
whose public lives and reputations have been destroyed by theIll (as this narrative 
will sho~ when it reaches the present century): "'For I heard the defaming of 
tnany, fear on every side. Report, they say, and \Ne will report it. All Iny fcuniliars 
watched for my halting, saying, Peradventure he vvill be enticed, and we shall 
prevail against hin1, and \ve shall take our revenge on hin1". 

\Vhile Jercrniah \vas a refugee in Egypt, the second Isaiah, in Babylon, wrote 
those benevolent words \vhich gIo\v like the last light of day against the dark 
background of the teaching which was about to triun1ph: -~I'hus saith the Lord, 
Keep ye judglnenL and do justice ... let not the son of the stranger, that hath 
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joined himself to the Lord, speak, saying The Lord hath utterly separated Ine 
fronl his people ... l'he sons of the stranger, that join themselves to the Lord, to 
serve him, and to love the nanlC of the Lord, to be his servants ... even them will 
I bring to my holy mountain, and lnake thcmjoyful in nlY house of prayer .. .for 
lnine house shall be called an house o.lpraJ'er ,lor all peop/e~'. 

With this glilnpse of a loving (lod of all Inankind the protests ended. The 
Levites and their La\v \vere left paranl0unC and there\vith the true captivity of 
'''the Jews" began, for their enslavenlent to the la\v of racial and religious hatred 
is the only geniune captivity they have suffered. 

Jerenliah and the Second Isaiah, like the earlier Israelite remonstrants, spoke 
for 111ankind, \v11ich \vas slowly gropjng its way to\vards the light when the 
Levites reverted to darkness. Before the La\v was even c0111pleted Prince Sidhatta 
Gautama, the Buddha, had lived and died and founded the first religion of all 
nlankind, founded on his F'irst La\v of Life: ""l~ronl good must come good, and 
frOID evil must come evir'. This \vas the answer to the Levites' Second Law, 
though they probably never heard of it. It was also tinlc"s and the hUlnan spirit's 
inevitable ans\ver to BrahlllinisIn. I-lindu racialisnl and the cult of the perpetual 
111aster-castc (\vhich strongly resenlbles literal Judaisln). 

F~ive hundred years ahead lay a second universal rehgion, and five hundred 
years after that a third. The little nation of Judah \\Jas held back in the Lav/s 
chains fro111 this movernent of lnankind; it was arrested in the fossil stage of 
spiritual deveioptnent, and yet its prinlitivc tribal creed retained life and vigour. 
The L.cvitical Law, still potent in the T\vcntieth Centllry, IS in its nature a survival 
fro111 sunken times. 

Such a Law was bound to cause curiousity, firsC and alarm next among 
peoples \vith \vhorn the Judahitcs d\velt, or to their neightbours, if they d\\'elt 
alone. When the Judahites returned from Babylon to Jerusalem, about 538 BC, 
this ilnpact on other peoples began. At that moment in time it was felt only by 
little clans and tribes~ the ilnmediate neighbours of the repatriated Judahites in 
Jerusalenl. It has continued ever since in widening circles, being felt by ever 
greater nUll1bers of peoples, and in our century has produced its greatest 
disturbances among thenl. 
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Tl-IE FAIJL OF' B;\BYLON
 

Before this fIrst in1pact of ".'the ~1osaic Law~' could be felt by other peoples 
came the event of 536 BC which set the pattern of the Twentieth ("entury AD: the 
fall of Babylon. 

The resen1blance between the pattern of events today (that is to say~ the shape 
taken by the outconle of the two World Wars) and that of the fall of Babydon is 
too great to be accidental, and in fact can no\v be shown to have been deliberately 
produced. 'The peoples uf the \Vest in the present century, had they realized iC 
were governed under ""the Judaic La\v", not under any la\v of their own~ by the 
forces that controlled governluents. 

The grouping of characters and the final denouen1ent are alike in all three 
cases. On one side of the stage is the foreign potentate \vho has oppressed and 
affronted the ludahites (or, today, the Jews). In Babylon this was ""King 
Belshazzar"~ in the first World War it was the Russian Czar~ in the second \vac it 
\vas Hitler. Confronting this '''perseclltor'' ~ is the other foreign potentate~ the 
liberator. In Babylon, this was King C:yrus of Persia: in the second case~ it was a 
Mr. Balfouc in the third, it was a President 1·run1;~n. 

Between these adversaries stands the Jehovan prophet triumphant, the great 
lnan at the foreign ruler's court who foretells. and survives, the disaster which is 
about to befall the ""persecutor". In Babylon, this \vas I)aniel. In the first and 
second world wars of this century it \vas a Dr. Chainl \Veizmann, the Zionist 
prophet at foreign courts. 

These are the characters. Then comes the denouemenL a lehovan vengeance 
on ""the heathen" and a Jewish triumph in the form of a synlbolic "restoration'~. 
.... King Belshazzar". when Daniel has foretold his doom, is killed "in the same 
night'~ and his kingdom falls to the enemy. The Je\vish captors who killed the 
Russian Czar and his family, at the end of the First T\ventieth Century war, 
q noted this precedent in a couplet "written on the wall" of the room where the 
massacre occurred; the Nazi leaders, at the end of the Second T\ventleth Century 
\val', were hanged on the Je\vish Day of Atonen1ent. 

Thus the two \~l orid Wars of this century have confonned, in their outcon1es~ 

to lhe pattern of the Babylonian-Persian war of antiquity as depicted:n the Old 
Testament. 

Presumably the peoples \vho fought that ancient \var thought that SOlllething 
lTIOre than the cause of the .fudahites was at stake~ and that they strove for SOIYle 

purpose or interest of their own. But in the narrative that has come dO\\Tl through 
the centuries all else has been expunged. ~rhe only signitlcant results, in the 
picture which has been in1pl'inted on the lninds of peoples, are the Jehovan 
vengeance and Judahite triumph, and the t,vo world wars of this century 
followed that san1e pattern. 

King Belshazzar survives only as the symbolic foreign "'persecutor" of the 
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Judahitcs (although Jehovah 11lade them his captives, as a punishment, he is 
nevertheless their ~'persecutor"and hence must be barbarously destroyed). King 
Cyrus, similarly, is but the fulfilling instrunlent of Jehovah's promise to visit "all 
these curses" on "thine enelnies" \vhen they have served their turn as captors 
(and thus deserves no credit in his own right, either as conqueror or liberatoc he 
is not truly any better thanKing Belshazzar, and his house \vill in turn be 
destroyed). 

King Cyrus, froln what true history tells of hinl, seerrIS to have been an 
enlightened man, as \vell as the founder of an elnpire \vhich spread over all 
Western Asia. According to the encyclopaedias, "he left the nations he subjected 
free in the observance of their religions and the nlaintenance of their 
institutions", Thus the ]udahites may have benefited by a policy which he 
irnparlially applied to all, and possibly King Cyrus, could he return to earth 
today, would be surprised to find that his portrait in history is that of a man 
whose only notable and enduring achievement \vas to restore a fe\v thousand 
Judahites to lerusalen1. 

I-10vv'ever, if by any chance he thought this particular question to be of 
paramount in1portance all10ng his undertakings (as the Twentieth Century 
politicians dcrnonstrably think), he would at his return to earth today be much 
gratified, for he would rInd that through this act he exerted a greater influence on 
hunlan events in the 2 500 years to conle, probahly than any other temporal ruler 
of any age. No other deed of antiquity has had consequences in the present time 
so great or so plain to trace. 

In the rrwentieth Century AD two generations of Western politicians, in the 
quest for Jewish favour, conlpeted with eae11 other to play the part of King Cyrus. 
The result \vas that the t\VO \Vorld Wars produced only two enduring and 
significant results: the Jehovan vengeance on the synlbolic '~persecutor" and the 
Jewish triumph in the fOrlTI of a ne\v "restoration", 'Thus the symbolic legend of 
what happened at Babylon had by the T'wentieth Century gained the force of the 
suprenlC ""La\v", overriding all other laws~ and of truth and history. 

l'he legend itself seelDS to have been t\vo-thirds untruth, or what today would 
be called propaganda. King Belshazzar hilTIseJf \vas apparently invented by the 
Levites. The historical book vvhich records the fall of Babylon \vas compiled 
several centuries later and was attributed to one "Daniel". It states that he was a 
Juclahite captive in Bahylon \vho rose to the highest place at court there and "sat 
in the gcltc of the king" (Nebuchadnezzar) through his skill in interpreting 
drcallls. Upon hinl devolved the task of interpreting the '"writing on the wall" 
([Jalliel, 5). 

King "'Belshazzar, the son ofNebuchadnezzar", is then depicted as offering an 
insult to the J udahites by using "'the golden and silver vessels" taken by his father 
from the ternple in Jerusalem for a banquet with his princes, wives and 
concubines. Thereon the fingers of a rnan's hand write on the wall the words, 
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""Mene, Mene, Tekel, Upharsin". Daniel, being called to interpret, tells the king 
that they nlean, ""God hath nUlnbered thy kingdom, and finished it; thou art 
weighed in the balance and found wanting~ thy kingdom is divided and given to 
the Medes and Persians". Thereon King Belshazzar "in the sarne night" is slain, 
and the Persian conqueror enters, who is to ""restore" the Judahites. 

Thus the end ofa king and a kingdonl is related directly to an affront offered to 
Judah and given the guise of a Jehovan retribution and Jewish vengeance. What 
matter if Daniel and King Belshazzar never existed: by its inclusion in the 
Levitical scriptures this anecdote gained the status of a legal precedent! When the 
lllurder of the Russian Czar, his wife, daughters and son in 1918, again, was 
related directly to this legend by words quoted from it and scrawled on a blood
bespattered wall this was at once an avowal of authorship of the deed, and a 
citation of the legal authority for it. 

When an ancient legend can produce such effects, twenty-five centuries 
afterwards, there is little gain in denl0nstrating its untruth, for politicians and the 
lllasses they ll1anipulare alike love their legends more than truth. However, of the 
three protagonists in this version of the fall of Babylon, only King Cyrus 
certainly existed; King Belshazzar and Daniel seenl to be figures of Levitical 
phantasy! 

The Jelvish Encyclopaedia, which points out that King Nebuchadnezzar had 
no son called Belshazzar and that no king called Belshazzar reigned in Babylon 
when Kjng Cyrus conquered it, says impartially that "'the author of Daniel simply 
did not have correct data at hand", and thus does not believe that Daniel wrote 
Daniel. Obviously, if an important Judahite favourite at court, called Daniel, had 
written the book he would at least have known the name of the king whose end he 
foretold, and thus have had "'correct data". 

Evidently the book of Daniel, like the books of the Law attributed to Moses, 
was the product of Levitical scribes \vho in it patiently continued to make history 
conform with their Law, already laid down. If a King Belshazzar could be 
invented for the purpose of illustration and precedent, so could a prophet Daniel. 
This, apparently mythical Daniel is the most popular prophet of all with the 
fervent Zionists of today, who rejoice in the anecdote of the Judahite vengeance 
and triumph foretold on the ,-vall, and see in it the legal precedent for all later 
tilTle. The story of our present century has done more than that of any earlier one 
to strengthen thenl in this belief and for theln Daniel, with his "interpretation" 
fulfilled '''in the saIne night", gives the conclusive, crushing answer to the earlier 
Israelite prophets who had envisioned a loving God of all nlen. The fall of 
Babylon (as depicted by the Levites) gave practical proof of the truth and force of 
the "Mosaic" Law. 

However, it \\iould all have COlne to nothing \vithout King Cyrus, who alone of 
the three protagonists d;d exist and did either allow, or c0111pel, a few thousand 
ludahites to return to Jerusalem. At that point in history the Levitical theory of 

38 



T'HE CONTROVERSY Ol~ ZION 

politics~ \vhich aimed at the exercise of power through the acquirement of 
rnastery over foreign rulers, was put to its first practical test and was successful. 

The Persian king was the first of a long line of Gentile oracles worked by the 
ruling secL which through him deillonstrated that it had found the secret of 
infesting, first, and then directing the actions of foreign governlnents. 

By the present century this mastery ofgovernlnents had been brought to such a 
degree of po\ver that they were all, in large measure, under one supreme control, 
so that their actions, in the end, always served the aDlbition of this supreme party. 
Towards the end of this book the reader \vill see how the Gentile oracles were 
worked, so that the antagoniS111S of peoples n1ight be incited and brought into 
collision for this super-national purpose. 

Howevec the reader will need to look into his own soul to find, if he can, the 
reason lvhy these oracles, his own leaders, submitted. 

King Cyrus \vas the first of them. \\lithout his support the sect could not have 
set itself up again in Jerusalelll and have convinced the incredulous Judahite 
masses, watching froln all parts of the known world, that the racial Law lvas 
potent and lvould be literally fulfilled. The line of cause-and-effect runs straight 
and clear from the fall of Babylon to this century's great events; the West today 
ovves its successive disappointments and its decline even more to King Cyrus, the 
first of the Gentile puppets, than to the ingeniolis 1 stealthy priesthood itself. 

""ludaisll1 originated in the nanle of the Persian king and by the authority of his 
En1pire, and thus the effect of the Empire of the Alchelnenides extends with great
 

. pO\VeL as alrnost nothing else, directly into our present age", says Professor
 
Eduard Meyer, and this authority's conclusion is demonstrably true. Five
 
hundred years before the West even began, the Levites laid down the Law, and
 
then through King Cyrus set the precedent and pattern for the downfall of the
 
\Ves t itself. 

The tive books of the La\v were still not cOlnplete when King Cyrus came to 
Babylon and conquered. l~he sect in Babylon was still busy on thenl and on the 
supporting ver~ion of history which, by such examples as that of "King 
Belshazzar", was to give plausibility to the unbelievable and supply the precedent 
for barbaric deeds twenty-five centuries later. The Inass of ludahites still knew 
nothing of the Law of racial intolerance \vhich was being prepared for thenl, 
though religious intolerance \vas by this tin1e falnilia r to thenl. 

The sect had yet to cOlllplete the La"'" and then to apply it to its o\vn people. 
\Vhen that happened in 458 Be', under another Persian king, the controversy of 
Zion at last took the shape in vvhich it still inlplacably confronts its O\V11 people 
and the rest of mankjnd. 1'he urnbilical cord bet\veen the Judahites and other 
nlen was then finally severed. 

l~hese segregated people~ before \vhom the priesthood flaunted its version of 
the fall of Babylon like a banner, then were set on the road to a future which 
would find theln a compact force among other peoples, to whose undoing they 
were by their La\v dedicated. 
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TilE PEOPLE WEPT ...
 

The first people to feel the ilnpact of this '''Mosaic La\v~~ which the Levites were 
developing in Babylon were the Sainaritans, \vho in 538 Be warmly welcomed 
the Judahites returning to Jerusalcin and in token of friendship offered to help 
rebuild the tenlple, destroyed by the Babylonians in 596 Be. A t the Levites' order 
the Sanlaritans were brusquely repulsed and at this affront becanle hostile, so 
that the restoration of the tenlple \vas delayed until 520 BC. (The feud against the 
Sanlaritans continued throughollt the centuries to the present time~ when they 
have been reduced to a fe\v score or dozen souls). 

The friendly approach shows that the new"" Law" of the Judeans vvas unknown 
to their neighbours, who were taken by surprise by this rebuff. It seen1S to have 
been just as little known to, or understood by the J udeans themselves, at lha t 

period. The books of the Law \\fere still being cOJnpiled in Babylon and, despite 
anything the priests IndY have told thelll~ they clearly did not at that tinle realjze 
that they \vere to be racially, as well as religiously, debarred fr0111 their fellow 
111en. 

The repulse of the Samaritans gave the first hint of what \vas to follow. The 
Samaritans \vere Israelites, probably infused with other blood. They practised 
Jehovah-worship but did not recognize the suprenlacy of Jerusalelll and on that 
account alone would have incurred the hatred of the Levites, who probably saw 
in them the danger of an Israelite revival and absorption of Judah. Thus the 
Sanlaritans \vere put under the Inajor ban~ even by taking a piece of bread from a 
Samaritan a ludahite broke all the statutes and judgments of the Levites and 
abominably defiled hiIllself. 

After this first clash with their neighbours, the Judeans looked around them at 
ruined and depopulated lerusalenl. None of them, unless they vvere ancients, can 
have known it before. They were fe\v in nUInber: those who "'returned" 
numbered about forty thousand, which was perhaps a tenth or twentieth of the 
tolal, for centuries self-dispersed in other lands. 

It \vas not a happy or triunlphant return for these people, though it was a 
nlajor political succe~,s for the priesthood. The Levites Inet the SalTle difficulty as 
the Zionists in 1903, 1929 and 1953: the chosen people did not want to go to the 
prolnised land. ivloreover, the leaders did not intend to head "'the return": they 
wished to stay in Babylon (as the Zionist leaders today wish to stay in Nevv' 
York). 

The solution found in 538 B(~ '.x/as sinlilar to the one found in 1946: the zealots 
vvere ready to go, and a hapless fcvv, \vho \vere too poor to choose, vvere rounded 
up to acconlpany thein. 'I'hose \vho desired the privilege of reinaining in Babylon 
(under their o\vn prince~ the Exil(n~ch, in his o\vn capital!) \vere ITIulcted in flnes 
(just as the wcaithy JC\l.fS of /\n1,erica are pressed today to provide funds for the 
Zionist state). 
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The Jewish nalion was already and llnally dispersed; obviously it could never 
again be reassembled in Canaan. That was a fact, unalterable and permanent; 
"from the exile the nation did not return, but a religious sect only", says 
Professor Wellhausen. But this symbolic "return" was of the utmost importancc 
to the priesthood in esta blishing its mystic pOVd:r over the ~catLered mass. It 
could be held up as the proof that "the Law" '..\i'1S true and valid, and that the 
destiny of the "special people" 1m.\' to destroy and dominate. 

The "return" meant quite different things to the few who returned and to the 
many who watched from th·:? dispersion. To the few it meant the possibility to 
practise Jehovah-worship in the way and on the ~;pot prescribed by "the Law". 
To the many it was a triumph ofJudahite nationalism and the: portent of the final 
triumph foreseen by the Law. 

This watching mass had ~;een the means by which the success had been 
achieved, the conqueror undone and overthrown. and the "captivity" 
transformed into the "return", Segregation hacl provcd effective. and the chief 
methods of enforcing this segregation were the ghetto and the synagogue. The 
ghetto (essentially a Levitical concept) had been tried out in Babylon, in the form 
of the closed-community in which the Judahites lived. 

The collective readi;lg of the law had also proved to be an effective substitute 
for the ritual of worship which. uncler the Law, could be performed only at the 
temple in Jenlsalem (this was the beginning ofthe synagogue). The institutions of 
the ghetto and the synagogue were adopted by the communities of the dispersion, 
and gave them a feeling of union with the exiled Judahites and the returned 
Judeans. 

Thus the "religious sect"' which "returned" to an unknown Jerusalem was also 
the core of the nation-with in-nations. state-within-states. The iJriesthood had 
shown itself able to maintain its theocracy without a territory of its own and 
under a foreign king. It had ruled its followers under its own Law: and of this 
Law as it was first imposed in exile on theJudahites in Babylon Dr. Kastein says: 
"Instead of the constitution of the defunct state" communal autonomy was 
established, and, instead of'the power ortne state. there came into being another 
power. more relia ble and more enduring: Ihe' slern und inexorah/c regime' enf()/'('ed 
br Ihe oh/igu I ion 10 relld!!r ill/{jU' '\'1 io!'!i!!g ohcdiellce 10 Ihe regll/II I ions oflhe riIL/al. ,. 

The words deserve careful study; many or "the regulations of the ritual" h,I,ve 
been quoted in this book, 1 he Levites lwei sl'cceedcd. in "captiv:ty" and on 
foreign soil. in "enforcing"' a "stem ~ll1d inexor£1bJe rcginw", The achievement is 
unique. and it has been :1 continuing one, fronl that time to our day. 

"Strangers" are usually puzzled to ima)!int' any means by which the ruling sect 
could keep so firm a hold over a community scattered about the world. This 
power is based. uitirnately. on terror and fear. Ib mysteries are kept hidden from 
the stranger. but by diligent study he may gain S(Jl~le idea of them. 

The weapon of excommunication is a dreaded one. and the fe~lr which it 
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inspires rests to S0111e extent 011 the literal JudaisCs belief in the physical efficacy 
of the curses enumerated in Deutervllvn1J' and other books; the Jelvish 
EIlc.yclopaedia testifies to this continuing belief. In this nlatter there is a strong 
resenlblance to the African Native's belief that he \vill die if he is "'tagati'd", and 
to the Anlcrican Negro's fear of voodooist spells. Casting out of the fold is a 
nluch-feared penalty (and in the past was often a lethal one), of which examples 
may be found in the literature of our day. 

Also, for pious (or for that nlatter superstitious) ludaists the 1'orah-l'almud is 
the only Law, and if they subnlit forrnally to the la ws of countries where they 
dwell, it is with this inner reservation. Under that only-Law the priesthood wields 
alljudicial and tl1agisterial powers (and often has had these formaJ1y delegated to 
it by governnlents), and literally the Law includes capital punishtnent on 
nun1erOLlS counts; in practice the priesthood in closed-communities of the 
dispersion has often exacted that penalty. 

l'he Jerusalenl to \vhich a fe\v returned was far froln Babylon, in those tilnes, 
and after their ilrst coup (the repulse of the Sanlaritans' offer of friendship) the 
Levites apparently found thetl1selves unable, fron1 a distance, to restrain the 
normal inlpulses of human kind. l'he 1udahites, in their impoverished fragment 
of land, began to settle down and intermarry with their neighbours for all that. 
They broke no law cornprehended by thenl. The books of the Law were still being 
compiled in Babylon; they kne\\l about Solonlon's hundreds of w'ives and 
1V10ses's ~1idianite father-in-Ia \;y~ but did not yet know that Moses had been 
resurrected in order to exterlninate all the lVlidianites save the virgins. 'rhus they 
nlarried their neighbours' sons and daughters and this natural intermingling 
continued for about eighty years after the return. 

During that period the Levites in Babylon conlpleted the La\v, the il11pact of 
which all nations have felt ever since. Ezekiel of the l!igh Priest's fanlily was its 
chief architect and probably all five books of the Len\', as they have COBle down, 
bear his mark. He '-\'as the founding-father of intolerance, of racialisnl and 
vengeance as a religion, and of lTIurder in the nanle of God. 

The book of Ezekiel is the rnost significant of all the Old TestatTIent books. It is 
n10re signiflcant than even Delltervnorny, Leviticus and~lunlbers because it seems 
to be the fountainhead fro"m \vhich the dark ideas of those books of the Law tirst 
sprang. For instance, the student of the curses enu111erated in Deuterollofny is 
bound to suspect that the deity in whose narne they were uttered was of diabolic 
nature, not divine: the nanle, '''Ciod", in the sense \vhich has been given to it, 
cannot be coupled with such 111enaces. In Ezekiers book the student flnds this 
suspicion expressly confirlned . Ezekiel puts into the very 1110Uth of God the 
statemCl1t that he had Inade evilla vvs in order to inspire misery and fear! This 
appears in chapter 20 and gives the key to the whole mystery of "'the rvlosaic 
Law". 

In this passage Ezekiel appears to be ans\vering Jerenliah's attack on the 
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Levites in the matter of sacrificing the firstborn: "'And they have built the high 
places to burn their sons and daughters in the fire~ ll'hich J cOlnnlanded not, neither 
canle it into my heart". Ezekiel is not nluch concerned about the lot of the sons 
and daughters but is clearly enraged by the charge that the Lord had not 
comnlanded the sacrifice of the firstborn, when the scribes had repeatedly 
ascribed this comnland to him. His retort is concerned only to show that God had 
so comn1anded and thus to justify the priesthood~ the admission that the 
comluandnlent was evil is casual and nonchalant, as if this were of no 
importance: 

"1 am the Lord your God: \-valk in nlY statutes and keep 111y judgments, and do 
theIl1 ... Notwithstanding the children rebelled against nle; they walked not in 
IUy statutes, neither kept my judgnlents to do theln ... then I said, I would pour 
out IllY fury upon them, to accomplish nlY anger against thenl in the \vilderness 
... Wherefore I gave thern also statutes that lrere not good andjudglnents lvhereby 
the.v should not live; 14nd I polluted thenl in their Olvn g(fts, in that the.}' caused to 
pass through the. fire all that openeth the H'olnb, that I l71ight nlake then1 desolate, to 
the end that they l71ight knoll' that I an1 the Lord. " 

The ruling of Christian theologians, that the Old 'Testalnent is of '"equal divine 
authority" \vith the Ne\v, presumably includes this passage! Ezekiel, in his day, 
forbade any protest by quickly adding, ·'And shall I be enquired of by you, 0 
house of Israel? As I live, saith the Lord, I \vill not be enquired of by you". 

Ezekiel experienced the Fall of Judah and the rellloval of the sect to Babylon, 
so that his book is in parts an eye-witness account of events. Its other. 
'"prophetic" parts show this founding-father of literal Judaism to have been a 
lllan of dark, even demoniac obsessions~ indeed, parts of the book of Ezekiel 
probably could not be publicly printed as anything but Scripture. 

Early in it he portrays (in words which he also attributes to the Lord God) a 
siege of Jerusalem in which he, Ezekiel, to atone ·'for the iniquity of the people", 
is cOl1llnanded to eat human excrerrlent baked before his eyes. /\t his plea~ that he 
has ahvays scrupulously observed the dietary laws and never taken anything 
abolninable in his rnauth, this is mitigated to cow's dung. T'hen he threatens 
trangressors with cannibalism, a curse on which the Levites laid marked stress: 

~~ ... the fathers shaIl eat the sons in the midst of thee and the sons shall eat 
their fathers ... a third par~ shall fall by the s\vord and I \vill scatter a third 
part unto all the winds ... famine and evil beasts pestilence and blood ... " 

All this is to be the retribution for non-observance~not for evil deeds. Pages of 
cursillgs [allovv and Jehovah prornises to use the Gentiles as the rod of 
chastiselnent: "Wherefore I \vill bring the worst of the heathen, and they shall 
possess your hauses~'. 

Portraying what will happen to those \vho w'orship "other gods", Ezekiel in a 
characteristic vision sees "theln that have charge over the city1' (Jerusalem) 
"dra\\' ncar, every Iuan \vith his destroying \veapon in his hand." One, with a 

43 



TI-IE CC)NrTI~OVERSY Of-' ZION 

writer"s inkhorn by his side, is C0111111anded by the Lord, "go through the midst of 
Jerusalem and set a mark upon the foreheads of the 111en that sigh and that cry for 
all the abominations that be done in the rnidst thereof" (these are the zealots in 
.... observance"). l~he foreheads hdving been rnarked, Ezekiel quotes the Lord, ""in 
my hearing"', as saying to the InCH, ""Go ye through the city and snlite; let not 
your eye spare, neither have ye pity~ slay utterly old and young, both maids, and 
little children and WOluen; but conle not near any man upon \VhOlll is the luark 
... and they \vent forth and slc\v in the city". 

After Ezekiel"'s tilne 111en 111ay have thought it wise to be seen sighing and crying 
in Jerusalem; hence, perhaps, the Wailing \ValL C:hapter on chapter ofnlenaces 
follow, always with the alluring proviso that if the transgressors turn from their 
wickedness to\vards observance, even \vorse things \vill then be visited on the 
heathen: 

'"I will take you from among the heathen, and gather you out of all countries, 
and \NiH bring you into your o\\'n land ... And ye shall dwell in the land that I 
gave to your fathers, and ye shall be Iny people~ and I \viH be your God ... 
Assenlble yourselves, and co~ne: gather yourselves on every side to Iny sacrifice 
that I do sacritlce for you, even a great sacri1ice for you, even a great sacrifice 
upon the n10untains of IsraeL that ye n1ay eat flesh and drink blood. Ye shall eat 
the llesh of the l11ighty, ar~d drink the blood of the princes of the earth ... f\nd ye 
shall eat fat till ye be full. and drink blood till ye be drunken ... and I will set n1Y 
glory an10ng the heathen, and all the heathen shall see my judgrr1ent that 1 have 
executed, and 111Y ha nd that 1 have laid upon them". 

\Vhile the school of scribes founded by Ezekiel continued for eighty years, in 
Babylon, to compile their Lavv, the repatriated Judahites in Jerusalem gradually 
developed nor111al relationships with their neighbours. 'They had never known 
the regilne of bigotry and exclusion vvhich \vas being prepared for then1 in 
Babylon. lV'Iany of the people stjl1 prayed to .... other gods" for rain, crops, sun and 
herds, and to Jehovah in tribal feuds. 

Then, in 458 Be:', the Levites struck. 
T'heir La\\' was ready, \vhich \vas not by itself ofnllH:h irnportance. 111C Persian 

King H,'QS recurl' to el?!()rCe if j(J!' thenz, and that \vas or the greatest importance, 
then and up to the present nl0nlent. For the ilrst tinle the ruling sect 
accomplished the wonder \vhich they have since repeatedly achieved: by some 
111cans they induced a foreign ruler, \vho \vas their ostensible nlaster and to all 
outer appearances a mighty potentate in his o\vn right, to put his soldiers and 
ITloney at their disposal. 

On this day in 458 Be the J udahites in JerusalcIll were finally cut off franl 
mankind and enslaved in a way they never knc\v in BabY'lon. This was the true 
""start of the affair". The story is told in the books of ELfa and Neherniah, the 
Levitical enlissaries from Babylon who were sent to Jerusaleln to enforce 
Ezekiers law. 
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F~zra of the high priesthood can1C fron1 llabylon to Jerusalen1 \vith sonlC 1500 
followers. He came in the nalne of the Persian King Artaxerxes the Longhanded, 
w"ith Persian soldiers and Persian gold. He arrived just as [)r. Chairn Weizrnann 
arrived in Palestine in 1917, supported by British arnlS and British gold, and in 
1947, supported hy Arncrican n10ney and po\ver. Ezrd \vas in legal form a Persian 
emissary (Dr. \VeiZ111anl1, a Russian-born Jew, was in legal fornl a British 
emissary in 1917). 

What means the sect found to hend King Artaxerxes to its \vill, none can no\v 
discovec after King Cyrus, he was the second potentate to playa puppet's part 
and in our century this readiness has become a strict qua lification for public life. 

Ezra brought the new racial La\v \\'ith hirn. fie enforced it tirst alllong his own 
travelling companions, allo\ving only those to accolnpany hinl who could prove 
that they \vere Judahites by descent. or Levites. \Vhen he reached lerusaletn he 
was ··filled with horror and disnlay" (I)r. Kastein) by the prevalence of rnixed 
111arriages. -rhe .Jud~1hitcs \vere finding happiness in their fashiol1~ "by tolerating 
Jlliscegenatioll vvith neighbouring tribes they had established peace/iiI relations 
based on jClIllily tics'~. 

I)r. Kastein (\vho v,,'as equally horrified by this picture nlany centuries 
aftcf\Vards) has 10 adnlit that the Judahites hy this intern1ingl ing "observed their 
tradition as it \vas un(h~rstood at the tin1e" and broke no la\v known to them. 
Ezra brought Ezekiel's nell' Lall', which once tnorc supplanted the old 
··tradition". In his status as emissary orthe Persian king he had the Jerusalclniles 
assenlbled and told thern that all rnixed marriages \vere to be dissolved:. 
thenceforth "strangers" and everything foreign were to he rigorously excluded. 
A conl111ission of elders was set up to undo all the \ved1ocks forged and thus to 
destroy the "peaceful relations based on Lunily ties", 

Dr. Kastein says that '''Ezra's measure \vas undoubtedly reactionary: it raised 
to the dignity c~l a !aH' an enactrnenl \vhich at that tirrle lvas not included in the 
Torah~' (which the Levites, in Babylon~ were still writing down). Dr. Kastein's 
use of the word "dignity" is ofil1terest in this connection: his book was published~ 

in Berlin, in the year, t\vcnty·.. four centuries later, \vhcn Httler enacted exactly the 
sanlC kind of law: it was then called .... infamous" by the Zionists, and the arnlies of 
the West, reversing the role of the Persian soldiers of 458 BC~ \vcre mobilized to 
destroy it! 

l'he effect of 1his deed \vas the nat ural one, in 458 B(~ as in 1917 /\0: the 
neighbouring peoples \vcre affronted and alanned by the unheard-of innovation. 
'rhey saw the threat to thelnselvcs and they attacked Jerusa]en1, tearing dO'Nil the 
syrnbol~ of the inferiority imputed to thenl: its \Nalls. By that tinlC Ezra, like any 
Twentieth Century Zionist, had evidently returned to his home abroad, for once 
more the art ificial structure began to crunlble and natural tendencies were 
re'sumed: interlnarriage began again and led ane\v to '''peaceful relations based on 
family ties-'. Only force can prevent this fron1 happening. 
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After thirteen years, in 445 BC, the elders in Babylon struck again. Nehclniah 
vvas another figure, as typical of our century as of that tillle in Babylon. He was of 
Judahite descent and stood high in the Persian king's f~lvour (as Zionist 
'·advisers" today habitually stand at the right hand of British Prime Ministers 
and American Presidents~ the parallel could not be n1uch closer). He was cup
bearer to Artaxerxes himself. He arrived fron1 Babylon in Jerusaleln vlith 
dictatorial po\ver and enough nlen and nl0ney to re-\\1all the city (at Persian 
expense~ the parallel with today continues), and it thus became the first true 
ghetto. It was an empty one, and when the \valls were ready Nehemiah ordered 
that one in ten of the J udahites be chosen by lot to reside in it. 

Race thus became the suprenlC, though still ul1\vritten tenet of the Lavv. 
Jehovah-worshippers who could not satisfy Persian officials and the Levite elders 
of their descent from Judah, Be'njan1in or Levi were rejected "·with horror" (Dr. 
Kastein). Every n1an had to esta bhsh "the undisputed purity of his stock" frolll 
the registers of births (I-litler's Twentieth Century edict about the Aryan 
grandmothers was less extrelTIc). 

'[hen, in 444 BC, Nehenliah had Ezra elnbody the ban on mixed marriages in 
the 'Torah, so that at last what had been done becanle part of the much-an1ended 
"'La\tv'" (and David and Solon10n presumably were posthumously cast out of the 
fold). T'he heads of clans and families were asselnbled and required to sign a 
pledge that they and their peoples \vould keep all the sta tutes and judgnlents of 
the 'Torah, with special emphasis on this new one. 

In Leviticus the necessary insertion was made: "I have ,)'(!vered you fron1 other 
people that ye should be mine". Thenceforth no Judahite Inight n1arry outside 
the clan, under penalty of death~ every rnan \vho married a foreign won1an 
conl1nitted a sin against God (Nehenziah, 13.27~ this is the law in Lhe Zionist state 
today). "'Strangers" were forbidden to enter the city, so that the Judahites "'lllight 
be jJur{fied frolll everything foreign". 

Nehetniah and Ezra \vere both eye-witnesses. Nehemiah is the ideal, 
unchallengeable narrator: he was there, he was the dictator, his was the deed. He 
says that when Ezra for the first tilDe read this ne\v Law to the Jerusalenlites: 

·'All the people wept \vhen they heard the \vords of the Law"'. 
These twelve words of conten1porary journalisnl bring the scene as clearly 

before today's reader as if it had occurred tVv'enty~four hours~ not t\\!enty-four 
centuries ago. He sees the \veeping, ghettoized throng of 444 Be through the eyes 
of the man who~ with Persian \varriors at his side, forced them into their first true 
captivity, the spiritual one \vhich thereafter was to enclose any rnan \vho called 
hilllself "Je\\t"". 

Nehenliah rcnlained twelve years in JerusalelTI and then returned to the 
Babylonian court. At once the artificial structure he had set up in Jerusalenl 
began to disintegrate, so that SOlne years later he descended again on the city, 
\vhere once 1110re luixed marriages had occurred. I-Ie ·"forciLly dissolved~' these, 
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also setting ~~the severest penalties" on further transgressions of the kind. Next, 
~~with a view to applying rigorously the selective principle, he again carefully 
studied the register of births" and ejected all, including even Aaronite falnilies, in 
whose descent the slightest tlaw could be detected. Last, he "·ruthlessly purged" 
the community of all "vho had failed in ~~unquestioning and unhesitating 
allegiance to the established order and the lav/' and nlade the entire people renew 
their pledge. 

This is known as ~~theNeH' Covenant" (as Deuterononzy "vas the Second Law~ 

these qualifying words are the Inilestones of the supplanting heresy). It had to be 
signed, at Levite order and under Persian duress, by every 111an in Jerusalem 
singly, as if it \Vere a business contract. l'hen Nehen1iah f1nally departed for 
Babylon, his horne, having ~·cornpleted the task of isolation" and "'left behind 
hill1 a cOlnmunity which, agreed as it nOll' lvas on all fundalllental questions, \vas 
able to fend for itself. l-Ie had organized their everyday life for them and built up 
their spiritual foundations". These words are Dr. Kastein's; the reader has seen, 
also in his words, by \vhat Ineans these Jerusalemites \vere brought to "~agree on 
all fundamental questions". 

By this tin1e about four hundred years had passed since the repudiation of 
Judah by Israel, and three hundred since the Assyrian conquest of Israel. 1~his 

period of tinle the Levites had used to con1plcte the perversion of the older 
tradition, to put their racio-religious La':\! in writing, and at last to clamp it, like 
shackles, on the Judahites in the little Persian province of Judea. They had 
succeeded in setting up their fantastic, tribal creed and in establishing their little 
theocracy. l'hcy had started the catalytic agent on its journey through the 
centuries. 

f-,'or more than a hundred generations, since that day when the New Covenant 
was enforced by Persian arms, and the people \\'ho had \vept were compelled to 
sign it anew, a lTIaSS of hun1an beings, changing in blood but closely or loosely 
held in the bonds of this La\v, have carried its burden and inheritance, in spiritual 
isolation fronl the rest of rnankind. 'fhe singular paradox reaulins: though their 
encbainnlent \vas devised by the Levites the chains \vere Persian. On that day as 
ever since, though the fanatical sect has dictated their continuing captivity, 
foreign arms and foreign n10ney have kept theln in it. 

\tVhere does responsibility lie bct\veen those who incite to a deed and those who 
con1mit it? If the ans\ver is that the greater and flllal responsibility lies with the 
perpetrator, then the verdict of history is incontestably, though strangely, that 
responsibility for the heresy of JudaislTl lies with the (ien tiles, \vho from the tinlC 
of the Persian kings to this century have done the bidding of the sect that devised 
it. 

It H'as a heresy: On the day whenK ingA rtaxerxes ~s soldiers forc~d the 
Jerusalemi tes to sign Ezekiers toJevJ Covenant, the perFersioll oj' the earlier, 
Israelite tradition was 11lade cOlnplete and the (?llinnatioll qj God B'OS supplanted 
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hy the denial (~j' God. 
No resclnblance rernalned between the God of the 1110ral conlnlandl11cnts and 

Ezekiers Inalevolent deity \vho boasted that he cOlnmanded nlen to kill their 
firstborn in order to keep then) in <:lvve of hi IllSelf! ~rhis was not revealed God~ but 
a man-lnade deity~ the incarnation of primitive tribalisnl. What those ancient 
people signed under duress. in the Nev,,' Covenant, \vas either the forl11al denial of 
God or the fornlal clairn that (Jod \vas Judah. and this in fact is the clailll 
expressly Blade in 111any Zionist utterances of our time. so that the heresy is 
openly (lvov\'cd: 

~"(Jod is absorbed in the nationalislTl of Israel. tIe bceornes the national ethos 
... He creates the \vorld in the I-Iebrew language. I-Ie is the National C:rod·· 
(Rabbi Solonlon Golchnan) . 

.... \Ve and Ciod grc\v up together ... We have a national God ... We believe 
that God is a Je\v. that there is no English or All1erican God" (Mr. l'v1aurice 
Samuel). 

'''1 t was not God \vha willed these people and their rneaning. !t was this people 
who \viUcd this God and this 111eaning·· (1)1'. Kastein). 

'fhese staten1cnts are expliciC and such phrases are easy to pen in this century, 
in Ncv/ '{ark or C'hicago. London or Berlin. But at the start of this affair. as 
Nehenliab recorded: 

"~/\1i the people vvept 'vvhcn they heard the \\lords of the L;~PN" and since that day 
it ha~ given very 111any cause to \\'cep. 

48 



1'f-IE CONrrRC)VERS\' OF ZIC}N 

~rlLE 'TRANSLA'rl()N OF ~r}-IE l~.t\\V 

'The n10st ilnportant event (as it proved) of the next fOUl hundred years was the 
first translation of the Judaic scriplLlre~ (later to beconh~ kno\vn as the ()ld 
rrcstcunent) into a foreign tongue, (.Jreck. l'his enabled., and still enables, ~'the 

heathen'" to bCC0111C partially acquainted \Vilh the La ,,\:" that ordained their own 
enslaven1ent and destruction and lhe SUprC111acy of Judah. Save for this 
translation the nature of literal J udaislH 111lJst have rClnained a 111atter of surnlise, 
vvhercas the translation l11<:tde it appear to be one of eVIdence and proof', 

For that reason it is at first sight surprising that tbe translationvvas ever rnade 
(as tradition says, by seventy-t\VO Jc\vish scholars at j\.lcxC1ndria beL\vecn 275 and 
150 B(~.) Dr. Kastein explains that it \vas undertaken ··,vith a dctlnite object in 
view~ that ofmaking it cOlnprehensible to the (}reeks; this led to the dis/or/ioll lind 
llvisting qj'lvord,Y, changes of'llleaning, and the ji'equeJll suhslitulion (~l general 
terrns and ideas.f()r those that H'cre purer)' local and national"". 

Dr. l(astein"J s \vords in this instance are carelessly cbosen -if they \vere intended 
to disguise \vhat occurred: a Illatter is nollnade '~cornprchensible"to others by 
distorting and t\visting it, changing its rneaning, and substituting (lIn biguous 
1ernlS for precise ones. Moreover, so learned a Judaic scholar IllUSt h,ive known 
\vhat the Jel1'f,,'h Encyclopaedia records, that the later I'ahnud even ~'prohibited 

the teaching to a (ientile of the Torah, anyone so teaching 'deserving death'."' 
Indeed, the l'almud sa\v such danger in the acquirenlcnL by the heathen of 
kno""ledgc of the Lavv that it set up the oro! Torah as the last repository of 
Jehovah's secrets, safe fronl any (ientile eye. 

If the Judaic scriptures were translated into Greek, then, this \vas not for the 
benefit of the Greeks ([)r. Kastein wTote for a largely (jentile audience), l'he 
reason, alnlo:~t certainly, \vas that the levvs thenlselves needed the translation. 
The Judahites had lost their I-Iebrew tongue in Babylon (thereafter it beCal1le a 
priestly n1ystery ~ ... one of the secre t spiritual bonds which held the 1udaists of the 
Diaspora together", as Dr. Kastein says), and spoke Aranlaic. Ho\vever, the 
largest single body of JC\VS was in l'\lexandria, \vhere Cireek became their 
everyday language~ rnany of thetn could no longer understand Hebrew and a 
(Jreek version of their La\v \vas needed as a basis for the rabbinical 
interpretations of it. 

Above all, the elders could not foresee that centuries later a ne\v religion \vould 
arise in the world which \vould take over their scriptures as part of its own Bible, 
and thus bring .. the Mosaic Law'" hefore the eyes of all mankind. Had that been 
anticipated, the Cireek translation rnight never have been Inade. 

Nevertheless, the translators were evidently relninded by the priests that their 
\vnrk \vould bring .... the Law'~, for the f11'st tilne, under Cientile scrutiny; hence the 
distortions, twistings, changes and substitutions rnentioned by I)r. Kastein. i-\n 
instance of these is apparently given by l)cuferono171Y 32.21: the translation which 
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has COlne do\vn to the heathen alludes vaguely to "'a foolish nation", \vhereas the 
reference in the J{ebrew original, according to the JeH'ish Encyclopaedia, is to 
.... vile and vicious Clentiles", 

What \vas translated? First, the five hooks of the 1..,(1\\1, the Torah. After the 
.... Ne\v Covenant" had been forcibly imposed on the Jerusalerrlites by Ezra and 
Nehenliah, the priesthood in Babylon had given the Torah yet another revision: 
.... once again anon.vnl011S editors lent their past history, their traditions, laws and 
CUSt0J71S a 111eaning entirely in keeping \vith theocracy and applicable to that 
systen1 of governn1ent ... The forn1 \vhich the Torah then received was the final 
and conclusive forIn \vhieh \vas not to be altered by one iota~ no single thought 
\vord or letter of it was to be changed." 

When InortaJ Incn repeatedly "lend meaning" to something supposed already 
to be inlInutable, and force all spiritual tradition into the franlework of their 
worldly political al11bition, what rcnlains cannot be an original revelation of 
God. What had happened was that the earlier, Israelite tradition had been 
expunged or cancelled, and in its place the Judaic racial law had assumed '''final 
and conclusive 1'ornl". 

The sanle method was folJo\ved in the compilation of the other books, 
historical, prophetic or lyrical. The book of Daniel, for instance, was conlpleted 
at about this tinle, that is to say, SOIne four hundred years after the events related 
in it~ snlall \vonder that the anonynlous author got all his historical facts wrong. 
Dr. Kastein is candid about the lnanner in which these books were produced: 

....The editors who put the books of Joshua, Judges, ~S(lfl1Uel and Kings into their 
final fonn gathered ever.v./i·agn7cnt" (of the old teachings and traditions) and 
'''creatively interpreted thenl ... It \\las irnpossible ahvays definitely to assign 
particular words to particular persons, for they had so frequently worked 
anon.l'lnously, and~ as the editors lfere nl0re concerned It'ilh the su~ject lrlatter than 
H'ith philological exactitud~, they Vlere content \vith stringing the sayings of the 
prophets together as best they could". (This Inethod luight account for the 
attribution of the identical '''Mcssianic~' prophecy to t\VO prophets, Isaiah 2,2-4, 
and i\1icah 4, ] -4, and for the nUlnerous repetitions to be found in other books). 

The subject 117otter, then, was the iUlportant thing, not historical truth, or 
"philological exactitude", or the \vord of God. l'he subject luatter was political 
nat10nalisn1 in the 1110st extrenlC forn1 eVer known to l11a11, and conforl11ity \vith 
this dogma \vas the only rule that had to be observed. 'The way in which these 
books were con1piled, after Judah was cast offby IsraeL and the reasons, are clear 
to any \vho study their origin. 

The resultant product. the gro\vth oftive or six hundred years and the work of 
generations of political priests, vvas the book which was translated into Greek 
around 150 B(~. After the lifetil11e of Jesus it, and the Ne\v 'festament, was 
translated into I~atin by Saint Jerolne~ \vhen both ....caI11e to be regarded by the 
Church as of equal divine authority and as sections of one book" (from a typical 
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1110dern encyclopaedia), a theological dictuiTI \vhich \vas fornlally confirmed by 
the Council of Trent in the sixteenth century of our era and has been adopted by 
nearly all Protestant churches, although in this rnatter they 11light have found 
valid reason to protest. 

In view of the changes \Nhich were made, at the translation, (see Dr. Kastein's 
words, above), none but J udaist scholars could tell today ho\v closely the Old 
l'estament in the Hcbre\v-Araillaic original con1pares \vith the version which has 
C0111e down, fron1 the first translation into Greek, as one of the two sections of 
Christendom's Bible. Clearly substantial changes were Inade, and quite apart 
fronl that there is the '"'"oral Torah", and the Talnludic continuation of the Torah, 
so that the Gentile \\'orld has never known the whole truth of the Judaic La\v. 

Nevertheless, t]lC essence of it is all in the ()ld Testanlcnt as it bas COine down to 
Christendom, and that is a surprising thing. Whatever rnay have been expunged 
or lllodified, the vengeful, tribal deity, the savage creed and the law of destruction 
and enslavernenl ren1ain plain for all to ponder. The fact is that no amount of 
twisting, distortion. changing or other subterfuge could conceal the nature of the 
Judaic La\v, once it \vas translated~ although glosses were made, the \vriting 
beneath remains cleac and this is the best evidence that, when the first translation 
\vas authorized, the universal audience it \vould ultirrlately reach was not 
foreseen. 

With that translation the Old Testament, as we novv call and know it, entered 
the West, its teaching of racial hatred and destruction only a little lTIuted by the 
emendations. l'hat \vas before the story of the West even had truly begun. 

By the tilne the West and Christianity, \vere nineteen and a half centuries old, 
the political leaders there, being much in awe of the central sect of Judaism, had 
begun to speak \vith pious a\ve of the Old '-restamcnt, as ifit \vere the better half of 
the Book by which they professed to live. Nevertheiess it vvas, as it always had 
been, the Law of their peoples' destruction and enslaven1ent, and all their deeds, 
under the servitude l\11ich the)' accepted) led towards that end. 
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T.-II~ LA \V ANI) 'rIlE IDUIVIEANS 

\\Thile the Judaic scriptures, thus compiled, \vere on their \Nay, thus translated, 
frolll the Alexandrine Je~lS to the Greeks and thereafter to the other heathen, 
Persian. Circek and ROlnan overlords followed each other in little Judea. 

These chaotic centuries hrought in their course the second significant event of 
the period: the enforced conversion of the Idunleans to lcbovaisrn C"Judaislll" is 
a word apparently first used by the Judean historian Josephus to denote the 
culture and way of life of Judea, as '"f-Iellenisnl" described those of Greece, and 
originally had no religious connotation. For \vant of a better word it will nov; be 
used in this book to identify the racial religion set up by the Levites on their 
perversion of the ~'Mosaic La\v".) 

Only one other ll1ass-conversion to Judaisnl is kno\vn to recorded history, and 
that one, which canle about eight or nine centuries later~ \vas of immediate 
ilnportance to our present generation, as will be shown. Individual conversion, 
on the other hand~ \vas at this period frequent, and apparently was encouraged 
even by the rabbis. for Jesus hin1seiC according to Saint l\1atthe\v, told the SCrIbes 
and pharisees, rebukingly. that they "c0J11paSS sea and land to nlake one 
proselyte" . 

Thus, for SOlTIC reason.; the racial ban introduced by the Second Law and the 
New Covenant was not, at this tirne. being enforced. Presurna bly the explanation 
is the nunlcrical one~ if the racialla \v had been strictly enforced the sll1all tribe of 
Judah would have died out and the priesthood, \vith its creed, would have been 
left like generals with a plan of battle. but no arlny. 

Evidently there was Inuch intcrlningling~ for \vhatever reason. The J(:'H'i5;!z 
E'l/cyc!opacdia says that "early and late ludah derived strength fron1 the 
absorption of outsiders" and other authorities agree, so that anything like a 
purebred tribe or Judah n1ust have disappeared S0111C centuries before Christ, at 
the latest. 

!,.levertheless, the racial LOll' rClnained in full vigour, not \veakencd by these 
exceptions, so that in the Christian era proselytizing virtually ceased and the 
Judaists of the \vorld. although obviously they \vcre not descended from Judah, 
becanle ag~lill ,1 COlll 111unity separated fronl lnankind hy a rigid racial ban. H.. acial 
exclusion renlained" or again bccalnc, the supren1e tenet of forIna1 Ziol1isnl~ and 
the "Taln1udic ruling \vas that "proselytes are as injuriolls to Judais111 as ulcers to a 
sound body". 

Fervent Zionists still heat their heads on a \\'a11 of ht111entation \vhen they 
consider the case of the Idulneans, \vhich, they ho!d~ proves the dictUll1 just 
quoted. l'he problcl11 ofvvhat to do ,vith thern apparently arose t)ut of the priests' 
own sleight-of-hand feaLs \vith history and The Law. In the first historical book~ 

(;cllesis, the Idull1eans are ShO\\'11 as the tribe descended frorn Esau ("Esau the 
father of the }~donlites"'), \vho \vas o\vn brother to lacob-callcd-Israe1.This 
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kinsll1anship betvv'een Judah and Edon1 was appa.rt'l1tly the original tradition, so 
that the Idurneans' special :~tatus was still recognized \\Then Deuter017(nny \vas 
produced in 621 Be, the L,ord then "'saying unto l\.1oses": 

~~~A.nd command thou the people, saying, Ye are to pass through the coast of 
your brethren the children of Edon1 ... 1\1edLile not ~Tith thern; for I vvill not give 
you of their land, no, not so n1uch as a foot breadth ... And ',vhen \ve passed b.y 
fron1 our brethren the children of Esau ... " 

When IVll1nhers can1e to be \vritten, say two hundred years later- this situation 
had changed. By then Ezra and Nehemiah, escorted by Persian soldiery, had 
enforced their racial law on the Judahites, and the Idunl;~ans, like other 
neighbouring peoples, became hostile (for exactly the same reasons that cause 
Arab hostility today). 

They learned, fron1 Numbers .. that, far from being ~"not ]Jleddled" \vith, they 
were no\v Inarkcd down for ~"utter destruction". Thus in Nlullbers Moses and his 
follo\vers no longer "'pass by our brethren the children of Esau": they delnand to 
pass through the Idumean land. The King of Idumea refuses perrnission, \vhereon 
Moses takes another route and the Lord promises hin1 that "~fidon1 shall be a 
p05.'SCSSz'O!l" . 

Fran'! other passages in The La\v the Idu111eanS were a ble to learn the fate of 
cities so taken in possession~ in them, nothing was to be left alive that breathed. 
(The scribes dealt silllilarly \vith the Moabites~ in Deuteronomy Moses is 
cOlnn1anded ~'Distress not the lVloabites~ neither contend with them in battle~ for 
I will not give thee of their land for a possession"; in lvurnbers, the divine 
con1111and is that the J\1oabites be destroyedL 

Fron1 about 400 Be on~ therefore~ the Judeans were distrusted and feared by 
neighbouring tribes, including the ldulneans. 'They were proved right in this, for 
during the brief revival of J lldah under the l-lasll1oneans, John flyrcanus, \vho 
was king and high priest in Judea, fell on thern and at the swordpoint forced theln 
to submit to circumcision and the J\10saic Law. Gfthe two versions of The Law 
("'not to meddle" and '"take possession") he obeyed the second, which might 
have been a satisfactory solution if the 111atter had ended there~ for any good 
rabbi could have told hinl that either, neither or both of these decrees was right 
C"If the Rabbis call left right and right left., you il1Ust believe if': Dr. William 
Rubens). 

But the 11latter did not end there. A la\v set up in this way throws up a nc\\! 
problen1 for each one that is solved. I-Iaving "~taken possession '~, ~ras John 
Hyrcanus to '~utterly destroy" and ~"save nothing alive that breatheth" of Hour 
brethren, the children of Esau"? He disobeyed that la\\!, and contented himself 
with the forcible conversion. But by so doing he made himself a capital 
transgressor, like Saul, the first king of the united kingdo111 of Israel and Judah, 
long before. f-'or this very thing, stopping short of utter destruction (by sparing 
King Agag and son1e beasts), Saul had been repudiated, dethroned and 
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destroyed (according to the Levitical version of history). 
John Hyrcanus had to deal with tvvo political parties. Of these, the more 

ITIoderate Sadducees, who supported the rnonarchy, presulnably tendered the 
counsel to spare the Idumeans, and merely by force to make them Jews. The 
other party vvas that of the Pharisees, who represented the old despotic 
priesthood of the Levites and vvished to restore it in full sovereignty. 

Presumably these fanatical Pharisees, as heirs of the Levites, would have had 
him exact the full rigour of the Law and "utterly destroy" the Idumeans. They 
continued fiercely to oppose hin1 (as Samuel opposed Saul) and to work for the 
overthro\v of the monarchy. What is of particular interest today, they later 
claimed that froin his clemency towards the Idumeans the entire ensuing 
catastrophe of Judea came! They saw in the second destruction of the temple and 
the extinction of Judea in AD 70 the prescribed penalty for John Hyrcanus's 
failure in observance; like Saul. he had Io'transgressed". 

The Pharisees had to \vait about 150 years for the proof of this argument, if 
proof it \vas to any but then1selves. Out of the converted Idumeans came one 
Antipater \vho rose to high favour in the little court at Jerusalenl (as the 
legendary Daniel had risen at the nluch greater courts of Babylon and Persia). 
The Pharisees thenlselves appealed to the Roman truimvir, POlnpey, to intervene 
in Judea and restore the old priesthood, while abolishing the little monarchy. 
l~heir plan \vent agley; though the I-Iaslnonean dynasty was in fact exterminated 
in the chaotic decades of little wars and insurrections that followed, Antipater the 
Idumean rose until Caesar made him procurator of Judea, and his son, Herod, 
was by f\ntony TIlade king of Judea! 

In the sequeL utter conf~sion reigned in the little province so that even the 
shadow of independence vanished and Rome, left no other choice, began directly 
to rule the land. 

For this denouenlent the Pharisees, as the authors of Roman intervention, 
were apparently to blan1e. They laid the fault on 'Iothe half caste" and "Idumean 
slave", I--Ierod. l-fad John Hyrcanus but 'Ioobserved the Law" and "utterly 
destroyed ,. the Idumeans, 150 years before, all this would not have conle about, 
they said. It is illU111inating to see with what bitter anger Dr. Josef Kastein, two 
thousand years later, took up this reproach, as if it \vere an event of the day 
before. A T\ventieth Century Zionist, who wrote in the tin1e of I-litler's advent to 
power in Gerlnany, he was convinced that this offence against the racial law had 
brought the second calamity on Judea. 

However, the calamity of Judea was also the victory of the Pharisees, as will be 
seen, and this is typical of the paradoxes in which the story of Zion abounds from 
its start. 
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TI-IE RISE OF 'II-IE Pl-L~RISEES 

These Pharisees, \vho formed the Inost nurnerous political party in the little 
ROlnan province of Judea, contained the d0111inant inner sect., earlier represented 
by the Levite priesthood. They made then1selves the carriers of the Levitical idea 
in its n10st fanatical forn1, as it had found expression in Ezekiel, Ezra and 
Nehemiah~ they were S\\lorn to '~the strict observance of Levitical purity", says 
the Jevvish Encylopaedia. 

As the Levites had triun1phed over the Israelite remonstrants, and had 
succeeded in severing Judah from its neighbours, so did the Pharisees, their 
successors, stand ready to crush any attempt to reintegrate the Judeans in 
lnankind. "They were the guardians of the destructive idea, and the next chapter in 
the story of Zion was to be that of their victory~ as in the case of the Levites, the 
background to it was to be that of Jerusalem destroyed. 

AlTIOng the priests themselves, the passing generations had produced 
sOlnething of a revolt against the process of constant alnendnlcnt of The La\v, 
begun by the scribes of the school of Ezekiel and Ezra. These priests held that The 
La\v "vas now immutable and must not be further '''reinterpreted''. 

To this challenge (which strikes at the very root of Judaist nationalism) the 
Pharisees in deadly enmity opposed their reply: that they were the keepers of "the 
traditions" and of that oral Lavv, directly in1parted by God to Moses, \vhich must 
never be put in writing but which governed all the rest of The Law. This claim to 
possess the secrets of God (or, in truth, to be God) is at the heart of the mystic awe 
in which so many generations of Jews hold '~the elders"; it has a power to affright 
which even enlightened beings on the far fringes of Je\vry cannot quite escape. 

Nevertheless, the instinctive ilnpulse to break free from this thrall has at all 
times thrown up a moderate party in Judaisln, and at this period it was that of the 
Sadducees, which represented the bulk of the priesthood and stood for "'keeping 
the peace of the city" and avoiding violent conflict with the ROlnan overlords. 
The Pharisees and the Sadducees were bitter foes. This internal dissension among 
Jews has continued for twenty-five hundred years into our time. 

It is chiefly of acaden1ic interest to the rest of ll1ankind (though it has to be 
recorded) because history shows that whenever the dispute for and against 
""seeking the peace of the city" has reached a clinlax, the party of segregation and 
destruction has always prevailed, and the Judaist ranks have closed behind it. 
The present century has given the latest exalnple to this. ;\t its start the 
established Jewish communities of Germany, l~ngland and Alnerica (who may be 
compared with the Sadducees) were in1placably hostile to the Zionists from 
Russia (the Pharisees), but within fifty years the extreme party had made itself the 
exclusive spokesman of ~"the Jews" with the Western governrnents, and had 
succeeded in beating down nearly all opposition among the Jewish communities 
of the world. 
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r-rhe Pharisees occupy the second place in the pedigree of the seet which has 
brought about such large events in our tilDe. The line of descent is from the 
Levites in Babylon~ through the Pharisees in Jerusalenl, through the l~anludists 

of Spain and the rabbis of Russia~ to the Zionists of today. 
The l1alne ~'Pharisee~'~ according to the Judais1 authorities, nleans ··one who 

separates hilnself'~~ or keeps (l\vay from persons or things impure in order to 
attain the degree of holiness and righteousness required in those who would 
COl11mune \'lith God. The Pharisees forITled a league or brotherhood of their o\vn, 
admitting to their inmost councjls only those \vho, in the presence of three 
members~ pledged themselves to the strict observance of Levitical purity. They 
\vere the earliest specialists in secret conspiracy, as a political science. 

The experience and knoyvlcdge gained by the Pharisees may be plainly traced 
in the methods used by the conspiratorial parties \;\/hieh have en1erged in Europe 
during the last t \VO centuries, and particularly in those of the destructive 
revolution in Europe, which has been Jewish-organized and Jewish-led. 

For instance, the Pharisees originally devised the basic lnethod, resting on 
mutual fear and suspicion~ by which in our day conspirators are held together 
and conspiratorial bodies nlade strong. 1'his is the systen1 of spies-on-spies and 
inforlnerS-alTIOng-infornlers on which the (~onl111unist Party is built (and its Red 
Army; the official regulations of \vhich sho\\/ the ·'political comlnissar~' and 
~·infornler'~ to be a recognized part of the nlilitary structure~ froln the high
command level to the platoon one). 

The Pharisees first enlployed this device, basing it on a passage in Leviticus: 
·~Ye shall place a guard around Iny guard" (quoted by the Jelvish Enc.vclopaedia 
fron1 the }--febreYv original. in use among Jevys). T'hc nature of the revolutionary 
nlachine \\.'hich \vas set up in Europe in the Nineteenth Century cannot be 
understood at all unless the 'Ialmudic knowlcdge and training be taken into 
account, which Inost of its organizers and leaders inherited; and the Pharisees 
\vcre the first Tahnudists. They clain1ed divine authority for any decision of their 
Scribes, even in case q{ error, and this is a ruling concept of the Taltnud. 

Under the d0111ination of the Pharisees the Messianic idea first emerged, \'lhich 
was to have great consequences through the centuries. It was unknown to the 
carlier Israetlte prophets; they never adlnitted the notion of an exclusive, Inaster
race, and therefore they could not b\.? aware of the later~ consequential concept of 
a visitant \vho \voulJ conlC in person to set up the suprelne kingdonl of this 
exclusive Inaster-race on earth. 

1~he nature of this Messianic event is clear. in the J udaist authorities. The 
JeH'ish E'ncyclopaedia says the Pharisees' conception of it was that ·~God's 

kingship shall be unirersally reco,gllized in the future ... God's kingship excluded 
any other'~. As Jehovah, according to the earlier rrorah, ··knew~' only the Jews~ 

this Ineant that the \vorld \vould belong to the Je\;\IS. -rhe later Talmud confirmed 
this, if any doubt remained, by ruling that '··the non-Je\vs are as such precluded 
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fron1 adn1!ssion to a future \varld" (the former Rabbi Laible). 
The n1ass of the Judeans undoubtedly expected that '''the Anointed One", 

\vhen he came, \vould restore their national glory~ in the perfect theocratic state 
he "vould be their spiritualleadec but also their ten1poral one who would reunite 
the scattered people in a supreme kingdonl of this world. The Messianic idea, as it 
took shape under the Pharisees, was not an expectation of any kingdom of 
heaven unrelated to material triumph on earth, or at any rate it was not this 
among the Inass of the people. 

The Messianic expectation, indeed, must in a sense have been the logical and 
natural result of the sect's o"vn teaching. The Pharisees, like the Levites whose 
111essage they carried on, claimed to know all things, fronl the date of the world's 
creation, and its purpose, to the manner of the special people's triumph. 

Only one thing they never stated: the moment of that glorious consummation. 
The burden of observance which they laid on the people was harsh. however, and 
it was but natural that, like prison inmates serving a terIn, the people should 
clalnour to know ~vhen they would be free. 

'"[hat seen1S to be the origin of Messianisn1. The people who once had "wept" 
to hear the words of the New La"v, now had borne its rigour for four hundred 
years. Spontaneously the question burst fronl them: When? When would the 
glorious conSUlllmation COIne, the nliraculous end? They were "doing all the 
statutes and judgments", and the perforn1ancc of theln meant a heavy daily task 
and burden. They were doing all this under "'a covenant", v/hich promised a 
specific reward. When would this reward be theirs? Their rulers were in direct 
COlnnlunion with God, and knew God's Inysteries~ they must be able to answer 
this question~ Wizen? 

This was the one question vlhich the Pharisees could not answer. l'hey seem to 
have given the n10st ingenious anS\\ler they could devise: though they would not 
say ~l'lzen, they would say that one day "the Messiah the Prince" would appear 
( [Janiel) , and then there "vould be given to hinl "'dominion, and glory, and a 
kingdoIn~ that all people, nations, and languages, should serve him". 

Thus the conlpressed, ghettoized Judean spirit was anaesthetized with the 
proinise of a visitant~ Messianism appeared and produced the recurrent 
outbreaks of frenzied anticipation, the latest of which our Twentieth Century is 
expenencing. 

Such was the setting of the scene when, nearly two thousand years ago, the 
n1an fronl Galilee appeared. At that tirne those Judeans who remained in Judea 
had spent the six hundred years since their casting-off by Israel in what Dr. John 
Goldstein, in our day, calls '''Jewish darkness"~ and at the end of this period had 
come to wait and hope for the liberating 1\1essiah. 

The visitant who then appeared clailned to point them the way to "the 
kingdorn of heaven". It \vas the very opposite road from that, leading over ruined 
nations to a temple filled with gold, towards which the Pharisees beckoned them, 
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crying ""Observe!" 
The Pharisees were strong and the foreign ·"governor" quailed before their 

menaces (the picture was very much like that of our day) and those of the people 
who saw in the newcomer the Messiah they a\vaited, despite his conteropt for 
worldly rewards, put the111selves in danger of death by saying so. ~rhey were 
""trangressing", and the ROlnan ruler. like the Persian king five hundred years 
earlier, was ready to enforce ""the Law". 

Evidently many of these people \vere only too ready to listen, if they were 
allowed, to any who could show then1 the way out of their darkness into the light 
and the community of mankind. However, victory lay vvith the Pharisees (as with 
the Levites of yore), so that, once lnore, many of these people had cause to weep, 
and the catalytic force was preserved intact. 
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THE MAN FROM GALILEE 

When Jesus was born the vibrant expectation that a marvellous being was 
about to appear was general among the Judeans. They longed for such proof that 
Jehovah intended to keep the Covenant with his chosen people, and the scribes, 
reacting to the pressure of this popular longing, gradually had introduced into 
the scriptures the idea of the anointed one, the l\1essiah, who would come to fulfil 
his bargain. 

The Targanls, the rabbinical commentaries 011 the Law, said: "'l-Iow beautiful 
he is, the Messiah king \vho shall arise from the house of Judah. He will gird up 
his loins and advance to do battle with his enemies and man.y kings shall be slain". 

This passage shows what the Judeans had been led to expect. They awaited a 
militant, avenging Messiah (in the tradition of "all the firstborn of Egypt" and 
the destruction of Babylon) who would break Judah's enemies "with a rod of 
iron" and "dash them in pieces lik_e a potter's vase"; ,vho would bring then1 
empire of this world and the literal fulfilment of the tribal Law; for this was what 
generations of Pharisees and l..levites had foretold. 

The idea of a lowly Messiah who would say '''love your enemies" and be 
""despised and rejected of men, a man of sorrows" was not present in the public 
mind at all and would have been "despised and rejected", had any called 
attention to these words of Isaiah (which only gained significance after Jesus had 
lived and died). 

Yet the being who appeared, though he was lowly and taught love, apparently 
claimed to be this Messiah and was by many so acclaimed! 

In few \vords he swept aside the entire mass of racial politics, which the ruling 
sect had heaped on the earlier, moral law, and like an excavator revealed again 
what had been buried. The Pharisees at once recognized a most dangerous 
'''prophet and drean1er of dreams". 

The fact that he found so large a following anlong the Judeans shows that, even 
if the 111ass of the people wanted a militant, nationalist Messiah who would 
liberate them from the Ron1ans, many among them must subconsciously have 
realized that their true captivity was of the spirit and of the Pharisees, more than 
of the Ron1ans. Nevertheless, the mass responded mechanically to the Pharisaic 
politicians' charge that the man was a blasphemer and bogus Messiah. 

By this reponse they bequeathed to all future generations of Jews a tormenting 
doubt, no less insistent because it must not be uttered (for the name Jesus may not 
even be 111entioned in a pious Jewish home): Did the Messiah appear, only to be 
rejected by the Jews, and if so, what is their future, under The Law? 

Wha t 111anner of man was this? Another paradox in the story of Zion is that in 
our generation Christian divines and theologians often insist that "'Jesus was a 
Je'W"', whereas the Judaist elders refuse to allow this (those Zionist rabbis who 
occasionally tell political or '''interfaith'' audiences that Jesus was a Jew are not 
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true exceptions to this rule; they would not Dlake the statenlent alTIOng Jews and 
seek to produce an effect anlong their non-Jewish listeners, for political 
reasons). * 

This public assertion, .... Jesus \vas a Jev/', is a1 'vvays used in our century for 
political purposes. I t is often en1ployed to quell objections to the Zionist influence 
in international politics or to the Zionist invasion uf Palestine, the suggestion 
being that, as Jesus was a Jew, none ought to object to anyihing purporting to be 
done in the narne of Jews. The irrelevance is obvious~ but lTIobs are llloved by 
such phrases, and the paradoxical result, once again, is that a statenlent, lTIOst 
offensive to literal Jews, is most frequently lnade by non-Je\vish politicians and 
ecclesiastics who seek Jewish favour. 

The English abbreviation, '"Jew'" is recent and does not correspond to 
anything denoted by the Aramaic, Greek or ROlDan terIllS for "Judahite" or 
"Judean", which were in use during the lifetin1c of Jesus. In fact, the English 
noun "Jew" cannot be defined (so that dictionaries, which are scrupulously 
careful about all other words, are reduced to such obvious absurdities as "A 
person of HebreH' race"); and the Zionist state has no legal defInition of the tenn 
(which is natural, because the Torah, which is the Law, exacts pure .ludahite 
descent, and a person of this lineage is hardly to be found in the entire world). 

If the statement, ""Jesus was a Jcw~', has lneaning therefore, it nlust apply to the 
conditions prevailing in his time. In that case it ,vould mean one of three things, 
or all of them: that Jesus was of the tribe of Judah (therefore Judahite); that he 
was of Judean domicile (and therefore Judean)~ that he \vas religiously "'a Jew""1 if 
any religion denoted by that tern1 existed in his tirne. 

Race, residence, religion, then. 
This book is not the place to argue the question of Jesus's racial descent, and 

the surprising thing is that Christian divines allo\\J' then1selves SOlne of the 
statements which they make. l'he reader should forn1 his own opinion, if he 
desires to have one in this question. 

The genealogy of Mary is not given in the New Testan1ent, but three passages 
n1ight inlply that she was of Davidic descent; St. Matthew and St. Luke trace the 
descent of Joseph from David and Judah, but Joseph \vas not the blood father of 
Jesus. The Judaist authorities discredit all these references to descent, holding 
that they \vere inserted to bring the narrative into line with prophecy. 

As to residence~ St. John states tha t Jesus was born at Bethlehem in Judea 
through the chance that his lTIother had to go there fronl Galilee to register; the 

*Rabbi Stephen Wise, the leading Zionist organizer in the United States during the 1910-1950 perioo, llsed this 
phrase for the obvious political motive, of confusing non-Jewish hearers. Spe'lking to such an "inter-faith" meeting 
at the Carnegie Hall at Christmastide 1925, he stated "Je<.;us was a Jew, not a Christian" (Christianity was born with 
the death of Jesus). 

For this he was excommunicated by the Orthodox R'lbbis Society of the United States, but a Christian Ministers 
Association "hailed 111e as a brother". Rabbi \\'i~c ;ltid", the characteristic comment: "I know not \vhich was more 
hurtfuL the acceptance of me as a brother and w-:lcoming me into the Christian fold, or the violent dIatribe of the 
rabbis". 
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.Judaist authorities, again, hold that this \vas inserted to Inake the account agree 
with Micah's prophecy that "'a ruler" \vould "con1e out of Bcthlehenln 

. 

l'he Je~l'ish E'ncyc/opaedia insists that Nazareth \vas Jesus's native town, and 
indeed, general agreel1lent exists that he \vas a (ialilean, w·hatever the chance of 
his actual birthplace. Galilee, \vhere nearly all his life was spent, was politically 
entirely separate franl Judea, under its o\vn ROlllan tetrarch, and stood to Judea 
in the relationsbip of ""a foreign country'" (Graetz). ~1arriage between a ludean 
and a Galilean was fobidden and even before Jesus's birth all Judeans living in 
Galilee had been forced by Sin10n 'Tharsi, one of the Maccabean princes, to 
1nigrate to Judah. 

l'hus, the Galileans \\'ere racially and politically distinct fron1 the Judeans. 
\\las this Galilean, religiously, yvhat lllighl today be called. "'a Jew"? The 

Judaist authorities, of coursc, deny that n10st strenuously of all; the state111cnt, 
often heard froin the platforln and pulpit, n1ight cause a riot in the synagogue. 

It is difficult to see \vhat responsible public n1cn can rnean \vhen they use the 
phrase. ~rhere was in the tin1e of Jesus IHO) "Jewish~' (or even Judahite or Judaist or 
Judean) religion. There was lehovahis111, and there \vere the various sects, 
Pharisees, Sadducees and Esscnes, \vhich disputed violently between then1selves 
and contended, around the ten1ple, for po\ver over the people. They were 110t 
only sects, but also political parties. and the n10st powerful of the1n were the 
Pharisees \vith their "'oral traditions" of what God had said to Moses. 

If today the Z,ionists are '''the Jcws" (and this is the clain1 accepted by all great 
Western nations), then the party v,lhich in Judea in the ti1ne of Jesus 
corresponded to the Zionists \vas that of the Pharisees. Jesus brought the \\;'hole 
\veight of his attack to bear on these Pharisees. He also rebuked the Sadducces 
and the scribes. but the Gospels sho\v tha t he held the Pharisees to be the foes of 
(jod and 111an and that he used an especial, scarifying scorn towards theIn. 'The 
things \vhieh he singled out for attack, in the1n and in their creed, are the very 
things \\lhich today's Zionists clainl to be the identifying features of Je\vs, 
Je\vishness and Jud~lisn1. 

Religiously', Jesus seen1S beyond doubt to have been the opposite and 
adversary of all that \\7hich \vould nlake a literal Je\v today or \vould have ll1ade a 
literal Pharisee then. 

None can say with certainty who or \\/h'1t he \vas, and these suggestive 
staten1ents by non-Jc\vish politicians ring as false as the derisive and 1TIocking 
lan1poons about ""the bastard" \vhich circulated in the Jewish ghettoes. 

Vihat he did and said is of such transcendental importance that nothing else 
counts. ()n a much lesser scale Shakespeare's case is s01l1e\vhat comparable. The 
quality of inspiration in his \\'orks is clear, so that it is of little account whether he 
wrote thenl, or \vho \vrote them if he did not, yet the vain argument goes on. 

'The carpenter's son fr01TI (jalilee evidently had no 1'orn1al schooling: ""The 
Jews n1arvellcd, saying, 110\\7 kno\veth this Olan letters, having never learned?" 
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What is ll1uch more significant, he had known no rabbinical schools or priestly 
training. His enemies, the Pharisees, testify to that; had he been of their clan or 
kind they would not have asked, ~'Whence hath this man this wisdom, and these 
mighty \\lorks". 

\Vhat gives the teaching of this unlettered young man its effect of blinding 
revelation, the quality of light first discovered, is the black background, of the 
Levitical I.aw and the Pharisaic tradition, against which he luoved when he went 
to Judea. Even today the sudden fullness of enlightenment, in the Sermon on the 
Mount, dazzles the student who has emerged fron1 a critical perusal of the Old 
Testan1ent; it is as if high noon can1e at n1idnight. 

The Law, when Jesus came to ';'fulfil'~ it had grown into a huge mass of 
legislation, stifling and lethal in its imn1ense con1plexity. l'he 1~orah was but the 
start; heaped on it were all the interpretations and comn1entaries and rabbinical 
rulings; the elders, like pious silkworms, span the thread ever further in the effort 
to catch up in it every conceivable act of man; generations of lawyers had 
laboured to reach the conclusion that an egg n1ust not be eaten on the Sabbath 
day if the greater part of it had been laid before a second star was visible in the 
sky. 

Already the Law and all the commentaries needed a library to themselves, and 
a committee of international jurists, called to give an opinion on it, would have 
required years to sift the accumulated layers. 

'The unschooled youth from Galilee reached out a finger and thrust aside the 
entire mass, revealing at once the truth and the heresy. fIe reduced "all the Law 
and the Prophets" to the two comn1andments, Love God with all thy heart and 
thy neighbour as thyself. 

This \vas the exposure and conden1nation of the basic heresy which the Levites 
and Pharisees, in the course of centuries, had woven il1tO the Law. 

Leviticus contained the injunction, '~Love thy neighbour as thyself", but it was 
governed by the limitation of ~~neighbour" to feliow-J udeans. Jesus now 
reinstated the forgotten, earlier tradition, of neighbourly love irrespective of race 
or creed; this was clearly what he meant by the vvords, "I an1 not come to destroy 
the law, but to fulfil". He made his meaning plain when he added, "Ye have heard 
that it hath been said ... hate thine enemy. But I say unto you, Love your 
enemy". (The artful objection is sOluetimes made that the specific 
commandment, "I-Iate thine enemy", nowhere appears in the Old Testament. 
Jesus's meaning was clear; the innumerable injunctions to the murder and 
massacre of neighbours who were not ~'neighbours",in which the Old Testament 
abounds, certainly required hatred and enmity). 

This \vas a direct challenge to The Law as the Pharisees represented it, and 
Jesus carried the challenge further by deliberately refusing to play the part of the 
nationalist liberator and conqueror of territory for which the prophecies had cast 
the Messiah. Probably he could have had a much larger following, and possibly 
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the support of the Pharisees, if he had accepted that role. 
I-lis rebuke, again, was terse and clear: ""My kingdon1 is not oj'this }vorld ... 

The kingdoITI of Heaven is }Vilhin you . .. Lay not up for yourselves treasures 
upon earth ... but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither moth 
nor rust doth corrupt, and where thieves do not break through nor steal". 

Everything he said, in such Sill1ple words as these, was a quiet, but direct 
challenge to the most powerful men of his tin1e and place, and a blow at the 
foundations of the creed which the sect had built up in the course of centuries. 

What the entire Old Testament taught in hundreds of pages, the Sernlon on the 
Mount confuted in a few words. It opposed love to hatred, Inercy to vengeance, 
charity to hlalice, neighbourliness to segregation, justice to discrimjnation, 
affirInation (or reaffirmation) to denial, and life to death. It began (like the 
.... blessings-or-cursings" chapters of Deuleronol11Y) with blessings, but there the 
resemblance ended. 

Deuteronolny offered material blessings, in the form of territory, loot and 
slaughter, in return for strict performance of thousands of '''statutes and 
judgInents", some ofthenl enjoining murder. The SerITIOn on the Mount offered 
no material rewards, but sinlply taught that moral behaviour, humility, the effort 
to do right, Inercy, purity, peaceableness and fortitude would be blessed for their 
own sake and receive spiritual reward. 

DeuterOn0111Y followed its "'blessings" with "'cursings". ~rhe Sermon on the 
Mount Inade no threats; it did not require that the transgressor be "'stoned to 
death" or ""hanged on a tree", or offer absolution for non-observance at the price 
of washing the hands in the blood of a heifer. The worst that was to befall the 
sinner was that he was to be '''the least in the kingdo111 of heaven"; and IllOst that 
the obedient Inight expect was to be ""called great in the kingdoIl1 of heaven". 

The young Galilean never taught subservience, only an inner humility, and in 
one direction he was consistently and constantly scornful: in his attack on the 
Pharisees. 

~rhe nan1e, Pharisees, denoted that they "'kept a\vay from persons or things 
impure". l'he JeH'ish Encyclopaedia says, "'Only in regard to intercourse with the 
unclean and the unwashed ITIultitude did Jesus differ widely [ronl the Pharisees". 
Echo rnay answer, "'Only!" This was of course the great cleavage, between the 
idea of the tribal deity and the idea of the universal god; between the creed of 
ha tred and the teaching of love. The challenge was clear and the Pharisees 
accepted it at once. They began to bait their traps, in the very lnanner described 
by Jerenliah long before: ""All Iny fanliliars watched for my halting, saying, 
Peradventure he \vill be enticed, and we shall prevail against hilD, and we shall 
take our revenge on hinl". 

The Pharisees watched hin1 and asked, "'Why eatcth your Master with 
publicans and sinners" (a penal offence under their Law). He was equally their 
master in debate and in eluding their baited traps, and answered, swiftly but 
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quietly, ....They that be whole need not a physician, but they that are sick ... laIn 
not come to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance", 

'They followed him further and sa\\' his disciples plucking ears of corn to eat on 
the Sabbath (another offence under The Law), '''Behold~ thy disciples do that 
which is not lawful to do upon the Sabbath day~'. They pursued hirn with such 
interrogations, always related to the rite, and never to faith or behaviour; ~\vhy 

do thy disciples transgress the tradition of the elders, for they vvash not their 
hands when they eat bread'?". '·Ye hypocrites, well did Esaias prophecy of you~ 

saying, I'his people dra\veth nigh unto nle with their lnouth and honoureth nle 
with their lips; but their heart is far froDl Ine. But in vain do they \vorship Inc, 
teaching for d()ctrines the comlnandnzents (~l nu!n". 

This was the lie direct: The Law, he charged, was not God's law, but the law of 
the Levites and Pharisees: "the cOllln1andn1ents of men"! 

From this rnonlent there could be no con1promise, for Jesus turned a\vay frorrl 
the Pharisees and ·~called the lnultitude, and said unto thenl, Hear, and 
understand: Not that which goeth into the t110uth defileth a man, but that \vhich 
cometh out of the mouth, this detlleth a lllan·'. 

With these words Jesus cast public scorn on one of the lTIostjealously-guarded 
of the priestly prerogatives. involving the grea t mass of dietary la\vs with the 
whole ritual of slaughter, draining of blood. rejection of ~~that \vhich dieth of 
itself", and so on. 1\11 this \vas undoubtedly a '·commandlnent of man'~, 

although attributed to Moses, and strict observance of this dietary ritual \vas held 
to be of the highest ilnportance by the Pharisees. Ezekiel (the reader \vi11 recall) on 
being comn1anded by the Lord to eat excrenlent ~~to atone for the iniquities of the 
people", had pleaded his unfailing observance of the dietary la\\'s and had had his 
ordeal somewhat nlitigated on that account. Even the disciples were apparently 
so much under the influence of this dietary tradition that they could not 
understand how ~"that which cometh out of the nlouth" could defile a man, rather 
than that which went in, and asked for an explanation, remarking that the 

. Pharisees "were offended, after they heard this saying". 
The simple truth which Jesus then gave them "vas aborninable heresy to the 

Pharisees: "Do not ye understand, that what whatsoever entereth in at the mouth 
goeth into the belly, and is cast out into the draught? But those things which 
proceed out of the mouth come forth from the heart and they defile the man, For 
out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, nlurders. adulteries, fornications, thefts. 
false witness, blasphemies: these are the things which defile a man; hut to eat lvith 
unlvashen hands defiletl! not a 1nan". 

This last remark \vas another penal offence under the Law and the Pharisees 
began to gather for the kill. They prepared the famous trick questions: '''Then 
went the Pharisees and took counsel how they n1ight entangle him in his talk". 
The two chief questions were, '·To whom shall \ve render tribute?" and '·vVho 
then is my neighbour?" i\ wrong answer to the tirst \voukl deliver hilTI to 
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punishnlcnt by the foreign ruler~ RaDle. A wrong answer to the second would 
enable the Pharisees to denounce hin1 to the foreign ruler as an offender. against 
their o\\'n Law ~ and to dClnand his plll1ishrnent. 

This is the Inethod earlier pictured by Jcren1iah and still in use today~ in the 
T\vcntieth (~entury. /\.11 \\1ho have had to do wilh public debate in our tlme~ know 
the trick question, careftilly prepared beforehand, and the diftlculty of answering 
it on the spur of the 11101nent. Various lnethods of eluding the trap are known to 
professional debaters (for instance~ to say ""No cornn1cnt~~, or to reply with 
another question). ~ro give a cOlllplete anSl1'er, instead of resorting to such 
evasions, ,lnd in so doing to avoid the trap of incrilninatioll and yet maintain the 
principle at stake is one of the Inost difficul t things kno\vn to n1<1n. It denlands the 
highest qualities orquick\vittednes~,presence ofnlind and clarity of thought. The 
ans'vers given by Jesus to these t\VO questions rClnain for all tinle the nl0dels~ 

\\7h1Ch n10rta1 111<1n can only hope to caullate. 
"1'cll us therefore. What thinkesl thou'? Is it la\vful to give tribute unto Caesar~ 

or not?" (the affable tone of honest enquiry call be he'1r<J). ""But Jesus perceived 
tbeir \vickedness and said 5 Why tClnpt ye nle~ ye hypocrites? ... Render unto 
('aesar the tllings \vhich arc C:aesar's~ and unto God the things that are God"s. 
When they heard these v\,iords~ they nlarvelled~ and left hinl and went their way". 

()n tIle Scl~Hld occasion. loIo a l'crt.lin hnvyer stood up and tenlptcd him, say'ing. 
vVh~1t ~hall I do to inherit eternal !ife?~· 111 his ansvvcr Jesus again swept aside the 
grc~l1 rnass of eviticalLa\v and restated the t\\fO essentials: '''Thou shalt love the 
Lord lily (Jod vvjth ctli thy heart ... and thy neighhour as thyself". T'hen canle 
th~ baited trap: '''And \vho is Iny neighhour?" 

\Vhat 1110rta1 Jllan \vould have given the ansvvcr that Jesus gave? No doubt 
SGlnC rnortal 111en, knovving l1k(:: JeSUS that their lives \\Jere at stake~ would have 
said \\ hal they believed~ for Inartyrs are by no n1cans rarc. But Jesus did D1uch 
Inure than th<IC he disanned his questioner like an expert s\VOrdSll1an \\lho 
effortlessly sends hIS opponenfs rapier spinning into the air. I-Ic \vas being 
ent~ccd to declare hin1sclf openly: to say that "the hcathen~~ were also 
IoIonl'jghbours~~, and thus to COll\,jct hinlself of transgressing The Law. In fact he 
replied in this sense. but in such a \Vay that the interrogator \vas undone~ seldonl 
\vas a hnvyer so confounded. 

'The Lcvili('al,PhJri~~lic te~lching \vas that only Judeans vvcre IoIoneighb(nJrs~', 

and of all the outca~i hea then they especially' ab01l1irlated the Salnaritans (for 
reasons earlier ind iC:'ltcd). 'fhe rnere touch of a Sarnaritan \vas defilement and a 
11lajor "tnHl~:grcssjon" \ this continues true to the present day). 'The purpose of 
the question rlut to hini \vas to ltlri~' Jesus into SOTne statelnent tha t would qualify 
hirn for the rnajor ban~ by choosing the Sam~tritans, of all pcoples~ for the 
purpose. of h):) rcpiy, he displayed an audacity, or gcnius~ that was nl0re than 
hurnan: 

He said that a cert,un n):.111 fell alllong thieves and was left for dead. Then came 
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"a priest" and "likewise a Levite" (the usual stinging rebuke to those who sought 
the chance to put him to death), who "passed by on the other side". Last came "a 
certain Samaritan", who bound the man's injuries, took him to an inn, and paid 
for his care: "which liO\V of these three, thinkest thou, was neighbour unto him 
that fell among the thieves?" 

The lawyer, cornered, could not bring himself to pronounce the defiling name 
"Samaritan"; he said, "He that showed mercy on him" and thereby joined 
himself (as he probably realized too late) with the condemnation of those for 
whon1 he spoke, such as "'the priest" and "the Levite". "Then said Jesus unto 
him, Go, and do thou likewise". In these few words, and without any direct 
allusion, he made his interrogator destroy, out of his own mouth, the entire racial 
heresy on which the Law had been raised. 

One moderate Judaist critic, Mr. Montefiore, has made the complaint that 
Jesus made one exception to his rule of "love thine enemies"; he never said a good 
word for the Pharisees. 

Scholars may debate the point. Jesus knew that they would kill him or any man 
who exposed them. It is true that he especially arraigned the Pharisees, together 
with the scribes, and plainly saw in them the sect responsible for the perversion of 
the Law, so that the entire literature of denunciation contains nothing to equal 
this: 

"Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom 
of heaven against men; for ye neither go in yourselves neither suffer ye them that 
are entering to go in ... ye compass sea and land to make one proselyte, and 
when he is made, ye make hinl twofold more the child of hell than yourselves ... 
ye pay tithe of mint and anise and cummin, and have omitted the lveightier 
matters oj'the lalt', judgment, rnercy andfaith . .. ye make clean the outside of the 
cup and of the platter, but within they are full of extortion and excess ... ye are 
like unto whited sepulchres, which indeed appear beautiful outward, but are 
within full of dead men's bones, and of all uncleanness ... ye build the tombs of 
the prophets, and garnish the sepulchres of the righteous, and say, if we had been 
in the days of our fathers, vve lvould not have partaken lvith them in the blood ofthe 
prophets. Jf7hereJore ye he lvitnesses unto yourselves that ye are the children oj'them 
lvhich killed the prophets. }'ill ye up then the measure o.lyourjathers. y"e serpents, 
ye generation of vipers ..." 

Sonle critics profess to find the last six words surprisingly harsh. However, if 
they are read in the context of the three sentences \vhich precede them they are 
seen to be an explicit allusion to his approaching end, tllade by a man about to die 
to those who were about to put him to death, and at such a moment hardly any 
words could be hard enough. (However, even the deadly reproach, "Fill ye up 
then the ll1easure of your fathers", had a later sequel: "Father, forgive them; for 
they knovv not \vhat they do".) 

The end approached. The '''chief priests, and the scribes, and the elders" (the 
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Sanhedrin) met under the high priest Caiaphas to concert ll1easures against the 
l11an who disputed their authority and their Law. The only Judean arnong the 
Galilean disciples~ Judas Iscariot, led the ""great l11ultitude with swords and 
staves'~, sent by the "chief priests and elders of the people", to the garden of 
Gethsenlane and identified the man they sought by the kiss of death. 

This Judas deserves a passing glance. He was twice canonized in the Twentieth 
Century, once in Russia after the Bolshevist Revolution, and again in Gern1any 
after the defeat of Hitler, and these t\\lO episodes indicated that the sect which was 
luore powerful than Rome, in Jerusalen1 at the start of our era, \vas once more 
supremely powerful in the West in the Twentieth Century. 

According to St. Matthew, Judas later hanged hilTIself and ifhe thus chose the 
fornl of death ""accursed of God~', his deed presuluably brought him no 
happiness. To Zionist historians of Dr. Kastein's school Judas is a syn1pathetic 
figure~ Dr. Kastein explains that he was a good n13n vvho became disappointed 
with Jesus and therefore "'secretly broke" with hinl (the words ··secretly broke" 
could only occur in Zionist literature). 

l~he Pharisees, who controlled the Sanhedrin, tried Jesus first, before \vhat 
would today be called ""a Jewish court". Possibly ""a people's courf' \vould be a 
1110re accurate description in today's idiom, for he \vas ""fingered" by an 
infornler, seized by a Ill0b, hailed before a tribunal without legitinlate authority, 
and conden1ned to death after false witnesses had spoken to trumped-up charges. 

l10\vever, the ~"elders", \vho fronl this point 011 took charge of events in exactly 
the saIne way as the "'advisers" of our century control events, devised the charge 
which deserved death equally under their ""Law" and under the law of the ROluan 
ruler. Under ""the lVlosaic LawT~~, Jesus had con1Initted blasphemy by clainling to 
be the Messiah; under the ROluan law} he had cOlun1itted treason by clailning to 
be the king of the Jews. 

T'he ROIl1an governor, Pilate, tried one device after another, to avoid 
cOluplying with the deluand of these in1perious ""elders~' ~ that the 111an be put to 
death. 

This Pilate was the prototype of the T\ventieth Centur.Y British and .Alllerican 
politician. tie feared the power of the sect, in the last resorC l110re than anything 
else. tlis wife urged hinl to have no truck \vith the business. He tried~ in the 
politician ~s way, to pass the responsibility to another, I-Ierod Antipas, whose 
tetrarchy included Galilee; fferod sent it back to hirn. Pilate next tried to let Jesus 
off with a scourging, but the Pharisees insisted on death and threatened to 
denounce Pilate in ROIne: ~"l~hou art not Caesar~s friend'~. 

This was the threa t to which Pj]ate yielded, just as one British Governor after 
anothec one lJ nited Nations representative after another, yielded in the 
T\;ventieth C'entury to the threat that they would be defan1cd in London or l~ew 

'{ork. Evidently Pilate, like these men nineteen centuries later~ knew that his 
hOlne governrnent would disavo\v or displace hilll if he refused to do as he was 
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bid. 
'The resemblance between Pilate and SOlTIe British governors of the period 

between the First and Second World \\/ars is strong, (and at least one of these 
Hlen knew it, for \vhen he telephoned to a powerful Zionist rabbi in New yTark he 
jocularly asked, as he relates, that the High Priest Caiaphas be informed that 
Pontius Pilate \-vas on the line). 

Pilate Inade one other attelnpt to have the actual deed done by other hands: 
"Take ye him, and judge him according to .your law". With the ease of long 
experience it was foiled: '''it is not lawful for us to put any n1an to death". 

After that he even tried to save Jesus by giving "the people'~ the choice between 
pardoning Jesus or Beu"abbas, the robber and nlurderer. Presurrlably Pilate had 
small hope from this quarter, for ~~thc people" and "the mob" are synonyms and 
justice and mercy never yet carne from a lnob, as Pilate would have known; the 
function of the mob is a!\,vays tJ do the will of powerful sects. Thus, "the chief 
priests and elders persauded the l11ultitude that they should ask Barabbas, and 
destroy Jesus". 

In this persuasion of the lnultitude the sect is equally powerful today. 
The longer the time that passes, the rnore brightly glow the colours of that 

unique final scene. The scarlet robe, mock sceptre, crown of thorns and derisive 
pantomime of homage~ only Pharisaic minds could !lave devised that ritual of 
mockery which today so greatly strengthens the effect of the victim~s victory. The 
road to Calvary, the crucifixion between two thieves: J{On1e~ on that day, did the 
bidding of the Pharisees, as Persia, five hundred years before, had done that of 
the Levites. 

These Pharisees had taught the people of Judea to exp~~ct a ~1essiah, and now 
had crucified the first claimant. That ineant that the Messiah \vas still to corne. 
According to the Pharisees the Davidic king had yet to appear and claim his 
empire of the world, and that is still the situation today. 

Dr. Kastein, in his survey ofJudaism from its start, devotes a chapter to the life 
of Jesus. After explaining that Jesus was a failure, he disn1issed the episode with 
the characteristic \vords, '"I--lis life and death are our affair". 
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TI-IE PHARISAIC PHOENIX
 

Then COllies the fanliliar, recurrent paradox: the catastrophe of Judea, which 
followed \vithin a fe\v decades of the death of Jesus, was the triumph of the 
Pharisees, for it left then1 suprenle in Je\vry. By the crucifixion of Jesus they rid 
then1sclves of a ~~prophet and drea111er" who \vould have cast down their Law. 
The brief remaining years of Judea rid them of all other parties that contended 
with theln for po\ver under that Law. 

{'\fter the death of Jesus the Pharisees, according to the JeH'ish E~ncyclopaedia, 

found .... a supporter and friend" in the last Herodian king of Judea, Agrippa 1. 
Agrippa helped dispose of the Sadducees, \vho disappeared fron1 the Judean 
scene. leaving all atTairs there in the hands of the Pharisees (whose complaint 
about the Idumean line, therefore, SeelTIS to have little ground). They were thus 
left all-powerful in Jerusalenl, like the Levites after the severance of Judah from 
IsraeL and as on that earlier occasion disaster at once followed. In rising, 
phoenix-like, fron1 the ashes of this, the Pharisees also repeated the history of the 
Levites. 

During the fe\v renlaining years of the tiny and riven province the Pharisees 
once 1110re revised ""the Law". those ~'conlmandmentsof rnen" \vhich Jesus had 
most scathingly attacked. I)r. Kastein says. uJe~l'ish I~je ~vas regulated by the 
leaching,\,' qfthe Pharisees: the It'hole history (~lJudaism ~vas reconstructedfronl the 
Pharisaic ]Joint of'vieli' . .. Pharisaisln shaped the character of'Judaisln and the life 
and the thought q{ the Jell' fe);- all the ./llture ... It lnakes (separatisrn' its chie./' 
ehar{le leristie". 

Thus, in the inlnlediate sequel to Jesus's life and arraignment of the 
~~commandrnentsof men", the Pharisees, like the Levites earlier, intensified the 
racial and tribal nature and rigour of the Law; the creed of destruction, 
enslaven1ent and dominion \vas sharpened on the eve of the people's final 
dispersion. 

Dr. J(astein's words are of especial interest. I-Ie had earlier stated (as quoted) 
that after the intliction of the "'~<ew Covenant" on the Judahites by Nehemiah, 
the Torah received a ""final" editing, and that ""no \vord" of it \vas thereafter to be 
changed. Moreover, at the time of thls Pharisaic '''reconstruction'' the Old 
Testalnent had already been translated into Greek, so that further changes made 
by the Pharisees could only have been in the original. 

It seeIns 1110re probable that Dr. Kastein 's statelnent refers to the Talmud, the 
in1!l1cnse continuation of the ~rorah which was apparently began during the last 
years of Judea. although it \vas not reduced to \vriting until n1uch later. Whatever 
happened. ""the life and the thought of the Jevv" \vere once again settled "for all 
the future", and ··separatisn1" was reaftlrn1ed as the suprc111e tenet of the Law. 

In .AD 70. perhaps thirty-five years after the death of Jesus. all fell to pieces. 
'The confusion and disorder in Judea \vere incurable and Ron1C stepped in. The 
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Pharisees, who had originally invited Roman intervention and were suprelne in 
Judea under the Romans, relnained passive. 

Other peoples of Palestine, and most especially the Galileans, would not 
sublnit to Rome and after many risings and ccunpaigns the Romans entered and 
razed Jerusalen1. Judea was declared conquered territory and the llalne vanished 
fron1 the n1ap. For long periods during the next nineteen hundred years no Jews 
at all lived in Jerusalem (the San1aritans, a tiny remnant of whom have survived 
all the persecutions. are the only people who have lived continuously in Palestine 
since Old Testarnentary tilnes). 

Dr. Kastein calls the seventy years which ended with the Roman destruction of 
Jerusalen1 "'The I-Ieroic Age~', presumably because of the Pharisaic triun1ph over 
all others in the contest for the soul of Judaisrn. He can hardly intend to apply the 
adjective to the fighting against the Romans, as this was so largely done by the 
alien Galileans, of whom he is no admirer. 
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THE lJGH'r AND THE SHADOW 

Before Jerusalem fell in 70 AD t\VO bands of travellers passed through its gates. 
The disciples bore a new message to mankind~ for Christianity had been born. 
The Pharisees~ foreseeing the fate which they had brought on Jerusalem, 
removed to a new headquarters from which (as from Babylon of yore) the ruling 
sect n1ight exercise conlmand over "the Je"'s" ~ wherever in the world they lived. 

These two small groups of travellers were the vanguard of parties of light and 
of darkness which, like a luan and his shadow~ have gone ever since through the 
centuries~ and ever westward. 

The crisis of "the West" today traces directly back to that departure from 
doonled Jerusaleln nineteen centuries ago~ for the two groups bore into the West 
ideas that could never be reconciled. One had to prevail over the other, sooner or 
later~ and the great ~id for victory of the destructive idea is being witnessed in our 
generation. 

In the centuries between the story of the West was always, in essentials~ that of 
the struggle between the two ideas. When "the Law" according to the Levites and 
Pharisees was in the ascendant~ the West n1ade slaves of men~ brought heretics 
before an inquisition~ put apostates to death, and yielded to primitive visions of 
master-racehood~ thus the Twentieth Century was the time of the worst 
backsliding in the West. When the West made men and nations free~ established 
justice bet\veen them, set up the right of fair and open trial, repudiated master
racehood and ackno\vledged the universal fatherhood of God~ it followed the 
teaching of hin1 who had come to '~fi{(fil the Law". 

The Romans, when they took JerusalelTI, struck medals with the inscription, 
"Judclea devicta, Judaea capta~'. This was a prenlature paean; Jerusalem might 
be ruined and Judea be elTIpty of Jews, but the ruling sect was free and victorious. 
Its opponents around the temple had been swept away by the conqueror and it 
was already established in its new I,'centre"~ to which it had withdrawn before the 
fall of the city. 

The Pharisees were as suprenle in this new citadel as the Levites once in 
Babylon~ but in the alIter world they espied a new enemy. l~he sect which believed 
that the Messiah had appeared, and called itself Christian, did not acknowledge 
this ennljty~ on the contrary, its ruling tenet was "love your enen1ies". But as the 
first tenet of the Pharisaic law 'was I,'hate your enelnies"~ this was in itself a 
deliberate affront and challenge to the elders in their retreat. 

They saw fronl the start that the new religion would have to be destroyed if 
their 1, La,,!'~ were to prevaiL and they were not deterred by the warning voices.. 

which (at this juncture as on all earlier and later occasions) were heard within 
their o\vn ranks; for instance, Gamalicrs words when the high priest and council 
were ahout to have Peter and John scourged for preaching in the temple: 
"'Consider well what you are about to do. If this be the \\'ork ofmen~ it will soon 
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fall to nothing~ but if it be the 'Nork of God you cannot destroy if'. The majority 
of the Pharisees felt strong enough, in their o\vn nlannlade I-Jaw, to ""destroy it", 
and if necessary to \\lork for centuries at that task. 

Thus the Pharisees, when they left the surviving J udeans to their fate and set up 
their new headquarters at Jal11nia (still in Palestine), took their dark secrets of 
pO\\Ter over lnen into a vvorld different fron1 any before it. 

Previously their tribal creed had been one alTIOng many tribal creeds. Blood 
vengeance had been the rule alnong all Inen and clans. The neighbouring 
""heathen" Inight have been alarlned by the especial tierceness and vindictiveness 
of the Judaic creed, but had not offered anything much more enlightened. Fronl 
this tinle on, however, the ruling sect was confronted by a creed which directly 
controverted every tenet of their o\\/n '''L,aw''. as \vhite controverts black. 
Moreover, this new idea in the world, by the lnanner and place of its birth, was 
forever a rebuke to thenlselves. 

The Pharisees in their stronghold prepared to vanquish this new force that had 
risen in the world. T'heir task was larger than that of the Levites in Babylon. -rhe 
ten1ple was destroyed and Jerusalem was depopulated. T'he tribe of Judah had 
long since been broken up; now the race of J udeans \vas dissolving. There 
remained a '''Jewish nation", con1posed of people of Inany adlnixtures of blood, 
who were spread all over the known \vorld, and had to be kept united by the 
power of the tribal idea and of the "return" to a land "prolnised" to a '''special 
people"; this dispersed nation had also to be kept convinced of its destructive 
mission among the nations where it dwelt. 

"'The l.,law", in the fornl that was already becoming known to the outer \\7orld, 
could not again be alnended, or ne\v historical chapters be added to it. Jvloreover, 
Jesus had addressed his rebukes specifically to the falsification of these 
....colnnlandlnents ofnlen" by the scribes. He had been killed but not controverted 
or even (as the growth of the C:hristian sect showed) given his quietus. Thus his 
arraignnlent of the La\v stood and \vas so conclusive that not even the Pharisees 
could expect to convince anybody simply by calling hinl a transgressor of it. 

Nevertheless, The Law needed constant reinterpretation and application to 
the events of changing tinles, so that the "'special people·' could ahvays be sho\vn 
that each and every event, ho\vever paradoxical at first sight, was in fact ant of 
lehovan fulfihtlent. 'The Pharisees at Jalnnia invoked once nlore their clailn to 
possess the oral secrets of (Jod and began. under it, to reinterpret the '''statutes 
and con1n1andrnents" so that these could be shovvn to apply to (:hristianity. This 
\vas the origin of the Talmud~ \vhjch in effect is the anti-Christian extension of the 
Torah. 

T'he 'Talnlud becarne. in the course uf centuries, '''the fence around the Lcrw"; 
the outer tribal stockade arnund the inner trib'.d stockade. Its significance lies in 
the period at \vhich it was begun: \vhen Judea \vas gone, ,vhen .... the people~' were 
scattered anl0ng all nations, and \vhen a ne\V' religion was taking shape which 
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taught that God was the father of all n1en, not nlercly the patron of a selected 
tribe. 

Looking back from this distance of tin1e, the task \vhich the Pharisees 
undertook looks hopeless~ for the'vvish to beco111c part of n1ankind lnust surely 
have had strong appeal to a scattered people. 

The Pharisees, as the event has proved, \vere successful in their huge 
undertaking. The Talmud \vas effective in interposing a fence bet'vveen the Je\vs 
and the forces of integration released by Christianity. 

T\vo exan!ples froln our present time illustrate the effect of the 'raIrrIud, Illany 
centuries after its conlpilation. ~rhe brothers Thoreau in their books give the 
diligent student some rare gliInpses behind the Tdhnudic \valls~ in one book they 
depict the little Jewish boy in Poland \vho had been taught to spit, quite 
n1echanically, as he passed the \vayside Calvary and to say., '''Cursed be thou who 
created another religion". In 1953, in New York, a young missionary of the 
}\/loravian Church in Jerusalem described the seizure by the Zionists of the 
rvIoravian leper hOlTIe there, called "'l'hc Jesus rvlission"; their first act was to 
putty over the Halne "'Jesus" which for n10re than a hundred years had been 
inscribed above its door. 

Such incidents as these (and the ban on the lnention of the name Jesus) derive 
directly froll1 the teaching of the 'Tahnud, \vhich in effect was another ""New 
Law" with a specitlcally anti-Christian application. For this reason the next 
period in the story of Zion is best described as tha t of the Talmudists., the forn1er 
ones being those of the Pharisees and of the Levites. 

While the Pharisaic 'Talnludists, in their new acadeIny at Jamnia, worked on 
the new Lavv, the tidings ofJesus's life and lesson spread through the territories of 
Ronle. 

A Pharisee greatly helped to spread theln~ Saul of Tarsus set out froln 
Jerusalem (before its fall) to exterminate heretics in Dan1ascus and before he 
arrived there becan1e a follo\ver of C:hrist. He preached to Jew and (Jentile alike, 
until he was prevented, and he told the JC\VS, "It was necessary that the word of 
God should first have been spoken to you~ but seeing that ye put it fron1 you and 
judge yourselve'~~ \vorthy of everlasting life, we turn to the Gentiles". 

Dr. Kastein says of Saut narncd PauL that ""he ll1ade all those \VhOlll he 
persuaded to believe in his prophecy renegades in the \\fidest sense, whether they 
\vere Jew or (ientile". 

I-Io\vcver, \vhat Paul (and othc(5) said \vas In fal~t inevitable at that point in 
tinlC, beca~lse rnen e"very\\'hcre'l<vere groping t(YvV,lnJs the universal Ciod and 
turned to the teaching of Jesus .:tS gro\\'ing to the Light. Possibly thj~ 

ilnpulsc in rnen "vas also the reason \vhy Jesus h~ld to appe;;:lr anzong the Judean~~ 

the Judaic creed \vas tribalisrn in its lllosl fanatical fornl, even at that tirTle, and, as 
every actIon produces its real:tion, the counter-idea \vas bound to appear \\'here 
the pressure was greatest. 
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This \vas a fatefltllnoment for that great area, then little kno\vn or populated, 
which today is called The West. !-Iad not the disciples turned their faces 
westward, the terln, ~~the West", and that which it denotes, n1ight never have 
come about. 

What is called .... Western civilization" cannot be conceived without 
Christianity. During the nineteen hundred years which followed the death of 
Jesus the West inlproved so greatly that it left the rest of the \vorld behind. In 
ll1aterial things its advance was so great that at the tinle when this book was 
written it was on the brink of the conquest of space; it was about to open the 
universe to exploration by man. But that \vas much the lesser part of its 
achievement. 

Its greatest inlprovenlent was in the field of the spirit and ofnlan's behaviour 
towards man. The West established nlen's right to public charge and open trial, 
or release, (a right which was again in jeopardy in the Twentieth Century) and 
this was the greatest advance in the entire history of l11an; on the survival or 
destruction of this achievement depends his future. 

The shadow that followed the disciples out of the gates ofJerusalem, before the 
Ronlans entered, also followed Christianity into the West and the Talrnudic sect 
dogged it during all those centuries. The West, in the Tvventieth Century, became 
the scene of the struggle between the nations which had risen with Christianity 
and the sect dedicated to the destructive idea. 

Not only the West is involved in its issue. About five hundred years after the 
life of Jesus the instinctive ilnpulse of men to seek one God produced another 
challenge to Tahnudic racialisn1, and this til11e it came from among the Semitic 
masses. The Arabs, too, attained to the concept of one God of all men. 

Muhamrnad (dismissed by Dr. Kastein as ~"a half-educated Bedouin"), like 
Saul on the road to Danlascus, had a vision of God. 1-lis teaching in many ways 
resenlbled that of Jesus. He held Jesus to have been, like Abraham and Moses, a 
prophet of God (not the Messiah). He regarded hilTIself as the successor of Moses 
and Jesus and as the prophet of God, whom he called Allah. There was but one 
God, Allah, the creator of mankind, and Allah \vas not the tribal god of the 
Arabs, but the God o.l all nU!I1. 

This religion, like Christianity, taught no hatred of other religions. 
Muhamrnad showed only reverence for Jesus and his mother (who are both the 
subjects of profane derision in T'alnludic literature). 

However, l\1uhan1lnad held the Je\vs to be a destructive force. self-dedicated. 
The Koran says of then1, "OJt as they k ind/e a beacon .fire for H'ar, shall God 
quench it. ~4nd their ainz It'i/! be to {{het disorder on {he earth; hut God loveth not the 
ahettors q{ disorder ". All down the centuries the wisest nlen spoke thus of the 
tribal creed and the sect, until the Twentieth ('entury of our era~ when public 
discussion of this question was virtually suppressed. 

rrhus \vas Islanl born, and it spread over the nleridianal parts of the known 
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world as Christianity spread over the West and Buddhism, earlier, over the East. 
Great strealTIS began to n10ve, as if towards a confluence at some distant day, for 
these universal religions are in no major tenet as oil and water~ and in the 
repudiation of Illaster-racehood and the destructive idea they agree. 

Christianity and Islam spread out and en1braced great lllasses of n1ankind~ the 
ilTIpulse that n10ved in men becanle clear. Far behind these universal religions lay 
Judaism, in its tribal enclosure, jealously guarded by the inner sect. 

In the l'wentieth Century this powerful sect ,,,,'as able to bring the n1asses of 
ChristendOlll and IslalTI to the verge of destructive battle with each other. If the 
present generation sees that clash, the spectacle "vill be that of one great universal 
religion contending with another for the purpose of setting up the creed of the 
""master-race" . 

Towards this strange denouen1ent, nineteen centuries ahead, the two parties of 
men set out from Jerusalelll long ago. 
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'rHEFENCf~ AROUNI) 'I'HE Li\W 

The story of Zion, fronl its start, falls into five distinct phases: those of the 
Levites, the Pharisees, the Talnludists, the "clnancipation" interlude and the 
Zionists. This narrative has no\v reached the third phase. 

The Levitical phase was that of isolated Judah, the Babylonian ~'captivity" 

and ~~return", and the production and enforcenlent of "~the Mosaic Law". The 
Pharisaic phas~; which follo\ved and roughly coincided '\vith the Roman 
overlordship of the province of Judea, ended 'Nith the second destruction of 
Jerusalenl, the dispersion of the last Judeans, the Pharisaic suprenlacy and the 
withdrawal or the "government" to its new ~~centre" at Jamnia. 

The third, Talrnudic phase\;vas much the longest for it lasted seventeen 
centuries, froln 70 AD to about 1ROO AD. During this period the Jews entered the 
\Vest and the '''governLnen(', fro111 a sllccession of~"ccntres", worked tirelessly to 
keep the dispersed nation under its control, subject to ~~the Lenv", and separate 
from other peoples. 

As this was also the period of Western civilization and of the rise of 
Christianity, it \vas inevitable that Christendonl specifically (and not 111erely the 
generic "heathen", or '~strangers", or ~~other gods") should beC0111e the chief 
target of the Law's destructive cornnlands. 

In the eyes of the dorninant sect and its devotees, this period, which seems so 
long and ilnportant to Western n1inds, was essentially as insignificant as the 
Babylonian period. T'he fact that the one lasted seventeen centuries and the other 
fifty years rnade no real difference: both were 111erely periods of ....exile" for the 
special people: and under the La\v the long Western episode, like the short 
Babylonian one. \vas ordained to terrninate in disast~r for the ~"captors"', a Jewish 
triunlph and a new ·"return", all of which S0111e new Daniel \vould interpret in 
those terms. 

The seventeen centuries represented a new "'captivity", under the Law, which 
laid down that \vherever the chosen people dwelt outside Jerusalern they were in 
captivity, and that this captivity \vas in itself "~persecution". 

To a literal Zionist like Dr. Kastein, therefore, the seventeen centuries which 
sa\v the risc of (~bristcndorn fonn a page of history \vhich is blank save for the 
record of "~Je\vish persecution" inscribed on it. The rest was all sound and fury, 
signifying nothing; it \vas a period oftllne during \vhich Jehovah used the heathen 
to plague the Je\vs \vhile he prepared the triunlph of his special people; and for 
\vhat they did the heathen have yet to PdY (he cries). The one positive result of the 
seventeen C~hristian centuries. for hirn, is that the levvs erTIcrged fran) thenl still 
segregated fron1 Inankind. thanks to their Taln1udic governors. 

Certainly this \vas an astounding feat; in the entire history of negative 
achievelnent, nothing can approach the results obtained by the elders of Zion. In 
the Taltnud they built that "'"fence around the La\v" vvhich successfully 
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\vithstood~ during seventeen hundred years, all the centrifugal forces \vhlch 
attracted the Je\vs to\vards 111ankind. 

\Vhile they reinforced their stockade, European tneD, ha ving accepted 
Christianity, toiled through the centuries to apply its l110ral hl\V to dally life, by 
abolishing scrfdoll1 and slavery. reducing privilegc and inequality and generally 
raising the dignity of 111an. l'his process was kno\vn as ""emancipation" and by 
the year 1800 it was aboul to prevail (yver the SYS1C111 of absolute rulers and 
privileged castes. 

The Je\vs, directed hy their l~ahnlldic rulers, took a leading part in the struggle 
for ernancipation. 1'hat in itself\\'C1s fair enough. 'The n1asscs ofChristendorn held 
from the start that the liberties to be \von should uhinlatcly accrue to all IDen, 

without distinction of race, class or creed; that ~as the very meaning of the 
struggle itself, and anything else or less \vould have 111ade it tllcaningless. 

Nevertheless, in the case of the JC\VS there was an obvious paradox which 
repeatedly baffled and alarlned the peoples among whorrl they d\velt. 'The Jewish 
L,aw expressed the theory of the nlaster-Tace in the most arrogant and vindictive 
[orIn conceivable to the hunlan inlagination; hO\\I then could the Je\vs attack 
nationhood in others? Why did the Je\vs demand the levelling of barriers between 
ll1cn when they built an ever stronger barrier between the JC\VS and other Incn? 
Ho\v could people., \tvho clairned that God had tnade the very \vorld itself for 
theTn to rule, and forbade them to Inix with lesser breeds, c0111plain of 
discriluination'? 

Now that another hundred and fifty years have passed, the ans\ver to such 
questions has been given by events. 

It \vas true that the Je\-vish clamour for emancipation \vas not truly concerned 
with the great idea or principle at issue: hun1an liberty. The Judaic l.law denied 
that idea and principle. The Talmudic governors of Je\vry saw that the quickest 
way to remove the barriers between thcll1selves and po\ver over nations was to 
destroy legitimate government in these nations; and the quickest way to that end 
was to cry ·'emancipa tion!". 

'rhus the door opened by clnanc!pation could he used to introduce the 
pernlanent revolutionary force into the life of nations: \vith the destruction of all 
legitin1ate governlTIc11t, the revolutionaries would succeed to power, and these 
revolutionaries \vouJd be 1'aln1ud-trained and 'Taln1ud-controlled. They would 
act always under the 1\1osaic La\\', and in this \vay the end of I~abylon could be 
reproduced in the West. 

~rhe evidence of events in the 'Twentieth Century no\\: shows that this \vas the 
plan to \vhich the Talrnudic elders vv'orked during the third phase of the story of 
Zion, frorn 70 AD to about I gOU i-\})."fhus there \vas the \videst possible 
difference in the understanding of ·'flnancipation n by the Christianized 
European peoples anlong \vhom the Jevvs chvclt and aIllong the rraln1udic rulers 
of the levvs. For the great Inas~) of peoples errtancipation represented an end: the 
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end of servitude. For the po\verful, secret sect it represented a rneans to the 
opposite end~ the irnposition of a new and harsher servitude. 

One great danger attended this undertaking. It \vas, that the destruction of 
barriers between nlen lnight also destroy the barrier between the Jews and other 
n1en~ this would have destroyed the plan itself, for that force \vould have been 
dispersed which was to be used, emancipation once gained, to "pull down and 
destroy" the nations. 

This very nearly happened in the fourth phase of the story of Zion; the century 
ofen1ancipation (say, frorn 1800 to 1900 AD) brought the peril of'·assimilation". 
In the century of ""freedon1" a great number of Jews, in Western Europe and in 
the new "'West" oversea, did evince the desire to cast off the chains of the Judaic 
Law and to nlingle themselves with the life of peoples. For that reason our 
Zionist historian, Dr. Kastein, considers the Nineteenth Century to be the 
darkest age in all Jewish history, fraught \vith the deadly peril of involvement in 
n1ankind, which happily vvas averted. He cannot contemplate without horror the 
destruction, through assilnilation, of the Judaic barriers of race and creed. Thus 
he calls the Nineteenth Century lllovement towards emancipation "retrograde" 
and thanks God that "'the Zionist ideology" preserved the Jews from the fate of 
assilnilation. 

That led to the fifth phase, the one \vhich began in about 1900 and in which we 
live. The Tahnudic stockade held fast and at the end of the fourth phase the Jews, 
fully ""emancipated" in the Western understanding, were still segregated under 
their own Law. T'hose who tended to escape, to\vards '''assimilation'', were then 
drawn back into the tribal enclosure by the nlystic power of nationalism. 

U sing the power over governn1ents which it had gained through en1ancipation, 
the ruling sect achieved a second '''return'' to the chosen land, and thus re
established the Lavv of 458 BC~ with its destructive and imperial n1ission. A 
chauvinist fever, which yet rnust run its course, was injected into the veins of 
world Jewry; the great power wielded over Western governments was used to a 
co-ordinated end; and the \vhole destructive ordeal of the West in the Twentieth 
Century \vas related to and don1inated by the ancient arnbition of Zion, revived 
from antiquity to beco111e the dogn1a of Western politics. 

'Ihis fifth phase is about fifty-five years old as the present book is written, and 
its first results are fonnidable. The ""Mosaic La\v" has been superimposed on the 
life of \Vestern peoples, which in fact is governed by that law, not by any la\v of 
their own. T'he political and l11ilitary operations of two \vorld wars have been 
diverted to pro1110te the Zionist an1bition and the life and treasure of the West 
have been poured out in support of it. 

Forty years of continuous bloodshed in Palestine have obviously been but the 
prelude to what is yet to COI11e there. r\ny third world \var 111ay begin and spread 
outward from Palestine. and if one were to start elsewhere it would in its course 
foreseeably revolve around and turn on the alnbition of Zion, which will not be 
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fulfilled until a n1uch greater area in the lvliddle East has been conquered, ~~other 

Gods" have been thrown down, and ~"all nations" have been enslaved. 
Dr. Kastein sees in this fifth phase the golden age when "history may be 

resumed" (after the 111eaningless interregnum known as the Christian era) and 
Zionism, as "the possessor of a world 111ission", will re-enter into a destined 
inheritance, cuhl1inating in \vorld dominion, of which it was criminally 
dispossessed in AD 70 (when "history" was interrupted). 

This narrative has now reached the third of these five phases, the long one 
when the Talmudic scribes in the AcadeIl1Y at Jamnia began with infinite industry 
to spin The Law into a much greater \veb, of endless ramifications, froln which a 
Jew could hardly escape without dire penalty. By means of it the seemingly 
in1possible was achieved: a breed of people dispersed throughout the world was 
for seventeen hundred years kept apart from mankind and was trained for a 
destructive task in the Twentieth Century of the Christian era. 

Son1e account of that remarkable period of preparation and organization, 
when a fence was built around the ludaicLaw, so that "~liberty" should not 
absorb the special people or \veaken their destructive force, is here appropriate. 
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THE MOVABLE GOVERNMENT 

The Pharisaic elders who moved to Jamnia frol11 Jerusalem before its 
destruction in 70 AD intended, like the Levites in Babylon earlier, to set up a 
centre of power and remoL:-control, from which they might keep in subjection a 
tribal organization, by that time distributed over [he earth. They took with them 
to Jamnia the accumulated experience of Jerusalem and Babylon and the stored 
secrets of ages and they succeeded in establishing a mobile government which has 
continued to exercise authority ovcr the Jews until the present day. 

Before the last battles with Rome (says Dr. Kastein) "a group of teachers, 
scholars and educators repaired to Jamnia. taking the fate of their people on their 
:-;houlders so as to be responsible for it through the ages. . At Jamnia the cen tral 
body for the administration of the Jewish people was established ... As a rule, 
when a nation has been utterly routed as the Jews were on this occasion, they 
perish altogether. But the Jewish peopic did not perish ... They had already 
learnt how to change their attitude during the Babylonian captivity ... And they 
followed a similar course now". 

At Jamnia the Old Sanhedrin. the source of all legislative, administrative and 
judicial authority. was established under a new name. In addition, an acaduny 
was created for the further development ofTlw Law. In it, the scribes continued 
the revelation of Jehovah's mind and the interpretation ofThe Law, so often :;aid 
to have been put in its final form. In fact, as the dogma is that the Law governs 
every act of human life in circumstances which continually change, it never could 
or can be fill[llly codified and l1iUSt ever be expanded. 

Apart from that permanent reason for revision, the new factor, Christianity, 
had arisen and the Law's application to it had to be del-ined. Thus the Torah (the 
Law) began to receive its hugt' supplement, the Talmud, which was of equai or 
greater authority. 

From Jamnia the L.tVI' was administered v:hich "raised an insuperable barrier 
against the outside world", enforced a discipline 'rigid {Ii [/ie pO/II! o/dcodlill(',IS', 

and "kept proselytes at arm's kngth". The aim was to'·make the lIfe of the ]cv,: 

utterly different fwm th,lt of the Gentiles". ,<\ny 1,1W that received a majorilY of 
votes of the Sanhedrin he,:amc enforcible throughout the dispersed Judai:;t 
c01Tlmur,ities everywhere; "opponents were lhrcakncd with (he ban, \vhich 
rneant being excluded (rom the community". 

In lhlS wa), "the Celil:-e of the circk was flnal!y fi\cd and Ihe circle itselC i·vily 
described in the form ol·the law (,11d the hedge that was set abmlt the pcople". 
During this reriod (bei'l)rC Christianity became thl~ religion of Rome) the secret 
edict went out l"n)!11 '-j he centn.o:" ,II .hmnia,;wthofIzing Jews to pretend deilial or 
their creed ,:nd pr~)rcs~ cOl1ver~il1n to "pagan rcligi,:)n:-;". if circumstances made 
this expedient. 

The period of go'.-erni11enl frum Jarnnia lasted fo:- abm:\.:.1 century, and the:) it 
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\vas transferred to tJsha in Galilee, where the San hcJnn \vas re-established. 
'~Judaisnl set lilIlitations about itself and grell' e','cr rnore exc/lIsivc'~; at this tilDe 
the special curse on Je\vish C'1hristians \vas pronounced. In 320 AD the ROlnan 
En1peror Constantine was converted to ('hristianity. and enacted la\vs \vhich 
forbade marriages between ('hristians and JC\VS and forbade Jews to keep 
Christian slaves. These \vere the nattlrai response to the L'l\v of exclusion and 
l.~stranger" -slavery adlninistered by the Talmudic governnlent.at Usha~ but they 
were held to be "~persecution" and to escape their reach "'the centre" was n10ved 
back to Babylonia, \vherc the Judean colony~ \vhich eight centuries earlier had 
preferred to stay there rather than '''return'~ to Jerusalenl" '\\'(1S still intacf~. ll1C 
l'ahnudic governlnenl \vas set up at Sura, and acadcn11es \vere established there 
at Pumbedita. 

l~he Tahnud. begun at Jamn13 and Usha.\vas cornpletcd at Sura and 
Pumbedita. '~A ring of vast proportions and colossal elasticity" was built around 
the Jews everyvvhere; the 111yStic circle affear and superstition "vas dra\vn tighter. 
FrOln Sura an Exilarch ( prince of the captivity of the house of David)~ ruled, but 
in tilDe he became a figurehead. Thereafter "'the president of the acadetny'· (in 
effect, the high priest and prirne n1inister) "'laid do\vn the rules and r;,:gulations 
not only for the Ba bylonian Jevvs but for the \vholc of Judaism ... l-he Je\V5 
throughout the lvorld recognized the acadelnies in Babylonia as the authoritative 
centre of Judaism, and regarded any la\vs they passed as binding". 

Thus the nation-within-nations, the state-with in-states, was enfcttered and 
ruled by the T'aln1udic governn1ent in 13abylonia. 

The core of dogllla rcrnained as l~zekiel, Ezra and Nehetniah had shaped and 
enforced it; but the Tahnud~ in effecC had taken the place of the Torah, as the 
T'orah earlier had supplanted the ~"oral traditions'·. ]'he heads of the acadelnies 
of Sura and Plllnbedita "vere called Ciaonin1 and hegan to exercise autocratic 
povvcr over the scattered Jevvs. '[he shadowy Exilarchs (later Nasim, or princes) 
were dependent on their approval and the Sanhedrin surrendered its functions to 
thenl, or \vas deprived of these. When doubt arose among Jews~ anywhere in the 
world, about the intreprctation or application of the Law in any lllatter of the 
day. the question \vas referred to the CJaonate. The verdicts and judgn1cnts 
returned (in the nanlC of Jehovah) fronl the distant governnlent \vere the C;aonic 
Reponses, or laws enacted froIn BabyJonia, to vvhich Jews everywhere su bmitted. 
or incurred danger of exconll11unication. 

In this manner the rralrnudic thrall spread round the dispersed Jews, wherever 
they dwelt, ~"like a closely \voven net ... over ordinary days and holidays, over 
their actions and over their prayers, over their whole lives and every step they 
took ... Nothing in their external lives \vas any longer allowed to be the sport of' 
arbitrary settlenlent or of chance'~. This is the picture of an absolute despotisn1. 
different froIn other dcspotistllS on 1y in the element of distance betvveen the 
despots and their subjects. Given a benevolent 1nission, a cOlnlnunity ofpeopJe so 
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closely controlled nlight in1n1ensely fructify the life ofpeoples; given a destructive 
one, their presence an10ng others is like that of a blasting charge in rock, operated 
by a distant hand on a plunger. 

For six hundred years the Tahnudic government, at Jan1nia, TJsha, and Sura, 
remained in or near to its native, oriental clin1ate, where its nature was 
comprehended by other peoples; they knew how to cope with and counter the 
savage tribal creed and, as long as they were not hampered or constrained by 
foreign powers in their dealings with it, they were always able to find a workaday 
compromise, which enabled all to live in practical an1ity side by side. 

Then carne the event whIch has produced such violent results in our time: the 
Talmudic government lnol'ed into C~hristianized Europe and established itself 
among peoples to whon1 the nature of its dogma and its n1ethods were strange 
and even incoinprehensible. This led, in the course of many centuries, to the 
recurrent clash of the alien an1bition and creed against native interest, which our 
century is again experiencing. 

The nature of Westerners (more especially in the northern latitudes) is to be 
candid, to declare purposes, and to use words to express intention, and 
Christianity developed these native traits. The force which appeared among theln 
was of the opposite character, oriental, infinitely subtle, secretive, conspiratorial, 
and practised in the use of language to disguise real purposes. Therein lay its 
greatest strength in the encounter with the West. 

The removal to Europe can1e about through the Islaillic conquests. The Arabs, 
under the Prophet's banner, drove the Romans froin Palestine. By this means the 
native inhabitants of Palestine, who had inhabited it some two thousand years 
before the first Hebrew tribes entered, became the rulers of their own country, 
and ren1ained so for nine hundred years (until 1517, \vhen the Turks conquered 
it). An instructive cOlnparison n1ay be made between the Islamic and the Judaic 
treatlnent of captives: 

The Caliph's order to the Arab conquerors in 637 AD was, '~You shall not act 
treacherously, dishonestly, con1Init any excess or Inutilation, kill any child or old 
n1an; cut or burn down pahns or fruit trees, kill any sheep, cow or can1el, and 
shall leave alone those whon1 you find devoting then1selves to worship in their 
cells". Jehovah's order, according to Deuteronorny 20.16, is, ~'Of the cities of 
these people, which the l .. ord thy God doth give thee for an inheritance, thou 
shalt save alive nothing that breatheth". 

From Palestine, Is1al11 then spread its frontiers right across North Africa, so 
that the great mass of Je\vs carne \vithin the boundaries of the same external 
authority. Next, Ishun turned towards Europe and invaded Spain. Therewith the 
shadow of Talmudic Zionisln fell across the West. The Moorish conquest was 
~~supportedwith both rnen and money" by the Jews, who as camp-followers were 
treated with remarkable favour by the conquerors, city after city being handed to 
their control! T'he Koran itself said, ~~Their ailll \vil1 be to abet disorder on the 
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earth"; the Islanlic armies certainly facilitated this ainl. 
Christianity thus became subnlerged in Spain. In these propItIouS 

circumstances the Talmudic government vvas transferred from Babylonia to 
Spain and the process began~ the results of which have becoll1e apparent in our 
generation. Dr. Kastein says: 

aJudaisln, dispersed as it was over the face of the globe, \vas always inclined to 
set up a fictitious state in the place of the one that had been lost, and always 
aimed, therefore, at looking to a COnl1TIOn centre for guidance ... This centre was 
now held to be situated in Spain, whither the national hegenl0ny was transferred 
from the East. Just as Babylonia had providentially taken the place of Palestine, 
so now Spain opportunely replaced Babylonia, which, as a centre o.fJudaisln, had 
ceased to be capable of functioning. All that could be done there had already 
been accomplished~it had forged the chains with which the individual could bind 
himself, to avoid being swallowed up by his environment: the Talmud". 

l'he reader will observe the description of events: ~~individuals" do not 
commonly bind theITIselves, of choice, with chains forged for them. Anyway, the 
Jewish captivity was as close as evec or perhaps had been Inade closer. That was 
for the Jews to ponder. 

What was to become of vital importance to the West was that the Jewish 
government \vas now in Europe. The directing centre and the destructive idea had 
both entered the West. 

The Talmudic government of the nation-within-nations was continued from 
Spanish soil. The Gaonate issued its directives; the Talmudic acaden1Y was 
established at Cordova; and sometilTIeS, at least, a shadowy Exilarch reigned over 
Jewry. 

This was done under the protection of Islam; the Moors, like Babylon and 
Persia before, showed remarkable benevolence towards this force in their midst. 
To the Spaniards the invader came to bear more and nlore a Jewish countenance 
and less and less a Moorish one; the Moors had conquered, but the conqueror's 
po\ver passed into Jewish hands. The story which the \vorld had earlier seen 
enacted in Babylon, repeated itself in Spain, and in later centuries was to be re
enacted in every great country of the West. 

The Moors renlained in Spain for nearly eight hundred years. When the 
Spanish reconquest, after this long ordeal, was completed in 1492 the Jews~ as 
well as the Moors~ were expelled. They had become identified with the invaders' 
rule and were cast out when it ended, as they had followed it in. 

The Hcentre" of Taln1udic governnlent was then transferred to Poland. 
At that point, less than four centuries before our o\vn generation, a significant 

mystery enters the story of Zion: why \vas the govertl111cnt set up in Poland? lJp to 
that stage the annals reveal no trace of any large nligration of Jews to Poland. 
The Jews who entered Spain with the Moors came from North Africa and \vhen 
they left most of thCITI returned thither or went to Egypt, Palestine, Italy, the 
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Cireek islands and Turkey. Other colonies had appeared in F'rancc, Gernlany, 
I-J olland and England and these \vere enlarged by the arrival an10ng thcln ofJe\vs 
fronl the Spanish Peninsula. There is IlO record that any suh51tantial llUl71bcr qj' 
Spanish lelt's lrent loPola/id, or lhal any leu'ish nlass-lJligration to J)oland had 
occurred at any earlier tin7e. 

)/(t in the 1500's, when the "'centre" \vas set up in Poland, "a Jewish 
population of 111illions caIne inlo being there", according to Dr. l<astein. But 
populations of nlillions do not suddenly '''C0111e into being". Dr. Kastein shows 
hiinselfto be aware that sotnething needs exp]anatjon here, and to be reluctant to 
go into it, for he dislllisses the strange thing with the casual retnark that the size or 
this cOlnUlunity, of \vhich nothing has previously been heard, '''was 1110re due to 

inl111igration, apparentl}' frOin l~rance, (icrnlany and Bohclnia, than to any other 
cause". I-Ic does not explain \vhat other cause he lnight have in Inind and, for a 
diligent scholar, is on this one occasion strangely content \vith a randonl surn1ise. 

But \vhen a Zionist historian thus slurs over sOinething the seeker after 
knowledge 111ay be fairly sure that the root of the 111attcr ll1ay by perserverance be 
found. 

So it is in this case~ behind Dr. Kasl.-ein"s artless conjecture the nlost inlportant 
fact in the later story of Zion is concea led. '[he "centre") of Je\vi~h governlnent 
was at this tinlC planted anl0ng a large cOInnlunity of people \vho vv'ere unknovvn 
to the \vorld as JC\VS and in fact were not Je\vs in any literal sense. They had no 
ludahitc blood at all (for that Inatter, .Tudahite blood Inust by this tinle have been 
ahnost extinct even among the Jevvs of Western Europe) and their forefathers had 
never kno~Ti Judea, or any soil but that of T'artary. 

'These people \vcre the Khazars, a ~rurco- rvlongolian race\vhich had been 
converied to Judaism in about the 7th century of our era.l~his is the only case of 
the conversion of a large body of people of quite distinct blood to Judaisnl (the 
ldunlcans were "brothers'~). "[he reason \vhy the l'alnludic elders perlnitted or 
encouraged it can only be guessed; \vithout jt~ ho\vever, the "'Jewish question" 
would by no\\! have joined the problc111S that tilne has solved. 

'[his devcloplllcnt (\vhich will be further discussed in a later chapter) \vas uf 
vital, and perhaps even 1110rtal inlportance to the \\lest. The natural instinct of 
Europe \vas ahvays 10 expect the greatest danger to its survival fronl Asia. 171'0111 

the n10n1ent \vhen "the centre~' \vas transferred to Poland these i\siatics began to 
Inove towards, and later to enter the \\/est in the guise of ""Jews" and they 
brought Europe to its greatest crisis. T'hough their conv~rsion had occurred so 
long before they \vere so relnote that the \vodd rnight never have kno\\'n ofthenl, 
had not the Taln1lH.lic centre been set up cUTIong thenl, so that they canle to group 
thCITISelves around it. 

When they becanle kno\vl1, as "l~astern Je\vs~", they profIted by the confusing 
effect of the contraction of the \vord Judahitc. or Judean, to ""Jew'"~ none would 
ever have believed that they \vcre JudaIJites or Judeans. Fron) the tin1C when they 
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took over the leadership of Jevvry the dognlC1 of '"the return'~ to Palestine was 
preached in the nalne of people vvho had no Sen1itic blood or ancestral link with 
Palestine \vhatever! 

Fronl this period the Talnludic govcrnlTlent operated \vith a 171asse de 
171anOeUvre of a different Asiatic order. 

Once again, a virtually independent state \vas forilled within the Polish state, 
which like so many states before and after sho'wed the greatest benevolence to the 
nation-within-natlolls that took shape within its gates. As in the earlier and later 
cases this in no wise mitigated the hostility of the Talmudic Jews to\vards iC 
which was proverbial. 

Dr. Kastein gives the picture of this independent Jewish governnlcnt during 
the Polish phase. 'The TalnludiE;ts were allowed to dravv' up ·"a constitution", and 
through the 1500's and 1600's the Jews in Poland lived under ~'an autonomous 
governlnenf'. This adnlinistered "~an iron system of autononly and an iron 

religious discipline, which inevitably resulted in the formation of an oligarchic 
body of adrninistrators and the developlYlent of an extreme [orn1 of Inysticism'~ 

(this gives the picture of the training, under rigid discipline in ciose confinenlcnt, 
\vhich produced the Con1111unist and Zionist revolutionaries of our century). 

T'his autonornous 'Tahnudic governn1ent \vas called the 1(aha1. In its own 
territory the Kahal \vas a fully-enlpowered governrl1cnt under Polish suzerainty. 
It had independent authority of taxation in the ghettoes and comnlunities, being 
responsible for paynlent of a global SUln to the Polish governrnent. It passed laws 
regula ting every action and transaction bet\veen 111an and Juan and had power to 
try, judge, convict or acquiL 

This po\ver ol1ly lloJ11inally stopped short ()f capital punishlnent: Professor Salo 
Baron says~ ·"In Poland, vvherc the Je\vish court had no right to inflict capital 
punishll1ent lynching, as all e.Yfra-lcgal preventive, ~t'as encouraged by rabbinical 
authorities such asSOI01110/l Luria~j. (1~his quotation reveals the inner ll1eaning of 
Dr. Kastein's frequent, but cautious~ allusions to "iron discipline", ··inexorable 
discipline~~~ Hdiscipline rigid to the point of deadliness', and the like). 

In effect a Jewish state, 'ralrrlud-ruled~ \vas recreated on the soil of Poland. 
As Dr. Kastein says~ .... Such was [he conszi!utiun o.lthe Jelrish state, planted on 

foreign soil~ hen1n1ed in by a \vall of foreign jaws~ with a structure partly self
chosen and partly forced upon it ... It had its Olen Jell'ish fall', its own 
priesthood, its o\vn schools, and its own social institutions~ and its 0\\/11 
representatives in the Polish governn1cnt ... in fact, it possessed all the elements 
which go to fornl a state'~. 'I'he achievement of this status was due "'in no slnall 
n1easurc to the co-operation of the Polish GovernlllenC~. 

I'hen, in 1772, Poland \vas partitioned and this great conlnlunity of ~"Eastern 

Je\vs"~ organized as a state-within-the-state, \vas divided by national boundaries~ 

most of it c0111ing under Russian rule. At that point, for the flTst ti111e in more 
than 2500 years and less than two hundred years before our own day, the 
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""centre" of Jewish governn1ent disappears from sight. Up to 1772 there had 
always' been one: in Poland, Spain, Babylonia, Galilee, Judea, Babylon and 
Judah. 

Dr. Kastein says that ""the centre ceased to exisf'. The suggestion is that the 
centralized control of Jewry at that Inoment ended, but the length and strength of 
its earlier survival, and the significant events of the en~uing century, confute that. 
In a later passage Dr. Kastein himself reveals the truth, when he jubilantly 
records that in the Nineteenth Century ""a Jewish international took shape". 

Clearly ""the centre" continued, but from 1772 in secret. The reason for the 
withdrawal into concealment may be deduced from the shape of later events. 

The century which followed was that of the revolutionary conspiracy, 
Communist and Zionist, cuhninating in the open appearance of these two 
n10vements, \vhich have dominated the present century. The Talmudic ""centre" 
was also the centre of this conspiracy. fIad it remained in the open the source of 
conspiracy \X/ould have been visible, and the identification of the Talmudic, 
Eastern Jews with it obvious. 

In the event this only became clear when the revolution of 1917 produced an 
almost all-Je\\Tish governnlent in Russia; and by that time power over 
governnlents in the West was so great that the nature of this new regime was little 
discussed, a virtual law of heresy having come into force there. Had the visible 
institution continued, the masses of the West would in time have become aware 
that the 'Taltnudic governrnent of Jewry, though it led the clamour for 
~"emancipation", was also organizing a revolution to destroy all that the peoples 
might gain froln this emancipation. 

The Russians~ among whonl this largest single cOlumunity of Jews at that time 
dwelt, knew what had happened. Dr. Kastein says, ""The Russians wondered 
\Nhat could possibly be the reason why the Jews did not amalgamate with the rest 
of the population, and canle to the conclusion that in their secret Kahals they 
possessed a strong reserve, and tha t a 'WTorldKahal' existed". Dr. Kastein later 
confirnls what the Russians believed, by his own allusion to the ""Jewish 
international" of the Nineteenth Century. 

In other \vords, the Hgovernment" continued. but in conceahnent, and 
probably in the different form suggested by Dr. Kastein's word ""international". 
The strong presumption is that the ""centre'1 today is not located in anyone 
country and that, although its main seat of power is evidently in the United 
States, it now takes the fonn of a directorate distributed alnong the nations and 
working in unison, over the heads of governlnents and peoples. 

The Russians, vvho at the time of the disappearance of ~"the centre" from 
public vievv' \vere better informed than any others about this luatter, have been 
proved rigb t. 

'"[he manner in which this international directorate gains and wields its power 
over Gentile governlnents is no longer quite mysterious; enough authentic, 
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published inforlnation has corne out of these last fifty years to explain that, as this 
book will later show. 

The Inystery of its agelong hold over ""Jews" is nlore diffIcult to penetrate. 
How has a sect been able to keep people, distributed around the globe, in the 
clutch of a primitive tribalisrn during twenty-rive centuries'? 

The next chapter seeks to give some insight into the nlethods used during the 
third and longest phase of the story of Zion, the 1'alnludic period which lasted 
froin AD 70 to about 1800. 'These nlethods have so ITluch of the Orient and of 
Asia in thein that they are puzzling to Western Ininds and are best comprehended 
by those whose own experience took them much an10ng the con1111unities of 
.... Eastern Jews" before the Second World War, and into secret-·police states, 
\vhere rule is also by fear and terror. 
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l'HE 'I'f\l.MIJD AND THE Gf-IETTOES
 

Whatever else is in dispute, one thing is incontestable: that great force must 
repose in a Lavv \vhich for nineteen centuries obtains obedience from people 
scattered over the earth, when by an effort of will they could escape its thrall. The 
T'almud was (and is) such a la\v, and the only one of its kind. 

""The Talmud was regarded almost as the supreme authority by the majority of 
Je\vs ... E'veJ1 the Bible lvas relega/ed to a secondary place" (the Jewish 
Encyclopaedia). ""The absolute superiority (~l the Talrnud over the Bible o.llvfoses 
must be recognized by all" (the Archives Israelites, quoted by Mgr. L,andrieux). 
~'The words of the elders are 1110re irnportant Than the lvords o.(the Prophets" (the 
T'alrnud, Treatise Bcrachoth. i.4,). 

The cOtnpilation of the Talmud began at Janlnia, the part played in Babylon 
by Ezekiel and EL~ra being played in this new revision of the Law, by the rabbi 
known as Judah the l-Ioly or the Prince. 

It was in effect a n1ussive addition to the .... statutes and judgments~' of 
!Jcuteronol71Y. Leviticus and NU/11bers. 1\11 the la\vs \vhich ~~the centre" enacted 
were appended to the Torah as the ""Oral Torah", having equal divine origin. 
'fhen they vvere written down in the l\;fishna. Later again (under the oft-used 
pretext of "'colnpleting" the vvork) inllnense records of rabbinical discussions and 
rulings \vere added in the C;enl0ra, but as the GClnara was the product of two 
distinct Jevvish cornrnunitics, those of Jerusalenl in the fifth and of Babylon in the 
seventh century, there are t\VO Tahnuds, knovvn as the Palestinian and the 
Babylonian. 

'The 'ralnlud~ vvhich thus vvas produced during the Christian era, is anti 
Christian. I tis slqJposed to derive 1'ron1 the saine original source as the Torah; the 
priestly scribes \vho cOlnpiled it once more clain1ed to revise or expand under 
powers ~"oral1y" bestowed on Mount Sinai. 

The copy of the Christian Bible \vhich 1 have states that ""the churches of all 
denominations receive and accept" the Old 1'estanlent '''as given by inspiration of 
(lod, therefore being for then1 a Divine rule or guide of faith and practice", a 
ruling which carnes do\vn from the Council of Trent. i\ question therefore arises: 
in what \vay \vas the inspiration of the l'altnud different from that of the Torah? 
If it was 1lot different, then \vhy should not the anti-Christian Talnlud be added to 
the Christian Bible? 

If that \vere done the entire \vork would extend along several shelves of a 
library, and the Nc\v Testanlent would be a tiny pamphlet, lost among and 
excommunicated by the Tah11udic rnass, the teaching of \vhich is thus 
summarized by the T'almudic scholar [)rach: 

·'The precepts of justice, of equity, of charity to\vards one's neighbours, are 
not only not applicable vvith regard to the Christian, but constitute a criIl1e in 
anyone who \vould act differently ... The ~ralnlud expressly forbids one to save a 
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non-Jew fron1 death ... to restore lost goods. etc.~ to him~ to have pity on him~'. 

The theological decision about the "equal divine authority" of the Torah 
scen1S to have introduced an elernent of confusion into the Christian lesson froI11 
\vhichChristianity itself in the end nlight not recover. 

The Taln1udic precepts just quoted are not essentially different in nature froIn 
those included in DClIleronorn.v when that "'second La\v~~ was made public a 
thousand years before the Palestinian Tahllud was cotnpletecL they are nlerely 
given ,} speciflcally anti-Christian application. 

\Vhy "vas the Talmud necessary at all? T'he reasons seen1 clear. The Judeans 
had bet.:'l1 fiHally dispersed about the world, or at any rate until such time as these 
""exiles" should be "'in-gathered'~ and congregate <1gain around the ten1ple. The 
\vorld \vhere they were scattered contained a ne\v "'enenlY" in the form of a 
religion \vhich had been born in the very declaration that Phariseeisn1 \vas heresy: 
"\rVoe unto you, scribes and Pharisees~ hypocrites!" Nloreover, the Judaic Lcl\V 
had beconle known through translation to the heathen world, which had even 
found S0111e things in it that it could use. 'rhus the special people, if they were to 
be kept apart needed a new Law of their own, \vhich could be kept frorn the eyes 
of the Gentiles. The Torah needed ""a hedge~' about it~ strong enough to preserve 
the exiles both frorn absorption by other peoples and from '''a-whoring after 
other gods ~ ~. 

The 'Tahl1ud was essentially the hostile 8.ns\ver to Christianity, the order-of
battle revised in the light of ""the enenlY's" new dispositions. The lay 
encyclopaedias (which in our generation have been made untrustworthy on 
subjects related to Judaistn) disguise this fact from Gentile readers. The one novv 
hefore 111e, for instance, says, ""T'he Talnlud has been attacked by Christians at 
tinles quite unfairly --- as anti-Christian". The insertion of two suggestive 
\\fords by sotne partisan scribe causes this volume to purvey denl0nstrable 
untruth and to C011vert a factual statement into a propagandist one. The attack 
Oil C~bristjanity gave the Taln1ud its distinctive tone and is indeed the only new 
thing in the 'Taln1ud. Its other teaching renlains that of Ezekiel and the Pharisees. 

The Jeit'is/z Enc.l'clopacdia says, '''It is the tendency of Jewish legends in the 
Talrnud, the Midrash"" (the sermons in the synagogues) "and in the Life of Jesus 
C~hrist (Toledoth Jes/zlla) that originated in the Middle Ages to belittle the person 
of Jesus by ascribing to hin1 illegitimate birth, nlagic and a shameful death". tIe is 
generally alluded to as ""that anonyl11ous one"", "'liar"', "impostor" or "'bastard" 
(the attribution of bastardy is intended to bring hiln under The Law as stated in 
DellteronolJzy 23.2: "'A bastard shall not enter into the congregation of the 
Lord'"). 1\1ention of the nan1e, Jesus, is prohibited in Jewish households. 

1~he '.vork cited by the Jelt'islz Encyclopaedia as having "'originated in the 
l\/Iiddle Ages"" is not Inerely a discreditable n1en10ry of an ancient past~ as that 
allusion 111ight suggest it is used in Hebrevv schools today. It \vas a rabbinical 
production of the Taln1udic era and repeated all the ritual ofITIockery of Calvary 
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itself in a different form. Jesus is depicted as the illegitilnate son of ~l1ary, a 
hairdresser's wife, and of a Rornan soldier called Panthera. Jesus himself is 
referred to by a l1eHne which 111ight be translated ~"Joey Virgo". I-Ie is shown as 
bejng taken by his stepfather to Egypt and there learning sorcery. 

The significant thing about this bogus life-story (the only inforn1ation about 
Jesus \vhich Jews \vere supposed to read) is that in it Jesus is not crucified by 
Romans. After his appearance in Jerusalcln and his arrest there as an agitator 
and a sorcerer he is turned over to the S~nhedrin and spends forty days in the 
pillory before being stoned and hanged at the Feast of the Passover; this forn1 of 
death exactly fulfils the Law laid down in Deuteronolny 21.22 and 17.5, whereas 
crucifixion would not have been in compliance \\'ith that Judaic Law. The book 
then states that in hell he suffers the torture of boiling mud. 

The Talll1ud also refers to Jesus as ""Fool", "'sorcerer", "'profane person", 
"'idolator", "dog", '''child of lust" and the like n1ore; the effect of this teaching, 
over a period of centuries, is shown by the book of the Spanish Je\vlVlose de 
Leon, republished in 1880, which speaks of Jesus as a '''dead dog" that lies 
"buried in a dunghill". The original Hebrew texts of these Talnludic allusions 
appear in Laible's Jesus Christus im Tahnud. This scholar says that during the 
period of the Tahtludists hatred of Jesus became "the most national trait of 
Judaism", that "at the approach of Christianity the Jews were seized ever and 
again with a fury and hatred that \vere akin to madness", that "the hatred and 
scorn of the Jews was always directed in the first place against the person of 
Jesus" and that ""the Jesus-hatred of the Jevis is a firmly-established fact, but they 
want to show it as little as possible". 

1'his wish to conceal froln the outer world that which was taught behind the 
Taln1udic hedge led to the censoring of the above-quoted passages during the 
seventeenth century. Kno\vledge of the Tahnud becan1c fairly widespread then (it 
was frequently denounced by relnonstrant Jews) and the elnbarrassment thus 
caused to the l'almudic elders led to the following edict (quoted in the original 
Hebrew and in translation by P.L.B. Drach, who was brought up in a Talnludic 
school and later became converted to Christianity): 

"'This is why we enjoin you, under pain of excommunication major, to print 
nothing in future editions~ \vhether ofthelVlishna or of the Gernara, which relates 
whether for good or evil to the acts of Jesus the Nazarene, and to substitute 
instead a circle like this: 0, which will warn the rabbis and schoohnasters to teach 
the young these passages only viva voce. By nleallS of this precaution the savants 
,unong the Nazarenes \vill have no further pretext to attack us on this subject" 
(decree of the Judaist Synod which 11let in Poland in 1631. At the present tin1e. 
vv'hen public enquiry illto such 111atters, or objection to thenl, has been virtually 
forbidden by Gentile governlllents, these passages, according to report, have 
been restored in the Hebrew editions of the ~ralmud). 

This vilification of the founder of another religion sets Judaism apart froll1 
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otber creeds and the Talrnud froln other literature published in the name of 
religion. Muslims, Buddhists, Confucians, (~hristians and others do not hate 
other creeds or their founders as such. They are content to differ and to believe 
that the paths Inay one day tneet, God deciding the meeting-point. 

For instance, the Koran describes Jesus as ·"strengthened with the Holy Spirit" 
and the Jew's arc reproached with rejecting ·~the Apostle of God", to vvhorn was 
given ""the Evangel \vith its guidance and light". Of his nlother, the Koran says, 
"~O ~1ary! verily hath God chosen thee and purified thee, and chosen thee above 
the wonlen of the world", and, "~Jesus, the son of 1\1ary, illustrious in this world, 
and in the next, and one of those \vho have near a.ccess to God". 

The central Inessage of the Taln1ud. the newest ~"new Law", is plain: it 
specifically extended the L,aw to apply to Christianity and left no doubt about the 
duty of a Jew towards it. 

Another n10tive for the nevv cOlnpendiunl was the problclTI created for the 
inner sect by the fact that the Gentiles had found 111uch in the translated Torah 
that appealed to them (despite the obvious fact that it was lethally directed 
against thCll1). The earlier Levitical scribes could not foresee that (because they 
could not foresee the translation itself), The ruling sect needed a new Law of its 
o\vn, into which ""stranger" eyes could not pry. and it needed to make the Jews 
understand that, though the heathen incxplica bly had bound the racio-religious 
Law into the Christian Bible, this Lavv nevertheless still was the Law of the Jews 
alone, and inexorably in force. 

Thus the T'alrnud set out to \viden the gap and heighten the barrier between the 
Jews and others. An exalTlple of the different language which the Torah spoke, 
for Jevls and for Gentiles, has previously been given: the obscure and apparently 
harnlless allusion to "'a foolish nation" (DeutcrononlY, 32.21). According to the 
article on Discrimination against Gentiles in the Jevvish Encyclopaedia the allusion 
in the original tlebre\v is to ""vile and vicious Gentiles", so that Jevv and Gentile 
received very different nleanings fronl the sanle passage in the original and in the 
translation. T'he Talmud, however, which was to reach only Jewish eyes, 
removed any doubt that might have been caused in Jewish minds by perusal of 
the nlilder translation~ it specifically related the passage in Deulerono,ny to one in 
E~ekiel, 23.20, and by so doing defined Gentiles as those awhose flesh is as the 
flesh of asses and whose issue is like the issue of horses"! In this spirit was the 
"~interpretation" of rrhe Law continued by the Tahnudists. 

The Talmudic edicts were all to sinlilar effect. The 1.,aw (the Talnlud laid down) 
allowed the restoration of a lost article to its owner if ~'a brother or neighbour", 
but not if a Gentile. Book-burning (of (ientile books) was recolnmended (book
burning is a Talnludic invention, as the witch-hunt was prescribed by the Torah). 
1'he benediction, "'Blessed be Thou ... \vho has not ll1ade nle a goi", was to be 
recited daily. Eclipses were of bad augury for Gentiles only. Rabbi Levi laid 
do\vn tha t the injunction not to take revenge (Leviticus 19,18) did not apply to 
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Gentiles, and apparently invoked E~cclesiast(:s 8.4 in support of his ruling (a 
discrinlinatory interpretation then being given to a passage in which the Gentile 
could not suspect any such intention). 

-rhe Jew who sells to a Gentile landed property bordering on the land of 
another Jew is 10 be eXCOlTIlnUnicated. A Gentile cannot be trusted as \vitness in a 
cril11inal or civil suit because he could not be depended 011 to keep his \vord like a 
Jew. A Jew testifying in a petty Gentile court as a slngte \vitness against a Jew 
lnust be exconlmunicated. Adultery c0111mitted \vith a non-Jewish \\'OJ11an is n01 
adultery ""ror the heathen haye no lawfully \veddcd \vife, th(?y are not really their 
wives". 1~he (ientiles are as such precluded froln adnlission to a future \vorld. 

Finally, the Taln1udic interpretation of the original l110ral C0111111andlnent, 
""Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thine heart", is that '''lnan shall 
occupy hilnself with the study of I-IC'ly Scripture and of the Mishna and have 
intercourse with learned and \-vise nlen". In other \vords, the n1an \vho best proves 
his love of God is he "rho studies the Talnlud and shuns his Gentile fcllo\v-111an. 

An illustrative glinlpse fron1 our present titne sonlctinlCs best shows the effect 
produced on hun1an nlinds by centuries of Talnludic rule. In 1952 a Mr. Frank 
Chodorov published this anecdote: ""One very cold night the rabbi tottered into 
our house in a pitiful condition; it took half a dozen glasses of boiling tea to tha\v 
hilTI out. He then told how a syil1pathetic goy had offered hin1 a pair of gloves and 
\vhy he had refused the gift; a Jew must not be the instrU111ent of bringing a 
l11itvah, or blessing~ on a non-believer. This was the first tilne, I believe, that I 
caIne slnack up against the doctrine of the 'chosen people', and it struck rne as 
stupid and mean". 

So n1uch for the "hedge" which the Tahl1ud set up between the Jews and 
ll1ankind, and for the feeling of conten1pt and hatred for '''strangers'' which it set 
out to instjl in the Je\vs. What did it do to the Jews thenlselves? Of this, the Jelt'ish 
Ell (Vclopaedia says, "The T'alnludists n1ade the Tarah in to a penal code". For 
once, in this painstakingly accurate work, the lneaning is not quite clear; the 
Torah already H'QS a penal code (as perusal of it today \vill show), and its penalties 
had sOITIetimes been appbed (by Ezra and Nehenliah against the Je\vs; and for 
that matter by the Ronlans, at the behest of the Sanhedrin, against the "'prophet 
and drealTIer of drealns", Jesus). Possibly the Ineaning is that, under the 
T'almudists, the penal code \vas regula rly enforced, and its provisions 
strengthened. 

That is certainly true~ the rabbinical practice, previously cited, of 
""encouraging lynching as an extra-legal preventiv~", because they \vere not 
allowed by host-governlTIents to pronounce death sentences, shows in hO'N real a 
sense the 'Talnlud could be applied as '''a penal code'~. It \vas a very far cry frolll 
the few moral con1lnandlTIents of ren10te tradition to the nlultitudinous laws and 
regulations of the Tahnud, \vhich often forbade n10ral behaviour and assigned 
drastic punishments for ""transgressions". Observance of these laws, not nloral 
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behaviour. relllained the basis. 
T'he T'alnludic Lel\V governed every in1~Jginable action of a Jew's life anywhere 

in the \vorld: ll1arriage, divorce. property settlelllents, C01111nercial transactions, 
do\vn to the pettiest details of dress and toilet. As unforeseen things frequently 
crop in daily life, the question ot"\vhat \vas legal or illegal (not \vhat \vas right or 
\vrong) in a111nanncr of novel circurnstances had incessantly to be debated, and 
this produced the il111nense records of rabbinical dispute and decisions in which 
the ~r a11nud d b() Und S. 

\\1as it as l11uch a crinle to crush a flea ,1S to kill a calnel on the sacred day? One 
learned r~l bbi ,dlo\vcd that the flea 111ight be gently squeezed, and another 
thoughl its feet l11ight even be cut otT. t~O\V 1nany \vhitc hairs lnight a sacrificial 
red CO\\7 have and yet rel11ain a red cow'? \Vhat sort of sca bs required this or that 
ritual of purdication? At \vhich end of an anin1al should the operation of 
slaughler be pcrfornled? ()ught the- high priest to put on his shirt or his hose first? 
Iv1ethods of putting apostates to death were debated~ they D1USt be strangled, said 
the elders, until lhey opencd tbeir lTIouths, into \vhich boiling lead Inust be 
poured. 'Thereon a pious rabbi urged that the victinl's 1110Uth be held open with 
pincers so that he not suffocate before the 1110lten lead enter and consunle his soul 
\\'ith his body. T'he \vord Bpious" is here not sardonically used; tbis scholar 
sought to disc,over the precise intention of "the Law". 

\\!as 1)r. Johnson acquainted \vith or ignorant of the l'ahnud; the subject 
lYlight prove :1 fascinating one for a literary debating society. He gave one 
Clrgunlent its quietus by declaring, "There is no settling the point of precedence 
between a louse and a ilea". Precisely this point had been discussed. and settled, 
~lnlong the -falrnudic scholars. J\1ight a louse or a flea be killed on the Sabbath? 
The Taln1udic rcponse \vas that the I1rst \vas allo\ved and the second was a deadly 
SI11. 

"The T'a!rnud bccanlc the unbrcaka ble husk around a kernel deterlnined to 
survive; it encased the heart of the JC\V \vith a spirituality \vhich though cold as ice 
\vas strong as steel to protect ... ~rhc 'falnIud, \vhich they carried \vith thelll 
cvcry\vherc. becarnc their hOIne". A honle rnade of icc and steel. behcdged and 
vvalled aroulhl, \vith all the windu\-\'s stopped and the doors barred~ the picture is 
I)r. Kastein's. 

In this hOlne the Je\\'s, "ov/ing to the (lcceptance of the idea of the Chosen 
People. and or salvation ... could interpret everything lfidt happened only.f;·0I11 
I he sfandpoin i (~j' thelnse/l'cs as I he cell tre", 'The planet S\VcUll in space, anl0ng the 
ll1yTiad stars, only LO enthrone thcln on a 1110und of gold in a tenlple surrounded 
by heathen dead: "the La\v raised an insuperable barrier against the outside 
\vorld". 

No Je\v .. save a 1'aln1udic scholar, could kno\\i all of this huge conlpendiunl. 
Prohably no Gentile could gain access to an unedited version. A college of 
specialists and a lifelilnc of \vork \vould be needed to cornpare such translations 
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as have been made with the originals, if they were Inade available. Many 
students, until recently, found the lack of translations signit-icant. but the present 
writer cannot see that this is irnportant. Enough is knovvn of the Tahnud (and 
1110St of this frotH Jewish or converted·-Jewish sources) for its nature to be clear, 
and nothing is gained by heaping proof endlessly on proof. f\Jnple enlightennlent 
can be obtained fro111 the Jell'ish Encyclopaedia, the Gertnan translation of the 
JerusalcIn and Babylonian 'fahnuds (Zurich 1880 and Leipzig] 889), Willianl 
Ruben's rJer alte and del' neue Glaube iln JudenrurJl Strack's l:~inleitung in denj 

Tabnlld, Laible's Jesus C"'hristus iJn T'a/lnud, Drach's De I'Hannoni entre I'Eglise 
e! laSynagogue, Jnd Graetz}s History oj'the .felt's. 

The Tahnud is adnzitted(v manmade. T'he Torah was attributed to the voice of 
Jehovah, recorded by Moses. This is of great significance. 

The reason for the difference is obvious: 1\1osaic n1anuscripts .... hoary with the 
dust of ages·~ could not be indefinitely discovered. l~he scribes had to accept the 
responSIbility, silnply declaring that in doing so they used the absolute power of 
interpretation Iolo orally" given to thetlrst of their line. l~hus they revealed the 
truth: that they, and none other, were God! 

Dr. Kastein was accurate in saying, "It was not God who willed these people 
and their n1eal1ing~ it "vas this people who 'Nil1ed this God and this n1eaning", or 
he \vould have been accurate had he said, '''these scribes" instead of .... this 
people". The earlier generation of scribes had willed the revelation Blade in 
Dell!efOnorny; the later one willed the r-ralnludic God and demanded that .... these 
people" accept the l'almud as a continuation of the revelation earlier 10 "willed" . 

When the rraltnud "vas cOlnp]eted the question which the future had to answer 
was whether the central sect would succeed in in1posing this NC\'1 La\v on the 
scattered Je'W's, as Ezra and Nehemiah) with Persian help, had inflicted the Ne\v 
Covenant on the Judahites in JerusalelYl in 444BC. 

They did sllcceed. 111 1R98~ a t the Second \Vorld Zionist Congress at Basel~ a 
Zionist frolll Russia, DL ]\1andelstamm of Kieff, declared~ "IoThe Jews 
energetically reject the idea of fusion with other nationalities and cling tlnnly to 
their historical hope~ i.e., of \vorid elnpire". 

The Twentieth C'Ientury is \vitnessing the attempt to consumInate that hope. 
Probably the institution of the ghetto chiefly helped the Talmudists to this 

success. 
In the T\ventieth ('entury the Inasses have been misled to think of '''the ghetto" 

as a kind ofconcentration calnp for Jews set up by Gentile persecutors. The saIne 
operation on l~lct has been perforn1cd on the entire history of oppression in the 
West; in the T\ventieth Century all else has been drained a\vay until what remains 
is presented solely as .... the Jewish persecution". 

The lnany persecutions of n1en during the last 1900 years have involved the 
Jews in proportion to their numbers, so that their share of the total Inass of 
suffering was small (in the Inost notorious case of the present century, that of 
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Russia, they \vere the oppressors, not the oppressed). I do not kno\v if r should 
ever have elicited this fact, had not lny o\vn experience confronted 111e so sharply 
with it. 

The ghetto \vas not sonlething inflicted on the Jews by the Gentiles. It was the 
logical product of the Tahlludic Law, and derived directly from the experiment in 
Babylon. Dr. Kastein describes the 'falnlud as ""the home" which the Jews took 
everywhere \vith thenl. However~ for physical life they also needed four \valls and 
a roof. The T'alrrlud itself decreed that the Gentiles were not '''neighbours'' and 
that a Je\v rnight not sell landed property adjoining that ofa Jew to a Gentile. 'fhe 
express object of such provisions as these was the segregation ofJews froln others 
and their isolation in ghettoes. 

The first ghetto was that which the Babylonian rulers allowed the Levites to set 
up in Babylon. -rhe next \\t'as the Jerusalenl around which Nehemiah, backed by 
the Persian king's soldiers, built new walls, wherefrom he drove out all 110n
Judahites. FroBl those models the European ghetto took its shape. This 
institution is probably the 1110st onerous part of the Dl0dern Jew's spiritual 
inheritance: 

""The ghetto, friend, the ghetto, \vhere all hopes at birth decay". 
Jews who never sa\v a ghetto carry a half-conscious lTIenl0ry of it \vithin them 

like a haunting fear, yet it \vas essentially a Talmudist conception, to \vhich their 
ancestors surrendered. It was the perfect means of corralling a scattered 
congregation, iinprisoning people's 111inds, and \vielding power over them. 

T'he denland for a ghetto often calne from the Talmudists (that is to say, 
outside Poland, where all Je\vish life, of course, was ghetto-life). The modern 
suggestion that the ghetto signitled inferiority is part of the legend of 
"'persecution", which is chiefly ll1eant to intinlidate Je\vs, so that they shall 
always fear to venture outside the fold~ today's 111yth of "antisernitisnl" is 
intended to produce the sanle effect on thein. 

In ancient AJexandria (the Ne\v York of its day) and in lnedieval Cairo and 
Cordova the Jewish quarters \vere established at the insistence of the rabbis, 
intent on keeping their flock isolated fronl others. In 1084 the Jews of Speyer 
petitioned the ruling German prince to set up a ghetto; in 14 12, at Jewish request, 
a ghetto 1a\\/ was enacted throughout Portugal. 1'he erection of the ghetto \valls in 
\"erona and Mantua \vas for centuries celebrated annually by the Jews there in a 
festival of victory (Purim). The ghettoes of Russia and Poland were an essential 
and integral part of the 'Talnludic organization and any atten1pt to abolish them 
\\70uld have been denounced as persecution. 

When the R0111an ghetto was de~troyed at Mussolini's order in the early 1930's 
the Je\\t'ish press (as Mr. Bernard J. 1jro\vn records) lainented the event in such 
words as these: 

"'One of the lTIOst unique phenonlena of Jewish life in Goluth is gone. \Vhere 
but a few 1110nths ago a vibrant Je\vish life was pulsating, there now re111ains a few 

95 



TI-IE CONTROVERSY' OF ZION 

half-destroyed buildings as the last vestige of the quondanl ghetto. It has fallen 
victinl to the Fascist passjon for beauty and under lVlussolini's order the ghetto 
has been razed . . ." 

The in1plication of this is that the razing of the ghetto \vas '-Fasci,)ln ", just as 
the original creation of ghettoes (at Je\visb dernand) is presented as persecution 
by the Zionist historians of today. 

With elYJancipation the ghetto disappeared; its maintcnal1ce \voldd too 
blatantly have shown that the rulers of Je'Nry had no true intention of sharing in 
emancipation on an equal basis. 

The len'ish Encyclopaedia recorded in its 1903 edition that "-in the \vhole 
civilized world there is now not a single ghetto, in the original l1zeaning 0.1' the 
lFord". The qualiilcation is itnportant, because in 111any places and \vays the Je\vs 
continue the closed-comnlunity life, though without the identifying \valls, and 
the law forbidding the sale of neighbour-land to Gentiles, without perrnission, 
has not lapsed (to give one instance, illustrative to those \vho know the city: in 
Montreal an entire district east of the rv10untain has by such n1cthods been made 
alnl0st as solidly .levi/ish as if it were a ghetto). 

The decline of the ghetto, during the century of emancipation, vvas a blow to 
the Inain prop ofTallnudic power. A substitute had to be found unless the ghetto
spirit (as distinct from the physical ghetto) \vas to disintegrate altogether, and 
one \vas found in Zionisn1, \vhich is the ne\v Dlethod devised to re-corral the 
conlnlunities: 

"There are many who desire greater control over Jea's by Jell's, and who resent 
the dissolution of this control in Russia, \vhere once a ghetto 111ade such control 
easy and absolute" (Rabbi Elnler Berger). "Only the intellectually blind can fail 
to note that the proll10tion of group life, centered around ancient religious 
traditions and cultures, is a return to the ghetto Thert.:"' can he no glory in a 
group of people striving 10 perpetuate ghetto l~le Even a cursory reading of 
history shoH's that tlu! Jell' built hi,\' OH'1l ghettoes" (~1r. Bernard J. Bro\vn). 

Zionisrn is the true revival of 'Taltnudic ghettoisrn, as these t\VO Je\vish 
authorities state. It is designed to undo the work ofcmancip:Jtion~tu re-segregate 
the Je\vs, and to reilnpose the creed of ""severa nce" on them in full force. The 
chauvinist appeal of conquest and enlpire in the l\11dJle East is being used to 
disguise this true mea ning of the process. 

The direction in which Jews were nloving before Zionism set out to recapture 
them Inay be seen in this quotation froln the article on 711(: Attitude qj' Afodern 
Judais177 in the Jelt'ish E'ncyclopat!dia, 1916: 

'''Modern Judaism as inculcated in the catechism and explained in the 
declarations of the various rabbinical conferences, and as interpreted in the 
serlnons of Inodern rabbis, is founded on the recognition of the unity of the 
human races; the law of righteousness and truth being supreme over all nlen, 
without distinction of race or creed, and its fultihnent being possible for all. 
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l~ightcousness is not conditioned by 11irth. l'he Gentiles Inay attain unto as 
perfect a righteousness as the Jews ... In the nl0dern synagogues, "~[hou shalt 
love thy neighbour like thyself' (L,eviticus 29) signified every hU111an being". 

IVluch has changed since 1916, and in 1955 these \vords are but the picture of 
\vhat nlight have been. No doubt individual rabbis continue to "interpret their 
SerlTIOnS -, in this sense, but unless they are of the stuff of \vhich heroes and 
rnartyr~ arc nlade they cannollong defy their congregations, and these have been 
taken back centuries by the appeal of ZionislTI. 

T'hc Zionists have gained political control over (ientile governnlents and the 
Jewish I1l3SSeS alike. so that \vhat tbe individual renlonstrant says is of little 
\veight. 1"be Zionists have restored the Levitical Lavv, in its Pharisaic and 
T'ahl1udic interprcta tiol1s, in full force. Their actions to\vards others in the past 
have been and' in the future 'NiH be guided by that, and not by \vhat "the attitude 
of Illodern Judaisln" \vas in 1916. 

The great change caIne in the year~ 1917, which fol1o\ycd the publication of the 
words quoted above. The tradition of the rTalnlud and the ghettoes \vas still too 
strong, aIDong the l11asscs of Je\vry~ for '''the attitude of modern Judaisln" to 
prevail over lhe fanatical elders \\iho then appeared. 
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THE MESSIANI(~LONGING
 

The Tahnudic rcgiIne in the close confinement of the ghettoes was in its nature 
essentially rule by terror) and employed the recognizable nlethods of terror: 
spies-on-spies, infornlers~ denunciants, cursing and excommunication, and 
death. The secret-police and concentration-can1p regilne of the (~om!nunist era 
evidently took its nature [roln this tl10deL which was familiar to its Talrnudic 
organIzers. 

During the lllany centuries of 1'alnludist government the terror, and the 
dogrna which it enclosed, produced two significant results. These \verc recurrent 
Messianic outbursts, which expressed the captives' longing to escape the terror; 
and recurrent protests against the dogn1a, fro111 the Jews thel11selves. 

These were latterday syn1ptoITIS of the feeling expressed on the ancient day 
when "~the people \vept"' at the reading of The Law. The T'alnlud forbade the Je\v 
almost every activity other than the alnassing OflTIOney ('''they only concededjust 
enough to the people about them to nlake their econoITlic activities possible"; Dr. 
Kastein) and the study of the Talrriud ('\vhenever the Law could not be 
unequivocally applied to the relations of life~ they endeavoured to discover its 
interpretation"). 

The energies of the people were directed to spinning ever iTIOre tightly about 
thernselves the net in vvhich they were ennleshed: '''They not only set a hedge 
about the Law, but, by cutting themsel yes off 1110re definitely than ever froln the 
outside \vorld, and by binding thclnselves nl0rc exclusively to a given circle of 
laws, they set a hedge about themselves". vVith every breath they dre\v and 
movelnent they lnade, they had to ask thernselves, '"I)oes the 'Talmud allow or 
forbid this", and the ruling sect decided. 

Even the lnost docile in tinle questioned the credentials of such a Law, asking 
~'Can it be really true that every ne\v edict and ban derives frOID God's revelation 
at Sinai?" That \-vas their rulers' claim: '''according to the Jc\vish view God had 
given l\'loses on lVlount Sinai alike the oral anel written L,aw, that is, the Law lvith 
all its interpretations and applications", says I\rlr. Alfred Edersheirn. The people 
submitted to, but could not ahvays in\vardly accept so obviously political a clairTI, 
and this inner rebellion against sOlnething olltwardly professed often led to 
strange happenings. 

For instance, a Portuguese l\1arrano (a converted, or sOlnetinles a secret Jew) 
called U riel da Costa w·as once reconverted to Judaism, and then becanle 
appalled by the 'Taltnud.. In 1616, at I-Ialubllrg) he published his Thesis against 
Tradition in which he attacked "the Pharisees", charging that the 'Talmudic la\\t·s 
were their creation and not of any divine origin. The treatise was addressed to the 
Jews of Venice and the rabbi there, one Leo Modena, thereon by command 
pronounced the dreaded "'Ban" on da Costa. At Rabbi Modena's death papers 
found alnong his effects sho\ved that he had held exactly the saU1e view as da 
Costa, but had not dared to declare that for which he excommunicated da Costa. 
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As a Communist Leo 1\1odena would be a familiar figure in our own century. 
In effect, he sentenced to death the man \vhose beliefs he shared. Da Costa 
returned to the attack in 1624 with his Test oltlle Pharisaical Tradition h)" 
Compuring it wi/Ii the Wrillen LUll'. The Talmudists of Amsterdam, where da 
Costa then was, denounced him to the Dutch courts on the ground that his 
treatise was subversive of the Chris/ian faith, and it was burned at the order of 
these Gentile authorities, who thus carried out the Talmudic LIW! 

This act ofGentik submission to the ruling sect recurs through all hIstory (rom 
the time of Babylon to the present day. Da Costa was literally hounded to death 
and in 1640 shot himself. 

Jewish history shO\vs many such episodes. The student of this subject walks 
with terror as he turns it~ pages. The "Great Ban" was in effect a death sentence, 
and was so intended. It called down on the victim the '"cursings" enumeratcd in 
Dl!uteronol11)'. and cursing was (and by the literallkvotees of this sect still is) held 
to be literally effective. 

The article on '"Cursing" in the Jewish Ellcyclopaedia says, "Talmudic 
literature betrays a belief, amounting to downright superstition, in the mere 
power of the word ... Not (111)" is (( curse ullered h)' a scholar IIlIjailing even il 
1II1dl!.I'CITCd . .. Scholars cursed sometimes not only with their mouths, but by ([II 
i1l1gry,fixed look. Thl! IIlIrailing conseqllcl/('l! n{such a look. lI'as eilher inlmediate 
death or porerty". 

This is recl)gnizably the practice known today as "the evil eye", of which my 
encyclopaedia says, "This supcrstition is of ancient dale. ,ll1d is met with among 
almost all races, as it is among illiterate people and savages still". The .Ii!:rish 
Encyclopaedia shows that it is a /1I''!scrihed lega/pena/ty under the Judaic Law, for 
this same authority (as earlier quoted) states that '"even the Bible" is secondary to 
the Talmud. Moreover, Mr. M.L. Rodkinson, the scholar who wa~ selected to 
make an English translation of the Talmud, says that "not a singll' line" of the 
Talmud has been modified. For that matter, the Talmud, in this case. only carries 
on the law of cursing as earlier laid down, by the Levitcs, in Deuteronomy. 

The practice of cursing and of the evil eye, therefore. is still part of "The Law", 
as the quotations given above 5ho\l,:. (The student m:IY find a present-day 
example of the Talmudic "angry, fixed look" in operation if he refer to Mr. 
Whittaker Chambers's description of his confrontation with the attorneys of Mr. 
Alger Hiss; and the student may form his own opinion of the fact that soon 
aftnwards Mr. Chambers felt himself driven to commit suicide, failing in this 
atlempt only through a chance). 

Thus excommunication was a deadly thing. Mr. Rodkinson makes this 
remarkable reference to it: 

"We can conceive their" (the Talmudic rabbinate's) "terrible vengeance 
against an ordinary man or scholar who ventured to express opinions in any 
degree al variallce with their own, or to transgress the Sabbath by carrying a 
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handkerchief or drinking of (Ientile \vine. \vhich in their opinion is against the 
la\v. \Vho. then. could resist their terrihle H'capon (,~le.\C()nlnlllnic(fliol7. \vhich they 
llsed for the purpose of \11aking a n1an a ravening It'o.{j'lt'iJonl every Illilnan heing 
jiedjr0177 (/nd shullned liS the plague-sfnirtel1.~) Alan)' lvho drank of this hitter Cll!) 

were driven to the ,grave and ,nan)' others lVfnt J1zad'·. 
This fate befell scnne of the great renlonstrants. Nloscs ivlaimonides (born at 

the Talnludic centre, Cordova. in 11 ~5) drew up a fanlous code of the principles 
of J udaisrn and \\Tote~ '''It is foribdden to defraud or deceive any person in 
business. Judoist and non-Judoist a!'c to he treated a!ike ... Jk'ho{ senne people 
irnagilic, that it is pernlissible to c!JCftl (I Centiie, is an error, and hased on ignorallCt) 
... I)eception~ duplicity, cheating and circurnvention towards a Gentile are 
despica ble to the Aln1ighty~ as "all that do unrighteously are an abomination unto 
the Lord thy God' ". 

The 1"'alrnudists denounced Maimonidc~ to {he Inquisition, saying~ ""Behold~ 

there arc among us heretics and intidcls~ for they were seduced by Moses Ben 
Maimonides ... You \vho clear your com111unit.y of heretics clear ours too~'. AtI 

this behest his books were burned in Paris and Nlontpellier~ the book-burning 
edict of the Taltnudic hl\V thus being fuUllled. ()rl his grave the words were 
incised. ""Here lies an eXCOlTIlllUnicatcd Je\v"". 

I'he Inquisition~ like the Gentile rulers of the earlier period and the Gentile 
politicians of our day, often did the bidding of the i~lvetcratc sect. The 
falsification of history, insofar as it relates to this particular subject, has left the 
impression on Gentile rninds that the Inqu)sition "vas prinlarily an instrument of 
'''the Je\vish persecution)·. 

Dr. Kastein's presentation is typical: he says the [nquisition persecuted 
""heretics and peoples of alien creeds" and then adds, ""that is to ~ay~ principally 
Jews", anG from that point on he conveys the impression of a solely Jewish 
persecution. (In the sarrle \vay~ in our century, l-litler's persecution \vas through 
fOUf stages of propagandist nl1srepresentation transfonned from one of 
"political opponents~' into one of "political opponents and JC\vs·', then of '''Je\vs 
and political opponents", and last. "'of ]C\vs"). 

The Inquisition sometillleS burned the 'ralmud~ it \vould have done better to 
translate and publish the significant parts, and that would stilJ be \vise. !-fo\vever. 
it also burned remonstrances against the Talnlud, at the denland of the ruling 
sect. For instance, in 1240 the T'almud \vas denounced to it by a converted Je'vV, 
the Dominican Nicholas Donin, inParis~ and nothing was dont\ hut in 1232, at 
the denunciation of the Taltnudists, it had ordered the anti-Tal111udic \vork of 
Maimonides .to be publicly burned! 

Another great expostulant against the l~alrnud \vas Baruch Spinoza, born at 
Amsterdam in 1632. l'he ban pronounced on hinl by the Amstcrdarll rabbinate 
derives directly from the '·cursings'· of /)eutero!l(uny: 

"By the sentence of the angels, b.y the decree of the saints, we anathcmatise, cut 
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off, curse and execrate Baruch Spinoza~ in the presence of these sacred books 
with the six hundred and thirteen precepts \vhich are written therein, with the 
anathenl::l \vl-tcrevvith Jo~hua anathematized Jericho: \vith the cursing wherewith 
El ishd cursed the children~ and \vith all the CUI sings lFhich are written in tlze Torah; 
cursed be he by day and cursed by night cursed \vhen he goeth out, and cursed 
\vhen he cOlncth in; the Lord pardon hirn never: the \vrath and fury of' the Lord 
burn upon this nlan; and bring upon hiln all the curses which arc \vritten in the 
l'orah. The Lord blot out his name under the heaven. The Lord set hinl apart for 
destruction from all the tribes of IsraeL with all the curses of the firln~l1nentwhich 
are \vrittcn in the Torah. There shedl be no nlcUl to speak to hinl, no man write to 
hilTI, no nlan sho\v hinl any kindness~ no ll1an stay under the sanle roof \vith him, 
no Illdn corn~ nigh unto hirn". 

Spinoza was banished frOl11 Amsterdam and exposed to ""a persecution which 
threatened his life", as one encyclopaedia puts it. In fact it took his life, in the way 
depicted by Mr. Rodkinson (as previously qucted). Shunned and destitute, he 
died at forty-four in a Gentile city, far fronl the centre of Talmudic government 
but not far enough to save hin1. 

Two hundred years later~ during the century of emancipation, Moses 
Mendelssohn proclailned the heresy that Jews, \vhile retaining their faith, ought 
to becoll1e integrated with their fellow rnen. l'hat meant breaking free from the 
Talmud and returning to the ancient religious idea of \vhich the Israelite 
remonstrants had glimpses. l-Iis guiding thought was, "'Oh, my brethren, follow 
the exan1ple of love~ as you have till now followed that o.lhatred~'. Mendelssohn 
had gro\vn up in the study of the Tahnud. He prepared for his children a German 
translation of the Bible~ \\'hich he then published for general use among Jews. 

The 1'ahlludic rabbinate, declaring that "'the Jewish youth would learn the 
German language fronl tvlendelssohn's translation, more than an understanding 
of the Torah", put it under ban: "'All true to Judaisrn are forbidden under penalty 
of exconlnlunication to use the translation". They then had the translation 
publicly burned in Berlin. 

The great remonstrants of JudaislTI always stirred Je\vry, but always failed~ the 
ruling sect ahvays prevailed. There were two reasons for this: the invariable 
support given by Gentile governments to the dominant sect and its doglTIa, and 
an element of self-surrender alTIOng the Je\vish nlasses. In this the Je\vish mass, or 
lIlab, was not different from all mobs, or masses, at all periods in history. The 
l1laSS passively submitted to the revolution in F'rancc, to ComiTIunisn1 in Russia, 
to National Socialism in (}ernlany, its inertia being greater than any will to resist 
or the fcor of ensuing danger. So it has always been with the Je\vs and the 
'falmudic terror. 

In our century remonstrant Jews affirlued, too soon, that the terror was no 
longer potent. In 1933 Mr. Bernard J. Bro\vn wrote, "'The bite of excommunica
tion has lost its sting ... The rabbis and the priests have lost their grip on human 
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thought and men arc free to believe as they please without let or hindrance"; and 
in 1946 Rabbi Elnler Berger said, ""The average Je\v is no longer subject to the 
punishment of exconlmunication". 

Both were prenlature. The years which followed these statenlents show that the 
paramount sect was still able to enforce the subluission of levis throughout the 
world. 

Nevertheless, the fierceness of the 'Talmudic rule, within the ghettoes, often 
produced a weeping, groaning and rattling ofchains. This caused the Talnludists 
enoHgh concern for thenl to introduce vvhat seemed to be a nlitigation. In about 
900 AD ""discussion about the Talmud and religious dogma becaine allowable" 
(Dr. Kastein). On the face of it this appeared to be in itself a reversion of the 
dogma, whereunder no dot or comnla of any rabbinical ruling ll1ight be called in 
question, or any doubt expressed about the derivation froin Mount Sinai. 

Genuine debate ,vould have let fresh air into the ghettoes,. but if any intention 
to allow that had existed, Maimonides and Spinoza need never have been 
persecuted. What was actually permitted in the synagogues and schools was a 
unique form of dialectics, designed still further to strengthen the edifice of l'he 
Law. 'The disputants were merely allowed to prove that anything was legal under 
the Talmud; one debater would state a proposition and another the contrary, 
each demonstrating that The Law allowed it! 

This practice (the brothers Thoreau give glinlpses of it in their books) was 
called "pilpulism". It gives the key to a mystery which often baffles Gentiles: the 
agility with which Zionists are often able to justify, in themselves, precisely what 
they reproach in others. A polemist trained in pilpulism would have no difficulty 
in showing the Judaic law ordaining the enslavement of household Gentiles to be 
righteous and the ROinan ban on the enslavement of Christians by Jewish 
nlasters to be ""persecution"; the Judaic ban on intermarriage to be "voluntary 
separation" and any Gentile counter-ban to be "~discriinination based in 
prejudice" (Dr. Kastein's terms); a nlassacre of Arabs to be rightful under The 
Law and a massacre of Jews to be wrongful under any la,v. 

An example of pilpulism is provided by Dr. Kastein's own description of 
pilpulisnl: ~"l\ species of spiritual gylnnastics which is frequently practised ,vhere 
men's intellects, menaced H'ith suffocation by the pressure ofthe outside ~vorld, find 
no outlet for creative expression in real life". 

The italicised words are the pilpulist's suggestive interjection; these debaters 
were stifled by pressure [rOin H,ithin their comnlunities, not from ~~the outside 
world" (which their Law excluded). 

These pilpulist ~~discussions of the Talmud" nlay have given the closed 
COlllll1unities a slight, and illusory, sense of participation in the despotisnl that 
ruled them (like the vote, \vhich may be cast only for one party, in today's 
dictatorship states). Their real ye,lrning, to escape from their captivity, found its 
outlet in the Messianic outbreaks; possibly the permission to "'discuss the 
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Talmud~' was granted in the hope of checking these. 
Ever and again the cry went up from the comnlunities, held fast within the 

tribal palisade, "We are doing all the statutes and judgments~ now give us the 
promised, 111iraculous End r' l'hus the series of l\1essiahs appeared, and each tin1e 
whipped the communities into a frenzy of anticipation. They \vere always 
denounced as '''false Messiahs" (they had to be so denounced, as the ruling sect 
could not effect the triunlphant enthronelnent in Jerusalelll which The Law 
proD1ised), and the people in the ghettoes fell back into hope deferred. 

Early l\1essiahs were Abu Isa of Ispahan in the seventh, Zonarias of Syria in 
the eighth. and Saadya ben Joseph in the tenth century. T'he rnost falTIOUS of all 
was Sa bbatai Zevi of Slnyrna., \vho in 1648 proclainled that the Millennium was 
at hand by pronouncing the dread narne of (Jod in the Synagogue, whereon the 
Ban \vas put on hi1n and ""to escape its effects" he fled, and stayed away for lTIany 
years. However, his effect on the Je\vish cornn1unities, pining for the promised 
End, was il11n1cnse. 'They agreed that he H'as the Ivlessiah, so that he returned to 
Smyrna in ]665 in deflance of the Taltnudists, \vho in him perceived the greatest 
threat to their authority in many centuries. 

Sabbatai .Zevi next declared hin1self to be the Messiah. The desire to exchange 
the chains of the 'l'ahTIud for the triumphant fulfilnlent in JerusalelTI "vas so great 
that the congregation in Sn1yrna, follovvcd by the Je\vish lnasses all over the 
world, brushed aside the Tahnudists' ban and acclaimed hilTI. He then 
proclai111ed that 1666 was to be the Messianic year, distributed the crowns of the 
world an10ng his friends, and set out for Constantinople to dethrone the Sultan 
of Turkey (then ruler of Palestine). Je\vs everywhere began to sell their 
businesses~ hornes and chattels in preparation for ""the return" and the day of 
\vorld dOll1inion. In London (as SaIl1uel Pepys recorded in February 1666) bets 
were made arnong Jews on the prospects of his being acclaimed ·"King of the 
\Vorld and the true Messiah'~. 

As was to be expected, he was arrested when he reached Constantinople and 
cast in jaiL rrhis merely increased his renown and follo\ving; the prison was 
besieged by clalnorous throngs~ so that he was ren10ved to a fortress in Gallipoli, 
which in turn was transfofilled into a royal residence by gifts from Jews. Mass
en1otions were fully aroused; in the illlagination of a scattered nation, long 
isolated from lnankind, he lvas the King of the World, COIne to liberate them by 
setting theln over all mankind. 

l~t that instant Sabbatai Zevi had done exactly what the elders of the sect 
thcnlselves had done: he had prolnised what he could not fulfil (this is the basic 
fla\v in the creed, \vhich nlust eventually destroy it). Unlike the wary elders~ he 
had set himself a time lirnit: the last day of the year 16661 As the year approached 
its end (and the Talmudic government in Poland, now sure of the outcome, 
through an emissary denounced him to the Sultan as "'a false Messiah"), he 
decided, in his prison-palace, to save hilTIself. \\'ith great cerernony he had 
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hilnself converted to Is]anl and ended his days at the Suntan's court, like any 
present-day Zionist in New York. For a while he had shaken even the Tahnudic 
governnlent, which then put "the great Ban" on his follo\vers. A tiny remant of 
them survive to this day~ they believe that Sabbatai \vill return and that his 
exalnple Inust be copied, including conversion to Islanl. 

Zionism in our tinle is recognisably a new fOTl11 of Messianislll, leadlng to the 
same inevitable disappointment. i\fter the passing ofSabbatai Zevi, and the hope 
they had put in him, the Jewish lllasses relapsed into the captivity of the ghettoes. 
Deprived of the hope of liberation, they reverted, beneath the stern gaze of their 
masters, to the study of The Law and its destructive nlessage. They were being 
prepared for a task. 
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TI-lE, IlESTRl}Cll\lE lVIlSS10N
 

The study of hundreds of volun1es~ during lllany years, gradually brought 
realization that the essential truth of the story of Zion is all sumn1ed-up in 1\1r. 
Maurice Samuers t\venty-one \vords: ~"We Jews, the destroyers, will renlain the 
destroyer forever ... nothing that the Gentiles \vill do \vill meet our needs and 
denlands" . 

At first hearing they sound vainglorious or neurotic, but increasing knowledge 
of the subject shows thenl to he honestly Dlcant and carefully chosen. I'hey nlean 
that a 111an who is born and continues a Je\v acquires a destructive mission which 
he cannot elude. lfhe deviates from this '"I-Jaw" he is not a good Jew, in the eyes of 
the elders; if he wishes or is conlpelled to be a good Jew, he luust conforn1 to it. 

This is the reason 'Nhy the part played by those \vho directed ~"the Jews" in 
history was bound to be a destructive one; (jnd in our generation of the Twentieth 
Century the destructive lnission has attained its greatest force, with results which 
cannot even yet be fully foreseen. 

This is not an opinion of the present \\friter. Zionist scribes, apostate rabbis and 
Gentile historians agree about the destructive purpose; it is not in dispute an10ng 
serious students and is probably the only point on which agreement is 
unanlll10US. 

All history is presented to the Jew in these ternlS: that destruction is the 
condition of the fulfilnlent of the Judaic L.a\v and of the ultinlate Jewish triun1ph. 

'"All history" means different things to the Jew and the Gentile. 'To the Gentile 
it means. approxirnately, the annals of the Christian era and any that extend 
further back before they begin to fade into legend and n1yth. 

To the Jew it nleans the record of events given in the Torah-Talrnud and the 
rabbinical sermons, and this reaches back to 3760 BC., the exact date of the 
(~reation. The La\\T and '"history" are the sanle, 8nd there is only Jev~Tish history; 
this narrative unfolds itself before his eyes exclusively as a tale of destructive 
achievenlent and of Jewish vengeance, in the present time as three thousand or 
n10re years ago. 

By this method of portrayal the \vhole picture of other nations' lives collapses 
into alnl0st nothing, like the bamboo-and-paper framework of a Chinese 
lantern. It is salutary for the Gentile to contelnplate his world. past and present, 
through these eyes and to find that \\'hat he always thought to be significant, 
worthy of pride, or shanleful, does not even exist, save as (j blurred background 
to the story of Zion. It is like looking at hinlself through the wrong end of a 
telescope \Nith one eye and at Judah through a Inagnifying glass with the other. 

To the literal Jew the \vorld is still flat and Judah, its inheritant, is the centre of 
the universe. The ruling sect has been able, in great measure, to ilnpose this 
theory of life on the great nations of the West, as it originally intlictcd The Law on 
the Judahites themselves. 
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The con1n1and~ ~Iodestroy", forms the very basis of the Layv \vhich the Levites 
nlade. If it be deleted, \vhat renlains is not ··the wlosaic Law~~~ or the seune 
religion~ but sornething different: the imperative.) 'Iodestroy~\ is the luark of 
identity. It 11111St have been deliberately chosen. Many other \\lords could have 
been used~ for instance, conquer. defeat, vanquish, subdue~ but destroy was 
chosen. It was put in the rnouth of God, but obviously \vas the choice of the 
scribes. 

'This was the kind of perversion vv'hich Jesus attacked: Ioloteaching for doctrine 
zhe cOJJUnandfnen ts 0.1' Inell~'. 

It comes first at the very start of the story, being attributed directly to (lod in 
the original pronl1se of the proll1ised land: "'1 \vill ... destroy all the people to 
\\lhorn thou shalt corne". Even before that the first act of destruction has been 
inlputed to God. in the form of the first ·'vengeance" on the heathen: ·'1 will 
stretch out 111Y hand and sluite Egypt. I will sll1ite all the first born in the land> • 

of Egypt ... And Pharaoh~s serV,Jnts said unto hinl ... knowest thou not yet 
that Egypt is destroyed?" (Exodus) 

Fron1 that beginning the teaching, ~~destroy~', runs through all The Law. first, 
and all the portrayal of historical events~ next. The act of destruction is 
son1etinles the subject of a bargain between God and the chosen people. on an 
'IoJ f" and ~~Then" basis~ either Ciod offers to destroy, or the chosen people ask 
hinl to destroy. In each case the act of destruction is depicted as sOlnething so 
l1leritorious that it dernands a high equivalent service. Thus: 

~"({thou shalt indeed ... do all that I speak, then I \vill be an eneU1Y unto thine 
enernies ... and will destroy all the people to vVhOlTI thou shalt conle" ( Exodus). 
(In this case God is quoted as pro111ising destruction in return for 'Io observance"; 
chief among the "Iostatutes and judglnents" to be observed is, ~"Ye shall utterly 
destroy all the places, \vherein the nations which ye shall possess served other 
Gods"; Deuleronofny). 

Conversely: '~And Israel vowed a VO\V unto the Lord, and said, frthou wilt 
indeed deliver this people into my hand, then I will utterly destroy their cities; 
And the Lord hearkened to the voice of Israel, and delivered up the C~anaanites; 

and they utterl}' destroyed them and their cities~' (Nlnnbers). 
As will be seen~ the bargain about "destruction'~ is conditional, in both cases, 

on performance of a counter-service by the people or by God. 
The conlmand, ~'utterly destroy" ~ being high anl0ng the tenets of the inflexible 

La\v, any exercise of clernency, or other shortcoming in utter destruction, is a 
grave legal offence) not merely an error ofjudgrnent. l-~or this very crime (under 
this Law it is a crinle, not a rnisdenleanour) Saul, the first and only true king of the 
united kingdolTI of Israel and Judah, was dethroned by the priests and {)avid, the 
man of Judah, put in his place. 'This reason for David's elevation is significant, as 
the '''king of the world", yet to COlne, is to be of the house of David. The san1e 
lesson is repeatedly driven hanle in the books of The Law, particularly by the 
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allegorical massacre of the Midianites which concludes Moses's narrative 
( Numbers). 

This was the basis on which all The Law, and all history of that time and later 
times, was built. From the moment when Israel rejected them and they were left 
alone with the L.evites, the Judahites were ruled hy a priesthood which avowed 
that destruction was Jehovah's chief command and that they were divinely 
chosen to destroy. Thus they became the only people in history specifically 
dedicated to dest.ruction as such. Destruction as an alfendanl result of war is a 
familiar feature of all human history. Destruction as an avowed purpose was 
never before known and the only discovt:rabJe source of this unique idea is the 
Torah-Talmud. 

The intention clearly was to organize a destructive force; therein lies the great 
truth of Mr. Samuel's words in our time. 

As long as any large body of people, distributed among the nations, submitted 
to such a Law their energies, wherever they were, were bound to be directed to a 
destructive end. Out of the experience of 4.58-444 BC, when the Levites with 
Persian help clamped down their law on a weeping people, the nation was born 
which ever since has performed its catalytic function of changing ~urrounding 

societies while remaining itself unchanged. 
The Jews became the universal catalyst, and the changes they produced were 

destructive. This process caused much tribulation to the Gentiles (which they 
brought on themselves by their servience to the ruling sect) and no true 
gratification to the Jews (who inherited a melancholy mission). 

The Gentiles have survived and will survive; despite the Daniels and 
Mordecais and their laHerday successors, the ""full end" of those nations 
"'whither I have driven thee" is further off than ever. 

The Law specifically enjoined the chosen people to ruin other peoples among 
whom Jehovah "scattered" them as punishment for their own "transgressions". 

For instance, Exodus cannot be regarded as more than a legend which received 
a priestly re-editing in Jerusalem and Babyloll many centuries after any time at 
which anything resembling the events described in it could have occurred. 
Therefore the scribes had no need to attribute to the Egyptians fear of the 
destructive purpose nursed by the sojourners in their midst. If they did this, in the 
very first chapter of E.Yodus, ('"Come, let us deal wisely with them; lest they 
multiply, and it come to pass, that, when there falletb out any war, Iheyjoin also 
unto our enemies, andjighr agaiml us . .. ") it was evidently to fix the idea of this 
destructive mission in the minds of the people over v,,'ho111 they ruled. 

Here the idea that '··the people'" should join with their hosts' enemies, in order 
to destroy their hosts, fIrst appears. When the story reaches a more or less 
verifiable event (the fall of Babylon) it is portrayed in such a way as to foster this 
same notioll. The Judahites are depicted as joining with the enemies of Babylon 
and exultantly welcoming the Persian invader. The destruction of Babylon is 
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shown as an act of vengeance vvreaked by Jehovah on behalf of the ludahites, 
exclusi\iely~ th~~ vengeance is extended also to a king and the 111anner of his death 
(both apparently invented, but \:Jlid as historical precedents). 

The presentation of history in the Old Tcstalnent ~nds with the next act of 
vengeance, on lhe Persian liherators! Western political leaders of our century, 
\vho often were tlattered to be c0111pared by Zionist visitors to good King Cyrus 
of Persia, the liberator of the JUd~lhites, rnay not have read ""The La\\;" \vith 
attention or have noted\vhat then befell the Persians. Logically the Persians in 
lheir turn had to suffer fol' having ludahites arnong them. 

For the purpose of this allegorical anecdote, a syulbolic heathen "persecutor", 
f-Iama.n, was created, \vho advised the P~~rsian king Ahasuerus: ''''fhere is a 
certain people scattered abroad and dispersed anlong the peoples in all the 
provinces of thy klllgdon1 and theIr laws are diverse from tho~e of every people~ 

neither keep they the king's 1a \vs: therefore i1 profiteth not the king to suffer 
Ihen1" (Esther 3). 1"hus far. I-Ianlan's words arc not lnuch different frotn the 
opinion which any stateS111an rnight, and n1any stateS111Cn through the centuries 
until our day did, proffer in respect of the "severed" people and lheir unique 
L.a\v. But then, according to Esther, I-Iaman add~~, "'If it please the king~ let it be 
\vritten that they Inay be dcstfO) cd ", and king Ahasuerus gives the order. 
(}-laman has to speak so, and king Ahasuerus to act so, in order that the ensuing 
Je\vish vengeance may come about.) i.etters go out to all provincial governors 
that all Jews are to be killed in one day, "even l!pOn the thirteenth day of the 
t\velfth n10nth". 

'The later scribes \vho cOlnposed the book of Esther apparently wished to vary 
the theme of the pO\\ierful Judahite at the court of the foreign king, and conceived 
the character of I~sther the secret Je\vess, the favourite concubine of the Persian 
king who was raised to be his consort. ;\t Esther"s intercession the king cancels 
the order and has Haman and his ten sons hanged on gallows which l-lalnan had 
built for lVlordecai the Jew (Esther's cousin and guardian). The king also gives 
Mordecai carte blanche, \vhereonMordecai instructs the governors of the 
"hundred t\venty and seven provinces" from India unto Ethiopia to have the 
Jews in every city "gather thcn1selves together and to stand for their life, to 
destroy, to slay and to cause to perish all the po\ver of the people ... both little 
ones and \VOn1Cn ... ,. 

'This countennanding decree being published, "'the Je\vs had joy and gladness, 
a feast and a good day" and (a detail of interest) ""nlany of the people of the land 
becalne Jews~ for the fear of the leViS fell upon then1". 

l'hen, on the appointed day, the Jevvs "'smote a11 their enenlies \\'ith the stroke 
of the sword, and slaughter. and destruction, and did \\'hat they \vould unto those 
that hated then1", slaying of their foes '''seventy and f-lve thousand". Mordecai 
then ordered that the fourteenth and fifteenth days of the Inonth J"-da r should in 
future be kept as '\lays of feasting and joy", and so it has been, ever since. 
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!-\.pparently f-Icu11[)n, rVlordecai and Esther \vere all inlaginary. No .... king 
l\hasuerus~~ historicaily exists, though one encyclopaedia (possibly from the 
\,vish to breathe lire into the veins of the parables) says that /\hasuerus "has been 
identifled \vith Xerxes". In that case he \vas father of the king /\rtaxerxes \vho 
sent soldiers with Nehcn1iah to Jerusalcn1 to enforce th~ racial ., New Covenant", 
.. tnd in that event, again, Art8xerxes so acted after \Vitllt:ssing in his own country a 
rn,l,;sacre of 75~OOO Persian subjects by Je\vs! 

;'io historical basis for the story Cclll be discovered and it has all the nlarks of 
chauvinist propaganda. 

'The perplexing fal:t relnains that, if it \vas invented, it could be true in every 
detail today, \vhen 'rhe Law founded on such anecdotes has been in1posed olll~he 

West. 'Today people cannot ""beconle .Je\vs~' (or vcry rarely), but a familIar 
picture of our tin1e is conveyed in the \vords~ ""111any of the p~:ople of the land 
beCalTIe Je\vs~ for the fcar of the Je\vs feU upon theln"~ in our generation they 
become ~"Zionist sylnpathizers" froln the same motive. 

11c)\v faithful a portrait of the 20th Century politician in Washington or 
London is given in the passage, ··and a11 the rulers of the provinces, and the 
lieutenants, and the deputies, and offlcers of the king, helped the Jews~ because 
the fear of 1\1ordecai fell upon thenl". Ifneither king Ahasueru~; nor ""lVlordecai 
sitting in the king's gate" truly lived in 550 Be.) neverthelessNlordecai in our 
century is real and powerfuL and two generations of puhlic Inen have 
adlninistered their offices from fear of hiln rnarc than froI11 rei re of their peoples~ 

interest. 
I t is our today \vhich nlakes this remote, iJnplausible yesterday so plausible. 
On the face of it. Belshazzar and Daniel, r\hasuerus and Mordecai seern to be 

Syillbolic figures, created for the purpose of the Levitical political prograrnnle, 
not nlen who once llved. But ... the lllassacre of the C'zar and his fanlily, in our 
century, was carried out aC~>Jrdingto verse 30, chapter 5 of IJanie/: the hanging of 
the Nazi leaders follo\ved the precept laid dc)\vn in verses 6 and 10, chapter 7, and 
verses 13 and 14~ chapter 9, ofE-'slher. 

\Vhether these anecdotes \vere fact or fable, they have becorne ~rhe Law of our 
century. The most joyful festivals of the Jc\vlsh year COlnn1elTIOrate the ancient 
legends of destruction and vengeance on vvhich The La\v is hased: the slaying of 
·"all the firstborn of Egypt", and 1\1ordecai's massacre. 

Perhaps~ then, it is even true that vvithin flfty years of their conquest by 
Babylon the Jews brougbt about the destruction of that kingdom by Persia: and 
that \\/ithin fifty years of their liberation by the Pi:rsjan king they had in turn 
possessed thcn1selves of the Persian kingdoJn, to such an extent that the king"s 
governors '"from India to Ethiopia" from fear of the ]C\VS carried out a pogronl 
of 75,000 people, and that the death "accursed of God" \vas inflicted on SOJne 
selected ·"enernies". In that case the Persian liberator fared rather worse at the 
captives~ hands than the Babylonian captor, earlier. 
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As this tale goes along, \vith its inevitable allusions to ~~the Jews", it is 
important to remernber that there have always been two minds in Judaisl1], and 
quotations fron1 our tilne serve to illustrate this. 

A Chicago rabbi, NIr. Soloinon B. Freehof, quoted by Mr. Bernard J. Bro\vn~ 

considered the story of I-Ianl~ul, Mordecai and Esther to be "'the essence of all the 
history of the Jewish people'~~ whereas 1\;1r. Brown hinlself (also of Chicago) says 
the celebration of PUriITI ought to be discontinued and forgotten, being in the 
present tilHe "~a travesty" even of ""the festivals which were so disgusting" to the 
Israelite prophets. (Purim had not been invented when Isaiah and Hosea Blade 
their impassioned protests against the "'appointed seasons" and "feast days"). 

Mr. 8ro\vn wrote in 1933 and the event of 1946, when the Nazi leaders were 
hanged on a Jevvish feast day, sho\ved that his remonstrance was as vain as the 
ancient ren10nstrances cIted by hin1. In 1946~ as t\venty-seven centuries earlier, 
the view expressed by Rabbi Freehof prevailed. 'The essential features of the 
event cOlnn1eITIOrated by Purin1 are those which invariably recur in earlier and 
later stages of the story of Zion: the use of a Gentile ruler to destroy Gentiles and 
give effect to the Judaic vengeance. 

Fronl the tilne of Mordecai, as the Old Testalnent provides no more history, 
the student must turn to J udaist authorities to learn whether later events also 
were presented to Jews in the s,une light nainely, as a series of Jewish ordeals 
suffered at the hands of "~the heathen", each leading to the ruination of the 
heathen nation concerned and to a Judaic vengeance. 

This research leads to the conclusion that all history~ to the present tin1e~ is so 
seen by the elders of the sect and so presented to the Jewish masses. In the sarne 
way that Egypt, Babylon and Persia, in the Old Testament, exist only insofar as 
they capture, oppress or otherwise behave towards Jews, who are then avenged 
by Jehovah, so in the scholars' presentation of the later period does all else fall 
away. ROIne, (]reece and all subsequent eillpires have life and being, in this 
depictll1ent, only to the extent that the behaviour of Jews towards thern or their 
behaviour towards Jews gives thenl existence. 

After Babylon and Persia, the next nation to feel the in1pact of the catalytic 
force \vas Egypt. 'The Jc\vish COlllffiUnity in l~lexal1dria (v/hich had been large 
even before its reinforcelnent by fugitives froln the 13abylonian invasion) was at 
this period the largest single body of Jews in the knO'Nl1 world; Egypt was in that 
respect in the position of Russia before the 1914-1918 war and of the United 
States today. The attitude of the Je\vs, or at all events of the elders, towards the 
Egyptians was the sarne as their earlier attitude towards the Persians and 
Babylonians. 

Dr. Kastein says, first, that Egypt \vas ""the historic refuge" fot Jews, which 
sounds like a grateful tribute until subsequent words show that "a refuge" is a 
place to be destroyed. He describes the feeling of the Jews towards the Egyptians 
in words very sin1ilar to those concerning the Jews which E.xodus attributes to the 
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Egyptians in respect of the earlier "'captivity"'. !-Ie says, the Je\vs in F~gypt 

"constituted a closed cOlnrrlunity ... they led a secluded life and built their own 
tenlples ... the Egyptians felt that the religious exclusi veness of the Jews showed 
that they despised and spurned their o\vn fornl of faith". fie adds that the Jews 
"'naturally" upheld the Persian cause because Persia had forn-Icrly helped thern 
restore Judah. 

Thus the fact that Egypt had given shelter, and \vas "the historic refuge". did 
not entitle Egypt to any gratitude or loyalty. I-Iostility to the host-people took the 
fornl of support for the Egyptians' enelny and therefore awoke Egyptian 
suspicion: ·'Other causes of hostility were the determination shown by the Jews 
not to become assiluilated with the people about them or ident{ll' thefnselves It'ith 
the country D.l their adoption . .. The profound spiritual necessity of keeping in 
touch with every branch of the nation, the call for loyalty towards every group of 
their o\vn people. hovv'ever fragrnentary, l1YlS hound to ({fleet the integrity o.ltheir 
citizenship o.l a particular state". 

"As in Babylon of yore'\ concl~jdes Dr. Kastein~ the Jews in _Egypt extended 
"open arms~' to the Persian conqueror. Yet Egypt had shOVin the Jews only 
hospitality. 

Babylon, Persia, F~gypt ... then canle Greece. In 332 B(~, Greece conquered 
Persia and the Greek rule of Egypt began; Alexandria becalne the Greek capital. 
Many Alexandrine Jews would fain have followed Jeremiah's counsel to '~seek 

the peace of the city". The povver of the sect and the destructive teaching 
prevailed. 

Dr. Kastein, the sect's devotee, says of Greece and its civilization merely that~ 

"it 'Nas intellectually brilliant ... but the prototype of everything that was 
mendacious, cruel, slanderous, cunning, indolent, vain corruptible, grasping and 
unjust". lie dis111isses the episode of (Treece with the triu111phant note, "The 
Alexandrian JelVS brought about the disintegration oj' Hellenic civilization ". 

Babylon, Persia, Egypt, Greece ... lJp to the start of the Christian era, 
therefore, history back to the (~rea tiOll\VaS presented to the Jews, by their 
scriptures and their scholars, as an exclusively Je\vish affair, which took note of 
"the heathen" only insofar as they l1npinged on Jewish life, and as a record of 
destruction achieved against these heathen, in peace and \VaL 

Was this portrayal true, of events in the pre-C1hristian era, and did it continue 
true of later events, down to our day? 

1'he inference of our own generation, of which it is certainly true, is that is has 
al\vays been true. In our century conflicts between nations~ on the Babylonian
Persian luodel, even though they seenled at their start to be concerned \vith issues 
relTIote froln any Jewish question, were turned into Judaic triumphs and Judaic 
vengeances, so that the destruction which accolnpanied then1 became an act of 
fulfilment under The Judaic Law, like the slaying of the Egyptian firstborn, the 
destruction of Babylon, and MordecaCs pogronl. 
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Ro!ne follc)\ved Greece, and \vhen Ronle rose Cicero evidently shared the 
Opi11ion, about the part played by the Je\VS in the disintegration of (Jreek 
civilization. \vhich a l)r. Kastein \vas to express tVv'enty centuries later, for at the 
trial of Flaccus (~iccro looked fearfully behind hinl when he spoke of Jews; he 
knew (he said) that they all held together and that they knew how to ruin hilT1 who 
opposed them, and he counselled caution in dealing \vith them. 

Fuscus, Ovid and Persius uttered silnilar vvarnings, and, during the lifetime of 
Jesus, Seneca said, '~~rhe customs of this crinlinal nation are gaining grounJ so 
rapidly that they already have adherents in every country, and thus the conqu(!l'cd 
lorce their hilt's upon the conqueror", At this period too the ROfnan geographer 
Strabo cOlnlnented on the distribution and number of the Jews ('Nhich in our titne 
is patently so nluch greater than any statistics are allowed to express), saying that 
there was no place in the earth \vhere they \vere not. 

(ireece and RODle, in the C01111110n (ientile view, created enduring values on 
which the civilization of Europe \vas built. Out of Greece came beauty and Greek 
foundations lie beneath all poetry and art out of Ron1e caIne law and ROluan 
ones lie beneath !vlagna Charta, Habeas Corpus and the right of a nlan to fair 
and public trial, which \vas the greatest achieven1ent of l'he West. 

'To the Zionist scholar Greece and Rome were just transient heathen 
rrlanifestations, equally repellent. Dr. Kastein says disdainfully that in Rome 
~~from the very beginning Judea quite rightly saw rnerely the representative of 
unintellectual and stupid brute force". 

For three hundred years after the lifetinle of Jesus,Rorne persecuted the 
C~hristians. After the conversion of the Ernperor Constantine to Christianity in 
320 AD, the Jews were forbidden to circumcize their slaves, keep Christian ones, 
or intern1arry~ this application of the Judaic Law in reverse is held by Dr. Kastein 
to be persecution. 

After the division of the Ronlan Empire in 395 Palestine bec~l1ne part of the 
Byzantine EITlpire. l'he ban on Jews in Jerusalenl had only been lifted after Rorne 
becanle predolninantly Christian, so that the city 111ight still have been empty of 
Jews, but for Christianity_ However, when the Persians in 614 carried their \var 
against Byzantium into Palestine, the Jews "flocked to the Persian army from all 
sides" and then participated, "with the fury of lnen bent on avenging thelnselves 
for three hundred J'ears o.j'oppressz"on", in ~'a wholesale massacre of Christians", 
(again according to Dr. Kastein, to whonl, as above shovvn, the ban on the 
enslavement of C~hristians is oppression). 

Enthusias111 for the Persians died with the vengeance on (:hristians; fourteen 
years later the Je\vs b'were only too ready to negotiate with the Byzantine 
emperor Jleraclitus~'~ and to help him to reconquer Jerusalem. 

Then came 1\1uhanlmad and Islanl. Mllhalnnlad shared the vic\\l of Cicero and 
other, earlier authorities; his Koran, in addition to the allusion previously cited, 
says, ~'Thou shalt surely find the lnost violent of alllnen in enmity against the true 

112 



THE CONTRO\TERSY ()F ZION 

believers to be the Jev/s and the idolaters ..." 
Nevertheless, 151an1 (like Christianity) sho\ved no enrnity against the Je\vs and 

1)1'. Kastein has a relatively good word for it: "1s1an1 allovved the infIdel absolute 
economic freedorn and autonoll10US achl1inistration ... Islall1 certainly practised 
toleration towards those of other faith ... J udais111 "vas never offered such tine 
chances, such fine opportunities to flourish, fron1 ('ihristianity". 

'fhese "opportunities to flourish" \vere provided by Islam for the Jews on the 
soil of Europe, in Spain, as previously told; this was the entrance into the WesC 
111ade possible by Islam to ""the ITlost violent of all Inen". In the wake of the 
Islalnic conqueror the l'almudic governn1ent (after the (:al1ph Olnar had taken 
.lerusalcm in 637 and swept on \vestward \vith his arlnies) Inoved into Sp~iin! 

T'he Visigoth kings there had already developed sinlilar feelings, about the 
.levy's in their midst, to those expressed by Cicero, l\'luhanlil1ad and others. One of 
their last, Euric~ a t the rrvvelfth Council of Toledo, beg!led the bishops ··to rnake 
onc last etTort to pull this Je\vish pest out by the roots~' (aboLlt 680). f\fter that the 
\lisigoth era quickly caIne to an end, the Islanlic invader establishing hinlself in 
sOl1thern and central Spain in 712. 

[Jr. Kasteir: says, "'-rhe JC'NS supplied pickets and garrison troops for 
;\ndalusia". Professor (Jraetz 1110re fully descrihes this first encounter between 
the .Tevis and peoples of Northern European stock: 

'''The Je\vs of Africa ... and their unlucky co-religionists of the Peninsula 
lnode COlllnzon cause lvith the Moh{llnlncdan COJUjILerOr, Tarik ... After the battle 
ofXeres, July 711 ~ and the death of Roderic, the la~.t Visigoth king, the victorious 
Ara bs pushed onvvard and lrere cl'eryll'here supported by the JCH'S. In every city 
that they conquered~ the lVioslen1 generals \\'ere able to leave but a small garrison 
of their own troops, as they had need of every man for the subjection of their 
coulltry; they thcr(!()re confided theln to the safekeeping (~llhe Jews. In this nzanner 
the JeH's, lvho but lately had been SCJj,\', nOH' becanzc the Inos/ers (~l the tOH'l1S q{ 
('ore/ova. G~ranada, "fa/aga and nznny others. ~f7hen T'arik appeared heJ()re the 
capital, Toledo, he .lound it occupied by {l sJ7zall garrison only . . . Tf711l"/e thl? 
C'hristians were' ill (hurch. prayingjor the S{{!()(v qf their country and religion, the 
Jelt's./Iung open the gales to the victorious Arahs, receiving lheln with ([rclanzations 
(/nd thus avenged thenlsc'/resjor the Inan)' 111iseries H·,hich had bejilllen them . .. The 
capital also a'as entrllstcd by l'arik to the custody q( the Jelrs ... Finally \vhen 
1\1usa Ibn Nossair. the (}overnor of l\fric(1- brought a second arnlY into Spain 
and conquered other cities, he a/so de/;\'cred theln into the ells/od.r oj'the JeH'S, .. '" 

l'he picture is identical \vith that ofaB earlier historicaL or legendary, events in 
which the JC\VS \vere concerned: a confiict bct\veen t\VO "'stranger" peoples was 
transformed into a Judaic triunlph and a Judaic vengc~lnce. 

1'he JC\VS (as in Babylon and Egypt) turned against tbe people \vith \vhori1 they 
lived and once lnore '''flung open the gates"' to the fqr~ign invader. The foreign 
invader, in his turn. ""delivered~' the cities takcn by hin1 to the Jews. 
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In \var the capiLlI city and the other great cities~ the po\ver and control over 
then1~ are the fruits of victory: they went to the Jews~ not to the victor. 'The 
Caliph ~s generals evidently paid as little heed to the Koran's warnings as Western 
politicians of today pay to the teaching of the Ne\\l l'estament. 

As to "'the n1iseries'~ for \vhich the Je\vs thus took vengeance~ Professor Graetz 
specifIcally states that the cruellest of these was the denial of the right to keep 
slaves: "'the J710s1 oppressive of thenl was the restraint touching the possession of 
slaves~ henccfor\vard the Je\vs were neither to purchase ('\hristian slaves nor to 
accept thetTI as presents'~! 

If the Arab conquerors counted on thankfulness fron1 those to whom they had 
"'entrusted the capitar' and the great cities~ they 111isreckoned. After the conquest 
Judah l-lalevi of Cordova sang: 

"' ... how fulfil ll1Y sacred vows, deserve n1Y consecration, 
\Vhilc Zion still ren1ains Ronle's thrall~ and I an i~rab n11nion? 
As trash to l1le all Spanish lreasure~ \vealth or Spanish good~ 

When dust as purest gold 1 lreasure~ where once our tenlple stood!~~ 

This spirit disquietelled the Caliph's advisers, as it had disquietened the 
Visigolh kings., ]\'1uhalnnlad and the statesnlcn of RaIne. Abu Ishak of l]vira 
spoke to the Caliph at C~orclova in words which again recall those of Cicero: 

'''Tbe Jcws havc becoIne great lords, and their pride and arrogance kno\v 
no bounds 'Take not such tnen for thy 111inisters ... for the whole earth crieth 
out against thenl~ ere long it \\lill quake and \ve shall all perish ... 1 caDle to 
Granada and 1 beheld the Je\vs reigning. 'rhey had parcelled out the provinces 
and the capital between thetn~ everywhere one of these accursed ruled. They 
collected the taxes, they n1ade good cheer, they were sun1ptuously clad, while 
your gannents, () M uslinls, \verc old andworn-ollt. All the secrets of state were 
knc)\vn to then1~ yet is it folly to put trust in traitors!" 

The Caliph, nevertheless, continued to seiect his ll1inisters from an10ng the 
notllinees of the 'Taltnudic governnlent of Cordova. The Spanish period sho\\1s) 
perhaps nlore clearly than any other, that the Jewish portrayal of history 111ay be 
nearer to historical trutb than the narrative according to the Gentiles~ for the 
conquest of Spain certainly proved to be Judaic rather than Moorish. ~rhe farInal 
Moorish donlination continued for 800 years and at the end, in keeping \\1ith 
precedent, the Jews helped the Spaniards expel the Moors. 

Nevertheless, the general feeling towards thenl \vas too deeply distrustful to be 
assuaged. This popular suspicion particularly directed itself against the 
con rfrsos. or 1\1 arranos. 'The genuineness of their COIl \/ersion vvas not bclicved~ 

and in this the Sp~lniards \vere right, for Dr. Kastein says that bt=twecn the Jews 
and M arranos '''a secret at1l10sphere of conspiracy~' prevailed; evidently use was 
being nlade of the 1'altnudic dispensation about feigned conversion. 

In spite Of1his public feeling the Spanish kings, during the gradual reconquest, 
ha bit ually rnade Je\\:s or ~1arranos their finance tninisters, and eventually 
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appointed one Isaac i\rrabanel adrninistrator of the state finances with 
instructions to raise funds for the reconquest of Granada. The elders, at this 
period, were dutifully applying the itnportant tenet of'rhe Law about '."lending to 
all nations and bOITO\ving frOlTI none", for Dr. Kastein records that they gave 
~'financial help" to the (:hristian north in its final assault on the l\lohanltnedan 
south. 

After the reconquest the stored-up feeling ofresentrnent against the Jews~ born 
of the 800 years of Moorish occupation and of their share in it, broke through~ in 
1492 the Je\vs were expelled fronl Spain and in 1496 froln Portugal. 

Today's Zionist historians sho\v a remarkable hatred of Spain on this accouni, 
and a firln beliefin a Jehovan vengeance not yet cOll1plered. 'The ovcrthro\\l of the 
Spanish Inonarchy nearly five centuries later, and the civil "var of the 1930's. are 
sOlnetirnes depicted as instalments on account of this reckoning. This belief was 
reflected in the inlperious words used by l\!I r. Justice Brandeis of the tJ nited 
States Supreme ('ourt, a leading Zionist to Rabbi Stephen \\lise in 1933: "Let 
G-erlnany share the jellf.:' ql ..5jJainr' 'The trcatlllent accorded to Spain in the 
subsequent decades of this century, in particular its long exclusion frorn the 
United Nations, has to be considered in this light. 

At that point fifteen hundred years of the (]lristian era had passed and events 
had conforn1cd to the pattern of the pre-(~hristian era~ as laid do\vn in the 
historical parts of the Old Testament, and to the requirenlents of the Judaic Law. 
The Je\vs in their inlpact on other peoples had continued, under Tahnudic 
direction, to act as a destructive force. 

'~Captive" and ·~persecuted"everywhere they went (under their own Law, not 
through the fault of the peoples with whonl they sojourned) their part was always 
what this Law ordained that it should be: to '"pull do\vn and destroy". They \vere 
indeed used by their rulers to ·"abet disorder" between others, as the Koran said, 
and through the disorders thus abetted their rulers achieved civil power, wreaked 
vengeances, supported invaders and financed coullter-blo\vs. 

During all this tinle this was the behest of their 'rahnudic masters, and 
constantly Jew's rose to protest against it:, but The Law was too strong for them. 
There was no happiness or fulflhnent for the Je\vs in this mission, but they could 
not escape it. 

At the end of this first encounter \vith the \Vest, after eight centuries, the land 
'"spev/ed them ouC'. 

This was the nl0111cnt, so decisive for our present generation, to which a 
previous chapter alluded. But for the secret w'hich vvas stored in the depths of 
Russia, this nlighl have been the end of the catalytic force. 

The experience of this expulsion 'Nas a very hard one for the body of Jews \vho 
experienced it, and they and their descendants gave rnany signs that they 
accepted the inference and \vouid in tinle find sonle vvay to rClnain Jews and yet to 
beconle involved in rnankind. That \vould have nleant the end of the destructive 
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idea and of the sect lb::lt fostered it 
Instead, the destructive idea survived and \vas projected into th"e affairs of the 

world through a nc'vv group of people~ who had no phy~;jcal descent frOITl any 
I-lebrc\vs, or ·"children of Israel"~ or the tribe of Judah. I'hey used the nan]e 
"~Jew" lnerely as a sign of allegiance to a poli1 ical progranl111e. 'The point no\v 
rt~ached, in follo\ving the course of the destructive idea through the centuries, 
calls for sorne further description of these people (nlentioned in the chapter on 
fhe "lovable Ciol'CUlInent). 

Even at the start of the 800 years in Spain (froIn 711 to 1492) the JC\VS there (the 
largest single conl111unity of Jews) \vere no longer .1udahite or J udeans; n01 even 
they could clailn to be of the pure line of Judah, or of Paienstinian anccslry. 
Professor Graetz says ofthclTI, I.~The first settlenlent ofJe\vs in beautiful I-Iesperia 
is buried in din1 obscurity", and (~dds that the Jews there "desired to lay clairn tG 

high antiquity" for their ancestry, ~)o that they silnply asserted that "they had 
been transported thither after the destruction of the ten1ple by 
Nebuchadnezzar" . 

Through 111any centurie~) the processes of nature and of rnan had enforced a 
Iningling. 1'he idea of a people chosen to rule the \vorld over the bodies of fallen 
h~athen appealed to prilnitive tribespeople in nlany places; the already
circun1cized Arab could beconle a JC\V and hardly notice any change; Rabbis in 
north African deserts and 10\vns \vcre renlote fro111 the '''centre'' and gladly 
extended thell~ congregations. \Vhen the R0J11an enlperors began to persecute 
'·pagan religions" JuctJisn1 never fell under a general prohibition, so that Inany 
\vorshippers of Isis, Baal and Adonis, if they did not becorne Christians~ entered 
the synagogues. The fierce 1a \\1 of tribal segregation could not at that tilne be 
enforced in places far fr01TI Babylon. 

'Thus the JC\VS who entered Spain \vith the 1'v100rs \vere, racially, already a 
n'.ixed throng. I)uring the 800 years in Spain the racial teaching \vas nlore strictly 
enforced, the ~'govcrnnlent"having been transferred to Spain, and in this \yay the 
I.·Sephardic" Jews look shape as a distinct national type. 'Then, at the expulsion 
frol11 Spain, the govcrnnlcnt, as already told, \vas suddenly transplanted to 
Poland. \\'hat beeatHC'. at that point of these Sephardic Jews, \vho alone Inay 
have retained sonle faint tr(~ce of original Judahite or J lldean descent? 

The Jell'ish E'}]cyclopaedia is expIlcit: --The Sephardim are the descendants of 
the Je\vs \vho \vere expelled froll1 Spain and Portugal and \vho settled in Southern 
France, Italy, North l\frica, Asia l\1ino[. liolland, England, North and South 
f\lller'ica, Gernlany, Denlllark, Austria and Hungary". Poland is not nlentioned; 
the 'Ta ln1udic Governnlcnt v~ent 1hcre~ but the lllass of these Sephardic JC\VS 

distributed 1henlselves in \\iT estern Europe~ they nloved west ward, not eastward. 
The hgovernnlcnt" \\'as suddenly separated 1'1'0111 the people and the mass began 
to dissolve. 

l'he Jell'ish E'ncyclopo(!t!ia says, of the Seph~lrdilll \vho \verc thus dispersed: 
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""Alnong these settlers \vcre l11any \\'ho \'.'ere the descendants or heads of 
wealthy fa Inilies and \vho~ as l\;larranos~ had (H.~cupied pronlincnt positions in the 
countries they had left ... rrh~y considered thc111selves a superior class~ the 
nobility of Jewry~ and for a long tinle their co-·religionists, on \VhC)}11 they looked 
down, regarded thenl as such ... The Sephardilll never engaged in chaffering 
occupations nor in usury and they did 110t 111ingle \Vilh the 10\\lcr classe'). 
Although the Scphardill1 lived on peaceful ternlS \vith other Jeyvs they rarely 
interlnarricd with thenl ... In rnodern lilJl[JcS rlie ,Sep!7ardinllzave 10.)'1 the authority 
It'hich f()JA several centuries the.r exercised over other JeH\S"~. 

The Sephardinl~ then~ neither \vent to Polund nor nling]cd vvith other Je\ys. 
when they left the Spanish Peninsula and spread over Western Europe. rrhey 
relnaincd aloof and aparC ""looked do\vn~~ on others professing to be Jews, and 
lost their authority. (T'he J udaists reference \\lorks also give ell l1ious estilnates or 
the decline in their proportion of Jewry, fron1 a 1;1rge 111111or1ty to a small 
minority; these seem beyond biological explanation and prohably are nor 
trustH'orth)'). 

Thus~ at this rell10val of '''the centre ~~ ~ the body of people~ in \vhose name it had 
asserted authority for two thousand years, abruptly changed its nature as by 
InaglC. 

The Jevvs hitherto known to the \vorld, who had just elnerged fron1 their first 
illlpact between their L,u\v and the peoples of the rVest, and yvere in refleclive 
'nood, suddenly began to lose caste in Jewry and to d\vindle in nun1bers! 

The Talnludic govcrnnlent set out to prepare its second encounter with the 
West from a ne\v headquarters~ planted alnong an f\siatic people. the Khazar~~, 

converted to Jehovah \vorship 111any centuries before. l'he ruling sect wa~ 

thenceforward to operate throllgh this different body of people; they \vere wild 
folk who had not known the cautionary experience in Spain. 

In 1951 a Nc\v York publisher 'who conten1plated issuing one of the present 
writer~s books \vas strongly advised not to do this by the head ofa Jewish political 
bureau~ and was lold~ "1v11'. Reed i11vented the Khazars~~. 

Hov/ever~ the Judoist authorities agrce abolft their existcllC(! and conversion, 
and the historical atlases sho\\/ the developnlent of the Khazar kingdonl, which at 
its greatest extent reached fron1 the Black Sea to the Caspian (around 600 A[)). 
They are described as a 'Tartar or l'urco-l\!longolian people and the Jell'ish 
Encyclopaedia says that their chagan, or chieftain. "\vith his grand('~es and a large 
nunlber of his heathen people elnbraced J udaism~ probably about 679 AD~~. 

The fact is attested by correspondence bet\ve~n l-Iasdai ibn ShapneC Foreign 
Minister to Abd el Rahman~ Sultan of ('ordova, and King Jos~ph of the 
Khazars~ exchanged about 960 AD. The JCll'ish Encyclopaedia says that th~ 

Judaist scholars had no doubts as to the genuineness of this correspondence, in 
which the vvord _Ashk.enazi first occurs as denoting this sh~rply-outlincd~hitherto 
unknown group of "I~astern Jews~~ and as indicating SIal' associations. 
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This COlTIlTIUnity of Turco-Mongolian Ashkenazim, then, was distinct in every 
element save that of the creed fronl the Jews previously known to the Western 
\vorld, the Sephardiln. 

r-rhe hold of the l"alnludic governnlent, in the centuries that followed, becanle 
looser over the scattered COll1tnunities of the West; but it ruled this new conlpact 
cOlnnlunity in the East \vith a rod of iron. 

The Jew of Sc·mitic physiognolny becanle ever rarer (today the typical 
countenance of the Jew has Mongolian traits, as is natural). 

No Gentile \vill ever kno\v "Thy this one mass-conversion of a nUll1erous 
-·heathen'~ people to Talnludic Judaism was pennitted, thirteen hundred years 
ago. Was it chance, or were these elders able to foresee every lTIortal possibility? 
At all events. when the Sephardinl \vere scattered and the destructive idea 
received, in Spain., its sharpest setback, this reserve force lay ready to hand and 
for the purpose of the destructive tnission it was the best possible nlaterial. 

Long before their conversion to Judaism the Khazars were hostile to the 
imnligrant Russ frOlTI the north who eventually conquered thenl, established the 
Russian n10narchy and accepted Christianity. 

When the l(hazars becanlc converted the Tahnud was cornplete, and after the 
collapse of their kingdorn (in about i 000 f\ l)) they renlained the politicai subjects 
of the Talnludic governnlent, all their resistance to Russia being governed by the 
Tahnudic, anti-Christian Law. Thereafter they 1110ved about in Russia, 
particularly to KiefT (the traditional "'holy city" of Russian Christianity), 
elsewhere in the lJ kraine, and to Poland and Lithuania. 

Though they had no Judahite blood, they becanle under this Tahnudic 
direction the typical nation·-\vithin-the-nation in Russia. The areas where they 
congregated, under l'almudic direction, became the centres of that anti-Russian 
revolution \vhjch was to becofne ""the world revolution"; in these parts, and 
through these people, ne\\! instrull1ents of destruction were forged. specifically 
for the destruction of Christianity and the West. 

These savage people from the inlTIOst recesses of Asia lived within the Tahnud 
like any Babylonian or (~ordovan Je\v and for centuries "observed the Law" in 
order that they 1111ght '"return n to a "'prolllised land" of which their ancestors 
probably never heard, there to rule the world. In the Twentieth Century, when 
the politicians of the West \vere all agog \vith this project of the return, none of 
thenl had ever heard of the Khazars. Only the Arabs, whose lives and lands were 
directly at stake~ knew of thenl, and vainly tried to inform the Peace Conference 
of 1919 and the United Nations in 1947. 

After 1500, therefore, the Je\vs fell into t\yO distinct groups: the scattered 
cOilll11unities of the West, who \vere Sephardic in origin, and this closely corralled 
nlass of Talnludic~ Slav ""JC\VS" in the East. Time had to show if the Talmudic 
centre would be able to 11lake out of the Ashkenazim a destructive force as potent 
in the future as the earlier one in the past, and whether it could keep its hold over 
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the comnlunities in the \\lest, with their different tradition and their n1elTIOry of 
the Iberian expulsion. 

About the year 1500, then, the 'Tah11udic governnlent 1110ved froID Spain to 
Poland, establishing itself anlong a body of ""JC\\.'s" hitherto unknown to the 
\Vest and relaxing its hold on the Sephardic Je\\ls, who began to dwindle in 
nun1bers and to disintegrate as a cohesive force (in the judginent of the Judaic 
elders). Only about 450 years separate that event and that point in tin1e fron1 our 
present day, when the effects of the renl0val of the Tahnudists to Poland have 
sho\vn themselves, and have answered the two questions raised in the last 
paragraph. 

These 450 years saw the visible Tahnudic ""centre" cease to exist (in Dr. 
Kastein's \;vords) and the destructive idea silTIultaneously enter Europe in a ne\v 
[orn1, \vhich bore the name ""revolution". 

l~hc 450 years have seen three of these "'revolutions" (counting only the chief 
ones). Each was nlore destructive than the last. Each was recognizable as the heir 
of the forlner one by its chief characteristics, and these, again, were the chief 
characteristics of the Judaic La\v as laid down in the Torah-l'almud. The l11ain 
assault in each case was on legitimate government, nationhood and (~hristianity. 

Under the Judaic Law the only legitilnate governn1ent is that of Jehovah and the 
only legjtinlate nation is that of Jehovah's chosen people~ under the 'Taln1udic 
supplelnent of that LaVi Christianity is specifically the chief of those ""other 
gods", after whonl the chOSen are forbidden to ""go a-whoring"; and 
""destruction", as has been shovv'n, is a supreme tenet of that Law. 

When these revolutions began they were supposed to be aimed at "'kings and 
priests", as the symbolic figures of oppression. NavY that the power of kings and 
priests is gone, but the revolution is established in permanence, it Inay be seen 
that these were false words, chosen to delude ""the Inultitude". The attack was on 
nationhood (the rnurdered king being in each case the syn1bol) and on religion (the 
destruction of churches being the symbolic act). 

These were recognizable l11arks of authorship. 'The '[o1'ah-Talrnud is the only 
original fount of such ideas that research can discover. ""I-Ie shall deliver their 
kings into thine hand and thou shalt destro.y their nalne frOITI them ... ye shall 
utterly destroy all the places wherein the nations \vhich ye shall possess served 
their gods". At the very lTIOlnent when the T'alnludic government vanished frOIn 
sight, after setting itself 31nong a barbaric Asiatic people, this creed of 
destruction entered Western Europe and began its ruinous n1a1'ch. 

These three revolutions, then, like the historic events of the pre-C~hristian era 
depicted in the Old Testarrlent, and of the Christian era up to the expulsion froll1 
Spain, also conforn1ed with and fulfilled the Judaic law. All three of then1 bear 
the COlnmon halln1ark of a Judaic triUlTlph, as their outcoine. Were they 
originally instigated, organized and directed by the 'Taln1udists? 

In tha t respect there is a great difference between the first two and the last one. 
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"I'almudic incitelnent and control of the English and I~'rench revolutions cannot 
be discovered, at any rate by the present \vriter's research. In each case the results 
bore the familiar signs of the Judaic triulnph (the "return" of the Jews to 
England~ the en1ancipation of the Je\vs in France), ~llthough at the start of both 
revolutions the Je\vish question had not been present in the public nlind as an 
issue at stake. As far as the student can ascertain at this distance of time, the 
projection of ~~the Jc\vish question" into these issues~ and its elevation to a chief 
place anl0ng theIn, was sonlething achieved \\lhile the revolutions \vent along, 
and the Judaic elders who accolnplished this did not actually bring about the 
revolutions. 

The third case, that of the Russian revDlution, is entirely different. It 
culminated in the greatest Judaic triumph and Judaic vengeance on record, either 
in Old Testaillentary history or in later history, and was organized, directed and 
controlled by Jeyvs \vho had gro\vn up in the 'Talnlud-controlled areas. This is a 
fact of our present day, denlonstrable and undeniable, and it is the most 
significant fact in the whole story ofZioll, illuminating all the past and giving the 
key to all the? future. 

For our century, \vhich produced that event has also seen the \vord 
'''revolution'' given a new 111eaning, or rnorc accurately, given its true meaning: 
destruction \vilhout end until 'The l,aw is fulfilled. When the word Hrevolution" 
first became current in the West it \vas held to rnean a lilnited thing: a violent 
uprising in a definite place caused by specific conditions there at a certain tilne. 
(Jnbearable oppression produced an explosive reaction, rather in the luanner ofa 
kettle blo\ving off its lid: that Vv'ctS the popular conception, instilled in "-the 
ll1ultitude" by elders who knevv better. 

The Russian revolution revealed that the revolution had been organized as a 
perlnanent thing: a pernzallently destructive force, pennanently organized with a 
per/nanent headquarters and staff, and \vorld\vidc airns. 

'Thus, it had nothing to do \vith cOllditions here or there, or now and then, or 
local oppression. It stood for destruction as an ailTI in itself, or as a nleallS of 
rClTIoving alllcgitin1ate governn1cnt frorn the \vorld and putting in its place some 
~)tht'f governlnent, other governors. Who could these be but the T'alrnudists 
themselves, given the Talnludic nature of the revolution in Russia and the 
obviously Talnludic aims of ""the world revolution",? 

\Vhat was airned at was plainly the final consurnlnation of The La\v, in its 
literal forn1: H"Thou shalt reign over every nation but they shall not reign over thee 
... the Lord thy God shall set thee on high above all nations of the earth". 

Without this lnotive the three revolutions would never have taken the course 
they took~ the course they took prefigures the shape of the future. They represent 
stages in and steps to\vards the fultiltnent of The La\v, and. once again, those who 
in their day seelned to be greal or powerful 111en in their o\vn right, like King 
C'yrus and the In~/stcrious King Ahasuerus, now look like mere puppets in the 
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great dranul of Judaic hjstory as it n10ves to\vards its miraculous end in 
Jer usa1e01 . 

Cronl\vell \vas another such. 'To the average English schoolboy he lives only as 
the man \vho beheaded a king and brought back the Je\vs to England. Add to that 
his vaunted nlassacre of priests at Drogheda (an event \vhich ha3 not its like in 
British history) and what renlains but a typical puppet-fIgure of Zionist history, 
created 111crely to help fulfil The La\v? 

Crolllwellwas one of the first of those luany who since his day have called 
thelTISelves Old Testamentary Christians, which figure of speech disguises the 
fact of anti-Christianity, as God and Man1mon, on the best authority, cannot 
both be served. f-Ie forbade the celebration of Christnlas Day, burned churches 
and rnurdered priors, and for an instant was a candidate for the Jewish 
Messiahship! 

He ~as in power at the time when Sabbatai Zevi was 'A7hipping the Jewish 
Inasses into a frenzy of Zionist anticipation and shaking the Talmudic 
governnlent to its foundations. Indeed, the alanD of the 'Talmudists about 
Sabbatai Ze\'i lllay have pronlpted the idea that they should use Cromwell to 
destroy hirD. In any case Je\vish en1issaries fron1 Amsterdam were urgently 
despatched to England to discover whether Cro111welllnight be of Judaic descent! 
I-Iad their research yielded positive results~ Cron1vvell lllight have been 
pro~lailned the Messiah. for he had one qualification most appealing to the 
elders: his zeal in "utter destruction'~. (If ever a lVlessiah should be proclaimed, 
the choice n1ay prove surprising; when I \vas in Prague in 1939 a rabbi there was 
preaching that I-litler was the Jewish 1\1essiah, so that a worried Jewish 
acquaintance asked Ine what I thought of this.) 

CrolTIwelrs pedigree disclosed no descent fron1 l)avid, or he would probably 
have been glad to play the part. His sword-and-Bible followers clain1ed by their 
bloodthirsty deeds to be fulfilling prophecy, and by restoring the Jews to England 
to be accomplishing the prescribed steps preparatory to the Millenniuln. They 
even proposed, on that account, that (~ron)'A7ell's Council of State should follow 
the tTIodel of the ancient Sanhedrin and be COlTIposed of seventy lTIcmbers! 
(C\omwell himself had some contempt for these his "'Millenarians", but as a 
I.l. practical politician" of the kind familiar in our century he was glad to orate 
about I.l. religious freedoll1~' and the fulfiln1ent of prophecy, while hunting down 
priests and clergymen). 

For his part, C:rolllwell's real purpose was to enlist the financial support of the 
rich AlTIsterdam Je\vs (the entire history of the \Vest seems to have been made 
under that tenet of the Judaic Law which cOll1111ands lending unto all nations and 
borrovving frOln none). Mr. John Buchan says of the Amsterdam Jews that I.l.they 
controlled the Spanish, Portuguese and much of the Levant trade ... they 
con1mandcd the flo\v of bullion; they would help hinl in the difficult finances of 
his government". Rabbi Manasseh ben Israel froll1 Amsterdam (who had been 
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foretelling the advent of the Messiah and the return of the Jews to Palestine) canle 
to London and the nlatter was arranged. 

Manasseh ben Israel's petition to CrolTIwcll is reminiscent of the kind of 
argument, fOrITIally respectful and implicitly nlenacing, \vhich \vas used in this 
century by Dr. ChaiITI Weiznlann in his dealings \vith British Prime Ministers and 
American Presidents; he asked for ~~the readn1ission" of the Je\vs to England in 
one breath, alluded darkly in the next to the Jehovan retribution awaiting those 
who resisted such denlands, and then depicted the rev/ards which would follow 
compliance. The picture is cloc)ely cOlnparable with that of a New York Zionist 
informing an American presidential candidate in our generation that he can only 
expect the ~~New York State vote" if he comn1its hirl1self to uphold the Zionist 
state in peace and war, by lTIOney and arnlS. 

What was demanded frorn Crcnnwell was in fact an act of public submission to 
the Judaic La\v, not "the readmission" of the Jews, for they had never left 
England! They had been expelled on paper but had reITIained \vhere they \\Jere, 
and a forlnallegalization of that situation was required. Cronl\vell \vas prevented 
by public opposition fro111 doing this (although according to a J~daist authority. 
Mr Margoliouth, he was offered £500,000 to sell to the Je\vs England's greatest 
Christian 1110nUnlent, Saint Paul's Cathedral, \vith the Bodleian ljbrary thrown 
in!) 

Then Crom\vell's brief Interregnunl caIne to an end (nevertheless., the popular 
nlind insists on remembering him as the nlan who readmitted the Je\vs!) and at 
this first bid in the West the destructive idea gained little ground. England \vas 
able to digest its revolution as ifnothing very much had happened and to go on its 
way, if not refreshed, at any rate little the \vorse. Legitinlate governnlent \vas at 
once restored and religion was at all events not damaged nlore by this alien 
attempt on it than by the native inertia which began to weaken it at that tinle. 

Nevertheless, the new phenomenon ~~revolution" had entered Europe, and 150 
years after the expulsion from Spain "the Jewish question" dominated the event. 

The sequel to CroITIwell's Interregnum deserves brief comment because of the 
way the restored king was used for the Jewish purpose, as if nothing had 
happened. At Cronlwell's death the Jews transferred their financial aid to 
Charles II who, soon after his restoration, made the necessary amendInents, 
forInally legalizing the position of the Jews in England. This did not in the least 
avail his dynasty, for the AmsterdalTI Jews next financed the expedition of 
Willianl of ()range against his brother and successor, Jalnes II, who was 
dethroned and fled to France, the Stuart dynasty then con1ing virtually to an end. 
Thus the answer to the question, ~~Who has won?", as between Cromwell and the 
Stuarts, seems to have been, the Je\vs. 

After a hundred and fifty years the revolution struck again, this time in F'rance. 
It seelned a separate, different revolution at the tilne. but was it truly so? It bore 
the sanle distinctive features as the English revolution, earlier (and the Russian 
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revolution, later): nationhood and religion were attacked under the pretext of 
curbing the tyranny of "kings and priests", and when that was done a rnuch 
harsher despotisnl was set up. 

At that tin1e, after the partition of Poland, the Taln1udic governn1ent had just 
"'ceased to exist" (in Dr. Kastein's words), but obviollsly \vas operating from 
conceahllent; its activity would not have so abruptly ended after more than 2,500 
years. Because of this withdrawal into obscurity today's student cannot trace 
what part it played, if any, in inciting and organizing the French revolution, 
through its [ollo\vers in f~rance. However, the revolution in Russia, 120 years 
later, gave proof of direct Tahnudic-Jewish control in a llleasure never before 
suspected, so that this influence lllay have been greater, in the preparatory stages 
of the revolution in France, than history no\v reveals. 

What is certain is that the French revolution, while it was brewing, was 
supposed to be for lolothe rights of n1an" (which presulnably meant all men, 
equally), but \vhen it began lo"the Jewish question", as by 111agic, at once came to 
the fore. One of the earliest acts of the revolution (1791) was the complete 
emancipation of the Jevvs (just as the law against '-anti-semitislu" was one of the 
first acts of the revolution in Russia). 

1'herefore the French revolution, in retrospect, assun1es the look, common to 
its English predecessor and to so many violent events in history, of a Jewish 
triu111ph in its outcome; if it was not that in truth, then "history" has made it so. 
Prestunably the Inasses concerned expected something quite different at its outset 
(and in that respect they resemble the luasses which later were engaged in the two 
Twentieth Century \\lars). 

The emancipation of the Jews was one enduring result of a revolution which 
achieved little else of pernlanence and left France in a condition of spiritual 
apathy fron1 which it has never truly rallied. The history of France since the 
revolution is one of a long interregnum, in the course of which it has 
experilnented, \vith ahuost every form of governn1ent known to ITlan but has not 
until now again found happiness or stability. 

From the do\vnfall of Babylon to the revolution in France the ruling Talmudic 
Jews ahvays acted as a destructive force an10ng the peoples "whither I have 
driven thee". This was inevitable, given the creed to which they adhered and the 
fact that this religion was also The Law governing every act of their daily lives. 
Under the Judaic Law they could not act differently, and were indeed condemned 
to relnain ""the destroyers forever": "See, I have this day set thee over the nations 
and over the kingdoll1, to root out, and to pull down and to de.)'tro~v". 

The story of the Jews, under this control, was the same in Babylon, Persia, 
Egypt, (Treece, ROlne and Spain, and could not be anything else, given the unique 
Judaic Law. 

Nevertheless not alllolothe Jews" \vrote this story, nor is the story that of all '"the 
Jews"~ to 0111it this qualitication would be like conden1ning "the Germans" for 
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National 50cia11s111 or ""the Russians~~ for an essentially alien ComrnUniS111. 
Resistance to the Law of destruction has been continual in Je\vry~ as this 

account has shown. At all tilDes and places the Jews have given out a nlore 
eIYlbittered protest against this destiny of destruction, forced on theIn, than the 
Gentiles have nlade against the threat of destructiun, ainled at them. 

The words, ""the Jews", \vherever used in this discussion, need always to be 
read with this qualification. 

Within three hundred years of the expulsion frorn Spail1~ then, ""the J~,vish 

question" twice carne to the forefront during violent civil conflicts which seenled, 
when they began, to have been caused by the clash of native interests: the 
revolutions in England and France (this narrative \\/i11 in its later course come to 
the all-significant 111atter of the revolution in Russia, and the Je\vish part in it). 

The afterll1ath of the revolution in France produced a lTIal1 \vho also tried to 
settle the controversy of Zion. I-Iistory records atternpts to solve "'the Jc\vish 
question" by al1110st every inlaginable lllcthod, fronl force and suppression to 
placation, C0111prOnlise and capitulation. They all failed, leaving this question 
still a thorn in the side of the (i-cntiles (and, for that Inatter, of the Jevvs, who \vere 
somewhat in the condition of people sent illtO the \vorld with a burr beneath their 
skins). 

The Inethod he chose \vas the siITIplest conceiva ble and possibly for that reason 
is renlenlbered even now \vith son1C consternation by the devotees of Zion~ this 
upstart was very nearly too clever for them! 

He failed, apparently because this question cannot be solved by ITIan at alL 
only by God in his good tilne. 

The Inan \vas Napoleon, whose atternpt needs to be considered before the 
study of the revolution which thre\v him up is resu1l1ed. 
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rrl-II~ NAPOlJf:()NIC IN'r.~RRO(;Al'ION 

\Vhen Napoleon reached his dizzy pea.k of power he presulnably hoped to do 
grea t things for F'rance and the French, as \vell as for hinlself (and his fainily). 

Very soon after he becalne Enlperor (or possibly even before) he found that 
one of the nlost difflcult problenls \vhich would confront hin1 was not a French 
aCfair at all but an alien one: "the Je\vish question"! I t had racked the lives of the 
people for centuries~ no sooner \vas the Pope persuaded. and the imperial cro\vn 
on Napoleon's head~ than it popped up fronl behind Napoleon's throne, to 
harass hin1. ' 

In Napoleonic Inanner he took it by the throat and tried to extract an answer 
fronl it to the eternal question: did the levIs truly desire to becoll1e part of the 
nation and to live by its la\\', or did they secretly ackno\vledge another law which 
conllnanded thenl to destroy and dOJninate the peoples alnong wholn they d\vclt? 

llo\\Tever. this fanlo11s Interrogation \vas Napoleon's second attenlpt to solve 
the Je\vish riddle and the tale of the little known carlier one should briefly be told. 

Napolcf)l1 \\,'as one of the first Incn to conceive the idea of conquering 
Jerusalen1 for the JC\\'S and thus "fulfilling prophecy·~. in the currently 
fashionable phrase. He thus set an exan1ple in1itated in the present century by all 
those British and l\lnerican leaders who probably \\lould n10st dislike to be 
conlpared with hiln: Messrs. Balfour and Lloyd George. \Voodrow Wilson. 
I~ranklill Roosevelt and l--Iarry Trll1l1an. and Sir Winston Churchill. 

Napoleon·s venture \vas so shortlived that history says aln10st nothing of it or 
of his Illotives. l\S he \vas at the ti111c not yet ruler of France. only the conl111ander 
in chieC he ll1ay have hoped by it Inerely to gain l11ilitary support froll1 the Jews of 
the Middle East for his calnpaign there. If he already pictured hilnself as F'irst 
Consul and En1peror. he l11ay (like (~ronl\vell) have looked for 1110netary support 
froll1 the Jews of Europe in that greater anlbitioll. 

In any ca sc. he was the first Europea 11 potenta tc (as suprenlC Inili tary 
con1111ander he \;vas really that) to court the favour of the Jewish rulers by 
prolnislng then) Jerusa len1l In doing. this he espoused the theory of separate 
Jc\vish nationhood \vhich he later arraigned. 

'The story is authentic but brief. It rests entirely on t"-fO reports pllbbshed in 
Napoleon·s Paris /vloniteur in 1799, \vhen he was in. conl111and of the French 
expedition sent to strike at English po\ver through Egypt. 

The fIrst, dated fronl C'onstantinople on April] 7, 1799, and published on May 
22. 1799. said: '''Bl!()naparte has published a proclanlation in \vhich he invites all 
the JC\VS of r\sia and of Africa to conlC and place then1sclves under his flag in 
order 10 re-esfablish ancient Jerusalenl. He has already arn1ed a great nUlllber and 
their battalions arc threatening Aleppo'~. 

This is explicit~ Napoleon was undertaking to '''fulfil prophecy·· in the lnatter 
of ""the rctllrn'~. 
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The second report appeared in the Moniteur a few weeks later and said~ ""It is 
not solely to give Jerusalem to the Jews that Buonaparte has conquered Syria; he 
has vaster designs ..." 

Possibly Napoleon had received news of the effect which the first report had 
produced in France~ \vhere this intinlation that the war against England (like the 
revolution against '''kings and priests") rnight be turned chiefly to Jewish 
advantage \vas not \vell received; alternatively, it may have done the English 
more good, among the other peoples ofArabia~ than it could ever do Buonaparte 
an10ng the Jews. 

The bubhie evaporated at that point, for Napoleon never reached Jerusalen1. 
Two days before the first report \vas published by the distant Moniteur, he was 
already in retreat towards Egypt, thwarted by an obstinate Englishman at Acre. 

Today'is student feels sornewhat resentful that Napoleon's Zionist bid was 
soon cut short, for if he had been able to press on with it a deputation of Zionist 
elders might soon have been examining his ancestry (like Cromwelrs, earlier) for 
son1e trace of Davidic descent \vhich would qualify hin1 to be proclainled the 
Nlessiah. 

Thus all that remains today of this venture of Napoleon's is a significant 
comn1ent lnade on it in our titne by Mr. Philip Guedalla (1925): ""An angry man 
had missed, as he thought, his destiny. But a patient race still waited; and after a 
century, when other conquerors had trarnped the san1e dusty roads, it was seen 
that we had not missed ours~~. 

The reference is to the British troops of 1917, who in this typical Zionist 
presentation of history are lnerely instrun1ents in the fulfilrnent of Je\vish destiny, 
a part missed by Napoleon. Mr. Guedalla uttered these vvords in the presence of 
1\;1r. Lloyd George~ the British Prinlc l\1inister of 1917 vvho had sent those 
soldiers along those same ""dusty roads". 1\111'. Lloyd George thus was able to sun 
hin1self in th~ approving gaze of an audience w'hich looked on him as ""an 
instrutnent in the hands of the Jewish God" (Dr. Kastein). 

In 1804 Napoleon \vas crowned En1peror; and by 1806 "'the Je\vish question~' 

was so large an10ng his cares that he n1ade his reno\vned second attenlpt to solve 
it. 

Alnid all his campaigns he \vas engrossed by it, like lTIany potentates before 
him, and novv he tried the reverse method of settling it: having briefly undertaken 
to restore ~"ancient Jerusalenl" (and thus the Jewish nation)~ he novv dernandecl 
that the Jews choose publicly between separate nationhood and integration in the 
nation \vherein they dwelt. 

He vvas in bad odour \vith the French at this time because of the favour which 
(they said) he sho\ved to Jews. Complaints and appeals for protection against 
then1 poured in on hin1, so that he told the Council of State, '''These Jews are 
locusts and caterpillars. they devour my France ... 'fhey are a nation ~vithjJl the 
nation". Even Orthodox Judaisrn at that tilTle strenuously denied this description. 
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The State Council itself \vas dIvided and in dOll bt, so that Napolcon 
sUlnn10ncd 112 leading represcntatives of Judais111, frOlTI France, Gcnnany and 
Italy, to C0111e to Paris and answer a list of questions. 

l'hc strange world in which Napoleon thus set foot is little understood by 
Gentiles. It is illumined by the following two quotations: 

""Owing to the acceptance of the idea of the Chosen People and of salvation, 
the Jc\vish \vorld \vas Judeocentric, and the Jews could interpret everything that 
happened only from the standpoint of thenzselves as the centre" (Dr. I(astein). 

"The JC\V constructed a \vhole history of the world of which he made hilnselj 
the centre,' and [roln this lTIOn1cnt, that is, the l1loment whcn Jehovah l1lakes the 
covenant \vith Abrahanl, the fate of Israel forms the history of the \vorld, indeed, 
the history of the \vhole cosmos~ the one thing a bout \vhich the Creator of the 
\\'orld trou bles himself. It is as if the circles ahvays becoD1e narrower~ at last only 
the central point renulins: the Ego" (I\1r. Houston Stc\vart Chal11berlain). 

One of these authorities is a Zionist Jew and the other is \vhat the first would 
call an anti-selnitc~ the reader \vill see that they are in perfect agreement about the 
essence of the Jud aic creed. 

Indeed, the student of this question finds that there is really no disagreenlent 
about such nlatters bet\veen the Tahnudic-lewish scholars and those objectors 
\vhom they accuse of prejudice~ \vhat the Je\vish extrelnists really con1plain of is 
that any criticism should be made froll1 quarters "'outside the law"; this is to them 
intolerable. 

The questions devised by Napoleon sho\\T that, unlike the British and 
An1erican politicians of this century \vho have taken up ZionislTI, he perfectly 
understood the nature of Judaism and the problem of human rcaltionships 
throvv'n up by it. He kne\v that, according to the] udaic Law, the \vorld had been 
created, at a date precisely determined, solely for the JC\VS and everything that 
happened in it (including such an episode as that of his own fan1e and power) was 
calculated silnply to bring about the Je\vish triulnph. 

Napoleon in his day conlprehended the Judaic theory as it is expounded, in this 
century, by Dr. Kastein in relation to King Cyrus of Persia and his conquest of 
Babylon in 538 Be: 

""If the greatest king of the age was to be an instrzlll1ell! in the hands (~lthe JClvish 
God, it ll1cant that this God \vas one who deternlined the date not only of one 
pcopk' hilt qlall peoples; that he deternlined the,late o.lnatiol1s, thejate o.lthe lvhole 
)'1'orld" . 

Napoleon had tentatively offered to ll1ake hill1self"an instrument in the hands 
of the Jewish God" in the ITlatter of Jerusalem, but had been foiled by the 
defender of i\cre. No\v he was Enlperor and \vas not ready to be ""an 
instrument '\ nor \vould he accept the proposition at all. 

lie set out to n1ake the Jews stand up and declare their allegiance, and shre\vdly 
devised questions \vhich were equally ilnpossible to ans\ver \vithout repudiating 
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the central idea, or to evade \vithout incurring the later reproach of falsehood. 
Dr. Kastein calls the questions '~infalnous", but that is only in the spirit earlier 
Inentioned, that any question frorn a being outside the Law is inf~l1nous. 

In another passage Dr. Kastein says, with involuntary adrniration, that 
Napoleon in his questions '''correctly grasped the principle of the probleJn", and 
this is higher praise than that accorded by Dr. Kastein to any other Gentile ruler. 

Also, it is true~ had mortal man been able to find an answer to "the Jewish 
question'" Napoleon would have found ie for his enquiries \vent to the very heart 
of the Inatter and left truthful Inen only \\lith the choice between a pledge of 
loyalty and an open adnlission of inveterate disloyalty. 

The delegates, elected by the Jewjsh communities, came to Paris. They were in 
a quandary. On the one hand, they \vere all bred in the age-old faith that they 
must ever remain a ·~severed" people, chosen by (lod to ··pull do\vn and destroy" 
other nations and eventually to ··return" to a prolnised land: on the other hat1d~ 

they had just been forenlost among those en1ancipated by the revolution, and the 
most fan10us general of that revolution, \vho interrogated thenl, once had 
undertaken to ·~re-establish ancient Jerusalem"~. 

No\v this man. Napoleon, asked thelTI to say \vhcther they \vere part of the 
nation he ruled, or not. 

Napoleon~s questions \vent, like arrows to a target, straight to the tenets of the 
Torah-TalInud on 'Nhich the \vall betvveen the Je\vs and other men had been built. 
The chief ones \verc, did the Jc\vish Law perinit t11ixed marrjages~ did the Jews 
regard Frenchn1en as "strangers" (foreigners) or as brothers~ did they regard 
France as their native country, the laws of\vhicll they \vere bound to obey~ did the 
Judaic Law draw any distinction bet\veen Je\vish and C]lrjstian debtors? 

All these questions turned on the discriminatory racial and religious laws 
which the Levites (as earlier chapters sho\ved) had heaped upon the moral 
con1n1andments, thus cancelling thenl. 

Napoleon with the utrnost publicity and forrnality put questions bet~)re the 
Jewish representatives, \vhich the world for centuries had been asking. 

With this fierce light beating on thenl the Je\vish notables had only t\\/O 
alternatives: to repudiate the racial J..,(l\V in all sincerity, or to profess repudiation 
\\'hile secretly denying it (an expedient permitted by the l'aln1ud). 

As I)r. Kastein says, '·The Jewish scholars \vho \vere called upon to refute the 
charges found themselves in an extren1ely difficult position~f(}J' to thern ever.vthing 
in the T'a/nzud was sacred, even its legends and anecdote."--. T'his is I)r, Kastein ~s 

way of saying that they could only evade the questions by falsehood, for they 
were not ~·called upon to refute charges"~ they \verc fnerely asked to answer 
truthfully. 

The Jewish delegates ardent(v ({ffir111ed that there \vas no longer any such thing 
as a Je\vish nation; that they did not desire to live in closed, self-governed 
communities; that they were in every respect French men and nothing n10re. They 
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heJged only on the pojnt of 111ixed Inarri~1ges; these, they said, were perl11jssible 
~'under the civi/law". 

EvcnDr. Kastein is constrained to call Napoleon's next 1110ve ~"a stroke of 
genius

p 

• 

It established historically that if forced publicly to ans\ver these viud questions 
(vital to the peoples with \VhOIll the)! live) the representatives of Judais111 will give 
ans\vers \vhich are either untrue or to \vhic11 they cannot give effect. 

The events of ihe decades that followed showed that the ciailn to separate 
nationhood-\vithin-nations was never renounced by those \vho truly \vielded 
po\ver in Jewry. 

Thus Napoleon, in failure, achieved a historic victory for truth which retaIns 
its value in our day. 

lIe sought to give the responses obtained by hilTI the 1110s1 binding public fonn, 
\vhich \vould commit Jews every\vhere and for all the future to the undertakings 
given by their elders, by desiring that the Great Sanhedrin be convened! 

r;ronl all parts of E'urope the traditional 71 Inenlbcrs of the Sanhedrin, 46 
rabbis and 25 laylnen, hastened to Paris and Inet an10ng scenes of great 
111agnificence in Fehruary 1807. Though the Sanhedrin, as such, had not n1et for 
centuries~ the Talrnudic ""centre" in Poland had but recentl ceased publicly to! 

fLll1clion~ so that the idea of a directing body of Je\\JTY \-vas real and live. 
l'he Sanhedcin went further than the Jewish notables in the completene~sand 

ardour of its declarations~ (incidentaHy~ it began by recording thanks to the 
Christian churches for the protection enjoyed in the past, and this tribute is \North 
conlparing with the usual Zionist version of history in the Christian era, which 
(-;uggests that it was all a long ordeal of ""Je\\'ish persecution" at Christian hands), 

The Sanhedrin acknowledged the extinction 0.1' the JeH'ish nation 10 be (/11 

acconlplishedfact. This solved the central dilelnma thrown up by the fact that the 
La\\', \vhich theretofore had always been held to be exclusively binding for Je\vs, 
allo\vcd no distinction bet \veen religious and civil law. As ·"the nation" had 
ceased to exist, the Tallnlldic lall'S q( daily I~le lvere proclau71ed to be no longer 
(~jlective, but the Torah, as the law of faith, remained jnllnutable~ thus said the 
Sanhedrists. If any clash or dispute \\t'cre to occur~ the religious laws \vere to be 
held suhordinate to those of the state in which individual Jews lived. Israel 
thcnceforyvard \\Tauld exist on(v as a reliRion, and no IOIlRer looked.lorll'ard to any 
na I ional rchahilitat ion. 

It \vas a unique triumph for Napoleon (and \vho knc)\vs ho\v tnuch it nlay have 
contributed to his do\\!nfall?). The levy's were liberated fr0111 the 'Talmud; the \vay 
to their re-integration in their fellow nlen, their involveIncnt in nlankind, was 
reopened \vhere the Levites had closed it over two thousand years before; the 
~pirit of discrimination and hatred was renounced and exorcised. 

These declarations fornled the basis on which the claiITI for full civil liberties 
was nlade and realized throughout the West in the years that followed. All 
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sections of Judaism, known to the West, supported them. 
Thenceforth Orthodox Judaism, ""'lith the face it turned toward the West, 

denied any suggestion th(1t the Jevvs would forIn a nation vvithin nations. Reform 
Judaism in time elinlinated every prayer expressing so ll1uch as even theH 

suspicion of a hope or a desire for any forIn of Jevvish national resurrection" 
(Rabbi Moses P. Jacobson). 

The ground was cut from heneath those opponents of Jewish emancipation in 
the British Parliament who contended that ~'the Je\vs look for\vard to the coming 
of a great deliverer, to their return to Palestine, to the rebuilding of their temple, 
to the revival of their ancient \vorship, and therefore, they will always consider 
England not as their country. but merely as their place of exile" (quoted by Mr. 
Bernard J. Bro\vn). 

Yet these vvarning voices spoke the truth. In less than ninety years the 
declarations of the Napoleonic Sanhedrin had in effect been cancelled, so that 
Mr. Bro\vn was brought to \vrite: 

"~No\v, although civil equalities have been firrnly established by law in nearly 
every land. Jewish nationalisln has becan'le the philosoph.y (~lIs,.ael. Jews should 
not be surprised if people charge that we obtained equality before the law under 
false pretences; that H'e are still a nation lvithin nations and that rights accorded us 
should he revoked". 

Napoleon un\vittingly did posterity a service in revealing the ilnportant fact 
that the replies obtained by hirn were valueless. "fhe one-and-only La\v, of all 
thought and action, was in the rernainder of the Nineteenth Century reinflicted 
on the Jews by their 'Taltnudic rulers, and by Gentile politicians who gave theln 
the sanlC help as King Artaxerxes gave to Nehemiah. 

Were the responses sincere or false \vhen they \vere given? 'The answer 
probably may be divided. just as Judaisn1 itself has al\vays been divided. 

No doubt the delegates had much in fnind the accelerating effect \vhich their 
responses, as they were framed, would have on the grant of full equality in other 
countries. On the other hand, many of thetnmust earnestly have hoped that the 
Jews, at long last, might enter into mankind \vithout secret denials. for in Jewry 
this inlpulse to break through the tribal ban has always existed, though it has 
always been beaten back by the ruling sect. 

The probability is that sonle of the delegates sincerely intended what they said, 
and that others "~secretly broke" (Dr. Kastein's phrase) with the loyalties thus 
publicly affirmed. 

Napoleon's Sanhedrin had a basic flaw. It represented the Jews of Europe, and 
these (who \vere in the Inain the Sephardin1) were losing authority in Je\vry. The 
Talmudic centre, and the great mass of ~~Eastern Jews" (the Slavic Ashkenazi) 
were in Russia or Russian-Poland, and not even -Napoleon gave much thought to 
that fact if he even knew of it. These 'Talmudists were not represented in the 
Sanhedrin and the responses given were by their Lavv heresy, for they were the 
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guardians of the traditions of the Pharisees and Levitcs. 
--rhe Sanhedrin~s avo'vvals brought to an end the third "T'alnludic period in the 

story of Zion. I t was that \~!hich began \vith the fall of Judea in AD 70, when the 
Pharisees bequeathed their traditions to the Talnludists~ and at the end of these 
seventeen centuries the eternal question seelned, by the Sanhedrin's responses, to 
have been solved. 

The Je\vs \vere ready to join \\1ith Inankind and to follow the counsel of a 
[~rench Je\v, Isaac BerL that they should rid themselves "of that narrow spirit~ of 
corporation and congregation, in all civil and politicallnatters not inunediately 
connected \vith our spiritual law. In these things we Inust absolutely appear 
sin1ply as individuals, as F'renchnlen~ guided only by a true patriotisnl and by the 
general good of the nations". 'That Ineant the end of the Taln1ud, ··the hedge 
around theLa\v~~. 

1t was an illusion. In the eyes oftoday~s Gentile student it seems to have been a 
great opportunity missed. Tn the eyes of the literal Jew it \vas an appalling danger 
n31To\\/ly averted: that of common involven1ent in rnankind. 

The fourth period in this narrative then began~ the cent ury of ··enlancipation". 
the 19th Century. During it the T'alnludists in the East set out to cancel what the 
Sanhedrin had affirtned, and to use all the liberties gained through elnancipation, 
not to put Jews and all other ll1en on one footing, but to corral the Jews again, to 
reafflflTI their ··severance" fro111 others and their clai1n to separate nationhood, 
which in fact was one to be a nation above all nalions~ not a nation-\vithin
nations. 

'The "falnludists succeeded, with results which we are \vitnessing in our 
generation, which is the ilfth period in the controversy of Zion. l~he story of their 
success cannot be separated froln that of the Revolution, to which this narrative 
now returns. 
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~rlfE \V()RLD RI~V()LU(rION 

F'or the sake of orderly sequence this narrative has been carried through to 
Napoleon's Sanhectrin~ the ans\vers given by it closed the third, and opened the 
fourth period in the story of Zion, which hegan \vith the public renunciation of 
separate-nationhood and ended, ninety years later, \v1th the pu blic re-aJfirnlation 
of separate-nationhood in its extrenlest form. 

Before il continues into that fourth phase, the narrative now nlust tnove back 
t\venty years to the start of the lForfd-revolution, and consider \vhat part, if any, 
\vas piayed by ""the Jevvs'~ in that. 

l~he 19th Century, in the West, differed fronl the preceding eighteen centuries 
of the C"'hristian era there in the enlergencc of t\\:o movernents \vith a converging 
aill1, \\/hieb by the century's end dOlninated all its affairs. 

The one rnove111enL Zionisrn, aill1cd at reasselubling a dispersed nation in a 
territory promised to it by the .JcH'ish god,' the second luovernent, Communislll, 
ainled at the destruction of separate nationhood as such. 

Thus these t\\'O nl0venlents appeared at first sight to be 1ixedly opposed to each 
other- for the one made nationalism its religion. even its god, and the other 
declared \var to the death on nationalislTI. This antagonism \vas only apparent, 
and in truth the t\VO 1110vements ran on parallel tracks, not head on towards a 
collision on the sanle line. f"'or the god \vho prolllised land to the nation to be 
gathered-in also promised to set it ~"above all people that are upon the face of the 
earth" and to destroy all other nations ··'vvith a Inighty destruction until they be 
destroyed". The world-rcyolution,vvhich pursut--d the second of these aims, thus 
fulfilled the condition set for the first of theln~ either by accident or by design, it 
too \\'as doing the \\:]11 of Jehovah. 

That being so, the historian"s task is to find out, if he can, \vhat relationship 
existed between the organizers of Zionisnl and those of the \\'orld-revolution. If 
there \vas none, and the parallelism of purpose \vas coincidentaL then history was 
evidently having a little joke \vith the West. If a relationship can be shown, the 
pattern of the last 170 years prefIgures the shape ofcorning cvents~ in that case the 
\vorld-revolution has been the handnlaidcn of Zion. 

These 170 years have probably been the rl10st profligate and L~ast creditable in 
the history of the West. At the start of the 19th (~entury it had behind it seventeen 
centuries of Christian achievement~ the \vorld had never before seCil man so 
ITluch improve his o\\,/n state and his conduct to others: e.vcn \varfarc was 
becoming subject to a civilized code, and the future scenlcd certain to continue 
this upward process. By the luiddle of the 20th Century n1uch of this achicvClnent 
had been lost; a large area of the \Vest had been surrendered to Asiatic 
barbaris111: the question \vhethcr the rClnaining \Vest and its faith could even 
survive clearly hung in the balance and probably would be ans\vered during the 
closing decades of the century. 
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'The period which sa\;\,' this deterioration \vas that of the rise of the Judaist 
power to a peak ofint1uencc in the affairs of the West which hardly any European 
potentate or pontiff doctrine or dogll1a had ever attained. The picture of this 
swelling rnight, spreadiug over Europe like an eastern thundercloud, is given in 
two quotations frorn the beginning and end of the 19th Century. In 1791 the great 
Gernlan historian Johann Gottfried von IJcrdL~r~ looking back on the hundred 
years behind him, ~Tote: 

·"The ruder nations of Europe are 11'illing slares (~/Je\vish usury ... The Jewish 
people is and renlains in Europe an Asiatic people alien to our part of the world, 
bound to fhal old Ielll' il'hicJz it received in a distant eli/nate, and which according to 
its O\V11 confession it cannot do away \vith ... It is indissolubly bound to an alien 
lall' Iha t is hostile to all alien peoples'~. 

'The nev/spaper reader of 1807, when he learned of the Sanhedrin's ardent 
avo\vals of non-nationhood~\voulcl presu111ably have dismissed von Herder as a 
"'bigot'" (or even an "·antisenljte"), but the years and events have shown that he, 
like lTIal1Y before hinl, vvas but a scholar speaking truth. A hundred years later, in 
1899, another, Mr. Houston Stewart ('halnberlain, looked back 011 what Herder 
had \Vrilten and recorded the further, continuing usurpation of power: 

""A great change has taken place: the Je\vs play in Europe, and wherever 
European influence extends, a different part froln that which they played a 
hundred years ago; as Viktor llohn expresses it, \VC live today in a 'Jewish age'; 
'rye may think \vhat we like about the past history of the JC\VS, their present history 
actually takes up so n111ch roonl in our own history that vve cannot possibly refuse 
to notice thetn ... The "a 1ii~n' element enlphasized by I-Ierder has become more 
and l110re prominent.. l'he direct influence of Judaism on the 19th Century 
appears for the first tin1e as a new influence in the history of culture~ it thus 
becon1cs one of the burning subjects of the day. l~his alien people has become 
precisely in the course of the 19th Century a disproportiona tely in1portant and in 
fnany spheres actually dO/11inant constituent of our life ... Herder said that 'the 
ruder nations of Europe vverc willing slaves of Jewish usury'. Today Herder could 
say the sarnc of by jar the greatest part oj'our civili:-ed lForld . .. our governments, 
our law, our science, our COJnnzerce, our literature, our art, practically all branches 
o.four IUe, have becol1zc }nore or less willing slaves o.lthe Jell'S and drag the feudal 
.letter, ({'not }'ct on tH'O, at lea,-,,'t on olle leg . .. J'he direct influence ~(Judaism on the 
19th century thus heconzcs O!le o.f the burning sul~jects of the day. rYe have to deal 
here H'ilh a question aj!ecting not only the present, but also thejiaure oj'the lvorld 
, .. ffthe feH';"';!l influence lvere to gain the upper hand in E'urope in the intellectual 
and cultura! sphere, H'e lvould have one Inore exanzple o.f negative, destructive 
pOH'er. " 

Such was the development in a hundred years from von Herder to 
Chan1berlain. The last three sentences are a brilliant prognosis, for Chamberlain 
had not seen the proo.l~, which our century has brought, of the truth of \vhat he 
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said~ nalnely, that fantastic feat of international stage-n1anagen1ent on the grand 
scale in October 1917 when Comn1unislll (the destroyer of nationhood) and 
Zionisn1 (the creator of the dominant nation) triun1phed at the same instant! 

In the sixty years which have passed since Chan1berlain \vrote the process 
observed by hin1 and 11erder has gathered pace and power. The question no 
longer sin1ply "'affects the future of the world"~ it is with us every day and vve have 
no present that is not shaped by iC it has already altered the nature of the world 
and of 111an's lot in it. ""Our governn1ents", in the half-century that has elapsed, 
have becolne such ~"willing slaves" of the Judaic ITlaster-sect that they are in fact 
the bailiffs or agents of a new, international ruling-class, and not true governors 
at all. 

The West has COIne to this diien1n1a through the pressure of two rnillstones, 
COlnn1unism and Zionism, the nation-destroying world-revolution and the new, 
nation-creating, ruling-class. The one has incited the lnob~ the other has gained 
lnastery over rulers. Are the organizers of both the same? This book seeks to 
answer the question in its rernaining chapters. \'lhat is clear is that each stage in 
the ruination of the West, during these 170 years, has bcen accolnpanied by 
successive stages of ~"the return" to the promised land. That is an indication of 
COlnn10n lllanagership too strong to be set aside unless it can be conclusively 
disproved. To the '''heathen'' lnasses of Christendon1 the process which began 
with the emergence of the world-revolution in 1789 has been lnerely one of sound 
and fury, signifying nothing; but the student perceives that in n1ajestic rhythn1 it 
fulfils The IJaw and The Prophets of Judah. 

The 19th Century was one of conspiracy, of which the things we witness in the 
20th Century are the results. Conspiracy bred Comnlunisn1 and ZionislTI, and 
these took the future of the West in a pincer-like clutch. What were their origins? 
Why did they gerlninate in darkness until they bro~e ground together in the] 9th 
Century? Had they a COlnmon root? The way to answer that question is to 
exan1ine the roots of each separately and find out if they join, and the purpose of 
this chapter and the next is to trace the root~idea of world-revolution. 

The French revolution \vas the ll'orfd-revolution in action, not a revolution in 
France. FrOln the nl0n1ent of the event in France no doubt relnains on that score. 
Before then people might indulge notions about suffering peasants, stung to 
sudden uprising by arrogant aristocrats and the like, but diligent study of the 
background of the French revolution dispels such illusions. It \vas the result of a 
plan and the work of 3 secret organization revealed before it occurred; it \vas not 

nlcrely a Frel1ch outburst produced by French causes. 1~he plan behind it is the 
plan of C0111111Unis111 today; and COlnrnunism today, which is the world
revolution in pennanence. has inherited the organization which evolved the plan. 

The French revolution of 1789 is the one that provides the key to the lnystery. 
It forms the link between the English one of 1640 and the Russian one of 1917 
and reveals the whole process as a pLanned and continuing one which, having 

134 



1~}-IE CONTROVERSY Of' ZION 

passed through these three stages, clearly will reach its final orgasm at some 
II101nent not far distant, probably during this century. 'fhat clin1ax, foreseeably, 
\vill take the shape of an attclnpt to consun11Tlate and cOlnplete the world
revolution by setting up a vvorld-governnlent under the control of the 
organization which has guided the revolutionary process frorn its start. This 
\vould establish the sway of a ne\v ruling·-class over the submerged nations. (As 
Dr. Kastein \vould say, it would ""deterlnine the fate of the whole world"). 

This picture, \vhich only slowly emerged as the three centuries passed, is today 
clear in its historical perspective. \vhere each of the three great revolutions is seen 
in the light thrO\V11 on it by the next: 

(1) The English revolution appeared at the tinle to be a spontaneous English 
episode" directed only against the pretensions, at that mon1ent, of a particular 
royal house, the Stuarts, and a particular forin of religion, called ""Popery" . No 
contemporary dreamed of considering it as the start of a lvorld-movement 
against all religion and all legitimate governJnent. (The ruling sect of Jewry 
supplied the revolutionary dictator with funds and by nleans of this, traditional 
'''abetting'' part the Jevvish leaders became chief beneficiaries of the revolution; if 
they had allY part in the original instigation of it~ this cannot be shown, nor has 
any evidence of a long-ternl, Inaster-plan behind the revolution survived). 

(2) The nature and course of the French revolution, ho\vever, puts the English 
one in a different light. It was not, and even at the time did not seem to be, a native 
F'rench episode caused merely by French conditions. On the contrary, it followed 
a plan for universal revolution discovered and Inade public SOine years before; 
and the secret organization then exposed had Inen1bcrs in nlany countries and all 
classes. l'herefore its 1110st characteristic acts (regicide and sacrilege), though 
they repeated those of the revolution in England, \vere seen not to be 
spontaneously vengeful deeds committed in the heat of a moment, but actions 
deliberately synlbolic of a continuing plan and purpose: the destruction of all 
religion and all legitimate government, every\vhere. Inevitably, this revelation 
leads to the surmise that the English revolution too lnay have been prepared by 
this secret organization \vith the ain1 ofdestroying all nationhood. (In the French 
revolution, as in the English one, the Judaist sect enlerged as a chief beneficiary; 
the general crnancipation of Jews, which came of it, was used by it as a cover for 
its conspiratorial work during the ensuing decades. Original Judaist instigation is 
not shown by any evidence now available.) 

Thus the F'rench revolution, unlike the English one, demonstrably was the 
product of a nlajor conspiracy, \vith worldwide aims and deep roots. From this 
instant, the nature of the plan was plain, but the conspirators, wherever they vvere 
ulunasked, seenled to be horde of individuals 'with no bond of union between 
theln save that of the arsonist's lust for destruction. The purpose was beyond 
doubt, but the identity of the organizers was stilllnysterious. This half-clarified 
scene \vas depicted in fan10us words by a classic authority on the subject, Lord 
Acton: 
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"The appalling thing in the revolution is 110t the tumult but the design. 
Through all the fire and smoke we perceive the evidence o.l calculating 
organi2ation. The 1,-1anager,')' remain studiously concealed and masked but there is 
no doubt about their presence .fronz the .first'. 

The French revolution, then, revealed a design behind revolution, and it was 
the design of a set purpose in a H'orldl:vide field. What had seemed planless at the 
tinle of the English revolution now was seen to be, or had becolne the result of a 
plan and a pattern, and the conspiracy clearly was of such strength and age that 
its complicity in the earlier revolution had to be allowed for. However, this 
second revolution still left "'the managers" masked, so that only half of the 
mystery had been solved (Lord Acton died in 1902 and thus did not see the third 
revolution). 

(3) The revolution in Russia, again, opened rOOlTI for new theories about the 
French and English revolutions. Its acts of regicide and sacrilege were as 
unnlistakable an identity-card as the ~1us1im's greeting is a token of his faith; by 
thenl it infornled all who wished to hear that it was still ,vorking to ""the design" 
of world\vide destruction first revealed by the French revolution. ~1oreover, the 
secret, for a hundred years called "'a lie", \vas no longer even denied; from 1917 
on the world-revolution was avo\vedly pernzanent, avo\vedly world\vide in 
purpose, and the erstwhile secret conspiracy became a political party, operating 
in all countries under orders fronl a central headquarters in l\tlosco\v. 

Thus the Russian revolution threw a brighter light on the f"rench one, 
clarifying its outlines and origins. However, in the nlatter of the '''studiously 
concealed" and "'masked" managers, the Russian revolution threw an entirely 
different light on the t\VO earlier ones, or at the least it opened up conjectures 
about their possible origins which none had previously spent lnueh thought 
upon. I'he "managers" of the revolution in Russia were nearly all Eastern Jews. 
On this occassion the significant, synlbolic acts of regicide and sacrilege were 
committed by Jews and a la'" was enacted which in effect forbade all discussion 
of the part played by Jews, or by "·the Jewish question", in these events or in 
public affairs at all. 

Thus vital questions \vere answered and what was a great lnystery in 1789 
became plain in 1917. The great benefit which today's student derives fronl the 
French revolution is the proof, supplied by it, of the existence of a design for 
\vorld-revolution, and of an organization which pursued that destructive 
anlbition. Its existence and activity made the 19th Century the century of the 
grand conspiracy. A sense of evil things stirring in dark places, like the sounds 
which a prisoner in a dungeon awaits at night. disquietened men and nations. 
This was the feeling imparted by conspiracy to the enpested air around. From the 
n10nlent of the French revolution luen intuitively knew that they lived \vith 
conspiracy in their midst; in our day, \vhich has suffered its effects~ we can at least 
see with what \ve have to deal, if we look, and nlay say that it is the devil that we 
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know. 
Perhaps the greatest disservice that Napoleon did \vas, by his carnpaigns and 

glittering ~xploits to distract men ~s thoughts from the 111uch greater danger that 
ll1enaced them: the \vorld-revolution and its secret '·lnanagers~'. But for hinl they 
nlight have paid 1110re attention to the conspiracy, for they bad the proof of its 
existence. 
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l'l-lE DESI(;N 

This proof was given \vhen the papers of !-\danl Weishaupt's secret society of 
"·ll1Lltl1inati~~ were seized by the Bavarian Govcrnnlent in 1786 and published in 
1787. The original blueprint of H'ol'ld-revolution, and the existence of a po\verfu1 
organization \vith nlclnbers in the highest places, \vere then revealed. FrOIn that 
1110111ent on no doubt reinained that all countries and classes of society contained 
tnen \vho \vere leagued together to destroy all legitinHlte governn1ent and all 
religion. l~he conspiratorial organiza tion bUITO\ved underground again after its 
exposure, but survived and pursued its plan, bursting into full public vie\v in 
1917. Since then, as C0111n1UnisllL it has openly pursued the ailns disclosed by the 
Bavarian Governrncnfs coup of 1786, by the methods then also revealed. 

The publication of the Weishaupt dOCLllnents canle about by a chance as 
curious as that of the preservatio11 of !\rIr. Whittaker Chanlbers~s docu111ents in 
1948. * They \vere only a residue, rClnaining after the bulk h2ld been destroyed, for 
son1ething of the Illul1linati's doings and designs had becon1e known before 1786, 
partly through the boastings of its nlcn1bers~ partly through the disclosures of 
S0111C \vho (like 1\1r. ('han1bcrs 160 years later) revolted against the company in 
\vhich they found then1selves \vhen they cOlTlprehended its true nature. rrhus the 
Dowager Duchess IVlaria Anna of Bavaria in 17R3 received inforlllation frOITI 
fornler Illunlinates that the order "vas teaching that religion should be regarded 
as nonsense (Lenin's ""opiate for the people") andpatriotisnl as puerility, that 
suicide was justifiahlc~ tha t life should be ruled by passion rather than reason, 
that one Inight poison one's enernies~ and the like. As a result of this and other 
information the IJukc of Bavaria in 1785 issued an edict against the l1lu111inati; 
the order \vas indicted as a branch of Frcelnasonry, and governnlent officials, 
nleinbers of the anned services, professors~ teachers and students \vere forbidden 
to join it. A general ban \vas laid on the fornlation of secret societies (that is, 
bodies which banded together without rnaking registration, as the law required). 

*1\1 L Whittaker Chambers, an impressionable, LIther morbid young American, was "captured" by the 
Communists at Columbia University. New York, ill 1925 and became an agent and courier who" working under an 
alias, conveyed stolen of1lcial documents to his Commllnist superiors, In 193R be sickened of his bondage and lied 
the party. In 1939, appalled hy the alli',mce between Communism and Hitlerism, he tried to inform President 
Roose\elt of the infcstat ion of government departments by Communist agents, and of the espionage that went on, 
but was rudely rebutTed. being told by a presidential emissary to "go jump in the lake". As a precaution, he had 
secreted his proofs (photographs of hundreds of sccn:t ()f1lcial documents) in a disused lift-shaft and in the course of 
years forgot them, for he heard nothing more until 1948~ Then his name W~lS mentioned in the course of an enquiry 
arising out of disclosures made by ~ll1other former Communist agent. and he \\'~!S sub-poenaed 10 give evidence. He 
diu this and was at once sucd for libel by a high ~!o'.ernl1lent offlciaL ML Alger Hiss, whom he incriminated of 
stealing highly secret papers and conveying them, through Mr, Chambers. to the Communists. For his own 
protection he then sought out his relative in New York and asked if the package, ~.;ecretcd in the disused service-lift 
shan ten years before. was still there, Covered with dli<.,l, it \vas, and thc enormity of its contents, examined again 
after ten years, st.Htled eyen rvIr. Chambers, I-k hid ~he packet in a pumpkin on his farm, where at last it came to 
light of day when his derence against the lihcl charge had to be producL>(i, This led to the conviction of his <I(CllSer, 
Me Hiss, and to the !wrl;a! exposure OL1 condilion ofColl1l11unist infestation in the American Government so deep 
and widespread, that Amcrican state policy obviously must. during the entir"'!Jcriod of tl1e Sccond \Vorld \Var, luve 
been to a great exten1 under the direct influence of the world-revolutionary leadas in Moscow. 
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This interdict (\\t'hich obviously could not be Inade effective; secret 
organizations cannot be suppressed by decree) put the conspirators on guard, so 
that (as the two historians of the Illunlinati relate, ~1essrs. C.F"'. f'orestier and 
I.,eopold Engel) ·"a considerable anl0unt of the lllost valuable papers of the order 
where either carefully concealed or burned" and ""fe\v dOCUlTICnts survive, for 
IllOSt of them were destroyed and external relationships \vere broken off, in order 
to avert suspicion"; in other words, the order \vent deep underground. Thus the 
docunlents which were found, in 1786, represent only a 111ininlum. M. Forestier 
says that in 1784 (the last year in which it tended rather to vaunt its power than to 
conceal it) the order stretched fronl its Bavarian base ""over all Central Europe, 
fronl the Rhine to theVistula and fronl the Alps to the Baltic; its nlenlbers 
included young people who were later to apply the principles instilled i11to them, 
officials of all kinds who put their influence at its service, lnembers of the clergy 
\vhom it inspired to be "tolerant' and princes \vhose protection it was able to 
clainl and whom it hoped to control". The reader will see that this is a picture of 
Cornnlunisnl today, save for the allusion to ""princes"~ the number of these has 
dill1inished al1110st to nothing since 1784. 

Ho\vever, the papers which were found and published, if they did not sho\v the 
full range of the Illuminati's lllenlbership and connections, especially in France, 
Britain and America, nevertheless exposed the nature of the secret society and its 
all-destructive alllbition. An Illuminist ernissary wa? struck by lightning on a 
journey to Silesia in 1785. Papers found on him caused the houses of two 
Illunlinist leaders to be searched. C'orrespondence between "Spartacus" (Adam 
Weishaupt) and the "'Areopagites" (his closest associates in the order), and other 
papers then found revealed the full plan for world-revolution with which \ve of 
the 20th Century have become familiar through its results and under the name of 
"'Coll1ll1unism". 

None can believe today that this grandiose plan of destruction originated in 
the brain of one Bavarian professor, or resist the conclusion that (as Mrs. Nesta 
Webster suggests) Weishaupt and his allies did not create, but only loosed upon 
the world a live and terrible force that had lain dornlant for many centuries. 

When he founded his Illuminati, on May 1, 1776, \Veishaupt was dean of the 
faculty of law at Ingolstadt lJniversity (in our day university professors who are 
secret COlllffiunists are often to be found in the faculties of law). He had been 
brought up by the Jesuits, whom he can1e to hate, and he bOITO\ved frorn theIn, 
and perverted to the opposite purpose, their secret of organization: the nlethod 
which (as his associate Mirabeau said) "under one head, lnade n'len dL"ipcrsed over 
the universe tend tOlvards the sanze goal". l"'his idea, ofleagueing nlen together in 
secret conspiracy and using them to achieve an aiDl which they do Hoi 
comprehend, pervades the entire mass of letters and other Illuminist documents 
seized by the Bavarian Government. 

l-hc idea is presented with ardent fondness and the n1any ways of realizing it 
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are of high ingcrHlity. The aCCUll1 ulated experience of ages, in conspiracy, ll1USt 
have been dnl\vn on and Iv'1 rs. f'\Jcsta \Vehster. in her search for the source of this 
rnorbid and perverse doctrine. found hcrselfled b8Ck to the starl of the C=hristian 
era and further. Fen' instance, 1\11. Silvestre de Sacy says that the ITlethod used by 
the ISlnailis (a subversive Sect \vithin Islam in the 8th Century) \vas to enlist 
'"partisan~" in ,j1! places and in all classes of society" in the atteILpt to destroy their 
professed faith and governrneut~ the ISlnaili lead(~r, Abdullah ibn 1v1 ayn1un, set 
out "'to unite in the fortH of a vast secret society 'with Inany degrees of initiation 
freethinkers, who regarded religion only as a curb for the people, and bigots of all 
sects". The achicve111ent of /\bdulla ibn Mayrnun, according to another 
authority, iv1. Reinhart Dozy~ was that ·'by Ineans such as these the 
l~xtraordinaryresult \vas brought about that a lllultitude of men of divers be]iefs 
vv'ere all \vorking together for an object known only to a few of theln~'. l'hese 
quotations exactly describe both the aims. 11lethods and achievenlcnt of Adam 
Weishaupt and of COnl1TIUnisrn and they could he 111ultiplied by extracts from the 
literature of the C~abalists, the Gnostics and the Manicheans. 

-The \Veishaupt docun1~.:nts are incontestably authentic: the Bavarian 
(}overnnlent uHvvittingly forestalled any attenlpt to cry .... Forgery" (in the 
tnanner l11ade fan1iliar in our c('ntury) by inviting any who vvere inlerested to 
inspect the original documents in the i\rchives at Munich. 

'They revealed three main things: first, the ail115 of the society: second, the 
Inethod of organization; and third, the mClllbership, at least in a relatively 
restricted area (chiefly, the South Ciernuln States). These three 111atters will be 
separately discussed here. 

The basic idea~ 111ade abundantly clear in The correspondence between 
'''Spartacus'' and his pseudonymous fello\v-conspirators, \vas to destroy all 
established authority, nationhood and rel1gion, and thus to clear the way for the 
rise of a new ruling class, that of the Illulninates. 1~he society's aiiTIS, as summed 
up by lIcnri Martin, \vere '''the abolition of property, social authority and 
nationality, and the return of the human race to the happy state in which it 
formed only a single fan1ily vvithout artificial needs, vvithout useless sciences, 
every father being priest and lnagistrate; priest of we know not what religion, for 
in spite of their frequent invocations of the God of Nature, many indications lead 
us to conclude that \Veishaupt had no other Ciod than Nature herself". 

This is contirrned by Weishaupt~ '·PrInces and nations will disappear ... 
Reason will be the only code of nlan". In all his writings he completely elilninated 
any idea of divine power outside ~/lan. 

The attack on '''kings and princes" \vas tnere]y "'cover" for the true attack, on 
all nationhood (as time has sho\vn~ now that the supply of kings and princes has 
given out C~on1nlunisnl ilnpartial1y destroys proletarian prin1e nlinisters and 
politicians); and that on ~'priests'- v~:as a disguise for the real attack, on all 
religion. The true aim, in hath cases, is revealed in Weishaupt's own 
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correspondence \\t'ith his intinlates~ the f~dse one \vas professed to inferior agents 
of the society~ or to tile public ifit ever got \vind ofIllun1inist doings. Weishaupf~; 

great skill in enlisting ilnportant people. \vho joined hin1 jn the belief that they 
\V(TC thus proving th~n1sclves "progressive" or ""liberal'~. is sho\vn by the number 
of princes and priests "vho \vere found in his secret Inernb(rship-lists. 

'The best exanlplc of his success_ and of his quick adaptability' of I11cthod, is 
given by the case of religion. His attack on religion \vas a rnuch more daring and 
startling thing HI his day than in O1Jrs~ \vhcn we have l1'v'ed long enough with open 
Cornnlunis111 to beconlc farniliar \\/1th a proposition which in \VeishaupL's day 
InUSl have seemed scarcely credible: that rnau, having once found his way to the 
idea of God, should of his o\vn \vill retrace his footsteps! 

\'leishaupt's original idea \vas to 111«ke Fire \Vorshjp the religion of 
Illu111inisln. ~rhis \vas unlikely ever to bring recruits frorn the ranks of the clergy, 
and he hit on a better jdea~ vV'hich brought t hem in llull1bers. I-Ie averred that 
Jesus had had "'a secret doctrine", never openly revealed~ \vhich could be found 
by the diligent bet\veen the lines of the Gospels. 'This secret doctrine \vas to 
abolish religion and establish reason in its place: '"\vhen at last Reason becon1es 
the religion of rnan so will the problenl be solved". The idf~~a of joining a secret 
society of\vhich Jesus had been the true founder, and of follo'vving an ex~unple set 
by Jesus in using \vords to disguise rneaning, proved irresistible to the rnany 
clerics who then passed through the door thus opened to then1. They \vere flgurrs 
of a ne\v kind in lheir day; in ours the ComlTIunist cleric has becolne familiar. 

'The Illuminist leaders privately 1110cked thcn1. ""Spartaclls's" chief 
collaborator ""Philo~~ (the Hanoverian Baron von Knigge) \\'fote, ~"\\Te say then, 
Jesus \vished to introduce no new religion, but only to restore natural religion 
and reason to their old rights ... There are rnany passages in the Bible which can 
be made use of and explained, and so all quarrelling between the sects ceases if 
one can find a reasonable rneaning in the teaching of Jesus, be it true or not . .. 
Now therefore th3 t people see that It'e are the only fca! and true (:l1ristians, \ve can 
say a \vord more against priests and princes, but I have so n1anaged that after 
previous tests 1 can receive pontur" and kings in this degree. In the higher 
Mysteries \ve must then (a) disclose the pious fi·alld and (b) reveal froI11 all 
writings the origin of all religious lies and their connexion ..." 

""Spartacus" happily commented, "'y'ou cannot ilnagine \vhat sensation our 
Priest's degree is arousing. The most \vondcrful thing is that great Protestant and 
reformed theologians who belong to Illulninistn still believe that the religious 
teaching imparted in it contains the true and genuine spirit of the Christian 
religion. Oh, Inan, of \\1hat cannot you be persauded! I never thought that I 
should beCOIT1C the founder of a ne\v religion". 

Through this success in persuading clerics that irreligion \vas the true faith and 
antichrist the true Christianity \Veishaupt Inade great strides in Bavaria. He 
recorded that all non-Illuminist professors had been driven from Ingolstadt 
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University, that the society had provided its clerical members \vith "'good 
benefices, parishes, posts at court'\ that the schools \vere Illuminist-controlled, 
and that the senlinary for young prIests would soon be captured. whereon ""we 
shall be able to provide the \vhole of Bavaria ,vith proper priests". 

\Veishaupfs attack on religion was the most distinctive feature of his doctrine. 
His ideas about ""the god of Reason" and ""the god of Nature'· bring his thought 
very close to Judaic thought in its relation to the Gentiles, and as IIlun1inism 
became COlTImunislTI, and ComiTIunisn1 came under Je\vish leadership, this 
might be significant. The Judaic L.aw also lays do\vn that the Gentiles (\vho as 
such are excluded from the world to cOlne) are entitled only to the religion of 
nature and of reason which Weishaupt taught. Moses Mendelssohn,* as quoted 
in his Mell10irs~ says: 

""Our rabbis unaninl0us]y teach that the written and oral laws which forn1 
conjointly 0 ur revealed religion are obligatory on our nation only: l. 1\1 oses 
COlTIlnanded us a law, even the inheritance of the congregation of Jacob', We 
believe that all other nations of the earth have been directed by God to adhere to 
the lalt's o.(nature . . , Those who regulate their lives according to the precepts of 
this religion qlnature and o.lreason arc called virtuous ll1en of other nations ..." 

In this authoritative view, then, God himself excluded the Gentiles fronl his 
congregation and cOlllmanded them to live merely according to the laws of 
nature and of reason. Thus Weishaupt was directing them to do just what the 
Jewish god directed thenl to do. If the Talmudic rabbis had no part in inspiring 
Illuminis111 (and research cannot discover any) the reason why they later took a 
*Moses Mendelssohn wrote this nearly two hundred years ago and it correctly defines the Judaist attitude towards 
Kipling's "lesser breeds without the Law". In our day (1955) a proposal was being bruited in Jcwry to bring the 
lesser breeds nominally \I'ifhin the Judaist fold 'vvhile perpetuating their inferiority and exclusion. As the reader of 
this book will recall, in the pre-Christian era proselytes were sought, but from the start of the Christian period 
Judaist hostility to conversion has been firm and even fierce (with the one exception of the mass-conversion of the 
Mongolian Khazars. from whom today's Ashkenazi sprang) and the Talmud says that "proselytes arc annoying to 
Israel like a scab". 

In 1955 a young: Reform rabbi, born in Germany but living in America, suggested that the time had come for 
judaism to undertake missionary work among the Gentiles. The basis he laid down \va" identical with Ivloses 
Mendelssohn's dictum; this rabbi, Mr. Jakob Petuchowski, merely sllccc.cded in tinding a solution to what had 
seemed to Mendelssohn an insoluble dirt1culty ("Pursuant to the principles of my religion, I am not to seek to 
convert anyone who is not born according to our laws; ... the Jewish religion is diametrically opposed to it" i.e., 
conversion). 

Mr. Petuchowski proposed, in fact that conversions made hy his proposed mission should be on a basis which 
would give the convert a status, in relation to the original Jews, rather compar;l.ble with that of the AmcricCln Negro, 
during the slavery ~ra, to the while folk in the big plantation hOLlse. The converts would be required (in other words, 
permitted) only to obey the "Seven Laws of Noah", (the allusion is presumably to the ninth chapter of Genesis), and 
not the hundreds of commands and \/etocs attributed to God by the "Mosiac Law". In this way the "lesser breeds" 
would apparcntly receive. at the hands ofJudaism, the "religion of nature and of reason" recommendrd for them by 
Adam Weishaupt and 1\1oses rvlendeJssohn alike. lfthey then called tbemselves "Jews", this would he rather as the 
plantation Negro toclk his owner's familY-llame. 

This ingenious proposal may have been prompted by the reflection that Jewish power in the world is now so great 
that a solution to the problem of the status of the "lesser breeds" v~ill have to be found, if"The Law" is to be literally 
"observed". Mr. Petuchow~,ki'so\vn words were. "Religious Jews do believe that the plans for God's kingdom on 
earth have been delivered into their keeping ... Those Gentiles, thereforc, who have this larger salv:ltion at heart, 
should be made acquainted with what Judaism has to offer, (md should be invited to cast in thclr lot with the 
household of 1srael". 

What was here "'offered" was in fact "the religion of nature and reason". 
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directing part in C01111TIUnislTI seen1S here to beconlc plain. 
So much for the aiJns of the Illuminati. They are those of C~on1lnul1ism today~ 

unchanged. f\S for the method, every baseness of which hUlnan beings are 
capable \vas listed for exploitation in the cause of recruitlnent. Al1l0ng the papers 
were found two packets \vhich particularly horrified public opinion at the tilne. 
They contained docun1ents laying down the order's right to exercise the law of 
life and death over its 111elTIbers, a eulogy of athcistTI, the description of a tnachine 
for the autolllatic destruction of secret papers, and prescript ions for procuring 
abortion, counterfeiting seals, making poisonous perfU111eS and secret ink, and 
the like. Today, again, the contents of a C=oll1n1unist laboratory are fall1iliar Lo 
any \vho follow such ll1atters, but in 1787 the effect of this disclosure, in Catholic 
Bavaria, was like a glilnpse of the antechamber of I-Iades. 

\\leishaupt's papers included a diagranl illustrating the way in which he 
exercised control over his organization. It shows what ll1ight be a section of 
chain-nlail, or of honeycolnb, and is identical with the celebrated ""cell" SYStCIYl 
on which Comn1unism is built today. It is the product of an inteiligence of the 
highest kind (and~ obviously, of centuries of experience; Incthods of this sort 
cannot be devised \vithout a long process of trial and error). 'The secret is that 
dalnage to such a structure cannot be n10re than locaL the 111ain fabric relnaining 
ahvays unin1paired and capable of repair. If a few links, or cells, are destroyed 
these can be luadc good in due tinle, and nlean\vhi1e the organization continues, 
substantially uuhan.11ed. 

At the centre of this web sat Weishaupt, and held all threads in his hands. Io"()nc 
tl1ust show how easy it would be for one clever head to direct hundreds and 
thousands of luen""; he wrote above the diagran1, and below it he added, 10"1 have 
two i111lnediately belo\\' rne into whonl I breathe nlY whole spirit, and each of 
these t\yO has again two others, and so on. In this way 1can set a thousand Inen in 
1110tion and on fire in the siInplest 111anner, and in this way one must impart 
orders and operate on politics". 

When the Il1u111inist papers .\vere published 1110st of its 111cll1bers first learned 
that Weishaupt was its head, for he was known only to his close associates. The 
lTIaSS knew only that, sonlewhere above t henl, was a ""beloved leader" or ""big 
brother", a Being all-\vise, kindly bu t stern, vv'ho through them would reshape the 
world. Weishaupt had in fact achieved the ""extraordinary result" ascribed to 
Abdulla ibn Maynlun in Islam: under him S"a multitude of men of divers beliefs 
were all working together for an object known only to a few of them". 

'The fact that each dupe only knew his two neighbour dupes 'vvould not alone 
have been enough to bring about that result. flow were the Illun11nates kept 
together? The answer is that Weishaupt discovered, or received frotn some higher 
intelligence the secret on which the cohesive strength of the world-revolution 
rests today, under Communislll: terror! 

All Illunlinates took "illulninated" names, which they used in their dealings 
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\vi t h c<!ch other~ and in all correspondence. I'his practice of the alias~ or ""cover 
n(une'~. has been continued to the present-day_ The 111ernbers of the COnl111Unlst 
governll1cnts \vhjch usurped po\ver in Russia in 1917 were known to the \vorld, 
for the first tinlC in history, by aliases (and are so known to posterity also). The 
exposures of 1945-] 955 in Alnerica, England~ Canada and Australia showed that 
the men \vho worked as l'olllnlunist agents in the governlnents of these countries 
used ""cover-nanles~~~ in the way begun by Weishaupt. 

W-eishaupt organized his society in grades, or circles. the outer rings of which 
contained the new recruits and lesser dupes. Advanct?lnent through the grades 
was supposed to bring initiation info further chapters of the central nlystery. 
Weishaupt preferred the enrolnlent of young nlen at their most irrlpressionablc 
ages. between 15 and 30. (fhis practice also was continued into our day~ l\1essrs. 
Alger I-liss~ Harry [)exter White. Whittaker Chan-I bel'S. Donald Maclean~ Guy 
Burgess and others were all "'nctted~' at their Anlerican or English univer~ities). 

Other grades or degrees were added as the circle of recruittnent \videned, or 
especial obstacles to it were discovered~ the exanlple of religion has aiready been 
givrn, and in this case also C~onlnlunlsm, by lYlaking use of the suggestion that 
Jesus was the flrst Conlnlunist has followed Weishaupfs precedent lnerely 
changing "'Illulninist" to ""Colnnlunisf~. In this approach to prospective 
members the Inanner of the invitation~ '''Will you walk into my par1our?'~, \vas 
varied to n1eet individual cases. 

The young 111cn who \vere recruited for the conspiracy were sworn in with 
nluch intilnidating ceremonia]~ including a significant mockery of the Christian 
sacralnent. They were required to supply a dossier about their parents~ listing 
their "dolninant passions~~. and to spy on each other. Both these ideas are basic in 
Conlmunisln and one possibly original source of theln is the '''Mosaic l-,av/~, 

where the obligation to denounce kinsfolk who incur suspicion of heresy~ and to 
place ""a guard upon 111Y guard"~ is included in the ""statutes and judglllents~~. 

The young Illurninate \vas l11ade to feel that he \vould never kno\v ho\v nlany 
eyes of unknown superiors lnight be on hiD1 (he only !Olt?H' his inl1nediate 
superiors)~ he was taught to inforrn on those around hin1 and inferred that they 
infonned on hiln. l~his is the basic principle of terror~ which can never be 
completely esta blished lnerely by killing~ torture or ilnprisonnlent; only the 
kno\vledge that he can trust no nl(Ul~ not his 0\\/11 son or father or friend~ reduces 
the hunlan victinl to utter subnlissjon. Since "'\\leishaupfs day this secret terror 
has been resident in the \Vest. l'hosc who have no personal experience of it Inay 
gain understanding of the povver i1 \vields in our day, even many thousands of 
tniles fronl its central headquarters, by reading ]\;1r. v\/hittaker C'halnbcrs~s 

description of his 11ight into concealnlcnt after he resolved to break \vith his 
(~olnnlunist nlasters. 

As to the ll1cnlbership of the Illtnninati, the papers discovered sho\ved that 
after ten years of existence. it had several thousand 11lcnlbers. nlany of thenl in 
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inlportant civil positiGns where they could exert influence on the acts of rulers 
and governments. T'hey even intluded rulers: the conternporary Marquis de 
Luchet relates that son1e thirty reigning and non-reigning princes had guilessly 
joined an order~ the lnasters of \vhich were sworn to destroy thenl! It included the 
Dukes of Brunswick~ Gotha and Saxe-\V"eilnar, princes of I-Iesse and Saxe
Gotha, and the E]ector of lV1ajnz~ Metternich, Pesta]ozzi the educationist, 
arnbassadors and politicians and professors. 

/\bove all otbers, it included the lnan \vho, t\vcnty years later) was to \vrite the 
workfs n10st fanl0us 111asterpiece on the theme of the youth who sold his soul to 
the devil. The inference that fClus! was in truth the story of Goethe and 
lllunlinism is hard to resist~ its theIne is essentially the sanle a~ that of fVilness and 
other \vorks \\'hich~ in our day, have been \vritten by 111en who escaped from 
C:onlnlunisffi. 

These lists \vere obviously not even conlpletc, for the reason previously given, 
that precautions had already been taken before the Bavarian authorities raided 
the dwellings of Weisha upt's chief aSSOcIates in 1786. For the seune reason, the 
documents discovered only show a part of the area over which the Illurninati had 
spread~ Weishaupt's own diagram sho\ved that the secret order \vas constructed 
in such a way that detection should never uncover or danlage nlore than a 
seglnent. It is possible, for the same reason again, that \Vclshaupt was but a 
group or area leader, and that the high directorate of what delnonstrably was a 
world-revolutionary organization was never unnlasked. 

\\'hat is certain is that, although the llluininist docUlnents contained no nalnes 
or other indications to show its power in France, the French revolution, when it 
began three years later, developed into an attack on all civil authority and all 
religion, exactly of the kind planned by W'eishaupt and his a:-,sociates. F'rOlTI that 
day to this \vriters in the service of the \\J'orld-revolution (their name is legion~ in 
all countries) have never ceased to deny all connexion whatsoever between 
Ilhuninism and the f'rench Revolution~ they artl~ssly argue that, as the secret 
society was forbidden in 1786, it cannot have had anything to do \vith an event in 
1789. 

~rhe truth is that Illulninism. though forbidden, was no nlore extirpated than 
(~olnlnunisnl \vould be by a legal ban today, and that its agents gave the French 
revolution those brandnlarks \Vh1Ch identify it as the work of the lvorld 
revolutionaries. not of discontented French people. l~he acts of the Reign of 
rrerror were of a nature uniinagina ble before they \vere committed, but they had 
long been fanliliar, in inlagination. to the Illun1inati. In \vhat other minds could 
the idea have taken shape that the vessels of the sacran1cntal supper should be 
borne by an ass in public procession through the streets of Paris'? They were 
nurtured in the ancient tradition of such rnockcry, an.d t.heir own initiates were 
adJl1itted in a cerclllony mocking the sacralnenL In \vhat brain but \Veishaupt's 
could the notion of enthroning an actress as Goddess of Reason in Notre Darne 
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have found birth? 
""For the purpose of infernal evocation ... It IS requIsIte ... to profane the 

ccren10nies of the religion to which one belongs and to lrcl111ple its holiest SYIl1bols 
Llnderfoof'~ this is l\;fr. A.E. vVaite's description of the formula of black ll1agic, 
and black n1agic and satanisll1 \vere t\\/O of the ingredients in the Illlllllinist brew. 

Weishaupt and his intilnates, or perhaps his nlasters, proposed to enter into 
France through their agents, secretllluITlinates, in high places. In this century \ve 
have seen what great results can be achieved by this n1ethod: the aborted result of 
the Second World \Var, and the condition of arn1ed truce in \vhich it has left the 
world, \vas brought about by such lTlen as Hiss and White and the higher luen 
who protected then1. Weishaupt selected the perfect \vay of gaining such power 
over French affairs and events: through another, very powerful secret society, 
\vhich he perlneated and captured by the ll1ethods laid down in his papers.-This 
\vas Grand Orient I~'reeInasonry. 

l'he plan to acquire control of Freen1asonry through Illulninist agents, and the 
success achieved, is plainly stated in Weishaupt's papers. First he records that, ""1 
have succeeded in obtaining a profound glin1pse into the secrets of the 
Freen1asons; I know their whole ain1 and shall inlpart it all at the right til11e in one 
of the higher degrees". At a later stage he gave a general order for his 
""Areopagites" to enter Freemasonry: ""Then we shall have a masonic lodge of 
our own ... \\le shall regard this as our nursery garden ... at every opportunity 
\ve shall corer ourselves \vith this ... " (i.e., Freen1asonry). 

'This deVIce of advancing ""under cover" (which is still basic in Conl111unisnl 
today) \vas the guiding principle: '''If only the ain1 is achieved~ it does not nlatter 
under \vhat cover it takes place~ and a cover is always necessary. For in 
concealn1ent lies a great part of our strength. For this reason we n1ust always 
cover ourselves with the nan1e of another society. 'The lodges that are under 
Frcelnasonry arc in the 111eanti111C the 1110st suitable cloak for our high purpose 
... a society concealed in this Inanner cannot be worked against In case of a 
prosecution or of treason the superiors cannot be discovered \Ve shall be 
shrouded in ilTIpenetrable darkness from spies and elnissaries of other societies". 

Today's Conlnlunist n1ethod, once again, l11ay be clearly recognized in these 
words~ they could be applied to the '''capture'' of parties, associations and 
societies in our day \vithout change of a syllable. The extent of Weil'haupfs 
success is best shown by quotation fron1 the lanlent uttcred~ fIve years after the 
outbreak of the French revolution, by the Duke of Brunswick, Grand Master of 
Gern1c:u1 Freel11asonry~ \vno had also been an Illun1inate. In 1794 he dissolved the 
order with \\lords of pained surprise: 

"' ... \\le see our edi1icc" (i.e., Freenlasonry) ""crurnbling and covering the 
ground \vith ruins~ \VC see destruction that our hands no longer arrest ... A great 
sect arose, \vhich taking for its 1110ttO the good and the happiness ofillan~ \vorked 
in the darkness of the conspiracy to Inake the happiness of hunlanity a prey for 
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itselC 'This sect is kno\vn to everyone; its brothers are known no less than its 
nalne. It is they who have undermined the foundations of the Order to the point 
of cOll1plete overthrow; it is by thenl that all hUlnanity has been poisoned and led 
astray for several generations ... They began by casting odium on religion ... 
the plan they had forlned for breaking all social ties and destroying all order was 
revealed in all their speeches and acts ... they recruited apprentices of every rank 
and in every position~ they .deluded the n10st perspicacious lnen byjctlsely alleging 
different intentions . .. Their masters had nothing less in view than the thrones of 
the earth, and the government of the nations was to be directed by their nocturnal 
clubs. This is what has been done and is still being done. But we notice that princes 
and people are unaware how and by what lneans this is being accoll1plished. 1'hat 
is why vve say to thell1 in all frankness: the misuse of our Order ... has produced 
all the political and 1110ral troubles with which the world is filled today. You \vho 
have been initiated, you must join yourselves with us in raising your voices, so as 
to teach peoples and princes that the sectarians. the apostates o.lour Order, haVE 
alone been and lvill be the authors o.lpresent and.fllture revolutions . .. So as to cut 
out to the roots the abuse and error~ we must from this mOlnent dissolve the 
whole Order ..." 

In this quotation the present narrative has jurnped five years ahead of events, 
in order to show that one of the leading Freemasons of that generation, hinlsclfa 
penitent, identified the Illuminati as the authors of the French revolution and of 
future revolutions. Weishaupt's success in his declared intention of capturing 
Freemasonry fronl \vithin, and the part then played by Illuminist agents inside 
Freemasonry in directing the revolution, could not be attested by a better 
authority than the Grand Master of Gerlnan Freelnasonry himself. 

LJ nder this injected influence Freemasonry ~ \vhich was very strong in France, 
took an extrenle course and produced the Jacobin clubs~ these, again under 
Illurninst intluence, presided over the Reign of Terror, \vhen the masked authors 
of the revolution revealed its true nature by their deeds. Like the Russian 
revolution 130 years later, the one in France then displayed its hatred of the poor 
and defenceless more than of the rich, of the peasants of the Vendee more than 
their supposed oppressors, of all beauty as such, of churches and religion, of 
everything that might uplift the hU111an soul above the level of aninlal needs and 
desires. 

Adam \Veishaupt hi!TIself becarne a F'reenlason in 1777, the year after he 
founded the Il1u111inati, being received into a l'vIunich lodge. Count Mirabeau, the 
later revolutionary leader in France, was privy both to Weishaupt's intention to 
join and to the secret reason for it, for his A1enloirs included a paper, dated 1776, 
which set out a prograolme identical with that of the Illull1inati, and in his 
I-listory of the Prussian Monarchy he refers to Weishaupt and to the Illulninati 
by nanlC and says: 

""The Lodge Theodore de Bon Conseil at Munich, \vhere there were a few n1en 
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with brains and hearts, \vas tired of being tossed about by the vain promises and 
quarrels of I\1 asonry. 'The heads resolved to gr(~/t 077 to their hranch another secret 

association to lrlzich they gorc the narJ1C (~( the Order (~I' the Illz.lI11ines. They 
I1zodel/cd it on the Socie 1.1' (~l Jesus, ll'hi!st proposing to [hcfnselves vieH's 

dialnetrically OP!}(),\'ed·'. 
This is the exact intention and n1ethod described by Weishaupt in his o\vn 

correspondence, and this is the proof that Mirabeau, the la tei revolutionary 
leader, knc\v of it at the tirne, that is in 1776. I\10reover, his words suggest that the 
secret society of the Illun1inati was founded \vith the express intention of gaining 
control of Freelnasonry and of instigating and directing revolution through it. 
'That I\1irabcau was party to the whole undertaking froln the start is suggested by 
the fact that the IIlClnoir of 1776 (the year in which the Illttll1inati were founded) 
ascribes to hilTI the Illun1inist ~'cover-n~llne" of Arcesilas, so that he lnust have 
been a founder 111elllher, \vith Adan1 Weishaupt, and a leading Illulllinate 
thereafter. 1\1irabeau, as t.he link bct\veen vVeishaupt and the French Revolution, 
cannot be ignored. The editor of his N[enloirs, M. Barthou, rell1arks that the 
~·plan of refonn" of 1776, found an10ng T\1irabeau's papers, "reselnbles very 
nluch in certain parts the \vork acco111plished later by the C'onstituent Asselnbly" 
(l he rev01uti0nary parl i ~i111 eII t 0 f 1789). T hat is ,\ nother \tvay 0 f sayi ng that 1hc 
\vork of the Constituent i\sscn1bly very n1uch rescl11bled Adam \Veishaupfs plan 
of 1776, \vhen he and Mirabeau together \\'ere founding the Ilhllninati and 
planning together to gain control of Freernasonry. 

The other stages in WeiShaupt's underground capture of Freen1asonry are also 
clear in the record. 11\ t the general congress of 1782 (seven years before the 
revolution) at Wilhelnlsbad the Illunlinati gained so nlany recruits that the Order 
of the Strict Observance, previously the n10st po\verful body in Freemasonry, 
ceased to exist. 'The \vay to con1plete victory in the Masonic \vorld \vas opened 
when the Illulninati enlisted the two most ilnportant personages in Gern1an 
Frcen1asonry, Duke Ferdinand of Brunswick (the later penitent) and Prince Carl 
of f-Iesse. 

In 17R5 llhuninst ernissaries attended another general congress, in Paris. and 
fro111 that nlon1ent the detailed planning of the revolution scerns to have becoll1c 
the task of the Lodge of the An1is Rcunis. \vhich was a '~cover" for the Illun1inati. 
'fhe blurring of traces at this point is the result of the notoriety \vhich the order 
gained in Bavaria, its proscription in the following year, 1786, and the 
destrt;ction of evidence. Nevcrtheless, in 1787, the s,-une ernissaries visited Paris 
at the invitation of the secret cOl1llnittee of the Lodge. 

Even before the revolution had really developed. the ract that it \vas instigated 
and directed by Illulninisl11 \vas known and published. 'rhe indictmenl and the 
\varning uttered by the I\ilarquis de Luehet stands out today as an astonishingly 
accurate prediction, not only of the course \vhich the revolution \Nould take in 
France, but or the continuing course of the H'orld revolution do\vn 10 our day. As 
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early as 1789 he \\/fotc: 
"" Learn tha t there exists a conspiracy in favour of despotis1l1 against liberty~ of 

incapacity against talent of vice against virtlle~ of igJ10 1'ance against 
enlightennlent ... 'rhis society ain1s at governing the It'o!'fd ... Its object is 
universal dOlnina tion ... No such calan1ity has ever yet aftlicted the world .... ' 

De L,uchet precisely depicted the role \vhich the J110narch \vas to be forced 10 

play during the Girondist phase ("see hinl condenlned to serve the passions of all 
that surround hinl ... to r~lise degraded n1cn to p()\ver~ to prostitute hisjudgnlent 
by choices that dishonour his prudence~~)~ and th~ plight in \vhich the revolution 
would leave France ("'We do not n1ean to say that the country \vhere the 
lllunlines reign will cease to exisc but it \vill fall into such a degree of hluniliation 
that it will no ionger count in po1itics~ tha t the population \vill dinlinlsh ... '~). ] f 
his \varning \vent unheeded~ cried de LucheC there \vould be "'(1 series of 
calanlities of \vhich the end is lost in the darkness of tilne ... a sulnerranean./ire 
sl110uldering cternol(l' and hreaking f()rrh periodically in violenf ar;d devastating 
eXjJlosio17s~~ . 

l~he events of the last 165 y~ars have not been better described than in these 
\vords of de Luchet., vv'hictl foretold thenl. He also foresa\v the "liberal and 
progressivc~' patron of the revolutioll 'Nho \vas to help greatly in bringing about 
the "violcn t and devastating explosions ~~ of these 165 years: "there are too 111any 
passions interested in s11pporting the systenl of the Illu111incs, too Inany deluded 
rulers, inl~lginjng thenlsclves cnlightened, ready to precipitate their people into 
the abyss~'. l-Ie foresaw the continuing strength and clutch of the conspiracy: ""the 
heads of the ()rder \vill never relinquish the authority they have acquired nor the 
treasure at their disposar'. De Luchet ca]]ed on Freen1asonry to cleanse its stable 
while tillle relllained: "would it not be possible to direct the Freelnasons 
then1selves against the IIJulnines by shc)\ving tllen1 thac \vhilst they are \vorking 
to nlaintain harnl0ny in socicty~ those others are every\vhere sowing seeds of 
discord and preparing the ultinlate destruction ()rtheir order?~' 165 years later~ in 
Britain and lJ\.lnerica~ nlen \vere calling on their governlnents in just such words, 
and just as vainly~ to cleanse the public offices and services of the 11lunlincs~ by 
then called C'onlmunists. 

The nleasure of de Luchefs foresight is given by the fact that he \\Tote in 1789, 
when the F'rench revolution \vas hardly a revolution~ it \vas universally held to be 
merely a Inild, health-giving refornl which \voldd leave the nl0narch a wise nlecd 
of po\ver, anlend obvious evils, and establish justice and frcedonl for ever in a 
happy~ regenerated f""'rance! ~rhat \vas still the general belief in 1700, \vhen across 
the Channel another Inan saw the true nature of the revoluti~)n and ""predicted 
with uncanny accuracy the course of events~'<, to quote his biographer of nlore 
than a century later, 1\11'. John Morley. 

Edrnund Burke~ an Irishlnan~ \vas one of the greatest orators the British House 
of Cornnlons ever saw. Tillle is the test of such a 111an's quality, and as the years 
pass the phrases of his attack on the French revolution ring ever nlorc 110bly~ as in 
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de LucheCs case, the renlarkable thing is that it was published in 1790, \vhen the 
naines of Robespierre and Danton were hardly known, before the word 
.... republic" had been heard, when the king looked forward to long years of 
constitutional reign, when all F'rance was joyfully celebrating the peaceful 
improvenlent that had been effected. Across this happy scene fell suddenly the 
shado\v of Burke's outstretched ann, pointing "'like an inspired prophet" to the 
doon1 to con1e. l-lis biographer says, '"It is no wonder that when the cloud burst 
and the dOOlTI was fulfilled 111en turned to Burke as they turned of old to 
i\hitopheth, whose counsel was as if nlen enquired of the oracle of God". 

lJnhappily that is not a true picture of what occurred \vhen Burke's warning 
was fulfilled. Very ll1any Inen turned against Burke, not to him, precisely because 
he had spoken the truth: indeed, the povver which the conspiracy even at that time 
wielded over the press and public debate is most clearly sho\vn by the way flattery 
of hinl was suddenly turned into attack and defan1ation after he published his 
Reflections on the revolution. The Illu111ines, and the "'liberal and progressive" 
organs and speakers controlled by thern, had greatly counted on Edn1und Burke, 
because he had upheld the cause of the f\nlerican colonists a decade earlier. I-Io\v 
could he support one revolution and attack another, they asked angrily, and 
Burke canle under the kind of general attack \vhich the united press, in our 
generation, keeps in its locker for any man \vho publicly dernands the 
investigation of Connnunisrn-in-government. 

Had Burke follovved the ""progressive" line, and pretended that the French 
revolution \vould help ""the comn10n 1na11'\ the flattery of him \vould have 
continued, but in that case nothing he said would have been of enduring value, or 
have been renle1nbered today. As it is~ the inspired \vords of his attack on the 
revolution have the inlperishable gleam of gold: '"'It is gone, that sensibility of 
principle, that chastity of honour, \vhich felt a stain like a wound ... The age of 
c.hivalry is gone. T'hat of sophisters, economists and calculators, has succeeded; 
and the glory of Europe is extinguished for ever". 

If these \vords, too, vvere inspired prophecy (and in 1955 they look truer than 
they \vere even in 1790) Christendonl and the West at least found an eloquent and 
noble mourner in Edmund Burke. For he knew the difference between 
.... revolutions'" as clearly as he sa\v the true shape of the event in France. He \vas 
not to be bamboozled by the fact that sonlebody had n1iscalled a colonial vvar of 
independence, led by country squires, a .... revolution". As a genuine friend of 
liberty, he had supported the colonists' bid to govern themselves and be n1asters 
in their own household. There was no resemblance \vhatever between their 
rl10tives and those of the secret 111en \vho, as Burke saw, were behind the 
revolution in 1~-'ral1ce. Therefore he stretched out his accusing hand and was as 
heedless of the reproaches of ""liberal" and "'progressive" as he had been of their 
f1attery on the earlier occasion (assuredly Edmund Burke knew that their praise 
then had not been prolnpted by any syInpathy with New England rrlerchants or 
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Southern plantation-o\vners). 
In Anlerica, at that nl01nenL the general reeling about the event in France was 

a deluded one, produced by the confusion of ideas which Burke rejected. There 
\vas, ror the time being, a popular notion that another benign ""revolution" had 
occurred, sonle\vhat sinlilar to the "Anlerican revolution". T'here was a transient 
"French I~renzy", \vhen Aillericans \vore cockades and liberty-caps, danced, 
feasted and paraded beneath intertwined French and Anlcrican flags, and 
shouted "'Liberty, Equality, Fraternity". With the Reign of1'error, this phase of 
illusion \vas followed by one of revulsion and horror. 

The Jacobin leaders directed the Reign of Terror and, as good Illuillinates, 
used classic pseudonyms in the manner initiated by "Spartacus" Weishaupt 
hill1self: C~halllnette was Anaxagoras, Clootz (described as a Prussian baron) \vas 
Anarcharsis, Danton Horace, Lacroix Pllblicola and Ronsin Scaevola. These 
terrorists, when they succeeded the Kerensky-phase, faithfully carried out the 
plan of the Illuminati, and by the killing of a king and the desecration of churches 
gave expression to its two chief ideas: the destruction of all legitin1ate 
governnlent and of all religion. Yet even they were apparently only tools, for a 
conternporary, Lon1bard de Langres, \vrote of that "1110St secret convention 
which directed everything after May 31, an occult and terrible po\ver ofvv'hich the 
other Convention becan1e the slave and which was COlllposed of the prinu! 

initiates (~llllurninis}n. 111ispoH'er l1'as above Robespierre and the con1mittees o.lthe 
govern/nell! ... it was this occult power \vhich appropriated to itself the treasures 
of the nation and distributed thenl to the brothers and friends who had helped on 
the great work". 

It is this picture of men in high places doing the \vill of sonle hidden, but 
palpably directing, supreme sect that gives the revolution the aspect of a 
demoniac puppet-show~ played against flickering red flan1es atnid the odour of 
brin1stone. The revolution, not the French revolution; whatever the true nature of 
the English one, since 1789 there has only been one, continuous revolution. There 
have not been episodic~ disconnected out breaks, in 1848 and 1905 and so on, but 
those recurrent eruptions of "a subterranean fire slllouldering eternally" which 
de Luchet and Burke foresa\v hefore the event. What is historically of great value 
in the annals of the French revolution~ ho\vever, is the proof, which they afford, 
of the use of men for a purpose unco111prehended by theln. 'This gives the 
revolution, then and now, its peculiar and satanic in1princ it is, as LOlllbard de 
Langres \vrote, "'the code of hell". 

When the revolution was ebbing, three men arose, in F:rance, England and 
Anlerica, who saw three things plainly: that its course had followed the chart 
revealed by the Illuillinati papers in 1787; that this secret society had been able, 
through Freerrlasonry, to instigate and direct it; and that the secret league of 
conspirators, \vith its continuing plan for H'orld revolution, had survived and \vas 
preparing the further "'violent and devastating explosions" foretold by 
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de Luchet. These three Inen \vere the Abbe BarrueL a Jesuit and eye\vitness of the 
revolution~ Professor John Robison a Scottish scientist who for over twenty 
years \vas general secretary of the Royal Society of Edinburgh~ and the Rev. 
ledediah Morse~ a New England clergyn1an and geographer. ~rbcy were all 
distinguished 111cn. The Abbe Barruers and Professor Robison's books and Mr. 
Morse's published sermons (all 1797-8) 'vvent into nlany editions and are still 
indispensable to students of the tirne. ~rheir \vorks and words gained lTIuch public 
attention and they were supported frotn Philadelphia, in his Porcupine's Gazette, 
by \\'illiam Cobbett, \\'ho scerrlS to have been driven into exile by the saIne occult 
power which set out to destroy lVlessrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse. 

The Abbe Barruel's verdict on what had occurred was identical with de 
Luchet's earlier prophecy and Lord Acton's 111uch later analysis: 

...... We shall deUlonstrate that, even to the nl0st horrid deeds perpetrated 
during the l~'rench revolution, everything was/ores'cen and resolved on) cOlnhined 
andprenledita/cd.' that they \vere the offspring of deep thought villainy, since they 
bad been prepared and \vere produced by l1len, \vho alone held the clue of these 
plots and conspjraci~s, lurking in the secret ll1eetings where they had been 
conceived . : . Though tbe events of each day nlay not appear to have been 
cOlnbined, there nevertheless existed a secret agent and a secret cause, giving rise 
to each event and turning each cirCUl1lstance to the long-sought-for end ... The 
grand cause of the revolu tion~ its leading features, its atrocious crinlcs, will still 
remain one continued chain of dceplaid and pr(!l71eJitaled villainy". 

The three ll1en came to the san1e conclusion: "'An anti-Christian conspiracy 
... not only against kings, but against every government, against all civil society, 
even against all property vvhatsoever" (the Abbe Barruel); '"/\n association has 
been fornled for the express purpose of rooting out all the religious 
establishnlents, and overturning all the existing governnlents of Europe" (Prof. 
Robison); '"The express - ailll is "to root out and abolish Christianity and 
overthrow all civil governn1ents"." (Mr. N]orsc). They agreed that what had 
happened was, not rnerely an episode in France, born of French circun1stances, 
but the \'/ork of an organization with a continuing plan in all countries: a 
universal plan. T'hey agreed that this organization \vas the secret society of the 
l11un1inati, that it had inspired and controlled the terrorist phase of the 
revolution~ that it had survived~ and that it "vas established and strong in England 
and the United States. The r\bbe Barruel in particular gave warning In this last 
respect. 

The words and \'vritings of these three men were supported by the leading 
public nlen of their day, and have been so fully borne out by events, particularly 
in our century~ that historically they simply serve to show that the world
revolution 'vvas recognized by S0111e, and its future course foretold, at the moment 
of its second a ppea ranee in the West. The efforts of these three men were as vain 
in averting the havoc \vhich the conspiracy later wreaked, and for that reason the 
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case of Messrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse is of especial interest. 
What befell them proves more conclusively than any of their own words the 

very thing they strove to establish: the continued existence and strength of a 
secret society working, in all countries, for the destructive purpose which they 
described. Messrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse were smothered with 
vituperation. In their day newspapers were in their infancy, and were usually 
owned by one lnan, who also edited them. It must therefore have been lTIuch 
more difficult than it is today to gain control of a large proportion of them. The 
concentrated attack which was delivered against the three nlen from the moment 
when they said that Illuminism had brought about the French revolution and still 
existed shows that even in 1797 the Illumines were in effective control of the press 
in Alnerica and England. 

This was one of the nlost surprising discoveries yielded by the research which 
produced this book. In my own day I have been forced to realize that this control 
exists, and that a writer who writes about the world revolution in the vein of 
Edmund Burke will find all avenues of publication closing against him. Mrs. 
Nesta \\lebster relates the same experience. When she first began to write on 
revolution, in the early 1920's, a well-kno\vn London publisher said to her, 
"'Remelnber that if you take an anti-revolutionary line you will have the whole 
literary world against you". She says she thought this extraordinary but then 
found through experience that the publisher was right and that has been my 
observation too. However, I thought it was a condition that had arisen during the 
last thirty years until I studied the story of Messrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse~ 

then I sa\v that .... the whole literary world" fell as one nlan on them in 1798, \vhen 
the Reign of Terror was recent. Nothing else so clearly showed, to me, that the 
line fronl Illunlinisnl in 1789 to Communism today is but a line of inheritance~the 
same organization pursues the same aim with the same methods and even with 
the same H'ords. 

That was another curious thing about the attack on those three writers who 
took .... an anti-revolutionary line". Soon after they gained the public eye the 
attacks in the newspapers began, nearly always anonymous. They made use of 
exactly the same language (Doublespeak) as that which is employed in similar 
assaults today. The three 111en were accused of starting a "witch-hunt", of being 
bigots and alarmists, of persecuting "freedom of opinion'" and .... academic 
freedoln", of misrepresenting "liberal" and ....progressive" thought, and the like. 
From that, the attack continued to slander and scurrilous innuendo, and I often 
found phrases which recurred in the campaign waged against an American 
Cabinet member, Mr. James Forrestal, in 1947-9~ their private lives were said to 
be inlmoral and their financial habits shady; and at the last came the fanliliar 
suggestion that they were .... mad". This suggestion is often made today, in the 
culminant stages of a campaign against any anti-revolutionary figure~ it is 
evidently held to be especially strong medicine in defamation. This particular 
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forn1 of attack Inight have its original source in the Taln1ud, \vhich uses it against 
Jesus (the Jelt'ish Enc.vclojJacdia, in its article on Jesus. refers its readers to the 
work of a Je\\/ish writer who ""agrees that there ll1USt have been abnonnal n1ental 
processes involved in the utterances and behaviour of Jesus"). 

In short, these attacks on 1\1essrs. Barruel, }<obison and Morse made use of a 
lin1ited political vocabulary which today is plainly recognizable as that of the 
revolution and its agents, and is no\\/ so hackneyed that it n1ust be iInparted to all 
initiates froll1 some central place in the organization. The caInpaign against theln 
was effective, so that their \varnings. like those of Burke, were forgotten by the 
masses. However, the secret band (which Inust have the sanle horror of truth as 
the devil Inight have of the cross) continued to fear them, so that the defalnation 
continued long after all three were dead! As recently as 1918 the Colulnbia 
University of New York allotted funds for a costly piece of research designed to 
show that the Illuminati truly died when they \vere proscribed in 1786 and thus 
could not have caused or survived the French revolution, and in this publication 
all the stock-in-trade epithets were brought out and used 3gain~ as if the three 
dead Inen were live "witch-hunters"! 

In 1918 the Russian revolution was but a year old and the nl0Inent \vas 
evidently held apt for another atteu1pt to show that the French revolution had 
been a self-contained affair. leaving no roots which n1ight have erupted in Russia 
in 1917. Messrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse, if fron1 SOIne bourne they were 
able to watch these proceedings, no doubt observed that in 1918 and the 
following years Communism found the Colurnbia University of New York to be 
a very good hunting-ground ..(Among the unlucky young Inen who vI/ere there 
entrapped for the cause \vas the Mr. Whittaker Chan1bers whose repentance and 
warning in 1939, had it been heeded by President Franklin Roosevelt~ might have 
changed the whole course of the Second World War and of this century for the 
better). 

The first two presidents of the American Republic, though they did not 
effectively act against the secret society, were deeply alanned about it and well 
knew that what Barruel, Robison and Morse said was true. One of George 
Washington's last acts was, in a letter to 1\1r. Morse, to express the hope that his 
work would have ""a Inore general circulation ... for it contains irrlportant 
inforn1ation, as little known, out o.(a snzall circle, as the disselnination of it \vould 
be useful, if spread through the c0111munity". (Presumably General Washington 
would not have told a Whittaker ('hanlbers to ""go jump in the lake"). i\ little 
earlier Washington had inforn1ed another correspoudent that he was fully 
satisfied that ""the doctrines of the Illulninati and the principles of lacobinisn1" 
had '''spread in the United States". 

Indeed, this was beyond doubt, for secret societies had appeared in the United 
States in 1793, that is, within ten years of the Republic's birth, under the guise of 
""Democratic Clubs". Their true nature was made plain by the attitude of the 
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French Minister, Genet~ towards them; he showed the open syn1pathy which 
Soviet Alnbassadors~ in our generation~ display for Cornlnunist organizations~ 

or perhaps Inore accurately~ for those which serve as '"cover" for COlumunism 
(the relationship between the Soviet elnbassies and the revolutionary party in the 
country of accreditation was established by n1assive documentary proof in the 
Canadian and Australian investigations of 1945-46 and 1954-55 respectively). 
George Washington, as president in 1794~ charged these ""self-created societies'~ 

with instigating the insurrectionary outbreak in Pennsylvania kno\vn as the 
\Vhiskey Rebellion. Washington's authority was too great for him to be attacked 
as a witch-hunter and the clubs burrowed quickly underground, but from that 
n10ment the presence on Arnerican soil of an organization for world-revolution 
was kno\vn to all vvho cared to know and were able to withstand the 
"brainwashing" of the press. 

The part admittedly played by Grand Orient F'reemasonry, under Illuminist 
perlneation, in the French Revolution caused All1.erican Freemasonry also to fall 
under suspicion, but frank discussion of this question was hindered by the fact 
that the great Washington was head of the Masonic fraternity. The defenders of 
}-7reenlasonry laid luuch emphasis on this (evidently on the principle of 
""innocence by association"), and on the occasion of Washington~s funeral in 
1799 made a great parade of fellowship \vith the dead hero. Out of respect for 
him~ rather than frol11 satisfied curiosity~ the public debate then waned~ but at 
least two pron1inent Masons~ Amos Stoddard and the Rev. Seth Payson~ like the 
Duke of Bruns\vick in Europe publicly stated that the Illuminati had permeated 
Freeluasonry and were working under its nan1e. vVashington's successor, 
President John Adan1s~ in 1798 addressed a stern warning to Freemasonry: 

.. I. ••• the society of Masons have discovered a science of government or art of 
ruling society~ peculiar to theluselves~ and unknown to all the other legislators 
and philosophers of the \vorld~ I lnean not only the skill to know each other by 
marks or signs that no other persons can divine but the wonderful power of 
enabling and compelling all n1en~ and I suppose all \VOlnen, at all hours, to keep a 
secret. 1fthis art can be app1ied~ to set aside the ordinary maxims of society, and 
introduce politics and disobedience to governn1ent and still keep the secret, it 
111USt be obvious that such science and such societies n1ay be perverted to all the ill 
purposes rt'hich have been suspected . .. ~' 

After this public rebuke nothing but the death of Washington in the next year~ 

probably~ could have appeased the public desire for a thorough investigation; as 
so often in these affairs~ the opponents of investigation profited from an 
irrelevant event which distracted or disarmed public attention. Nevertheless~ 

public suspicion continued through three decades and led to the formation of an 
Anti-masonic Party in 1827, which at its State convention in Massachusetts in 
1829 declared ··there is evidence of an intimate connexion between the higher 
orders of Freernasonry and French Illu111inism". That was almost the last kick of 
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the party of investigation~ for the next State convention~ in Vermont in 1830~ 

recorded the sequel with which our century has been made fanliliar: " ... the 
spirit of enquiry ... \vas soon and unaccountably quelled~ the press was nlute as 
if the voice of the strangled sentinel and the rnass of the people kept in ignorance 
that an alarlTI on the subject of Masonry had ever been sounded". 

In other words~ the cry for investigation had been drowned~ as in our 
generation~ by the counter-cry of ""witch-hunt" and the like. From that monlent 
until today the Alnerican people have never succeeded in lnoving any 
government to a full investigation and the secret infestation of governnlent and 
the public departments continued~ with results only partially revealed by the 
exposures of 1948 and after. The situation in England has been very sinlilar. 

In the last few paragraphs this narrative has j unlped a few years to follo\\/ the 
course of American public uneasiness about Freenlasonry to its end in 1830 (the 
Anti-nlasonic Party actually died in 1840). Now it returns to the inlnlediate 
aftermath of the French revolution~ and its effect on the world. 

President Adams~ as his Works show~ was fully informed and persuaded about 
the existence of a universal and continuing conspiracy against all legitinlate 
government and religion. He made the mistake~ natural in his day~ of thinking the 
plan a French one~ just as people today~ with no excuse~ speak and think of 
Russian Comnlunism~ although the international nature of the revolution has 
long been made plain~ beyond all doubt. 

By his Sedition Act of 1798 President Adams tried to safeguard the future of 
the Republic~ but time has since sho\vn that laws against secret societies and 
conspiracies (although they should be enacted~ to establish the illegality of the 
undertaking) are ineffective in checking them~ especially as the secret 
organization has centuries of experience in eluding such la\vs. The one effective 
nleasure against secret conspiracy is investigation~ public exposure and remedy~ 

and this has never been fully used. 
The Anlerican public man who most plainly perceived the entire shape of the 

future was Washington~s confidanc Alexander Hamilton. He left anl0ng his 
papers an undated menl0ir (probably 1797-1800) which said: 

"'... the present era is anl0ng the nl0st extraordinary which have occurred in 
the history of human affairs. Opinions~ for a long tinle~ have been gradually 
gaining ground~ which threaten the foundations ofreligion~morality and society. 
An attack was first made upon the Christian revelation~ for which natural 
religion was offered as a substitute ... The very existence of a Deity has been 
questioned and in some instances denied. The duty of piety has been ridiculed~ 

the perishable nature of man asserted~ and his hopes bounded to the short span of 
his earthly state. Death has been proclaimed an eternal sleep~ '''the dogma of the 
immortality of the soul a cheat~ invented to torment the living for the benefit of 
the dead ... A league has at length been cemented bet\\/een the apostles and 
disciples of irreligion and anarchy. Religion and government have both been 
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stign1atized as abuses ... The practical developn1ent of this pernicious system 
has been seen in France. It has served as an engine to subvert all her ancient 
institutions, civil and religious, with all the checks that served to mitigate the 
rigour of authority; it has hurried her headlong through a series of dreadful 
revolutions, which have laid waste property, made hayoc an10ng the arts, 
overthrown cities, desolated provinces, unpeopled regions, crin1soned her soil 
with blood, and deluged it in CriiTIe, poverty, and wretchedness; ... Thjs horrid 
system seemed awhile to threaten the subversion a.! civilized society and the 
introduction o.lgeneral disorder a,nong mankind. And though the frightful evils 
which have been its first and only fruits have given a check to its progress, it is to 
be feared that the poison has spread too lvidely and penetrated too deeply to be as 
yet eradicated. Its activity has been suspended, but the elenlents rernain, 
concocting jar nell' eruptions as occasion shall permit. It is greatly to be 
apprehended that mankind is not near the end 0./ the I1lis.lortunes lvhich it is 
calculated to produce, and that it still portends a long train of convulsion, 
revolution, carna/?e, devastation and l1lisery. Sy111ptoms oj'the too great prevaience 
o.lthis systenl in the United States are alarmingly visible. It was by its influence that 
efforts were made to embark this country in a common cause with France in the 
early period of the present war; to induce our governnlent to sanction and 
pronl0te her odious principles and views with the blood and treasure of our 
citizens. It is by its infl uence that every succeeding revolution has been approved 
or excused; all the horrors that have been committed justified or extenuated; that 
even the last usurpa tion, which con tradicts all the ostensible principles of the 
Revolution, has been regarded with cOlnplacency, and the despotic constitution 
engendered by it slyly held up as a model not unworthy of our imitation. In the 
progress of this system, ilnp,iety and infidelity have advanced with gigantic 
strides. Prodigious crinles heretofore unknown among us are seen ..." 

We of the 1950's are so familiar with the resuits here foreseen that we can 
scarcely realize what skill was needed, in the 1790's, so clearly to foresee them! 
FrOITI de Luchet before the Reign of Terror ("'a series of calamities of which the 
end is lost in the darkness of time ... a subterranean fire smouldering eternally 
and breaking forth periodically in violent and devastating explosions") to 
Alexander Han1ilton after it (""the elelnents remain, concocting for new eruptions 
as occasion shall permit ... mankind is not near the end of the misfortunes which 
it is calculated to produce ... a long train of convulsion, revolution, carnage, 
devastation and misery") the shape of our century was most plainly and 
accurately foretold. 

The net result of all this prescience, in terms of preca ution, was nothing. 
Needlessly but Inassively, all carne abollt as these men, and the Burkes and 

Barruels, Robisons and Morses foresaw; like a man sleepwalking, the West trod 
on all the charted landtnines. The anti-revolutionary prophets were" cried down; 
the revolutionary orators and writers took over the debate and were applauded. 

157 



Napoleon~s wars helped to divert public attention froni the plot and the 
organization that had been discovered. Ten years after the F'rench revolution the 
docunlents of the Illuminati andet}lc French revolution 'vvere being forgotten~ the 
public lllasses either began to believe that the secret society truly yvas dead, or had 
never had part in the revolution, or did not care. l\venty years after the French 
revolution the Illuminati vvere as busy as ever. Nothing had changed, save that 
the sect's follo'vvers in England and ;\mcrica had succeeded~ through their pow'er 
over published infornlation~in beguiling the public rnind and in defaming all who 
gave warning. 

This la tef knowledge about the Illurninati is recent; 1\;1 rs. Nesta vVebster's 
research discovered it. It conles from the boxes ofNapoleon~spolice, \vhich have 
no\v yielded their contents to the student and historian. 'These show that, t\VO 
decades after the revolution and on the eve of Napoleon ~s o\\'n downfall, the 
Illtuninati 'Nere very much alive, and pursued their undeviating airn. 

Francois Charles de Berckhcill1 was a special cOlnnlissioner of police at 
l\;layence under the Enlpire, and a Freemason. He reported in 18t () that the 
Illulninati had initiates all over Europe and \vere working hard to introduce their 
principles into the lodges of Freelnasonry: ""Il1uminisrn is becoming a great and 
fornlidable power ... kings and peoples will have 11luch to suffer frol11 it unless 
foresight and prudence break its frightful rnechanislll". i\ later report, of 1814~ 

fully bears out the nlain contention of Nlessrs. Barruel, Robison and Morse in 
1797-9 about the continuance of the secret society: 

""The oldest and most dangerous association is that \vhich is generally known 
under the denomination of the Illunlines and of \vhich the foundation goes back 
to\vards the rniddle of the last century ... the doctrine of Illuminism is subversive 
of every kind of rnonarchy; unlinlited liberty~ absolute levelling do\vn~ such is the 
fundalnental dogma of the sect; to break the ties that bind the sovereign to the 
citizen of a state~ that is the object of all its efforts~~. 

T\venty years after the act of penance publicly performed by the Duke of 
Bruns\vick~ Berckheim recorded that ""among the principal chiefs ... are 
numbered men distinguished for their fortune~ their birth, and the dignities \vith 
which they are invested~'. f-Ie believed that son1e of these were "no! the dupes of 
these dClnagogic dreams~' but ""hope to find in the popular emotions they stir up 
the nleans of seizing the reins of power~ or at any rate of increasing their wealth 
and credit; but the cro\vd of adepts believe in it religiously ... '~ 

The picture given in these 'vvords (\vhich recall de Luchet's, oft\venty-rlve years 
before) is, or should be. fanliliar today, for our generation has shown again that 
avarice for po\ver still leads wealthy or 'vvell-kno\vn people to associate 
themselves \vith nl0venlents~ apparently hostile to their wealth or renown~ in the 
belief that through thenl they rnay becolne even richer or nl0re notoriolls. 

Berckheiln then gives a description of the organization and ll1ethods of the 
Illulninati w'hich reproduces the picture given by Weishaupt's correspondence of 
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1786~ and could equally be a photograph of(~onl1nunislnat vvork in our century. 
l~he follo\ving extract sho\vs a group of recognizable 20th Century characters, to 
\vhich any a ttenlive student of our tilnes could fit n,l1nes~ yet it was written in 
1813: 

"'As the principal force of the lliulnines lies in the power of opinions~ they have 
sct thcll1sclves out fronl the beginning to nlake proselytes amongst the rnen \\'ho 
through their profession exercise a direct influence on 111inds, such as literateurs, 
savants and above all professors. l~he latter in their chairs, the forlner in their 
\\'Titings~ propagate the principles of the sect by disguising the poison that they 
circulate under a thousand different 1'orn1s. '[hese gernls~ often inlperceptible to 
the eyes of the vulgar, are after\vards developed by the adepts of the Societies they 
frequent, and the n10st obscure \\Iording is thus brought to the understanding of 
the least discerning. It is ahove all in the universities that Jllunzinis/7z has ahl'aJ's 
.!£)1{}zd and ahl'(lys lvii/find 11111nerOUS recruits. 7'!zose pro.f(J~~'sors 11'ho helong to the 
Association set outfj4 

olJ7 thefirsl to stU(~V the character qltheir pupils. If a student 
givcs cvidence of a vigorous n1ind~ an ardent illlaginatiol1, the sectaries at once 
get hold of hinl~ thcy sound in his ears the words l)espotisn1, Tyranny~ R.ights of 
the People~ etc., etc. Before he can even attach any lneaning to these \vords, as he 
advances in age. reading \vorks chosen for hilTI, conversations skilfully arranged, 
develop the gerl11 deposited in his youthful brain. Soon, his inlagination fern1ents 
... At last~ \Vhel1 he has been cOlnpletely captivated~ \vhen several years of testing 
guarantee to the society inviolable secrecy and absolute devotion, it is 111ade 
known to hin1 that lnillions of individuals distributed in all the States of Europe 
share his sentilnents and his hopes~ tha t a secret link binds finnly all the scattered 
Inenlbcrs of this in1111ense falnily~ and that the refornls he desires so ardently JllUSt 
sooner or later con1e about. This propaganda is rendered the easier by the 
existing associations of studcnts~ \vho J11cet together for the study of literature~ 

for fencing, gan1ing or even 111ere debauchery. The l11Lunines insinuate thel11sclves 
into all these circles and turn then1 into hotbeds for the propagation of their 
principles. Such then is the Association ~s continual nl0de of progression [1'0111 its 
origins until the present nl0n1cnC it is by convening frOlTI childhood the germ of 
poison into the highest classes of society~ in feeding the lninds of students on 
ideas dian1ctrically opposed to that order of things under \vhich they ha ve to live, 
in breaking the ties that bind then1 to sovereigns~ that Illulllinislll has recruited 
the largest nunlber of adepts ... " 

Thus Illun1inisnl survived and flourished in darkness after its "adepts'~ in the 
editorial offlces~ univcrsity chairs and pulpits had beaten dov,/n the public 
chllllour for its extirpation. For sorne five generations since then the thing has 
continued: a proportion of notable n1en and a proportion of young Inen at the 
universities have in each succeeding generation been enticed into this nct. The 
only counter-nleasure \vhic11 would give the seniors pause and open the eyes of 
the un\vary younger ones would be full public infonnation about the \vorld 
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revolution and its n1ethods, and that has been denied from generation to 
generation, so that the secret sect has maintained its power and hold. There can 
be only one explanation for this refusal of governInents, from generation to 
generation, to investigate and expose: namely, that in this day as in Weishaupt's 
the sect has its ~~adepts" in the governments then1selves; of that our century has 
given sufficient evidence. 

What of Weishaupt himself, twenty years and rnore after his exposure and the 
proscription of his order? In 1808 he was enquiring about a point of n1asonic 
ritual and his enquiry reached the notice of an en1inent nlember of the Grand 
Orient, the Marquis de Chefdebien, who then wrote in a letter to a friend that 
IlltlIninism had supplied the men who '~stirred up revolt, devastation, 
assassination". \\lhen Weishaupt died, in 1830, his order was probably stronger 
than it had ever been, but was about to change its name; the same organization, 
with the same aims, was in the 1840's to emerge as Comnlunism. l'hat further 
story belongs to later chapters, and at this point the present narrative takes leave 
of Adanl Weishaupt, the man whose name is forever identified with the 
emergence of world-revolution as a pern-lanent idea and aInbition, propagated by 
a pernlanent organization of secret conspirators in all lands, and having nothing 
whatever to do with renledying oppression or injustice; these evils it desired to 
aggravate and perpetuate. 

Whoever his pron1pters, whatever the original source ofhis great knowledge of 
hUInan weakness, Weishaupt, as Mrs. Nesta Webster says, ~~gathered into his 
hands the threads of all the conspiracies, was able to \veave them together into a 
gigantic scheme for the destruction of France and the world". In his army men of 
all classes and of the n10st diverse views were \velded together by bonds of infamy 
which seenled as strong as those of faith and honour: ~~Weishaupt's admirable 
system of watertight cOInpartments precluded them from a knowledge of these 
differences and they all nlarched, unconsciously or not, towards the saIne goal". 

Jf there were manifold currents of discontent before, Weishaupt fused them 
into one. With him and Illuminism, '~vague subversive theory becalne active 
revolution"; the general staff was formed, the battle-operation laid down, the 
objective clarified. Today, nearly two hundred years later, the consequence of 
that is also clear: the all-destructive livorld-revolution must either prevail over 
Christendom and the West, reducing them both to ruins, or itself be crushed and 
broken up. There is now no third solution or middle course or different end to the 
conflict which was revealed in 1786. Leading public nlen and the sect's devotees 
both saw that from the start. By 1875 Mgr. Dillon tersely stated the unalterable 
fact: 

~'Had Weishaupt not lived, Masonry might have ceased to be a power after the 
reaction consequent on the French revolution. He gave it a form and character 
which caused it to outlive that reaction, to energise it to the present day, and lvhich 
l1'ill cause it to advance until its .final con.flict livith Christianity Jnusl determine 
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lFhether Christ or Satan shall reign on this earth in the end ". 
This book is a study of ""the Jewish question" as the nlost inlportant question 

in world affairs at the present time~ yet the present chapter (the longest yet) on the 
world-revolution has nlade no mention of the Jewish question or of Jews. There 
is a reason for this. F.ifty years afier the French revolution the world-revolution 
was under Judaist direction, but original Judaist instigation of the world
revolution in its French phase cannot be shown. Therefore the possibility is open 
that the world-revolution was not at the start a Judaist undertaking, but one in 
which the ruling sect of Judaisnllater becanle the majority stockholder; Nothing 
definite can be established either \vay~ the covering-up of tracks is the first 
principle of revolutionary tactics. 

Appan:ntfy Je\vs played little or no part in the master-conspiracy (that of 
Weishaupt and his Illuminati) and simply a proportionate part, with all others, in 
the French revolution. As to the first, the leading authority on this subject, Mrs. 
Nesta Webster, says ""Jews appear to have been only in rare cases admitted to the 
Order"'. Leopold Engel, a nlysterious character \vho reorganized the order in 
1880, goes further, stating that the recruitnlent of the Jews wasfarhidden. On the 
other hand, Mirabeau, a leading Illun1inate and revolutionary, identified hilnself 
with J udaist demands and pretensions, so that any restriction on the actual 
appearance of Jews in the Order nlay have been a ""cover" device of the kind 
which Weishaupt held to be supremely important. 

The best authorities at the time agreed that the Illuminati were the instigators 
of the revolution and tha t they were nlen of all countries. The Chevalier de Malet 
says, ""The authors of the revolution are not more French than German, Italian, 
English, etc. They form a particular nation which took birth and has grown in 
darkness, in the 111idst of all civilized nations, with the object of subjecting them 
to its dOlnination". 'This is the picture which today's student also gains from 
study of the literature of the French revolution; it is entirely different from the 
picture of the Russian revolution of 19]7, to which the words could not be 
applied. 

In the French revolution itse(/(as distinct fronl the foregoing conspiracy) the 
part played by Jews is fairly clear, but seenlS to have been that of ""abetting 
disorder" ascribed to them by the Koran, rather than that ofcontrol or direction. 
Indeed. it is often difficult to distinguish Jews, as such, in the records of the tinle, 
because writers of the day did not so separate them. Moreover, the revolution in 
its French phase appeared to be agc~inst all religion and all nationhood (in the 
Russian phase, again, this \vas no longer the case). Thus, the mob which brought 
crosses and chalices to the revolutionary assembly, \vhile the churches of Paris 
were being given over to ""Feasts of Reason", also included Jews \vho contributed 
ornalnents 1'1'0111 the synagogue to the display of profanation. Again, at ""the 
'renlple of Liberty", a citizen ""brought up in the prejudices of tj1e Jewish 
religion" undertook to prove ""that all forms of worship are impostures equally 
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degrading to man". Alexandre Lanlbertfils then gave voice to this protest against 
the bondag~ of the '"falnlud: 

~~The bad faith, citizens, of\vhich the Jewish nation is accused does not COIlle 
[rolYl thenlselves but f1'on1 their priests. 'Their religion, '<vhich yvould allow theln 
only to lend to those of their nation at 5 percene tells thenl to take all they can 
froin C-'atholics~ it is even hallc)\ved as a CLlStOlTI in our 1110rning prayers to solicit 
God's help in catching out a Christian. There is more, citizens, and it is the clinlax 
of abonlination~ if any l11istake is made in C01l1merCe between Jews, they are 
ordered to Inake reparation: but if on 100 louis a Christian should have paid 25 
too n1 uch. one is not bound to return thern to hirr1. \Vhat an abonlination! What a 
horror! And ll'/zere does that all conlcjj-O}1'1 hut./j4 01n the Rabbis? Who have excited 
proscriptions against us? ()ur priests! /\h, citizens, Inore than anything in the 
\vorld \ve l11ust abjure a religion which 4 by subjecting us to irksome and servile 
p rac tices, 111a kesit i111 poSsib1e for us to be good ci tizens ~, .* 

If the Jews are any\:vhere identified ([5,' Je1fS (not siIl1ply as participants) in the 
worst deeds of the revolution, this is in Je\:vish vaunt, not Gentile accusation. F~or 

instance. such a \vriter as M. I-Jcon Kahn goes far out of his way to associate Je\vs, 
by natTIe, w'ith the attack on the king and on religion, and that a hundred years 
after the events. This is an exalllple of the laboured effort, which may be traced in 
nluch Judaist literature, to sho\\/ that nothing of this kind can happen in the world 
save by the hand of Jehovah~ that is to say, of Je\vs. M. Leon Kahn apparently 
could not picture the French revolution in any other tcnns than those of Daniel 
and Belshazzar. But for the Russian revolution, 1\1. Leon Kahn nlight be 
forgotten~ once again, it is our present-day that gives these depictrllents of old 
events their look of truth. 

In the aftermath of the French revolution. the Je\vs, through their leaders, 
seem silnply to have turned a situation to good account, as they were entitled to 
do. Ho\vever, in the light of\vhat followed later it is signiticant that the Jews who 
profited were the ~"Eastern Jews", and that these non-Seillitic converts to 
Judaism at that point in titne nlade their first breach in the walls of the West. 

1\10st of the Jews in France were SephardilTI, descended froln those Spanish 
and Portuguese Jews \vho had some tenuous tradition, at least, linking them with 
Palestine. Any disabilities still suffered by these long-settled Jews \vere ended by 
the decree of 1790, \vhich gave theln all the rights of French citizens. In Alsace a 

*The italicized line in this quotatiun gives a timdy opportunity to remark th:1t when Alexandre Lllnbcrtfils so 
spoke the }"ahhinical period in Judaist history had just begun. Before 1772, when Poland was partitioned, there had 
always been a visible, central, governing or Jirecting authority for all of Jewry. At the st2lrt this was th~ Levitical 
priesthood, in Jerusalem and Babylon. Under Rome it was the dominant political party, the Pharisees, who were in 
effect the government. After the fall of Jerusalem and the dispersion it was tht.: Talmudic "movable government" in 
Palestine. Babylonia, Spain and Poland. After this sank from sight in 1772 the "rabbinical" period began, where 
authority over the entire congregation of Jewry. as far as it ",vas wielded. was exercised through the rabbis 
everywhere. Among these, naturally, 'oven.' men ofevery degree of belief and temperament. from the most extreme to 
the 1110St temperate; but the present century hm; sho\vn that the majority of them, as at all earlier periods in Jewish 
history, followed the literal "Law" of Judaism, which from the Gentile point of view, of course. is cxtremi~.lll <It its 
most extreme. 
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C0i11n1unity of Ashkenazinl~ the Slavic JC\VS, had appeared and these visitors 
1'1'0111 I{ ussia \vere greatly dis1iked~ so that the proposal to besto\v citizenship on 
thenl provoked stonny debates in the revolutionary Assclnbly and an 
insurrection al110ng the Alsatian peasants. On this occasion the \varnings \\/ith 
vvhich earlier centuries had Inade the \Vest falniliar again vv'cre heard. The Abbe 
]\;1 a ury told lhe ci tizen deputies, ''''The Jev,,'s ha ve traversed seventeen centuries 
vv'ithout l11ingling \vith other natIons ... T'hey 111Ust not be persecuted~ they 111Ust 
he protected as individuals and not as F'renclll11en, since they cannot be citizens 
... \Vha tever you do~ they will ahvays rell1ain foreigners in our n1idsf~. The 
Bishop of Nancy concurred~ .... The:,/ Inust he accorded protection~ safety, liberty~ 

but should \ve adlnit into the fanlily a tribe that is foreign to iC tha t turns its eyes 
unceasingly to\Nards a con1111on country~ that aspires to tlbandon the land that 
bears it'? The interest of the JC\VS thClnsel ves llccessi tates this protest'~. 

'The Sephardic Jews also protested: .... \Ve dare to believe that our condition in 
F'rance \\Jould not today be open to discussion if certain den1ands of the Je\\ls of 
Alsacc~ Lorraine and the 'Three Bishoprics had not caused a confusion of ideas 
which appears to ref1ect on us ... l"ojudge by the public papers they appear to he 
rather extraordinary~ since these Je\vs aspire to live in France under a special 
rcgilnc:\ to have lavv's peculiar to thcnl~elves, and 10 constitute a class of citizens 
separated 1'1'0111 all the others'~. 

~rhis JCl1'ish protest (a recurrent one through the ages do\vn to our present day, 
and one always ignored by (jent ile rulers) was as vain ~JS that of the ll1erchanls of 
Paris thirty year~; before against the opening of their corporations to JC\vs: 

.... The French lllerchant carries on his con1merce alone~ each conlnlcrcial house 
is in a \vay isolated~ \vhilst the JC\VS are particles qlquicksilver, 11,hich at the least 
sfant rUl1 together into a hlock". 

lJcspite all opposition the decree eillancipating the Je\vs of ;-\lsace \vas passed 
in 1791. By the tilne Napoleon succeeded to power a JC1Nish problcrn of the first 
order had th us been crea ted for hill1 and (after his failure to solve it) for the \vorld. 

FrOln this til11e on the ruling sect of Jewry bent all its efforts on reducing the 
authority of the originaL Sephardic JC\VS and increasing that of their cotnpact 
,Ashkenazi in the East~ fr0l11 this nlonlcnt on the f\shkcnazi began to nlove into 
Europe (and later into Anlcrica), to aSSUllle the leadership of the \vorld
revolution and to carry \vith thenl every\vherc the assault on all legiti111ate 
govcrnnlcnt religion and nationhood. 

1'hat dcveloprnent follo\ved the French revolution~ or ttl'S! phase of the \\'orld
revolution, \\/hich \vas like the opening of a door or the brcaking of a dyke. At the 
tinlc all that could fairly be said of the Je\vs in relation to the revolution \vas that 
they had been involved in it like other nlen, and had benefited fr01Yl ir rather nlore 
than other nlen. The sequel turned a different light on all this, and began to sho\\l' 
Judaist direction, not Inere involvernent. 

For in the half-century following the revelation of the blueprint for \yorld
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revolution and the outbreak in France, the historical processes of Jewry and of 
the world-revolution no longer remained separate or distinct; they converged. 
The continuing conspiracy and ·"the Jews" (in the sense of the dominant sect) 
then became identical and could no longer be considered apart. Fro111 the middle 
of the 19th Century the \vorld-revolution was under Jewish leadership: whatever 
the fact had. been before, it then passed into these hands. 

The authoritative witness, whose words (like the earlier ones of de Luchet, 
Alexander Hamilton and Edn1und Burke) were fully borne out by events, was 
one Benjalnin Disraeli, Prilne Minister of England. 
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TH}1~ WARNINGS OF DISRAELI 

Benjan1in Disraeli, later Lord Beaconsfield, repeatedly warned Christendom 
against the world-revolution. Like de L,uchet, Alexander Hamilton and Edmund 
Burke fifty years before, he saw ··the design" behind it~ unlike Lord Acton, who 
fifty years later spoke only of anonyn10us Hnlanagers", Disraeli identified these 
organizers as JeH's. The century that has passed since he uttered the plainest of 
these \varnings has justified hilU~ whatever its origins, the organized vvorld
revolution was under Judaist leadership by the n1iddle of the 19th Century and 
continued under Judaist leadership at least until the 1920's (in the present writer's 
opinion the condition continued after that and prevails today). 

Why the Talmudic sect took over the leadership of the revolutionary 
organization established by Weishaupt, or whether it instigated the original 
revolutionary undertaking, are two questions which cannot be answered today. 

If the alubition of Judaic world domination, instilled through the centuries by 
the Taln1ud and even more by the Cabala*, is ever to be realized the enslavement 
of ~·the heathen" to the Holy Nation will have to be accomplished through some 
destructive organization like that set up by Weishaupt~ the fact that Weishaupt 
founded his Illuminati at the very lTIOrnent when the Jewish ~·centre" in Poland 
sank fron1 sight, after an unbroken life of more than two thousand years, might 
be more than a coincidence. On the other hand, it is equally possible that the 
dOlninant sect for the purpose of Talmudic fulfiln1ent, took over control of a 
destructive organization already set up by non-Jews for a different end. 

Disraeli's two most significant warnings preceded and followed the 
revolutionary outbreaks which occurred in many parts of Europe in ]848. Based 
on the experience gained in France a half-century before, these represented the 
second of the ·~eruptions, concocted as occasion shall permit", and Hthe 
periodical explosions" which (as de Luchet and Alexander Hamilton had 
foretold) the \vorld-revolutionary organization was to bring about. They failed 
everywhere, possibly because the memory of the French revolution was recent 
enough for governn1ents and peoples to deal resolutely with them. Their 
suppression left Disraeli in no illusion about the future. He had described what 
\vould happen before it occurred; after it, he foretold the continuance of the 
conspiracy and the recurrence of the violent outbreaks. 

Disraeli wrote novels (with greater success than two later imitators, Colonel 
House of Texas and Mr. Winston Churchill when young), and depicted himself 
in thenl as the aloof, urbane, omniscient, slightly mocking ilupresario of human 
aff~lirs. In Coningsb.y he is the chief character, Sidonia, a Spanish-1\10s1em Jew, 
the lnaster financier, power behind all powers and passionless manipulator of 
The leu'ish Encyclopaedia says that the Cabala (the oral, traditional lore, in contradistinction to the written law, or 
Torah) from the 13th century on branched out into an extensive literature aiongside of and in opposition to the 
Talmud. being ~I1trusted only to the few elect ones. Mrs. Nesta Webster. hO\h~\er, yuotes another pas~age from the 
Jl'll'islt Encyc/opaedia as saying that "the Cabala is not r~all) in opposition to the Talmud". 
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affairs, one vvho is ~~assisted by that absolute freedonl from prejudice \vhich is the 
conlpensatory possession of a man without a country". 

Sidonia relnarked in 1846 (the year when Coningsby was published): ~~That 

mighty revolution which is at this nloment preparing in Gernlany and ... of 
which so little is as yet known in England, is developing entirel)) under the auspices 
o.l the felt's". 

Then, after the outbreaks of 1848, Disraeli returned to the subject, telling the 
I-louse of Commons in 1852: ~"The influence q/the Jews may be traced in the last 
outbreak of the destructive principle in E,urope. An insurrection takes place 
against tradition and aristocracy, against religion and property ... The natural 
equality of men and the abrogation of property are proclaimed by the secret 
societies who form provisional governnlents and men (~lJeH)ish race arefound at 
the head o.levery one q/ thefn" (exactly the same thing recurred in Russia, in 1917, 
that is, seventy years after the 1848 outbreaks). 

Disraeli added, "~The most skilful manipulators of property ally thenlselves 
with Communists; the peculiar and chosen people touch the hands of all the scum 
and low castes of Europe". This, he said, was because they wished to destroy 
Christianity. 

'The task of research, in such a work as this, is arduous and has few 
compensations, but acquaintanceship with Disraeli was a solace. The reader has 
already met some true prophets an10ng the Inany false ones, during this journey 
through the centuries, but he will not meet another quite like Benjanlin Disraeli, 
whose liberation froln Talmudic bonds gave him this ""absolute freedom from 
prejudice". His name was significant, for he was of the breed of the Israelite 
prophets who denounced Judah. He was proud of his descent, and yet was 
enabled by his detachn1ent to feel a love of England which those of native 
ancestry often cannot emulate. His ironical comlnents on public affairs and 
hunlan events are refreshing to read today, when politicians shun the truth as the 
devil mig'lt shun holy water. 

He candidly stated that ""the world is governed by very different personages 
frotn what is ilnagined by those who are not behind the scenes", and in these 
\vords he publicly affirnled that real governlnent is by the Hidden Hand. All 
infornled observers kno\v that this is the truth of affairs, but any presentday 
Aluerican president or British prime minister would denounce the statement as 
Hwitch-hunting". "~I think~', said Sidonia, "'that there is no error so vulgar as to 
believe that revolutions are occasioned by economical causes". Thus spoke 
Disraeli~ in our day the Lloyd Georges and Woodrow Wilsons, Roosevelts and 
rrrumans have pretended that the revolutions in France and Russia and 
elsewhere \\'ere spontaneous rnass-eruptions by ""the people", infuriate, against 
"~tyranl1Y". 

Disraeli practised the teaching of Christianity~ he \vas not n1erely ""a baptised 
Je\v" . 
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He \\;lould not have associated hilTIselC or his country's nan1e, \vith the Old 
Testalllentary vengeance of Nurell1berg, for this is what he said after the Indian 
1\'1 utiny in 1857, when the spirit of revenge was ravening in the land: ....1 do 
\Nithollt the slightest hesitation declare n1Y humble disapprobation of persons in 
high authority announcing that upon the high standard of England "vengeance' 
and not "justice' should be inscribed ... I protest against Inecting atrocities by 
atrocities. I h(1 ve heard things said and seen things vvritten of late \vhich would 
111ake nle aIIllost suppose that the religious opinions of the people of England had 
undergone SOIne sudden change, and that, instead of bovving before the nanle of 
Jesus, Ire l\'(TC preparing to rCI'i\'e the H'O}"S!ll/J (~t}v1o!och. I cannot believe that it is 
our duty to indulge in such a spirit". 

These \vords contain an allusion \vhich reaches every Jew and Gentile. 
'Taltnudic Judaisn1 is .... the \yorship of Moloch~' and Disracli knew this \vhen he 
chose the words. The \vhole dispute between ancient Israel and Judah of the 
Levitcs raged round this false deity and his denlands, and Israel turned its back 
on Judah on this very account~ this is the root of the controversy of Zion, three 
thousand years ago and no\\/. 

It is reflected in the t\\/O nlost significant passages in the Old Testament: 
Jcrclniah's charge that God had never conlnlanded the children of Israel "~to 

cause their sons and daughters to pass through the fire unto Nloloch ... neither 
caIne it into Iny mind, that they should do this a bon1ination~ to cause Judah to 
sin"~ and Ezekiel's ansvver that God had given Israel these ··statutes that are not 
good" and the sacrifice of the firstborn. The god of love and mercy, the god of 
hatred, vengeance and hunlan sacrifice: that \vas [rOlTI the start the issue, and is 
today, and if Disraeli had lived a hundred years later Christendonl might by thi~. 

scion of Jc\vry have been spared the stiglna of the Talmudic vengeance at 
Nurernberg. 

Sinlilarly, Disraeli cannot be irnagined lending himself, his on-ice and his 
country's strength to the support and spread of the world-revolution, as the 
leaders of Britain and America lent thenlselves in the fIrst and second world wars~ 

his whole pubJic life was spent in fore\varning his country against the destructive 
conspiracy \vhich their acts prolnoted. 

In 1955 a Lord San1uel (\vho in the heyday of L,iberaIism rose from plain lV1r. 
I-Ierbert Sanluel, through various political of11ces, to ennoblement) proudly 
stated that he \vas the tirst Jew ever to have held Cabinet rank in England. This 
was presunlably ajibe at Disraeli's conversion~ nevertheless, the \vorld in the 20th 
(~entury 11light have been the better for n10re Disraelis. l-he striking things about 
Disraeli, studied at the distance of a century, are his habit of speaking absolute 
truth~ his accuracy of prediction, his vast instinctive and acquired knowledge, his 
deep though unin1passioned love for England, and his Christian charity. In 
n1atters of fact he was ahvays right in those of opinion, he was ever on the side of 
the angels. ~Iis contenlpt for "'Liberals" was great though delicately phrased 
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('~infanticide is practised as extensively and as legally in England as it is on the 
banks of the Ganges, a circumstance which apparently has not yet engaged the 
attention of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel"). The present writer 
thinks he erred in one matter, namely, in his opinion that the doctrines of Jesus 
were the completion, not the repudiation, of Judaism. The contrary seems to me 
to be true, nanlely, that Judaisnl \vas that very heresy ('''the \vorship of Moloch") 
which Disraeli spurned~ and which Jesus came to change. 

Disraeli was the product both of Sephardic Jewry and of England at that 
period; he could not, without both of these influences, have achieved that 
~"absolute freedom from prejudice". His father, Isaac D'Israeli, wrote, ~"A 

religion which admits not toleration cannot be safely tolerated, if there is any 
chance of its obtaining a political ascendancy", and the EncJ'clopaedia Britannica 
says Isaac's reason for withdrawing from the synagogue was that l~almudic 

Judaism with its rigid laws ~~cuts off the Jews from the great family of mankind". 
His son's biographer, Mr. Hesketh Pearson, says the elders fined Isaac D'Israeli 
forty pounds when he declined election as Warden of the Congregation stating 
that he could never take part in their public worship ~"because, as now conducted, 
it disturbs, instead of exciting religious emotions". Isaac would not have been 
able so to challenge the elders, had he lived in a Talnludic conlnlunity in Russia or 
Poland; he would have been outlawed, possibly killed. 

Thus the father and the son (who became a nlenlber of the Church of England 
at the age of twelve) were fornled by the free air of England at that time. 
Benjamin Disraeli, was to achieve the removal of the last disabilities put on Jews 
in England, and then publicly to proclainl that (in the immediate sequence to this 
emancipation) Je\vs were taking over control of the world-revolution 
everywhere. 1~0 a nlan of ~~absolute freedom from prejudice" the campaign 
against Jewish disabilities and the candid statelnent of this result were duties 
equally inescapable, even though the second developnlent bore out the warnings 
of the enemies of that Jewish enlancipation, which Disraeli had fought to 
complete. 

Before concluding the tale of DisraeIi's own warnings, the course of the world
revolution during his linl!C needs to be traced, that is to say, during the century 
succeeding the outbreak in France. When Weishaupt died in 1830, leaving 
behind him the plan and the organization first revealed by the discovery of the 
lllulllinati's doculnents in 1786, I)israeli was 26. The next fifty years were filled 
with the contest for \Veisha upi's succession~ during this period l)israeli uttered 
his many warnings. When it ended Jewish control of the world-revolution had 
nevertheless been firlnly established and it had been given the imprint uf the 
F~astern Jews, the Mongoloid Khazars, under their Talnludic rabbis. ~.:. 

The result Jnight have been different, for Inen of various kinds struggled to 
succeed Weishaupt and Inany of them were Gentiles. At the start there was no 
single. united revolutionary organization~ there were revolutionary secret 
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societies, not yet coalesced, in various countries. The chiefofthern, and the one in 
clearest line of descent fronl Weishaupt's Illuminati, was the Alta Vendita in 
Italy, some of the papers of which, seized and published by the Pontifical 
Government, revealed an identity of aim and method with the Illuminati 
documents of a half-century earlier (as Mrs. Nesta Webster has established from 
the work of Cretineau Joly.) 

In France Freemasonry continued to serve as the cloak used by the revolution, 
and in Germany the ~"League of Virtue" (Tugendbund) was directed by 
lieutenants of Weishaupt. 

Various men worked to fuse these, apparently distinct national movements 
into one, and to assume the leadership, in succession to Adam Weishaupt. 
Among them were a f~renchman, Louis Blanc (whose name the reader is asked to 
bear in mind, for a reason which \vill appear later~ at one moment he seemed 
likely to play the part of Lenin, even before Lenin was born), a Russian, Michel 
Bakunin, and a Jew, born in Gern1any, Karl Marx. 

The struggle was fought between the las1 two, for Louis Blanc soon faded from 
the scene. Michel Bakunin and Karl Marx \vere as poles apart. Bakunin, ""the 
father of Anarchy", was ~~a disciple of Weishaupt", according to the French 
revolutionary socialist, Benoit Malon. He represented that early breed of idealist 
revolutionaries who thought that they had found in revolution an instrument to 
destroy tyranny. He saw the danger that the confiscatory State, set up on the 
ruins of private property, would merely reproduce the tyrannical propensities of 
the private capitalist in gargantuan shape~ therefore he looked for ways to 
reconcile the comlTIunal ownership of land and capital with the utn10st possible 
din1inution in the powers of the State and ultimately even with the complete 
aholition qj'the State. Thus he was the very opposite of Karl Marx, whose similar 
proposal, for the con1n1unal ownership of land and capital, was aimed simply at 
setting up a super-tyranny in place of petty tyrants. 

The ruling passion (and original motive) of all Bakunin '5 work was a horror of 
despotism; Marx planned to destroy a ruling class in order to establish such a 
despotism as the world had never kno\vn. This was the profound difference 
between the two men, and it throws up a question never to be answered: what 
would the effect on the w'orld have been if Bakunin's Anarchism. instead of 
r\1arx's Comlnunism, had assumed leadership of the \vorld-revolution? For 
AnarchislTI was opposed to every kind offorcible goverll1nent, and to the State as 
the en1bodin1ent of the force employed in the governlnent of the cOlnn1unity~ 

Comlllunisn1 \vas the deitication of force wielded by the State. 
Everything about Bakunin is genuine: his struggle, sufferings and death. 

Everything about Marx is bogus: his thirty years of incitement frorn the British 
M useunl reading-foeHn" his conlfortable life on Friedrich Engels~s bounty, his 
obviously calculated nlalTiage to a .'VOIl ", his genteel funeral \vith graveside 
orati()ns~ all are typical of the petty bourgeois \\/ho so loudly declain1ed against 
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the bourgeoisie. T'he lTlost bogus thing of all \vas his Comnlunist Manifesto, 
which diagnosed an ailnlcnt ("'l'he proletarian is \vithout property") and 
prescribed suicide as the reilledy ("The theory of the COlnn1unists 111ay be 
surnlned up in the single sentence: .A.bolition of private property"). 

This \vas a plain intill1ation to the proletariat that it had nothing to gain but 
chains fro1l1 C\)lnmUniSln, and if revolutionary outbreaks all over Europe 
follo\ved the publicatic'n of the Manifesto in January J848, the oppressed n1asses 
cannot have roused to theln by its logic. Within a fe\v weeks of publication, 
revolts occurred all over Cierlnany, in Austria, r--:lungary, Italy, France and 
Denn1ark. This was proof that the individual ··secret societies" in the various 
countries \vere fusing together, that S0111e n1eans had been found to co-ordinate 
and synchronise their outbreaks, and thus, for the first tinle, to denl0nstrate 
It'orld-revolution in action, through sinlu!tallcous eruptions in nun1erous 
countries. 

Probably only one organization, already existing at that tilne, had at its 
disposal the international net\vork \vhich could 111ake this synchronization and 
co-ordination possible, and that was the Talmudic rabbinate in Eastern Europe. 
Theoretically, the vast organization of the Catholic Church could have been put 
to the same purpose, hut the Church saw its deadliest enerny in the revolution and 
was not so used~ on that point history is clear. What Disraeli had kno\vn and 
stated two years before becan1e historical fact: ·"that lnighty revolution \vhich is 
at this mOlnent preparing in Gerlnany ... is developing entirely under the 
allspices q/the JClt'S". Karl Marx and his COnllTIUnist Manlfesto were the 
out\vard and visible signs of a significant historic event: T'aln1udic Judaisln had 
taken over the \vorlcl-revolution. 

Of the three nlen who at that time appeared to contend for the generalship of 
the revolution, Louis Blanc quickly fell out of the running. He was a ll1ember of 
the provisional government set up in Paris after the 1848 revolt, and in the 
capacity of Ininister seemed to have the opportunity to put his theories into 
practice. He held that individualism and cOlnpetition were cancers in the body 
social and, like Marx, wished to set up the all-despotic State (albeit of the 
·"welfare" kind favoured by the British Socialists a century later). He was the 
herald of the ··right to \vork" \vhich, in Russia in the present century, proved to 
be the State's right to inflict forced labour. In his shorthved office he undertook 
"~to guarantee the livelihood of the workers by work" and was authorized to call 
together an asselubly of workers~ delegates to prepare a plan for ""full 
en1ploynlent". This body \vas in fonn an anticipation of the Soviets, and it 
represents Louis Blanc's chief c1ain1 to be ren1elllbered. After the suppression of 
the revolt he fled to England and only returned twenty-three years later, bereft of 
ilnportance. 

'That left Marx and Bakunin. Typically, Karl Marx, expelled froln Prussia and 
France after 1848, settled comfor·tably in London until he died, thirty-four years 
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later. Only Bakunin ran to ll1an the '''barricade~"'. Bakunin was by birth a 
Russian aristocrat and had thrown up his ensignship in a Czarist regilnenr in 
1832 after the suppression of the Polish insurrection of 1830: the spectacle of 
terrorized Poland inspired in the heart of this young Russian officer the horror of 
despotis111 which thenceforth dOlninated his life. l-le 111et l\1arx before 1848 and 
left a description of the difference bet\veen theln: ""l\-1 arx called nle a sentinlental 
idealjst~ and he was right: I called hinl a vain man, perfidious and crafty, and I 
also \vas right'·. 

Bakunin was in Paris for the fighting of 1848, and in May 1849 was a nlenlber 
of the provisional governlnent set up by the revolutionaries in Saxony, leading 
the defence of Dresden until the Prussian troops prevailed, when he was captured 
while trying to escape (with Richard \Vagner). He \vas sentenced to death, and 
reprieved, successively by the Saxon and Austrian governnlents. He was kept in 
fetters and chained to a wall for a year and then surrendered to the Russian 
governlnent. After six years ilnprisonnlent he was sent, toothless, scorbutic and 
prenlaturely aged, to ·'"the cOlnparative freedonl of Siberia", whence, in 1861, 
after t\velve years of captivity, he escaped to Japan, Anlcrica and eventually 
England. Unbroken by his experiences, he at once resluned preaching the spirit 
of anarchist revolt and in 1864, in Switzerland, founded his International (the 
Alliance In lerna! ionale Sociale Dfnl0cra tique). 

About the same tinle, Karl Marx founded his International (the International 
Working Men's Association) in London, and the next few years were fllled with 
the decisive struggle bet\veen Bakunin and Marx for the soul of the revolution. 
During Bakunin's long absence in Saxon, Austrian and Russian jails and in 
Siberia, Marx in London had established his hold on the international 
revolutionary organization (in several countries he had sons-in-law as 
lieutenants. on the Napoleonic 1110del), but Bakunin's renown vias great and he 
\vas deprived of the leadership only by a series of tricks \vhich Marx, through his 
control of the General (~ouncil, W,lS able to use against his rival. In 1872 the 
General Council called a congress of the International at The Hague, where 
Bakunin and his friends could not go on account of governnlental hostility. /\.t 
this congress charges \vere nlade against Bakunin (renliniscent of those \vhich 
sixty years later were to be raised aga1l1st any Conl1nunist leaders of\vhon1 Stalin 
wished to rid hin1self) and he \vas expelled froln the Internationai by vote of the 
Council, packed by lVlarx's handpicked 111en. 

Broken in health Bakunin died a fc\v years later. and apparently brought on his 
end by refusing to take food. \\iith hin1 died any hope (if such hope ever existed) 
that the organized \vorld-revolution ll1ight be used to overthro\v tyranny and 
liberate nlen: frol11 the n10n1ent that it caIne ·"entirely under the auspices of Jews" 
(Disraeli) its purpose w"as to enslave nlen and to establish an indestructible 
tyranny. Bakunin's idea was to organize force against oppression, and the worst 
oppressor of all, in his eyes, was The State. These are his \vords: .... 'The State is not 
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society ~ it is only an historical fOriTI of it as brutal as it is abstract. It was born 
historically~ in all countries~ of the lnarriage of violence~ rapine~ pillage~ in a 
word~ \var and conquest ... It has been fronl its origin~ and it remains still at 
present the divine sanction of brutal force and triu111phant inequality. The State 
is authority~ it is force~ it is the ostentation and infatuation of force ... ~~ 

Precisely such a State as that, Karl Marx designed to set up through his 
international revolutionary 1110Venlent and it was to be a H'orldState. Bakunin in 
1R69~ \vhen his contest with Karl Marx was reaching its clinlax~ like Disraeli in 
1846 and 1852 identified the leadership of the world-revolution as Jewish and in 
this he saw the cause of the perversion~ as he considered it of the revolutionary 
idea. l-~is POICI71iquc contrc /es Ju{l< written in 186l)~ "vas mainly directed against 
the Jews of the InternationaL and frOITI what we have since seen of these affairs 
we Inay assume that his expulsion by the lVIarxist General Council in 1872 
became certain at the 1110rncnt of that publication in 1869. 

When Disraeli died in 1881 he had spent bet\veen thirty and forty years 
vvarning his countrylTIen and the \vorld against ""the secret societies~~: 

""It \vas neither parlian1ents~ nor populations~ nor the course of nature, nor the 
course of cvents~ that overthrew the throne of Louis Philippe ... The throne was 
surprised by the secret 5,'ocieties, ever prepared to ravage Europe Acting in 
unison with a great popular rnovement they may destroy society ~~ (1852). 
""There is in Italy a power \vhich we seidoin n1ention in this House I luean the 
secret societie:.,'. It is useless to del1Y~ because it is ilnpossible to conceaL that a 
great part of Europe is covered vvith a netl1'ork o.lthe5,'c secret societies, just as the 
supel}icies 0.1' flu! earth is nOl1' heing covered lrith railroads . .. They do not want 
constitutional government they do not \vant anleliorated institutions ... they 
want to change the tenure of land~ to drive out the present owners of the soie and 
to put an end to ecclesiastical estahlishments ... ~~ (1856). 

Disraeli plainly saw~ and perhaps was the first to recognize the name~ the 
fraudulent nature of Liberalisn1: ""it is the manoeuvres of these men who are 
striking at property and ChrisC which the good people of this country~ who are so 
accumulative and so religious~ recognize and applaud as the progress of the 
Liberal cause~~. 

If it \vere in the po\ver of l11an~ by informed warnings to avert disastrous events~ 

the repeated warnings of this uniq LIe authority would have averted the 
tribulation \\'11ich the revolution brought on the 111i11ions of Inankind in the next 
century. BuL ""by a divine instinct nlen~s n1inds lllistrust ensuing danger~~~ the 
neglect of Disraeli~s vv!arllings proved vvhat all preceding centuries had sho\vn: 
that hU111an beings vvill not be deterred 1'1'on1 a dangerous undertaking~ or 
aroused frOITI a perilous inertia, by any spoken counsel. Experience alone can in 
tin1e move then1 to act and in that the 20th Century has made them rich, 

In the n1iddlc decades of the last century Disracli spoke in vain. He could not 
be n1crely defan1cd as ,~ ""witch-hunter'~~ and therefore was derided \vith the mien 
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of affectionate disdain: ""it \-vas generally thoughf~ (says Mr. Hesketh Pearson) 
.... that he had a bee in his bonnet on the subject of the secret societies~ the existence 
q(H'hich ll'as denied; but we can now see then1 as the seeds of a movement which~ 

having found a forn1ula~fi{scd andfestered into C'ofl1n7Zlnisnl'~. That verdict of 
1951 is obviously true and agrees with the conten1porary one of the revolutionary 
eye-\vitness Benoit Malon: ""Con1n1unisn1 was handed down in the dark through 
the secret societies of the 19th Century~~. 

Thus~ when Disracli died the thing he had striven to avoid had con1e about: the 
""secret societies~~ had been welded into one world-revolutionary movement 
under Jewish controL and this \vas preparing to blow up the foundations of the 
20th Century. He had found the perfect description for this organization: ""a 
net\vork" which covered Europe ....just as the superficies of the earth is now being 
covered with railroads~~. Infonned men began Inore and n10re frequently to use 
this expression~ ""the nctwork~~~ and to speak of ""the hidden hand~' which ruled 
governn1ents. In the years before the revolutions of 1848 the foriner Rabbi 
Drach~ who like Disraeli foresaw what was con1ing~ published his indictment of 
the Taln1ud as the source of this disruptive process; rris ensuing persecution was 
described by a Jewish writer nan1ed Morel~ \vho among other things said~ ""what 
can the wisest n1easures of the authorities of all countries do against the vast and 
perrnanent conspiracy q( a people ll'hich, like a netl:vork as vast as it is strong, 
stretched orer the H'hole globe, hrings its force to hear vi'herever an event occurs thaI 
interests the nan7e q( IsrClelit(/~. 

The sequence ofevents is significant. In 1772 Poland was partitioned and~ after 
n10re than 2~500 years~ the ""centre'~ of Jewish Government ""ceased to exist" 
(according to Dr. Kastein) or became a secret Jewish government (as the Russian 
authorities believed). In 1776 Adam Weishaupt founded his Illuminati. By 1846 
Disraeli was writing that ""the revolution is developing entirely under Je\vish 
auspices~~. In 1869 Michel Bakunin, the disciple of WeishaupC attacked the Jews 
in the revolutionary mOVClllent. In 1872 Bakunin was expelled and the united 
Con1n1unist n10vement plainly en1erged, under Karl Marx (in 1917 it produced 
an almost exclusively Jewish Bolshevist governn1ent). 

Such was the result~ foretold by Disraeli~ of the removal of Je\vish disabilities 
and of a few decades of Jewish elnancipation. The lowering of the barriers had 
not had the effect of an1algamating the Jews in the comity of peoples~ its 
consequences had been to giv~ ""the n10st fonnida ble secf' (Bakunin's words) 
freedon1 to work for the ruination of these peoples by revolution. The responses 
given by the Sanhedrin to Napoleon ~s questions at the century~s starC by its 
middle-age had been shown to be void offorce. Jews would not thencefor\vard be 
allowed to involve then1selves~ with other men~ in the nationhoods and laws of 
the lands where they dwelt; on the contrary, identification with the world
revolution set them more apart fron1 others than even they had ever been before. 
The century of el'Ylancipation had been turned into a fraud even before it ended. 
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During the 19th C\:ntury (as Dr. Kastein~ again, records) the tenD 
.... antisenlitis111·~ \vas born. f\S ""persecution" could no longer be said to cxist~ 

SOIne new \vord had to be fOllnd~ capable of intiIllidating Gentiles and terrifying 
JC\VS~ the second purpose being Inore in1portant than the first, and 
.... antisen1itisn1~· \vas invented. ""Abracadabra~' n1ight have served as \\'eIL for the 
tern1 .... antisel11itisn1.. is patently absurd in relation to people \vho are 
delnonstrably nOT Selnites and \vhosc Law c0111mands the extirpation of SClnites 
(the Arab peoples of Palestjne~ any expression of syIllpathy with the Selnitic 
Arabs~ expelled froln their native land by the Zionist intruders in 1948, in tilne 
can1C to be attacked as .... antisen1itis111 ~~). 

Presun1ably the authors of this tenn desired to keep such words as Je\v~ Je\vish 
and anti-Jevv'ish out of the public controversy and counted on 'intilnidating the 
l11ass-Inind by the introduction of an obscurantist \vord. What the dOlninant sect 
n1cant by .... antiscll1itisn1" \vas in fact a COIn bination of lese Inajesty (offcnces 
against the dignity of the sovereign power) and hcresy (opposition to the 
paralnount religious doctrine)~ and by the Iniddlc of the present cenlury the 
n1ass-n1ind had to a great extent Sublllitted to this idea~ that nun1erOllS breed 
which in earlier tin1es would have doffed its cap at the approach of the squire's 
bailiff or have crossed itself when the priestly eye turned its way held its tongue 
and looked respectful when any Jewish affair was 111cntioned. 

'The \vord .... antisen1itisnl'~ \vas coined at the tin1e when "n1en of Jewish race"~ 

as I)israclj and Bakunin pointed out~ took over the direction of the \vorld
revolution~ and the Inain object of its invention was by intimidation to deter 
public discussion of that ren1arkable developlllent~ the events of the present 
century have abundantly proved that, as this book will sho\v. In the recent time, a 
Je\vish authority~ Me Bernard Lazare~ offcred a definition of'''antiselnitisnl~~ in a 
book \vhich bore the word as its title. This definition had nothing whatever to do 
with the prophct Shen1 and his tribe, with Sen1itic blood or speech or stock~ or 
with anything Semitic \vhatsoever~ Mr. Lazarc related ....antisen1itisn1 ~~ entirely to 
an adverse opinion of the Je\vish role in revolution. tIe wrote: 

"'This is what n1ust separate the ilnpartial historian fron1 antiseIl1itisnl. l'he 
antisernite says: "The Je\v is the preparer~ the Inachinator~ the chief engineer of 
revolutions'~ the inlpartial historian cont-Illes hin1self to studying the part which 
the Jew, considering his spiric his character, the nature of his philosophy~ and his 
religion~ may have taken in revolutionary processes and IDoven1ents'~. 

\Vhat Ivlr. Lazare clearly Ineant \vas that nothing lTIOre than '''a parf' in 
revolutionary processes n1ight be attributed to Jew·s. and that a Inan who said 
that "T'he JC\V is the prepareI', the nlachinator~ the chief engineer of revolutions" 
con1nlitted lese Inajesty and heresy. 

I-Iowever~ it is substantially \Vh,lt Oisraeli said (who n1ay even have had a drop 
or two of Senlitic blood~ and in that differed fron1 the Eastern Jews to whom he 
alluded): ""that Inighty revolution ... is developing entirely under the auspices (~l 
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the Je1rs" ~ ". the i;?fiuence qf the Jews Inay be traced I n the last outbreak of the 
destructive principle~'~ '''rnell qI'JeH'i:dl race are./<Jlllzd at the head of everyone of 
thelYl~' (i.e.~ the secret societies). 

As he \vas hinlself racially Je\vish~ Disraeli preslllllably felt no need to labour 
the fact that many Jews \vere as stoutly opposed as he to the "lnighty revolution'~ 

and to '''the destructive principle~~. In his day this \vould have been apparent and 
he would not have had to annourplate his \yords against the propagandist who, 
today" \vol.dd accuse hiTn of incrin1inating all Je\vs by his allusions to "the 
auspices of the JeH's'~ and '''the int1uence of the Jelt'.)"" (\vhich by 1\;lL Lazare's 
definition \vould I11akc hiln ·"antisenlitic"!). 

l~ronl the French revolutionary period onward (when the long resident Jews of 
France ga vc \varning against the nC\VC0111erS from the East \vho \vere making 
trouble in Alsace) the Sephardic Jews of the West strongly resisted the ill wind 
that was blowing to\vards theln fronl the East. Emancipation had loosened their 
bonds~ they stood to lose all they had gained if "the destructive principle", 
'''el1gineered~' by the T'ahnudic sect and the Ashkenazinl in the East~ were to 
prevail over the West. 

The \varnings of Disraeli were addressed to this, then the d0111inant section of 
JC\\TY as much as to the (Jentilcs~ perhaps rnore. The Sephardic Jews 111ay also be 
said to have paid 1110re heed to thenl than the Gentile masses around them. l~heir 

punishnlent was to be excolnnlunicated~ by one of the 1110St remarkable 
operations ever performed by statisticians on a body of people~ the Sephardiln 
were within a hundred years to be pronounced virtually extinct (like the "ten lost 
tribes~' long before). 
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THE lVIANAGERS 

When Jewish direction of the world-revolution became discernible by the 
nliddle of the last century it was direction by the Ashkenazic (Eastern, or Slavic) 
Jews. The Sephardic (Western, or Iberian) Jews were in the mass strongly 
opposed to it. It was directed against them as nluch as against ChristendolTI, for 
emancipation in Europe had led to a substantial measure of assimilation in their 
case~ they were slipping from the grasp of the ruling elders of Judaism, who were 
faced with the loss of their power through Jewish integration in mankind. 
Segregation was vital to Taln1udic Judaism, and integration was lethal. 

At that point they threw the .... Eastern Jews" into the contest, whose en1ergence 
as a separate body of Jews coincided with the start of the world-revolution. 
Before then the West knew only .... Jews", and these were the Sephardic Jews. 
Alluding to the period when Disraeli began to speak of Jewish leadership of the 
revolution, Dr. Kastein says, .... From this time onwards it is possible to speak of 
Western and Eastern Jews". In fact the separate breeds had existed for about a 
thousand years~ what Dr. Kastein nleans is that the Eastern Jews at that moment 
enlerged as a distinct body, mobilized by the rabbinical government for action 
against the emancipated Sephardic Jews of the West and against the West itself. 

Up to that time the Western Jews had only been dimly aware of these Eastern 
Jews, and to the Christian West they were unknown. Their cohesion as a mass, 
and the energy which had been stored up in thelu by many centuries of rabbinical 
absolutisnl in the ghettoes, was to nlake of them, when they entered the West, the 
IUOst powerful of all the forces which shaped the events of the 20th Century. 'They 
were good material for the purpose to which they were put. Racially of barbaric 
Asiatic origins, for centuries they had received a Talmudic training in a 
regilTIentation as strict as that of any ancient Oriental despotism. 

In the grand strategy which unfolded during the 19th Century they were 
enlployed for a double purpose, and with skill were used to achieve ends, so 
contradictory, that their simultaneous accoluplishment must have been held 
iIllpossible, before it canle about, by any rational observer. In Russia itself they 
were used, as a nlass, to wreck enlancipation (for there would have been no hope 
of reclaiming the enlancipated Jews of Western Europe if these had seen that the 
Eastern Jews, too, vvere becon1ing emancipated). To the outer world they were 
simultaneously depicted, even \vhile they blocked the process of enlancipation in 
Russia, as being the victilTIS ora crueL "'antisernitic" persecution vvhich wantonly 
denied thenl en1ancipation! 

Given th~ control of tnodern nledia of Illass-propaganda and nlass-suggestion 
it is possible to inlpress on the rnind of the nlultitude these false images of what is 
happening elsewhere, and under the spell of such false notions to incite thenl into 
war itself. During the last century the politicians of the West began habitually to 
declain1 against the perseclltion of the Jevvs in Russia, \vhile those Jews, under a 
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rigorous leadership, were being pronlpted to destroy elTIancipation by every 
conceivable nleans. 

Lest the reader doubt I IUUSt add that the picture here given is historically 
authentic, and is confirmed by the Judaist authorities. Among others Dr. Kastein 
says, .... ~rhe great Inajority of Jews offered hitter passive res;stance to all"attenlpts 
at amelioration' ". However, this resistance was not silTIply .... passive'· but also 
took lethal forms. Dr. ("haim WeiZITIann is probably the best authority on this 
period, and his work will be extensively cited in what follo\vs. The ghettoized 
AshkenazilTI (both in their Conlnlunist and their Zionist organizations) \vere 
inspired to obstruct emancipation by every possible device (including 
assassination in the last resort) while the story of their persecution was 
hamnlered, as an intimidatory warning, into the consciousness of the Western 
Jews and, as a rightful clainl for succour, into that of the ("hristian West. 

The Gentile politicians of the West presented these fictions to their peoples as 
truth, for they had found that powerful Jews, in all countries, \vere able 10 assist 
parties favoured by thcn1 with money, press support and votes~ the return they 
required \vas support for the cause oftlle ""persecuted" Jews in Russia and for the 
.... return" to Palestine. In effect this ITIeant that politicians \vho sought these 
favours had to subordinate national interest to t\VO causes ultilnately destructive 
of all nation-states: the revolution and the anlbition to acquire territory for the 
donlinant race. This \vas the process by means of which, as Disraeli said in 
Lothair (1870) .... democracy has degraded statesmen into politicians". In this way 
also that state orthe mass-nlind began to take shape which would not brook any 
confutation, no luatter how fully proven, of the legend of a permanent Jewish 
persecution and of a disease endelTIic in Gentile Inal1 (an epidemic at that tinle in 
Russia called .... antisemitism "). When it was dangerous to believe that the world 
was round, the lTIultitude vocally agreed that it was flat: this condition was 
reproduced, in respect of --ralmudic JudaislTI's propaganda, in the 19th century, 
with the results vvhich have been seen in this one. 

The Western Jews were n1uch less responsive than the Western politicians to 
these two currents fronl the East. These original Je\vs, in whom the Sephardic 
tradition and strain continued, \vcre moving towards integration, or at least 
towards an involvelnent, \vlth diminishing frictions, in luankind. l'hey intuitively 
feared the growing pressure frotTI Russia and, recalling the unhappy end of the 
long, prosperous centuries in Spain, were filled with foreboding by the thought of 
its possible consequences. I recalL fron1 my own time in Europe, how the Western 
Jews distrusted and feared these Eastern Jews. in whom they saw the spectral 
threat of an enforced return to the ghettoes and to rabbinical absolutislTI. The 
German Jew then was \vont to refer to "diese Os(juden" (these Eastern Jews!) 
with aversion: the Eastern Jew for his part, when after the first world war he made 
his way frolu Russia and Poland into Germany, spoke with contenlpt of the 
settled Je\vs there as "diese Berliner" (these Berliners!). 
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The rabbinical directorate of Jewry, in its Eastern fastnesses, set out to use 
these Judaized T'artars froin Russia against the en1ancipated Jevv's of the West 
and against the West itself. The secretive life of Jewry has rnade the counting of 
Jewish heads in1possible at all periods. This lack of any trust\vorthy figures of 
Jewish populations enabled the ruling sect a cent ury ago to begin, and in our day 
ahnost to con1pletc, an astonishing biological operation: they have transforn1cd 
nearly all JC\VS into Ashkenazinl! 

I\t the end of the 18th century the Je\vs kno\vn to the West \vcre the SephardiIn, 
\vho inherited at least a tenuous tradition, a frail thread leading back through 
Spain to Africa, and fading then into a legend of Canaanitish origins. By the 
I11iddle of the present century these Jews were declared by the cIders of Je\vry to 
have beconlc al1110st extinct! A report presented to the Second World Sephardic 
('onfercnce held in Ne\v York in 1954 stated that the Jewish world population 
\vas 11,763,491; that only 1,744,883 (or 15 percent) of these Jews \vere Sephardiln; 
and that nlere!y 52,()()O of these Sephardim lived in Europe (which fornlcrly knew 
only Sephardic JC\vs) and the entire vVestern Ilcn1isphcre. 

Nonnal processes of birth and death could not have worked this n1agic. 
Evidcntly the Sephardinl, like the ten tribes of 1srael nearly three thousand years 
ago, have been declared to have '''vanished'~ because they '''ceased to believe that 
they had a destiny apart fronl their neighbours". The i\shkenazin1 have been 
awarded the inheritance ofJ udah, ""an order of existence fundanlentally different 
frOtH that of the people about ... no process of assirrlilatiQn to others ... 
absolute differentiation .~: and nearly all Jews have now been declared to be 
Ashkenazinl! Thus the elders of Judaisnl twice have expunged nlasses by strokes 
of the pen. The Sephardinl have been excoll1nlunicated for the saIne reason as the 
Israclites, but obviously they live on in truth~ SOI11e integrated in nlankind~ SOlne 
segregated in original Judaisnl. 

'rhe identification of the Eastern JeWS \vith the world-revolution, a century 
ago. cannot have COll1e ahout by chance or by individual leanings, for they were 
despotically ruled. The regiine of the rabbis in the East \vas nearly absolute and 
the ghettoized CODl111unities obeyed their C0I11I11ands, as God-cn1po\vered 
lawgivers and Inagistrales. in every act of daily life. During the I930~s, \vhcn I saw 
a good deal of such Eastern Jc\vish cOllln1unities, in Poland and Ruthc11ia~ they 
still lived a life of seclusion, uninlaginable to the Western lnind until it \vas 
beheld. A 111ass rnove of these Eastern Jews into the revolutionary canlp (or any 
other caIHp) could not have occurred without rabbinical guidance, for the 
penalties of disobedience, in those -ralrnudic confines~ were dire (1 have quoted 
the Jcwish authority who testiflcs that the rabbis sonletiines encouragcd lynching 
iflocal circull1stances disabled thenl frol11 openly pronouncing the death penalty 
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prescribed by the Law.)* 
l'herefore the Inass 1110ve into the revolutionary calnp nlust be regarded as one 

of high policy, directed after full consideration by that Jewish government which 
was transferred to Poland after the expulsion Croln Spain and sank frol11 the sight 
of ll1en at the dissection of Poland in 1772. (~ontenlplated in that historical 
perspective, the threefold purposes of the grand design becolne clear, and events 
have denlonstrated thenl. First, through revolution the process of enlancipation 
(and therc\vith of Jewish assilTIilation in the West) nlight be reversed and the 
suprenlacy of the ruling sect in Je\\;TY nlaintained. Second, through revolution 
vengeance nlight he taken on Christendonl for the expulsion fran1 Spain. or 
perhaps for the existence of ChristendolTI (for that is the affront to \vhich the 
Talnlud is in effect the ans\ver). Third, revolution would prol11ote the fultlinlcnt 
ofl'he La\v, \vhich ordained the ruination of the heathen and the triu111ph of the 
Chosen People, or <It any rate of the sect \vhich used that beguiling ten11. 

An ambition \vhich perhaps was not hugely foolish alnong Near Eastern tribes 
and in the sn1a11 space of the kno\vn \Norld in 500 Be, thus becanlc the 
rnegalo111aniac one of our global era, which is vvitnessing an attempt to impose an 
ancient triballa\v. born in the petty feuds of little ancient lands, upon the world. 
The Gentile is apt to in1agine that The La\v \vhich governs this undertaking is 
that which he can fInd in the ~rorah, or ()ld Testan1ent, which he shares with the 
JC\v. hut this is not true. The Old Testanlent contains a lofty la\v of righteousness 
and neighbourly behaviour and inspired glin1pses of the universal I."house of 
prayer of all peoples". l'his Law was rejected by Judah, and the Torah includes 
the interpolations and cancellations 'Nhich nullify it~ hut at any rate it contains 
hoth: it is two books, and any 1nan l11ay choose the one that seelns to hin1 to be the 
\vord of (Jod. In fact that is what Christianity did~ it took from the ()ld 
Testanlcnt, and applied to itself, those parts of the Torah which have a universal 
application, and it ignored the Levitical insertions vvhich voided the lTIoral 
con11n £111d n1en ts. 

But the Judaic La\v under \vhich the Eastern rabbinate directed Eastern 

';'This rabhinical administration ol"tbe Judaic Ll\\ \vithin Je\\i~h communit ie~ continues tod,ty in Amcrica, EngLlI1d 
'l11d other \Vestern counlries. In 1()55 a Jewish merchanl or Leeds, in England came under Jewish suspicion or 
having allowed some ot' 223 oid British tanks, disposed of hy him. to reach Egypt, a neighbour of the Zionist slate. 
No complaint W,tS raised in respect or their sale to ot her countries. and the tr~l\l~~lcljon, whatever their destination, 
was leg,ilunder British law. Thc alleged Egyptian sale, alone, was brought heforc II Jewish court, lhl.? president or 
which stated in the British Press th~it if the man were cleared the court's llndings "\\ III be accepted withollt question 
by the Je\vish communilY". but if" he were not "\\e l1aH' our ways as a community of ckaling with a transgressor". 

The word ··tran~grcssor·· f("bles Lo the Judaic rahbinical law. so thal this \\as a puhlic intimation that a mdn 
found to have "transgressed" that l'l\\' \\'()uld be punished. \\ ithout reg~lrd to hIS innocence or guilt under the law of 
thc COL! ntry of wh ieh he \\ as a citizen. 

In this else the action t,lken cuts across State policy ,11 it" highest levels, thosc or forl.?ign policy and nation~l! 

defence; for foreign policy and national defence cannot bc conducted in thc natic 'wl interest ir sections of the 
community :Ire J bk to null ify go\crnmcntal polil'y by dic!;tl ing the choi\..·c of rcm:i~~!l COUllt rics to which arms may be 
sold. ,\ nd pu nishing "t r~lI1sg ressors", This case, ho\\'e\l'r. \\'a~ excl'ptional on Iy i!l the JlU hlici ty it reccived. As to thaL 
as far ,IS I was able to judgc il aroused no great public interest or keling, or if it did. thi" was not <.lllowed to lInd 
eX pression in the ncwsp;l pel's. Th is was an eX(lmple of the exten! to \\ hich l'"'ll hI ic di~;:..:ussion or nit icism of a ny (lction 
t'lken hy the ruling po\\'ers of Jewry !wd heen silenced in die \Vest by 1055. 

179 



l~HE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

Jews into the revolutionary camp is that of the Talmud~ of which ""the n10dern 
Jew is the producf~ (Mr. Rodkinson~ previously cited). The Taln1ud contains no 
lofty law of righteousness applicable to all n1en~ but sets up the creed of Moloch~ 

shorn of the universal applications~ it is one book~ not two. It is the 
uncol11pron1ising response to Christianity: ~~the precepts of justice~ of equity~ or 
charity towards one's neighbour, are not only not applicable with regard to the 
Christian~ but constitute a crime in anyone who would act differently. The 
Talmud expressly forbids one to save a non-Jew froln death ... to restore lost 
goods~ etc.~ to hiln~ to have pity on him~~ (the former Rabbi Drach~ already 
quoted). This was The Law of the Slavic Ashkenazim in their ghettoes~ the 
Ashkenaziln~ under stern direction~ becan1e the engineers of the \\'orld
revolution; and according to the Judaic authorities the Ashkenazim are now ""the 
Je\vs~~~ or 85 percent of them. 

Thus a forn1idable~ secret sect, in parts of Russia little known to the outer 
world trained ,a compact mass of human beings for an onslaught on the nation
states of ChristendoIn and the West, and in the 19th century began to unleash the 
force which it had generated. For the next hundred and fifty years (until the 
present day) the revolutionary force worked with spreading effect to disrupt the 
West, always following the plan originally disclosed in Weishaupfs papers~ and 
"~men of Jewish race~~ were constantly found at the head of it. The results have 
shown: Europe~ once a land-mass of prosperous and virile nation-states~ is now a 
place of bewildered peoples who struggle to nlake their way out of the new Dark 
Age and into the light again. The effects have spread far beyond Europe~ 

Disraeli~s ""destructive principle~~ today beats on the doors of all the world. 
Possibly another hundred years lnust pass before the force let loose expends itself 
and the Ashkenazin1 (like the Sephardinl before theln) find the pull of ll1ankind 
too strong for then1~ so that the Cabalist's dream of world donlinion fades. 

Under The Law this destruction was not an end in itself; it was a n1eans [0 the 
end laid down in The Law. 'The extirpation of nation-states was to be the essential 
prelude to the establishment of the triunlphant nation-State~ that of the chosen 
people in their promised land. Thus~ in the middle of the last century~ a second 
force also was brought into being in those saIne Eastern~ Talmudic-ruled areas 
where the world-revolution received its shape and irnpetus. 

This was Zionism~ the force that-\vas set in movement to achieve ""the return~~ 

and lay the foundations of the suprelne Nation-State in Palestine. This, the force 
of dOlnination~ at every stage in the process of the last hundred years kept step 
with the force of revolution~ and neither could have achieved what it did achieve 
without the other. The achievement is clear: the "~return" has been accomplished 
and the nation-state of the chosen people has been founded~ sinlultaneously the 
nation-states of other peoples, those breeds outside The Law~ have been reduced 
or extinguished. The dominant-force corrupted the governments of these states 
at the top "level: the revolutionary-force eroded their foundations at the bottonl 
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level. 
Dr. Kastein~ having afflrn1ed that the Je\vish governn1ent (the ~"centre'~~ vvith 

its unbroken history of 111ore than two thousand years) '''ceased to exist'~ after the 
dissection of Poland in 1772. records that a hundred years later .... a Jewish 
internationar~ was in being. rIe evidently lueant that the Jc\vish government qf 
}r:H'S had given \vay to a Je\vish governn1cnt ql'governnlcnts, and this is evidently 
the tru th of our tin1e. 

Oisraeli spoke of "~a network" of revolutionary organizations which covered 
the earth like a system of railroads~ it is the perfect description of the destructive 
luechanisln which was constructed. To achieve the greater purpose there had to 
be another network at the top~ and although Oisraeli did not use the \\lord in that 
case. he alluded to it when he said, ....The world is governed by very different 
personages fron1 what is imagined by those who are not behind the scenes~'. This 
is presuluably .... the Jewish internationar~ of which Dr. Kastcin speaks~ a league 
of po\verful and wealthy men at the top, under whose authority kings and 
princes, first, and republican presidents and politicans. next, equally found 
t hen1selves. 

These two machines worked in synchronization, each promoting the ain1 of the 
other. In their dealings with the Inasses, the Gentile rulers were forced by the 
threat of revolution from below to yield ever more authority. until they felL in 
their dealings with foreign countries, and in the wars to which these led, they were 
constrained by the power of the purse to support the plan of the syn1bolic 
.... return" to Palestine. The Gentile often asks why men of wealth should pr01110te 
revolution. Disraeli put the san1e question, in order to give the answer: they wish 
to destroy Christianity. He knew precisely what he n1eant~ to the Gentile the 
answer may be Inade more c0111prehensible by saying that they obey the 
Talmudic Law~ which requires the destruction of heathen nation-states as the 
prelude to the triumphant ·'''return''. 

Thus the story of the emergence of Zionism fron1 the ghettoes of Russia and of 
the delicate interplay betvveen the two forces, the one coiling itself round the 
rulers of the West and the other undermining the structure of the nation-states, 
fonns the next chapter of the controversy of Zion. 
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'fHE "PR()PHET" 

The 19th (~entury rnoved inexorably towards the repudiation of the 
Sanhedrin ~s avowals to Napoleon, to\vards the re-segregation of the Jews, 
to\vards the re-establishtnent of that theocratic state in the midst of states, the 
danger of \vhich Tiberius had depicted before the Christian era began. The 
struggle was not betvveen ""the Je\vs~~ and ""the Gen1:iles'~~ as on the ancient day 
when the Persian king~s soldiers enabled Ezra and Nehetniah to enforce ""the nc\\! 
La\}/~ on the Judahites, it \vas once tnore between some Je\vs and S0111e Gentiles 
and the other Jews and the other Gentiles. The Inystery always \vas that at such 
junctures the Gentile rulers allied thetnsel yes \vith the ruling sect of ] udaism 
against the Jc\vish l1lasses and thus against their own peoples, anlong whonl they 
fostered a disruptive force. This paradox repeated itself in the 19th century and 
produced the clinlacteric of our present day~ in which all nations are heavily 
involved. 

l'he enlancipated JC\VS of the West were undone on this occasion~ \vith the 
lnass of Gentile rnankind, by the vVestern politicians. who enlisted, like a Swiss 
Guard, in the service of Zionisnl, Therefore this narrative must pause to look ""at 
the Liberals~' of the 19th Century, vvho by espousing Zionisnl enabled it to 
disrupt the affairs and deflect the national policies of peoples. 

They nlay best be studied through the founder of their line. "'The Prophet" (he 
clainled the title which Arnos angrily repudiated) was Henry Went\vorthMonk, 
by few remenlbered today. He was the prototype of the 20th Century American 
president or British prilne rninister, the very lTIodel of a nlodern Western 
politician. 

1'0 account for this Inan one \voldd have to revivify all the thoughts and 
inlpulses of the last century. It is recent enough for a plausible attempt. One effect 
ofcnlancipation \vas to nlake every undisciplined thinker believe hinlselfa leader 
of causes. The spread of the printed word enabled denlagogues to distribute ill
considered thoughts. ~rhe increasing speed and range of transport led theln to 
look for causes far outside their native ken. Irresponsibility tnight pose as 
C---hristian charity \vhen it denounced its neighbours for indifference to the plight 
of Ethiopian orphans, and \vho could check the facts? Dickens depicted the type 
in Stiggins, \vith his society for providing infant negroes with l110ral pocket 
handkerchiefs~ Disraeli rCInarked that the hideous lives of coalnliners in the 
North of England had .... escaped the notice of the Society for the Abolition of 
Negro S1<.lvery~'. 

The new way of acquiring a public reputation \vas too easy for such rebukes to 
deter those who \VCl'C tenlpted by the beguiling ternl '\oliberar', and soon the 
passion for rcfornl filled the liberal air, which would not brook a vaCUUIn. 'The 
·"rights of 111an" had to be asserted: and the surviving \vrongs were ITIOSt easily 
discovered anlong peoples far 'l\vay (and, for ferv()ur~ the further the better). It 
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\vas the heyday of the self-rigb leous~ of those \\'ho only wanted the good of 
others, and cared not ho\v n1uch bad they did under that banner. l"he do-gooders 
founded a generation, and also an industry (for this vocation \vas not devoid of 
Il1atcrial rew'ard, as \vell as plaudits). In the nalne of freedon1, these folk \vere in 
our day to applaud, and help bring abollt, the re-enslavement of half Europe, 

Into such a time Henry Went\vorth l\1onk was born (I 827) ill a farn1 settlell1ent 
on the then remote Ott,l'\/a River in Canada. /\t seven he \vas \vrenched fron1 kith 
and ki,n and transported to the Bluecoat School in London, at that tin1c a 
rigorous place for a lonely child. The boys \\lore the dress of their founder's day 
(Edward VI), long blue coat, priestly cravaC yeIlo\\! stockings and buckled 
shoon. ~rhey lived as a sect apart, ate Inonastic fare and little orit, the rod was not 
spared, and they \vere sternly drilled in t.he Scriptures. 

~rhus young Monk had n1any en10tional needs, crying to be appeased, and his 
child's 111ind began to find lllodern applications in the Old Test<llnent, to \vhich 
his infant n1ind \vas so diligently directed. By '''swift beasts"', he dcduced~ Isaiah 
Ineant railways, and by '''swift l11essengers", stealnships. !-Ie next decided, at this 
early age, that he had found the keys to '''prophecy'' and could interpret the 111ind 
of (iod in terms of his day. He ignored the warnings of the Israelite prophets and 
of the Nevv Testament against this very telnptation~ what he found was Inercly 
the teaching of the Levitical priesthood, that one day the heathen \vould be 
destroyed and the chosen people re-gathered in their supren1e kingdon1 in the 
promised land. 

Men of rank and influence also \vere toying with this idea that the tinle had 
con1e for theIl1 to Inake up God~s Inind. When Monk was eleven a Lord 
Shaftesbury proposed that the great pOVv'crs should buy Palestine fron1 the Sultan 
of Turkey and "'restore it to the Je\vs". England then had a statesn1an, Lord 
Paln1erston~ who did not let such notions disturb his duty, and nothing \vas done. 
But in young Monk an idea was ignited, and 'The Prophet \vas born; his life 
thenceforth held no other interest until it ended sixty years later! 

At fourteen he obtained special leave to attend a sennon preached by '''the first 
English Bishop in Jerusalen1" (whose nan1e, history records, was SOlOlTIOn 
Alexander). The little boy returned to school with shining eyes, dedicated to his 
life's work of procuring Palestine, \vithout regard to the people already in it, for 
SOlne body of other people utterly unknown to hin1. The idea would not let hin1 
settle down on his father~s Canadian farn1 when he returned to it; it stood 
bet\veen him and the Christian ministry, vvhen he was n1ade a candidate for this. 
He pored over the Old ~restamentand found it \vas but a code, that cleared before 
his eyes. 

Thus he fell into the irreverence \vhich the study of the Levitical scriptures 
sOIl1etilnes produces in Inen who describe thelnselves as Christians and yet ignore 
the Ne\\l Testalnent. Once they accept the concept of foretellings to be literal/.y 
fulfilled, they yield, in fact, to the Judaic Law of a political contract which leaves 
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no latitude whatever to God, save in the one point of the tinlt> of cOInpletion. 
FroI11 that they proceed, in one bound, to the conclusion that they know the time 
(which God, presumably, has forgotten). At that stage such men believe that they 
are God. This is the end to which the process nlust lead them: the denial of 
Christianity, and of all divinity. l'his is the profanity to which all leading 
politicians of the West, in our century, lent thelnselves~ Monk was the original of 
a 111ultitude. 

Even in his remote Canadian habitat he found other prophets. An Anlerican 
Jew, a Major Mordecai Noah, \vas trying to build a Jewish ""city of refuge" on an 
island in the Niagara River, preparatory to ""the retl]rn"~ from what the Jews of 
North AITIerica needed refuge, until they ~"returned", he alone knew. Also, a Mr. 
\Varder (~resson, the tIrst United States Consul in Jerusalem, became so ardent 
for ~~restoration" that he en1braced JudaisIYl and published a book, Jerusalenl 
The Centre And Joy QI'The H/hole J;f;Torld. Returning to America, he cast off his 
Gentile wife, renalned himself Michael Boas Israel~ went to Palestine and there 
contrived to Inarry a Jewish girl \vilh \VhOl11 he could coml11unicate only by signs. 

/\11 this fired Monk's ardour the nlorc. He decided, in the Old Testamentary 
tradition, no lTIOre to cut his hair or adorn his body until ""Zion is restored". As 
his hair gre\v abundantly, he becarne nlost hirsute~ as he sold his small property 
and thereafter never laboured, he \Vas for the rest of his days dependent on 
others. At twenty-six he set out for JerusalelTI and reached it after much hardship. 
Having nothing but shagginess and shabbiness to testify to the truth of his 
l1lcssage, he found few hearers. 

1\I1011k nlight have disappeared fro111 the annals at that point but for a chance 
encounter which l1lade hin1 publicly knovvn. In this century of world wars, trans
continental and trans-oceanic projectiles, and nlass-destroying explosives, the 
19th C~entury counts as a stable, peaceful period of time, unshadowed by fear for 
the morrow. The student, particularly of this controversy of Zion. is astonished 
to find how many educated men apparently lived in fright of annihilation and 
decided that they could only be saved if a body of the planet's inhabitants were 
transported to Arabia. The Prophet's path crossed that of another of these 
trel11ulous beings. 

A young English painter, I--Iolnl,u1 HunL appeared in Jerusalem. He also was 
ready for ""a cause". for he was waging the characteristic feud of the young artist 
against the Acadenlicians, and that produces an inflammable state of mind. He 
enjoyed ill health and often thought his end near (he lived to be eighty-three). He 
hadjust painted Thc: Light qlthe JfTorld, which depicted Jesus, lantern in hand, at 
the sinner's door, and the sudden apparition of the bearded Monk caught his 
inlagination. He grasped eagerly at the Prophet's idea of threatening mankind 
(including the Acadclnicians) with cxternlination if it did not do what Prophecy 
ordained. 

So these two, Prophet and pre-Raphaelite, concerted a plan to startle the 
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indifferent world. Monk depicted ··the scapegoat" to Holman Hunt as the 
symbol of Jewish persecution by mankind. They agreed that Holman Hunt 
should paint a picture of ·"the scapegoat" and that Monk should simultaneously 
write a book explaining that the time had come for the persecuted to be restored, 
in fulfilment of prophecy. 

(In fact the scapegoat was an ingenious Levitical device, whereby the priest was 
enlpowered to absolve the congregation of its sins by taking two kids of the goat, 
killing one for a sin-offering, and driving the other into the wilderness to expiate 
by its suffering ··all their transgressions and all their sins ... putting them upon 
the head of the goat". The Prophet and Holman Hunt transforlned the meaning 
into its opposite. The scapegoatfor the sins of the Jews was to become the symbol 
of the Jews thelnselves~ its tormentors, the Levitical priests, were by implication 
to be changed into Gentile oppressors!) 

Holman l-I unt went to \vork~ this was a delightful way, both to take a s\ving at 
the Royal Academy C·probleln pictures") and to identify himself \vith a cause. 
His picture would say more than any spoken word, and it would be followed by 
Monk's written word. The Picture and The Book, The Symbol and The 
Interpretation, The Herald and The Prophet: once the world beheld ·'The 
Scapegoat" Monk's \vork of revelation would find an audience, awakened to its 
transgressions and eager to make amends. 

Hunt, \\Tearing Arab robes and carrying easel and rifle, was then seen by the 
Bedouin driving a white goat to the Dead Sea. He painted an excellent picture of 
a goat (indeed, of two goats, as the first goat, with excessive zeaL died, and a 
substitute had to be found). For greater effect, a calners skeleton was brought 
from Sodom and a goat's skull borro\ved, and these were arranged in the 
background. The painting certainly produces the impression that the Levites 
n1ust have been cruel (the animal's agony was graphically represented) and 
wicked, to pretend that by its suffering they could wash out all the iniquities of 
their people. Holman Hunt took it to England, first pledging himself, with 
Monk, "·to the restoration of the 1'en1ple, the abolition of warfare anlong nlen, 
and the cOIning of the Kingdon1 of God upon the earth"~ probably no painter 
ever had such large purposes in mind when he conceived a picture. 

Monk then produced his Sinzple Interpretation qj'the Revelation and the joint 
undertaking was con1plete~ the world had but to respond. In this first book Monk 
still tried to wed Levitical politics with Christian doctrine. Historically he stayed 
on safe ground~ he pointed out, correctly, that ··the ten tribes" could not have 
becon1e extinct, but lived on in the mass of mankind: This led him to his 
"·interpretation", which was to the effect that .... the true Israelites", Jewish and 
('hristian, should n1igrate to Palestine and establish a model state there (at that 
point he was far fro111 literal Zionisn1, and ran risk of being accounted an 
.... antisenlite"). His portrayal of the consequences was plain demagogy~ if this 
were done, he said, war would come to an end. But then came the paramount idea 
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(and \vho knows whence Monk got it?): an International Government must be set 
up in Jerusalem. Here Monk hit on the true intention of Zionism. Monk was only 
enabled to have his work published through an acquaintanceship which he owed 
to Holnlan Hunt: John Ruskin, the famous art critic, prevailed on the publisher 
Constable to print it. T'he Book (like The Picture) failed of effect, but Ruskin 
helped The Prophet with 1110ney and in other ways, and thus saved hilTI from 
oblivion. 

Ruskin, too, was the product of early pressures and inner disappointments. 
Like Wilkie Collins (an excellent craftsman who could not rest content with 
writing good novels and vainly tried to enlulate Dickens's gift for arousing 1110ral 
indignation), he was not happy to remain in the field where he was enlinent but 
was ever ready to chanlpion (and less ready to examine) anything that looked like 
a moral cause. Like Monk, he had been drilled in the Old Testament as a child 
(though by a possessive Puritan mother), and he was recurrently unlucky in love, 
sometinles hunliliatingly so. He was therefore at all times in search of an outlet 
for unspent emotional impulses. He feared life and the future, so that The 
Prophefs incessant warnings of wrath to come unnerved him and made him put 
his hand in his pocket. He had a large audience and yielded to the same impiety as 
Monk and Holman; as his biographer says (Mf. Hesketh Pearson), "he 
succunlbed to the delusion, COlllmon to all messiahs, that his word was God's", 
and in the end his reason waned, but by then he had enabled The Prophet to 
preach and wander on. 

After the failure of l\tlonk's book Holman Hunt tried again. He began a 
painting of Jesus, in the synagogue, reading the messianic prophecies and 
announcing their fulfilment in hinlself. To make his meaning clear, he used Monk 
as the model for the figure of Jesus, and the indignation of the elders was to 
symbolize the world's rejection of The Prophet. Holman Hunfs preliminary 
study for this picture is in the National Gallery at Ottawa and shows Monk 
holding in one hand the Bible (open at the Book of the Revelation) and in the 
other: a copy of the London Times. (I was working in monastic seclusion in 
Montreal, somewhat bowed down by the nature and weight of the task, when I 
discovered the picture, and nlY neighbours were then surprised by the loud noise 
of mirth which burst from the usually silent room where a former correspondent 
of The Times bent over his labours). 

Thereafter human nature slowly had its way. Holman I-Iunt sold a picture of 
the Finding ofChrist in the Temple for £5,500 and his resentment against life (and 
the Academicians) mellowed. He found himself unable to ask the tattered 
Prophet to accompany him to fine houses like those of Val Prinsep and 
Tennyson. Ruskin was busy with ill-starred loves, and was becoming sceptical as 
well. Nevertheless, these two sedentary men could not quite forget The Prophet's 
warnings that they would be destroyed unless they soon effected the restoration 
of the Jews to Palestine. He was always telling them that "the day" was at hand 
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and pointing to some warlike episode, in Africa or Asia Minor or the Balkans or 
Europe, as the foretold beginning of the end; skirmishes and minor campaigns 
never lacked. At last Holman Hunt and Ruskin hit on a plan which seemed likely 
to allay their fears, appease their consciences and rid them of The Prophet; they 
urged him to go to Jerusalem and (like Sabbatai Zevi) proclaim the approach of 
The Millennium! 

He was about to go when another war broke out, completely confounding him 
because it was not in any of the places where, interpreting prophecy, he had 
foretold the beginning of the end of days. It was in the very area from which, 
according to his published interpretation, salvation was to come: America. 

After a glance at the authorities, The Prophet announced that he had located 
the error in his calculations: the Civil War was in fact the great, premonitory 
event. Now something must be done about Palestine without delay! John Ruskin 
put his foot down. If The Prophet were truly a prophet, he said, let him hasten to 
America before he went to Jerusalem, and call down SOlne sign from heaven that 
would stop the Civil War. He, Ruskin, would finance the journey. And The 
Prophet went, to stop the Civil War. 

The tradition then prevailed in America that a republican president must be 
accessible to all, and Mr. Abraham Lincoln was so beleaguered three days a 
week. One day, when the President's doors were open, The Prophet was swept in 
with a crowd of patronage-seekers, petitioners and sightseers. 

His appearance gained him a few words of conversation with the President. 
Mr. Lincoln's harassed eye was arrested by the sight of something peering at him 
through the undergrowth. He asked who the visitor was, then learning that he 
was a Canadian come to end the \var. Asked for his proposal, The Prophet urged 
that the South free its slaves against compensation and the North agree to 
Southern secession, a suggestion which (Monk recorded) "appeared to amuse 
the President". Mr. Lincoln asked, ~'Do not you Canadians consider my 
Emancipation Proclamation as a great step forward in the social and moral 
progress of the world?" 

Monk said this was not enough: "Why not follow the en1ancipation of the 
Negro by a still more urgent step: the emancipation of the Jew?" Mr. Lincoln was 
baffled (the Jews had always been en1ancipated in America) and asked in 
astonishment, '~The Jew, why the Jew? Are they not free already?" 

Monk said, "Certainly, Mr. President, the American Jew is free, and so is the 
British Jew, but not the European. In America we live so far off that we are blind 
to what goes on in Russia and Prussia and Turkey. There can be no permanent 
peace in the world until the civilized nations, led, I hope, by Great Britain and the 
United States, atone for what they have done to the Jews, for their two thousand 
years of persecution, by restoring them to their national hon1e in Palestine, and 
lnaking Jerusalem the capital city of a reunited Christendom". 

Characteristically, Monk had never been to "Russia, Prussia or Turkey"; he 

187 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

\vas that kind of ""Liberal"". In Russia the Tahnudic rabbinate was opposing 
emancipation by every nleans~ and two years before Monk saw Mr. Lincoln the 
Czar Alexander II had been assassinated when he announced a parlicllnentary 
constitution~ in Prussia the Jews l\'(Y]"(Y elTIancipated and for this very reason were 
the objects of attack by the Jews in Russia~ the Jews under Turkish rule (which 
oppressed all subject nationalities ilnpartially) \vere already in Palestine and thus 
could not be restored thither. 

In Mr. Lincoln ~s day the notion that all wars, wherever fought and for 
whatever reason~ ought to be diverted to the ailTI of establishing a Jewish state in 
Palestine was new (today it is generally accepted and put into practice~ as the two 
world wars have shown)~ and the President was again anlused. 

He had on hand the cruellest war in Western history~ up to that time. Being a 
l11an of resource~ and versed in dealing with ilTIportuners~ he rid himself of The 
Prophet \vith a good-hunl0ured jest. ""My chiropodist is a Je\\'" ~ he said~ "'and he 
has so often put me on ITIy feet that I \vould have no objection to giving his 
countrynlen a leg up~~. Then, relTIinding Monk of the war in progress~ he begged 
The Prophet to await its end: "'then \ve nlay begin again to see visions and dreanl 
drcanls". (Another topic for a debating society: was the use of this phrase chance 
or intention? Mr. Lincoln certainly knew \vhat fate the Old Testament prescribes 
for ""false prophets and drealners of dreanls~~.) 

Monk returned to London and Ruskin paid his expenses to Palestine~ whence, 
on arrivaL he was deported as a nuisance in 1864. Destitute~ he signed as seaman 
aboard a Boston-bound clipper and~ being wrecked, swanl the last part of the 
Atlantic. He was cast ashore bleeding and almost naked~ so that, looking like a 
bear~ he was shot as one~ in semi-darkness, by a farnler. He lost his melTIOry and 
nlind and in this condition at last canle home. He recovered after sonle years and 
at once returned to his obsession. The ""day oftrouble~~, so long foretold~ still had 
not con1e~ the planet kept its accustomed place. He re-exanlined prophecy and 
decided that he had erred in recolnmending the union of Jews and Christians in 
the world-state to be set up in Jerusalem. Now he saw that what prophecy 
required God to do \vas first to put the Jews in possession ofPalestine~and th(Yn to 

S(YtlljJ 0 l1'o]"I(!lt'id(Y orgal1i~atiol1 l\'ith j)()l1'(Y/" to (Y/?!()]"ce the suhnzission qj'notiol1s to 

its h/H'. 

/-\fter a lifetinle Monk thus stulnbled on the fullness of the political plan of 
world donlinion which is contained in the Old Testanlent, and still thought that 
he was interpreting divine prophecy. No evidence offers that he ever canle in 
contact with the initiates and illtllninates of the grand design. The only recorded 
Jewish nl0ney he was ever offered was a charitable gift of flve pounds ""if you are 
personally in want". He nl0ved always in the conlpany and at the cost of the 
bel11used Gentile "'Liberals~~. 

He was forgotten in the Ottawa Valley when, in 1870, his hope (one nlust use 
the vvord) that "'the day of troubles" was at last at hand was revived by a huge 
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forest fire, which he took as a sign from heaven that the time had con1e. Sonlehow 
he nlade his way to London (1872) and to Hunt and Ruskin, who had thought 
hi1n dead. Ruskin was wooing Rose La Touche, so that for the tinle he was 
unresponsive to warnings of doo1n and wrote to The Prophet .... I acknowledge 
the wonderfulness of 1nuch that you 1elllne, but I sinlply do not believe that you 
can understand so 111uch about God \vhen you understand so little about man ... 
You appear to 1ne to be nlad, but for aught I knovv' I 1nay be 111ad tnyself" (these 
last words. unhappily, were prescient). 

Such ad111onitions were not ne\v to The Prophet. His relatives and friends had 
ever i1nplored hinl, if he felt called to inlprove mankind, to look around hinl at 
honle: the lot of the Canadian Indians. or even of the ('anadians, might be 
bettered. To a 111an \;vho held the key to divine revelation advice of this kind was 
sacrilegious, and Monk, by way of various pa1nphlets, canle at length to the idea 
of a .... Palestine Restoration Fund". For this he borrowed a notion of Ruskin's, 
originally devised to help Ruskin's o\vn country~ nanlely, that wealthy folk 
should forfeit a tithe of their incornes for the purpose of reclai111ing English 
wastelands. Monk decided that the tithe should serve a better object: the 
.... return "! 

By this tinle (1875) Ruskin was once nl0re unnerved, first by the death of Rose 
La Touche and next by the apparent inllninence of one 1nore distant war (this 
ti1ne a British-Russian one). Clearly ~[he Prophet was right after all~ the ....day of 
troubles" li'as conle. Ruskin signed Monk's 1nanifesto and dedicated a tenth of 
his inconle to The Prophet's fund for the purchase of Palestine from the Sultan 
while the English wastelands stayed unreclaimed. When this was achieved, a 
congress of all nations was to set up a federation of the world in Jerusaleln. 

The Prophet, thus propped on his feet again, was further helped by Laurence 
Oliphant, a lion of the Victorian drawing rooms whonl he had by chance nlet 
when he made his way about Anlerica, hobo-fashion. Oliphant was a man of 
different type, a bold, cynical venturer, or adventurer. The idea of buying 
Palestine appealed to hinl, but he had no illusions about it. He wrote to Monk, 
....Any amount of 1noney can be raised upon it, owing to the belief which people 
have that they would be./it(filling prophccy and hringing on the cnd qj'the lrorld. 1 
don't knoll' ll"hy t!u:,y are so afLrious'/or the latter event, hut it fnakes thc cori7rnercial 
speculation easy". Oliphant, as will be seen. did not trouble to hide his disdain for 
The Prophet's 1nessage.* 

In 1880 Hohnan Hunt, again enjoying deteriorated health, was so alanned by 
snlall \varlike episodes in Egypt and South Africa that he thought extinction at 
*Oliphant touched on an interesting point. One interpretation of the numerous prophecies is that the end of the 
\vorld will follow the "'return" of the Jews to Palestine. so tha t t he folk who promote this migration presume evel l to 
determine the m'Jl11ent \vhen Jehovah shall bring the planet to an end. The mystification expressed by Oliphant was 
felt by a perplexed French politician at the Peace Conference of 1919. who asked M 1'. Balfour why he was so eager to 
bring about "'the return" of the Je\'vs to Palestine: if this truly was the fultilment of prophecy. then prophecy also 
decreed that the end of the world would follow. Mr. Balfour replied languidly. "'Precisely. that is what makes it all so 
very interesting". 
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hand andjoined with Monk in issuing a nlanifesto which anticipated the Zionist
ruled world-government schemes of this century. It was headed "The abolition of 
national warfare~', called on all men of goodwill to subscribe a tenth of their 
income to the realization of "the Kingdom of God" in the forin of a world 
government to be set up in Palestine and to be called "the United lVatiol1s ", and 
proposed that the money be given to Mr. \1onk for the purpose of acquiring 
Palestine. 

That was the finish. Ruskin, approaching his end. rudely refused all further 
part in the fantasy. Oliphant dropped out. The '"Bank of Israel" came to nothing. 
Sanluel Butler showed The Prophet the door. Even I-Iolman Hunt at last 
appealed to him to preach "that there is a God in heaven, who will judge every 
nlan on earth" and to desist froin pretending in effect that he, Monk, was God. 
The Jews spoke similarly: one told him" "T'he land of our forefathers is dead, and 
Palestine is its grave ... to attefnpt to .form a nation fron1 the polyglot people 0.( 
Judaisnz today ~vould only end in utter failure". 

Monk was beyond redemption. In 1884 the Bluecoat boy returned to Ottawa 
for the last time and spent his final years canvassing, pamphleteering, and 
haranguing members of the Canadian I-Iouse of Comnl0ns as they sat, between 
sessions, in their garden by the Ottawa l~iver. They listened to him vvith amused 
indulgence; sixty years later Canadian Ministers, at Ottawa and Ne\v York, were 
to repeat all the things Monk said as the unassailable principles of high policy, 
and no Member would demur. 

Monk's life \vas wretched and was not redeeined by any true faith or genuine 
ll1ission. This account of it is given to show how false and foolish the great project 
was seen to be, and how misguided the men \"ho took it up, against the 
background of the last century. The fallacy of the whole notion, of Zionism 
leading to the despotic world-government, is instantly displayed when it is 
considered in that setting, with Monk and his friends declaiming from the stage. 
'fhe whole thing then is seen as a picaresque comedy; a farce, not nlerely because 
it was unsuccessful, but because it was never serious. What was recoinmended 
could not be seriously entertained because its consequences obviously had not 
been considered and, if calculated, at once were foreseen to be disastrous. 
Against the background of a time when debate was free and opinion, being 
informed, might be brought to bear on the matter, these men strut foolishly, 
leaving only the faint echo of clownish noises in the corridors of time. 

Nevertheless, in the present century the entire vainglorious scheme, 
unchanged, was inlported into the life of peoples as a serious and urgent 
undertaking, transcending the needs of nations. Indeed, it was made a sacrosanct 
one, for an unwritten law of heresy was set around it which in effect checked the 
antiseptic force of public discussion, and within this palisade the politicians of the 
West Inade a morality play out of The Prophet's claptrap. John Ruskin and 
Holman Hunt, fro111 whatever bourne the Victorian friends of the oppressed may 
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now inhabit, nlay look down and see the graves of many dead, and the living 
graves of nearly a Inillion fugitives, as the first results of their great plan, now in 
accomplishment. 

Monk, had he lived in this century, would have been qualified for important 
political rank, for support of this cause has beconlc the first condition for 
adrnission to the high tClnporal places. His life was spent in pursuing the lure of 
an excessive vanity and in the very year of his death, 1896, the fantasy which led 
him becalne a political and practical reality, d0111inating our time. While he went 
his vagrant way bet\veen Ottawa, Washington, London and Jerusalem very 
different men, in Russia, built up the real lorce of Zionism. In 1896 it was 
launched into the lives of the peoples, and its explosive dctonations have grown 
louder and nlore destructive until today even the newspaper scribes comn10nly 
allude to it as the issue which may set the spark to the third world war. 
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THE COMING OF ZIONISM 

In the second half of the last century when Conllnunisln and Zionism began 
their silnultaneous assault on the West, Europe was a place of strong and 
confident states well able to withstand the effects of inner troubles and foreign 
wars. The revolutionary outbreaks of 1848 had been overCOlne without great 
exertion. Austria-Hungary and France were not lnuch weakened by their 
Prussian defeats in 1866 and 18 71 ~ they resunled their national existences, as 
defeated countries for centuries had done, side by side with yesterday's victor. 
and soon \vere tranquil again. The Balkan peoples. enlerging fronlfive centuries 
of Turkish rule also were moving towards prosperity, in the kindlier air of 
national freedom. On the eastern borders of Europe Russia. under the flag of 
Christendoln. appeared to be joining in this process of national and individual 
inlprovenlen t. 

The appearance was deceptive, for the two rnaggots \verc in the apple, and 
today's scene shows the result. The eighteen Christian centuries which. despite 
ups dnd downs showed a total sunl ofhunlan bettennent greater than that of any 
earlier tinle known to lnan, were cOIning either to an end or an interregnU1l1~ 

which, we still do not know, though believers have no doubt about the good 
resulnption. sonlewhen. However, one enlinent lnan of that period. fro1'n WhOll1 
confidence in the outconle might have been expected, foresaw what \vas to corne 
in our century and thought it would be the clld, not a transient Dark Age. 

This \vas Henry Ed\vard l\1anning, the English clergynlcul who \vas converted 
to Ronle. becalne Cardinal Archbishop of WesttninsteL and, had he accepted 
nonlination by his fellow cardinals, nlight have beconle Pope. Ednlund Burke, 
John Adalns and It\.lexander Hamilton had all perceived the worldwide aims of 
the revolution and foretold its spreading eruptions. Disraeli. Bakunin and 
others, a half-century later. had testified to, and warned against, the Jew·ish 
usurpation of the revolutionary leadership. Manning joined in these warnings 
but also foresaw the conling of Zionism and the part it \vould play in the dual 
process. 

Of the revolution he said, ""The secret societies of the world, the existence qj' 
lrhich lnell laugh at (flld delly in the plenitude of their self-confidence~ the secret 
societies are forcing their existence and their reality upon the consciousness of 
those \vho, until the other day. would not believe that they existed" (1861). He 
expected the full success of Weishaupt's original plan and thought the tilne in 
\vhich he lived was .... the prelude of the anti-Christian period of the final 
dethronelllent of Christendonl, and of the restoration of society without God in 
the world". Today the anti-Christian revolution holds temporal power in halfof 
Europe, the Christian cross has been expunged from the flags of all great 
European nations save the British and fronl those of many slnall ones. and a 
""society \vithout God'" has been set up as a potential world-governlnent, so that 
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these words of ninety years ago are seen as an inlpressive forecast part-fulfilled. 
Then (and in this he rose above the other seers) he depicted the part which 

Zionisln would play in this process: ....Those \vho have lost faith in the 
Incarnation, such as humanitarians, rationalists and pantheists, may well be 
deceived by any person of great political power and success, lrho should restore 
the Jelt'S 10 their vlt'n land . .. and there is nothing in the political aspect of the 
world which renders such a cOlnbination ilnpossible". 

Finally, he said that he expected the personal cOluing of Antichrist in the fornl 
of a Jew. (In these words he moved from the ground of political calculation, 
where as events have sho\vn he was expert, to that of interpreting prophecy~ he 
related Saint Paul's nlessage to the Thessalonia.ns, 2.l.iii-xi, to the coming tinle, 
saying, .... It is a la\\' of Holy Scripture that when persons are prophesied of, 
persons appear".) 

Thus, \vhile Europe out\vardly appeared to be slowly lTIoving towards an 
ilnproving future on the path which for eighteen centuries had served it \vell, in 
the Talnludic areas of Russia Zionism joined Con1n1unism as the second of the 
two forces which were to intercept that process. Con1n1unism was designed-to 
subvert the lnasses~ it was the .... great popular n10vement" foreseen by Disraeli, by 
means of which .... the secret societies" were to work in unison for the disruption of 
Europe. Zionisnl set out to subvert rulers at the top. Neither force could have 
nloved forward without the other, for rulers ofuninlpaired authority would have 
checked the revolution as it had been checked in 1848. 

Zionisln was essentially the rejoinder of the Talmudic centre in Russia to the 
elnancipation of Jews in the West. It was the intilnation that they must not 
involve themselves in luankind but nlust relnain apart. 

Never since Babylon had the ruling sect ventured to play this card. It can never 
be played again, if the present attenlpt ultin1ately ends in fiasco. For that reason 
the Talmudists ever refrained fron1 playing it, and only did this when 
en1ancipation confronted thenl with a vital emergency, the loss of their power 
over Jewry. Indeed, they had ahvays denounced as .... false Messiahs" those who 
clan10ured that the day of fulfiln1ent was conle. Had Sabbatai Zevi, or for that 
matter Cromwell or Napoleon, been able to deliver Palestine to theIn, they might 
have proclaimed one of these to be the Messiah. On this occasion they 
proclain1ed then1selves to be the Messiah, and that bold entC"'prise can hardly be 
repeated. Historically therefore, we are probably moving towards the end of the 
destructive plan, because it obviously cannot be fulfilled, but the present 
generation, and possibly some generations to COlue, by all the signs have yet a 
heavy price to pay for having encouraged the attempt. 

Dr. Chaim Weizmann's book is the best single fount of information about the 
twin roots of COlnmunisln and Zionism and their convergent purpose. He was 
present at the birth of Zionism, he became its roving plenipotentiary, he was for 
f()rty years the darling of Western courts, presidential offices and cabinet rooms, 
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he becaille the first president of the Zionist state~ and he told the entire tale with 
astonishing candour. He sho\vs how~ in those renlote 'Talmudic communities 
nearly a hundred years ago~ the strategy took shape which in its consequences 
was to catch up~ as in a vortex. all peoples of the West. Americans and Britons, 
Gernlans and Frenchlnen, Italians, Poles~ Scandinavians~ BaIts, the Balkanic 
peoples and all others were to be in1plicated. 'The lifeblood and treasure of the 
\Vest \vere to be "pent on the promotion of these t\'lO complelllentary purposes 
like \vater from a running tap. 

!\1illions~ living and dead. were during two wars involved in their furtherance. 
Men now being born inherit a share in the final upheavals to which they must 
inexorably lead. The Jews shared in all that tribulation~ in their sI11a1] proportion 
to the Inasses affected. Dr. Weizmann's account enables today's student to see 
the beginnings of all this~ and now this narrative reaches our own time~ which 
receives daily shape from \vhat then occurred. 

lie explains that the Jews in Russia were divided into three groups. The first 
group was that of the Jews who~ seeking ""the peace of the city~~, simply \\fanted to 
becorne peaceable Russian citizens~ as the Jews of the West~ in the majority, at 
that time \vere loyal Gern1an~ l:::;'rench or other citizens. Elnancipation was for this 
group the final ain1.- and it chiefly contained those Jews who, by talent, diligence 
and fear of Ta]tnudic rule~ had escaped fror11 the ghettoes. 

Dr. Weizn1ann dismisses it dS smalL unrepresentative and ""renegade~', and as 
it \vas s\vept a\vay it 111USt also disappear from this narrative, which belongs to the 
t\VO other groups. By the edict of the Talmudists it has ""disappeared from the 
face of the earth ~~ ~ or been excommunicated. 

The remaining nlass of Jews in Russia~ (that IS, those that lived in the ghettoes 
under 'Tahnudic rule) were divided into t\VO groups by a vertical line which split 
households and families~ including Dr. Weizmann's own house and family. Both 
groups were revolutionary~ that is to say~ they agreed in working for the 
destruction of Russia. The dissension was solely on the point of Zionism. The 
""Communist-revolutionary'~group held that full ""en1ancipation'~ would be 
achieved when the world-revolution supplanted the nation-states everywhere. 
The ""Zionist-revolutionary~~group~ while agreeing that the world-revolution 
was indispensable to the process, held that full ""emancipation~~ would only be 
achieved when a Jewish nation was established in a Jewish state. 

Of these t\\/O groups~ the Zionist one was clearly the superior in Talmudic 
orthodoxy~ as destruction, under The Law~ is but a means to the end of 
d0111ination, and the dominant nation is that ordained to be set up in Jerusalem. 
In the households, dispute was fierce. The Communists maintained that Zionism 
would weaken the revolution~ which professed to deny ""race and creed"~ the 
Zionists contended that revolution must lead to the restoration of the chosen 
people~ of WhOlTI race H'as the creed. Individual n1en1bers of these households 
probably believed that the point in dispute was valid~ but in fact it was not. 
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Neither of these groups could have taken shape~ in those sternly ruled 
communities~ against the \\Till of the rabbinate. If the rabbis had given out the 
word that COITHTIUnisln was ""transgression'~ ~nd Zionism ""observance~' of ""the 
statutes and judgments ~~ ~ there would have been no COlnmunists in the ghettoes~ 

only Zionists. 
-rhe ruling sect~ looking into the future above the heads of the regimented 

mass, evidently saw that both groups were essential to the end in view; and 
DisraclL in one of the passages earlier quoted~ named the motive. From the 
middle of the last century the story of the revolution is that of Communism and 
Zionism, directed from one source and working to a convergent aim. 

Dr. Weizlnann gives an illulninating glimpse of this apparent dissension 
among the members of a conspiratorial, but divided, Jewish household where the 
ultin1ate shape of the high strategy was not seen and the issue between 
""revolutionary-Colll11}unism" and ""revolutionary-Zionism'~ was fiercely 
argued. !-Ie quotes his""'mother~ the Jewish matriarch, as saying contentedly that if 
the Communist-revolutionary son were proved right she would be happy in 
Russia, and if the Zionist-revolutionary one were correct~ then she would be 
happy in Palestine. In the outcome both were by their lights proved right after 
spending sonle years in Bolshevized Nloscow she went to end her days in 
Zionized Palestine. That was after the two conspiracies~having grown in secrecy 
side by side~ triumphed in the same week of 1917. 

Communism was already an organized~ though still a secret and conspiratorial 
party in the ghettoes when Zionisn1 first took organized (though equally secret) 
form in the Chibath Zion (Love of Zion) movement. This was founded at Pinsk~ 

where Dr. Weizmann went to school~ so that as a boy his path led him into the 
Zionist-revolutionary wing of the anti-Russian conspiracy. In his childhood 
(1881) sOlnething happened which threatened to destroy the entire legend of 
.... persecution in Russia'~ on which Talmudic propaganda in the outer world was 
based. 

In 1861 Czar Alexander II~ the famous Liberator~ had liberated 23~000~000 

Russian serfs. From that moment the prospect of liberty and improvement on the 
Western model opened out for Russian citizens of all nationalities (Russia 
contained about 160 nationalities and the Jews formed about 4 percent of the 
total population). Then, during the twenty years following the liberation of the 
serfs, the Jews began, under Taln1udic direction~ to offer ""bitter passive 
resistance to all "attempts at improven1ents~ ~~ (Dr. Kastein). In March 1881 ~ 

Alexander II moved to complete his life~s work by proclaiming a parliamentary 
constitution. Dr. Kastein's con1ment speaks for itself: ""It is not surprising to find 
a Jewess taking part in the conspiracy which led to the assassination of Alexander 
Ir~. 

This event~ the first of a similar series, was the first major success of the 
revolutionaries in preventing emancipation. It restored the ideal condition 
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depicted by Moses Hess (one of the earliest Zionist propagandists) in the year 
.(ollrn\'ing the liberation of the serfs: .... We Jews shall ahvays renlain strangers 
all10ng the nations: these, it is true, will grant us rights frOlTI feelings ofhunlanity 
and justice, but they will never respect us so long as we place our great nlenl0ries 
in the second rank and accept as our first principle, "Where I flourish, there is nlY 
country'. " 

I)uring this period Leon Pinsker. another herald of ZionisIl1, published his 
book Allto-Enzancipation. The title was a threat (to the initiated)~ it lTIeant, .... We 
will not accept any kind of enlancipation bestowed on us by others: we will 
enlancipate ourselves and will give "enlancipation' our own interpretation", He 
said, ....There is an inexorable and inescapable conflict between hun1ans known as 
Je\vs and other hUlnans", and he described the nlaster-ITIethod to be used to bring 
about this .... self-enlancipation" and to .... restore the Jewish nation": the struggle 
to achieve these ends, he said, "nulst he entcred upon in such a spirit (rio,' TO exert an 
irresistihle pressure upon the international politics q( the present". 

These \vords of 1882 are sonle of the ITIOst significant in this entire story. They 
show foreknowledge of the highest order, as the reader may discern if he try to 
picture, say, sonle Polish or Ukrainian patriot-in-exile talking, then or now, of 
.... exerting irresistible pressllre upon international politics", The political elTIigre is 
a sad n1an of hope deferred, an habitue of the Cafe des Exiles who is usually 
thankful if the second secretary of an Under Secretary of State deigns to spare 
hinl half an hour. Pinsker was an obscure Jewish enligre in Berlin, little known 
outside revohJtionary circles, when he wrote these words, which would SeeiTI to be 
of the nl0st foolish pretension if the events of the next seventy years had not 
proved that he knew exactly what he n1eant. He knew !U)lt' Zionisnl would 
prevail. Clearly the conspiracy, long before its nature was even suspected in the 
outer world, had powerful support far outside Russia and this unknown Pinsker 
\vas aware of the n1ethods by which the affairs of the world were to be rearranged. 

Such was the state of the two-headed conspiracy in Russia when Dr. 
Weiznlann grew to manhood and began to play his part. The word ....conspiracy", 
frequently used here, is not the author's: Dr. Weiznlann candidly employs it. 
Loathing Russia, he went (without hindrance) to Germany. The sight of 
.... ell1ancipated" Jews there so repelled hiin that he longed for the ghettoes of 
Russia and returned to thenl during his holidays, then resunling his part in "the 
conspiracy", as he says. Then, at various universit:es in the enlancipated West he 
continued his .... open fight" to de-elTIancipate the Jews of Europe. They 
recognized the danger and turned faces of fear and enmity to these Os(juden. 

Thus in Germany Gabriel Rieser told the Zionist-revoluionaries frOITI Russia, 
.... We did not immigrate here, we were born here, and because we were born here, 
we lay no claiiTI to a home anywhere else: we are either Gernlans or else we are 
honleless". Similarly, the rabbis of Reform Judaism resolved that "the idea of the 
Messiah deserves every consideration in our prayers, but all requests that we nlay 
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be led back to the land of our fathers and the Jewish State be restored must be 
dropped out of then1··. 

These Jews struggled to keep faith with the Sanhedrin~s pledges. They had 
n1ade peace with n1ankind. and it appeared ilnpossible that the Talmudists could 
ever lead then1 back into a new Nehen1iahan captivity. Dr. Kastein records with 
horror that towards the end of the 19th century .... one Jew in five n1arried a 
Gentile" and, with greater horror, that in war .... on all fronts Jew stood opposed 
to Jew~ this was a tragedy ... which will be repeated ... as long as Jews are 
c0f11jJe!!ed to fulfil their duties as citizens of the lands of their adoption~'. 

The shadow of the new Taln1udic captivity was n1uch nearer to the Jews of the 
West than even they could suspect. The elders in Russia had been organizing 
during all these decades and as the end of the century approached ~1ere ready to 
.... exert irresistible pressure upon the international politics of the presenf~. The 
n10st successful specialist in this exertion of pressure, a roving Zionist prin1e 
n1inister. was young Chain1 Weizn1ann, who during the last years of Monk's life 
n10ved about the European cities and universities, froln Darn1stadt to Berlin~ and 
later from Berlin to Geneva, planting therein the tin1e-bolnbs of the future and 
preparing for his 20th Century task. 

As the century closed C,lIne a sudden acceleration in this process, as if a 
n1achine long in construction were cOlnpleted and began to run at high power~ 

and its throbbing pulsations were at once felt throughout all Je~!ry, though the 
Gentile n1asses, less sensitive to such vibrations~ remarked then1 not at all. In the 
succession to Moses Hess another Jew froln Russia, Asher Ginsburg (Ahad 
Ha ',un) proclain1ed that the Jews not only formed a nation but must have a 
Jewish state in Palestine. However, this was but one lnore voice fron1 relnote 
Russia, and the weakness of the Jews in the West was that they did not realize the 
power and strength of the compact, organized lnass in the Eastern ghettoes, or at 
any rate, they could not see how it could make itself felt in Europe. 

The warning to then1 came in 1896, the year of Prophet Monk~s death~ when 
Theodor Herzl published The Jelt'ish State. With that, the cat was in their 
dovecot, and not very long afterwards the doves were in the cat. Their ranks were 
split, for this Theodor Herzl was not one of the Eastern Jews~ not a Jew fron1 
Russia. He was one of thelnselves~ or at all events they held hin1 to be one. He 
appeared to be the very n10del of an elnancipated Western Jew~ yet he was on the 
side of the Zionists. A premonitory tren10r ran through Jewry. Christendon1, 
which had as much cause to be perturbed, relnained blissfully unaware for 
another sixty years. 
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THE WORLD ZIONIST ORGANIZATION 

Ifmere chance, ever and again, produces men like Karl Marx and Dr. Theodor 
Herzl at mon1ents when their acts can lead to destructive consequences out of 
proportion to their own importance, then chance in the past century has been 
enlisted in the conspiracy against the West. The likelier explanation is that a 
higher command was already in charge of these events and that it chose, or at all 
events used Herzl for the part he played. The brevity of his course across the 
firmament (like that of a shooting star), the disdainful way in which when his task 
was done he was cast aside, and his unhappy end would all support that 
explanation. 

Those who have known Vienna and its atmosphere in our century will 
understand Herzl and his effect. A declining lTIonarchy and a tottering nobility: a 
class of Jews rising suddenly and swiftly to the highest places; these things made 
great impression among the Jewish masses. Dr. Herzl, rather than the jVeue Freie 
Presse, now told them how went the world and instructed politicians what to do. 
Obsequious Obers in the chattering cafes hastened to serve '''Herr Doktor!" It 
was all new, exciting. Self-importance filled the Herzl's and de Blowitz's of that 
time and when Dr. Herzl emerged as the self-proclaimed herald of Zion the 
Western Jews were left awed and uncertain. If Dr. Herzl could talk like this to the 
Great Power?, perhaps he was right and the Napoleonic Sanhedrin had been 
wrong! 

Could it be true that policy was made in Dr. Herzl's office, not in the 
Ballhausplatz? Had a Jew from Russia written The Je~vish State, or attempted to 
set up a World Zionist Organization, the Western Jews would have ignored him, 
for they feared the conspiracy from the East and at least suspected its 
implications. But if Dr. Herzl, a fully emancipated Western Jew, thought that 
Jews must re-segregate themselves, the matter was becoming serious. 

Herzl asserted that the Dreyfus case had convinced him of the reality of 
""antisemitisn1". The terlTI was then of fairly recent coinage, though Dr. Kastein 
seeks to show that the state of mind denoted by it is immemorial by saying ""it has 
existed from the tin1e that Judaism came into contact with other peoples in 
son1ething more than neighbourly hostility". (By this definition resistance in war 
is ""antisemitism", and the "'neighbours" in the tribal warfare of antique times, to 
which he refers, were themselves Semites. However, the words "'contact 
exceeding neighbourly hostility" offer a good example of Zionist pilpulism.) 

Anyway, Dr. Herzl stated that ""the Dreyfus process made me a Zionisf', and 
the words are as empty as Mr. Lloyd George's later ones, ""Acetone converted me 
to Zionism" (which were demonstrably untrue). The Dreyfus case gave the Jews 
complete proof of the validity of emancipation and of the impartiality of justice 
under it. Never was one man defended so publicly by so many or so fully 
vindicated. Today \vhole nations, east of Berlin, have no right to any process of 
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law and the WesC \vhich signed the deed of their outlawry~ is indifferent to their 
plight they nlay be imprisoned or killed without charge or trial. Yet in the West 
today the I)reyfus case~ the classic example ofjustice~ continues to be cited by the 
propagandists as the horrid exanlple of injustice. If the case for or against 
Zionisln stood or fell by the Dreyfus case. the word should have disappeared 
fronl history at that point. 

Nevertheless Dr. Herzl deIllanded that "the sovereignty he granted us over a 
portion q( the glohe large enough to satL~/.l' the righ(jul requirements (~la nation" 
(he specifIed no particular territory and did not especially lean towards 
Palestine). For the 11rst tillle the idea of resurrecting a Jewish state caIlle under 
lively discussion anlong Western Jews.* The London JCll'ish Chronicle described 
the book as ""one of the lnost astounding pronouncements which have ever been 
put forward~·. Herzl. thus encouraged~ went to London~ then the focus of power. 
to canvass his idea. After successful meetings in London ~s East End he decided to 
call a Congress of Jevvs in support of it. 

Consequently. ill March 1897~ Je\vs ""all over the world~~ were invited to send 
delegates to a ""Zionist congress"~ ,I counter-Sanhedrin~ at l'v1unich in August. 
The Western Jews were adanlantly opposed. The rabbis of Germany~ and then 
the Jews of Munich. protested. and the place of nleeting 'Nas changed to Basel ~ in 
Switzerland. The Refonn Je\vs of i\nlerica t\VO years earlier had announced that 
they expected ""neither a return to Palestine ... nor the restoration of any of the 
laws concerning the Je\vish State". (~10st curious to relate today~ when Rabbi 
Stephen Wise in 1899 suggested a book ahout ZionisIll to the Jewish Publication 
Society of America its secretary replied. ""The Society cannot risk a book on 
Zionisnl·~). 

When Herzl's congress nlet 1110St of the 197 delegates canle froIll Eastern 
Europe. This group of men then set up a ""World Zionist Organization~~~which 
proclainled Jewish nationhood and ""a publicly secured~ legally assured honle" to 
be its ainls~ and Herzl declared ""The Je\vish State exists~~. In fact~ a few Jews~ 

clainling to speak for all Je\vs but vehenlently repudiated by Illany representative 
bodies of Western Je\vry~ had held a nlecting in BaseC and that was all. 

Nevertheless. the proposaL for what it was worth in those circumstances~was 
at last on the table of international aff~lirs. The congress was in fact a Sanhedrin 
slllnmoned to cancel the avowals 111ade by the Napoleonic Sanhedrin eighty years 
before. That Sanhedrin repudiated separate nationhood and any an1bition to 
fonn a Jewish state~ this one proclainled separate nationhood and the 'llnbition 
of statehood. Looking back fifty years later~ Rabbi ElIller Berger observed~ 

""Here was the wedge of Jewish nationalisIll~ to be driven between Jews and other 
human beings. Here was the pennanent Illould of ghettoism into which Jewish 

*At that time it hardly reached the mind of the Gentile multitude. In 1~41 a Colonel Churchill, English Consul at 
Smyrna, at the conference of Central European States called to determine the future of Syria had put forward a 
proposal to set up a Jewish state in Palestine, hut apparently it \vas dismissed with little or no consideration. 
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life in the unemancipated nations was to ren1ain compressed so that the self
generating processes of elnancipation and integration could not come into play~~. 

The Napoleonic Sanhedrin had a basic flaw~ now revealed, of which Napoleon 
may well have been unaware. It represented the Western Jews~ and Napoleon 
cannot reasonably be expected to have known of the strength of the compact, 
Talmudic-ruled mass of Jews in Russia~ for Dr. Herzl~ who surely should have 
known of this~ was ignorant of it! He made the discovery at that first World 
Zionist Congress~ called by him in such confident expectation of mass-support: 
.... and then ... there rose before our eyes a Russian Jewry, the strength (~flvhich H'(! 

had not el'en suspected. Seventy of our delegates caIne froin Russia~ and it was 
patent to all of us that they represented the views and sentiments of the five 
lnillion Jews of that country. What a hunliliation .for us, lvho had taken our 
superiority .lor gran ted.' ~~ 

Dr. Herzl found hiinself face to face with his masters and with the conspiracy, 
which through hiin was about to enter the West. He had declared war on 
emancipation and~ like many successors~ was unaware of the nature of the force 
he had released. He was soon left behind~ a bugler whose task was done~ while the 
real .... Inanagers~~ took over. 

He had forged the instrulnent which they were to use in their onslaught on the 
West. Dr. Weizlnann~ who became the realleader~ clearly sees that: .... It was Dr. 
Herzrs enduring contribution to Zionism to have created one central 
parliamentary authority for Zionisln ... This was the first time in the exilic 
history of Jewry that a great government had officially negotiated with the 
elected representatives of the Jewish people. The identity~ the legal personality of 
the Jewish people~ had been re-established~~. 

Dr. Weizmann presumably smiled to himself when he included the words 
.... parliamentary~~ and .... elected~~. The middle sentence contains the great fact. The 
Jews who met at Basel~ shunned by the majority of Western Jews~ and its 
declarations~ could only be lent authority by one event, which at that tilne seemed 
unimaginable; namely~ their recognition by a Great Power. This inconceivable 
thing happened a few years later when the British Government offered Dr. Herzl 
Uganda, and that is the event to which Dr. Weizmann refers. FrOln that mOlnent 
all the Great Powers of the West in effect accepted the Talmudists froin Russia as 
representing all felt's, and from that Inoment the Zionist-revolution also entered 
the West. 

Thus ended the century of emancipation~ which began with such bright 
prospect of common involvement, and the prescient words of Mr. Houston 
Stewart Chalnberlain (written just before Dr. Herzrs congress met at Basel) at 
once became truth and living reality. Looking back on Gottfried von Herder's 
words of a hundred years before~ ....The ruder nations of Europe are willing slaves 
of Jewish usury~~~ Chamberlain wrote that during the 19th Century .... a great 
change has taken place ... today Herder could say the saIne of by far the greatest 
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part of our civilized world ... The direct influence of Judaisn1 on the 19th 
Century thus becon1es one of the burning subjects of the day. We have to deal 
here with a question affecting not only the present, but also the future of the 
world". 

With the formation of the World Zionist Organization, which the great 
governments of the West were to treat, in effect, as an authority superior to 
themselves, the burning subject began to mould the entire shape of events. That it 
affected .... the future of the world" is plainly seen in 1956, when this book is 
concluded~ fron1 the start of that year the political leaders of the remaining great 
powers of the West, Britain and An1erica, observed in tones of sad surprise that 
the next world war n1ight at any tin1e break out in the place where they had set up 
.... the Jewish State", and they hastened to and fro across the ocean in the effort to 
concert some way of preventing that consumn1ation. 
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THE HERESY OF DR. HERZL 

For the six years from 1897 to 1903 Dr. Theodor Herzl of the Vienna Neue 
Freie Presse was a \vorld figure of an entirely new kind. He had created Zionislll 
as an organized political force (and it was to be the death of him, as of son1e 
others who followed him on that path). He had launched it among the affairs of 
the West like a Chinese cracker. yTet he was an insubstantial shadow. the product 
of the cates. of S'acher Torte and Ka.flee 'nit Schlagsahne. He was like a man used 
for his ....connections·· by an astute conlpany promoter and discarded when the 
flotation \-vas well launched. He was never truly the leader and began to realize 
that. with a shock of alarm, at his first congress of 1897, when "~there rose before 
our eyes a Russian Je\vry, the strength of which we had not even suspected"~ by 
1904 the full realization of his captivity had killed him. 

He once \vrote that at Basel in 1897 "~I founded the Je\vish state ... 1 hounded 
the peopie into the state sentin1ent and (,ol1l'(!)'ed to theln [he ernotiol1 that they lrere 
the 11([ tiona! a,\',)'en1bly·'. The next six years showed, in actual events, \vhat Leon 
Pinsker had lneant in 1882 by .... exerting irresistible pressure upon the 
international politics of the present". 

Hcrzl, the Budapest-born Viennese journalist. began a triumphed tour of the 
great capitals~ he was launched on a glittering flight. as frolu trapeze to trapeze, 
through the hallt l1uJlzde. Emperors, potentates and statesn1en received hinI as the 
spokes111an of all the Jews and the contrast between what they thought and what 
he nlust have kno\vn is ilupressive for, as his first lieutenant, Max Nordau, said 
after his death, .... Our people had a Herzl but Herzl never had a people"~ the 
Talnludic rabbinate in the East, which scorned this false Messiah, stood between 
hiln and any nlass following. 

The world in which he moved seemed firnl and well founded. The Widow at 
Windsor and the Old Gentleman at Schoenbrunn were beloved by their peoples~ 

the Young Man in Berlin was growing older and luellowing~the C:zar was still the 
father of his people~ Inen's right to process of law was everywhere being asserted~ 

gradually industrial serfooln was giving way to better conditions. But everywhere 
the rulers and politicians knew and feared the danger that this process, calculably 
good if given tilne, would be arrested and destroyed by the world-revolution, for 
by this time Weishaupt's secret society had grown, through Disraeli's "'network 
of secret societies", into the Communist party organized in all countries. 

Herzl's method was to exploit this general fear for his particular end, the 
Jewish State. He offered domestic peace if it were supported and revolution if it 
were not and he clailned to speak in the nan1e of all the Jews. It is, of course. 
ilnplicit in this that he knew the revolutionary leadership to be Jewish, and he 
thus confirmed, several decades later, what Disraeli and Bakunin had said. His 
beliefin the method he used is expressed in his fanlous phrase, "~When we sink we 
becoine a revolutionary proletariat when we rise there rises the terrible power of 
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our purse". 
Thus he told a Grand Duke of Baden that he would diminish revolutionary 

propaganda in Europe in proportion to the support that his territorial ambition 
received from high authority. Then he was received by the behelmeted Kaiser, 
n10unted on a charger, at the very gates of Jerusalem, and the emperor agreed to 
present to the Sultan Herzl's proposal for a Zionist chartered company in 
Palestine under German protection. When nothing came of this Herzl threa tened 
the Kaiser, too, with revolution: ""If our work miscarries, hundreds oj'thousands 
oj' our supporters lvill at a single bound join the revolutionary parties". 

Then in Russia he was received by the Czar himself, to whon1 he spoke in 
similar terms. About this tin1e the third World Zionist Congress was held and the 
decision was taken that every Jew who became a men1ber acknolvledged the 
sovereignty 0./ the still mythical Jevvish State. Rabbi Elmer Berger says 
despondently that therewith ""ghettoized, corporate Jewish existence became a 
reality again and now existed upon a greater scale that it had ever before 
achieved~'. 

Next Herzl saw another potentate, the Sultan of Turkey. Nothing tangible 
came of all these journeys, but the great coup was at hand, for Herzl then 
transferred his activities to England. 'There, too, he evidently had access to the 
highest places, for one of the decisive actions of world history was prepared. 
British folk who were then in their cradles, and their children and grandchildren 
were to be caught up in the consequences of those unrecorded interviews. 

Who enabled Dr. Herzl from Vienna to command reception by the great in all 
countries, and who ensured that they should listen to demands that were 
imperious, and intimidatory as well? Obviously ""kingly portals" (his own 
phrase) would not have opened to hin1 merely because he had called a meeting of 
197 111en at Basel and this had passed a resolution. Others, n10re powerful than 
he, must have interceded to set aside porters, doormen, footmen, secretaries, 
chan1berlains and all those whose task it is to keep importuners froln their 
masters. 

At this point the present narrative enters the most secret and jealously guarded 
field of all. The origins of the world-revolution, its aims and the Jewish 
assun1ption of its leadership may now be shown from the mass of docull1entary 
evidence which has accumulated; the existence of Disraeli's ""network", 
spreading over the superficies of the earth, is known to all; the nature of the 
""revolutionary proletarist" is clear. But there is also that second network, of 
influential men at the higher level where ~"the power of the purse" may be used to 
exert "~irresistible pressure on the international politics of the present" through 
rulers and politicians. This network of men, working in all countries to a 
common end, is the one which must have enabled Herzl to penetrate, with his 
demands, to the highest places. 

All experienced observers know of the existence of this force at the highest level 
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of international affairs. The Zionist propagandists pretend that Jewish 
opposition to Zionisnl came only froln .... Jewish notables~~~ ~"Jewish magnates~' 

and .... rich Jews~~ (these phrases repeatedly recur~ for instance in Dr. Weizmann~s 

book). In fact the division in Judaisln was vertical~ among rich and poor alike, 
and though the majority of Western Jews were at that time violently opposed to 
Zionisnl the n1inority contained rich and notable Jews. Only these can have 
enabled the spectre of Zionistn, in the person of Dr. HerzL to make its sudden, 
Nijinski-like leap into courts and cabinet-rooms~where he began to go in and out 
as ifhe were born to privilege. Those who helped him were plainly in alliance with 
the one conlpact~ organized body of Zionists: the Taln1udic communities in 
Russia. 

Dr. Kastein says that the .... executive'~ set up by the 197 111en at Basel ....was the 
first l:117hodin7l:J7t of a real Jelt'ish international ~~. In other words, something that 
already existed received a visible expression. A "~Jewish international" was' 
already in being and this was powerful enough to comnland royal, princely and 
Ininisterial audiences for Dr. Herzl every\vhere. 

Of this international .... network'~ of like-thinking nlen at the highest level~ in Dr. 
Herzl's day, the student rnay only nlake a picture by carefully piecing together 
significant glilllpses and fragnlents (its existence and concerted actions in our 
tinle are plainly denl0nstrable~ as this book in its later chapters will show~ froln 
the growing lnass of literature). For instance~ Dr. Weizlnann says he told Dr. 
Herzl that Sir Francis Monteflore (a leading Jew in England) was ~"a fool'~~ 

whereon Herzl answered~ ""He opens kingly portals to n1e~~. Again~ one Baron de 
Hirsch was Herzl's chief financial backer and supporter. Of this Baron de Hirsch 
Count Carl Lonyay (quoting from doclllnents in the secret archives of the 
Itnperial Court at Vienna) says that Crown Prince Rudolf of Austria, wishing to 
nlake provision for a wonlan friend before his suicide at Mayerling~ obtained 
100,000 gulden .... fronl the banker~ Baron Hirsch~ in return for an act of 
friendliness he had perforlned in Decenlber~ when he invited the banker to lneet 
the Prince of Wales~' (the future Kind Edward VII). 

Baron de Hirsch~ in the sequence to this introduction~ became an intinlate of 
the Prince of Wales, and private banker and financial adviser to the future King 
of England. He was also brother-in-law of a Mr. Bischoffsheim of the Jewish 
financial house of Bischoffsheim and Goldschnlidt in London~ of which a very 
rich Gerlnan-born Jew, Sir Ernest Cassel~ was a l11elnber. Sir Ernest~ as Mr. Brian 
Connell says in a biographical study~ fell heir to Baron de Hirsch~s friendship 
with the future king: ....where Hirsch had been an intimate~ Cassell was to becolne 
Edward VIrs closest personal friend~~. He was indeed the last of the king~s 

intimates to see him alive~ the king~ on the day of his death~ insisting on keeping 
an appointment with Sir Edward and rising to dress himself for the purpose. 

In the sequence to this account Mr. Connell says: "~The small international 
/i-aternity of which he~~ (Sir Ernest Cassel) "~became perhaps the leading member 
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were alllnen with backgrounds sin1ilar to his own~ people whon1 he approached 
in the course of his extensive travels. There was M ax Warburg~ head of the great 
private banking house in Halnburg~ Edouard Noetzlin~ honorary president of 
the Banque de Paris et des Pays Bas~ in Paris~ Franz Philippson in Brussels~ 

Werthein1 and Gonlpertz in An1sterdanl and~ above alL Jacob Schiff of the flrn1 
of K uhn~ Loeb and COlnpany in New York. Til?S q(racl? and intl?rl?st hound the,\,'l? 
171l?n togl?thl?r. Thl? l\'eh q( thl?ir C0171171Unications quivl?red al the slightest touch. 
They l7ulintained hl?t\\een theln an incredihly accuratl? netl\'ork q( l?conoI71ic, 
political andfinancial intelligence at the highest level. Thl?Y could l\'ithdral\' support 
here. provide additionaljilnds there, 1710Ve i171171enSe SLllns q(1710ney l\'ith lightning 
rapidity and secrecy.lj·ol71 one corner to another (~( their financial el71pires, and 
il?/fuence the political decisions q( a score (~( countries" . 

.... Ties of race and interest ... web ... network ... intelligence at the highest 
level ... Inove in1nlense Sluns of n10ney ... influence political decisions ...": 
there can be no reasonable doubt that this was the .... Jewish international" of 
which Dr. Kastein wrote and the n1echanisn1 which operated~ across all national 
boundaries, to support Dr. I-Ierzl. Nothing less could explain the action which 
the British Governn1ent took and if there was doubt earlier~ about the concerted 
~lction of this force, above and distinct fron1 nations, the events of our mid
century have renl0ved it. With such a power behind him Dr. Herzl was in a 
position to n1ake den1ands and utter menaces. The powerful Inen who fonned 
this international directorate (the tenn is not too large) at that time may not as 
individuals~ have believed in Zionism~ and lTIay even have been privately opposed 
to it. In the present writer~s belief even they were not powerful enough to oppose~ 

or to deny support to~ a policy laid down by the elders of Jewry. 
While the consequences of Dr. Herzrs journeys were secretly t'aking shape~ he 

continued his travels. He took an innocent pride in his sudden elevation and liked 
the elegance of society~ the tailcoats and white gloves~ the chandeliers and 
receptions. The Taln1udic elders in Russia, who had grown up to the kaftan and 
earlocks and were preparing to overthrow him~ disdained but lnade use of this 
typical figlfre of .... Western emancipation ~~. 

In 1903 he had astonishing experiences~ resembling those of Sahhatai Zevi in 
1666. He, went to Russia and on his progress through Jewish cities wa~ the object 
of Messianic ovations froln the unenlightened n1asses. On this occasion he 
sought to persaude Russia to bring pressure on the Sultan~ in the nl~llter of his 
proposal for a chartered conlpany in Palestine. He made some ilnprc-;sion on the 
Russian Minister of the Interior~ von Plehve~ to whonl he said that he spoke for 
.... all the Jews of Russia'~. 

Ifhe believed that he was soon undeceived. He did something that shows him 
either to have been recklessly brave or else quite unaware of what truly went on 
around hin1 (this happens sOlnetinles with such men). Presumably in order to 
strengthen his case with von Plehve~ with Wh0111 he n1ust have used the "l.Zionisn1 
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or revolution" argument, he urged the Jews in Russia to abstain .{i-onl 
revolutionary activities and discussed their "en1ancipation" with the Russian 
authorities! 

Thus he wrote his own political death warrant, and indeed he soon died. To the 
Talmudic elders this was heresy; he had entered the forbidden room. They had 
been working to prevent Jewish ernancipation in Russia, because they saw in it 
the loss of their power over Jewry. If his negotiations with the Russian 
Government succeeded, pacification in Russia would follow, and that would 
mean the end of the propagandist legend of "Jewish persecution" in Russia. 

When he returned to address the Sixth Congress of his World Zionist 
Organization his fate rose to meet him in the form of a compact mass of Russian 
Jews no longer merely '~humiliating" to him, but rnenacing. At this moment of 
his fiasco he thought he had the ace of trumps in his pocket and he produced it. As 
a result of those interviews in London and of the ~~irresistible pressure ~~ which 
supported hinl, the British Government had offered Dr. Herzl of the Vienna 
Neue Freie Presse a territory in Africa, Uganda! 

Ifhistory records a stranger thing~ I have not discovered it. Yet the trump card 
proved to be a deuce. 295 delegates voted to accept the offer~ but 175 rejected it; 
clearly Dr. Herzl did not speak for ~'all Jews". The great rnajority of the 175 Noes 
came from the Jews of Russia. The huddled Jewish throngs there had hailed 
Herzl as the Messiah; these 175 emissaries of the Eastern rabbinate imprecated 
him~ for Uganda meant the ruin of their plan. They cast themselves on the floor in 
the traditional attitude of mourning for the dead or for the destruction of the 
temple. One of them, a woman, called the world-famous Dr. Herzl ~'a traitor" 
and when he was gone tore down the map of Uganda frorn behind the speakers' 
dais. 

If what he said and wrote was fully candid, Dr. Herzl never understood why 
the Jewish emissaries from Russia refused to consider any other place than 
Palestine~ and if that is so he must have been most guileless. He had built up his 
entire movement on the claim that "a place of refuge'~ was direly needed for 
"persecuted Jews~', and these were the Jews of Russia; Jews were fully 
emancipated elsewhere. If that was true, then any good place would do~ and he 
had now procured one for them; moreover, if any of them preferred to stay in 
Russia~ and his negotiations with the Russian Government succeeded, they could 
have all they wanted in Russia too! 

From the point of view of the Talmudic rabbinate in Russia the matter was 
entirely different. They, too, had built up the legend of "persecution in Russia'~, 

while they worked against emancipation there, but this was for the purpose of 
fulfilling the ancient Law, which n1eant possession of Palestine and all 
subsequent things that the Law ordained. Acceptance of Uganda would have 
meant Doomsday for Talmudic Judaisn1. 

Dr. Weizmann describes Dr. Herzl's final humiliation. After the vote Herzl 
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went to see the Jews from Russia, \vho had turned their backs on him and walked 
out, in their con11nittee room. ""He came in, looking haggard and exhausted. He 
was received in dead silence. Nobody rose frol11 his seat to greet him, nobody 
applauded him when he ended ... It was probably the first time that Herzl \vas 
thus received at any Zionist gathering: he, the idol of all Zionists". 

It was also the last time. Within the year Dr. Herzl was dead, at the age offorty
four. No conclusion can be offered about his death. Judaist writers refer to it in 
cryptic tern1S. The JeH'ish Encyclopaedia says it was the result of what he endured 
and other authorities make sirnilarly obscure, though significant, allusions. 
Those \vho during the centuries have been the object of anathema or 
exco111111unication by the ruling sect often have died soon and w.retchedly. rrhe 
student comes to feel that in this matter he approaches l11ysterious things, closed 
to all ordinary research. 

The curious thing is that Herzl's intin1ate, right-hand Inan and leading orator 
saw the shape of things, at that time and to COIlle, with cOll1plete clarity. FIe 
displayed a foreknowledge as great as that of Leon Pinsker \\J'hen he depicted the 
series of events to which Pinsker's ·'irresistible pressure on international politics" 
would lead. At the very congress where Herzl suffered his hUlniliation Max 
Nordau (an alias or pseudonY111~ his n31ne \vas Suedfeld) gave this exact 
prognOSIS: 

·"Let me tell you the follo\ving \vords as if I \vere sho,\ving you the rungs of a 
ladder leading upward and upward: Herzl, the Zionist congress, the English 
Uganda proposition, the fitture H'orld ll'ar, the peace cOl~ferenc(! HJlere, ~rith the 
help oj' England, a ji'ee and Jelt'ish Palestine lt'ill he created" (1903). Here spoke 
the initiate, the illun1inate, the l11an who knew the strength and purpose of ~"the 

international". (Max Nordau helped the process, the course of which he foretold, 
by writing such best-sellers of the 1890's as Degeneration, in which he told the 
West that it was irredeel11ably corrupt). Even Max Nordau did not spell out his 
conclusion to its logical end. Another delegate did that, Dr. Nahum Sokoloff, 
who said: "Jerusalem ~t'ill one day hec()}ne the capital qf ll'orld peace". That the 
ambition is to nlake it the capital of the world is clear in 1956, when the Western 
governl11ents stand in daily fear of its annexation to the Zionist state~ whether 
n1ankind would fi.nd it to be the capital of peace remains to be seen. 

After Dr. Herzl died Dr. Chaim Weizn1ann, the later Zionist leader, led the 
attack on the Uganda offer and at the Seventh Congress, of 1905, the acceptance, 
at his instigation, was revoked. From that mon1ent Zionism was the instruI11ent 
of the Talmudic rabbinate in the East. 

The story of the Uganda offer and its scornful rejection shows the indifference 
of the ruling sect to the welfare and the wishes of the Jewish nlasses, for WhOl11 
they pretended to speak~ indeed, when the matter is carefully considered 
""hostility" suggests itself as a truer word than "'indifference". This is seen by 
examining, in turn~ the feeling expressed towards the offer by the three I11ain 
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groups of Jews: those of the \VesC those of Russia, and (a section of Jewry never 
even Inentioned in all these loud exchanges) the Jews already in Palestine. 

The Jews of the West at that time were strongly opposed to Zionisln as such, 
whether it led to Uganda, Palestine or anywhere else~ they just wanted to stay 
where they were. The Jews of Russia were depicted as needing siinply '''a place of 
refuge" fron1 "'persecution". and if that was true, Uganda might have appealed 
to them~ anyway, the frenzied ovations with which they received Dr. Herzl 
suggest that they would have followed any lead he gave, had the rabbinate 
allowed thenl. That leaves the Jews who were already in Palestine. 

This one cOInnlunity of original Jews was ardently in favour of removal to 
Uganda, as research discovers, and for this reason they were denounced as 
'·traitors"' by the Judaized Chazars froin Russia \\lho had taken over ZionisIn! 
This is what the Zionist Organization at Tel Aviv still was saying about thein in 
1945: 

.. It was a degrading and distressing sight to see all these people who ... had 
been the first to build up the Jewish Palestine of that day, publicly denying and 
repudiating their own past The passion/c)r Uganda became associated ll'ith a 
deadly hatred /l)r Palestine In the conlmunity centres of the first Jewish 
colonies young ll1en educated in the Alliance Israelite schools denounced 
Palestine as 'a land of corpses and graves', a land of n1alaria and eye-diseases, a 
land which destroys its inhabitants. Nor It'as this the expression q( a .(ell' 
individuals. Indeed, it was only a few individuals here and there who 
relnained loyal ... The whole of Palestine was in a state of fernlent All 
opposition to Uganda c(lIne/i'on] outside q( Palestine. In Zion itse((allll'ere against 
Zion". 

What the masses of people wanted, Jewish or Gentile, was fron1 1903 of no 
account. Acceptance or refusal n1ade no difference~ the qlTer had been n1ade, and 
by it the West and its future were involved in an enterprise foreseeably disastrous. 
As Dr. Weizmann says, a British government by thi,\' act comn1itted itself to 
recognize the Talmudists fron1 Russia as the government of all Jews~ thereby it 
also cominitted future generations of its people, and the similar comn1itment of 
the An1erican people was to follow a decade later, when the path had been 
prepared. 

Out of that act of 1903 CclIne the beginning of this century's tribulations. The 
story of Zion thereafter became that of Western politicians who, under 
·"irresistible pressure", did the bidding of a powerful sect. 1903 was the 
conspiracy's triun1phant yeae and for the West it was to prove as on1inous as 
1914 and 1939, which years both took their shape under its shadow. 
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THE "PR.OTOCOLS"
 

While Zionism thus took shape in the Eastern ghettoes during the last century 
and at the start of this one emerged as a new force in international affairs (when 
the British Government offered it Uganda), the world-revolution, in those same 
Talmudic areas, prepared its third ~~eruption". The two forces moved forward 
together in synchronization (for Zionism, as has been shown, used the threat of 
Communism in Europe to gain the ear of European rulers for its territorial 
demand outside Europe). It was as if twin turbines began to revolve, generating 
what was in effect one force, from which the new century was to receive galvanic 
shocks. 

According to Disraeli and Bakunin the world-revolution had come under 
Je\vish leadership around the nliddle of the century, and its aims then changed. 
Bakunin's followers, who sought to abolish the State as such because they 
foresaw that the revolutionary State nlight become nl0re despotic than any 
earlier despotislTI, were ousted and forgotten. The world-revolution therewith 
took the shape of Karl Marx's Communist Manifesto, which aimed at the super
State founded in slave-labour and in ""the confiscation of human liberty" (as de 
Tocqueville wrote in 1848). 

This change in leadership and aims determined the course of the 20th Century. 
Ho\vever, the 111cthoclfti by which the existing order was to be destroyed did not 

change~ they continued to be those revealed by Weishaupt's papers published in 
\787. Many publications of the 19th Century showed that the original Illunlinist 
plan continued through the generations to be the textbook of the revolutionaries 
of all camps, as to 111ethod. 

These works propagated or exposed the destructive plan in various ways, 
sOlTIetinles allegoricaL but always recognizable if.compared with the original, 
Weishaupt's docunlcnts. In 1859 Cretineau Joly assailed Jewish Leadership of 
~"the secret societies". His book reproduced documents (colnmunicated to him 
by Pope Gregory XVI) of the Italian secret society, the Haute Vente Ronlaine~ 

their authenticity is beyond question. The Haute Vente Romaine was headed by 
an Italian prince who had been initiated by one of Weishaupt's own intinlates 
(Knigge) and was a reincarnation of the Illuluinati. The outer circle of initiates, 
the dupes, were persuaded that ""the object of the association is something high 
and noble, that it is the Order of those who desire a purer morality and a stronger 
piety, the independence and unity of their country". Those who graduated into 
the inner degrees progressively learned the real aims and s\vore to destroy all 
religion and legitimate government then they received the secrets of 
assassination, poison and pel]Ury fIrst disclosed by Weishaupt's documents. 

In 1862 Karl Marx (whose COnl1TIUnist Manifesto is recognizably Illuminist) 
founded his First International, and Bakunin fornled his Alliance Sociale 
Democratique (the progranlme of which, as Mrs. Nesta Webster has shown by 
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quoting correlative passages, was Illuminism undiluted). In the same year 
Maurice .Toly published an attack on Napoleon III, to wholn he attributed the 
identical Inethods of corrupting and ruining the social system (this book was 
written in allegorical forn1). In 1868 the Gerlnan Goedsche reproduced the saIne 
ideas in the forin of an attack on Je\vish leadership of the revolution, and in 1869 
the French ('atholic and Royalist Gougenot Des ~lousseaux took up the same 
lheme. In that year Bakunin also published his Polernie Against The Jews. 

In all these works, in one form or another, the continuity of the basic idea first 
revealed by Weishaupt's documents appears: namely, that of destroying all 
legitimate government, religion and nationhood and setting up a universal 
despotism to rule the enslaved masses by terror and violence. Son1f of them 
assailed the Jewish usurpation of, or succession to the leadership of the 
revolution. 

After that came a pause in the published literature of the conspiracy tirst 
disclosed in 1787, until in 1905 one Professor Sergyei Nilus, an official of the 
Department of Foreign Religions at Moscow, published a book, of 'Nhich the 
British Museum in London has a copy bearing its date-stamp, August 10, 1906. 
Great interest would attach to anything that could be elicited about Nilus and his 
book, which has never been translated~ the mystery with which he and it have 
been surrounded impedes research. One chapter was translated into English in 
1920. This calls for mention here because the original publication occurred in 
1905, although the violent uproar only began when it appeared in English in 
1920. 

This one chapter was published in England and America as "The Protocols of 
the Learned Elders of Zion"; I cannot learn whether this was the original chapter 
heading or whether it was provided during translation. No proof is given that the 
document is what it purports to be, a minute of a secret meeting of Jewish 
'"Elders'~. In that respect, therefore, it is valueless. 

In every other respect it is of inestimable importance, for it is shown by the 
conclusive test (that of subsequent events) to be an authentic document of the 
world-conspiracy first disclosed by Weishaupt's papers. Many other documents 
in the same series had followed that first revelation, as I have shown, but this one 
transcends all of them. The others were fragn1entary and gave glimpses; this one 
gives the entire picture of the conspiracy, motive, method and objective. It adds 
nothing new to what had been revealed in parts (save for the unproven~ 

attribution to Jewish elders themselves), but it puts all the parts in place and 
exposes the whole. It accurately depicts all that has come about in the fifty years 
since it was published, and what clearly will follow in the next fifty years unless in 
that time the force which the conspiracy has generated produces the counter
force. 

It is informed by a mass of knowledge (particularly of human weaknesses) 
which can only have sprung from the accumulated experience and continuing 
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study of centuries~ or of ages. It is written in a tone of lofty superiority~ as by 
beings perched on some Olympian pinnacle of sardonic and ancient wisdom~ and 
of mocking scorn for the writhing masses far below C'the mob" ... "alcoholized 
animals~' ... "cattle~~ ... '"bloodthirsty beasts~~) who vainly struggle to elude the 
""nippers~~ which are closing on thenl~ these nippers are '"the power of gold" and 
the brute force of the mob~ incited to destroy its only protectors and consequently 
itself. 

The destructive idea is presented in the for111 of a scientific theory~ almost of an 
exact science~,argued with gusto and eloquence. In studying the Protocols I am 
constantly rcn1inded of sOlnething that caught my eye in Disraeli~s dicturn~ earlier 
quoted. Disraeli~ who was careful in the choice of words~ spoke of "the 
destructive principle ~~ (not idea~ schen1e~ notion~ plan, plot or the like)~ and the 
Protocols elevate the theory of destruction to this status of "a fundamental truth~ 

a prin1ary or basic law~ a governing law ofconducf~ (to quote various dictionary 
definitions of "'principle~~). In n1any passages the Protocols appear~ at first sight 
to rccomn1end destruction as a thing virtuous in itselC and consequently 
justifying all the methods explicitly recomlnended to promote it (bribery~ 

blackmail~ corruption~ subversion~ sedition~ mob-incitement~ terror and 
violence)~ which thus becon1e virtuous too. 

But careful scrutiny shows that this is not the case. In fact the argument 
presented begins at the end~ world power~ and goes backward through the means, 
which are advocated simply as the best ones to that end. The end is that first 
revealed in Weishaupfs doculnents~ and it is apparent that both spring from a 
much earlier source~ although the Protocols~ in tilnc, stand to the Weishaupt 
papers as grandson to grandsire. The final aim is the destruction of all religion 
and nationhood and the establishment of the super State~ ruling the world by 
ru thless terror. 

When the Protocols appeared in English the minor point who was the author 
of this particular document~ was given a false semblance of major ilnportance by 
the enraged Jewish attack on the doclllnent itself. The asseveration of Jewish 
leadership of the revolutionary conspiracy was not new at all~ the reader has seen 
that Disraeli~ Bakunin and many others earlier affirmed it. In this case the 
allegation about a specific meeting of Jewish leaders of the conspiracy was 
unsupported and could have been ignored (in 1913 a son1ewhat similar 
publication accused the Jesuits of instigating a world-conspiracy resen1bling that 
depicted alike in the Protocols and in Weishaupfs papers: the Jesuits quietly 
ren1arked that this was false and the matter was forgotten). 

The response of official Jewry in 1920 and afterwards was different. It was 
ainled~ with fury~ at the entire substance of the Protocols; it did not stop at 
denying a Jewish plot but denied that there was any plot~ which was 
demonstrably untrue. The existence of the conspiracy had been recognized and 
affirmed by a long chain of high authorities~ from Edlnund Burke~ George 
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Washington and Alexander Han1ilton to Disraeli~ Bakunin and the lnany others 
n1entioned in an earlier chapter. Moreover~ when the Protocols appeared in 
English conclusive proof had been given by the event in Russia. Thus the nature 
of the Jewish attack could only strengthen public doubts~ it protested n1uch too 
n1uch. 

This attack was the repetition of the one which silenced those earlier leaders of 
the public den1and for investigation and rel11edy~ Robison~ Barruel and Morse~ 

but on this occasion it \vas a Jewish attack. Those three n1cn nlade no in1putation 
of Jewish leadership~ and they \vere defanled solely because they drew public 
attention to the continuing nature of the conspiracy and to the fact that the 
French revolution was clearly but its first .... eruption~~. The attack on the 
Protocols in the 1920~s proved above all else the truth of their contention~ it 
showed that the standing organization for suppressing public discussion of the 
conspiracy had been perfected in the intervening 120 years. Probably so 111uch 
n10ney and energy were never before in history expended on the effort to suppress 
a single document. 

It was brought to England by one of the two leading British correspondents of 
that day in lVloscow~ Victor Marsden of the /v!orning Post (the significant story of 
the other correspondent belongs to a later chapter). Marsden was an authority 
on Russia and was 111uch under the end uring effect of the Terror. He \vas in effect 
its victinl~ for he died soon after cOI11pleting what he evidently felt to be a duty~ 

the translation of the Protocols at the British Museun1. 
Publication in English aroused worldwide interest. That period (1920 and 

onward) marks the end of the tin1e when Jewish questions could be il11partially 
discussed in public. The initial debate was free and vigorous~ but in following 
years the attack succeeded in ilnposing the law of lese l11ajesty in this n1atter and 
today hardly any public n1an or print ventures to n1ention the Protocols unless to 
declare then1 .... forged"" or .... inral11ous~~ (an act of subn1ission also foretold in 
thel11). 

The first reaction was the natural one. The Protocols \vere received as 
forn1idable evidence of an international conspiracy against religion~ nationhood~ 

legitin1ate government and property. All agreed that the attribution to Jewish 
authorship was unsupported~ but that the subject n1atter was so grave~ and so 
strongly supported by events subsequent to the original publication~ that full 
enquiry was needed. This ren1edy~ .... investigation ~~~ was the one advocated by 
lnany leading n1en 120 years earlier. In this instance the attack was in effect again 
011' the de111and for investigation, not sin1ply on the allegation against .... the Elders 
of Zion". 

The Tinu!s (of London) on May 8~ 1920 in a long article said~ .... An impartial 
inl'(!stigation of these would-be docul11ents and of their history is most desirable 
... Are we to dislniss the whole nlatter without inquiry and to let the influence of 
such a book as this work unchecked?~~ The Morning Post (then the oldest and 

212 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

soberest British newspaper) published twenty-three articles~ also calling for 
in vestiga tion. 

In Thc Spectator on August 27~ 1921 ~ Lord Syde·nhaITI~ a foremost authority of 
that day~ also urged invcstigation: ....The Inain point is~ of course~ the source fron1 
which Nilus obtained the Protocols. The Russians who knew Nilus and his 
writings cannot all have been externlinated by the Bolsheviks. His book ... has 
not been translated~ though it would give some idea of the n1an ... What is the 
Inost striking characteristic of the Protocols'? The answer is kluJlt'ledge of a rare 
kind~ en1bracing the widest fi.eld. The solution of this "rnystery~~ ifit is one~ is to be 
found where this uncanny knowledge~ on lrhich prophecies no1\' litera!!y fit(filled 
are hosed. can be shown to reside~~. In America Mr. Heriry Ford~ declaring that 
.... the Protocols have fltted the world situation up to this time~ they fit it now~'~ 

caused his D(!arhorn Independent to publish a series of articles of which a Inillion 
and a half reprints were sold. 

Within two years the proprietor of The Tinles was certified insane (by an 
unnanled doctor in a foreign l(!nd~ a later chapter will describe this episode) and 
forcibly ren10ved frOITI control of his publications~ and The Times published an 
article disinissing the Protocols as a plagiarisin of Maurice Joly~s book. The 
proprietor of the Morning Post beCalTIe the object of sustained vituperation until 
he sold the newspaper, which then ceased publication. In 1927 Mr. Henry Ford 
published an apology addressed to a well-known Jew of America~ when I was in 
the United States in later years I was told by credible informants that he was 
persauded to do this~ at a moment when a new-model Ford automobile was 
about to be lnarketed, by hostile threats from dealers on whon1 the fortunes of his 
concern depended. 

The cainpaign against the Protocols has never ceased since then. In 
COITIITIUnized Russia all copies discoverable had been destroyed at the revolution 
and possession of the book becalne a capital crin1e under the law against '''anti
seiTIitism". In the direct sequence to that though twenty-five years later~ the 
AlTIerican and British authorities in occupied Germany after the Second World 
War constrained the Western German governlTIent to enact laws against .... anti
semitism" on the Bolshevik lTIodeL and in 1955 a Munich printer who 
reproduced the Protocols had his business conflscated. In England at the tinle of 
publication the sale oCthe book was ten1porarily stopped by authority~ under the 
pressure described~ and in the course of the years the attack on it continued so 
violent that publishers feared it and only small local firnls ever ventured to print 
it. In Switzerland, between the wars~ a Je\vish suit was brought against the book 
as "in1proper literature~'~ the case was won~ but the verdict was set aside by a 
higher court. 

The state of affairs thus brought about after 1920~ and continuing today~ was 
foretold by the Protocols in 1905: '''Through the press we have gained the po\ver 
to influence while remaining ourselves in the shade ... The principal factor of 
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success in the political" (field)·" is the secrecy of its undertaking; the word should 
not agree with the deeds of the diplomat ... We must compel the governments 
... to take action in the direction favoured by our widely-conceived plan, 
already approaching the desired consummation, by what we shall represent as 
public opinion, secretly prompted by us through the means of that so-called 
'Great Power', the press, which, with a few exceptions that may be disregarded, is 
already entirely in our hands ... We shall deal with the press in the following 
way: ... we shall saddle and bridle it with a tight curb; we shall do the same also 
with all productions of the printingpress, for where would be the sense of getting 
rid of the attacks of the press if we remain targets for pamphlets and books? .. , 
No one shall with ilnpunity lay a finger on the aureole of our government 
infallibility, The pretext/or stopping any publication }vill be the allegedplea that it 
is agitating the public nu'nd }vithout occasion or justification . .. We shall have a 
sure triumph over our opponents since they will not have at their disposition 
organs of the press in which they can give full and final expression to their views 
owing to the aforesaid methods of dealing with the press ..." 

Such is the history of the Protocols thus far. Their attribution to Jewish 
··Elders" is unsupported and should be rejected, without prejudice to any other 
evidence about Jewish leadership of the world-revolution as such. The Jewish 
attack on them was bent, not on exculpating Jewry, but on stopping the 
publication on the plea that it was "agitating the public mind without occasion or 
justification". The arguments advanced were bogus; they were that the Protocols 
closely resembled several earlier publications and thus were ·'plagiaries" or 
··forgeries", \vhereas what this in truth showed \vas the obvious thing: that they 
were part of the continuing literature of the conspiracy. They might equally well 
be the product of non-Jewish or of anti-Jewish revolutionaries, and that is of 
secondary in1portance. What they proved is that the organization first revealed by 
Weishaupt's documents was in existence 120 years later, and was still using the 
methods and pursuing the aim then exposed; and when they were published in 
English the Bolshevik revolution had given the proof. 

In my opinion the Protocols provide the essential handbook for students of the 
time and subject. If Lord Sydenham, in 1921, was arrested by the ·'uncanny 
knowledge" they displayed, ·'on which prophecies now literally fulfilled are 
based", how llluch more would he be impressed today, in 1956, when much more 
of then1 has been as literally fulfilled, Through this book any man can see how the 
upheavals of the past 150 years were, and how those of the next fifty years will be 
brought about; he will know in advance just how "the deeds" of his elected 
representatives will differ [roin their ""word", 

In one point I am able from n1Y own experience to test Lord Sydenham's 
dictum about fulfilled prophecies. The Protocols, speaking of control of 
published information, say: "Not a single announcement will reach the public 
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without our control. Even now this is already being attained by us inasmuch as all 
news itenls are received by a few agencies, in whose offices they are focused from 
all parts of the world. These agencies will then be entirely ours and \vill give 
publicity only to what we dictate to thenl". That was not the situation in 1905~ or 
in Lord Sydenham's day, or in 1926, when I became a journalist, but it was 
developing and today is the situation. The streaIll of"news" which pours into the 
public mind through the newspapers comes from a few agencies, as if from half a 
dozen taps. Any hand that can control those valves can control ""the ne\ys", and 
the reader may observe for himself the filtered form in which the news reaches 
him. As to the editorial vielt'S, based on this supply of news, the transfornlation 
that has been brought about may be comprehended by referring to the 
impartially critical articles published in The Tin1es, J\!1orning Post, Spectator, 
Dearhorn Independent and thousands of other journals some twenty-five years 
ago. This could not happen today. The subjugation of the press has been 
accomplished as the Protocols foretold, and by the accident of my generation and 
calling I saw it come about. 

Comparative study of the Protocols and of the Weishaupt papers leads to the 
strong deduction that both derive from a common and llluch older source. They 
cannot have been the product of anyone man or one group of Inen in the period 
when they were published; the "'uncanny knowledge" displayed in them 
obviously rests on the cumulative experience of eras. In particular, this applies (in 
Weishaupt's papers and the Protocols alike) to the knowledge of human 
weaknesses, \vhich are singled out with analytical exactitude, the method of 
exploiting each of them being described with disdainful glee. 

The instrument to be used for the destruction of the Christian nation-states 
and their religion is "the mob". The word is used throughout with searing 
contempt to denote the nlasses, (who in public are flattered by being called "the 
people"). "'Men with bad instincts are more in number than the good, and 
therefore the best results in governing thelll are attained by violence and 
terrorization ... The might of a IllOb is blind, senseless and unreasoning force 
ever at the mercy of a suggestion froln any side". From this the argument is 
developed that "an absolute despotism" is necessary to govern "the mob", which 
is "'a savage", and that ""our State" will employ "the terror which tends to 
prod uce blind submission". The '''literal fulfilment" of these precepts in 
conlmunized Russia must be obvious to all today). 

This ""absolute despotism" is to be vested in the international super-State at 
the end of the road. In the meanwhile regional puppet-despots are depicted as 
essential to the process of breaking dow'n the structure of states and the defences 
of peoples: ""Fronl the premier-dictators of the present day the peoples suffer 
patiently and bear such abuses as for the least of them they would have beheaded 
twenty kings. What is the explanation ...? It is explained by the fact that these 
dictators whisper to the peoples through their agents that through these abuses 
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they are inflicting injury on the States with the highest purpose - to secure the 
welfare of the peoples~ the international brotherhood of them all~ their solidarity 
and equality of rights. Naturally they do not tell the peoples that this unification 
must be accomplished only under our sovereign rule~~. 

This passage is of especial interest. The ternl ~~prenlier-dictator~~ would not 
generally have been understood in 1905~ when the peoples of the West believed 
their elected representatives to express and depend on their approval. However~ it 
becan1e applicable during the First and Second World Wars~ when American 
presidents and British prime lninisters lnade themselves~ in fact "premier
dictators~~ and used enlergcncy powers in the name of '~the welfare of peoples ... 
international brotherhood ... equality of rights~~. Moreover~ these prelnier
dictators~ in both wars~ did tell the peoples that the ultimate end of all this would 
be ~~unification~~ under a world government of some kind. The question, who 
would govern this world government~ was one which never received 
straightforward answer: so lnuch else of the Protocols has been fulfilled that their 
assertion that it would be the instrument of the conspiracy for governing the 
world ~'by violence and terrorization ~~ deserves nluch thought. 

The especial characteristic of the two 20th Century wars is the disappointment 
which each brought to the peoples who appeared to be victorious. '"Uncanny 
knowledge ~~ ~ therefore~ again seems to have inspired the statement~ rnade in 1905 
or earlier, ~~Ever since that time'~ (the French Revolution) '"we have been leading 
the peoples.f;~onlone disenchantlnent to another~~~ followed later by this: ~~By these 
acts all States are in torture~ they exhort to tranquility~ are ready to sacrifice 
everything for peace: hut ll'e ll'ill notgire then1 peace until they openly acknolt'ledge 
our international .Super-Gorernn1ent, and H'ith suhlni,,'sil'eness~~. The words, 
written before f905, seem accurately to depict the course of the 20th Century. 

Again, the document says ~~it is indispensable for our purpose that wars, so far 
as possible, should not result in territorial gains". This very phrase, of 1905 or 
earlier. was nlade the chief slogan, or apparent moral principle~ proclaimed by 
the political leaders of America and Britain in hoth world wars~ and in this case 
the difference between "~the word~~ and '"the deed~~ of ~'the diplolnaC~ has been 
shown by results. The chief result of the First War was to establish revolutionary
Zionisln and revolutionary-Conlnlunism as new forces in international affairs~ 

the fIrst with a prolnised "~homeland~~ and the second with a resident State. The 
chief result of the Second War was that further ""territorial gains~' accrued to~ and 
only to~ Zionisln and ConlJnunisnl~ Zionisln received its resident State and 
COlnmunisln received half of Europe. The ~~deadly accuracy~~ (Lord Sydenhaln's 
words) of the Protocol's forecasts seems apparent in this case~ where a specious 
phrase used in the Protocols of 1905 became the daily language of Alnerican 
presidents and British prime lninisters in 1914-1918 and 1939-1945. 

The reason why the authors of the Protocols held this slogan to be so 
important in beguiling the peoples. is also explained. If the nations elnbroiled in 
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wars are denied ~~territorial gains", the only victors will then be ~~our 

international agentur ... our international rights will then wipe out national 
rights, in the proper sense of right, and will rule the nations precisely as the civil 
law of States rules the relations of their subjects among thelnselves". To bring 
about this state of affairs conlpliant politicians are needed, and of them the 
Protocols say: ~~The adnlinistrators whom we shall choose fronl among the 
public, with strict regard to their capacities for servile obedience, will not be 
persons trained in the arts ofgovernment, and will therefore easily become pawns 
in our galne in the hands of nlen of learning and genius who will be their advisers, 
specialists bred and reared from early childhood to rule the affairs 0.1' the 'whole 
H'orid". 

The reader may judge for himself whether this description fits some of ~~the 

administrators" of the West in the last five decades; the test is their attitude 
towards Zionism, the world-revolution and world-government, and subsequent 
chapters will offer information in these three respects. But ~~deadly accuracy" 
appears to reside even more in the allusion to "~advisers". 

Here again is ~"uncanny knowledge", displayed more than fifty years ago. In 
1905 the non-elected but powerful ~~adviser" was publicly unknown. True, the 
enlightened few, nlen like Disraeli, knew that ~"the world is governed by very 
different persons fronl what is imagined by those who are not behind the scenes", 
but to the general public the passage would have been nleaningless. 

In the First and Second World Wars, however, the non-elected, unofficial but 
imperious ~~adviser" becanle a familiar public figure. He emerged into the open 
(under ....emergency powers") and became known to and was passively accepted 
by the public masses~ possibly the contenlpt which the Protocols display for ~~the 

mob" was justified by this submission to behind-the-scenes rule even when it was 
openly exercized. In the United States, for instance, ~"advisers on Jewish affairs" 
became resident at the White House and at the headquarters of American armies 
of occupation. One financier (who publicly recommended drastic nleasures for 
~~ruling the affairs of the world") was adviser to so nlany presidents that he was 
permanently dubbed ~"Elder Statesman" by the press, and visiting prinle 
lninisters from England also repaired to hinl as if to a supreme seat of authority. 

The Protocols foretold this regime of the "~advisers" when none understood 
what was meant and few would have credited that they would openly appear in 
the high places. 

The Protocols repeatedly affirm that the first objective is the destruction of the 
existing ruling class ("~the aristocracy", the term employed, was still applicable in 
1905) and the seizure of property through the incitement of the insensate, brutish 
~"mob". Once again, subsequent events give the .... forecast" its ~~deadly accuracy": 

~"In politics one must khow how to seize the property of others without 
hesitation ifby it we secure submission and sovereignty ... The words, ~Liberty, 

Equality, Fraternity', brought to our ranks, thanks to our blind agents, whole 
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legions vvho bore our banners \vith enthusiasln. I\nd all the tin1c these \\'ords \vere 
canker-\VOrlnS boring into the wellbeing of the people. putting an end cvcry\vhere 
to peace. quiet, solidarity and destroying all the foundatit.'·ns of the States ... 
This helped us to our greatest triun1ph: it gave us the possihility. clll10ng other 
things. of getting into our hands the 111aster card. the destruction of privileges, or 
in other \vords the very existence of the aristocracy. , . that class \vhich \vas the 
only defence peoples and countries had against us. On the ruins of the natural 
and genealogical aristocracy ... \ve have set up the aristocracy of our educated 
class headed by the aristocracy of n1oney. 'The qualifications of this aristocracy 
we have established in \vealth, \vhich is dependent upon us. and in kno\vledge ... 
It is tlzis possihility ql'replacing the rcpresclltat'l'('s (~l the !)cojJle It'hich has placed 
l/zeln al our disposal, and, as it ll't're, given us tht' jJoll'er (~l'a/)poi171171ellt .. , We 
appear on the scene as alleged saviours 0.1' the H'orker froln this oppression when 
we propose to him to enter the ranks of our flghting forces: Socialists. Anarchists, 
C-"olnmunists ... By want and the envy and hatred \vhich it engenders \ve shall 
nlove the nlobs and \vith their hands \VC shall wipe out all those who hinder us on 
our way ... The people, blindly believing things in print, cherishes ... a blind 
hatred to\vards all conditions which it considers above itself, for it has no 
understanding of the nleaning of class and condition ... l~hese rnobs will rush 
delightedly to shed the blood of those whonl, in the sinlplicity of their ignorance, 
they have envied fronl their cradles. and whose property they will then be able to 
loot. "Ours' they \vill not touch. because the 1110n1ent of attack will be kno\vn to us 
and we shall take nleasures to protect our o\vn ... The word "freedon1' hrings out 
the cOlnlnunities of nlen to fight against every kind offorce, against every kind of 
authority, even against God and the laws of nature. For this reason we. when we 
corne into our kingdom, shall havt' to erase this H'ol'd/i'onl the lexicon (~j' Ilj'e as 
ilnplying a principle of brute force \vhich turns lTIobs into bloodthirsty beasts ... 
But even freedolTI Inight be hannlcss and have its place in the State econolny 
without injury to the wellbeing of the peoples if it rested upon the foundation of 
faith in God ... This is the reason \\/hy it is indispensable for us to undern1ine all 
f~lith, to tear out of the Ininds of the n1asses the very principle of Godhead and the 
spirit, and to put in its place arithlnetical calculations and rnaterial needs ... " 

"" ... We have set one against another the personal an4 national reckonings of 
the peoples, religious and race hatreds, \vhich we have fostered into a huge 
growth in the course of the past twenty centuries. This is the reason why there is 
not one State which would any\V-here receive support ifit were to raise its ann. for 
everyone of theIn lTIUSt bear in 111ind that any agrcenlent against us would be 
unprofItable to itself We are too strong. there is no evading our power. The 
nations cannot come to even an inconsiderable private agreclllent \vithout our 
secretly having a hand in it ... In order to put public opinion into our hands we 
must bring it into a state ofbewilderl11ent hy giving expression fronl all sides to so 
lTIany contradictory opinions and for such length of tinle as will suffice to 111ake 
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the peoples lose their heads in the labyrinth and C0111e to see that the best thing is 
to have no opinion of any kind in n1atters political, which it is not given to the 
public to understand~ because they are understood only by him who guides the 
public. This is the first secret. The second secret requisite for the success of our 
government is comprised in the following: to multiply to such an extent national 
failings~ habits~ passions~ conditions of civil life~ that it \\/ill be impossible for 
anyone to kno\\' where he is in the resulting chaos~ so that the people in 
consequence 'vvill fail to understand one another ... By all these n1eans we shall 
so 'vvear do'wn the peoples that they will be con1pelled to offer us international 
povver of a nature that by its possession \vill enable us without any violence 
gradually to absorb all the State forces of the world and to forIn a Super
Governnlent. In place of the rulers of today we shall set up a bogey 'vvhich \vill be 
called the Super-Governlnent adn1inistration. Its hands will reach out in all 
directions like nippers and its organization 'vvi1l be of such colossal dimensions 
that it cannot fail to subdue all the nations of the \vorld". 

That the Protocols reveal the common source of inspiration of Zionism and 
Con1munism is shown by significant parallels that can be drawn between the two 
chief methods laid down in them and the chief nlethods pursued by Dr. Herzl and 
Karl 1\1arx: 

The Protocols repeatedly lay enlphasis on the incitement ofHthe mob~' against 
the ruling class as the lTIOst effective lneans of destroying States and nations and 
achieving world dominion. Dr. I--IerzL as was sho\vn in the preceding chapter, 
used precisely this method to gain the ear of European rulers. 

NexC Karl Marx. The Protocols say, '''The aristocracy of the peoples, as a 
political force, is dead ... but as fanded proprietors they can still be harmful to us 
from the fact that they are self-sufficing in the resources upon which they live. It is 
essential therefore for us at whatever cost to deprive t!zeln (~ftheir land . .. At the 
san1e time \ve n1ust intensively patronize trade and industry ... what we want l~ 

that industry should drain off fronl the land both labour and capital and by 
means of speculation transfer into our hands all the money of the world ..." 

Karl Marx in his (~()nlnlunist ~fan[lelfi·;t() exactly followed this formula. True he 
declared that C0111111Unism n1ight be summed up in one sentence, "abolition of 
private property", but subsequently he qualified this dictum by restricting actual 
conllscation to fond and implying that other types of private property were to 
remain intact. (In the later Marxist evenC of COllrse~ all private property was 
contlscated~ but I speak here of the strict parallel between the strategy laid down 
hej()re the event alike by the Protocols and Marx). 

A passage of particular interest in the present, though it was written before 
1905. says, ""No'vvadays if any States raise a protest against us, it is only pro j()rlna 

at our discretion and by our direction, for their anti-selnitism is indispensable to 
us for the Inanageillent of our lesser brethren"" A distinctive feature of our era is 
the \vay the charge of ""anti-sen1itisn1"' is continually transferred from one 
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country to another, the country so accused becoming automatically the specified 
enemy in the next war. This passage might cause the prudent to turn a sceptical 
eye on today's periodical reports of sudden '~anti-sen1itic" turns in communized 
Russia, or elsewhere. 

The resemblance to Weishaupt's documents is very strong in the passages 
which relate to the infiltration of public departments, professions and parties, for 
instance: ~'It is fron1 us that the all-engulfing terror proceeds. We have in our 
service persons of all opinions, of all doctrines, restorating monarchists, 
delnagogues, socialists, communists, and utopian dreamers of every kind. We 
have harnessed them all to the task: each one of then1 on his own account is 
boring away at the last remnants of authority, is striving to overthrow all 
established form of order. By these acts all States are in torture; they exhort to 
tranquility, are ready to sacrifice everything for peace; but we will not give them 
peace until they openly acknowledge our international Super-Government, and 
H'ith suhmissiveness". 

The allusions to the pern1eation of universities in particular, and of education 
in general, also spring directly from Weishaupt, or from whatever earlier source 
he received them: " ... We shall emasculate the universities ... Their officials 
and professors will be prepared for their business by detailed secret programmes 
of action from which they will not with immunity diverge, not by one iota. They 
will be appointed with especial precaution, and will be so placed as to be wholly 
dependent upon the Government". This secret permeation of universities (which 
was successful in the German ones in Weishaupt's day, as his docun1ents show) 
was very largely effective in our generation. The two British government officials 
who after their flight to Moscow were paraded before the international press in 
1956 to state that they had been captured by Communism at their universities, 
were typical products of this method, described by the Protocols early in this 
century and by Weishaupt in 1787. 

Weishaupt's documents speak of Freen1asonry as the best '~cover" to be used 
by the agents of the conspiracy. The Protocols allot the function of "cover" to 
'~Liberalism": "When we introduced into the State organisn1 the poison of 
Liberalism its whole political complexion underwent a change. States have been 
seized with a mortal illness, blood-poisoning. All that remains is to await the end 
of their death agony". 

The tern1 ~'utopian dreamers", used more than once, is applied to Liberals, and 
its original source probably resides in the Old Testamentary allusion to 
~'dreamers of dreams" who, with "false prophets", are to be put to death. The 
end of Liberalisn1, therefore, would be apparent to the student even if the 
Protocols did not specify it: '~We shall root out liberalism from the important 
strategic posts of our government on which depends the training of subordinates 
for our State structure". 

The '~Big Brother" regimes of our century, are accurately foretold in the 

220 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

passage, ~~Our government will have the appearance of a patriarchal paternal 
guardianship on the part of our ruler". 

Republicanism, too, is to be a "cover" for the conspiracy. The Protocols are 
especially contelnptuous of republicanism, in which (and in liberalism) they see 
the weapon of self-destruction forged out of "the mob": '~ ... then it was that the 
era of republics becan1e possible of realization; and then it was that we replaced 
the ruler by a caricature of a government, by a president, taken from the lll0b, 
frOITI the midst of our puppet creatures, our slaves. This was the foundation of the 
mine which we have laid under the peoples". 

Then the unknown scribes of some time before 1905 describe the position to 
which American presidents have been reduced in our century. The passage 
begins, '~In the near future we shall establish the responsibility oj' presidents". 
This, as the sequence shows, means personal responsibility, as distinct from 
responsbility curbed by constitutional controls; the president is to become one of 
the ~'premier-dictators" earlier foreseen, whose function is to be to break down 
the constitutional defences of states and thus prepare "unification under our 
sovereign rule". 

During the First and Second World Wars the American presidents did in fact 
become "premier-dictators" in this sense, claiming that "the emergency" and the 
need for '~victory" dictated this seizure of powers of personal responsibility; 
powers which would be restored to "the people" when "the emergency" was past. 
Readers of sufficient years will recall how inconceivable this appeared before it 
happened and how passively it was accepted in the event. The passage then 
continues: 

"The chamber of deputies will provide cover for, will protect, will elect 
presidents, but we shall take from it the right to propose new, or make changes in 
existing laws, for this right will be given by us to the responsible president, a 
puppet in our hands ... Independently ofthis );ve shall invest the president with the 
right oj'declaring a state of war. We shall justify this last right on the ground that 
the president as chiej'oj~the whole army oj'the country must have it at his disposal in 
case oj'need . .. It is easy to understand that in these conditions the key o.fthe shrine 
);villlie in our hands, and that no one outside ourselves );vill any longer direct theforce 
oflegislation . .. The president );vill, at our discretion, interpret the sense ofsuch of 
the existing laH's as admit ofvarious interpretation; he willfurther annul them when 
vtJe indicate to him the necessity to do so, besides this, he will have the right to 
propose temporary laHJs, and even new departures in the government constitutional 
working, the pretext both for the one and the other being the requirements for the 
supreme lvelfare of the state. By such measures lve shall obtain the po);ver of 
destroying little by little, step by step, all that at the outset when we enter on our 
rights, we are compelled to introduce into the constitutions ofstates to prepare for 
the transition to an imperceptible abolition ofevery kind of constitution, and then 
the time is come to turn every government into our despotism". 
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This forecast of 1905 or earlier particularly deserves Lord Sydenham's tribute 
of ""deadly accuracy". Alnerican presidents in the t\\"o wars of this century have 
acted as here sho\vn. -rhey did take the right of declaring and Hlaking war, and it 
has been used at least once (in Korea) since the Second World War ended~ any 
attempt in Congress or outside to deprive them of this power or curb them in the 
use of it Ineets with violently hostile attack. 

So the Protocols continue. 'The peoples, on their progress ""froln one 
disenchantment to another", will not be allowed ""a breathing-space"'. ~-\ny 

country ""which dares to oppuSC us" must be inct with \var. and any collectIve 
opposition with ""universal \\lar". The peoples wl11 not be allowed ""to contend 
with sedition" (here is the key to the furious attack'; of the 1790's, 1920 JnG today 
on all demands for ""investigatl0n", .... Witch-hunting", '"McC'arthyism" and the 
like). In the Super-State to come tIle obligation vvill fall on l11enlbers of one family 
to denounce dissidents within the family ciecle (the Old rrestamentary 
dispensation earlier mentioned). The "'complete 'WTccking of the Christian 
religion" will not be long delayed. The peoples \\"i11 be kept distracted by tr i vial 
amusements (""people's palaces") fronl becolning troublesome and asking 
questions. History will be rewritten for their delusion (another precept since 
fulfilled in conlmunized Russia), for ""we shall erase from t he memory of inen all 
facts of preVlOUS centuries which are undesirable to us, and leave only t.hose 
which depict all the errors of the national governments"'. ''',\11 the ~/hce1:~ of the 
machinery of all States go by the force of the engine, which is in our hands, and 
that engine of the Inachincry of States is Gold'~. 

And the end of it all: '''What we have to get at is that there should be in all the 
States of the \vorld, beside ourselves, only the masses of the proletariat, a few 
millionaires devoted to our interests, police and soldiers ... ~rhe recognition of 
our despot ... will corne when the peoples, utterly wearied by the irregularities 
and incompetence ... of their rulers, \vill clamour: Away with theln and give us> 

one king over all the earth who will unite us and annihilate the causes of discords, 
fro'ntiers, nationali[ies, religions, State debts, who will give us peace and quiet, 
which we cannot find under our rulers and representatives' ". 

in two or three of these passages I have substituted ""people'~ or ""nlasses" for 
"Go.vin1 ", because the use of that word relates to the unproven' assertion 
contained in the book~s title, and I do not want to confuse the issues~ evidence 
about the identity of the authors of the conspiracy nlust be sought elsewhere than 
in an unsupported allegation. The authors may have been Jewish, non-Jewish or 
anti-Jewish. That is imnlaterial. When it was published this work was the 
lypescript of a drama which had not been performed~ today it has been running 
for fifty years and its title is The Twentieth C1cntury. The characters depicted in it 
nlove on our contemporary stage~ play the parts foretold and produce the events 
foreseen. 

Only the denouement remains, fiasco or fulfilnlent. It is a grandiose plan, and 
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in Iny estilnation cannot succeed. But it has existed for at least 180 years and 
proba bly for 111uch longer, and the Protocols provided une 1110re proof in a chain 
of proofs that has since heen greatly lengthened. The conspiracy ror world 
dOlninion through a \vorld slave state exists and cannot at this stage be abruptly 
checked or broken ofL of the nlon1enturn \vhich it has acquired it nov\' ll1ust go on 
to fulflltnen t or fail ure. Either \vill be dL'structive for a tinle, and hard for those of 
the titne in which the d~noucnlent COines. 
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THE ABERRATION OF MR. BALFOUR 

As the first decade of the 20th Century grew older the signs of the corning 
storms multiplied. In 1903 the British Government had offered Uganda to 
Zionism and Max Nordau had publicly foretold ""the future \vorld war", in the 
sequence to which England would procure Palestine for Zionism. In 1905 the 
Protocols prophetically revealed the destructive orgy of Comn1unism. Then in 
1906 one Mr. Arthur James Balfour, Prime Minister of England, met Dr. 
Weizmann in a hotel room and was captivated by the notion of presenting 
Palestine, which was not his to give, to ""the Jews". 

The shape which ""the future world war" would take was then determined. Mr. 
Balfour stood guard over the new century and yielded the pass. A different man, 
in his place, might have saved it; or another might have done the same, for by 
1906 the hidden illechanism for exerting ""irresistible pressure on the 
international affairs of the present" (Leon Pinsker, 1882) had evidently been 
perfected. Rabbi Elmer Berger says of that tilne, ""that group of Jews which 
committed itself to Zionism ... entered a peripatetic kind of diplolnacy which 
took it into many chancelleries and parliaments, exploring the labyrinthine and 
devious ways of international politics in a part of the world where political 
intrigue and secret deals were a byword. Jews began to play the game of "practical 
politics'." The era of the malleable ""administrators" and compliant ""premier
dictators", all furthering the great plan, was beginning. Therefore any other 
politician, put in Mr. Balfour's place at that time, might have acted sin1ilarly. 
However, his name attaches to the initial misdeed. 

His actions are almost unaccountable in a man of such birth, training and type. 
Research cannot discover evidence of any other motive than an infatuation, of 
the Hliberal" sort, for an enterprise which he did not even exalnine in the light of 
duty and wisdom. ""Hard-boiled" considerations of Hpractical politics" (that is, a 
cold calculation that money or votes might be gained by supporting Zionism) can 
hardly be suspected in him. He and his colleagues belonged to the oldest fan1ilies 
of England, which carried on a long tradition of public service. Statesn1anship 
was in their blood; understanding of government and knowledge of foreign 
affairs were instinctive in them; they represented the most successful ruling class 
in recorded history; and they were wealthy. 

Why, then, did instinct, tradition and wisdom suddenly desert them in this one 
question, at the mon1ent when their Conservative Party, in its old form, for the 
last time governed England, and their families still guided the country's fortunes 
from great houses in Piccadilly and Mayfair and from country abbeys? Were they 
alarmed by the menace that Hthe n10b" would be incited against them if they did 
not comply? They realized that birth 3;nd privilege alone would not continue to 
qualify for the function of governing. The world had changed much in the 
century before, and they knew that the process would go on. In the British 
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tradition they worked to ersure continuity, unbroken by violence and eased by 
conciliation. They were too wise to resist change; they aimed at guiding change. 
Perhaps they were too eager on that account to shake hands with Progress, when 
it knocked~ without examining the emissaries' credentials. 

Mr. Balfour~ their leader, was a tall, aloof and scholarly bachelor, impassive 
and pessimistic; he was of chilly mien but his intilnates contend that his heart was 
warm. I-lis mid~le-aged love affair with Zionism migh be a symptom of unwilling 
celibacy. In youth he delayed asking his ladylove until she become affianced to 
another; before they could marry her lover died; and as Mr. Balfour was about to 
make good his earlier tardiness she died. He then resolved to remain unmarried. 

Won1en may not be good judges of a distinguished bachelor who wears a 
broken heart on his sleeve~ but many of the contemporary con1ments about him 
COlne fron1 women~ and 1quote the opinions of two of the most beautiful won1en 
of that day. Consuelo Vanderbilt (an American, later the Duchess of 
Marlborough) wrote, ""The opjnions he expressed and the doctrines he held 
seen1ed to be the products of pure logic ... he was gifted with a breadth of 
comprehension I have never seen equalled~~; and Lady Cynthia Asquith said, '"As 
for his being devoid of moral indignation, I often saw him white with anger; any 
personal injustice enraged hin1". 

The italicised words could not more con1pletely misportray Mr. Balfour, if the 
result of his actions is any test. I'he one thought-process which cannot have 
guided him, in pledging his country to Zion;~m, was logic, for no logical good 
could come of this for any of the parties concerned, his own country, the native 
inhabitants of Palestine, or (in my opinion) the mass of Jews, who had no 
intention of going there. As for injustice (unless Lady Cynthia intended to 
distinguish between ""personal" and mass injustice), the million innocent beings 
who today have been driven into the Arabian wilderness (in the manner of the 
Levitical ""scapegoat") offer the obvious answer. 

Anyway, there he was~ Prime Minister of England, having succeeded "'dear 
Uncle Robert'~ (Lord Salisbury, of the great house of Cecil) in 1902. Clearly he 
cannot at that instant have conceived, from nowhere, the notion of giving 
Uganda to the Zionists, so that "'irresistible pressure" must have been at work 
before he took office. What went on in that earlier period is all mystery or, in 
truth~ conspiracy (,,'labyrinthine intrigue"). When he became prime minister the 
mine was already laid, and to the end of his days Mr. Balfour apparently never 
realized that it H'as the mine of which' all are today aware. 

Dr. Herzl, despairing of the Czar, the Kaiser and the Sultan (the three 
potentates had been amiable but prudent and non-committal; they knew, what 
Mr. Balfour never learned~ that Zionisn1 was dynamite*) had declared: 
"England, great England, free England, England commanding the seas will 
understand our aims" (the reader will perceive for what purpose, in this view, 
*See footnote on page 226 
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England had bl'COll1C great. free, and COll1n1ander of the seas). When the Uganda 
offer shc)\ved the Taln1udic directorate in RUSS1~1 that L)r. Herzl \vas wrong in 
thinking th~tt England \vould .... understand" their needs, l)r. \Vei7n1ann \vas sent 
to L()ndon. He \vas preparing to overthrow Dr. Herzl ,lnd no\\' becon1cs our chief 
witness tn the hiddc'-l events of that tin1('. 

A young EnglishlTIan, \\'lth S0111e lTIodest petition, would have gre,tt trouble 
even today in penetrating the janitorial and secretarial defences of a ("abincl 
minister's private roorn. \{oung Dr. WeiZ111ann fro 111 Russia, \vho wanted 
Palestinc. ',vas quickly ushered into that of Lord Percy ('''in charge of African 
affairs"). 

Lord Percy \\as ,1l1other scion ofa great ruling f~llnily \vith an ancient tradition 
of puhlic service and \\'ise adn1inistration. According to Dr. \Veiln1alln, he 
'''expressed hOll ndlcss astonishment that the Je\vs shaul d ever so ll1uch as have 
considered the lJ ganda proposal. which he rcgarded as in1pr~lctical on the 011C 
han(1. a 11 d, 0 nth (\ 0 t hC'Ladenia I 0 f the Je\v ish re Iigi 0 n. Hi III ~ elf de(jJ/y ,.efig i() liS. 

he \vas bc\vildercd by the thought tlla t JC\VS could even en tertain the idcll of any 
other COlt 11 try t h~lll P~llL~st inc as the centre of their revivaL dnd he \vas delighted 10 

learn 1'1'0111 rne tha t thlTC \\'CTe so n1any Je\vs \\'110 had en1pha tically refused. 11e 
added. "I r I \\l~re ~t .Ie\v, I \\'ould not give a hal fpcnny for the propositioll'"" 

Presunl~lbly Dr. \V cizlllann did not infor111 Lord Percy of the unaninlous 
longing of [he Jell"s in Pa!c.,'linc to ren10ve to Uganda. What he had IH'(lrd, ifhis 
record is correct, was virtuaJ1y an invitation tl) get rid of Dr. l-lcrzl and a pron1ise 
to support the clain1 to Palestine. I-Ie went (\\vay to prepare Dr. Herzl's 
discon1fiture. He did 110t go enlpty-handed. 

Possibly. in the fifty years that havcelapscd, British n1inisters have learned that 
official notepaper should be kept \vhere only those authorized n1ay use it, On 
leaving Lord Percy's rOOln Dr. WeiZ111ann took S0111e Foreign OffIce notepaper 
and on it wrote a report of the conversation, which he sent to Russia (vv'here. 
under the ROlnanoffs and the ("0111111unist Czars alike, governn1ent stationery is 
not left lying around). In Russia, this doclllnenL written on oftical Foreign OffIce 
paper. 11111st have aroused feelings akin to those \vhieh a holy ikon \vould cause in 
a n10ujik. Clearly it Incant that the British Governlllc11t had no further use for Dr. 
Herzl and \voldd procure Palestine for the Zionists in Russia. Lord Percy, in 
today's idion1, had started something. 

All else followed as if arranged by Greek gods: the triulnph of the Zionists 
fron1 Russia over Dr. l1erzL his collapse and death. the rejection of the Uganda 
offer. '[hen Dr. Wcizn1ann nloved to England, "'the one country \\1hich sce111ed 
likely to show a genuine sy111pathy for a lnovemcnt like ours", and \vhere he 

*For that Ill<.! ltel', the successors of' the C7a rs were ofju~;t the sa me opin ion. Lell in in Il)03 \\]"o[e, '"Th is Zion ist idea 
is entirel:, l':I!se ~llld reactionary in its essence, The idea of a separate Jewish nation, which is utterly tlntenahlc 
-;clentilicdll) , is n:action~try in it" politicIi impli"~ltions , .. The Jewish lju,'stion is: assimilation or separatencss'? 
And t!h: idc~1 01' a .1\.'\\ ish people is 111l1nilcstly reactionary", And ill 1913 Stalll1 n?~lllrmed this diuul11. The destiny or 
thL' Jews. he s~lil..L \"a~; ~lssil11ibtic111 (in a Communist wc,rld, of cour...;\.'. in thl.., opinion), 
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could .... live and wurk \vithout let or hindrance. at !(!([st rheoreticalfv" (any 
con1pilation of cl:,;ssical understatenlents might include this passage in first 
place). 

Dr. Weizmann chose Manchester for his residence. He says "~by chance"', but 
credulity balks. Manchester held Mr. Balfour's constituency: Manchester was 
the Zionist headquarters in England:, the chairman of Mr. Balfour's party in 
Manchester was a Zionist (today the British Conservative Party is still ennleshed 
in these toils). 

'The Greek drama continued. Mr. Balfour's prime-ministership ended in a 
fiasco for his party when in the 1906 election eight out of nine Manchester seats 
were lost to it. He then faded temporarily from office. At that n10ment another 
personage entered the present narrative. Anlong the triumphant Liberal 
candidates \vas a rising young man with a keen nose for political winds, a Mr. 
Winston Churchill. He also sought election in Manchester and commended 
himself to the Zionist headquarters there. first by attacking the Balfour 
governInenfs Aliens Bill (which set a brake on large-scale immigration from such 
places as Russia) and next by supporting Zionism. Thereon .... th'--e Manchester 
Jews promptly fell into line behind him as though he were a kind of latterday 
Moses~ one of their leaders got up at an all-lewish-nleeting and announced that 
"any Jew who votes against Churchill is a traitor to the comn1on cause' " (Mr. 
R.C. Taylor). Mr. Churchill, elected, became Under Secretary for the Colonies. 
His public espousal of Zionism was simply a significant episode at that time~ 

three decades later, when Mr. Balfour was dead, it was to have consequences as 
fateful as Mr. Balfour's own aberration. 

To return to Mr. Balfour: his private thoughts were much with Zionism. At no 
time, as far as the annals disclose, did he give thought to the native inhabitants of 
Palestine, whose expulsion into the wilderness he was to cause. By coincidence, 
the election was being mainly fought around the question of the allegedly cruel 
treatment of some humble beings far away (this is an ; Istance of the method of 
stirring up the passions of .... the mob", recommended by Dr. Herzl and the 
Protocols). The electors knew nothing of Zionism and when they later became 
acquainted with it felt no concern for the n1enaced Arabs, because that side of the 
matter was not put before them by a press then ~~submissive". However, in 1906 
their feelings were being in~amed about "Chinese slavery" and (Manchester 
being Manchester) they were highly indignant about it. At that tin1e Chinese 
Coolies were being indentured for three years work in the South African gold 
mines. Those chosen counted themselves fortunate, but for electoral and 
"~rabhle-rousing"purposes in Manchester this was "~slavery" and the battle was 
fought and won on that score. The victorious Liberals forgot ~~Chinese slavery" 
in1mediately after the counting of the votes, (and when their turn in office came 
outdid the Conservatives in their enthusiasm for Zionism). 

Thus, while shouts of "~Chinese slavery" resounded outside his windows, Mr. 

227 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

Balfour, closeted with a Zionist emissary fron1 Russia, prepared something 
worse than slavery for the Arabs of Palestine. His captivation was complete 
before the interview began, as his niece and lifelong confidante (Mrs. Dugdale) 
shows: .... His interest in the subject was lvhetted . .. by the refusal of the Zionist 
Jews to accept the lJganda offer ... The opposition aroused in hin1 a curiosity 
which he found no n1eans to satisfy . . . He had asked his chairman in 
Manchester to fatholn the reasons for the Zionist attitude ... Balfour's interest 
in the Jews and their history ... originated in the Old Testalnen! training of his 
lTIother and in his Scottish upbringing. As he grew up his intellectual admiration 
and sympathy for certain aspects of the Jews in the modern world seen1ed to him 
of imn1ense importance. I remember in childhood in1bibing from him the idea 
that Christian religion and civilization o\ved to Judaism an ifnnleasurable debt, ill 
repaid". 

Such was Mr. Balfour's frame of mind when he received Dr. Weizmann in a 
room of the old Queen's Hotel in dank and foggy Manchester in 1906. The 
proposition before him, if accepted, n1eant adding Turkey, in 1906, to England's 
enemies in any ""future world war" and, if Turkey were defeated in it, engaging in 
perpetual warfare thereafter with the Arab world. 

But calculations of national interest, moral principle and statemanship, if the 
above quotations are the test, had deserted Mr. Balfour's mind. 

He was in the grip of a "'whetted" interest and an unsatisfied '''curiosity''~ it 
sounds like a young girl's romantic feeling about love. He had not been elected to 
decide what "'debt" Christianity owed to Judaism, or if he decided that one was 
owing, to effect its repayn1ent, from a third party's funds, to sorne canvasser 
professing title to collect. If there ~vere any identifiable debt and any rational 
cause to link his country with it, and he could convince the country of this, he 
might have had a case. Instead, he decided privately that there was a debt, and 
that he was entitled to choose between clain1ants in favour of a caller from 
Russia, when the mass of Jews in England repudiated any notion of such a debt. 
History does not tell of a stranger thing. 

Dr. Weizmann, forty years later, recorded that the Mr. Balfour whom he met 
""had only the most naive and rudimentary notion of the movement"~ he did not 
even know Dr. Herzl's name, the nearest he could get to it being "Dr. Herz". Mr. 
Balfour was already carried away by his enthusiasm for the unknown cause. He 
posed formal objections, but apparently only for the pleasure of hearing them 
overborne, as might a girl object to the elopement she secretly desires. He was 
much impressed (as Dr. Weizmann says) when his visitor said, "'Mr. Balfour, 
supposing I were to offer you Paris instead of I-,ondon, would you take it?" "But, 
Dr. Weizmann, we have London", he answered. Dr. Weizmann retorted, "But 
we had Jerusalem when London was a marsh". 

Mr. Balfour apparently felt this to be a conclusive reason why the Ashkenazic 
Jews from Russia should be removed to Palestine. However, the only body of 
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Jews whose interest he had any right to consider~ those of England~ had been 
working hard to dissuade him from getting entangled in Zionism~ and he made a 
last feeble objection: HIt is curious~ Dr. Weizn1ann~ the Jews I meet are quite 
differenf~. Dr. Weizmann replied~ HMr. Balfour. you meet the wrong kind of 
Jew~~ . 

Mr. Balfour never again questioned the claim of the Zionists from Russia to be 
the right kind of Jew. "~It was from that talk with Weizmann that I saw that the 
Je\vish form of patriotism was unique. It was Weizmann~s absolute refusal even 
to look at if~ (the Uganda proposition) Hwhich impressed me~~~ to these words 
Mrs. Dugdale adds the comment~ ~~1~he more Balfour thought about Zionism~ 

the n10re his respect for it and his belief in its importance grew. His convictions 
took shape before the defeat of Turkey in the Great War~ transforming the l:vhole 
.future.for the Zionists~~. He also transforn1ed the whole future for the entire West 
and for two generations of its sons. In this hotel-room meeting of 1906 Max 
Nordau~s prophecy of 1903 about the shape of~"the future world war~~ was given 
fulfiJn1en1. 

As that war approached~ the number of leading public men who privily 
espoused Zionism grew apace. They made themselves in fact co-conspirators~ for 
they did not inform the public n1asses of any intention about Palestine. None 
outside the inner circle of Hlabyrinthine intrigue" knew that one was in their 
minds and would be carried out in the confusion of a great war~ when 
parliamentdry and popular scrutiny of acts of State policy wa~ in suspense. The 
secrecy observed stamps the process as a conspiratorial one~ originating in ' 
Russia~ and it bore fruit in 1917. 

The next meeting between Dr. Weizmann and Mr. Balfour was on December 
14~ 1914*. Then the First World War had just begun. The standing British army 
had been almost wiped out in France~ and France itself faced catastrophe~ while 
only the British Navy stood between England and the gravest dangers. A war~ 

costing Britain and France some three million lives~ lay ahead~ and the youth of 
Britain was rushing to join in the battle. The great cause was supposed to be that 
of overthrowing "Prussian militarism ~~ ~ liberating "~small nations" ~ and restoring 
"~freedom and den10cracy". 

Mr. Balfour was soon to be restored to office. His thoughts~ when he met Dr. 
Weizmann again~ were apparently far from the great battle in France. His mind 
was not with his country or his people. It was with Zionism and Palestine. He 
began his talk with Dr. Weizmann by saying~ HI was thinking about that 
conversation of ours~~ (in 1906) ~"and I believe that when the guns stop firing you 
nzay get your Jerusalem~~. 

*An instance of the difficulty of eliciting facts in this matter: Mrs. Dugdale quoted Dr. Weizmann as saying, "I did 
not see him again ulltiI1916", but contradicts this statement 1,y another of her own, "On December 14,1914, Dr. 
Weizmann had an appointment to see Balfour". This implicit mention of a second meeting on that date appears to 
be confirmed by Dr. Weizmann's own statement, that after seeing Mr. Lloyd George on December 3, 1914, he 
'io//Oll'ed UjJ at once Lloyd George's suggestion about seeing Mr. Balfour". 
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People \\/ho lived at that tinle nlay recall the nlOHlcnl and see ho\v far froln 
anything \vhich they supposed to be at stake \vere these thoughts of Mr. Balfour. 
In the person of ~1r. Balfour the Prophet Monk reappeared, but this time armed 
with power to shape the destiny of nations. Obviously ""irresistible pressure" 
behind the scenes had gained great power and was already Inost effective in 1914. 

By that tinle the Anlerican people were equally enmeshed in this web of 
'"labyrinthine intrigue"", hidden froll1 the general view, though they did not 
suspect it. They feared "'foreign entanglements"~ they wished to keep out of the 
war and had a president who promised he would keep thenl out of it. In face they 
were virtually in it for "irresistible pressure" by that tinlC was working as 
effectively in Washington as in London. 
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l'I-IE Al\1BrrION OF MR. HOUSE 

While Mr: Balfour and his associates in this still secret enterprise moved 
towards power in England during the First World Wac a similar group of men 
secretly took shape in the Alnerican Republic. The political nlachine they built 
produced its full result nearly fifty years later. when President Truman in effect 
set up the Zionist state in Palestine. 

In 1900 Anlcricans still clung to their ""Anlerican drcanl'~, and the essence of it 
\vas to avoid .... foreign entanglelllenls". In fact the attack on Spain in Cuba in 
189X had already separated thenl frol11 this secure anchorage. and the mysterious 
origins of that little war are therefore of continuing interest. The American public 
\vas caused to explode in warlike frenzy. in the fan1ili~lr w"ay, when it was told that 
the A1aint! was blo\vn up in Havana harbour by a Spanish mine. When she was 
raised, many years later. her plates were found to have been blown out by an inner 
explosion (but by then "the nl0b" had long lost interest in the 111atter). 

The effect of the Sp~lnish-j\n1crican war (continuing Alnerican 
.... entanglenlcnt'· ill the afrair~ of others) lent 111ajor ilnportancc to the question: 
\vho \va~~ to exercise the ruling pO\vcr In l\lnerica, 1'01' the nature of any 
""entanglenlents'" clearly depended on tha t. The answer to this question. agaU1. 
\vas governed by the effect of an earlier vv'ar~ the Alnerican Civil War of ]861
1865. 'The chief conseqllence~ of it (little c0111prehended hy the contending 
Northerners and Southerners) \vas sensibly to change ·?the nature, 11rst of the 
population. and next of the governnlent of the Republic. 

Before the ('ivil \\lar the An1crican population was predolninantly Irish. 
Scots-l rish, Scottish, Britlsh. Cierrnan and Scandinavian. and froln this alnalgam 
a disl :nct1y "'/\lncrican" individual evolved. In the direct sequence to that war the 
era of unrestricted inlJlligration began. \vhich in a few decades brought to 
f\nlcri\:a n1any n1illions of nev. c citizens fron1 Eastern and Southern Europe. 
These included a great Blass of JC\VS fron1 the Talnludic areas of Russia and 
Russian Poland. In Russia the rabbinate had stood between them and 
·"assin1ilation" and this continued when they reached America. "rhus the 20th 
(\~ntury. at its start, thrl'\v up the question. \\'hat part would their leaders acquire 
in the political control of the Republic and of its foreign undertakings. The later 
events showed that [he Eastern conspiracy. in both its forn1s, entered America 
through this Inass-inlnligration. The process of acquiring an ever-increasing 
lneasure of politicai po\ver began. behind the scenes, about 1900 and was to 
becoll1e the n1ajor issue of Anlerican national life in the ensuing fifty years. 

The 111(ln who first involved An1erica in this process was a Mr. Edward 
Mandell House (popularly known as Colonel House, but he had no military 
service). a Southern gentlen1an~ chiefly of Dutch and English descent, who grew 
up in Texas during the bitter Reconstruction period that followed the Civil War. 
I-Ie is a rClnarka bIe character in this tale. As other connoisseurs n1ight exult in the 
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taste of rare brandy, he loved the secret exercise of power through others, and 
candidly confided this to his diary. He shunned publicity (says his editor, Mr. 
Charles Seymour) ""from a sardonic sense of humour which was tickled by the 
thought that he, unseen and often unsuspected, without great wealth or office, 
n1erely through the power of personality and good sense, was actually deflecting 
the currents of history". Few men have wielded so much power in complete 
irresponsibility: ""it is easy enough for one lvithout responsibility to sit down over 
a cigar and a glass of wine and decide what is best to be done", wrote Mr. House. 

His editor's choice of words is exact~ Mr. House did not guide American State 
policy, but deflected it towards Zionism, the support of the world-revolution, and 
the promotion of the world-government ambition. The jact of his exercise of 
secret power is proven. His motives for exercizing it in those directions are hard to 
discover, for his thoughts (as revealed by his diary and his novel) appear to have 
been so confused and contradictory that no clear picture emerges from them. 

His in1n1ense daily record of his secret reign (the Private Papers) fully exposed 
h01V he worked. It leaves unanswered the question of what he ultimately wanted, 
or ifhe even knew what he wanted~ as to that, his novel shows only a mind full of 
half-baked demagogic notions, never clearly thought out. The highfalutin 
apostrophe on the flyleaf is typical: ""This book is dedicated to the unhappy many 
who have lived and died lacking opportunity, because, in the starting, the 
worldwide social structure was wrongly begun"~ apparently this means that Mr. 
House, who held himself to be a religious man, thought poorly of the work of an 
earlier authority, described in the words, "In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth". 

In the search for the origins of Mr. House's political ideas (which at first were 
akin to Communisn1~ in later life, when the damage was done, he became more 
moderate) the student is cast on significant clues. His editor finds in his early 
thought a note ""reminiscent of Louis Blanc and the revolutionaries o.l1848". With 
this in n1ind I earlier directed the readers attention to Louis Blanc, the French 
revolutionary who for a n10111ent, in 1848, seemed likely to play Lenin's part and 
sumn10ned the assembly of workers' delegates which was an anticipation of the 
1917 Soviets. 

Such notions, in a Texan of the late 19th Century, are as unexpected as 
Buddhism in an Eskimo. Nevertheless, Mr. House in youth acquired these ideas~ 

someone had implanted them in him. His middle name, Mandell, was that of ""a 
Jewish merchant in Houston, who was one of his father's most intimate friends~ 

the fact that the elder House conferred a Jewish name upon his son indicates the 
family's attitude tOlvards the race" (Mr. Arthur D. Howden, his biographer). In 
Mr. House's novel the hero refuses all preferment to go and live in a hun1ble East 
Side room with a Polish Jew, come to America after anti-Jewish disturbances in 
Warsaw caused by the murder there, by ""a young Jew, baited beyond 
endurance", of the son of a high government official. In lat~r life Mr. House's 
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brother-in-law and counsellor was a Jew, Dr. Sidney Mezes, who was one of the 
initiators of this century's world-government plan in its earliest form (The 
League to Enforce Peace). 

That is about all that can be elicited about the intellectual atmosphere of Mr. 
House's mind-formative period. In one of his most revealing passages Mr. House 
himself comments on the suggestion of ideas to others and shows, apparently 
without realizing it, how powerless he ultimately '",as, who thought himself all
powerful: ~~With the President, as with all other men I sought to influence, it was 
invariably my intention to make him think that ideas he derived fr<?m me were his 
own ... Usually, to tell the truth, the idea ~vas not original with me . .. The most 
chlficult thing in the H'orld is to trace any idea to its source . .. We often think an 
idea to be original with ourselves when, in plain truth, it was subconsciously 
absorbed.{rom someone else". 

He began to learn about politics in Texas when he was only eighteen, then 
discerning during a presidential election (1876) that ~~two or three men in the 
Senate and two or three in the House and the President himself ran the 
government. rrhe others were merely figureheads . . . Therefore I had no 
ambition to hold office, nor had I any ambition to speak". (He puts the same idea 
into the mouth of a politician in his novel of 1912; ~'In Washington ... I found 
that the government was run by a few men; that outside of this little circle no one 
was of much importance. It was my ambition to break into it if possible and Iny 
ambition now leaped so fal ~s to want, not only to be of it, but later, to be IT ... 
The President asked ·me to undertake the direction of his campaign ... He was 
overwhelmingly nominated and re-elected ... and I was now well within the 
charmed circle and within easy reach of my further desire to have no rivals I 
tightened a nearly invisible coil around the people, which held them fast ") 

In that spirit Mr. House entered Texan politics: "I began at the top rather than 
at the bottom ... it has been my habit to put someone else nominally at the head, 
so that I could do the real work undisturbed by the demands which are made on a 
chairman ... Each chairman of the campaigns which I directed received the 
publicity and the applause of both the press and the people during the campaign 
... they passed out of public notice within a few months ... and yet when the 
next campaign came around, the public and the press as eagerly accepted another 
figurehead" . 

Mr. House used Texas son1ewhat as a rising actor may use the provinces. He 
was so successful as a party-organizer there that at the turn of the century he was 
the real ruler of the state and sat daily in the office of its governor (appointed by 
Mr. House and long forgotten) at the State Capitol, where he chose State 
senators and congressmen and handled the requests of the n1any office-holders 
who habitually besiege a State governor. The provincial tour accon1plished, he 
prepared to conquer the capital. By 1900 he was ~'tired of the position I occupied 
in Texas" and was ~~ready to take part in national affairs". After further 
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preparation he began, in 1910 as the First World War approached, "to look ahout 
.If)!' a proper candidate ff)}' the Den/oeratic nomination j'or President". 

Thus Mr. House, aged fifty, \vas a president-maker. Until I read his Private 
Papers I was 111uch impressed by the "'uncanny kno\vledge" displayed by a 
leading American Zionist, Rabbi Stephen Wise, who in 1910 told a Ne\v Jersey 
audience: ""On Tuesday Mr. Woodro"V\I Wilson will be elected governor of your 
State~ he \vi11 not con1plete his term of office as governoc in Novernber ]9] 2 he 
will be elected President of the U nited States~ he will be inaugurated for the 
second tinle as president". This \vas fore-knowledge of the quality shown by the 
Protocols, Leon Pinsker and l\1ax Nordau, but further research showed that 
Rabbi Wise had it from Colonel l-louse! 

Evidently Mr. Wilson had been closely studied by the group of secret Inen 
\vhich then was coalescing, for neither IVtr. House nor Rabbi Wise at that 
lllOlllent had Inet hiln! But Mr. House "becanlc convinced that he had found his 
rnan, although he had never rnet him ... "1 turned to \\.' oodro\\! Wilson ... as 
being the only 111,lln ... who in every \vay 1neasured up to the oHlce' " (Mr. 
Howden). The standard measurenlent used is indicated by a later passage: "'--rhe 
trouble with getting a candidate for president is that the Dlan that is best fitted for 
the place cannot be nOPlinated and, if nominated~ could not be elected. 'The 
People seldom take the best n13n fitted for the job~ therefore it is necessary to 
work for the best 111a11 who can be nominated and elected, and just novv Wilson 
seenlS to be that man". (This description, again, is qualified by the allusion in M r. 
}-Iouse's novel to the methods used by a powerful group to elect "'its creature" to 
the presidency). 

The Zionist idea coupled itself to the revolutionary idea, alTIOng the group of 
nlen \vhich was secretly selecting Mr. Woodrow Wilson for the presidency. in the 
person of this Rabbi Stephen Wise (born in Budapest, like l-Ierzl and Nordau). 
He was the chief Zionist organizer in Arnerica and as such still something of a 
curiosity among the JC\VS of /\merica, who at that time repudiated Zionism and 
distrusted the "'Eastern JC\vs··. Until ]900, as Rabbi Wise says, Zionis1TI in 
All1erica \vas contlned to the immigrant Jews fron1 RUSSia, who brought it with 
the111 froln the Tahl1udic ghettoes there~ the mass of Anlerican Jews were of 
German origins and \vould have none of it. Bet""een 1900 and 1910 a million new 
Jevvlsh imlnigrants arrived fro111 Russia and under Zionist organization began to 
forIn an inlportdnt body ofvolers~ here was the link between Mr. l-Iouse (whose 
election-strategy will be described) and Rabbi Wise. Rabbi Wise, who was 
known chiefly as a 1nilitant orator, ifnot an agitator, in labour questions, was not 
then a representative Jewish figure, and nevertheless (like Dr. Weizmann in 
England) he was the man to whom the political potentates secretly gave access 
and ear. 

The strength of this secret group is shown by the fact that in 1910, when Mr. 
House had privately decided that 1\;1r. Wilson should be the next president, Rabbi 
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Wise publicly proclaimed that he H'ouldbe thaC and for two ternls.1'his called for 
a rearrangement of the rahbi~s politics. for he had always supported the 
Republican party~ after Mr. House~s secret selection of Mr. Wilson. he changed 
to the Denlocratic one. Thus Mr. House's confused .... revolutionary·~ ideas and 
Zionislll's perfectly clear ones arrived together on the doorstep of the White 
House. AgreelTIent between the group was cordial: Mr. Wise states that (after the 
election) .... \ve received warln and heartening help from Colonel House. close 
friend of the president ... House not only /71ade our cause the o~ject (~j' his very 
special concern but served as liaison officer hetlreen the J,t7ilson adrninistration and 
the ZionisT n701'efnen(~. The close parallel between the course of these hidden 
processes in Aillerica and in England is here shown. 

The secret of Mr. House~s hold over the Democratic Party lay in the strategy 
\vhich he had devised for winning elections. The Denlocratic party had been out 
of office for nearly fifty unbroken years and he had devised a lTIethod which nlade 
victory almost a nlathematical certainty. The Denlocratic party was in fact to 
owe its victories in 19 12 and 1916. as well as President Roosevelt's and President 
TrU111an\ victories in 1932. 1936~ 1940~ 1944 and 1948 to the application of Mr. 
House's plan. In this electoral plan~ which in its field perhaps deserves the nanle 
of genius~ lies Mr. House·s enduring effect on the life of Alnerica~ his political 
ideas were never clearly formed and were frequently changed. so tha t he forged 
an instrument whereby the ideas of' others were put into effect~ the instrument 
itself was brilliantly designed. 

In essence. it was a plan to gain the vote of the .... foreign-born~~ ~ the new 

immigrants~ solidly for the Democratic party by making appeal to their racial 
feelings and especial elTIotional reflexes. It was worked out in great detail and \\las 
the product of a lTIaster hand in this particular branch of political science. 

The unique~ fantastic thing about this plan is that Mr. House published it, 
anonymously~ in the very year. 1912~ when Mr. Wilson~ secretly "~chosen~~~ was 
publicly nominated and elected. In that busy year Mr. House found time to write~ 

in thirty days. a novel calledPhilllJ Dru: Adnlinistrator (the unusual word recalls 
the allusion in the Protocols to "~The AdlTIinistrators whom we shall choose 
... '.). The chapter entitled ....The Making of a Presidenf~ ~ which is obviously not 
fiction. lnakes this almost unreadable novel a historical doculllent of the fi.rst 
ilnportance. 

In this chapter of his novel (which Mr. House was prompted to publish by his 
assiduous mentor. [)r. Sidney Mezes) an American Senator called Selwyn is 
depicted as setting about to .... govern the Nation with an absolute hand~ and yet 
not be known as the directing power"~. Selwyn is M r. House. Apparently he could 
not resist the temptation to give a clue to his identity~ and he caused ~~Selwyn~~ to 
invite the lTIan he selected as his puppet-president (""Selwyn seeks a Candidate~') 

to .... dine with nle in my rooms at the Mandell House"'. 
Before that Selwyn has devised ~"a nefarious plan~~. in concert \vith one John 
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Thor, ""the high priest of finance", whereby "a complete and compact 
organization", using "the most infamous sort 0.( deception regarding its real 
opinions and intentions ", might "elect its creature to the Presidency". The 
financing of this secret league was "sinlple". '"'Thor's influence throughout 
commercial America was absolute ... Thor and Selwyn selected the thousand" 
(millionaires) ""that were to give each ten thousand dollars ... Thor was to tell 
each of thenl that there was a matter, appertaining to the general welfare of the 
business fraternity, which needed twenty thousand dollars, and that he, Thor, 
would put up ten and wanted hinl to put up as much ... There were but few men 
of business ... who did not consider themselves fortunate in being called to New 
York by Thor and in being asked to join him in a blind pool looking to the 
safeguarding of wealth". The money of this "great corruption fund" was placed 
by Thor in different banks, paid at request by Selwyn to other banks, and from 
them transferred to the private bank of Selwyn's son-in-law; "the result was that 
the public had no chance of obtaining any knowledge of the fund or how it was 
spent". 

On this basis of finance Selwyn selects his ""creature", one Rockland, (Mr. 
Wilson), who on dining with Selwyn at "rv1andell House" is told, that his 
responsibility as president will be ""diffuse": "'while a president has a 
consitutional right to act alone, he has no moral right to act contrary to the tenets 
and traditions of his party, or to the advice of the party leaders, for the country 
accepts the candidate, the party and the party advisers as a whole and not 
severally" (the resemlance between this passage and the allusions in the Protocols 
to "the responsibility of presidents" and the ultimate authority of their 
""advisers" is strong). 

Rockland humbly agrees to this. (After the election, '-drunk with power and 
the adulation of sycophants, once or twice Rockland asserted himself, and acted 
upon inlportant nlatters without having first conferred with Selwyn. But, after he 
had been bitterly assailed by Selwyn's papers ... he made no further attempts at 
independence. He felt that he was utterly helpless in that strong man's hands, and 
so, indeed, he was". This passage in Mr. House's novel of 1912, written before 
Mr. Wilson's inauguration, may be compared with one in Mr. House's Private 
Papers 0.1'1926, recording his actual relationship with the candidate during the 
election campaign. It states that Mr. House edited the presidential candidate's 
speeches and instructed him not to heed any other advice, whereon Mr. Wilson 
admitted indiscretions and promised "not to act independently in future". In the 
novel Selwyn is shown as telling Thor of Rockland's attempt to escape the thrall: 
"When he told how Rockland had made an effort for freedom, and how he 
brought him back, squirming under his defeat, they laughed joyously"; this 
chapter is called "The Exultant Conspirators"). 

Another chapter shows hovv the election of the "creature" was achieved. The 
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plan described makes electioneering almost into an exact science and still governs 
electioneering in America. It is based on Mr. House's fundamental calculation 
that about 80 percent of the electors would in any circumstance whatever vote for 
one of the two opposed parties in roughly equal proportions, and that 
expenditure of money and effort must therefore be concentrated on "the 
fluctuating 20 percent". Then it analyzes this 20 percent in detail until the small 
residue is isolated, on which the utmost effort is to be bent. Every ounce or cent of 
wasteful expenditure is eliminated and a mass of energy released to be directed 
against the small body of voters who can sway the result. This plan has done so 
much to "deflect" the course of events in America and the world that it needs to 
be summarized here at some length. 

Selwyn begins the nomination campaign by eliminating all states where either 
his party or the other was sure to win. In this way he is free to give his entire 
thought to the twelve doubtful States, upon whose votes the election would turn. 
He divides these into units of five thousand voters, appointing for each unit a 
man on the spot and one at national headquarters. He calculated that of the five 
thousand, four thousand, in equal parts, probably could not be diverted from his 
own or the other party, and this brought his analysis down to one thousand 
doubtful voters, in each unit of five thousand in twelve States, on whom to 
concentrate. The local man was charged to obtain all possible information about 
their "'race, religion, occupation and former party ties", and to forward this to 
the national man in charge of the particular unit, who was then responsible for 
reaching each individual by means of "literature, persuasion or perhaps by some 
more subtle argument". The duty of the two agents for each unit, one in the field 
and one at headquarters, was between them to "bring in a majority of the one 
thousand votes within their charge". 

Meanwhile the Inanagers of the other party were sending out "tons of printed 
matter to their State headquarters, \vhich, in turn, distributed it to the country 
organizations, where it was dumped into a corner and given to visitors when 
asked for. Selwyn's committee used one-fourth as much printed matter, but it 
went in a sealed envelope, along with a cordial letter, directed to a voter that had 
as yet not decided how to vote. The opposition was sending speakers at great 
expense from one end oi the country to the other ... Selwyn sent men into his 
units to personally persuade each of the one thousand hesitating voters to 
support the Rockland ticket". 

By n1eans of this most skilful method of analysis, elimination and 
concentration Rockland, in the novel, (and Mr. Wilson, in fact) was elected in 
1912. The concentrated appeal to the '''one thousand hesitating voters" in each 
unit was especially directed to the "race, creed and colour" emotion, and the 
objects of attention were evidently singled out with that in mind. "Thus Selwyn 
won and Rockland becan1e the keystone of the arch he had set out to build". 

The remainder of the novel 1s unin1portant but contains a few other significant 
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things. Its sub-title is "".1\ Story of Tonl0rrow~ 1920-1935~~. T'he hero~ Philip 
Dru~ is a young West Pointer under the in1luence of Karl Marx~ who is elected 
leader of a nlass n10ven1ent by acclaillation at an indignation meeting after 
Selwyn's and Thor's conspiracy has become known. The manner of this exposure 
is also interesting~Thor has a nlicrophone concealed in his roon1 (somethin~little 

known in 1912 but today ahllost as familiar in politics as the StateSlllan'S 
Yearbook) and, forgetting to disconnect it, his ""exultanf~ talk with Selwyn after 
Rockland's election beconles kno\\'n to his secretary, who gives it to the press~ a 
nlost ilnplausible episode is that the press published it! Then Dru assembles an 
anny (arnled, apparently by n1agic, with rifles and artillery), defeats the 
government forces at a single battle~ marches on Washington, and proclain1s 
hilTIself ""lA.dnlinistrator of the Republic". His first major action (and President 
Wilson ~s) is to introduce ""a graduated incc)1ne tax cxelnpting no income 
whatsoever'~ (Karl l\1arx's COlnmunist Manifesto denlanded ""a heavy 
progressive or graduated income tax"~ the Protocols, ""a progressive tax on 
property"). 

Dru next attacks Mexico and the Central American Republics, also defeating 
then1 in one battle and thereafter uniting them under the American flag, which in 
the next chapter becon1es also ""the undisputed emblem of authority" over 
Canada and the British, French and other possessions in the West Indies. Selwyn 
and Philip Dru are obviously both Mr. House. Selwyn is the superbly efficient 
party-organizer and secret wielder of power; Dru is the muddled "'utopian 
dreanler" (the Protocols) who does not know what to do with power when he gets 
it. Inevitably, at the end, Mr. House did not know what to do with two characters 
who were in truth one man, and was compelled to merge them, as it were, by 
making Selwyn, the original villain of the piece, the confidant and bosom 
cOITIpanion ofDru. After that, equally clearly, he did not know what to do with 
Dru, short of having him chased off by bears. Therefore he put him on a ship 
bound for an unknown destination with Gloria (a love-hungry girl who for fifty 
chapters has had to listen to Dru's incoherent plans for remoulding the world), 
and concludes: ""Happy Gloria! Happy Philip! ... Where were they bound? 
Would they return? These were the questions asked by all, but to which none 
could give answer". 

In fact hardly anybody can have persisted to the end of this novel, and nobody 
would have cared where Philip and Gloria went, with one exception. There was 
one solitary being in the world for whom the story must have held a meaning as 
terrible and true as Dorian Gray's portrait for Dorian: Mr. Woodrow Wilson. In 
that respect Philip DrelV: Administrator is a unique work. Two questions haunt 
the student. Did Mr. Wilson read it? What prompted Mr. House (or his 
prompter) to publish this exact picture of what was going on at the very moment 
when '"the creature" was being nominated and elected? Considered in that light 
the book beconles a work of sadistic mockery, and the reader becomes aware that 
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the group of rnen around Mr. House must have becn as nlalevolent as they arc 
depicted to be in the chapter, ~~The Exultant Conspirators". 

Is it conceivable that Mr. Wilson did not read it? Between his enemies and his 
friends, during an election campaign, someone must have put it in his hands. The 
student of history is bound to wonder \vhether the perusal of it, either then or 
later. may have caused the mental and physical state into which he soon fell. .i\ 
few conten1porary descriptions of him may be given as illustration (a1though they 
anticipate the chronology of the narrative a little). Mr. House later \vrote of the 
lTIan he had "chosen" and had elected ("'the only one who in every \vay measured 
up to the office"), ""I thought al that rilrze" (1914) "and on several occasions 
afterwards, that the President wanted to die~ certainly his attitude and his 111ental 
state indicated that he found 110 2esl in/{(e". When Mr. Wilson had not long been 
president Sir l-loracc PI unkctt, the British AInbassador. \VTote to IVlr. I~I ouse, i.·I 

paid my respects to the President, and \-vas shocked to see hin1 looking so worn~ 

the change since January last is terribly ITIarked'~. Six ycar~) latcr Sir \\!illialn 

Wisen1an, a British governrnental clnissary, told fY1 r. I--Iousc~ .. I \vas shocked by 
his appearance ... His face was drawn and of a grey coloue and frequently 
l\vitching in a pitiful effort to control nerves which had broken do\vn" (1919)*. 

,i\pparcntly a sure \vay to unhappiness is to receive high office as the 
instrU1l1cnt of others who rClnain unseen. Mr. Wilson inevitably looks \vraithlike 
when contell1plated against this record. now unfurled. IVI r. I--Iouse, H..abbi Wise 

and others around hinl seem to have gazed on him as collectors 111ight on a 
specimen transfixed by a pin. In the CirCUIllstances, he ll1Ust have been guided by 
guesswork, rather than by revelation, \vhen at the age of t\venty he decided that 
he \vould one day be president. This was known and Rabbi Wise once asked hirn, 
""When did you first think or dream of the presidency?" As the rabbi knew so 
lnueh more than the President of the way in which the drealTI had been realized, 
he Inay have spoken tongue in cheek~ and was evidently startled out of his 
customary deference \vhen Mr. Wilson answered~ "There never was a time after 
Illy graduation frOlTI Davidson College in South Carolina when I did not expect 
to beconle president", so that the rabbi asked sardonically, "Even when you were 
a teacher in a girls' college!" Mr. Wilson, apparently still oblivious, repeated, 
"There never was a time when I did not expect and prepare n1yself to become 
president" . 

Bet\veen Mr. Wilson's secret '~choice" by Mr. House in 1910 and his public 

*Strong resemblances occur in contemporary descriptions of ~1r. Roosevelt, whom Mr. House also believed that he 
chose as a '"figurehead". Mr. Robert E. Sherwood says with emphasis that Mr. Roosevelt was ever haunted "hy the 
ghost of Wilson". When Mr. Roosevelt had been president two years his party manager. Mr. James Farley, wrote, 
'"The President looked bad ... face drawn and his reactions slO\N" ( 1935), and two years later he was '"SllOCkcd at the 
President's appearance" (11)37). In 1943 Madame Chiang Kai-shek was "shockedby the President's looks": in 1944, 
says Mr. Merriman Smith, "he looked older than I have ever seen him and he made an irrelevant speech", and Mr. 
John T Flynn says the President's pictures "shocked the natio~l". In 1945 Miss Frances Perkins, a member of his 
cabinet, emerged from his office saying, "I can't stand it. the President looks horrihle", 

239 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

nomination for president in 1912 he was prompted to make public obeisance to 
Zionism; at that point the American people became involved, as the British 
people had in fact been committed by the Uganda offer of 1903. Mr. Wilson, 
under coaching for the campaign, made a speech on ""The rights of the Jews", in 
which he said, "~I am not here to express our sympathy with our Jewish fellow
citizens but to n1ake evident our sense oj'identity ~vith then1. This is not their cause; 
it is America's". 

This could only have one meaning; it was a declaration offoreign policy, if Mr. 
Wilson were elected. No need existed to ""make evident the sense of identity" 
between Americans and Americans, and Jews in America were in every respect 
free and equal; only a refusal to identify thefnselves with America could alter that 
and Mr. Wilson in effect proclaimed this refusal. He \vas specifically stating that 
Jewish ""identity" was different and separate and that Aluerica, under him, 
would support this self-segregation as a cause. 

To the initiates it was a pledge to Zionisn1. It was also an oblique allusion and 
threat to Russia, for the implication of Mr.Wilson's words was that he 
recognized the Jews in Russia (who were then the only organized Zionists) as 
representing all Jews. Thus he took the Balfourean part in the American 
production of this drama. 

At that time all the Zionist propaganda was directed against Russia. Sonle 
thirty years had passed since the assassination of Czar Alexander II, who had 
incurred the enmity of the revolutionaries by his atten1pt to introduce a 
parliamentary constitution (Dr. Kastein remarked that Jewish participation in 
the assassination was "~natural"). His successor, Alexander III, was forced to 
devote himself to combating the revolution. In Mr. Wilson's time Czar Nicholas 
II was resuming Alexander the Liberator's attempt to pacify and unify his 
country by enfranchising the people, and once more was being fiercely opposed 
by the Talmudic Zionists. 

Then, at the very moment when Mr. Wilson made his implicit attack on 
Russian ""intolerance", assassination was again used in Russia to destroy 
Nicholas II's work. During the revolution of 1906 he had issued an imperial 
decree making Russia a constitutional monarchy, and in 1907 he introduced 
universal sujjrage. The revolutionaries feared this liberating measure more than 
they feared any Cossacks and used the People's Assembly, when it first met, for 
riotous uproar, so that it had to be dissolved. The Czar then chose' as his prime 
minister an enlightened statesman, Count Stolypin, who by decree enacted a land 
reforln fol!ol1'ed by new elections. The result was that in the second parliament he 
received a great ovation and the revolutionaries were routed (some 3,000,000 
landless peasants became owners of their land). 

The future of Russia at that moment looked brighter than ever before. 
Stolypin was a national hero and wrote, ""Our principal aim is to strengthen the 
agricultural population. The whole strength of the country rests on it ... Give 
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this country ten years oj'inner tranquillity and you will not know Russia ~~. 

Those ten tranquil years would have changed the course of history for the 
better~ instead~ the conspiracy intervened and produced the ten days that shook 
the world. In 1911 Count Stolypin went to Kieff, where the Czar was to unveil a 
monument to the n1urdered Liberator, Alexander II, and was shot at a gala 
performance in the theatre by a Jewish revolutionary, Bagroff (in 1917 a Jewish 
cOlnmissar~ discovering that a girl among some fugitives was Count Stolypin ~s 

daughter~ promptly shot her). 
That happened in Septen1ber 1911; in Decenlber 1911Mr. Wilson~ the 

candidate~ made his speech expressing Ha sense of identity" with the Jewish 
'~cause". In November 1911 Mr. Wilson had for the first time met the man, Mr. 
House, who had ~'chosen" him in 1910 (and who had then already "lined up all 
my political friends and following" on Mr. Wilson~s behalf). Mr. House reported 
to his brother-in-law, '~Never before have I found both the man and the 
opportunity" . 

Before the election Mr. House drew up a list of cabinet ministers (see Philip 
Dru) in consultation with a Mr. Bernard Baruch~ who now enters this tale. He 
might be the most important of all the figures who will appear in it during the 
ensuing fifty years~ for he was to become known as Hthe adviser" to several 
Presidents and in the 1950~s was still advising President Eisenhower and Mr. 
Winston Churchill. In 1912 he was publicly known only as a highly successful 
financier. His biographer states that he contributed $50,000 to Mr. Wilson~s 

campaign. 
Then during the election campaign Mr. Wilson was made to feel the bit. After 

initial indiscretions he promised Mr. House (as earlier quoted, and compared 
with Philip Dru) "not to act independently in future". Immediately after the 
election he received Rabbi Stephen Wise Hin a lengthy session~~ at which they 
discussed "Russian affairs lrith special reference to the treatment o.f JelVS" (Mr. 
Wise). At the same moment Mr. House lunched with a Mr. Louis D. Brandeis, an 
eminent jurist and a Jew~ and recorded that "his mind and mine are in accord 
concerning most o.l the questions that are nOlV to the fore ". 

Thus three of the four men around Mr. Wilson were Jews and all three, at one 
stage or another, played leading parts in promoting the re-segregation of the Jews 
through Zionism and its Palestinian ambition. At that time Mr. Brandeis and 
Rabbi Wise were the leading Zionists in America, and Mr. Brandeis~ at his 
entrance into the story, deserves a paragraph. 

He was distinguished in appearance and in intellect~ but neither he nor any 
other lawyer could have defined what constituted, in him~ "a Jew". He did not 
practise the Judaist religion, either in the Orthodox or Reformed versions~ and 
once wrote, "During most of nlY life my contact with Jews and Judaism was 
slight and I gave little thought to their problems~~. His conversion was of the 
irrational, romantic kind (recalling Mr. Balfour~s): one day in 1897 he read at 
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breakfast a report of Dr. Herzrs speech at the First Zionist Congress and told his 
'vvife,""Thcre is a cause to which I could give Iny life". 

~rhus the fully assinlilated An1crican Je\v was transfornled in a trice. I-Ie 
displayed the ardour of the convert in his subsequent attacks on .... assimilation~·: 

.. i\ ssinlila tion cannot he a \'erted unless there be re-established in the Fclf!u:r!alld a 
centre froll1 \vhich the Jewish spirit nlay radiate". l'he Zionists from Russia never 
trusted this product of assilnilation who now wanted to de-assimilate hinlselL 
Tbey detested his frequent talk about ""f\rnericanism". He said, ~"My approach to 
Zionisll1 \vas through Anlcric(tnisln", and to the Talnludists this was akin to 
saying that Zionislll could be approached through .... Russianislll", \vhich they 
were bent on destroying. In fact it was illogical to advocate the fiercest fonn of 
racial segreg~ltionwhile professing to admire An1erican assilnilationisln, and Mr. 
Brandeis, for all his lawyer's skilL secnlS never truly to have understood the 
nature of Zionism. He becalne the Herzl of American Zionists (Rabbi Stephen 
Wise \vas their Weiznlann) and was rudely dropped when he had served his turn. 
Ho\vevec at the decisive 1110I11ent, in 1917, he played a decisive part. 

Such was the grouping around a captive president as the f\ll1erican Republic 
nloved tc)wards involvenlent in the First World War. and such was the cause 
\vhich \vas to be pursued through hinl and through his country's involvement. 
After his election Mr. House took over his correspondence, arranged whorn he 
should see or not receive, told C"abinet offIcers what they \vere to say or not to say. 
and so on. By then he had also found tilne to write and publish that astonishing 
novel. He wanted jJOlt'(!I", and achieved it, but what else he wanted, in the 
sequence, he never decided. Thus his ambition was purposeless, and in retrospect 
he novv looks like Savrola, the hero of another politician's noveL of whom its 
author, Mr. Winston Churchill, said '~AIYlbition \vas the Inotive force. and 
Savrola \vas po\verless to resist if'. At the end of his life Mr. House, lonely and 
forgotten, greatly disliked Philip Dru. 

But between 1911 and 1919 life \vas delightful for Mr. House. I-Ie loved the 
feeling of power for its own sake, and withal was too kind to want to hurt 
Rockland in the White House: 

""It was invariably my intention, \vith the President as with all other men I 
sought to inf1ucnce, to 111ake him think that ideas he derived from me were his 
0\\111. In the nature of things r have thought more on many things than had the 
President, and I had had opportunities to discuss them more widely than he. But 
no man honestly likes to have another man steer his conclusions. We are all a 
little vain on that score. Most human beings are too much guided by personal 
vanity in what they do. It happens that raIn not. It does not Inatter to me who 
gets the credit for an idea I have imparted. The main thing is to get the idea to 
work. Usually, to tell the trllth~ the idea was no! original }vith rne .. ." (and as 
previously quoted, fr0111 Mr. Howden). 

Th us sonleone .... steered" 1\1 r. I-Iouse, who steered M r. Wilson, to the 
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conclUSIon that a hody of Inen in the Tahnudic areas of Russia ought to be put in 
possession of Palestine. with the obvious consequence that a permanent source of 
\\lurld warfare would be established there~ and that the Jews of the world ought to 
be re-segregated from nlankind. In this plan the destruction of Russia and the 
spread of the world-revolution also were foreseeably involved. 

A t that period (1913) an event occurred ,;yhich seemed of little iInportance then 
but needs recording here because of its later~ large consequence. In America was 
an organization called B'nai B'rirh (Hebrew for ""Children of the Covenant"). 
Founded in 1R43 as a fraternal lodge exclusively for Jews~ it \vas called "purely an 
Anlcrican institution'~. but it put out branches in many countries and today 
claill1s to ""represent all Je\vs throughout the world", so that it appears to be part 
L)f the arrangement described by Dr. Kastein as ""the Je\vish internationar'. In 
IlJl J B'nai B~rith put out a tiny offshoot. the ""Anti-Defamation League". It was 
to gro\v to great size and powec in it the state-within-states acquired a kind of 
secret police and it will reappear in this story'. 

With the accession of Mr. Wilson and the group behind his presidential chair~ 

the stage \vas set for the war about to begin. The function of America~ in 
prolnoting the great supernational ""design" through that war. was to be 
auxiliary. In that first stage England was cast for the chief part and the Inajor 
objective, control of the British governrnent~had not been fully attained when the 
war began. 

"Thus the story now recrosses the Atlantic to England, \vhere Mr. Balfour was 
Il10ving again towards office. The leading Incn there \vere still resistant te) the 
hidden purpose and plan and were intent on fighting the wac and winning it as 
quickly as possible. in the place where it began, Europe. They haJ to be hrought 
into line if the process foretold by Max Nordau in 1903 \vas to be acconlplished. 
-Therefore the resistant lnen had to be disciplined or renloved. 

Fronl 1914 to 1916~ then, the story becomes that of the struggle to displace 
these Il1en in England~ and to supplant them by others who, like Mr. Wilson, 
\\'ould fall into line. 
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THE DECISIVE BATTLE
 

The 1914-1918 war was the first war of nations, as distinct from armies; the 
hands that directed it reached into every horne in most European, and many non
European countries. This was a new thing in the world, but it was foretold by the 
conspirators of Communism and Zionism. The Protocols of 1905 said that 
resistance to the plan therein unfolded would be met by "universal war'~; Max 
Nordau in 1903 said that the Zionist ambition in Palestine would be achieved 
through ""the corning world war". 

If such words were to be fulfilled, and thus to acquire the status of "'uncanny 
knowledge~' revealed in advance of the event, the conspiracy had to gain control 
of the governn1ents involved so that their acts of State policy, and in consequence 
their military operations~ might be diverted to serve the ends of the conspiracy, 
not national interests. The American president was already (i.e., from 1912) the 
captive of secret ""advisers", as has been shown; and ifl\tlr. House's depictn1ent of 
hin1 (alike in the anonymous novel and the acknowledged Private Papers) is 
correct, he fits the picture given in the earlier Protocols, ''' ... we replaced the 
ruler by a caricature of a president, taken from the mob~ from the midst of our 
puppet creatures, our slaves~'. 

However, Mr. Wilson was not required to take much active part in furthering 
the great '''design'' in the early stages of the First World War; he fulfilled his 
function later. At its start the main objective was to gain control of the British 
Government. The struggle to do this lasted two years and ended in victory for the 
intriguers, whose activities were unknown to the public masses. This battle, 
fought in the ""labyrinth" of ""international politics", was the decisive battle of 
the First World War. That is to say (as no decision is ever final, and can always be 
n10dified by a later decision), it produced the greatest and most enduring effects 
on the further course of the 20th Century; these effects continued to don1inate 
events between the wars and during the Second World War, and in 1956 may be 
seen to form the most probable cause of any third "universal war". No clash of 
arms during the 1914-1918 war produced an effect on the future comparable with 
that brought about by the capture of the British Government in ]916. This 
process was hidden from the embroiled masses. From start to finish Britons 
believed that they had only to do with an impetuous Teutonic warlord, and 
Americans~ that the incorrigible quarrelson1eness of European peoples was the 
root cause of the upheaval. 

In England in 1914 the situation brought about in America by the secret 
captivity of President Wilson did not prevail. The leading political and military 
posts \vere held by men who put every proposal for the political and military 
conduct of the war to one test: would it help win the war and was it in their 
country's interest. By that test Zionism failed. The story of the first two years of 
the four-year war is that of the struggle behind the scenes to dislodge these 
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obstructive men and to supplant them by other, submissive men. 
Before 1914 the conspiracy had penetrated only into antechambers (apart 

from the Balfour Goverment's fateful step in 1903). After 1914 a widening circle 
of leading men associated themselves with the diversionary enterprise, Zionisnl. 
Today the ""practical considerations~' (of public popularity or hostility, votes, 
financial backing and office) which influence politicians in this matter are well 
known, because they have been revealed by many authentic publications. At that 
time, a politician in England must have been exceptionally astute or far-sighted 
to see in the Zionists the holders of the keys to political advancement. Therefore 
the Balfourean motive of romantic infatuation rna}' have impelled theln~ the 
annals are unclear at that period and do not explain the unaccountable. 
Moreover, the English have always tended to give their actions a guise of high 
nl0ral purpose, and to persuade themselves to believe in it; this led Macaulay to 
observe that '''we know no spectacle so ridiculous as the British public in one of its 
periodical fits of morality". Possibly, then, some of the men who joined in this 
intrigue (which it undoubtedly was) thought they were doing right. This process 
of self-delusion is shown by the one statement, discoverable by me, which clearly 
identifies a group of pro-Zionists in high English places at that time, and offers a 
motive of the kind satirized by Lord Macaulay. 

This comes from a Mr. Oliver Locker-Lampson, early in this century a 
Conservative Member of Parliament. He played no great part and was notable, if 
at all, only for his later, fanatical support of Zionism in and outside parliament, 
but he was a personal friend of the leading men who fathered Zionism on the 
British people. In 1952, in a London weekly journal, he wrote: 

""Winston, Lloyd George, Balfour and I were brought up vigorous Protestants, 
who believe in the coming ofa new Saviour when Palestine returns to Jews". This 
is the Messianic idea of Cromwell's Millenarians, foisted on the 20th Century. 
Only the men named could say if the statement is true, and but one of them 
survives. Whether this is the true basis of Protestantism, vigorous or otherwise, 
readers may judge for themselves. None will contend that it is a sound basis for 
the conduct of State policy or military operations in war. Also, of course, it 
expresses the same impious idea that moved the Prophet Monk and all such nlen: 
that God has forgotten his duty and, having defaulted, must have it done for him. 
Anyway, a group had formed and we may as well use for it the name which this 
man gave it: the Vigorous Protestants. 

The First World War began, with these Vigorous Protestants ambitious to 
attain power so that they might divert military operations in Europe to the cause 
of procuring Palestine for the Zionists. Dr. Weizmann, who had not been idle 
since we last saw hinl closeted with Mr. Balfour at Manchester in 1906, at once 
went into action: ""now is the time ... the political considerations will be 
favourable", he wrote in October 1914. He sought out Mr. C.P. Scott, editor of 
the Manchester Guardian, which was much addicted (then as now) to any non
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native' cau>~e. Mr. Scott \vas enchanted to learn that his visitor was ·'a Jew \vho 
hated Russia~~ (Russia~ England's al1y~ at that nlOlnent was saving the British and 
French armies in the west by attacking fronl the east) and at once took him to 
breakfast with Mr. Lloyd George~ then Chancellor of the Exchequer. Mr. Lloyd 
George (whom Dr. Weizmann found "'extraordinarily flippant" about the war in 
Europe) was "'vvarm and encouraging" about Zionisnl and suggested another 
meeting with Mr. Balfour. This ensued on Decenlber 14, 1914. Mr. Balfour~ 

recalling the 1906 conversation~ "'quite nonchalantly'~asked if he could help Dr. 
Weiznlann in any practical way, receiving the answer~ '''Not while the guns are 
roaring: when the military situation hecomes clearer I will come again" (1\1rs. 
Dugdale, with \V'hose account [Jr. Weizmann's agrees: ""I did not follow up this 
opening~ the time and place were not prorjtious'~" This was the nleeting at \vhich 
Mr. Balfour gratuitously said that '''\vhen the guns stop firing you Inay get your 
Jerusalem '~). 

[Jr. Weizmann did not grasp eagerly at Mr. Balfour's ""quite nonchalant" offer 
for a good reason. The Zionist headquarters at that 1110men1 was in Berlin and 
Dr. Weizmann's colleagues there were convinced that Germany would \yin the 
war. Before they put any cards on the table they wished to be sure about that. 
When, later~ they resolved to stake 011 the Allied card, "'the guns" were still 
""roaring". Dr. Weizmann was not deterred by thought of the carnage in Europe 
frol11 "follo\ving up the opening". As he truly told ]\/1r. Balfour (and Mr. Balfour 
certainly did not understCind just \vhat \vas in his visitor's lnind), ('''the time ... 
was not propitious'~, and Dr. Weizmann Incant to wait "'until the rnilitary 
situation beconles clearer". 

Significantly. SOlne of the lllen concerned il1 these publicly-unknown 
interviews seenl to have sought to cover up their dates: at the tilne the fate of 
England was supposed to he their only preoccupation. I have already given one 
apparent instance of this: the confusion ahout the date of Mr. Balfour's second 
111eeting \\lith 1)r. Weizmann~ the one just described. ~1r. Lloyd Gcorge~ 

sinlilarly, wrote that hisjirst meeting with Dr. Weizmann occurred in 1917, when 
he \vas Prime Minister, and called it a "chance~~ one. Dr. Weizmann disdainfully 
corrected this: ""actually Mr. Lloyd Cieorge's advocacy of the Jewish hOl11eland 
long predated his accession to the prel71ier5'hip and 11'C had seFeral /1u!etings in the 
intervening years'~. 

/\ third meeting \vith ]\/1 r. Balfour followed~ '''a trclnendous talk which lasted 
several hours~' and \vent ()ff "'extraordinarily \vell". IJr. Weiznl'lnn. once nlore, 
expressed his '''hatred for Russia ", England's hard-pressed ally. 1\1 r. Balfour 
Inildly \vo:1dered ""ho\v a friend of England could be so anti-Russian when Russia 
was doing so n1uch to help England win the war~'. l\S on the earlier occasion, 
when he alluded to the anti-Zionist convictions of British Jews. he SeCiTIS to have 
had no true intention t\.' rClnonstratc .. and concluded, ·"It is a great cause you are 
working for: you nlust ccqnc oguin and again". 

246 



-r~-{E (~()N~rROVERS'Y ()F ZION 

Mr. Lloyd CJcorgc also warned Dr. Weizlnann that "there \vould undoubtedly 
be strong opposi tion fron1 certain Jewish quarters" and Dr. Weizlnann l11ade his 
stock reply', that in fact "rich and po\verful Jews \\ere for the l110St part against 
us". Strangely. this insinuation SCC111S greatly to have ilnpressed the \/igorolls 
Protestants, \\'ho were Inostly rich and po\vcrful l11en, and they soon becanlc as 
hostile to thelr fello\v-countrYlnen, the Je\vs of England, as their irnportuner, Dr. 
Weiznlann frolll R.llssia. 

Opposi tion to Zionislll developed frol11 another sou rce. In the highesf places 
still stood nlcn \\'ho thought only of national duty and winning the \Var. They 
\vould not condone "'hatred~~ ofa.lllilitary ally or espouse a wasteful "sidesho\\/~' 

in Palestine. These -nlen \vere Mr. Herbert Asquith (Prinle Minister), Lord 
Kitchcncr (Secretary for War). Sir Douglas Haig (who becalne COnllllander-in
(~hicf in France)~ and Sir Willialn Robertson (('hief-of-Staff in France, later 
('hief of the hnperial General Staff). 

1\1r. j\.squith was the last Liberal leader in England who sought to give 
"Liheralisn1" (l l1lcaningconcordant \vith national interest and religious belicC as 
opposed to the Ineaning which the term has been given in the last four decades 
(the one atlributed to it by the Protocols: '''When we introduced into the State 
organislTI the poison of Liberalism its whole political conlplexion undcr\vent a 
change~ States ha ve been seized \vith a l110rtal illness. blood-poisoning ... ~'). 

\\Tith his later overthro\v Liberalism. in the fIrst sense, died in England. and in 
t~lct the party itself fell into decline and collapsed, leaving only a nanlC uscd 
chieny as ....cover·· by Con1111unisnl and its legion of "utopian dreamers~~. 

1\1 r. Asq ui th fIrst learned of the intrigue tha t was brewing \vhen he recei ved a 
proposal for a Jewish state in Palestine froin a Jewish Illinistec Mr. I-Icrbcrt 
Sal11ucL \vho had been present at the Weizn1ann-Lloyd George breakfast in 
I)ecenlber 1914~ these two werc infornlcd of it beforehand. Mr. Asquith wrote~ 

....... Sall1uel's proposal in favour of the British annexation of Palestine~ a 
country of the size of Wales. Inuch of it barren n10untain and part of it \vaterless. 
He thinks we n1ight plant in this not very pro111ising territory about three or/(}ur 
nzillio17 Europea17 len's . .. I cUll not attracted to this proposed addition to our 
responsibilities ... The only other partisan of this proposal is Lloyd George. and 
I need not say that he does not care a danln for the Jevvs or their part of the 
flIt ure " 

Mr. Asquith (\vho correctly sU111med-up Mr. Lloyd Cieorge) remained of the 
saIne opinion to the end. Ten years later~ when long out of office~ he visited 
Palestine~ and wrote~ ""This talk of 111aking Palestine a Jewish National t10n1e 
seen1S to nlC just as fantastic as it has ahv~!ys been". In 1915~ by his adverse 
response. he lnade hin1selL and his rClnoval frol11 office, the object of the intrigue. 
As long as he could he kept his country out of the Palestinian advcnture~ he 
accepted the opinion of the l11ilitary lcader~. that the \\'ar could only be \von (ifat 
~dl) 011 the Inain battlcfleld. in Eurt'lpc. 
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Lord Kitchener~ who held this view~ was of immense authority and public 
popularity. The paramount military objective at that stage. he held~ was to keep 
Russia in the war (the Zionists wanted Russia~s destruction and so informed the 
Vigorous Protestants). Lord Kitchener was sent to Russia by Mr. Asquith in 
June 1916. The cruiser Hampshire, and Lord Kitchener in it~ vanished. Good 
authorities concur that he was the one man who might have sustained Russia. A 
formidable obstacle~ both to the world-revolution there and to the Zionist 
enterprise~ disappeared. Probably Zionism could not have been foisted on the 
West. had he lived. I remember that the soldiers on the Western Front~ when they 
heard the news~ felt that they had lost a major battle. Their intuition was truer 
than they knew. 

After that only Asquith~ Robertson~ Haig and the Jews of England stood 
between Zionism and its goal. The circle of intrigue widened. The Tinles and 
Sunday Tilnesjoined the Manchester Guardian in its enthusiasm for Zionisnl~ and 
in or around the Cabinet new men added themselves to Balfour and Lloyd 
George. Lord Milner (about to join it) announced that "if the Arabs think that 
Palestine will beconle an Arab country they are much mistaken"~ at that moment 
Colonel Lawrence was rousing the Arabs to revolt against an enemy of the Allies. 
the Turk. Mr. Philip Kerr (later Lord Lothian. at that time Mr. Lloyd George~s 

amanuensis) decided that "a Jewish Palestine" must come out of the 
chastisenlent of "~the mad dog in Berlin" (as the Kaiser was depicted to "the 
mob·~). Sir Mark Sykes~ Chief Secretary of the War Cabinet~ was ~"one of our 
greatest finds" (Dr. Weizmann)~ and broadened the idea into ~~the liberation of 
the Je\\ls. the Arabs and the Armenians~~. 

By means of such false suggestions is ~~the 111ultitude~~ ever and again 
""persuaded~·. The Arabs and Armenians were where they always had been and 
did not aspire to be removed elsewhither. The Jews in Europe were as free or 
unfree as other men~ the Jews o.lPalestine had demonstrated their eagerness to go 
to Uganda~ the Jews of Europe and America wanted to stay where they were~ and 
only the Judaized Khazars of Russia. under their Talmudic directors~ wanted 
possession of Palestine. Sir Mark~s invention of this formula was one more 
111isfortune for posterity~ for it implied that the Palestinian adventure was but one 
of several. all akin. Unlike the other Vigorous Protestants~ he was an expert in 
Middle Eastern affairs and must have known better. 

Another recruit~ Lord Robert Cecil~ also used this deceptive formula~ '~Arabia 

for the Arabs~ Judea for the Jews~ Armenia for the Armenians~~ (Armenian 
liberation was quite lost sight of in the later events). and his case also is curious~ 

for statesmanship is inborn in the Cecils. Zionism had strange power to produce 
aberrations in wise men. Mr. Balfour (a half Cecil) had a Cecilian wisdom in 
other matters~ he produced a paper on the reorganization o.fEurope after the war 
which stands today as a model of prudent statesmanship~whereas in the question 
of Zionism he was as a n1an drugged. 
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Lord Cecil's case is similarly unaccountable. I remember a lecture he gave in 
Berlin (in the 1930's) about the League of Nations. Tall, stooped, hawk-visaged, 
ancestrally gifted, he uttered warnings about the future as from some mountain
top of revelation, and sepulchrally invoked ~~the Hebrew prophets". ~s a young 
journalist I was much impressed without comprehending what he meant. Today, 
\vhen I have learned a little, it is still nlysterious to nle~ if Jeremiah, for instance, 
\vas anything he was an anti-Zionist. 

)7et IJr. Weizmann says specifically of Lord Robert, "~To him the re
establishn1ent of a Jewish Homeland in Palestine and the organi~ation oj'the H'orld 
in a great .Federation lrere con1plenlentar}' .leatures ql the next step in the 
nUlnogt'lJ1cnt oj'llurnan qlt'airs . .. One o.fthe.founders o.lthe League o.lNations, he 
considered the Jelt'ish Hon1eland to be oj'equal in1portance H'ith the League itse(f". 

Here the great secret is oue but did Lord Robert discern it? The conquest of 
Palestine for the Zionists from Russia was but ""the next step" in "the 
nlanagen1ent of hunlan affairs" (Lord Acton's dictum about ""the design" and 
~~the lnanagers" recurs to mind). The ""world federation" is depicted as a 
concurrent part of the SCl1ne plan. The basic theory of that league, in its various 
forn1s, has proved to be that nations should surrender their sovereignt}'. so that 
separate nationhood will disappear (this, of course, is also the basic principle of 
the Protocols). But if nations are to disappear, why should the process of their 
obliteration begin with the creation of one ne\v nation, unless it is to be the 
supreme authority in ~"the management of human affairs" (this conception of the 
one supreme nation runs alike through the Old Testan1ent, the Talmud, the 
Protocols and literal Zionism). 

Thus Lord Robert's espousal of Zionism becon1es incomprehensible, for his 
inherited wisdom made him fully aware of the perils of world-despotism and at 
that very period he wrote to Mr. House in America: 

~"That \ve ought to nlake some real effort to establish a peace machinery when 
this war is over, I have no doubt ... One danger seems to me to be that too much 
will be aimed at .. Nothing did more harm to the cause of peace than the 
breakdown of the efforts after Waterloo in this direction. It is now generally 
forgotten that the Holy Alliance was originally started as a League to Enjorce 
Peace. Unfortunately, it allowed its energies to be diverted in such a way that it 
really became a league to uphold tyranny, with the consequence that it was 
generally discredited, besides doing infinite harm in other H'aJ'S ... The example 
shows how easily the best intended schemes n1ay come to grief". 

l'he quotation shows that Lord Cecil should have been aware of the danger of 
""diverting energies"; it also shows that' he misunderstood the nature of Zionism, 
if the opinion attributed to hinl by Dr. Weizmann is correct. When he wrote these 
words, a new ""League to Enforce Peace" was being organized in America by Mr. 
House's own brother-in-law, Dr. Mezes; it was the precursor of the various 
world-government flotations that have followed, in which the intention of 
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powerful groups to set up "a league to uphold tyranny" in the world has been 
plainly revealed. 

Thus, as the second twelvemonth of the First World War ended, the Vigorous 
Protestants, who looked toward Palestine, not Europe, were a numerous band of 
brothers, husking the Russian-Zionist core. Messrs. Leopold Amery, Ormsby
Gore and Ronald Graham joined the "friends" above named. Zionism had its 
foot in every department of government save the War Office. Whatever the 
original nature of their enthusiasm for Zionism, material rewards at this stage 
undeniably beckoned; the intrigue was aimed at dislodging men from office and 
taking their places. 

The obstructive prime minister, Mr. Asquith, was removed at the end of 1916. 
The pages of yesterday now reveal the way this was done, and the passage of time 
enables the results to be judged. The motive offered to the public masses was that 
Mr. Asquith was ineffective in prosecuting the war. The sincerity of the 
contention may be tested by what followed; the first act of his successors was to 
divert forces to Palestine and in the sequence to that Mr. Lloyd George nearly 
lost the war entirely. 

On November 25,1916 Mr. Lloyd George recommended that his chief retire 
from the chairmanship of the War Council in favour of Mr. Lloyd George. 
Normally such a demand would have been suicidal, but this was a coalition 
government and the Liberal Mr. Lloyd George was supported in his demand by 
the Conservative leaders, Mr. Bonar Law and Sir Edward Carson, so that it was 
an ultimatum. (These two presumably had honest faith in Mr. Lloyd George's 
superior abilities; they cannot be suspected of Tory duplicity deep enough to 
foresee that he would ultimately destroy the Liberal Party!) 

Mr. Lloyd George also required that the incompetent (and Conservative) Mr. 
Balfour be ousted from the First Lordship of the Admiralty. The Liberal prime 
minister indignantly refused either to surrender the War Councilor to dismiss 
Mr. Balfour (December 4). He then received Mr. Balfour's resignation, whereon 
he at once sent Mr. Balfour a copy of his own letter refusing to dismiss Mr. 
Balfour. Thereon Mr. Balfour, though kept indoors by a bad cold, found 
strength to send another letter in which he insisted on resigning, as Mr. Lloyd 
George had demanded, and Mr. Lloyd George also resigned. 

Mr. Asquith was left alone. On December 6 Mr. Balfour (resigned at Mr. Lloyd 
George's dictate) felt well enough to receive Mr. Lloyd George. That afternoon 
the party leaders met and announced that they would gladly serve under Mr. 
Balfour. Mr. Balfour declined but offered gladly to serve under Mr. Lloyd George. 
Mr. Lloyd George then became Prime Minister and appointed the incompetent 
Mr. Balfour Foreign Secretary. Thus the two n1en privily committed to support 
Zionism moved into the highest political offices and from that moment the 
energies of the British Government were directed to the procurement ofPalestine 
for the Zionists above all other purposes. (In 1952 I read a letter in the Jewish 
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journal Commentary, of New York, intin1ating that the Jews of North Wales had 
by their votes played the decisive part in effecting Mr. Lloyd George's election. I 
am credibly inforn1ed, also, that in his attorney's practice he received much 
Zionist business, but cannot myself vouch for that. In his case the explanation of 
venal n10tives cannot be discounted, in my judgment; the inaccuracy of his 
staten1ents about his relations with Zionism, which Dr. Weizmann twice 
corrects, is suggestive). 

Thus the central figures on the stage regrouped then1selves. Mr. Lloyd George, 
a small, smart-lawyer in a cutaway an10ng taller colleagues, many still in the old 
frock coat, looked like a cocksparrow among crows. Beside him stood Mr. 
Balfour, tall, limp, ever ready with a wearily cynical answer to an honest 
question, given to a little gentle tennis; I see him now, strolling dreamily across 
Saint James's Park to the House. Around these two, the Greek chorus of cabinet 
ministers, junior ministers and high officials who had discovered their Vigorous 
Protestantism. SOlne of these fellow-travellers of Zion may have been honestly 
deluded, and not have realized in what chariot they rode. Mr. Lloyd George was 
the first major figure in a long line of others who knew a band-wagon when they 
saw one; through them the innocent words, "twentieth century politician", 
gained an ominous meaning and the century owes much of its ordeal to them. 

As to the diversion of British military strength to an alien purpose, one stout 
resistant alone remained after the death of Lord Kitchener and removal of Mr. 
Asquith. The sturdy figure of Sir William Robertson faced the group around Mr. 
Lloyd George. Had he joined it, he could have had titles, receptions, freedoms, 
orders, gilt boxes, and ribbons down to his waistbelt; he could have had fortunes 
for ~'the rights" of anything he wrote (or any ghost for him); he could have had 
boulevards named after him and have paraded through cheering cities in Europe 
and America; he could have had Congress and the House of Commons rise to 
him and have entered Jerusalem on a white horse. He did not even receive a 
peerage, and is rare an10ng British field marshals in this. 

He was the only man ever to have risen to that highest rank from private. In 
England of the small professional army this was a great achievement. He was 
simple, honest, heavy, rugged in feature; he was of the people and looked like a 
handsome sergeant-major. His only support, in his struggle, lay in the 
commander in France, Sir Douglas Haig, who was of the cavalry officer caste, 
goodlooking and soldierly, the private soldier's ideal of what an officer should 
be. Robertson, the gruff old soldier, had (reluctantly) to attend some of the 
money-raising festivities with which society ladies, in wartime, keep themselves 
occupied, and at one such saw Lady Constance Stewart Richardson, who felt 
moved to perform dances in the draperies and manner of Isadora Duncan. A 
general, noticing Robertson's impatience, said, "You must admit she has a very 
fine leg". "Umph, just like any other damn leg", growled Robertson. 

On this last man fell the task of thwarting the diversion of British armies to 
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Palestine, if he could. He considered all proposals exclusively in their military 
bearing on the war and victory~ it it would help win the war, motive was to hiln 
indifferent; if it would not, he opposed it without regard for any other 
consideration. On that basis he decided that the Zionist proposal was for a 
dangerous "sideshow" which could only delay and imperil victory. He never 
discussed and may not even have suspected any political inlplications; these were 
irrelevant to him. 

He had told Mr. Asquith in 1915, '"Obviously the nl0st effective method" (of 
defeating the Central Powers) ""is to defeat decisivelJ' the main German arrnies, 
It'hich are still on the Western Front"'. Therefore he counselled urgently against 
/'auxiliary canlpaigns in n1inor theatres and the depletion (~lthe.forces in France . .. 
The one touchstone by lvhich all plans and proposals nIust be tested is their bearing 
on the o~ject qf the )1'ar ". 

Peoples engaged in war are fortunate if their leaders reason like this, and 
unfortunate if they deviate from this reasoning. By that conclusive logic the 
Palestinian enterprise (a political one) vvas out. When Mr. Lloyd George became 
prime nlinister he at once bent all his efforts on- diverting strength to a major 
calTIpaign in Palestine: "When I formed nlY government I at once raised with the 
War Office the question of a further can1paign into Palestine. Sir Willianl 
Robertson, who was lTIOst anxious to avert the danger of any troops being sent 
from France to Palestine ... strongly opposed this andjor the time being lvon his 
point" . 

Sir Willianl Robertson corroborates: "Up to Decenlber 1916" (when Mr. 
Lloyd George became prime Ininister) "operations beyond the Suez Canal had 
been essentially defensive in principle, the governnlent and General S~ta.flalike . .. 
recognizing the paran10unt inlporfallce qf the struggle in Europe and the need to 
give the arnlies there the utnl0st support. This unaninli/.v betlveen lninisters and 
soldiers did not obtain (~rter the prenu'ership changed hands . .. The fundanu:ntal 
d~/lerence of'opinion H'as particularly obtrusive in the case qlPalestine . .. ThE( nelV 
War Cabine t had been in existence only a jeH' days lfhen it directed the General 
Stqll to exanllnc the possibility of' extending the operations in Palestine . .. The 
General Stajj'put the requireJnents at three additional divisions and these could on(v 
be obtainedflxnn the ar/nics on the Western }'ront ... The General S't(~/rsaid the 
prqject It'ould prove a great source {~l elnbarrassJnent and if~jure our prospects ql 
success in France . .. These conclusions were disappointing to Ministers, It'ho 
It'ished to see Palestine occupied at once, but they could not be refuted . .. In 
February the War Cabine.t again approached the Chief of the General Staff, 
asking what progress was being made with the preparation of an autumn 
can1paign in Palestine". 

These passages show how the course of State policy and of military operations 
in war may be "deflected" by political pressure behind the scenes. In this case, the 
issue of the battle between the politicians and the soldier affects the lives of 
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nations at the present time. the 1950~s. 

Mr. Lloyd George then reinforced himself by a move which once more shows 
the long thought that must have gone into the preparation of this enterprise~ and 
the careful selection of "'administra tors ~~ ~ to support it~ that must have gone 
before. He proposed that the War Cabinet '''take the Dominions into counsel in a 
much larger measure than hitherto in the prosecution of the war~~. Put in that 
way~ the idea appealed greatly to the public masses in England. Fighting-men 
from Canada~ Australia~ New Zealand and South Africa were campaigning 
shoulder to shoulder with their own sons. The immediate response of the 
overseas countries to the "old country~s~~ danger had touched the native Briton~s 

heart~ and he was very happy that their leaders should join more closely with his 
own in "prosecuting the war". 

However~ "the diplomafs word~~ (and his intention) differed greatly from his 
deed~ Mr. Lloyd George~s proposal was merely a "cover" for bringing to London 
General Smuts from South Africa~ who was regarded by the Zionists as their 
most valuable "friend" outside Europe and America~ and General Smuts was 
brought across to propose the conquest of Palestine! 

The voting-population in South Africa is so equally divided between 
Afrikaners and English-speaking South Africans that the "fluctuating 20 
percenf~ was~ if anything~ n10re decisive there than in America. The Zionist felt 
able~ and possibly General Smuts believed they were able~ to "deliver~~ an 
election-winning vote. One of his colleagues, a Mr. B.K. Long (a Smuts Melnber 
of Parliament and earlier of the London Times) wrote that "the substantial 
Jewish vote~ which was firmly loyal to Smuts and his party~~~ greatly helped him 
to such electoral victories. His biography mentions a large legacy from '''a rich 
and powerful Jew~~ (an example of the falsity of Dr. Weizmann~scharge against 
rich and powerful Jews; apropos~ the same Sir Henry Strakosch bequeathed a 
similar gift to Mr. Winston Churchill) and gifts from some unnamed quarter of a 
house and car. Thus the party-political considerations which weighed with him 
were similar to those of Mr. Lloyd George, Mr. House and later others~ and 
Inaterial factors are reasonbly apparent in his case. 

However~ the religious (or pseudo-religious) motive is frequently invoked in 
his biographies (as it was sometimes claimed by Mr. Lloyd George). They state 
that he pr~ferred the Old Testan1ent to the New, and quote him as saying~ '''The 
older I get the Inore of an Hebraist I become". I met him many years later~ when I 
knew how important a part he played in this earlier story. He was then (1948) 
lTIuch troubled about the declining situation in the world~ and the explosive part 
of Palestine in it. He was of fine appearance, fit and erect when nearly eighty~ 

keen-eyed, and wore a little beard. He was ruthless and on occasion could have 
been depicted in a cruel light (had the mass-newspapers been arrayed against 
instead of behind him) and his political astuteness equalled Mr. Lloyd George~s. 

Propaganda portrayed him as the great architect of Anglo-Boer reconiliation; 
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when he died at his lonely Transvaal farm the two races were more at variance 
than ever, so that true reconciliation remained for later generations to effect. In 
South Africa he was a divisive force and all knew that the real power behind his 
party \vas that of the gold and diamond mining group, not of England; 
Johannesburg was the base of his political strength. In 1948, when the test came, 
he \vas the first to support Zionism against a hard-pressed British Government. 

On March 17, 1917 General Smuts reached I..-ondon, amid unprecedented 
ovations, and the overthrow of Sir Willian1 Robertson at last loomed near. 
General Smuts's triumphant reception was an early example of the now familiar 
·-build-up" of selected public figures by a push-button press. The n1ethod, in 
another form, is known among the primitive peoples of his native Africa, where 
~~M'Bongo", the Praisemaker, stalks before the chief, proclain1ing him "Great 
Elephant, Earth Shaker", Stabber of Heaven" and the like. 

General Snluts waspresented to the Imperial War Cabinet as "one of the most 
brilliant generals of the war" (Mr. Lloyd George). General Smuts had in fact 
conducted a small colonial campaign in South West Africa, and when he was 
sumtlloned to London was waging an uncompleted one in East Africa against "a 
sn1all but efficiently bush-trained army of 2,000 German officers and 20,000 
native askaris" (his son, Mr. J.C. Smuts). The tribute thus was generous (Mr. 
Lloyd George's opinion of professional soldiers was low: "There is no profession 
where experience and training count less in comparison with judgment and 
flair"). 

By that time, the better to seclude themselves from "the generals" (other than 
General Smuts) Mr. Lloyd George and his small war-waging committee had 
taken a private house "where they sit twice a day and occupy their whole time 
with military policy, which is my job; a littly body of politicians, quite ignorant of 
war and all its needs, are trying to run the war themselves" (Sir William 
Robertson). To this cloistered body, in April 1917, General Smuts by invitation 
presented his recommendations for winning the war. It ,vas couched in this form: 
"The Palestine campaign presents very interesting nlilitary and even political 
possibilities ... There remains for consideration the far more important and 
complicated question of the Western Front. I have always looked on it as a 
11lisfortune .. -. that the British forces have become so entirely absorbed by this 
front". (When this advice was tendered Russia was in collapse, the transfer of 
German arn1ies to the Western Front was an obvious and imminent event, and 
the threat to that front had suddenly increased to the size of a deadly peril). 

This recommendation gave Mr. Lloyd George the high rn.ilitary support (fron1 
East Africa) which he needed, and he at once had the War Cabinet order the 
military commander in Egypt to attack towards Jerusalem. General Murray 
objected that his forces v/ere insufficient and was removed. Thereon the command 
was offered to General Smuts, whom Mr. Lloyd George considered "likely to 
prosecute a campaign in that quarter with great determination". 
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Sir William Robertson then \von his greatest victory of the war. He had a talk 
with General Smuts. H.is visitor~s qualities as a general can never be estimated 
because he never had an opportunity to test them, in the small campaigns in 
which he served. His qualities as a politician, however, are beyond all doubt; he 
was the wariest of men, and strongly averse to exchanging the triumphs of 
London for the risk of a fiasco in the field which might destroy his political future 
in South Africa. l--herefore, after his talk with Sir William Robertson, he declined 
Mr. Lloyd George's offer. (As events turned out he would have been spared the 
fiasco, but that was unforeseeable, and thus one more conqueror missed the 
chance of entering Jerusalem on a charger. As politicians habitually love such 
moments, despite the cornie aspect which time often gives them, he later regretted 
this: HTo have entered Jerusalem! What a memory!"). At the time he told Mr. 
Lloyd George, "~My strong conviction is that our present military situation does 
not really just£fj) an offensive carnpaign jor the capture 0.[ Jerusalenz and the 
occupation (~( Palestine". 

Mr. Lloyd George was not to be deterred even by this volte-face, or by the 
collapse of Russia and the new danger in the West In September 1917 he decided 
that ~'the requisite troops for a big campaign in Palestine could be sparedjron1 the 
Western Front during the winter o.l1917-1918 and could complete the task in 
Palesline in tifne to be back in rl"ance jor the opening o.(active lrvork in the spring". 

Only God can have preserved Mr. Lloyd George's fellow countrymen from the 
full penalties of this decision. The \var could not be won in Palestine; it still could 
be lost in France, and the danger was grave. But Mr. Lloyd George, failed even 
by General Srnuts, had found military support at last, for at this moment another 
figure, crying ~"mud-months", advanced fron1 the wings of the central stage. 

This was one Sir Henry Wilson, who thus portrays himself during a wartin1e 
mission to Russia in January 1917: ""Gala dinner at the Foreign Office ... I wore 
the (rrand Officer of the Legion of Honour and the Star and Necklace of the 
Bath, also Russian shoulder-straps and gray astrakhan cap, and altogether I was 
a fine picture of a man. 1 created quite a sensation at the Foreign Office dinner 
and the reception after~rards. I \vas much taller than the Grand Duke Serge and 
altogether a ~notable', as I was told. Superb!" 

To this man, posturing against the tragic Russian background, Mr. Lloyd 
George and Zionism o\ved their golden opportunity, arrived at last, and England 
very nearly a catastrophe. Sir Henry Wilson was very tall, thin, smooth and 
smiling; one of those dapper, polished-leather-bound, red-tabbed, beribboned 
and brass-edged elegants of the Staff who discouraged the muddied, trench
weary soldiers in France. He spoke native French (by the chance of a French 
governess) and on this account ~"Henri" was beloved by the French generals, who 
thought him refreshingly free from English stiffness (indeed, he was an Irishn1an 
and on Irish questions disagreed with other Irishmen, by two of whom he was 
shot on his London doorstep in 1922, they being hanged). 
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Sir Henry earlier had agreed with all other military leaders about the 
paramountcy of the main front and the n1adness of wasteful "sideshows" and 
excelled others in the vigour with which he stated this principle: "The way to end 
this war is to kill Germans, not Turks ... The place where we can kill most 
Germans is here" (France) "and there.!ore every pound o..!ammunition H'e have in 
the H'orld ought to come here. All histor}' sho~vs that operations in a secondar}' and 
ine.flectual theatre have no bearing on major operations except to H'eaken theforees 
there engaged" (1915). 

No staff graduate, or any fighting private, would dispute that. Sir Henry 
cannot by 1917 have discovered any military reason to abandon this basic 
principle of war for its opposite. The explanation of his volte face can only be the 
obvious one. He had observed the rise of Zion and the nature of Mr. Lloyd 
George's dispute with his own chief, Sir Willian1 Robertson. Sir Henry saw the 
way to occupy Sir William's shoes. Hence Dr. Weizn1ann's account of his 
I.'discoveries of friends" at that period include an allusion to the "sympathy" of 
General Wilson, "a great friend of Lloyd George". On August 23,1917 Sir Henry 
reported to Mr. Lloyd George "the strong belief that if a really good schen1e was 
thoroughly well worked out, we could clear the Turks out of Palestine and very 
likely knock them completely out during the mud-months lvithout in any lvay 
intel~lering lvith Haig's operations next spring and lvinter" (in France). 

In this report Mr. Lloyd George at long last found the support he needed for 
his order of September 1917, quoted six paragraphs back. He seized on the 
alluring phrase I.'mud-months"~it gave him a milltar}' argun1ent! General Wilson 
explained to hin1 that these "mud-months" in France, which by bogging down 
the arn1ies would preclude a major German offensive while they continued, 
comprized "five n10nths of mud and snow from the n1iddle of November to the 
middle q!April" (1918). On this counsel Mr. Lloyd George founded his decision 
to take from France "the requisite troops for a big campaign in Palestine" and to 
have them back in France in time for any emergency there. As to that, General 
Wilson, alone an10ng military leaders, advised Mr. Lloyd George that the big 
German attack probably would never happen (it came in the middle of March). 

Sir Willian1 Robertson vainly pointed out that the tin1e-table was illusory~ the 
movement of arn1ies entailed major problems of transport and shipping, and by 
the time the last divisions landed in Palestine the first ones would be re
embarking! In October he again warned that troops taken from France could not 
be back there in time for summer fighting: "the right military course to pursue is 
to act on the de.lensive in Palestine . .. and continue to seek a decision in the West 
... all reserves should be sent to the Western Front". 

At that fateful instant chance, ever the arch-conspirator in this story, struck in 
favour of the Zionists. Cabinet Ministers in London (who apparently had almost 
forgotten the Western Front) were badgering Sir William Robertson to "give us 
] erusalem as a Christmas box" (the phrase appears to reveal again the 
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Hextraordinary flippancy" about the war which Dr. Weizmann earlier attributed 
to Mr. Lloyd George). In Palestine General Allenby, under similar pressure, 
made a probing advance, found to his surprise that the Turks offered little 
opposition, and without much difficulty marched into Jerusalem. 

The prize was of no nlilitary value, in the total sum of the war, but Mr. Lloyd 
George thenceforward was not to be restrained. Troops were diverted from 
France without regard to what inlpended there. On January 6,1918 Sir Douglas 
Haig complained of the weakening of his armies in France on the eve of the 
greatest battle; he was ~~114,000 infantry down", On January 10, 1918 the War 
Office was forced to issue orders to reduce all divisions from 12 to 9 battalions of 
infantry. 

A free press might at that period have given Sir William Robertson the backing 
he needed, in public opinion, to avert all this. He was denied that, too, for at that 
stage the state of affairs foretold by the Protocols of 1905 was being brought 
about: ~~We must compel the governments ... to take action in the direction 
favoured by our widely-conceived plan ... by what we shall represent as public 
opinion, secretly prompted by us through the means of that so-called ~Great 

Power', the Press, which, with a few exceptions that may be disregarded, is 
already entirely in our hands". Writers of great repute were ready to inform the 
public of the imminent danger; they were not allowed to speak. 

Colonel Repington, of The Times, was the best-known military writer of that 
day; his reputation in this field was the highest in the world. He noted in his diary, 
~~This is terrible and will mean the reduction of our infantry in France by a 
quarter and confusion in all our infantry at the moment (~l coming crisis. I have 
never felt so miserable since the war began ... I can say very little because the 
editor of The Ti,nes often manipulates my criticisms or does not publish them . .. If 
The Tin1es does not return to its independent line and act as watchdog of the 
publicI shall wash my hands of it". 

When the fulfilment of his warnings was at hand, Sir William Robertson was 
removed. Mr. Lloyd George, resolved to obtain authority for his Palestinian 
adventure, put his plan to the Supreme War Council of the Allies at Versailles, 
whose technical advisers, in January 1918, approved it "subject to the Western 
Front being !nade secure". Sir William Robertson, at M. Clemenceau's request, 
restated his warning that it would mortally endanger the Western Front. When 
the nleeting broke up Mr. Lloyd George angrily rebuked him and he was at once 
supplanted by Sir Henry Wilson. 

Before he left his post he used his last moments in it 10 make a final attempt to 
avert the coming disaster. He went (also in January) to Paris to ask help from 
General Pershing, the American comlnander, in replenishing the depleted front 
(only four and a half American divisions then had reached France). General 
Pershing, a soldier true to his duty, made the reply which Sir Willianl expected 
and \vould himself have Inad'e in General Pershing's place: ~~He shre\vdly 
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observed that it was difficult to reconcile my request for assistance in defence of 
the Western Front with Mr. George's desire to act offensively in Palestine. There 
was~ unfortunately, no answer to that argument~ except that, so far as I was 
personally concerned, not a man or gun would be sent to Palestine from 
anywhere" . 

After that Sir William Robertson was no longer "concerned". His account 
differs from the memoirs of Mr. Lloyd George and other politicians in that it 
shows no rancour~ his sole theme is duty. Of his treatment he merely says, "It had 
frequently been my unpleasant duty during 1917 to object to military enterprises 
which the Prime Minister wished the army to carry out and this opposition had 
doubtless determined him to try another Chief of the In1perial G~neral Staff ... 
On the point of supersession, therefore, there lvas nothing to say and I said 
nothing". Thus an admirable man passes from this story of many lesser men, but 
his work endured, because, up to the time of his dismissal, he may have savedjust 
enough men and guns for the crumbling line to hold at the last extremity, in 
March, as a rending hawser may hold by a single thread. 

When he was gone two men outside the government and army continued the 
struggle, and their efforts deserve record because theirs were among the last 
attempts to preserve the principle of free, independent and vigilant reporting. 
Colonel Repington was a former cavalry officer, an adn1irer of pretty women, a 
lover of good talk, a beau sabreur. His diaries give a lasting picture of the frothy 
life of the drawing-roollls that went on while armies fought in France and in 
London intriguers conspired in the political antechambers. He enjoyed it and 
although he felt its incongruity he realized that gloom alone was no remedy. He 
was as honest and patriotic as Robertson, and incorruptible; lavish offers (which 
might have lured him into silence, and possibly were so intended) had no effect on 
him. 

He wrote, "We are feeding over a million men into the sideshow theatres of 
war and are letting down our strengths in France at a moment when all the Boche 
.lorcesfromRussia may come against us . .. I am unable to get the supportfrom the 
editor ofThe Times that I nlust have to rouse the country and 1do not think 1 »Jill he 
able to go on with him much longer". (I discovered Colonel Repington's diaries 
through my work on this book and then realized that his experience was identical 
with mine, just twenty years later, \vith the same editor). A month later he wrote, 
"In a stormy interview I told Mr. Geoffrey Dawson that his subservience to the 
War Cabinet during this year was largely the cause o.f'the dangerous position ofour 
army . .. I would have nothing more to ?O with The Times". 

This left one man in England who was able and willing to publish the truth. 
Mr. H.A. Gwynne, of the Morning Post, printed Colonel Repington's article, 
which exposed the weakening of the French front on the eve of its attack, without 
submitting it to the censor. He and Colonel Repington then were prosecuted, 
tried and fined (public opinion was apparently too much on their side for harsher 
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retribution). Sir WillialTI Robertson wrote to Colonel Repington, ~~Like yourself. 
I did what was best in the general interests of the country and the result has been 
exactly what I expected ... But the great thing is to keep on a straight course and 
then one n1ay be sure that good ~vill eventually corne ~lll'lzat may nOlV seem to be 
evil~'.* 

Thus the two wartime years ofMr. Lloyd George~s leadership in England were 
nl0nlentous in their effects on the present time, and I believe I have shown how he 
achieved office and what paramount purpose he pursued through it. After 
eighteen months he had overcome all opposition, diverted a mass of men from 
France to Palestine, and was ready at last for the great venture. 

On March 7, 1918 he gave orders for "a decisive campaign" to conquer all 
Palestine~ and sent General Smuts there to instruct General Allenby accordingly. 

On March 21, 1918 the long-awaited German attack in France began, 
elnbodying all the nlen, guns and aircraft released from the Russian front. 

The ~~decisive campaign~' in Palestine was immediately suspended and every 
Ulan who could be squeezed out of Palestine was rushed to France. The total 
nunlber of men employed in Palestine was 1,192,511 up to October 1918 (General 
Robertson). 

On AJarch 27,1918 Colonel Repington wrote, ~~This is the worst defeat in the 
history of the army". By June 6 the Germans claimed 175,000 prisoners and over 
2,000 guns. 

At that point the truth was shown of the last words above quoted from Sir 
William Robertson's letter to Colonel Repington, and they are of continuing 
hopeful augury to men of goodwill today. By keeping on a straight course he had 
saved enough for the line to hold, at breaking point, until the Americans began to 
arrive in strength. Therewith the war was virtually at an end. Clearly, if Russia 
had been sustained. the Palestinian excursion avoided, and strength 
concentrated In F-'rance it could have been concluded earlier, and probably 
\vithout the '~entanglemenf' of America. However, that would not have 
furthered the great plan for ~~the management of human affairs~'. 

At this point in the tale I write with the feelings of a participant, and they 
probably influence what I have \\lritten of the long earlier story, because the 
effects, as I have seen them in Iny generation, appear to me to be bad. I recall the 
great Gerlnan attack of March 21 ~ 1918; I saw it from the air and on the ground 
and was in the fighting for the first month, until I was removed by stretcher. I 
remember Sir Douglas Haig's order, that every man must fight and die where he 
stood~ it w"as posted on the walls of my squadron's mess. I have no complaints 
*In the sequel to all this Sir Edward Carson. who had unwittingly helped Mr. Lloyd George into the premiership, 
resigned from the government and told the editor of The Times that it was hut Mr. Lloyd George's mouthpiece, the 
A10rning POSI heing the truly independent paper. Mr. Gwynne told Colonel Repington that the government wished 
to destroy the Afurning POSI ""as it is one of the few independent papers left". Before the Second War came it IHIS 

'"destroyed", as already related. After that only one weekly puhlication survived in England which, in my opinion, 
for many years sought to uphold the principle of impartial and independent reporting, but in 1953 Truth. too, was 
by ~l change of ownership brought into line. 
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about the experience, and would not delete it from my life if I could. Now that I 
have come to see by what ulterior means and motives it was all brought about, I 
think coming generations might be a little better able to keep Sir William 
Robertson's "straight course", and so to ensure that good will eventually come 
of what seems to them to be evil, if they know a little more of what went on then 
and has continued since. This is my reason for writing the present book. 

As a result of the victory in Europe the coveted territory in Palestine was at 
length acquired. But it is one thing to acquire land and another to build 
something on it. On this land a Zionist '~homeland" was to be erected, then a 
Hstate'~ (and last a "commonwealth"?). None of these things could be done by 
England alone. No precedent existed for the donation of Arabian territory, by a 
European conqueror, to an Asiatic beneficiary. For such a transaction other 
nations had to be co-opted, many nations, and a company promoted, so that it 
might be given the senlblance of honest business. In fact, a "league of nations" 
was required, and America, above all, had to be "entangled". This other part of 
the plan was also in preparation; while British armies seized the tract of land 
desired, the smart lawyers had been looking for ways to amend the rightful title 
deeds to it, float a company and generally prOlTIote the undertaking. 

Mr. Lloyd George had served his turn and his day was nearly done. The reader 
may now turn his eyes across the Atlantic and see what Mr. House, Mr. Brandeis 
and Rabbi Stephen Wise have been up to. A Mr. Woodrow Wilson plays a 
shadowy part in these proceedings. 
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TI-IE WEB OF INTRIGUE 

Such words as "conspiracy" and "i~trigue", often used in this narrative, are 
not original with llle; they corne from authoritative sources. Mr. Arthur D. 
Howden, who wrote his biography in consultation with the man depicted, 
supplies the chapter title above; he describes the process of which Mr. House was 
(in America) the centre during the 1914-1918 war in the words, "a web ofintrigue 
tvas spun across the ,Atlantic". 

In England the Lloyd George government and in America the president were 
at first separately enmeshed. Between 1914 and 1917 these "webs" in London 
and Washington were joined together by the transoceanic threads which Mr. 
Howden depicts in the spinning. Thereafter the two governments were caught in 
the same web and have never since freed themselves from it. 

In President Wilson's America the real president was Mr. House ("liaison 
officer between the Wilson administration and the Zionist movement", Rabbi 
Wise). Mr. Justice Brandeis, who had decided to "give his life" to Zionism, was 
the president's "adviser on the Jewish question" (Dr. Weizmann); this is the first 
appearance in the Presidential household of an authority theretofore unknown in 
it and now apparently permanent. The chief Zionist organizer was Rabbi Wise, 
constantly in touch with the two other men. 

Mr. House (and Mr. Bernard Baruch), chose the president's cabinet officers, 
so that one of them had to introduce himself to Mr. Wilson thus: "My name is 
Lane, Mr. President, I believe I am the Secretary of the Interior". The president 
lived at the White House in Washington but was frequently seen to visit a small 
apartment in East 35th Street, New York, where a Mr. House lived. In time this 
led to pointed questions and one party-man was told, "Mr. House is my second 
personality; he is my independent self. His thoughts and mine are one". Mr. 
House was often in \Vashington, where he conducted the president's interviews 
and correspondence, and, stopping cabinet officers outside the cabinet room, 
instructed them what to say inside it. Even from New York he directed America 
by means of private telephone lines linking him with Washington: "it is only 
necessary to lift off the receiver and I reach the Secretary of State's desk 
immediatply" . 

The president's assent to acts of State policy was not required. Mr. House "did 
not expect affirmative commendation ... if the President did not object, I knew 
that it was safe to go ahead". Thus Mr. Wilson had to express dissent, to delay or 
amend any action (and immediately after election he had been made to promise 
"not to act independently in future"). 

In 1914 Mr. House, who in 1900 had resolved to extend his power from Texan 
to national politics, prepared to take over international affairs: "he wanted to 
exercise his energy in a broader field . . . From the beginning of 1914 he gave 
more and more thought to what he regarded as the highest forn1 of politics and 
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that for which he was peculiarly suited: international affairs". In fact, Texan 
upbringing did not so qualify Mr.House. In Texas the words "international 
affairs" had, in the public 11lind, a sound akin to "skunk", and there, 1110re than 
anywhere in America, "the traditions of the 19th century still held the public 
mind; traditions which laid down, as the prin1ary principle of Anlerican policy, a 
complete abstention from the political ajlairs of Europe" (Mr. Seymour). Mr. 
House, who sOInewhere in Texas had absorbed '''the ideas of the revolutionaries 
of 1848" was to destroy that tradition~ but this did not prove hin1 "'peculiarly 
suited" to intervene in "international affairs". 

Mr. House was of different type fron1 the languid Mr. Balfour, with his 
background of Scottish hills and mists, and Mr. Lloyd George, the Artful 
Dodger of Zionism from Wales, but he acted as if he and they had together 
graduated fron1 SOIne Qccult academy of political machination. In 1914 he began 
to appoint American ambassadors (as he says) and made his first calls on 
European governments as "'a per,sonal friend of the President". 

Mr. Seymour, his editor, says: "'It would be difficult in all history to find 
another instance of diplomacy so unconventional and so effective. Colonel 
House, a private citizen, spreads all the cards on the table and concerts vrith the 
Ambassador of' a .foreign povver the despatches to be sent to the American 
Ambassador and Foreign Minister of' that power". Mr. Howden, his confidant, 
expatiates: ~'Mr. House had the initiative in what was done ... The State 
Department was relegated to the status of an intermediary .for his ideas, a 
depository of' public records. Much of the more confidential diplomatic 
correspondence passed directly through the little apartn1ent in East 35th Street. 
The Ambassadors of the belligerents called on him when they 'wanted to influence 
the Administration or sought assistance in the lveb of'intrigue that vvas being spun 
across the Atlantic". 

Mr. House: '''The life I am leading transcends in interest and exciten1ent any 
romance ... Information from every quarter of the globe pours into this little, 
unobtrusive study'~. Mr. Seyn10ur again: "Cabinet members in search of 
candidates, candidates in search of positions made of his study a clearing house. 
Editors and journalists sought his opinion and despatches to the foreign press 
were framed almost at his dictation. United States Treasury officials, British 
diplomats ... and lnetropolitan .financiers came to his study to discuss their 
plans" . 

A rising man across the Atlantic also was interested in '''financiers''. Mrs. 
Beatrice Webb says that Mr. Winston Churchill, somewhat earlier, at a dinner 
party confided to her that "he looks to haute finance to keep the peace and for 
that reason o~iects to a self-contained Enzpire as he thinks it would destroy this 
cosmopolitan capitalism, the cosmopolitan .financier being the professional 
peacen1aker of the modern world and to his mind the acme ofcivilization". Later 
events did not support this 11otion that leading financiers ("n1etropolitan" or 
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"cosmopolitan") were "professional peacemakers". 
Such was the American picture, behind-the-scenes in 1915 and 1916. The 

purpose of the ruling group whose web now began to span the Atlantic is shown 
by the events which followed. Mr. Asquith was overthrown in the pretext that his 
incompetency imperilled victory; Mr. Lloyd George risked total defeat by 
diverting armies to Palestine. Mr. Wilson was re-elected in the pretext that he, in 
the old tradition, would "keep America out of the war"; elected, at once involved 
America in the war. "The diplomat's word" and his "deed" were different. 

Mr. House privately '~concluded that war with Germany is inevitable" on May 
30,1915, and in June 1916 devised the election-winning slogan for Mr. Wilson's 
second campaign: "He kept us out of the war". Rabbi Stephen Wise, before the 
election, supported Mr. House's efforts: in letters to the President the rabbi 
"deplored his advocacy of a preparedness programme" and from public 
platforms he preached against war. All went as planned: "the House strategy 
\vorked perfectly" (Mr. Howden), and Mr. Wilson was triumphantly re-elected. 

Mr. Wilson seems at that point to have believed the words put into his mouth. 
Inlmediately after the election he set up as a peacemaker and drafted a note to the 
belligerents in which he used the phrase, "the causes and objects of the war are 
obscure". This was a culpable act of "independence" on the president's part, and 
Mr. House was furious. The harassed president amended the phrase to "the 
objects which the statesmen and the belligerents on both sides have in mind in this 
war are virtually the same". This made Mr. House even angrier, and Mr. Wilson's 
efforts to expose the nature of "the web" in which he was caught thereon expired. 
He remained in ignorance ofwhat his next act was to be for a little, informing Mr. 
House on January 4, 1917, "There will be no war. This country does not intend to 
become involved in the ~var . .. It would be a crime against civilization for us to go 
in ". 

The power-group moved to dispel these illusions as soon as Mr. Wilson's 
second inauguration was safely past (January 20, 1917). Rabbi Stephen Wise 
informed the president of a change of mind; he was now "convinced that the time 
had come for the American people to understand that it might be our destiny to have 
part in the struggle". Mr. House (who during the "no war" election had noted, 
"We are on the verge of war") confided to his diary on February 12,1917, "We 
are drifting into war as rapidly as I expected" (which gave a new meaning to the 
word "drift"). 

Then on March 27, 1917 President Wilson asked Mr. House "whether he 
should ask Congress to declare ~var or whether he should say that a state oj' war 
exists", and Mr. House "advised the latter", so that the American people were 
informed, on April 2, 1917, that a state of war existed. * Between November 1916 
and April 1917, therefore, "the web of intrigue", spanning the ocean, achieved 
these decisive aims: the overthrow of Mr. Asquith in favour of Mr. Lloyd 
*See footnote on page 264 
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George, the commitment of British armies to the Palestinian diversion, the re
election of a president who would be constrained to support that enterprise, and 
the embroilment of America. 

The statement of existing Imr made to Congress said the purpose of the war 
(which Mr. Wilson, a few weeks before, had declared in hisdraft to be "obscure") 
was "to set UI}(I nell' international order". Thus a nell' purpose was openly, though 
cryptically revealed. To the public masses the words meant anything or nothing. 
To the initiates they carried a commitment to support the plan, of which Zionism 
and Communism both were instruments, for establishing a "world federation" 
founded on force and the obliteration of nationhood, with the exception of one 
"nation" to be recreated. 

From this moment the power-groups in America and England worked in 
perfect synchronization, so that the two stories become one story, of one "web". 
The apparently powerful men in Washington and London co-ordinated their 
actions at the prompting of the inter-communicating Zionists on both sides of the 
ocean. Foreknowledge of what was to happen had earlier been displayed by Dr. 
Weizmann in London, who in March 1915 wrote to his ally, Mr. Scott of the 
Manchester Guardian, that he "understood" the British Government to be 
willing to support Zionist aspirations at the peace conference to come (the event 
also foretold by Max Nordau in 1903). This was exactly what Mr. Asquith would 
not consider, so that Dr. Weizmann, in March 1915, was already describing Mr. 
Asquith's supplanters of December 1916 as "the British Government". 

This "British Government", said Dr. Weizmann, would leave "the 
organization of the Jewish commonwealth" in Palestine "entirely to the care of the 
Jews". However, the Zionists could not possibly, even in a Palestine conquered 
'Lord Sydenham. when he wrote of the "deadly accuracy" of the forecast in the "Protocols" of about 1900. might 
have had particularly in mind the passage. ", ,We shall invest the president with the right of declaring a state of 
war. W.e shall justify this last right on the ground that the president as chief of the whole army of the country must 
have it at his disposal in case of need". The situation here described became established practice during the presem 
century. In 1950 President Truman sent American troops into Korea. "to check Communist aggression", without 
consulting Congress, Later this was declared to be a "United Nations" war and lhey were joined by troops of 
seventeen other countries under an American commander. General MacArthur. This waS the first experiment in a 
"world government"-type war and its course produced Senator Taft's question of 1952. "Do we really mean our 
anti-Communist policy?" General MacArthur was dismissed after protesting an order forhidding him to pursue 
Communist aircraft into their Chinese sanctuary and in 1953. undcr President Eisenhower. the war was broken off. 
leaving half of Korea in "the aggressor's" hands. General MacArthur and other American commanders I,tter 
charged that the order forhidding pursuit was made known to the cncmy hy "a spy ring responsible for the 
purloining of my top secret reports to Washington" (Lili>, Feb, 7, 1956). and the Chinese Communist commander 
confirmed this (Nell' York Dailv Nell'S, Feb. 13. 1956), In .June 1951 two British Foreign Office ofAcials. Burgess and 
Maclean. disappeared and in Septcmber 1955 the British Government. after refusing information for four years. 
confirmed the gcneral belief that they were in Moscow and "had spied for the Soviet Union over a long period" 
General MacArthur then charged that these two men had revealed the non-pursuit order to the Communist 
"aggressor" (Lik, above-quoted), 

On April 4, 1956 President Eisenhower was asked by a reporter at his regular news eonfercnce whether he would 
order a United States In'lrinc battalion, then recently sent to the Mediterranean, iOlo war ··without asking Congress 
Ilrst" (by that time war in the Middle East was an ohvious possibility), He answcred angrily, "I have announced time 
and time again I will never he guilty of any kind ofaction that can be interpreted as war until the Congress, which has 
the constitutional authority", On January 3. 1957. the first major act of his second tcrm. he sent a draft resolution to 
Congress designed to invest him with unlimited. standing authority to act militarily in the Middle East "to deler 
Communist armed aggression", 
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for them, have set up '~a commonwealth" against the native inhabitants. They 
could only do that behind the protection of a great power and its armies. 
Therefore Dr. Weizmann (foretelling in 1915 exactly what was to happen in 1919 
and the following two decades) considered that a British '~protectorate" should 
be set up in Palestine (to protect the Zionist intruders). This would nlean, he said, 
that "~the Jews take over the country~ the H'hole burden of organization falls on 
them, but for the next ten or fifteen years they work under a temporary British 
protectorate" . 

Dr. Weizmann adds that this was .... an anticipation of the mandate system", so 
that today's student also learns where the notion of ~'mandates" was born. The 
idea of ruling conquered territories under a "~mandate" bestowed by a self
proclainled "~league of nations" \vas devised solely with an eye to Palestine. 
(Events have proved this. All the other '''lnandates'' distributed after the 1914
1918 war, to give the appearance of a procedure generally applicable, have faded 
away, either by relinquishment of the territory to its inhabitants or by its 
conversion, in fact, into a possession of the conqueror. The concept of the 
"mandate" was maintained for just as long as was needed for the Zionists to 
amass enough arms to take possession of Palestine for themselves). 

Thus, after the elevation of Mr. Lloyd George and the second election of Mr. 
Wilson, the shape of the future, far beyond the war's end, \vas fully known to Dr. 
Weizmann at the web's centre, who went into action. In a meluorandum to the 
British Governn1ent he demanded that "The Jetvish population o.l Palestine . .. 
shall be officially recognized by the Suzerain government as the Jelvish Nation ". 
The '~first full-dress conference leading to the Balfour Declaration" was then 
held. This comnlittee, met to draft a British governmental document, met in a 
private Jewish house and consisted of nine Zionist leaders and one representative 
of the governnlent concerned, Sir Mark Sykes (\vho, attended "in his private 
capacity"). As a result Mr. Balfour at once arranged to go to Anlerica to discuss 
the matter. 

Dr. Weizn1ann and his associates had to steer a very narrow course between 
two difficulties at that nl0ment, and Inight have failed, had not "the web" 
enabled them to dictate what Mr. Balfour would be told by the men he crossed 
the ocean to see. The British Government, for all its zeal, took alarm at the 
prospect of acting as sale protector of the Zionists and wanted America to share 
the armed occupation of Palestine. The Zionists knew that this would violently 
upset Arrlerican opinion, (had it conle about America, from bitter experience 
shared, would have been luuch harder to win for the deed of 1948) and did not 
want the question of American co-occupation raised. Dr. Weizmann's 
misgivings were increased when, in "a long talk" he found Mr. Balfour, before 
his departure, eager for ~'an Anglo-A,ner:~"an protectorate". 

Dr. Weizmann at once wrote to Mr. Justice Brandeis warning him to oppose 
any such plan, but to assure Mr. Balfour ofAluerican support for the proposal of 
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a solely British protectorate~ (April 8, 1917), and this letter to Mr. Brandeis 
I.'must have reached him about the time of Balfour's arrival". Mr. Brandeis, risen 
to the United States Supren1e Court, had retired froln the public leadership of 
Zionism in America. In the tradition of his office, he should have remained aloof 
from all political affairs, but in fact, as Mr. Wilson's "adviser on the Jewish 
question", he inforn1ed the president that he was "in javour oj' a British 
protectorate and utterly opposed to a condominium" (that is, joint Anglo
American control). 

When Mr. Balfour reached America (then in a state of "existing war~' for just 
eighteen days) he apparently never discussed Palestine with the An1erican 
President at all. Mr. Wilson's part at this stage was limited to a humble 
undertaking to Rabbi Wise, "Whenever the time comes and you and Justice 
Brandeisjeel that the time is ripe~for me to speak and act, I shall be ready'~. By that 
time the rabbi had ~I.briefed~' Mr. House: I.'He is enlisted in our cause. There is no 
question about it whatever. The thing will go through Washington, I think, 
without delay~' (April 8, 1917, six days after the I.l.existing war~' proclamation). 

Mr. Balfour saw Mr. Brandeis. Clearly he might as well have stayed at home 
with Dr. Weizmann, as Mr. Brandeis merely repeated the contents of Dr. 
Weizn1ann~s letters; Mr. Balfour simply moved from one end of "the web of 
intrigue" to the other. Mr. Brandeis (as Mrs. Dugdale records) "became 
increa5;ingly emphatic about the desire of the Zionists to see a British 
adlninistration in Palestine". Mr.Balfour, his biographer adds, "pledged his own 
personal support to Zionism; he had done it before to Dr. Weizmann, hut no~v he 
~vas British Foreign Secretary~~. 

A later American comment on the part played by Mr. Brandeis in this affair is 
here relevant. Professor John O. Beaty of the Southern Methodist University of 
the United States says that the day when Mr. Brandeis's appointment to the 
Supreme Court was confirmed was "one of the most significant days in American 
history,!or lve hadj()r thefirst time, since the first decade of the 19th Century, an 
(~[ficial oj~ the highest status ~vhose heart's interest ~vas in something besides the 
United States". 

Mr. Brandeis 'I.did more than press the idea of a Jewish Palestine under a 
British protectorate" (Dr. Weizmann). He and Mr. House issued (over the 
president's signature) the famous declaration repudiating secret treaties). This 
declaration was popular with the masses, who heard in it the voice of the Brave 
New World rebuking the bad old one. The words evoked pictures of becloaked 
diplomats climbing dark backstairs to secret chancelleries; now that America was 
in the war these feudal machInations would be stopped and all done above the 
board. 

Alas for a pleasant illusion; the noble rebuke was another submission to 
Zionism. Turkey had still to be defeated so that the French and British 
governments (whose fighting men were engaged) wished to win over the Arabs 
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and with then1 had made the "·Sykes-Picot agreement", which foresaw an 
independent confederation of Arab States and, an10ng them, an international 
administration for Palestine. Dr. Weizmann had learned of this agreement and 
saw that there eould be no Zionist state if Palestine were under international 
control; exclusive British "protection" \vas essential. Pressure was applied and 
President Wilson's ringing denunciation of "secret treaties" was in fact ailned 
solely at the Arabs of Palestine and their hopes for the future. Anlerica insisted 
that England hold the baby. 

Of this secret achievement Mr. Balfour's biographer happily records that it 
showed ·'a Je'rvish national diplomacy lras nOlV in being"; the words may be used as 
an alternative heading to this chapter, if any so desire. The British Foreign Office 
at last '''recognized, with some slight dismay, that the British Government was 
virtually cornmitted". America, though in the war, was not at war with Turkey, 
and yet had been secretly committed (by Mr. Brandeis) to support the transfer of 
Turkish territory to an outside party. Therefore American participation in the 
intrigue had to rernain publicly unknown for the moment, though Mr. Balfour 
had been informed of it in imperative tones. 

The sunlmer of 1917 passed while the Balfour Declaration was prepared, 
America thus having become secretly involved in the Zionist adventure. The only 
remaining opposition, apart from that of generals and a few high Foreign Office 
or State Department officials, came from the Jews of England and America. It 
was ineffective because the leading politicians, in both countries, \vere even more 
hostile to their Jewish fellow-citizens than \vere the Zionists. ('The part played in 
all this by non-Jews was so great, even if it was the part of puppets, that one is 
constantly reminded of the need to regard with suspicion the attribution of the 
Protocols to solely Jewish authorship). 

In England in 1915 the Anglo-jewish Association, through its Conjoint 
Committee, declared that Hthe Zionists do not consider civil and political 
emancipation as a sufficiently important factor for victory over the persecution 
and oppression of Jews and think that such a victory can only be achieved by 
establishing a legally secured hOlne for the Jewish people. The Conjoint 
Committee considers as dangerous and provoking anti-semitism the ·national" 
postulate of the Zionists, as well as special privileges for Jews in Palestine. The 
Committee could not discuss the question of a British Protectorate with an 
international organization lrlzich included diflerent, even enemy elements". 

In any rational time the British and An1erican governments would have 
spoken thus, and they would have been supported by Jewish citizens. In 1914, 
however, Dr. Weizmann had \vritten that such Jews ·"have to be n1ade to realize 
that vve and not thfY are the l'nasters o.l the situation". The Conjoint COlnn1ittee 
represented the Jews long established in England, but the British Governlnent 
accepted the clain1 of the revolutionaries from Russia to be '''the Inasters" of 
Jewry. 
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In 1917, as the irrevocable moment approached, the Conjoint Committee 
again declared that the Jews were a religious community and nothing more, that 
they could not claim "a national h01l1e", and that Jews in Palestine needed 
nothing more than "the assurance of religious and civil liberty, reasonable 
facilities for immigration and the like". 

By that time such statements infuriated the embattled Goyinl around Dr. 
Weizmann froID Russia. Mr. Wickham Steed of The TinIes expressed "downright 
annoyance" after discussing ""for a good hour" (with Dr. Weizmann) "the kind 
of leader which was likely to lnake the best appeal to the British public", 
produced ""a luagnificant presentation of the Zionist case". 

In America, Mr. Brandeis and Rabbi Stephen Wise were equally vigilant 
against the Jews there. The rabbi (from Hungary) asked President Wilson, 
""What will you do when their protests reach you?" For one nl011lent only he was 
silent. Then he pointed to a large wastepaper basket at his desk. "Is not that 
basket capacious enough for all their protests?" 

In England Dr. Weizmann was enraged by "outside interference, entirely 
.Ii'onI felt's". At this point he felt himself to be a member of the Government, or 
perhaps the member of the Government, and in the power he wielded apparently 
was thaLHe did not stop at dismissing the objections of British Jews as "outside 
interference"~he dictated what the Cabinet should discuss and demanded to sit in 
Cabinet meetings so that he might attack a Jewish minister! He required that Mr. 
Lloyd George put the question ""on the agenda of the War Cabinet for October 4. 
1917" and on October 3 he wrote to the British Foreign Office protesting against 
objections which he expected to be raised at that meeting "by a prominent 
Englishman of the Jewish faith". ' 

Mr. Edwin Montagu was a cabinet minister and a Jew. Dr. Weizmann 
implicitly urged that he be not heard by his colleagues, or that if he It'ere heard, 
Dr. Weizmann should be called in to reply! On the day of the meeting Dr. 
Weizmann appeared in the office of the prime minister's secretary, Mr. Philip 
Kerr (another ""friend") and proposed that he remain there in case the Cabinet 
"decide to ask me some questions before they decide the matter". Mr. Kerr said, 
"Since the British Government has been a government, no private person has 
been admitted to one of its sessions", and Dr. Weizmann then went away. 

But for that Mr. Lloyd George would have set the precedent, for Dr. 
Weizmann was scarcely gone when, after hearing Mr. Montagu, Mr. Lloyd 
George and Mr. Balfour sent out to ask Dr. Weizn1ann to conle in. Mr. Montagu 
then succeeded, in the teeth of the Gentiles arrayed against hin1, in obtaining 
minor modifications in the draft, and Dr. Weizmann later rebuked Mr. Kerr for 
this petty comprolnise: "The Cabinet and even yourself attach undue importance 
to the opinion held by so-called 'British felvry '. "Two days later (October 9) Dr. 
Weizmann cabled triumphantly to Mr. Justice Brandeis that the British 
Government had formally undertaken to establish a "national home for the 
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Jewish race" in Palestine. 
The draft experienced revealing adventures between October 9 and November 

2, when it was published. It was sent to An1erica, where it was edited by Mr. 
Brandeis, Mr. Jacob de f-Iaas and Rabbi Wise before being sho\vn to President 
Wilson for his '"final approval". He simply sent it to Mr. Brandeis (who had 
already had it from Dr. Weizn1ann). who passed it to Rabbi Stephen Wise, "to be 
handed to Colonel House for transmission to the British Cabinet". 

In this way one of the most fateful actions ever taken by any British 
Government was prepared. The draft, incorporated in a letter addressed by Mr. 
Balfour to Lord Rothschild. became ""the Balfour Declaration". The Rothschild 
family, like nlany leading Jew'ish families, was sharply divided about Zionism. 
The name of a sympathetic Rothschild, as the recipient of the letter, was 
evidently used to impress Western Jewry in general, and to divert attention from 
the Eastern Jewish origins ofZionism. The true addressee was Dr. Weizmann. He 
appears to have become an habitue of the War Cabinet's antechamber and the 
document was delivered to him, Sir Mark Sykes informing him, ""Dr. Weizmann, 
it's a boy!" (today the shape of the man may be seen). 

No rational explanation for the action of leading Western politicians in 
supporting this alien enterprise has ever been given, and as the undertaking was 
up to that point secret and conspiratorial no genuine explanation can be given; if 
an undertaking is good conspiracy is not requisite to it, and secrecy itself 
indicates motives that cannot be divulged. If any of these men ever gave some 
public reason, it usually took the form of some vague invocation of the Old 
Testament. This has a sanctimonious ring, and may be held likely to daunt 
objectors. Mr. Lloyd George liked to tell Zionist visitors (as Rabbi Wise 
ironically records), "You shall have Palestine from Dan to Beersheba", and thus 
to present himself as the instrument of divine will. He once asked Sir Charles and 
Lady Henry to call anxious Jewish Members of Parliament together at breakfast 
"so that I may convince them of the rightfulness of my Zionist position". A 
nlinyan (Jewish religious quorum often) was accordingly assembled in the British 
Prime Minister's breakfast room, where Mr. Lloyd George read a series of 
passages which, in his opinion, prescribed the transplantation of Jews in 
Palestine in 1917. Then he said, "'Now. gentlen1en, you know what your Bible 
says; that is the end of the matter". 

On other occasions he gave different, and mutually destructive, explanations. 
He told the Palestine Royal Con1mission of 1937 that he acted to gain "the 
support of American Jewry" and that he had "a definite promise" from the 
Zionist leaders "that if the allies comn1itted themselves to giving facilities for the 
establishment of a national home for the Jews in Palestine, they would do their 
best to rally Jewish sentiment and support throughout the world to the Allied 
cause". 

This was brazen untruth at the very bar of history. America was already in the 
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lvar when Mr. Balfour went there to agree the Balfour Declaration, and Mr. 
Balfour's biographer scouts the notion of any such bargain. Rabbi Elmer Berger, 
a Jewish commentator, says the alleged promise by Zionist leaders inspires in 
hin1, I." ... an irrepressible indignation, for nlyself, my family, my Jewish friends, 
all of whom are just ordinary Jews ... it constitutes one of the most obscene 
libels in all history. Only callousness and cynicism could imply that Jews in the 
Allied nations \\'ere not already giving their utnl0s1 to the prosecution of the 
war". 

Mr. Lloyd George's third explanation ("" Acetone converted me to Zionisll1") is 
the best known. According to this version Mr. Lloyd George asked Dr. 
Weizmann how he could be requited for a useful chemical discovery made during 
the war (when Dr. Weizn1ann worked for the governn1ent, in any spare time left 
by his work for Zionism). Dr. Weiznlann is quoted as replying, ·'1 want nothing 
for myself, but everything for my people", whereon Mr. Lloyd George decided to 
give hilll Palestine! Dr. Weizrnann himself derides this story (,,"History does not 
deal in Aladdin's lamps. Mr. Lloyd George's advocacy oj'the Jewish honleland 
long predaTed his accession to the prelniership"). For that matter, it is British 
practice to Inake cash awards for such services and Dr. Weizmann, far from 
wanting nothing for hirnselC received ten thousand pounds. (If chemical research 
were custonlarily rewarded in land he n1ight have claimed a nlinor duchy from 
GerJnany in respect of a patent earlier sold to the German Dye Trust, and 
presumably found useful in \var as in peace~ he was naturally content with the 
income he received from it for several years). 

The conclusion cannot be escaped: if any honest explanation of his actions in 
this matter could be found Mr. Lloyd George would have given it. From this 
period in 1916-1917 the decay of parliamentary and representative governn1ent 
can be traced, both in England and America. If secret men could dictate 11lajor 
acts ofAnlerican state policy and major operations of British armies, then clearly 
"·election" and ·"responsible office" were terms devoid of 11leaning. Party 
distinctions began to fade in both countries, once this hidden, supreme authority 
was accepted by leading Western politicians, and the American and British 
electors began to be deprived of all true choice. Today this condition is general, 
and now is public. Leaders of all parties, before elections, 11lake obeisance to 
Zionisnl, and the voter's selection of president, prime minister or party makes no 
true difference. 

In November 1917 the American Republic thus became equally involved with 
Great Britain in Zionism, which has proved to be a destructive force. However, it 
\vas only one agency of "·the destructive principle". The reader will recall that in 
Dr. WeiZ111ann'S Russian youth the mass of Jews there, under their Talnludic 
directors, were united in the revolutionary aim, and only divided between 
revolutionary-ZionislTI and revolutionary-Colnn1UnislTI. 

In the very week of the Balfour Declaration the other group of Jews in Russia 
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achieved their ailll, the destruction of the Russian nation-state. The Western 
politicians thus bred a bicephalous Illonster, one head being the power of 
Zionism in the Western capitals, and the other the power of Communism 
advancing from captive Russia. Submission to Zionislll weakened the power of 
the West to preserve itself against the vvorld-revolution, for Zionism worked to 
keep Western governments submissive and to deflect their policies from national 
interests; indeed, at that instant the cry was first raised that opposition to the 
world-revolution, too, was "'anti-semitism". Governments hampered by secret 
capitulations in anyone direction cannot act firmly in any other, and the timidity 
of London and Washington in their dealings with the world-revolution, during 
the fOUf decades to follow, evidently derived froIll their initial submission to '''the 
web of intrigue" spun across the Atlantic bet\veen 1914 and 1917. 

After 1917, therefore, the question which the remainder of the_ 20th Century 
had to answer was whether the West could yet find in itself the strength to break 
free, or prise its political leaders loose, from this double thrall. In considering the 
remainder of this account the reader should bear in mind what British and 
American politicians were induced to do during the First World War. 
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THE WORLD REVOLUTION AGAIN 

The simultaneous triumphs of Bolshevisn1 in Moscow and Zionism in London 
in the same week of 1917 were only in appearance distinct events. The identity of 
their original source has been shown in an earlier chapter, and the hidden men 
who pron10ted Zionisn1 through the Western governments also supported the 
world-revolution. l'he two forces fulfilled correlative tenets of the ancient Law: 
'''Pull down and destroy ... rule over all nations"~ the one destroyed in the East 
and the other secretly ruled in the West. 

1917 gave proof of Disraeli's dictum about the revolution in its 1848 phase, 
when he said that Jews headed "everyone" of the secret societies and aimed to 
destroy Christianity. The controlling group that emerged in 1917 \vas so 
preponderantly Jewish that it n1ay be called Jewish. The nature of the instigating 
force then became a n1atter of historicalfclet, not of further polemical debate. It 
was further identified by its deeds: the character of its earliest enactn1ents, a 
symbolic 1110ckery of Christianity, and a special mark of authorship deliberately 
given to the n1urder of the monarch. All these bore the traits of a Talmudic 
vengeance. 

In the forty years that have passed great efforts have been made to suppress 
public knowledge of this fact, which has been conclusively established, by non
sequential rebukes to any who claim to discuss history. For instance, in the 1950's 
an able (and deservedly respected) Jewish "vriter in America, Mr. George 
Sokolsky, in criticizing a book previously cited wrote, "It is impossible to read it 
without reaching the conclusion that Professor Beaty seeks to prove that 
(~01nmunisn1is a Jewish movernent". In respect of the leadership it was that for a 
long period before 1917 (as to later and the present situation, subsequent 
chapters will look at the evidence). It was not a conspiracy of a 11 Jews, but neither 
were the F'rench revolution, Fascism and National Socialism conspiracies of all 
Frenchmen, Italians or Germans. The organizing force and the leadership were 
dra\vn from the Taln1udic-controlled Jewish areas of Russia, and in that sense 
Communism was demonstrably Eastern Jewish. 

As to the purposes revealed when the revolution struck in 1917, these showed 
that it was not episodic or spontaneous but the third '''eruption'' of the 
organization fIrst revealed through Weishaupt. The two main features 
reappeared: the attack on all legitimate government of any kind whatsoever and 
on religion. Since 1917 the world-revolution has had to cast aside the earlier 
pretence of being directed only against "kings" or the political power of priests. 

One authority of that period knew and stated this. In the tradition of Edmund 
Burke and John Robison, George Washington and Alexander Hamilton and 
Disraeli,Mr. \Vinston Churchill wrote: 

""It would almost seem as if the gospel of Christ and the gospel 0.[anti-Christ 
were designed to originate alTIOng the same people; and that this Inystic and 
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mysterious race had been chosen for the supreme manifestations, both of the 
divine and the diabolical . .. From the days of ~Spartacus' Weishaupt to those of 
Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun (Hungary), Rosa 
Luxembourg (Germany) and Emma Goldman (United States), this worldM'ide 
conspiracy jor the overthrow oj'civilization andjor the reconstitution o.lsociety on 
the basis oj'arrested development, o.lenvious malevolence and ilnpossible equality, 
has been steadily groH'ing. It played, as a modern writer, Mrs. Nesta Webster, has 
so ably shown, a definitely recognizable part in the tragedy of the French 
Revolution. It has been the mainspring oj' every subversive movement during the 
nineteenth century; and now at last this band oj'extraordinar.v personalitiesfj'oln 
the underlvorld 0.1' the great cities o.lEurope and America have gripped the Russian 
people by the hair oj'their heads and have become practically the undisputed masters 
o.l that enormous empire. There is no need to exaggerate the part played in the 
creation oj'Bolshevisnl and in the bringing about o.f'the Russian Revolution by these 
international andfor the most part atheistical Je~vs. It is certain!.,v a very great one; 
it probably outweighs all others". 

This is the last candid statement (discoverable by me) from a leading public 
man on this question. After it the ban on public discussion can1e down and the 
great silence ensued, which continues to this day. In 1953 Mr. Churchill refused 
permission (requisite under English law) for a photostat to be made of this article 
(Illustrated Sunday Herald, February 8, 1920), without saying why. 

The fact of Jewish leadership was a supremely important piece of knowledge 
and the later suppression of it, where public debate would have been sanative, 
produced in1mense effects in weakening the West. The formulation of any 
rational State policy becomes impossible when such major elements of 
knowledge are excluded from public dis~ussibn; it is like playing billiards with 
twisted cues and elliptical balls. The strength of the conspiracy is shown by its 
success in this matter (as in the earlier period, of Messrs. Robison, Barruel and 
Morse) more than by any other thing. 

At the time, the facts were available. The British Government's White Paper of 
1919 (Russia, No.1, a Collection of Reports on Bolshevism) quoted the report 
sent to Mr. Balfour in London in 1918 by the Netherlands Minister at Saint 
Petersburg, M. Oudendyke: ~~Bolshevismis organized and worked by Jews, who 
have no nationality and whose one object is to destroy for their own ends the 
existing order of things". The United States An1bassador, Mr. David R. Francis, 
reported similarly: ~~The Bolshevik leaders here, most of whom are Jews and 90 
percent of whom are returned exiles, care little for Russia or any other country 
but are internationalists and they are trying to start a worldlvide social 
revolution". M. Oudendyke's report was deleted from later editions of the British 
official publication and all such authentic documents of that period are now 
difficult to obtain. Fortunately for the student, one witness preserved the ojficial 
record. 
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'This was Mr. Robert Wilton, correspondent of the London Times, who 
experienced the Bolshevik revolution. The French edition of his book included 
the official Bolshevik lists of the menlbership of the ruling revolutionary bodies 
(they were onzitted from the English edition). 

These records show that the Central Con1mittee of the Bolshevik party, which 
wielded the supreme power, contained 3 Russians (including Lenin) and 9 Jews. 
The next body in importance, the Central Committee of the Executive 
COlnmission (or secret police) comprized 42 Jews and 19 Russians, Letts, 
Georgians and others. The Council ofPeople·s Commissars consisted of 17 Jews 
and five others. The Moscow Che-ka (secret police) was formed of23 Jews and 13 
others. Among the nan1es of 556 high officials of the Bolshevik state officially 
published in 1918-1919 were 458 Jews and 108 others. Among the central 
committees of small, supposedly '''Socialist'· or other non-Communist parties 
(during that early period the semblance of '~opposition" was permitted, to 
beguile the masses, accuston1ed under the Czar to opposition parties) were 55 
Jews and 6 others. All the nalnes are given in the original docun1ents reproduced 
byMr. Wilton. (In parentheses, the composition of the two short-lived Bolshevik 
governments outside Rus~ia in 1918-1919, namely those of Hungary and Bavaria, 
was sin1ilar). 

'tvlr. Wilton made a great and thankless effort to tell newspaper readers what 
went on in Russia (broken, he survived only a fe\v years and died in his fifties). He 
did not choose the task of reporting the most momentous event that ever came in 
any journalist's path of duty; it devolved on him. Educated in Russia, he knew 
the country and its language perfectly, and was held in high esteem by the 
Russians and the British Embassy alike. He \vatched the rioting from the windo\v 
of The Ti/nes office. adjoining the Prefecture where the Ininisters of the collapsing 
regime took refuge. Between the advent of the Kerensky government in the 
spring of 1917 and the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks in November 1917, his 
duty was to report an entirely new phenomenon in world affairs: the rise of a 
Jewish regime to despotic supremacy in Russia and to overt control of the world
revolution. At that moment he was made to realize that he would not be allowed 
faithfully to report the fact. 

The secret story is told, with surprising candour, in the Official History of his 
paper, The l'imes, published in 1952. It shows the hidden mechanism which 
operated, as early as 1917, to prevent the truth about the revolution reaching the 
peoples of the West. 

This volume pays tribute to the quality of Mr. Wilton's reporting, and his 
standing in Russia, before 1917. Then the tone of the references to him abruptly 
changes. Mr. Wilton's early warnings of what was to corne in 19] 7, says the book, 
"did not at once a;fJect the policy o.f the paper, partly because their lvriter did not 
cOlnnzand full confidence ". 

Why, if his earlier work and reputation were so good? The reason transpires. 
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The narrative continues that Mr. Wilton began to complain about the "'burking" 
or suppression of his n1essages. Then The ]'imes began to publish articles about 
Russia from men who had little knowledge of that country. As a result the 
editorial articles about Russia took on the tone, exasperating to Mr. Wilton, with 
which ne\vspaper-readers became falniliar in the following decades: "~those \vho 
believe in the future of Russia as a .free and efficient democracy will lvatch the 
vindication of' the nel1' n?ginle Ivifh palient confidence and earneSl syn1pathy". 
(Every incident of Mr. \Vilton's experience in Moscow, \vhich Colonel 
Repington \vas sharing in London, was repeated in my own experience, and in 
that of other correspondents, in Berlin in 1933-1938). 

The interregnum of five months began. during which a Jewish regime was to 
take over from Kerensky. At this very moment his newspaper lost '·confidence" 
in Mr. Wilton. Why? The explanation emerges. The Official Histor.y of The Times 
says, "'It was not happyjor H/iltol1 that one of his nlessages ... should spread to 
Zionist circles. and even into the f~oreign Office, the idea that he lvas an anti
sen1ife" . 

~~Zionist circles", the reader will observe~ not even '~Comlnunistcircles"~ here 
the \vorking partnership becomes plain. Why should "Zionists" (who wanted the 
British government to procure them ~'a homeland" in Palestine) be affronted 
because a British correspondent in Moscow reported that a Jewish regin1e was 
preparing to take over in Russia? Mr. Wilton was reporting the nature of the 
coming regime; this was his job. In the opinion of "Zionists", this was ~'anti
semitism", and the mere allegation was enough to destroy '"confidence" in him at 
his head office. How, then, could he have remained "happy" and have retained 
"confldence". Obviously, only by misreporting events in Russia. In effect, he was 
expected not to mention the determining fact of the day's news! 

When I read this illuminating account I wondered by what route '~Zionist 

circles" had spread to "the Foreign Office". and the Foreign Office to Printing 
House Square the "idea" that Mr. Wilton was "'an anti-semite". The researcher, 
like the lonely prospector, learns to expect little for much toil, but in this case I 
was startled by the large nugget of truth which I found in The Tilnes Official 
History thirty-five years after the event. It said that ((the head ojpropaganda at the 
Foreign Office sent to the Editor a paper by one of his staff" repeating the 
"allegation", (which apparently was first printed in some Zionist sheet). The 
Ojjicial History revealed even the identity of this assiduous "one". 

It was a young Mr. Reginald Leepec who three decades later (as Sir Reginald) 
became British Ambassador in i\rgentina. I then looked to Who',,' Who for 
inforll1ation about Mr. Leeper's career and found that his first recorded 
employment began (when he was twenty-nine) in 1917: "entered International 
Bureau, Departlnent of Information in 1917". Mr. Leeper's menlorandum about 
Mr. Wilton was sent to The Times early in May 1917. Therefore~ ifhe entered the 
f-'oreign Office on New Year's day of 1917. he had been in it just four months 
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when he conveyed to The Times his "allegation" about the exceptionally 
qualified Mr. Wilton, of seventeen years service with that papee and the effect 
was imlnediate; the Ojfieial History says that Mr. Wilton's despatches thereafter, 
during the decisive period, either llliscarried or "were ignored". (The editor was 
the san1e ofwholl1 Colonel Repington complained in 1917-1918 and to whom the 
present writer sent his resignation in 1938 on the same basic principle of 
reputable journalislll.) 

Mr. Wilton struggled on for a time, continually protesting against the 
'''burking'' and suppression of his despatches, and then as his last service to 
truthful journalism put all that he knew into his book. He recognized and 
recorded the acts which identified the especial nature of the regime: the law 
against "anti-semitism", the anti-Christian measures, the canonization of Judas 
Iscariot, and the Talmudic fingerprint mockingly left in the death-chamber of the 
Romanoffs. 

The law against ""anti-selllitism" (which cannot be defined) was in itself a 
fingerprint. An illegal government, predominantly jewish, by this measure 
warned the Russian masses, under pain ofdeath, not to interest themselves in the 
origins of the revolution. It meant in effect that the Talmud became the la\\7 of 
Russia, and in the subsequent four decades this law has in effect and in growing 
degree been made part of the structure of the west. 

The short-lived anti-C~hristian deeds of the French phase of the revolution 
reappeared in more open form. The dynamiting of churches and the installation 
of an anti-God museun1 in the Cathedral of Saint Basil were the most 
ostentatious indications of the nature of the regime, which Mr. Wilton indicated: 
""Taken according to numbers of population, the Jews represented one in ten; 
alTIOng the cornmissarsthat rule Bolshevist Russia they are nine in ten; ifanything 
the proportion of Jews is still greater". This was plain reporting, and if the report 
had related to "Ukrainians", for instance, instead of ""Jews", none would have 
objected; the mere act of reporting a fact becan1e the ground for secret 
denunciation because the fact related to Jews. 

The ll1elllorial to Judas Iscariot, recorded by Mr. Wilton, was another 
deliberate intimation to Christendom. If the Jewish rulers merely wanted to bring 
about an equalitarian society in 1917, there was no relevance in bestowing a halo 
of heroism on a deed of AD 29; the revolution in Russia cannot be understood at 
all unless the symbolism of this act is comprehended. 

'fhe aspect of a Talmudic vengeance on "the heathen" was unn1istakably given 
to the massacres of that period. In August 1918 a Jew, Kanegisser, shot a Jew, 
Uritsky; thereon a Jew, Peters, at the head of the Petrograd Cheka ordered "mass 
terror" on Russians and another Jew, Zinovieff, demanded that ten million 
Russians be '''annihilated''; the British Government's White Book on Bolshevism 
(1919) records the massacres of Russian peasants which followed. 

By far the most significant act was the form given to the murder of the 
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Romanoff family. But for Mr. Wilton this story \vould never have reached the 
world, which to this day Inight believe that the Czar's wife and children ended 
their lives naturally in ""protective~' custody. 

The Czar acted constitutionally to the end, abdicating at the advice of his 
ministers (March 5,1917). Thereafter (during the Kerensky period and its first 
aftermath) he was relatively well treated for a year as the prisoner at 'Tobolsk of a 
Russian commandant and Russian guards. In April 1918, when the Jewish regime 
had gained control, he was transferred, by order fron1 Moscow, to Ekaterinburg. 
The Russian guards were then withdrawn and their place inside his prison house 
was taken by n1en whose identity has never been established. The local Russians 
later recalled them as ""Letts" (the only foreign-speaking Red soldiers known to 
them), but they seem to have been brought from Hungary. 

The Russian commandanfs place was taken by a Jew, Yankel Yurovsky (July 
7). That con1pleted a chain of Jewish captors from the top, Moscow, through the 
regional Urals Soviet, to his prison at Ekaterinburg (which is in the Urals). The 
real ruler of Russia then \vas the terrorist Yankel Sverdloff, president of the 
Moscow Cheka, who was a Jew. The Ekaterinburg Cheka was run by seven Jews, 
one of them Yankel Yurovsky. On July 20 the Urals Soviet announced that it had 
shot the Czar and sent his wife and son to ""a place of security". The Moscow 
Cheka issued a similar announcement, signed by Sverdloff, ""approving the 
action of the Regional Soviet of theUrals". At that time the entire fan1ily was 
dead. 

The truth only becalne kno\vn through the chance that Ekaterinburg fell to the 
White armies on July 25, that Mr. Wilton accompanied them, and that their 
commander, General Diterichs, a famous Russian criminologist, M. Sokoloff, 
and Mr. Wilton uncovered the buried evidence. When the White troops withdrew 
Mr. Wilton brought away the proofs; they appear in his book and include many 
photographs. 

The murders had been carried out by order from and in constant consultation 
with Sverdloff in Moscow; records of telephone conversations between him and 
the Chekists in Ekaterinburg were found. Alnong these was a report to him from 
Ekaterinburg saying ""Yesterday a courier left \vith the documents that interest 
you". This courier was the chief assassin, Yurovsky, and the investigators 
believed that the ""documents~~ were the heads of the Romanoffs, as no skulls or 
skull-bones were found. 

The deed was described by witnesses who had not been able to escape, and at 
least one was a participant. At midnight on July 16 Yurovsky awoke the Czar 
and his fanlily, took them to a basement room and there shot them. The actual 
murderers were Yurovsky, his seven unidentified foreign accomplices, one 
Nikulin fron1 the local Cheka, and two Russians, apparently professional 
gunn1en employed by the C~heka. The victims were the Czar, his wife, ailing son 
(who was held in his father's arms as he could not walk), fOUf daughters, Russian 
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doctor, manservant, cook and maid. The room was still a shalnbles, from the 
shooting and bayoneting, when M. Sokoloff and Mr. Wilton saw it and his book 
includes the picture of it. 

The circumstances having been deterlnined, the investigators almost despaired 
of finding the bodies, or their renlains; they learned that Yurovsky, before 
escaping the town, had boasted that "the world will never know what we did with 
the bodies". 110wever, the earth at length gave up its secret. The bodies had been 
taken by tlve lorries to a disused iron pit in the woods, cut up and burned, 150 
gallons of petrol being used; one Voikoffofthe -Urals Cheka (a fellow-passenger 
of Lenin in the train fron1 Gernlany) as Con1missar of Supplies had supplied 400 
lbs. of sulphuric acid for dissolving the bones. The ashes and fragments had been 
thro\vn down the shaft, the ice at the bottom having first been smashed so that the 
mass would sink; then a flooring had been lowered and fixed over the place. 
When this was relnoved the search reached its end. On top lay the corpse of a 
spaniel belonging to one of the princesses; below were fragments of bone and 
skin, a finger, and many identifiable personal belongings which had escaped 
destruction. A puzzling find was a small collection of nails, coins, pieces of tinfoil 
and the like. This looked like the contents of a schoolboy's pockets, and was; the 
little boy's English tutor, Mr. Sidney Gibbes, identified it. The precautions taken 
to dispose of the bodies and of other evidence were of the kind that only criminals 
of long experience in their trade could have devised; they resemble the methods 
used in gang warfare, during the Prohibition period, in the United States. 

These discoveries, becoming known in the outer world, exposed the untruth of 
Sverdloffs announcement that only the Czar had been "executed" and his family 
sent to 'loa place of security". The murderers staged a mock trial of "28 persons on 
the accusation of having murdered the Czar and his family". Only eight names 
were published, all of them unknown in connection with the crime, and five 
persons were said to have been shot, who if they existed at all cannot have had 
any part in it. The arch-assassin, Sverdloff, was soon afterwards killed in some 
party dispute and thousands of innocent people died in the indiscriminate 
massacres which follo\\'ed. Ekaterinburg was renamed Sverdlovsk to give 
enduring fame to his part in the symbolic deed. . 

The chief reason for recounting the details of the pogrom of the Romanoffs is 
to point to the "'fingerprint" which was left in the room where it was done. One of 
the assassins, presumably their leader, stayed to exult and put a significant 
signature on the wall, which was covered with obscene or mocking inscriptions in 
Hebrew, Magyar and German. Among them was a couplet which deliberately 
related the deed to the Law of the Torah-Talmud and thus offered it to posterity 
as an example of the fulfilment of that law, and of Jewish vengeance as 
understood by the Levites. It was written in German by someone who parodied 
the Je\vish poet, Heinrich Heine's lines on the death of Belshazzar, the imaginary 
potentate whose murder is portrayed in Daniel as God's punishment for an 
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affront offered to Judah: 
Belsazar ward aber in selbiger Nacht 
Von selbigen Knechten umgebracht. 

The parodist, sardonically surveying the sharnbles~ adapted these lines to what 
he had just done: 

Belsatsar ward in selbiger Nacht 
Von seinen Knechten umgebracht. 

No clearer clue to motive and identity was ever left behind. 
The revolution was not Russian; the eruption was brought about in Russia, 

but the revolution had its friends in high places everywhere. At this period (1917
1918) the student for the first time is .able to establish that leading men began to 
give that secret support to Communisn1 \vhich they were already giving to its 
blood brother, Zionism. This happened on both sides of the fighting-line~ once 
the secret, but overriding purposes of the war came into play the distinction 
between "friend" and "foe" disappeared. The Zionists, though they 
concentrated "irresistible pressure" on the politicians of London and 
Washington, long kept their headquarters in Berlin; the Communists obtained 
decisive support from Gernlany at one moment and from Germany's enemies the 
next. 

For instance, Gernlany when the 1914-1918 war began started ""sending back 
to Russia Russians of revolutionary tendencies who were prisoners here, with 
lTIOney and passports, in order that they may stir up trouble at home" 
(Ambassador Gerard in Berlin to Mr. House). Mr. Robert Wilton say~ the 
decision to j(Jlnent the revolution in Russia was formally taken at a German and 
Austrian General Staff meeting at Vienna late in 1915. The German Chief-of
Staff, General Ludendorff, later regretted this: ""By sending Lenin to Russia our 
governnlent assun1ed ... a great responsibility. From a military point of view his 
journey was justified, for Russia had to be laid low; but our government should 
have seen to it that we were not involved in her fall". 

That, taken as an isolated case, might be a simple hun1an error: what appeared 
to be a sound lnilitar.y nlove produced catastrophic political consequences not 
foreseen when it was made. But w-hat explanation can be found for American and 
British politicians, \vhose foremost n1ilitary and political principle should have 
been to sustain Russia and yet who supported the alien revolutionaries who "laid 
Russia low"? 

I have already quoted the editorial about the revolution ("" ... a free and 
efficient democracy ... the vindication of the new regime ... ") which appeared 
in The Tilnes of London while its experienced correspondenfs despatches were 
being "~ignored" and ""confidence" withdrawn from him because the newspaper 
had received ~~an allegation" that he was ""an anti-semite". On the other side of 
the Atlantic the true ruler of the Republic, Mr. House was confiding to his diary 
similar sentiments. For hilTI the alien revolutionaries smuggled into Russia 
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during wartime.fi~omthe r-1/est (""this band of extraordinary personalities from the 
underworld of the great cities of Europe and America", Mr. Churchill) were 
honest agrarian reformers: ""the Bolshevists appeared to the peace-hungry and 
land-hungry Russians as the first leaders who made a sincere effort to satisfy their 
needs". 

Today all kno\\! what happened to the Russians' ""land-hunger" under 
Bolshevism. In 1917 the Czars and their nlinisters for fifty years had been toiling 
to satisfy this ""land-hunger" and by assassination had been thvvarted. 
Apparently Mr. House was ignorant of that. When the revolution was 
accomplished he instructed the shadow-president: ""that literally nothing be done 
further than that an expression of sympathy be offered for Russia's efforts to 
weld herself into a virile den10cracy and to pro./ler our financial, industrial and 
moral support in every li'a}' possible".* 

The resen1blance between the first phrase of this sentence and the editorial of 
The Tifnes in London nlay be noted~ powerful behind-scene groups in both 
capitals evidently were agreed to present the public masses with this false picture 
of a ""virile" and ""efficient" den10cracy in the making. The second phrase 
cancelled the policy initially recommended of ""literally doing nothing" beyond 
uttering syn1pathetic words, by giving the order literally to do everything; for 
what lTIOre can be done than to give ""financiaL industrial and moral support in 
every way possible"? This \vas American state policy from the moment that Mr. 
House so instructed the president, and it exactly describes the policy pursued by 
President Roosevelt duri'ngthe Second World War, as will be shown. 

Thus the West, or powerful men in the West, began to range itself with the 
world-revolution against the Russians, which meant, against all men who 
abhorred the revolution. Not all the powerful men, or men later to become 
powerful, lent themselves to this hidden undertaking. At that time Mr. Winston 
Churchill again stated the nature of the revolution: 

""Certainly I dispute the title of the Bolshevists to represent Russia ... They 
despise such a mere commonplace as nationality. Their ideal is a worldwide 
proletarian revolution. The Bolsheviks robbed Russia at one stroke of two most 
precious things: peace and victory, the victory that was within her grasp and the 
peace which was her dearest desire. The Germans sent Lenin into R.ussia with the 
deliberate intention of working for the downfall of Russia ... No sooner did 
Lenin arrive there than he began beckoning a finger here and a finger there to 
obscure persons in sheltered retreats in Nell' York, in Glasgolt', in Berne and other 
countries" (the reader will perceive whence the ""Russian" revolutionaries were 

*It might be significant of the influences which continued to prevail in the entourage of American presidents during 
thc next two generations that President Eisenhower in 1955, from his hospital rool11 in Denver, sent a personal 
message of congratulations to the Soviet Premier, Blliganin, on the anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution, 
November 7. The democratic and parliamcntary revolution, legitimized by the Czar's ahdication, occured in March 
1917; November 7 was a day on which the Bolsheviks overthrew the legitimate regime. By 1955 American presidents 
were habitually warning their people against the menace of "Soviet" or "Communist" (i.e., Bolshevik) aggression. 
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brought to Russia) '"and he gathered together the leading spirits o.{ a formidable 
sect. the nl0stformidable sect in the vvorld . .. With these spirits around him he set 
to work with delnoniacal ability to tear to pieces every institution on which the 
Russian state and nation depended. Russia was laid low. Russia had to be laid 
low ... Her sufferings are Inore fearful than n10dern records hold and she had 
been robbed of her place among the great nations of the world". (House of 
COlTIlTIOnS, 5 NoveInber 1919). 

Mr. Churchill's description remains valid, particularly the phrase, "the most 
forn1idable sect in the world", \vhich resembles the phrase used by Bakunin in his 
attack on Jewish usurpation of the revolution fifty years earlier. The passage 
quoted from Mr. Churchill's article earlier in this chapter shows that he was 
equally aware of the identity of this sect. 

Thus Dr. Chain1 Weizmann's youthful fellow-conspirators fron1 the Taln1udic 
area of Russia triumphed in Russia at the very luoment when he triumphed in 
London and Washington. The only difference between hin1 and theIn, fron1 the 
start, was that bet\veen ""revolutionary-Zionism" and ""revolutionary
(~01nn1unislu", as he sho\vs. In his student days in Berlin, Freiburg and Geneva, 
he had waged many a hot debate about this point of difference, which for those 
who reject revolution as such is a distinction without meaning. Mr. Balfour's 
an1anuensis, Mrs. Dugdale, portrays the blood-brothers of the revolution in 
argument during the years when their sin1ultaneous triumph was in preparation: 

""Lenin and Trotsky took po\ver in the same week of November 1917 that 
Jewish nationalism won its recognition. Years before, in Geneva, Trotsky and 
Weizluann had night after night expounded from rival cafes in the university 
quarter their opposed political beliefs. Both of them Russian-born ... they had 
swayed the (Tolvds oj'lelvish students from one side of the street to the other; Leon 
Trotsky, apostle of Red revolution; Chaim Weizmann, apostle of a tradition 
unbroken for two thousand years. Now by a most strange coincidence in the 
same week each of them accomplished the fulfilment of his dream". 

In.truth, the pincers in which the West was to be gripped had been forged, and 
each handle was held by one of two groups of revolutionaries "'Russian-born" 
(but not Russian). 

For Dr. Weizmann and his associates in London and Washington, the event in 
Moscow \vas a passing embarrassment, in one respect. They had based their 
demand for Palestine on the legend that "a place of refuge" must be found for 
Jews ""persecuted in Russia" (an obvious non sequitur but good enough for "the 
n10b"), and now there lvas no '"persecution in Russia", On the contrary, in 
Moscow a Jevvish n~~gin1e ruled and "anti-Semitism" was a capital offence. 
Where, then, were the Jews who needed '"a place of refuge"? (This is evidently the 
reason why Mr. Robert Wilton had to be prevented from repofting the nature of 
the new regin1e in Moscow). 

Rabbi Elmer Berger says, ""The Soviet government even privileged lea's as lea's 
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... at a single stroke, the revolution eillancipated those very Jews for whonl, 
previously, no solution other than Zionis111 would be efficacious, according to 
Zionist spokeslnen. S10viet Jelt's no longer had need of' Palestine, or any other 
re.fuge. '[he lever of the suffering of Russian Jewry, which Herzl had often used in 
attelTIpts to prise a charter for Palestine fronl some pO\\Ter, lvas gone". 

That did not deter Dr. \Veizrnann.At once he inforrned the Jews that they nlust 
not expect any respite: 

"Some of our friends ... are very quick in dra\ving conclusions as to what will 
happen to the Zionist movenlent after the Russian revolution. Now, they say, the 
greatest stilTIulus for the Zionist rnovenlent has been relTIoved. Russian Jewry is 
free ... Nothing can be nlore superficial and \vrong than that. Jo/e have never 
huilt our Zionist 1710Venlent on the sufferings oj'our people in Russia or elsewhere. 
These su;flerings l1'ere never the cause ~l Zionisnl. The fundan1ental cause of 
Zionism was, and is, the ineradicable striving of Jewry to have a horne of its 
own". 

Dr. Weiznlann spoke truth in untruth. It was true that the organizers of 
Zionism, in their private hearts, had never in reality built their mOVCll1ent on ·"the 
sufferings of our people in Russia or elsewhere"; they \\Tere indifferent to any 
suffering, Jewish or other, caused by Zionisl1l. But they had beyond all dispute 
used "the sufferings of our people in Russia" as their argunlent in beleaguering 
Western politicians, who from Mr. Wilson in 1912 onward repeatedly alluded to 
it. 

In this crucial week, the falsity of the entire contention, though revealcd~ rnade 
no difference~ for the British Government, as Mrs. l)ugdale recorded, \vas at 
length con1Jnitted. Not even a pretence could be luaintained that any Jews needed 
"'a place of refuge" but Mr. IJoyd George had undertaken to conquer Palestine 
for "the Jews". 

T'he basic fallacy of the enterprise was exposed at the very instant when it was 
clamped like a millstone round the neck of the \'lest. Although this irreparable 
flaw in its foundation must cause its ultimate collapse, like that ofSabbatai ZevCs 
luessiahship in 1666, the tragi-cornedy thenceforth had to be played to its ruinous 
end. 

But for one later event, the undertaking would have died a natural death 
within a fe\v years and would survive today in the annals merely as Balfour's 
Folly. This event was the cOIning of Hitler, which for a while filled the gap left by 
the collapse of the legend of "persecution in Russia ~~ and produced in some Je\vs 
a desire to go even to Palestine. For the Zionists Hitler~ had he not arisen~ would 
have needed to be created; a collapsing scheme was made by him to look aln10st 
lifelike for some time. The Hitlerist episode belongs to a later chapter in this 
narrative. 
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THE LEAGUE TO ENFORCE PEACE
 

At the sall1e n10n1ent in 1917 when the two kindred forces from Russia, 
revolutionary-Con1n1unism and revolutionary-Zionism, errlerged into the full 
open, the third secret purpose of the war, the one of which they were the 
instrun1ents, also was revealed. This was the project for a ~"federation of the 
world·' to take over "the n1anageinent of hlllTIan affairs" and to rule by jorce. 

The ll1asses then (as in the Second War, twenty-five years later) were being 
egged on to destroy a "~madn1an in Berlin" on this very ground, that he sought to 
rule the \vorlel by force. In England Mr. Eden Philpotts (one of many such oracles 
then and in the next war) thundered: 

~~y ou thought to grasp the ll'orld,' but you shall keep its curses only, crowned 
upon your brow ..." and that was the universal cry. Yet the secret plan 
pron10ted in the West was equally one to ~"grasp the \\Torld by force" and to put 
new '·"warlords'· over it. 

Itwas nlerely dressed in other "vords. \Vh'lt was reactionary Prussian 
n1ilitarism in Germany \vas one of Mr. House's "advanced ideas" in 
Washington~ what was ll1egaloinaniac ambition in the Kaiser was an enlightened 
concept of~~a new world order·' in London. The politicians of the West became 
professional dissimulators. Even Disraeli could not foresee in 1832 ('~The 

practice of politics in the East lTIay be defined by one word: dissimulation") that 
this would becoine the definition of political practice in the JIVest in the 20th 
Century~ but this happened when Western political leaders, by supporting 
Zionisll1 and the world-revolution, yielded to the prompting of Asiatics; their 
acts took on an Asiatic duplicity in place of native candour. 

Strangely, Mr. vVoodrow Wilson, the most conlpliant of them all, at the start 
rebelled n10st fretfully against the secret constraints. He tried, as has been shown, 
to declare that ~~the causes and objects of the war arc obscure", and when this was 
forbidden by Mr. I-louse. still avowed that the belligerents on both sides pursued 
~~the seune" objects. He went further at the very start of his presidency"when he 
wrote, "~It is an intolerable thing that the goverll1nent oj'the Republic should have 
got sO,(ar out of the hands of the people; should have been captured by interests 
Hlzich are special and not general. We know that sOlnething intervenes between the 
people of the Uni ted States and the control of'their Olvn {{flairs at Washington". 
Presunlably he learned the nature of these ~~interests" and this '~control", and the 
galling knowledge nlay have caused his collapse (and that of Mr. Roosevelt in the 
later generation). 

Nevertheless, he was used to launch the plan for setting up '~a federation of the 
world·', based on force. The idea was "oozed into his brain" by others~ the phrase 
is used by Mr. House·s biographer to describe the ll1ethod by which Mr. House 
prompted the actions of other n1en (and by which his own were prompted). In 
Nove/nhcr 1915, when the American people were still ardent for the president 
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who was keeping them out of the war, Mr. House instructed him: 
HWe nlust thro\v the influence of this nation in behalf of a plan by which 

international obligations nlust be kept and 111aintained and in behalf of SOl1le 
plan by which the peace ~l the ~vorld may be nlaintained~'. 

This was always the sales-talk: that "the plan'~ would '''nlaintain world peace'~. 

Mr. House had long been discussing the plan with Sir Edward Grey (Mr. 
Asquith's Foreign Secretary~ he became blind in 1914 but in a moment of 
spiritual clairvoyance used the words which have beconle truer ever since, HThe 
lights are going out all over Europe'~). Sir Edward Grey was captivated by "'the 
plan", and wrote to Mr. House, "Internationalla\v has hitherto had no sanction; 
the lesson of this war is that the Powers must bind themselves to give it sanction". 
'''Sanction'' was the euphemism used by the dissiIl1ulators to avoid alarming the 
nlasses by the sound of "war" or "'force". The dictionary definition, in such a 
context, is "a coercive measure", and the only means ofcoercion between nations 
is, ultimately, war: no "sanction" can be effective unless it is backed by that 
threat. Therefore Sir Edward Grey thought war could be ended by Inaking war. 
He was an incorruptible but apparently deluded nlan~ the originators of the great 
'''idea'' knew what they meant (and in our day this also has been revealed). 

By 1916 Mr. House had instructed Mr. Wilson as to his duty and in May the 
president publicly announced support for "the plan" at a nleeting of a new body 
candidly called "'The I--Jeague To Enjorce Pcace~'. Mr. Wilson knew nothing of its 
nature: "it does not appear that Woodrovt' Wilson studied seriously the progranll11e 
of the L,eague To Enforce Peace" (Mr. House's Private Papers). 

This was a reincarnation of the earlier "'league to enforce peace" \vhich (as 
Lord Robert Cecil had relninded Mr. House) Hreally becalne a league to uphold 
tyranny". In 1916 the nanle gave away the game~ American opinion was not then 
ready to walk into so obvious a trap. Senator George Wharton Pepper recalls: ""A 
heavily:financed organi2ation aptly entitled 'The League To Enforce Peace' was 
making our task easier by emphasizing, as its title indicated, that the Covenanf' 
(of the League of Nations) ·'was intended to be made effective bY.lorce ... Our 
constant contention, in opposition to theirs, was that the appeal to jorce was at 
the best futile and at the worst dangerous ... I contrasted the certain futility of 
an appeal to international jorce with the possible hopefulness of reliance upon 
international conference, and declared myself favourable to any association of 
the latter type and unalterably opposed to a league which was based on the 
fornler" . 

The dissinlulators soon dropped the name, "l"he League To Enforce Peace~', 

but the ""plan", which produced ""'The League of Nations", transparently 
renlained the saIne: it was one to transfer the control of national arlnies to SOlne 
super-national conlnlittee which could use them for ·"the nlanagenlent of human 
affairs" in ways serving its own special ends. and that has continued the Illative to 
the present day. As in the earlier case of ZionisIl1, President Wilson was 
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committed long before the crucial l1l0ment (by his public declaration of May 
1916) and as soon as Alnerica was in the \var (A pril 1917) announced that it was 
involved in an undertaking to set up "a neH' international order",' this statement 
was nlade at the monlcnt of the first revolution in Russia and of the preparation 
of the Balfour Declaration. 

Thus the three great ""plans"' Inoved together into the West, and this was the 
project which was to crown the work of the other two. Its basic principle was the 
destruction of nation-states and nationhood so that it gave expression, in 
lTIodern forIll, to the ancient conflict between the Old Testanlent and the New, 
between the Levitical Law and the Christian message. The Torah-Talmud is the 
only discoverable, original source of this idea of ""destroying nations"; Mr. 
House thought it ahnost inlpossible to trace any "idea" to its fount, but in this 
case the track can be followed back through the centuries to 500 BC., and it is 
nowhere obliterated during those twenty-five hundred years. If before that time 
anybody in the known world had l1lade this "destructive principle" into a code 
and creed they and it have faded into oblivion. The idea contained in the Torah
Talmud has gone unbroken through all the generations. The New Testament 
rejects it and speaks of ""the deception of nations", not of their destruction. 
Revelation foretells a day \Nhcn this process of deception of nations shall end. 
Those who seek to interpret prophecy nlight very well see in The League To 
Enforce Peace, under its successive aliases, the instrument of this "deception", 
doonled at the end to fail. 

Mr. I-Iouse having decided, and lYlr. Wilson having declared, that "loa new 
international order" lnust be established, Mr. House (according to Mr. Howden) 
set up a body known as '"The ]nquiry~' to draft a plan. Its head was his brother
in-law, Dr. Sidney Mezes (then president of the College of the City of New York), 
and its secretary a Mr. Walter Lippmann (then writing for The Nea' Republic). A 
Dr. Isaiah BO\\:lnan (then director of the Aillerican Geographical Society) gave 
"personal advice and assistance". 

T'he group of nlen placed in charge of The Inquiry therefore was 
predominantly Je\vish (though in this case not Russian-Jewish: this might. 
indicate the true nature of the superior authority indicated by Dr. Kastein's 
allusion to ""a Jewish international") and Jewish inspiration l11ay thus reasonably 
be seen in the plan which it produced. This (says Mr. I-Io\\'den) was a draft 
""Convention for a League of Nations" to which !'vIr. House put his signature in 
July 1918; .,President Wilson H'as /lot, and never pretended to be, the author o.lthe 
C1

ol'enant'". Here, then, are the origins of the League of Nations. 
The Peace Conference loomed ahead when Mr. House prepared to launch this 

lo"ne\v world order", and its first acts pointed to the identity of the controlling
group behind the Western governments. Zionism and Palestine (issues unknown 
to the masses when the 1914-1918 war began) \vere found to be high, if not 
paramount aITlong the matters to be discussed at the conference \vhich ended it. 
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President Wilson, for this reason, seems to have known lTIOments of exaltation 
between long periods of despondency. Rabbi Stephen Wise, at his side, depicted 
the Palestinean undertaking in such ternlS that the president, entranced, 
soliloquised, ....To think that I, a son of the nlansc, should be able to help restore 
the Holy Land to its people". While he thus contetTIplated himself in the mirror of 
posterity the rabbi beside him compared him with ""the Persian King Cyrus, who 
had enabled the exiled Jews of his land to return to Jerusalem". King Cyrus had 
allowed native Judahites, if they wished, to return to Judah after some fifty years~ 

President Wilson was required to transplant Judaized Chazars fronl Russia to a 
land left by the original Jews some eighteen centuries before. 

Across the Atlantic Dr. Weizmann made ready for the Peace Conference. He 
was then evidently one of the nlost powerful men in the world, a potentate (or 
emissary of potentates) to whom the ""prenlier-dictators" of the West nlade 
humble obeisance. At a monlent in 1918 when the fate of England was in the 
balance on the stricken Western Front an audience of the King of England was 
postponed. Dr. Weiznlann complained so imperiously that Mr. Balfour at once 
restored the appointnlent~save for the place of meeting, which was Buckingham 
Palace, Dr. Weiznlann seems in fact to have given audience to the monarch. 
During the Second World War the Soviet dictator Stalin, being urged by the 
Western leaders to take account of the influence of the Pope, asked brusquely, 
""How many divisions has the Pope?". Such at least was the anecdote, much 
retold in clubs and pubs, and to simple folk it seemed to express essential truth in 
a few words. Dr. Weizmann's case shows how essentially untrue it was. I-Ie had 
not a single soldier, but he and the international he represented were able to 
obtain capitulations never before won save by conquering armies. 

He disdained the capitulants and the scene of his triumphs alike. He wrote to 
Lady Crewe, ""We hate equally anti -semites andphilo-sen1ites". M r. Balfour, M r. 
Lloyd George and the other ""friends" were philo-semites of the first degree, in 
Dr. Weizmann's nleaning of the word, and excelled themselves in servience to the 
n1an who despised them. As to England itself, Dr. Weizmann two decades later, 
\vhen he contemplated the wild beasts in the Kruger National Park, soliloquised, 
""I t must be a wonderful thing to be an animal on the South African game reserve~ 

lTIuch better than being a Jew in Warsaw or even in London". 
In 1918 Dr. Weizmann decided to inspect his realm-elect. When he reached 

Palestine the German attack in F~rance had begun, the depleted British armies 
were reeling back, and ""most of the European troops in Palestine were being 
withdrawn to reinforce the armies in France". At such a moment he demanded 
that the foundation stone of a Hebrew University be laid with all public 
ceremony. Lord Alle.nby protested that ""the Germans are almost at the gates of 
Paris!" Dr. Weizmann replied that. this was ""only one episode". Lord Allenby 
obdured~ Dr. Weizmann persisted; Lord Allenby under duress referred to Mr. 
Balfour and l1'as at once ordered by cable to obey. With great panoply of staff 
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officers~ troops and presented arn1S (disturbed only by the sounds of distant 
British-Turkish fighting) Dr. Weizrnann then held his ceremony on Mount 
Scopus. 

(1 renlenl ber those days in l::"rance. Even half a million n10re British soldiers 
there would have transfornled the battle~ a multitude of lives would have been 
saved~ and the war probably ended sooner. The French and British ordeal in 
France lnade a Zionist holiday in Palestine). 

When the war at last ended~ on November 11 ~ 1918~ none other than Dr. 
\\'eizlnann was at luncheon the sole guest of Mr. Lloyd George~ whom he found 
""reading the Psalms and near to tears~~. Afterwards the Zionist chieftain watched 
fron1 historic 'Ten Downing Street as the prime nlinister disappeared~ borne 
shoulder high by a mafficking mob towards a Thanksgiving service in 
Westnlinstcr Abbey. 

Masses and ""nlanagers~~~ did any among the crowd notice the high~ domed 
head~ with bearded face and heavy-lidded eyes~ watching from the window ofTen 
Downing Street? 

Then Dr. WeiZ111ann led a Zionist delegation to the Peace Conference of 1919 
where ""the ne\v \vorld order~~ \vas to be set up. l-Ie infornled the august Council of 
'Ten that ""the Jews had been hir harder by the lvar than any other group~~~ the 
politicians of 1919 nlade no dClllur to this insult to their n1illions of dead. 
l-Iowever~ a ren10nstrant Jew~ 1\'11'. Sylvain Levi of France~ at the last n10ment 
tried to instil prudence in thClll. He told thenl: 

F'irst~ that Palestine was a snlall~ poor land with an existing population of 
600~OOO Arabs~ and that the Je\vs~ having a higher standard of life than the .A.rabs~ 

It'ould tend to di~possess theI11,· second~ that the Jews who would go 10 Palestine 
\vould be 111ainly J(ussian Jell'S, 111u) H'ere ql explosive tendencies; third~ that the 
creation of a Jewish national hcnne in Palestine would introduce the dangerous 
principle o.l JeH':'sh dual loyalties. 

'These three warnings have been fulfilled to the letter~ and were heard with 
hostility by the Gentile politicians assembled at the Peace Conference of 1919. 
~1r. Lansing~ the Anlerican Secretary of State~ at once gave M. Levi his quietus. 
lIe asked Dr. Weizn1ann~ ""What do you nlean by a Jewish national home?" Dr. 
Weiznlann said he n1eant that, ahvays sa;(eguarding the interests o.l non-Jelvs, 
Palestine would ultimately becon1e "as Jetvish as England is English". Mr. 
Lansing said this absolutely obscure reply was ""absolutely clear"~ the Council of 
Ten nodded agreement~ and M. Levi~ like all Jewish remonstrants for twenty-five 
centuries~ was discomfited. (He was only heard at all to maintain a pretence of 
impartial consideration~ Rabbi Wise~ disquietened by ""the difficulties we had to 
face in Paris~~~ had already made sure of President Wilson~s docility. 
Approaching the president privately, he said, ""Mr. President, World Jelt'ry 
counts on you in its hour of need and hope~" thus excommunicating M. Levi and 
the Jews who thought like him. Mr. Wilson, placing his hand on the rabbi~s 
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shoulder ~ ""quietly and firn11y said~ "Have no fear, Palestine will be yours~. ~~) 

One other man tried to avert the deed which these men~ with frivolity, were 
preparing. Colonel Lawrence loved Selnites~ for he had lived \\lith the Arabs and 
roused then1 in the desert against their Turkish rulers. He was equally a friend of 
Jews (Dr. Weizmann says ""he has lnistakenly been represented as anti-Zionist") 
and believed that ""a Jewish homeland~~ (in the sense first given to the ternl~ of a 
cultural centre) could well be incorporated in the united Arab State for which he 
had worked. 

Lawrence saw in Paris that what was intended was to plant Zionist nationalism 
like a time-bon1b alTIOng a clutter of weak Arab states~ and the realization broke 
him. Mr. David Garnett, who edited his Letters, says~ ""La\vrence won his 
victories without endangering more than a handful of Englishmen and they were 
won~ not to add subject provinces to our empire, but that the Arabs \vhorn he had 
lived with and loved should be a free people~ and that Arab civilization should be 
reborn ~~. 

That ~'as Lawrence~s faith during his ""Revolt in the Deserr~, and what the 
men who sent him to Arabia told him. When the Paris Conference began he was 
""fully in control of his nerves and quite as norn1al as most of us~~ (Mr. J.~1. 

Keynes). He arrived believing in President Wilson's pledge (speech of the 
f'ourteen Points, January 8, 1918), ""The nationalities under Turkish rule should 
be assured an undoubted security of'life and an absolutely independent opportunity 
0./' autonon10US developn1enr". He could not know that these words were false~ 

because Mr. Wilson was secretly comn1itted to Zionism~ through the men around 
him. 

After Dr. Weizmann's reply to Mr. Lansing, and its approval by the Council of 
Ten, the betrayal became clear to Lawrence and he showed ""the disillusion and 
the bitterness and the defeat resulting from the Peace Conference; he had 
complete faith that President Wilson would secure self-determination for the 
Arab peoples \vhen he went to the Peace Conference; he was completely 
disillusioned \vhen he returned" (Mr. Garnett). Lawrence himself later wrote, 
""\Ve lived n1any lives in those whirling campaigns" (in the desert) ""never sparing 
ourselves any good or evit yet when we achieved and the new world dawned the 
old men caIne out again and took./rom us our victor~v and renlade it in the likeness 0./ 
the former 'rt'orld they kneH' ... I meant to make a new nation~ to restore to the 
world a lost influence, to give twenty millions of Semites the foundations on 
which to build an inspired dream-palace of their national thoughts". 

Lawrence, \vho was broken by this experience, was then among the n10st 
famous men in the world. Had he joined the dissin1ulators hardly any rank or 
honour would have been refused him. He threw up his rank~ and away his 
decorations, and tried fron1 shalne even to lose his identity; he enlisted under an 
assumed name in the lowest rank of the Royal Air Force, where he was later 
discovered by an assiduous newspaper man. This last phase of his life, and the 
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motor-bicycle accident which ended it, have a suicidal look (resenlbling the 
similar phase and end of Mr. James Forrestal after the Second War) and he must 
be accounted among the martyrs of this story. 

The leading public men were agreed to promote the Zionist adventure through 
the ""international world order" which they were about to found, at any cost in 
honour and human suffering. In nearly all other questions they differed, so that, 
the \var hardly ended, reputations began bursting like bubbles and friendships 
cracking like plaster, in Paris. Some breach occurred between President Wilson 
and his ""second personality, independent self" (a similar, mysterious 
estrangement \vas to sever President Roosevelt and his other self,Mr. Harry 
Hopkins, at the end of another war). 

Mr. House \vas at his zenith. Prime ministers, ministers, ambassadors and 
delegates besieged him at the Hotel Crillon; in a single day he gave forty-nine 
audiences to such high notables. Once the French Prinle Minister, M. 
Clemenceau, called when Mr. Wilson was with Mr. House; the president was 
required to withdraw \vhile the two great men privately conferred. Perhaps 
humiliation at last broke Mr. Woodrow Wilson; he was stricken by mortal illness 
in Paris (as Mr. Franklin Roosevelt at Yalta, though Mr. Wilson survived rather 
longer). Apparently the two never saw or communicated with each other again! 
~1r. House merely recorded, ""My separation from Woodrow Wilson was and is 
to Inc a tragic mystery, a lnystery that now can never be dispelled for its 
explanation lies buried \vith hinl". 

The illusions of power were dissolving. These men were never truly powerful, 
because thcy acted as the instrulucnts of others. They already look wraithlike in 
the annals, and if the squares and boulevards named after them still bear their 
nanles, fc\\' rClnernber who they \\Tere. Mr. Wilson returned to America and soon 
died. Mr. I-Iouse before long was lonely and forgotten in the apartment in East 
35th Street. Mr. Lloyd George found himself in the political wilderness and was 
only able to complete the ruin of a once-great Liberal party; within a decade he 
found hinlself at the head of four followers. Mr. Balfour, for a few nlore years, 
ahsent-nlindedly haunted Saint James's Park. 

They \vcrc not able to accolnplish all that their mentors wished. Shaken by the 
violence of American objections, 1\1r. Wilson "absolutely declined to accept the 
French delnand for the creation of an international force that should operate 
under the executire cOlltro! q( the League". The Alnerican Constitution (the 
president suddenly recollected) did not permit of any such surrender of 
sovereignty. 

l~hus the \vorst \vas averted~ in that generation. The secret luen, who continued 
to be po\verful \vhen these ""prelnier-dictators" and pliable ""administrators" 
\vere shorn of their selnb/allce of power, had to wait for the Second World War to 
get their hands on the annies of the nation-states. l~hen they achieved their 
""league to enforce peace" alnlost (but still not quite) in the fullness of despotic 
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power coveted by thenl. In 1919 they had to content themselves \vith a modest 
first experiment: The League Of Nations. 

The United States would not even join it the ll1asses of Anlerica~ disquietened 
by the results of the war and instinctively striving to regain the safe haven of '"no 
foreign entanglements'~~ would have none of it. Britain joined~ but under other 
prime ministers than Mr. Lloyd George would not hand over control of its 
armies. The way to the kind of '"new world order" envisaged by Mr. House and 
his prompters \vas blocked for the tillie being. Nevertheless a way was found~ 

through the League ofNations~ to effect one fateful, and possibly fatal breach in 
British sovereignty. 

The authority of this ""League ofNations~" whatever it arnounted to, was used 
to cover the use of British troops as a bodyguard for the Zionists intending to 
seize Palestine. The device enlployed to give this mock-legal air to the deed was 
called ""the mandate", and I have earlier shown where it was born. By means of it 
the League of Nations was able to instal the Zionists from Russia in Arabia~ 

where they revealed the ""explosive tendencies ~~ foretold by M. Sylvain Levi in 
1919 and apparent to all today~ in 1956. This was the sole~ enduring 
accomplishment of the ""new world order" set up in 1919 and by the ancient test, 
Cui bono'!, the authorship of this ""idea~' may be judged. 

The story of '"the mandate" (and of a nlan \vho tried to avert it) therefore 
forlns the next chapter in this narrative. 
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THE END OF LORD NORTHCLIFFE
 

During the three years \vhich followed the Peace Conference of 1919 the way 
had to be found to keep British armies in Palestine, make them look as if they 
performed an honourable duty there, and in fact use then1 as cloak for a deed 
\vhich had the character of an assassination. This problem, of infinite con1plexity, 
,vas efficiently solved. An ilnpressive picture of the secret manipulation of great 
governl11ents for a nefarious purpose en1erges from the records; the method of 
exerting "'irresistible pressure upon international politics" constantly improved 
\vi th practice. 

After the Peace Conference had approved the Zionist clain1 to Palestine (and 
thereby disowned the mass of emancipated Western Jews, personified by M. 
Sylvain Levi) the next step was taken at the San Remo Conference of 1920, where 
the victor powers Inet to dismember the conquered Turkish Empire. This 
conference adopted the ingenious deception invented by Dr. Weizmann in 1915 
and agreed that Britain should administer Palestine under "'a mandate". 

Protests against the undertaking then were growing loud, because its true 
nature was beginning to be realized, but Mr. Balfour assured Dr. Weizn1ann that 
'''they \vere regarded as without importance and would certainly not affect policy, 
ir/;ich had been de.finitely set". 

I-Iere is the cryptic staten1cnt often to recur later, that policy in this one 
question 111ust not, cannot and never will alter, so that national interest, honour 
and all other considerations are irrelevant. I know of no other case where an 
unalterable tenet of high State policy has been fixed without regard to State 
interest or consultation of public opinion at any stage. At San Remo Mr. Lloyd 
George was worried lest "the frost" of peace should set in before the secret 
purpose was acco111plished, and told Dr. Weizrnann, "'You have no time to waste. 
'Today the \vorld is like the Baltic he.fore a frost. F or the moment it is still in 
Inotion. But ifit gets set, you will have to batter your heads against the ice blocks 
and wait [or a second thaw". I-lad Mr. Lloyd George said "second war" he would 
have been correct and possibly that was what he Incant by "thaw". In these 
circun1stances the San Rcn10 C:onference '''confirlned the Balfour Declaration 
and the decision to give the lnandate to Great Britail1~'. After that only one step 
renlained between the Zionists and their goal; the League of Nations had to 
invent "'nlandates'~~ bestow on itself the right to bestow n1andates~ and then 
."ratify" I his l\;landa ie. 

~rhat happened in 1922, as will be seen, but during the interval protests against 
the deed C<U11e froln every responsih!e authority or c01111nunity directly involved. 
l~hc forces engaged in pro1110ting it 'Nere three: the directing Zionists from 
Russja, the ~·philo-sen1ites" in high places whom Dr. Weizmann "hated" while 
he llsed thern, and, an10ng the Inasses, that body of sentilnental liberals 
scathingly depicled in the Protocols. J~gainst it was ranked authoritative and 
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experienced opinion in such overwhelming measure that, had the question been 
any other than this one to which the "administrators" were secretly committed, it 
would have collapsed. The mass ofprotest was so great that it is enumerated in its 
parts here for comparison with the summary which follows. It calne from (1) the 
Palestinean Arabs; (2) the Palestinean Jews; (3) the chief Zionist leader in 
America, as well as the anti-Zionist Jews of America and England; (4) the British 
officials and soldiers in Palestine; (5) British and Anlerican official investigators; 
(6) a large body of the press, then still free of occult control in this matter. 

(1) The Arabs saw from the start what was in store for them, for they knew the 
Torah. Dr. Weizmann had told the Peace Conference "The Bible is our 
mandate", and they knew about "the God of the Jews" and his promises of 
pogrom and reward: "When the Lord thy God shall bring thee into the land 
whither thou goest to possess it, and shall cast out many nations before thee ... 
seven nations greater and mightier than thou; and when the Lord thy God shall 
deliver them up before thee, and thou shalt smite them; then thou shalt utterly 
destroy them; thou shalt n1ake no covenant with them, nor sh(nv mercy unto then1" 
(Deuteronomy 7, 1-3). 

Thus Zionism, and Western support of it, meant exterlnination for them under 
a Law of 2,500 years earlier (and the events of 1948 proved this. In 1945 King Ibn 
Saoud told President Roosevelt, ~'You have fought two world wars to discover 
what \ve have known for two thousand years" and in 1948 the intention literally 
to fulfil the above-quoted "statute and commandment" was proved by deed. 
Significantly, even anti-Zionist Jews could not believe, before it happened, that 
this literal "fulfilment" was intended. In 1933 Mr. Bernard J. Brown correctly 
cited the above-mentioned passage as the reason for Arab fears and said, "Of 
course, the uncultured Arabs do not understand that the modern Jew does not 
take his Bible literally and lvould not be so cruel to his felloH' man, but he suspects 
that if the Jews bottom their claim to Palestine on the stength of their historic 
rights to that land, they can only do so on the authority of the Bible, and the Arab 
re..fuses to reject any part ofit" . Mr. Brown ofChicago did not know the Chazars). 

The Arabs in 1920 were not deceived by Mr. Balfour's public pledge (in the 
Declaration) that their "civil and religious rights" would be protected or by Mr. 
Wilson's public pledge (the Fourteen Points) that they would have "undoubted 
security of life" and "absolutely independent opportunity of autonomous 
development". If they did not know, they guessed that Mr. Balfour, Mr. Lloyd 
George and Mr. Wilson had secretly pron1ised the Zionists Palestine. Knowing 
the Torah, they equally disbelieved the public statement of Mr. Winston 
Churchill in 1922 (when he was Colonial Secretary), "Unauthorized statements 
have been made to the effect that the purpose in view is to create a wholly Jewish 
Palestine. Phrases have been used such as ~Palestine is to become as Jewish as 
England is English' " (a direct rebuke to Dr. Weizmann) ~~His Majesty's 
government regard any such suggestion as impracticable and have no such aim in 
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view. Nor have they at any time contemplated the disappearance or 
subordination of the Arabic population, language or culture in Palestine" (in the 
Second World War, as Prime Minister, and after it as Opposition leader Mr. 
Churchill gave his support to the process here denied). 

(2) The original Jewish cornmunity of Palestine (never taken into 
consideration at any stage in all these proceedings) was violently anti-Zionist. 
Dr. Weizmann, almost alone among his fellow-Zionists and the Western 
politicians associated with them, had slight acquaintance with these original 
Jews, having n1ade one or two brief visits to Palestine; he says most of his fello\v
Zionists from Russia were "completely ignorant" of them. At this period in 1919
1922 the Zionist leaders first learned that the Jews of Palestine held then1 to be 
"heathen, impious, heartless, ignorant and malevolent". Dr. Weizmann (whose 
attitude is the familiar one that he was only acting for their good; "we were only 
anxious to make conditions a little modern and comfortable for them") was 
"rather horrified to discover holt, ren10tefJI'om rheIn ~ve remained". He disn1isses 
them as old fogies who, annoyingly, bombarded the Jewish organizations in 
America with complaints about the Zionists, '''quite ninety percent" of their 
letters being violently hostile. (Typically, Dr. Weizmann learned of the contents 
of these letters from a British censor, derelict in his duty, who showed them to 
him). These protests of the native Arabs and native Jews of Palestine were 
ignored by the politicians of Paris and San Ren10. 

(3) Mr. Louis Brandeis in 1919 visited the country which then, for twenty 
years, had formed the object of his revived interest in Judaism. He was at once 
disillusioned by actual acquaintance with the unknown land and decided that "it 
would be H'rong to encourage inlmigration". He urged that the World Zionist 
Organization should be greatly reduced, ifnot abolished, and that future activity 
should be restricted to the modest task of building up a "Jewish Homeland" 
through separate Zionist associations in the various countries. In effect this 
would have been sin1ply a "cultural centre" in Palestine, consisting perhaps of a 
university and acaden1ies, and of somewhat more numerous farm settlements, 
with reasonable means of immigration for the small number ofJews who, of their 
own volition, might wish to go to Palestine. 

This meant abandoning the concept of separate Jewish nationhood 
symbolized by a Jewish State, and was treason. It \vas (as Dr. Weizmann says) a 
revival of the old cleavage between "east" and "west"; between "Os(juden " and 
emancipated Western Jews; between "Washington" and "Pinsk" (the name of 
the author of the phrase about "international pressure" was significant, not 
coincidental). 

The Zionists from Russia overthrew Mr. Brandeis as easily as Dr. Herzl in 
1903-4. Mr. Brandeis rnade the proposal summarized above to the Cleveland 
Congress of American Zionists in 1921. Dr. Weizmann, opposing, insisted on "a 
national fund" (that is, revenue to be raised by the self-appointed government of 
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a Jewish nation fron1 obligatory tithe-payments by members of the Zionist 
organization) and ~~a natiollal budgef'. Mr. Brandeis's weakness was precisely 
that of Dr. Herzl in 1903; the great Western governments were comlnitted to the 
Zionists from Russia. The congress, which if it was in any/way ~~elected" was 
elected by about one-tenth of the Jews of America, upheld Dr. Weizmann and 
Dr. Brandeis fell froln his high place. 

(4) In Palestine the British soldiers and officials saw that an ilnpossible task 
was to be inflicted on them. They were of a stock that had gained more experience 
in the adn1inistration of overseas territories than any other in history, and 
experience and instinct alike warned them. 'They knew how to administer a 
country justly on behalf of all its native peoples and had often done this. They 
knew that no country could be justly adlninistered, or even kept quiet, if alien 
in1migrants \vere to be forced into it and the native peoples compelled to allow 
this. Their protests, too, began to flow towards London and until the end, thirty 
years later, were ignored. T'he Arabs from the start accepted the bitter truth and 
began (in 1920) to resist by riot, rising and every means at hand; they have never 
since ceased and obviously will not until their grievance is amended or they are all 
put in perinanent, armed captivity. 

(5) As the ~"front-rank politicians" (Dr. Weizmann's phrase) in L.london and 
Washington were resolved at any cost to implant the Zionists in Palestine, 
without regard to any protest, opinion or counsel whatever, today's student 
lllight wonder why President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd George sent COnlITlissions of 
investigation to the land bartered about by thenl. If they hoped to receive 
encouraging reports (in the manner of Sir Henry Wilson's ~~n1ud-Inonths" 

advice) they were deceived, for these investigators merely confirn1ed what the 
Arabs, Jews and British in Palestine all had said. President Wilson's King-Crane 
Comn1ission (1919) reported that ~~the Zionist look forward to a practically 
conzplete dispossession (~l the present non-JeH'ish inhabitants (~l Palestine". This 
c0ll11nission added, ""by various forins ofpurchase"; the more experienced British 
officers heard by it correctly inforn1ed it that ~~the Zionist programme could not 
be carried out except by j£)l·ce o.l arlns". ML Lloyd George's Haycraft 
COlnn1ission (1921) reported that the real root of the trouble then starting in 
Palestine lay in thejust{fied Arab belief that the Zionists intended to donzinate in 
Palestine. 

(6) By far the greatest obstacle to the Zionist ambition carne from factual 
reporting in the press of what was happening in Palestine and from editorial 
con1ment adverse to Zionism. /\t any time up to the 1914-1918 \Nar the i\merican 
and British governlllents, before they went too far, would have had to reckon 
\vjth public opinion, accurately inforn1ed by the newspapers. The corruption of 
the press (foretold by the Protocols) began with the censorship introduced during 
the First \Vorld War; the rise of the directing pO'.vcr behind the scenes had been 
shown by the cases of Colonel Repington, Mr. H.A. Ci\vynne and Mr. Robert 
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Wilton in 1917-1918; experienced correspondents vvere driven to resign or to 
write books because their reports were ignored, burked, or suppressed; an editor 
who published the faithful report without subInission to the censorship was 
prosecuted. 

In 1919-1922 the censorship was ending and the newspapers naturally 
reverted. in the n1ain, to the earlier practIce of true reporting and impartial 
COlTIn1ent on the facts reported. This re-established the fornler check on 
govcrnnlental policies, and ifit had continued \vould undoubtedly have thwarted 
the Zionist project, which could not be maintained if it were open to public 
scrutiny. Therefore the entire future for the Zionists, at this crucial rnoment when 
~'"the Mandate" still was not "'"ratified", turned on the suppression of adverse 
nevvspaper infornlatioll and COITIlnent. f\t that very juncture an event occurred 
which prod uced that result. By reason of this great effect on the future, and by its 
ovvn singular nature, the event (denoted in the heading to the present chapter) 
deserves relation in detail here. 

At that stage in the affair England \vas of paralnount importance to the 
conspirators (I have shown that Dr. \Veiznlann and Mr. House both used this 
vvord) and in England the energetic Lord Northcliffe was a po\verful n1an. The 
forn1er Alfred Harnlsworth, bulky and wearing a dank Napoleonic forelock, 
owned the t\VO n10st widely read daily ne\vspapers, various other journals and 
periodicals, and in addition was majority proprietor of the lnost influential 
newspaper in the world, at that tin1e, The T'inlcs of London. Thus he had direct 
access to nlillions of people each day and, despite his business acumen, he was by 
nature a great newspaper editor, courageous, conlbative and patriotic. He was 
sometilnes right and son1etilnes wrong in the causes he launched or espoused, but 
he was independent and unpurchasable. He somewhat resembled Mr. Randolph 
Hearst and Colonel Robert McCormick in America, which is to say that he 
would do many things to increase the circulation of his newspapers, but only 
within the limits of national interest; he would not peddle blasphenly, obscenity, 
libel or sedition. He could not be cowed and was a force in the land. 

Lord Northcliffe n1ade himself the adversary of the conspiracy from Russia in 
two ways. In May 1920 he caused to be printed in The Tin1es the article, 
previously ll1entioned, on the Protocols. It was headed, "The Jewish Peril, A 
Disturbing Parnphlet, (--:al1 for Enquiry". It concluded, "'An in1partial 
investigation of these would-be documents and of their history is Inost desirable 
... are \ve to dismiss the \vhole lnatter lvithout inquiry and to let the influence of 
such a book as this work unchecked?" 

Then in 1922 Lord Northcliffe visited Palestine, accon1panied by a journalist, 
Mr. J.M.N. Jeffries (whose subsequent book, Palestine: The Realit.}', ren1ains the 
classic work of reference for that period). This was a cOInbination of a different 
sort from that formed by the editors of The Times and Manchester Guardian, who 
wrote their leading articles about Palestine in England and in consultation with 
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the Zionist chieftain, Dr. Weizmann. Lord Northcliffe, on the spot, reached the 
same conclusion as all other impartial investigators, and wrote, "In my opinion 
we, without sufficient thought, guaranteed Palestine as a hon1e for the Jews 
despite the fact that 700,000 Arab Moslems live there and own it ... The Jews 
seemed to be under the impression that all England was devoted to the one cause 
of ZionislTI, enthusiastic for it in fact: and I told them that this was not so and to 
be careful that they do not tire out our people by secret hnportation of' arms to 
,fight 700,000 Arabs . .. There lvill be trouble in Palestine . .. people dare not tell 
the Je}vs the truth here, They have had sorne jil'om lne". 

By stating this truth, Lord Northcliffe offended tvvice: he had already entered 
the forbidden roon1 by den1anding '~inquiry" into the origins of the Protocols. 
Moreover, he was able to publish this truth in the mass-circulation newspapers 
owned by hin1, so that he became, to the conspirators. a dangerous man. J-Ie 
encountered one obstacle in the shape of Mr. Wickham Steed, who \vas editor of 
The Tin1es and whose chan1pionship of Zionism Dr. Weizmann records. 

In this contest Lord Northcliffe had an Achilles heel. He partjcularly wanted 
to get the truth about Palestine into The Times, but he was not sole proprietor of 
that paper, only chief proprietor. Thus his own newspapers published his series 
of articles about Palestine but The Times, in fact, refused to do so. Mr. Wickham 
Steed, though he had lnade such large proposals about the future of Palestine, 
declined to go there, and denied publicity to the anti-Zionist case. 

These facts, and all that now follows, are related (again, with surprising 
candour) in the D.lficial History of The T'inles (1952). It records that Mr. 
Wickham Steed ~~evaded" visiting Palestine when Lord Northcliffe requested 
him to go there; it also records Mr. Wickham Steed's "inaction" follo\,ving Lord 
Northcliffe's telegraphed wish "for a leading article attacking Balfour's attitude 
to\vards Zionism". 

In what follows the reader's attention i~ particularly directed to dates. 
In May 1920 Lord Northcliffe had caused publication of the article about the 

Protocols in The Times. Early in 1922 he visited Palestine and produced the series 
of articles above tnentioned. On February 26, 1922 he left Palestine, after his 
request, which \vas ignored, to the editor of The limes. He was incensed against 
the incompliant editor and had a message, strongly critical of his editorial policy, 
read to an editorial conference which met on March 2, 1922. Lord Northcliffe 
wished that Mr. Wickhan1 Steed should resign and \vas astonished that he 
ren1ained after this open rebuke. The editor, instead of resigning, decided "to 
secure a lawyer"s opinion on the degree of provocation necessary to constitute 
unlawful dislnissal". For this purpose he consulted L,ord Northcl{fje 's OHJ11 special 
legal adviser (March 7, .1922), who informed Mr. Wickham Steed that Lord 
Northcliffe was ~'abnornlar', "incapable of business" and, judging from his 
appearance, '~unlikely to live long" and advised the editor to continue in his post! 
The editor then went to Pau, in France, to see Lord Northcliffe, in his turn 
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decided that Lord N orthcliffe was ""abnornlal" (March 31, 1922), and informed a 
director of The Times that Lord Northcliffe was ""going mad". 

The suggestion of madness thus was put out by an editor whom Lord 
Northcliffe desired to remove and the ilnpressions of others therefore are 
obviously relevant. On May 3, 1922 Lord Northcliffe attended a farewell 
luncheon in London for a retiring editor of one of his papers and '\vas in .fine 
/orn1". On May 1L 1922 he made "an excellent and e.lfective speech" to the 
Empire Press Union and ",nost people H110 had thought him 'abnormal' believed 
they ~i'ere 111is taken ". A few days later Lord Northcliffe telegraphed instructions 
to the Managing Director of The 'T'ilnes to arrange for the editor's resignation. 
This Managing Director saw nothing '"'abnormal" in such an instruction and was 
not "in the least anxious about Northc/~l(e's health". Another director, who then 
saw him, "considered hiln to have quite as good a I{fe risk as his own"; he "noticed 
nothing unusual in NorthcIU}'e's manner or appearance" (May 24, 1922). 

On June 8, 1922 Lord Northcliffe, fronl Boulogne, asked l\!1r. Wickham Steed 
to Ineet him in Paris; they met there on June 11, 1922, and Lord Northcliffe told 
his visitor that he, Lord Northcliffe, would aSSUIne the editorship of The Times. 
On June 12, 1922 the whole party left for Evian-les-Bains, a doctor being secreted 
on the train, as far as the Swiss frontier, by ~1r. Wickham Steed. Arrived in 
Switzerland ''"a brilliant French nerve specialisf' (unnan1ed) was sumlnoned and 
in the evening certified Lord N orthcliffe insane. On the strength of this Mr. 
Wickham Steed cabled instructions to l11e Tin1es to disregard and not to publish 
anything received from L,ord Northcliffe, and on June 13, 1922 he left, never to 
see Lord Northcliffe again. On June 18, 1922 Lord Northcliffe returned to 
London and was in fact removed from all control of, and even communication 
\vith his undertakings (especially The TiJnes: his telephone was cut). The manager 
had police posted at the door to prevent him entering the office of The Times ifhe 
were able to reach it. All this, according to the o.fJicia/ History, was on the 
strength of certification in a foreign country (Switzerland) by an unnamed 
(French) doctor. On August 14, 1922 Lord Northcliffe died; the cause of death 
stated was ulcerative endocarditis, and his age was fifty-seven. He was buried, 
after a service at Westn1inster Abbey, alnid a great array of mourning editors. 

Such is the story as 1 have taken it fron1 the official publication. None of this 
was known outside a snlall circle at the time; it only en1erged in the Official 
Histor.v after three decades, and if it had all been published in 1922 would 
presulnably have called forth many questions. I doubt if any conlparable 
displacement of a powerful and wealthy man can be adduced, at any rate in such 
mysterious circumstances. 

F or the fIrst tiIne, I now- appear in this narrative as a personal witness of events. 
In the 1914-1918 war I was one participant among uncomprehending nlillions, 
and only began to see its true shape long afterwards. In 1922 I was for an instant 
in, though not of the inner circle; looking back, I see myself closeted vvith Lord 
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Northcliffe (about to die) and quite ignorant of Zionisn1, Palestine, Protocols or 
any other matter in which he had raised his voice. My testimony may be of some 
interest; I cannot n1yself judge of its value. 

1 was in 1922 a young man fresh fro1n the war who struggled to find a place in 
the world and had becon1c a clerk in the office of T'hc Tirnes. I \vas summoned 
thence, in that first week of] nne when Lord Northclinc was preparing to remove 
1\Ilr. Wickhanl Steed and hinlself assun1e the editorship of The TiJnes, to go as 
secretary to Lord Northcliffe who \vas at Boulogne. I was warned beforehand 
that he was an unusual nlan \vhose every bidding ll1ust be quickly done. Possibly 
for that reason, everything he did seerned to nle to be simply the expression of his 
unusual nature. No suspicion of anything more ever came to me, a \\leek before 
he was ""certified" and, in effect, put in captivity. 

I was conlpletely ignorant of ""abnornl<.l1" conditions, so that the expert might 
discount 1ny testimony. Anyway, the behaviour I observed was just \vhat I had 
been told to expect by those who had worked \Nith hin1 for many years. There was 
one exception to this. Lord Northcliffe \vas convinced that his life was in danger 
and several tiDle said this; specifically, he said he had been poisoned. If this is in 
itself 1nadness, then he was 1nad, but in that case 111any victinls of poisoning have 
died ofnladness, not of what \vas fcd to theln. Ifby any chance it was true, he was 
not 111ad. I ren1e111ber that I thought it feasible that such a nlan should have 
dangerous enen1ies, though at that tirrle I had no inkling at all of any particular 
hostility he 1nigbt have incurred. Ilis belief certainly charged hin1 with suspicion 
of those around hinl, but if by chance he had reason for it, then again it \vas not 
nzadness; if all this had transpired in the light of day such things could have been 
thrashed out. 

I cannot judge, and can only record what I saw and thought at the time, as a 
young 111an who had no n10re idea of what went on around him than a babe 
knows the shape of the world. When I returned to London I was questioned 
about Lord Northcliffe by his brother, Lord Rotherlnere, and one of his chief 
associates, Sir George Sutton. The thought of n1adness must by that tilne have 
been in their minds (the ~~certification" had ensued) and therefore have underlain 
their questions, but not even then did any such suspicion occur to 1ne, although I 
had been one of the last people to see hin1 before he was certified and removed 
from control of his newspapers. I did not know of that when I saw them or for 
long afterwards. In such secrecy \vas all this done that, although I continued in 
the service of The T'irnes for sixteen years, I only learned of the "madness" and 
""certification" thirty years later, fron} the Official History. By that tilne I was able 
to see what great consequences had flowed fronl an affair in which I was an 
uninitiated onlooker at the age of twenty-seven. 

Lord Northcliffe therefore was out of circulation, and of the control of his 
newspapers, during the decisive period preceding the ratification of ~"the 

mandate" by the League of Nations, which clinched the Palestinean transaction 

298 



'TI-IE CONl'ROVERSY ()F ZION 

and bequeathed the effects of it to our present generation. The opposition of a 
widely-read chain ofjournals at that period nlight have changed the whole course 
of events. After Lord Northcliffe died the possibility of editorials in The Ti,nes 
""attacking Balfour's attitude towards Zionism'" faded. From that tinle the 
subnlission of the press, in the lllanner described by the Protocols, grew ever 
nlore apparent and in titne reached the condition which prevails today, when 
faithful repofting and in1partial conln1ent on this question has long been in 
suspense. 

Lord Northcliffe \vas rernoved frol11 control of his newspapers and put under 
constraint on June 18, 1922~ on July 24, 1922 the Council of the L,eague of 
Nations nlet in London, secure frolll any possibility of loud public protest by 
Lord Northcliffe, to bestow on Britain a ""Illandate" to relnain in Palestine and 
by arnlS to instal the Zionists there (I describe what events have shown to be the 
fact the l1latter was 110t so depicted to the pu bIie, of course). 

This act of ""ratifying" the ""mandate" was in such circUl11stances a forn1ality. 
The real work, of drawing up the docun1ent and of ensuring that it received 
approval, had been done in advance, in the first matter by drafters inspired by Dr. 
Weiznlann and in the second by Dr. Weiznlann hinlselfin the ante-chambers of 
nlany capitals. 'The 111enlbers of IV1r. House's ""Inquiry" had drafted the 
Covenant of the League of Nations~ Dr. Weizlnann, Mr. Brandeis, Rabbi 
Stephen Wise and their associates had drafted the Balfour Declaration~ now the 
third essential docUlllent had to be drafted, one of a kind that history never knew 
before. Dr. Weiznlann pays Lord Curzon (then British Foreign Secretary) the 
forlllal cOlnplilnent of saying that he was ""in charge of the actual drafting of the 
Inandate" but adds, "on our side we had the valuable assistance of Mr. Ben \', 
(~ohen ... one of the ablest draughtsnlen in An1erica"'. l'hus a Zionist in Anlerica 
(Mr. Cohen was to play an illlportant part in a much later stage of this process) in 
fact drafted a doculnent under which ""the ne\\' world order" was to dictate 
British policy, the use of British troops and the future of Palestine. 

Lord Curzon's part was merely to 1110derate the terlllS of the "nlandate" if he 
could, and he did achieve minor Illodifications, though these had little effect on 
events in the long run. An able statesnlan (not a politician) who looked like a 
Ronlan enlperor, he was "'entirely loyal to the policy adopted and nlcant to stand 
by the Balfour Declaration'" (Dr. \'/eizlnann), but \vas known personally to 
disapprove the project w'hich duty required hin1 to further (this nlight be the 
reason '.Nhy he never becanle Prilne Minister, for which office he was highly 
qualified). I-le contrived to delete one \\lord fron1 the draft. Dr. \Velznlann and 
Mr. Cohen desired it to begin, "'Recognizing the historic rights of the Je\vs to 
Palestine ..." Lord (~urzon said, ""If you \vord it like that. I can see Weizillann 
con1ing to lile every day and saying he has a right to do this, that or the other in 
Palestine! I won't have it". l~hus "'historical rights" became "'historical 
connection", a lesser nlisstatelnent~ I.-ord Curzon, a scholar, certainly did not 
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believe that the Chazars fron1 Russia had any historical connection with the 
Arabian Peninsula. 

Dr. Weizn1ann, while the draft was thus being prepared, set off on another 
international tour, to ensure that all members of the Council of the League of 
Nations would inaugurate ""the new world order" by voting for "'the Mandate". 
He called first on the Italian Foreign lVlinister, one Signor Schanzer, who said the 
Vatican was worried about the future, under Zionism, of the Room of the Last 
Supper in Jerusalem. Dr. Weizmann, in the tone habitual among his associates 
when they spoke of things holy to others, says, ""My education in Church history 
having been deficient, I did not know why the Italians laid such stress on the 
ROOln of the Last Supper". * 

Dr. Weizmann was able to reassure Signor Schanzer and left Rome assured of 
Italian support. After that the thing became a landslide and from that time on the 
"'votes" of the League of Nations (and of the later ""United Nations") in vital 
questions were al\vays arranged beforehand by this Inethod of secret canvassing, 
lobbying and ""irresistible pressure" in general. Dr. Weizmann went on to Berlin 
and found a famous Jewish minister there, Dr. Walter Rathenau, to be violently 
opposed to Zionism. He "'deplored any attempt to turn the Jews of Germany 
"into a foreign body on the sands of the Mark of Brandenburg'; that was all he 
could see in Zionism". Dr. Rathenau was murdered soon after this, so that the 
cause of the emancipated Western Jews was deprived of another notable 
chcunpion. 

By his journeys and visits Dr. Weizmann at last assured himself, in advance of 
the meeting, of all votes at the Council table save two, those of Spain and Brazil. 
He then called, in London, on the Spanish dignitary who was to represent Spain 
and said, ""Here is Spain's opportunity to repay in part that long-outstanding 
debt which it owes to the Jews. The evil which your forefathers were guilty of 
against us you can wipe out in part". 

Dr. Weizmann was call~~ouS, twice using the words "'in part". His host, whose 
duty \vas to contemporary Spain, was being allured with the suggestion which 
had earlier fascinated Mr. Balfour; that Spain owed some indeterminate "debt" 
to "the Jews", for all of whom his visitor claimed to speak, and that by wiping out 
Arab hopes in Palestine he could wipe out (in part) this debt said to have been 
incurred by Spain. Considered by standards of reason these conversations read 
like something from the Mad Hatter's Tea-Party. In any case, the Spanish 
representative promised the vote of Spain and, for full measure, also that 0.[ 

*By 1950 the Zionists had opened a "Cellar of the Catastrophe" on a lower tloor of the sallle building as a place of 
pilgrimage for Jews. A legend at the entrace said. "Entrance forbidden to those who have not strong nerves". The 
Chief Rabbi of South Africa, after inspecting this place, wrote, "Everything is being done to develop and foster this 
new cult of Mount Zion. to provide a substitute for the Wailing Wall and an emotional outlet for the religious 
feelings of the people. There seemed to me to be something un-Jewish in it, something which belonged rather to 
superstition than to true religions t~ijth ... I tremble to think of the effect of these completely apocryphal stories" 
(of miraculous cures) "on the simple, pious and superstitious Jews of Yemen. Is there being developed a Jewish 
Lourdes? I hope not, but the signs are ominous", 
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Bra.:il, so that the chain of yesses was con1plete. Even Dr. \Veizmann could not 
tell whether this happy ending to his visit \vas the result of his own eloquence or of 
pressure applied at a higher level (that of the Spanish delegate's superiors in 
Madrid). 

In England, as the mon1ent approached, a last bid was lnade to avert British 
embroilment in this enterprise. Lords Sydenham, Islington and Raglan led an 
attack on ~~the nlandate" in the House of IJords and by a large rnajori!y carried 
tlu!;r rnotionfor the repeal (~lthe Ba(four Declaration. However, the upper house, 
its earlier powers abolished, by that tilTIe could only protest, and Mr. Balfour 
(soon to become a lord) at once reassured Dr. Weizmann: "What does it matter if 
a few foolish lords pass such a motion'?" 

After all this secret preparation the stage was set for the lneeting of the League 
('ouncil in London on July 24, 1922 and ....everything went off smoothly when 
M r. Balfour introduced the subject of the ratification of the Palestine Mandate". 
Without any demur Britain was awarded .... the mandate" to remain in Palestine 
and to provide an arIned cordon for the Zionists when they arrived there. * 

Thus in 1922 the British future was left burdened with an undertaking which 
had never received public scrutiny and during the next three decades the growing 
bills began to pour in. Early in the process Arnerica also was re-involved, 
although the general public there did not realize this for another thirty years. 

President Wilson was dead and his DelTIOCratic party was out of office. 
President Harding was at the White House and the Republican party was back in 
power. It had been swept back by the wave of popular feeling against the 
disappointing outcome of the war and of instinctive desire to be free from 
"entanglements" overseas. The country felt itself well out of the League of 
Nations and its nlysterious activities all over the world. 

Then the Republican party led the Republic back into the embroilments in 
which the Democratic party first had involved it. Presumably the party
managers, those architects of public misfortune, thought to compete with the 
other party for the favour of those powerful groups, and the '''fluctuating vote" 
controlled by them, described in Mr. House's diary and novel. 

In June 1922, just before the League Council in London bestowed the 
Palestinean ""Mandate" on Britain, the United States Congress passed a joint 
resolution of both houses, the wording of which \-vas almost identical with that of' 
the Ba(f<)ur Declaration ql1917. Thereafter the Zionist halter was firmly reaffixed 

*The "mandates" also bestowed on Britain in respect of Iraq and Transjordan, and to France in respect of Syria, 
were soon relinquished, these territories becoming independent sta tes. Other countries received "mandates" in 
respect of various colonial and oceanic territories. which in time and in fact became their possessions. These other 
"mandates" were from the start fictitious and served in the office of chaperones to the dubious one which needed 
respectable company. Of the entire bogus arrangement only the Palestinean "mandate" continued until, the 
Zionists being numerous enough and sufficiently supplied with arms, it was abandoned and the country left to the 
invaders then able to take and hold it by force. The later "United Nations", for obvious reasons, did not resurrect 
the word ·'Mandate". It found another word, "Trusteeship", for the same idea, which is transparently that of 
transferring territories from one ownership to another through a sham process of "international law" and legality. 
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round the neck ofAnlerican State policy, and though An1erican voter only slowly 
realized this, it became inl1naterial to hinl which party prevailed at elections. 
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l'HE NATI()NAL I-IOME 

F~or ten years after the foisting of .... the Mandate" on the British people the 
pretence was continued that the .... Jewish National I-Ionle" in Palestine, under 
their protection, would be simply "'a cultural centre" of Judaism, hannless to the 
Ara bs; a J udaist Mecc<l with university, library and [ann-settlements. The Arabs 
were never beguiled; they saw that they were the objects of an attelnpt to re
enforce, in the 20th ('entury AD, the Law of violent dispossession set up by the 
Levites in the 5th Century B(~. They responded with riotous protest and warlike 
uprising \vhich have never since ceased, so that ""the war to end \var" started 
warfare without end. 

At once it becalne apparent that Zionism had been inserted like a blasting 
charge into the life of peoples and that in ""a small country the size of Wales or 
Vernl0nt" (just .... liberated" fron1 the Turk) the time-fuse of a future world
conHict had been planted. Nevertheless, a ne\v British C'olonial Secretary, Mr. 
Leopold Anlery, went to Palestine in 1925 and (he says) ""frankly told the Arabs 
that there was no possihili(v q{ change in the British policy" (JeH'ish Telegraph 
Agen('J') . 

These \vords (like Mr. Balfour's earlier statement that British policy in this 
question was "definitely set") contain thccentrallnystery and challenge. In what 
other issue in history was a reversal of policy ever declared to be ilnpossible? This 
policy had been proved impossible offi"lfihnenl, and disastrous. What power 
dictated that it nlLIst be pursued in those or any circumstances whatever? No 
British or Alnerican political leader ever explained this secret capitulation to the 
electorate, to Parliament or to Congress (in the 1950's statements similar to those 
of Mr. Balfour and Mr. Amery were often made in America, as will be seen). 

During this decade, \vhen the project of the ""national home" proved a fiasco, 
the Western politicians continued to congratulate themselves on wh;lt they had 
done. Mr. Lloyd George told an applauding Zionist audience in London: ""I was 
brought up in a school where I was taught more about the history of the Jews 
than about the history ofIny o\vn land". His day was ending, but candidates for 
his shoes hastened to declare their allegiance. A coming prime luinister, Mr. 
Ramsay Macdonald, though unable to attend this ll1eeting, sent a message 
declaring support for Zionism; another, Mr. Stanley Bald\vin,joined the circle of 
'''friends'' (Dr. Weizll1ann). In South Africa General Slnuts saw in his ""work for 
the Jews the justification of his life~'. 

Lord Balfour considered his Declaration the great achievement of his life and 
in 1925 first went to see the country he had been privately bartering for twenty 
years. He was (characteristically) a bad sailor and elnerged pale from his cabin at 
Alexandria. At Tel Aviv he said (with intention to flatter) that the Herzliah High 
School boys "'might have come from Harrow" and the mayor ""nlight easily be 
the mayor of Liverpool or of Manchester", and he .... opened" the still unbuilt 
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Hebrew University. He toured Palestine under strong guard and said his cordial 
reception reminded hiln of a general election "with everybody on the same side". 
Then (against Dr. Wcizmann's pressing advice) he continued to Syria, where he 
was besieged by an Arab mob, clalnant for his life, in the Victoria Hotel in 
Damascus, being rushed to the coast amid a strong escort of French cavalry and 
restored (still seasick) by ship to England. 

Mr. J.M.N. Jeffries records what went on in Palestine during this decade. The 
Zionists began to buy up Arab land (which under the l~almudic Law n1ight never 
under any conditions be resold to Arabs). The Arabs cheerfully sold them some 
land but too well knew the Torah to yield enough for Palestine ever to be taken 
from theIll by simple purchase (as the too-simple King-Crane Commission had 
foreseen). Moreover. they bred fast and soon showed that Zionist in1111igration, 
in any norn1al circumstances, could never produce a population nearly equal to 
theln. From the start it was clear, as all experienced observers had stated, that 
they could only be dispossessed through a new world war. 

'The intention to dispossess them was not adInitted at that time. Mr. 
Churchill's White Paper of 1922, indeed, proposed that they should be allowed to 
hold elections in their own country! Dr. Weizmann forbade this and thus was 
placed "'in the curious position of seerning to oppose denlocratic rights to the 
Arabs"; he then complains that the Arabs, who drew the obvious conclusion 
from his denial of elections, were the victims of "the deliberate misrepresentation 
of Zionist aims". 

1'he uproar in Palestine caused the British governrllent to send out Illore 
""investigators" (and again, one \vonders why, if there was "no possibility of 
change" in British policy). l'he Shaw and Simpson COInmissions followed the 
earlier King-Crane and f-Iaycraft Comn1issions and, once they saw the facts, 
produced substantially the same reports. On this account Dr. Weizmann asks 
plaintively why "'as often as a comlllission went out to Palestine to investigate" it 
"vas ""an almost universal rule that such administrators as came out favourably 
inclined turned against us in a few months". 

'The fiasco of the '''national home" "vas so clear that even the politicians began 
to hedge. Mr. LJoyd George in ]925 told the Zionists publicly ""any policy of 
expropriation or anything that suggests it will only ll1ake difficulties in the path of 
Zionism". Dr. Weiznlann at once replied: ""I\1r. Lloyd George will believe me 
when I say that the Jews are the last people in the world to build their hanIe on the 
hack: (~fs()fnebody else. 'The Jews have suffered so Inuch from injustice that the.y 
have learned their lesson and I can assure you that the Arahs vtJill not sl-~fJer at our 
hands". Again ""the word" invites comparison with "the deed" that ensued later. 

l-Iowever, \vhat happened in Palestine during this decade was all incidental to 
the greater purpose of retaining control over the politicians of London and 
Washington, so that ""policy" there should continue to be ""impossible to 
change". That, and not the success or failure of the ~"national home'~ in Palestine, 
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was decisive, and Dr. Weizmann at the end triun1phed again. 
At this period he had to deal with a greater difficulty than any offered by the 

Western politicians: the alarn1, and hostility, of that "W'orld Jewry" which he 
and his associates fron1 Russia claimed to represent. The clnancipated Jews could 
havc offered effective opposition to the Zionists if they had forn1ed an anti
Zionist organization. They feared to do so, and this was their undoing. 'They did 
not vvant Zionist nationalism and a Jewish state, but they did want the J udaist 
Mecca, the cultural and religious centre, and feared that the terll1 ""anti-Zionist" 
would imply antagonism to that. Through this chink in their armour Dr. 
Weiztnann unerringly reached. 

His whole undertaking in Palestine was then near collapse. The "'l\!Iandate" 
provided that the British government \\!ould recognize his Zionist Organization 
as ""an appropriate Jewish agency for the purpose of advising and co-operating 
\vith the administration of Palestine" in Inatters affecting ""the establishn1ent of 
the Jewish National Home". However, there \vas a qualification: this agency was 
'''to take steps in consultation with 1--lis Britannic Majesty's government to secure 
the co-operation q(all Jews who are willing to assist in the establishment of the 
Jewish National Home". 

/\s 111aSSeS of Jews were openly opposed to Dr. Weizn1ann's Zionism, even he 
could not pretend that he spoke for thenl. Thus he transferred his canvassing 
fro111 the antechambers of the Gentiles to the Jews and for eight years sped about 
the \vorld in search ofa solution to this problen1. The great ITIaSS of emancipated 
Jews of the West resolutely opposed any project that n1ight turn out to be one for 
the recreation of ""a Jewish nation". 

'Then Dr. Weiznlann found the riddle's answer. He coined the term :"non
Zionist". The Jews in Britain ren1ained aloof but those in America fell into the 
trap ..... Non-Zionist" seen1ed to offer the best of both worlds: it would enable 
them to oppose Zionist nationalisln while supporting the Judaist-Mecca idea. In 
1928 a group of Jews announced that they represented '''the non-Zionists" and 
\voltld work with Dr. Weizmann for '''the upbuilding of Palestine", On this basis 
Dr. Weizn1ann in 1929 set up his "Enlarged Jewish Agency'", thereafter claiming 
that, by including ""non-Zionists", it fulfilled all provisions of "the Mandate" 
and that he once Inore represented '''all Jews". The dilemn1a from which Dr. 
\Veizmann was rescued is shovvn by his words: he says he regarded the Zionist 
situation as '''hopeless and helpless unless the non-Zionists caIne to the rescue". 

The Arabs at once saw that this .... enlarged" Je\vish agency would be the true 
governlnent of Palestine and intensified their resistance. The result \vas that at 
last a British government felt forced to admit the fiasco and in 1930 the Passfield 
White Paper undertook to suspend Zionist inllnigration and to curtail the 
(Iuthority qlthc Jell'ish Agenc)'. The .... sef~ policy H'as "'changed"! Dr. Weizn1ann, 
his authority reinforced by the recruitlnent of the '''non-Zionists'', struck at once. 
He gave audience to the British pritlle l11inister. then Mr. Ramsay Macdonald, 
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who behaved like a Inan held up by a gun~ he not only revoked the White Paper 
but hunlbly asked Dr. Weiznlann vvhorn he should appoint as the next I-ligh 
C"onl111issioner in Palestine. 

Tb us the years that the Zionists have eaten continued. \Vhat these politicians 
feared~ none can confidently say~ their Jnenl0irs are unifornlly silent on this 
central rnystery and their capitulations are unique in history. l\tlr. Macdonald's 
surrender re-established the principle that ""policy~~ in this rnatter was ""seC~ and 
irnrnutable~ and during the ensuing t\\J'enty years this became the paralnount 
principle of all I~ritish and Anlerican state policy. The politicians of both 
countries evidently held Dr. \Veiznlann to be the enlissary of a power which they 
dared not disobey~ their delneanour resembled the African Native's rolling-eyed 
fear of the witchdoctor. 

Mr. Macdonald's SUblllission restored the situation in London to its former 
shape~ but in Palestine the ""national honle~'~ an artificial growth forcibly 
inlplanted in a hostile soil~ continued to wither. In ten years the Jewish 
population increased by less than a hundred thousand imn1igrants. In 1927 three 
thousand n10rc en1igrants departed than ilnnligrants came. A sl11a11 revival 
follo\ved in ]928~ but the average yearly exodus fron1 Palestine~ up to 1932~ was 
ahnost a third of the irnn1igration. 

The Zionist adven ture was in collapse~ as all qualified parties had foretold. Left 
alone~ the Jews of the world clearly would never in any substantial nunlbers go to 
Palestine~ if events took their natural course the Arab population evidently 
would increase its preponderance. 

Nothing \vas to take its natural course. At that very 1110lnent the n1ysterious 
f1 itler arose in Gernlany (and at the sarne instant Mr. Roosevelt in America) and 
the Second World War l00111ed up ahead. 
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TIlE STRI\.NGE ROLE OF TllE PRESS 

The years \vhich followed, 1933-1939, were those of the brewing of the Second 
World War. ~~Prussial1 militarism", supposed to have been laid low in 1918, rose 
up ITIOre forluidable than ever and the spectacle so absorbed Inen's minds that 
they lost interest in the affair in Palestine, \vhich seelTIed unrelated to the great 
events in Europe. In fact it was to 100111 large arnong those ~~causes and objects" 
of the second war \vhich President \\filson had called ~'obscure" in the first one. 
The gap left by the collapse, in 1917, of the legend of "Jewish persecution in 
Russia" was filled by .... the Jewish persecution in Germany" and, just when 
Zionisnl was ~'helpless and hopeless", the Zionists were able vvith a new cry to 
affright the Jews and heleaguer the Western politicians. 1'he consequences 
showed in the outc0111e of the ensuing war, when revolutionary-Zionism and 
revolutionary-Communism proved to be the sole beneficiaries. 

My own experience during those years ultilTIately produced this book. When 
they began, in 1933, I had climbed fronl my clerkship to be a correspondent of 
The T'irnes in Berlin and was happy in that calling. When they ended, in 1939, 1 
was fully disenchanted with it and had felt compelled to throw up my livelihood. 
The tale of the years between will show the reason. 

Frorn 1927 on I reported the rise of f-litler, and by chance was passing the 
Reichstag when it burst into flames in 1933. l'his event (used to set up the secret
police-and-concentration-camp system in Germany, on the Bolshevist model) 
cemented Hitler in power, but sonle prescience, that night, told Ine that it nleant 
nluch Inore than that. In fact the present unfinished ordeal of the West dates fronl 
that night, not from the later war. Its true meaning was that the area of 
occupation of the world-revolution spread to the middle of Europe, and the 
actual transfer to CorTIITIunist ownership in 1945 nlerely confirmed an 
accomplished fact (theretofore disguised from the masses by the bogus 
antagonism between National Socialism and COlnmunism) which the war, at its 
outset, was supposed to undo. The only genuine question which the future has yet 
to answer is whether the world-revolution will be driven back or spread further 
westward from the position which, in effect, it occupied on the night of February 
27,1933. 

Fronl the start of Hitler's regime (on that night) all professional observers in 
Berlin, diplonlats and journalists, knew that it meant a new war unless this }vere 
prevented. Prevention at that tinle was relatively simple~ Mr. Winston Churchill 
in his nlemoirs rightly called the Second War '~the unnecessary war". It could 
have been prevented by flrll1 Western opposition to Flitler's preliminary warlike 
forays (into the Rhineland, Austria and Czechoslovakia) at any time up to 1938 
when (as Mr. Churchill also confirms) the German generals, about to overthrow 
Hitler, vvere themselves undone by the Western capitulation to him at Munich. 

The trained observers in Berlin were agreed that he would make war ifallowed 
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and so advised their governnlental or editorial superiors in London. The Chief 
Correspondent of The Tinles in Berlin, Mr. Nornlan Ebbutt (I was the second 
correspondent) reported early in ]933 that war nlust be expected in about .five 
years unless it were forethwarted, and this particular report was printed. He, I 
and many other reporters during the following years grew alarmed and perplexed 
by the suppression, "burking" and ignoring of despatches, and by the depictlnent 
of Hitler, in Parlianlent and the newspapers, as an inherently good man who 
would remain peaceable if his just grievances were met (at others' expense). 

This period has become known as that of "the policy of appeasement" but 
encouragen'lent is the truer word, and the policy changed the probability of w"ar 
into certainty. The strain brought Mr. Ebbutt to physical collapse. Fronl 1935 on 
I was Chief Correspondent in Vienna, which was then but another vantage-point 
for surveying the Gerlnan scene. Fronl there, late in 1937, I informed The Times 
that both Hitler and Goering had said that the war would begin "by the autunln 
of 1939"~ I had this infornlation fronl the Austrian Chancellor. I was in \lienna 
during Hitler's invasion and then, after brief arrest by Storm 1-roops on the \vay 
out, transferred to Budapest, where I was when the suprelne capitulation of 
IVlunich followed in Septen1ber 1938. Realizing then that a faithful reporter could 
do nothing against "the policy of appeasenlenf', and that his task was 
meaningless, I resigned by cxpostulant letter, and still have the editor's discursive 
ackno\vledgen1en1. 

Fourteen years later The l'inles publicly confessed error, in respect of its 
"policy of appeasenlcnf'. in that curiously candid Official History of 1952. This 
contains a grudging reference to 111e: "l'here were reSIgnations fronl junior 
members of the staff" (I was forty-three in 1938,was Chief (~orrespondentfor 
Central Europe and the Balkans, had worked for The 1~inu?s for seventeen years, 
and I believe I was the only correspondent to resign). In this volunle The Times 
also undertook never so to err again: "it is not rash to say that aggression \vill 
never again be met at Printing House Square in terIllS of IT)ere 'Munich'." The 
editorial articles and reports of The Tinles about such later events as the bisection 
of Europe in 1945, the C~onln1unization of China, the Zionization of Palestine 
and the Korean \var SCClll to nle to sho\v that jts policies did not change at all. 

Thus n1Y resignation of 1938 \vas inspired by a 1110tive sin1ilar to that of 
Colonel Repington (of whom I then had not heard) in 1918. There was a major 
n1ilitary danger to f~ngland and qualified reporters were not allo\ved to Blake this 
plain to the pub]ic~ the result in Iny opinion, was the Second World War. The 
journalist should not regard hilnself too seriously, but if his reports are 
disregarded in the nl0st n10mentous luatters of the day he feels that his calling is a 
shaIn and then he had best give it up, at any cost. This is \vh'lt I did, and 1 was 
c0111forted, many years later. when I read Sir vVilliam Robertson's words to 
Colonel Repington: "'The great thing is to keep on a straight course and then one 
nlay be sure that good will eventually come of what 111ay no~r seem to be evil". 
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When I resigned in 1938 1 had a second reason, not present in 1933, for 
perplexity about the way the press is conducted. In that n1atter, too, I could only 
assume that son1C infatuation worked to distort the truthful picture of events. 
The outcome of the ensuing war, however, showed that a powerful n10tive had 
lain behind this particular misrepresentation. 

In the case of '"the jewish persecution" in Gern1any I found that impartial 
presentation of the facts gradually gave way to so partisan a depictn1ent that the 
truth was lost. This transforn1ation was effected in three su btle stages. First the 
persecution of "political opponents and Jews" was reported; then this was 
imperceptibly amended to "Jews and political opponents"; and at the end the 
press in general spoke only of "the persecution of Jews". By this means a false 
image was projected on to the public mind and the plight of the overwhelming 
majority of the victims, by this fixing of the spotlight on one group, was lost to 
sight. The result showed in 1945, when, on the one hand, the persecution of Jews 
was n1ade the subject of a formal indictn1ent at Nuremberg, and on the other 
hand half of Europe and all the people in it were abandoned to the selfsalne 
persecution, in which the Je\vs had shared in their sn1all proportion to 
populations everywhere. 

At that period L typical of Englishmen ofn1Y generation, had never thought of 
Jews as different froln myself, nor could I have said what n1ight n1ake a Jew, in his 
opinion. different fron1 lne. If I later becarne aware of any ditTerentiation, or of 
the desire of a powerful group to assert one, this was not the result of Hitler's 
deeds but of the new impediment to ill1partial reporting which I then began to 
observe. \\,Then the general persecution began 1 reported it as I saw it. If I learned 
of a concentration camp containing a thousand captives 1 reported this; if I 
learned that the thousand included thirty or fifty Jews I reported that. I saw the 
first terror, spoke with n1any of the victin1s, exan1ined their injuries, and was 
warned that I incurred Gestapo hostility thereby. The victilns were in the great 
nlajority, certainly much over ninety percent, Germans, and a few were Jews. 
This reflected the population-ratio., in Genl1any and later in the countries 
overrun by Hitler. But the Inanner of reporting in the world's press in tilne 
blocked-out the great suffering lnass, leaving only the case of the Jews. 

I illustrate this by episodes and passages fron1 Iny o\vn experience and 
reporting. Rabbi Stephen Wise, \vriting in 1949, gave the following version of 
events personally reported by n1C in 1933, and undoubtedly purveyed the san1C 
version in the presidential circle of \vhich he was a fan1iliar during those years: 
"The Ineasures against the Jews continued to outstrip in systCJllat;c cruelty a/ld 
planned destruction the terror against other groups. On January 29, 1933 Hitler 
was sun1nl0ned to be chancellor at once the reign of terror began H,;th 

beatinp,s and ;nlprisonrnel1t qj'JeH's We planned a protest march in Ne\v York 
on May 10, the day of the ordered hurning qj' Jelrish books in Germany ... the 
brunt of the attack was borne hy Jell'S . .. concentration can1ps were established 
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and ./illed H'ith JeH's". 

All these staten1ents are false. The measures against the Je\vs did not outstrip 
the terror against other groups~ the Jews were involved in a n1uch larger nurrlber 
of others. The reign of terror did not begin on January 29, 1933, but in the night of 
the Reichstag fire, February 27. No i."burning of Jewish books" was ordered; I 
attended and reported that bon1ire and have looked up my report published in 
The Tinzes, to verify Iny recollection. A mass of ""Marxist" books was burned, 
including the works of many Gern1an, English and other non-Jewish vvriters (my 
books, had they then been published, would undoubtedly have been an10ng 
then1); the bonfire included sonze Jewish books. the ""brunt" of the terror was not 
borne by Jews, nor were the concentration camps ""filled with Jews". The number 
of Jewish victiiTIS was in proportion to their ratio of the population. 

Nevertheless this false picture, by iteration, carne to dominate the public mind 
during the Second War. At the tilne of my resignation, which was provoked 
solely by the ""policy of appeasement" and the illlininent advent of ""the 
unnecessary vvar", this other hindrance to faithful reporting was but a secondary, 
lninor annoyance. Later I discerned that the lnotive behind it was of major 
importance in shaping the course and outcome of the Second War. When 1 canle 
to study the story of Mr. Robert Wilton I perceived that there was also a strong 
resemblance between nlY experience and his. lIe sought to explain the nature of 
an event inRussia and thus was inevitably led into ""the Jewish question". 
Tvventy years later [ observed that it was in fact ilnpossible to draw public 
attention to the rnisreporting of the nature of the persecution of Germany and to 
explain that the Je\vs formed only a small fraction of the victilns. 

That matter had nothing to do with my resignation, but I was becoming aware 
of it around that tilne, and this \Nidening perception is reflected in the two books 
which I published after renouncing journalisln. The first, Insanity Fair, was 
devoted entirely to the menace of war. I thought, somewhat vaingloriously, that 
one voice might still avert it, and today's reader may still verify that motive. To 
account for this excess of zeal in me, the indulgent reader, if he be old enough, 
might recall the feeling of horror which the thought of another world war caused 
in those who had known the first one. This feeling can never be fully 
comprehended by those of later generations, who have become fanliliar with the 
thought of a series of wars, but it was overpowering at the time. 

The second book, Disgrace >i4bounding. on the eve of war continued the 
warning theme, but in it, for the first time, I gave some attention to ""the Jewish 
question". Nly experience was widening and I had begun to discern the major 
part it would play in forlning the shape and issue of the Second War which then 
\vas clearly at hand. My thought from then on was ll1uch given to it; in this way I 
carne in tin1e to write the present book and in that light the remaining chapters, 
on the brewing, course and afterlnath of the Second War, are written. 
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TI-fE MANAGf:RS, THE j\1ESSIAllS AND TI-IE Mf\SSES 

Alllidjubilant scenes in Washington and Berlin on two successive days (March 
4 and 5~ 1933) the two tvvclve-year reigns began which \vere to end at aln10st the 
same instant in ] 945. l~oday an in1partial historian could hardly COll1pute which 
reign produced the greater SUITl ofhlllnan suffering. At the start the two men who 
appeared on the central scene \Vere both hailed as Messiahs. In l\nlerica a Rabbi 
Rosenblum described President Roosevelt as ""a (rod like n1cssenger, the darling 
of destiny~ the Messiah of An1erica 's tOlnOJTOvV"~ there spoke a political flatterer 
in words intended to ""persuade the Inultitude'''. In 1937, in Prague l11enaced by 
Hitler, a Jewish acquaintance told 111e his rabbi \vas preaching in the synagogue 
that I-litler was .... the Je\vish lVlessiah" (a pious cIder \vho sought to interpret 
events in tenns of Levitical prophecy). All through these years the Inasses in both 
countries (and for that n1attcr in Russia too) had their particular ""preIl1ier
dictator" depicted to theln in such terillS, or in those of .... Big Brother" ~ ""Papa" ~ 

""Uncle"~ ""Beloved Leader" or the fireside-loving "Friend". The apparent 
antagonists~ l\1r. Roosevelt and Herr Hitler, both in different ways pronloted 
"'"the destructive principle'~ in its three recognizable [orn1s: revolutionary
COn1111Unisnl, revolutionary-Zionisln and the ensuing "\vorld government to 
enforce peace". 

Mr. Roosevelt's reign began with a significant deception. He used a wheeled 
chair but the public n1asscs \vere never allowed to see hilll, in flesh or picture~ until 
he had been helped to an upright position. I-:Iis infinnity was kno\vn; nevertheless, 
sonle directing intelligence decreed tha t the false picture of a robust n1an n1ust to 
his last day be presented to the 111ultitude (and even after\vards, for the sculptor 
who later made his London n10nU111ent had to depict hin1 in this sturdy pose). 

Mr. Roosevelt created precedent by having his cabinet sworn in the hand of a 
distinguished Jew, Mr. Justice Cardozo, \vho was a cOlnn1itted Zionist, having 
yielded in 1918 to Mr. Brandeis and Rabbi Stephen Wise, \vith the despondent
sounding words, "'[)o what you please with my nan1e"; he then received his 
Supreine Court judgeships, Rabbi Wise requesting then1 for him~ first [rOITI 
Governor Al Sn1ith of New York State and then [ron1 President I-Ierbert Hoover. 
Thus the shadow of '''dual allegiance~' fell on iVlr. }~oosevelfs administration at 
its start (as on Mr. WilSOll~S, fron1 the figure of Mr. Brandeis). 

Mr. Roosevelt, after the Republican interregnum of 1921-1933, resumed the 
Wilson policies and in that spirit approached the major problem of America's 
future at that ITIOment: namely, whether the forces represented by the great 
Jewish in11nigration fron1 Eastern Europe, \vhich had occurred in the six decades 
following the Civil War, should or should not govern America. All competent 
authorities had observed~ usually with foreboding~ the rapid rise of this ne\'! 
problen1 in American life, and had depicted the effects of the transplantation to 
American soil of a large population-mass which, under its religious directors, 
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rejected the concept of ~~the melting-pot" and of ~"assinlilation". ML James 
Truslow Adams referred to it in his Epic (~fArnerica, and Rudyard Kipling, who 
lived in New England in the 1890's, wrote: 

'''The land was denuding itself of its accustomed inhabitants and their places 
had not yet been taken by the wreckage of Eastern Europe Immigrants were 
coming into the States at about a Inillion head a year SOlnewhere in the 
background, though he did not know it, was the "representative' American, who 
traced his blood through three or four generations and who, controlling nothing 
and affecting less, protested that ... all foreign elenlents could and would soon 
be assimilated into "good f\mericans'. And not a soul cared what he said ... 
What struck me ... was the apparent waste and ineffectiveness, in the face of the 
foreign inrush, of all the indigenous effort of the past generation. It was then that 
I first began to wonder whether i\braham Lincoln had not killed too many 
autochthonous ".Americans' in the Civil War, for the benefit of their hastily 
ilnported Continental supporters. This is black heresy, but I have since met men 
and WOlncn who have breathed it. The weakest of the old-type inln1igrants had 
been sifted and salted by the long sailing-voyage of those days. But stealTI began 
in the later sixties and early seventies, when human cargoes could be delivered 
with all their inlperfections in a fortnight or so. And one luillion more-or-Iess 
acclimatized Anlericans had been killed". 

This problem was only new to Alnerica,' it was the oldest problerll in recorded 
history and, as this narrative has shown, had recurred in country after country, 
down the ages, \vhenever Jewish imlnigration reached flood levels. DL 
Weizmann is a witness to it, for he discusses it in relating his beleaguerment of a 
British official, Sir William Evans (Jordon, who grappled with it in England 
twenty years before it excited the alarm of United States Congresses. In 1906 Sir 
William sought to solve it through an Aliens Bill (as the 67th and 68th United 
States (=ongresses by quota laws). DL Weizmann says that in performing his duty 
Sir William (like Senator Pat McCarran and Representative Francis E. Walter in 
America in the 1950's) came to be ""generally regarded as responsible for all the 
difficulties placed in the way ofJewish immigrants into England". DL Weizmann 
then continues: 

"'Whenever the quantity of Je\vs in any country reaches the saturation point, 
that country reacts against thern ... England had reached the point where she 
could or would absorb so nlany Jews and no more ... The reaction against this 
cannot be looked upon as anti-sen1itisn1 in the ordinary or vulgar sense of that 
word; it is a universal social and economic conconlitant of Jewish imlTIigration 
and we cannot shake it off. Sir William had no particular anti-Jewish prejudice. 
He acted ... in the most kindly way, in the interests q{ his country . .. In his 
opinion it H'as physically in7possible .for England to n1ake good the lvrongs which 
Russia had in.tlicted on its .Jelvish population . .. I am fairly sure he would equally 
have opposed mass influx of any foreign elenlent but, as it happened, no other 
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foreign element pressed for admission in such numbers". (Forty years later Dr. 
\Veizn1ann spoke silnilarly to Jews in America: "Certain countries can digest a 
certain nun1ber of Jews; once that nun1ber has been passed, something drastic 
111ust happen; the lelt's lnust go"). 

Dr. Weizmann thus soberly presented the valid argument against unrestricted 
Jewish in1n1igration only because he was speaking chiefly to Jews and was 
drumming into them the Talmudic argument that Jews cannot be assin1ilated; 
this argun1ent is essential to Zionism, but is not inherently true. The quoted 
passages show that in 1906 a man in authority was still able to state that his 
country could not n1ake good "wrongs" supposed to have been inflicted on Jews 
in another country, and to let .... the interests of his country" govern his duty. In 
the ensuing decades all the "premier-dicators" of the West n1ade it State policy to 
ren1edy alleged wrongs, done by a third party, at the expense of an innocent 
fourth party. The absurdity is shown by Dr. Weizmann's own last-quoted 
remark, that when the number of digestible Jews is exceeded in any country 
.... son1ething drastic must happen; the Jews must go". He and his associates for 
half a century had been using all their power in America to gain unrestricted 
access for Jews, so that, according to his own words, they were deliberately 
leading the Jews there to disaster; the tin1e must come, if what he said was true, 
when governn1ents elsewhere in the world will be under pressure to admit large 
nunlbers of Jews from America because of "the wrongs" done theln there. 

Such was the background of the dominant issue in American life vvhen Mr. 
Roosevelt became president. Between 1881 and 1920 over three million legally
recorded immigrants entered the United States froln Russia, most of them Jews. 
According to the United States Census Bureau the country contained 230,000 
Jews in 1877 and about 4,500,000 in 1926. Only "estimates" are at any time 
obtainable in matters of Jewish population, as the "elders" oppose head
counting by others, and these figures are generally held to have been largely 
under-estimated. In the ensuing decade the figures eluded all verification, chiefly 
owing to changes in immigrant-classification ordered by President Roosevelt, 
and even the competent authorities will not attempt to estimate the extent of 
unrecorded and illegal immigration (competent observers judge that the total 
nun1ber ofJews in the United States now may be around ten million). In any case, 
the greatest single community of Jews in the world today is in the American 
Republic, having been transplanted thither during the last two generations. 

In proportion to the total An1erican population even the highest estimate 
would not reach one-tenth. In itself this is a relatively small group; politically 
organized to tip the balance of power it is of decisive importance. This problem 
was recognized and the Congressional Comn1ittee on Immigration in 1921 
declared: 

"The processes of assimilation and amalgan1ation are slow and difficult. With 
the population of the broken parts of Europe headed this way in every-increasing 

313 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

nUlnbers, why not pereluptorily check the stream with this temporary measure, 
and in the n1eantime try the unique and novel experiment of enforcing all the 
immigration laws on our statutes?" 

A quota law then passed limited the number of any nationality entering the 
United States to three percent of the foreign-born of that nationality resident in 
the United States in 1910. The next Congress went luuch further than the general 
staten1ent above quoted; it was specific about the danger, the same Committee 
reporting: 

"If the principle of individual liberty, guarded by a constitutional governn1ent, 
created on this continent nearly a century and half ago is to endure, the basic 
strain of our population must be maintained and our economic standards 
preserved ... The An1erican people do not concede the right of anyforeign group 
... to dictate the character of' our legislation". 

The years which then followed showed that the effect of Mr. Roosevelt's 
presidency would be further to br~ak down the principle stated, to alter '~the 

basic strain", and to enable ~'a foreign group" to dictate State policy. 
Mr. Roosevelt (like M.r. Wilson, Mr. Lloyd George and General Smuts) 

evidently was selected before he was elected. Mr. Howden says that Mr. House 
"picked Roosevelt as a natural candidate for the presidency long before any 
other responsible politician", chose him as Assistant Secretary of the Navy in 
1913, and then through the years groonled him for the presidency, expecting to 
govern through him, as through President Wilson. Then something went wrong. 
Mr. House was confident that President Roosevelt would call on him but then 
realized that "certain people don't want the president to listen to me". l'hese 
people were evidently too strong, for Mr. House was dropped without any 
courtesy and at this point (1933) disappears from the story. 

One can only offer a reasonable surmise about the reasons. Mr. House, at 
seventy-five, regretted young Philip Dru of 1912, who had thought the American 
Constitution "outn10ded and grotesque", had seized power by force and then 
governed by emergency decree. He had a new set ofrnore sober and responsible 
ideas ready for Mr. Roosevelt and, from relegation, then "watched with 
forboding" the concentration of irresponsible power in Mr. Roosevelt's hands. 
Mr. House had caused President Wilson, as his first major act, to write into the 
American Constitution (as the Sixteenth Amendment) the chief destructive 
measure proposed in Karl Marx's Communist Manifesto of 1848, the 
"progressive income tax", but in the 1930's Mr. House was alarmed by the 
completely untramelled control of the public purse which his second '~Rockland" 

obtained. 
Presumably, then, Mr. House was discarded because he had retreated from his 

earlier ideas, for those original ideas governed Mr. Roosevelt's policy 
throughout his twelve years. He supported the world-revolution; his first major 
act of State policy was to recognize the Communist Government and in the 
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ensuing war he resulned the I-Iouse-Wilson policy of '''all supporC~. He supported 
revolutionary-Zionism. Finally~ he took up the old "'league to enforce peace~~ 

idea and re-foisted it on the West under a new nanle~ that of the "United 
Nations~~. 

Thus Mr. Roosevelt put '''Philip Dru~s" ideas into further practice. Of Mr. 
Wilson in the earlier generation his Secretary of the Interior~ Mr. Franklin K. 
Lane~ had said~ '''All Philip Dru had said should be comes about; the President 
COlnes to Philip Dru in the end". As to Mr. Roosevelt~ twenty years later~ Mr. 
House~s biographer (Mr. Howden) says~ ""It is inlpossible to cornpare Dru~s 

suggested legislation with Mr. Roosevelfs and not be inlpressed by their 
similarity~~. 

This is an illustrative example of the transrnission of ideas from generation to 
generation~ among a governing group. Mr. House~s ideas were those of "the 
revolutionaries of 1848~~, which in turn derived fronl Weishaupt and the 
revolutionaries of 1789, who had thenl from SOlne earlier source. When Mr. 
House abandoned them they were transmitted without a hitch to the ruling group 
around another president, and the one n1an who had modified these ideas was left 
behind. 

Mr. House was the only casualty in the inner circle. Mr. Bernard Baruch was 
adviser to Mr. Roosevelt even before he became president. Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt records that ""Mr. Baruch was a trusted adviser to my husband both in 
Albany and in Washington'" that is~ during Mr. Roosevelfs four-year term as 
Governor of New York State, before his presidential nomination. During this 
pre-presidential period Mr. Roosevelt (according to one of Mr. Baruch's 
biographers, Mr. Morris V. Rosenbloon1), although An1erica had repudiated the 
League of Nations, drafted the plan for a new body to be called the United 
Nations. Rabbi Stephen Wise and Mr. Brandeis, of the earlier group around 
President Wilson, regrouped themselves around President Roosevelt (Hitler's 
anti-Jewish measures in Germany at this time revived Mr. Brandeis's desire to 
drive Arabs out of Palestine). 

Right at the start of Mr. Roosevelt's twelve years some doubt lnay have arisen 
about his docility, and means have been found to ensure it (the reader will recall 
""Rockland's" attenlpt to assert independence in 1912 and the '''exultant 
conspirators' "mirth about his capitulation). That would explain the curious fact 
that Rabbi Stephen Wise, who had campaigned for Mr. Roosevelt as senator in 
1914 and as governor of New York State in 1928, did not support him for the 
presidency in 1932. Then something happened to reassure the rabbi, for 
immediately after Mr. Roosevelt's election he proclaimed that the new president 
had ""rewon my unstinted admiration", and by 1935 was again an intimate of the 
White House. 

In the light of earlier experience, the identity of the men surrounding President 
Roosevelt plainly pointed to the policies he would pursue. He made this clearer 
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by widening the circle of his Jewish advisers. In 1933 this had a new significance. 
In 1913 President Wilson's Jewish advisers were publicly accepted as Americans 
like any other Americans, and simply of the Jewish faith. In 1933 the question of 
their allegiance had been raised by the Zionist adventure in Palestine. In 
addition, the issues of the world-revolution and of world-government had arisen 
since 1913, and both of these also threw up the question of American national 
interest, so that the feelings entertained about them in the president's immediate 
circle became a matter of first importance. 

All this lent a specific significance to the earlier Congressional pronouncement 
(1924), denying the right of "any foreign group" to "dictate the character of our 
legislation". Among the president's "advisers" many were of foreign birth or in 
effect became "foreign" by their devotion to Zionism or their attitude towards 
the world-revolution and world-government. In this sense a "foreign group", 
embodying the mass-immigration of the preceding hundred years, formed itself 
around the American president and "steered" the course of events. The twelve 
years which followed showed that any "advice" acted on by the president must 
have been to the benefit of the destructive principle in its three interrelated forms: 
Communism, Zionism, world-government. 

Prominent among his advisers (in addition to the three powerful men above 
named) was the Viennese-born Professor Felix Frankfurter. Mr. House's 
biographer Mr. Howden, who expresses Mr. House's opinion, thinks he was the 
Inost powerful of all: "Professor Frankfurter duplicated with Mr. Roosevelt, 
more than anyone else ... the part played by Mr. House with President Wilson". 
The part played by unofficial advisers is always difficult to determine and this 
opinion may place Professor Frankfurter too high in the hierarchy. However, he 
was undoubtedly important (he, too, first came into the advisory circle under Mr. 
Wilson). 

Like Mr. Brandeis and Mr. Cardozo, he became a Supreme Court Justice and 
never openly appeared in American politics; yet the effects of his influence are 
plainer to trace than those of other men, which have to be deeply delved for. He 
was head of the Harvard Law School during the 1930's and in that capacity 
trained an entire generation of young men who were to give a definite shape to the 
events of the 1940's and 1950's. They received marked preference for high 
employment in their later careers. 

They include in particular Mr. Alger Hiss, who by trial and conviction was 
revealed as a Communist agent, though he was a high "adviser" of President 
Roosevelt, (Mr. Justice Frankfurter voluntarily appeared at the trial to testify to 
Mr. I-liss's character), and Mr. Dean Acheson, who as American Secretary of 
State at that time declared he would not "turn his back" on Mr. Hiss, and others. 
Mr. Hiss played an ilnportant part at the Yalta Conference, where the 
abandonment of half Europe to the revolution was agreed; Mr. Acheson's period 
of office coincided with the abandonn1ent of China to the revolution. 
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Apart from this distinct group of young men apparently trained during 
President Roosevelt's early years in office to take over the State Department, the 
president was accompanied by a group of Jewish adivisers at the highest level. 
Mr. Henry Morgenthaujunior (a leading Zionist, whose "Morgenthau Plan" of 
1944 was the original basis for the bisection of Europe in 1945) was his Secretary 
of the Treasury for eleven of the twelve years. Other intimate associates were 
Senator Herbert Lehman (another leading Zionist who took great part in 
promoting the "second exodus" from Europe in 1945-1946, which led to the war 
in Palestine), Judge SalTIuel Rosenmann (a resident inmate of the White House, 
who helped write Mr. Roosevelt's speeches), Mr. David Niles (of Russian-born 
parentage, and for many years "advisers on Jewish affairs" to Mr. Roosevelt and 
his successor), Mr. Benjamin Cohen (a drafter of the Balfour Declaration in 1917 
and another important Zionist), and three Jews from Russia, Messrs. Sidney 
Hilln1an, Isador Lubin and Leo Pasvolsky. 

These leading names, from the personal entourage of the president, represent 
only the pinnacle of an edifice that was set around all American political life. This 
sudden growth of Jewish influence, behind the scenes of power, obviously was 
not a spontaneous natural phenomenon. The selection was discrin1inatory~ anti
Zionist, anti-revolutionary and anti-world-government Jews were excluded from 
it. The formation of this ~~palace guard" was unpopulac but unofficial advisers 
are difficult to attack on specific grounds and Mr. Roosevelt ignored all protests, 
and so escorted began his thrice-renewed presidency. Hitler simultaneously 
appeared as the symbol, at that moment, of the mathematically-recurrent Jewish 
persecution, and in the calculations of President Roosevelt's advisers took the 
place occupied by ~~the Czar" twenty years before in those of Mr. Wilson's. 

Mr. Roosevelt's long continuance in office was chiefly due to Mr. House's 
master-plan for winning elections. Under this strategy of the intensive appeal to 
the "fluctuating" vote "discrimination" became the chief slogan. It was raised on 
behalfof the Negroes, who were used as a stalking-horse*, and in fact was used to 
crush objection to the excessive influence of the ~~foreign group" represented by 
~~the palace guard". Coupled with it was the appeal to the poor in the form of 
pron1ises to soak the rich. This strategy proved so effective that the Republicans 
beat a retreat and began to compete with the Democrat~ for the favour of ~~the 

foreign group", who were held to be the arbiters of elections. In this way the 
secret grip on power was made secure, and the American elector was in fact 
deprived of true choice between parties. Mr. Roosevelt fortified himself by his 
policy of "deficit-spending", the basic theory of which was that the amount of 
public debt was unin1portant, as the State only owed it to itself. At that point the 
American people lost and have never since regained control of the public purse, 
and the occupant of the White House became able by a stroke of the pen to 
command expenditures which in earlier times would have covered the annual 
*See footnote on page 318 
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budgets of half-a-dozen thrifty States. Mr. Roosevelt gained these powers by 
invoking the need to beat "The Crisis", and he produced The Permanent 
Emergency in which his country still lives. 

His presidency followed a design obviously predetermined and the course of 
events in the world might have been entirely different if it had been shorter. 
However, the hidden mechanism was so efficient, and the hold of his mentors on 
it so secure, that he was maintained in office through th:'ee re-elections. Only 
once was his tenure threatened with unexpected interruption, dangerous to these 
plans. 

In a Southern State, Louisiana, arose a politico of Mr. Roosevelt's type. Mr. 
Huey Long, a young demagogue with a fleshy face and curly hair from a poor 
hillbilly home, grew popular (like Mr. Wilson and Mr. Roosevelt) by attacking: 
"the interests" (in his particular countryside, the oil interests in general and 
Standard Oil in particular). The idol of the poor whites, he was elected governor 
in 1928 and at once tried to raise money for building schoolhouses by putting a 
tax on oil, whereon at the opening of the Louisiana Legislature one Rabbi Walter 
Peiser refused to invoke a blessing, calling him "an unworthy governor". 

M r. Long grew more popular and was elected to the United States Senate 
where (March 1935) he devoted "a large part" ofa speech to "an attack on Mr. 
Bernard Baruch", in whom he apparently saw the supreme representative of the 
"interests" (about the only charge never made against Mr. Long, who had many 
Jewish associates, was that he was "anti-semitic"). Mr. Long was becoming a 
force in the land and wrote a book called Mv First J;f,'cck in the IVhi!1! House, 
containing illustrations which showed Mr. Roosevelt, looking much like the 
Roosevelt of Ya Ita, listening humbly to the wisdom of a hale and ebullient H uey 
Long. 

He set out to undo Mr. Roosevelt by outdoing him in Mr. Roosevelt's especial 

*Thc agitation abl)1I1 lhe lot nf the AJlll:ril:an Neg.n). of which so much is. heard in ~IIC ,->Liler wtlrkL is kept g\")illg. 
from New York. almost entirely by tbe two ehief.le\\'ish publicity organizations (tbe A:Tlcrican.lewish Committe" 
and tbe Anti-Defamation League, both of which dispose of large funds) and the National Association for the 
Advancement of Coloured People. which from its inception has been largL'I) J,'\vish·din:cted. The Negro himself 
plays a passive part in it. His wi~h is for bet tcr opportunities of adv'lIlcement alnngsidl! ih\? white population: he doc~ 

nO! desire to interbr~ed. The energy of the Jewish organizations \vhich claim to intercl,'de in his cause is entin.::ly 
direcled luwards a compulsory il11ermiflgling which neither race desires. Thus the influence ~)f these non-Neg.ro 
groups was the chief one behind the litigation leading to the Supreme Court ruling or 1955, which held th,' ehisting 
separate-school system to be illegal and ordered its abolition and comulsory mixed-schooling (lhis judgment can 
hardly be enforced in the South without civil war and it has been followed by varinu:, violent episodes, including the 
use of the National Guard and of tanks to eJ~r(lrte mixed-schooling), r was ;lblc to sec the A!11eri·..::an Jl::wi"h 
Committee's budget for 1953, the eSlimales for whieh were $1,753,000, This stated, in respect of the Negroes. "The 
status of Jcws is more secure in Illost of the civil and political rights areaS than that of some other groups. e~pc{;ial!y 

Negroes, But so long as a successful threat is made to the enjoyment of ri~hts bi Negrol:s. tllc rights of .IC\V~ ;jlT 

riskfully in balance, Accordingly, a iarge proporlion of our work has been Jirected towards securing greater 
equalization or opportunities for stich olher groups, rather than for ourselves, , , An example of thi:'l is our 
relationship with the .A.A.C.P,. which comes to us for assistance in ccrt;lin matters where we have a srccial 
competence. A fruitful weapoll is court action, . , We participate directly in litigation. , , We have tiled briefs 
attacking segregation, , , and have prepared briefs challenging di'icrimillation againsl N('grocs", The Stlrrl~me 

Court is C0'11posed of political appointees. not of professional jurists: this is an important factor in what might 
develop into a grave situation, 
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skill: lavish spending and lavish promises. He did this in an ingenious way (he was 
possibly trickier than even Mr. Roosevelt). Mr. Long~ with his "Share the 
Wealth" and '''Every Man a King" programme, controlled the political machine 
in Louisiana. When the Roosevelt money began to flow into the States (for 
expenditure on all Blanner of crisis ....projects", and incidentally on votes) Mr. 
Long calmly diverted it to his own similar ends. tIe forced through the Louisiana 
Legislature a law prohibiting local authorities froDl receiving any Washington 
money without the consent of a Louisiana State Board. As he controlled this 
board, he intercepted the cornucopian streanl and the money was spent to 
enhance his, not Mr. RoosevelCs voting strength. He did with public money what 
Mr. Roosevelt was doing, but for his own political account. 

In 1935 1\1r. RoosevelCs second election campaign loolTIed ahead. Suddenly 
his advisers becal11e aware that Mr. Long was popular far beyond his native 
Louisiana; he was a national figure. The Democratic National Committee "was 
astonished when a secret poll revealed that Long on a third-party ticket could 
poll between three and four nlillion votes and that his Share The Wealth plan had 
eaten deeply into the Denl0cratic strength in the industrial and farm States" (Mr. 
John T. Flynn). 

Therefore 1\1 LLong, although he could not have become president at that 
time~ certainly could have prevented Mr. Roosevelt's re-election~ and the ruling 
few suddenly beheld a disturber of their regime. J-Iowever~ as Mr. Flynn says~ 

.... F"'ate had gone Democratic and renlained so"; on September 8~ 1935 Mr. Long 
was shot in the Louisiana State Capitol by a young Jew~ Dr. Carl Austin Weiss. 
The lTIotive will never be known because Dr. Weiss, who might have explained it, 
was shot by Mr. Long~s tardy bodyguard. * 

The political effect was clear~ Mr. RoosevelCs re-election was ensured. The 
usual suggestion of "'a Inadman~~ was conveyed to the public mind and various 
other motives~ not entailing insanity~ also were suggested. No public 
investigation was made~ as in the cases of other political assassinations of the last 
hundred years~ in respect of which investigation was denied or curtailed. Such 
investigations as have been made (for instance, in the cases of President Lincoln~ 

the Archduke Franz Ferdinand and King Alexander of Yugoslavia) have never 
supported the theory (always put forward) of the lonely "nladlnan ~\ but have 
revealed thorough organization with powerful support. The removal of Mr. 
Long determined the pattern of events for a decade~ so that it was as important in 
its effects as the 111urders of l110re highly-placed men. 

Mr. Roosevelt was re-elected in 1936. His allotted task evidently was to 
reinvolve his country in the .... foreign entanglements~' of Mr. House and Mr. . 

*M c. Long: had fo\\.:told his assassination in July, saying in the Senate that enemies had planned his death with "one 
man, one gun, and one hullet" as the medium. He said that a dictograph, concealed in a New Orleans hotel room 
where his "enemies" had met, recorded this conversatiDn. A contemporary writer who claims to have been present 
at the meeting. Mr. Hodding Carter, says, "The 'plotting' was limited to such hopefully expressed comments as, '1 
wish somebody would kill the. 
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Wilson, and, like Mr. Wilson, he promised from election to election to keep it out 
of these. Meanwhile, the uproar about Hitler grew and, as I have shown, his 
persecution of men was subtly transformed into a '''persecution of Jews". Mr. 
Roosevelt, just two years before the Second War, made public, through cryptic 
statement which to the initiated was an undertaking to involve his country in war 
and to wage it prin1arily for the cause represented by his palace guard. Mr. 
Wilson Inade his public statement, with its menace to Russia, in December 1911, 
about three years before the First World War~ Mr. Roosevelt made his, with its 
n1enace to GerlTIany, in October 1937, about two years before the Second World 
War. The two statements are implicitly identical in identifying the American 
cause with the Jewish cause as mis-represented by the Zionists. 

Mr. Roosevelt said (October 5, 1937), "'Let no one imagine that Arnerica will 
escape ... that this Western hemisphere will not be attacked . .. W'hen an 
epideJnic o.lphysical disease starts to spread, the community approves andjoins in 
a quarantine o.lpatients in order to protect the health of the community against 
the spread of the disaster". 

The president's speech-writers on this occasion were not cryptic enough. The 
allusion to "'joining in a quarantine" was instantly understood by the public 
masses also as a threat ofwar. This caused such consternation that Mr. Roosevelt 
was obliged up to the very lTIOment, four years later, when America was actually 
involved in war to promise "'again and again and again" that "'your sons will not 
be sent into any foreign war". (In October 1937 he certainly knew that war was 
coming in the autumn of 1939~ at that very moment I had informed The Tin1es 
frOITI Vienna that Hitler and Goering had said so, and the American president 
would not have been less accurately informed). 

By 1937 the falsification of the news-picture fron1 Gern1any, which was 
described in the last chapter, had been going on for four years. I gave several 
instances, and here adduce another. Rabbi Stephen Wise relates that the 
American Jewish Congress immediately after Hitler's advent to power started 
the boycott-Germany movements on the basis of "'cable reports" from Germany 
that "a nation~vide pogrOJn JJ of Jews was being "'planned".* He then mentions, 
casually, that the '''reported'' pogrom '''did not come off", but the boycott did. ** 

Starting with this imaginary pogrom in Berlin, the propagandist campaign in 
America formed the basis on which Mr. Roosevelt rested his "'quarantine" 
speech. The Zionists around the president were not truly concerned about the 
suffering of Jews at all~ on the contrary, it was necessary to their politics in 
America and to the entire undertaking, and they feared its alleviation. In this they 
continued the policy of the Talmudic revolutionaries in Czarist Russia, who went 
to the length of assassination to prevent the emancipation of Jews, as has been 
*The Nazis always claimed that their one-day Jewish boycott of April 1, 1933 was in reply to this provocation from 
New York, and Rabbi Wise's book of 1949 thus bears out their statement. 

**See footnote on page 321 
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shown. 
Thus Rabbi Wise records that he and his fellow Zionists were not deterred by 

urgent protests and appeals froln the Jews in Germany to stop the boycott. l'he 
prospect of an aCCOI111110dation between Hitler and the Jews of Germany, indeed, 
appalled them and Rabbi Wise infornled his associates of his "two fears" in this 
respect: 

~~ ... that our Jewish brothers in Germany might feel nloved or compelled to 
accept a peace agreement or pact that nlight mean some slight amelioration or 
nlitigation o.ltheir It'rongs . .. that the Nazi regime might decide to prevent sonle 
of the evil consequences of its regilne hy such palliative treatment o.l the JeH'S as 
H'ould disarm H'orhht'ide Jel1'ish protest". (He describes the second possibility as 
the ~~graver" danger). 

Thus theyfeared that ~~the persecution" would collapse; the words are specific. 
Rabbi Wise, in New York, preferred that Jews in Gernlany should suffer rather 
than this should happen: ~~To die at the hands of NazisIn is cruel; to survive by its 
grace H'ere ten thousand times H'orse. We will survive Nazisnl unless vre commit 
the inexpiable sin of bartering or trafficking with it in order to save sOlne Jelvish 
victilns" (1934, to the world Jewish Conference). ~'We reject out of hand with 
scorn and contempt any and every proposal lvhich H'ould ensure the security o.{ 
sonze JCH'S through the shame of all Jews" (1936). Mr. Brandeis, in Washington, 
was equally resolute for martyrdom in Germany: '~Any arrangenlent which 
results in making a nlarket abroad for German goods strengthens Hitler ... To 
thus relieve Hitler's economic distress in order to save by enligration some o.{ 
Gerlnan;<fi) JeH'S would be ... deplorable statesnlanship".* 

For the Zionists in America the spectral danger of a reconciliation between 

*In fact, these Zionists were quite ready to "traffic with the Nazis" and make financial deals with them when it suited 
their purpose. Seven years later, when the Second War was at its climax, Rabbi Stephen Wise received an offer from 
"a group of Nazi functionaries" to allow Jews to go from Poland to Hungary. against payment. Both these countries 
were German-occupied, so that the advantage to the Jews involved is not apparent and Mr. Wise must have had 
some ulterior reason (possibly connected with the later "exodus" to Palestine) for wishing to transfer Jews from 
occupied Poland to occupied Hungary in l1'artime when he had so fiercely opposed their liberationf;'om Germany ill 
peacctimc.' He requested President Roosevelt to release dollars for the bribe, to be deposited to these Nazis' account 
in Switzerland, whereon the president "immediately" answered, "Why don't you go ahead and do it, Stephen!" 
Instructions were then given to another prominent Zionist, Mr. Henry Morgenthau at the Treasury, and despite 
State Department and British Foreign Office protests the money was transferred to the Geneva office of the World 
Jewish Congress for crediting to the Nazi leaders! 

**The word "pogrom" (a Russian one meaning "massacre") plays an especial part in this propaganda. It is applied 
to any kind of disturbance in which Jews are involved and has by suggestion been given this specific, though false 
significance, so that the casual reader might suspect a misprint if he were to read of "a pogrom of Russians" (or of 
Arabs). Dr. Weizmann says "there were never any pogroms" in his native Russian countryside but uses the word 
continually, explaining that "it is not necessary to live among pogroms to know that the Gentile world is poisoned". 
In inciting a British military governor of Palestine to harsh measures against Arabs Dr. Weizmann said he "had had 
some experience with the atmosphere which precedes pogroms", though by his own earlier statement he had none. 
He describes as a pogrom disorders in which five or six Jews were injured, and as "Arab terrorism" the events of 
1938, in which 69 British, 92 Jews and 1500 Arabs were killed. A distinguished British officer, Sir Adrian Carton de 
Wiart V.C., who lived in Poland between the two wars, says "The Jewish question seemed unanswerable ... 
Pogroms Ircrc rumoured to be taking place, but I considered the rumours to have been grossly exaggerated for there 
were no ocular proofs of the massacre of thousands of Jews". 
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I-Iitler and the Jews becan1e n10st acute in 1938. General Smuts then sent his 
Defence Minister, NIr. Oswald Pirow, to Germany to ease tension in the Jewish 
question, if he could. The British prime n1inister, Mr.Neville Chamberlain, 
welcolned the attempt; he told Mr. Pirow that the pressure of international Jewry 
was one of the principal obstacles to an Anglo-German understanding and said 
he would be helped in resisting this pressure (Leon Pinsker~s ~"irresistible 

pressure~~) if lfitler could be induced to lTIoderate his spleen. 
Mr. Pirow then went to Gerlnany. He says that he Inade a specific proposal, 

that Hitler responded favourably, and that agreen1cnt \NaS in sight. 
At that very instant fate again intervened, as in the case of Nir. Huey L/ong~ 

Count Stolypin~ Czar Alexander II and others~ whenever a chance of pacification 
appeared fate intervened. A young Jew shot a German diplon1at, Herr von Rath, 
in Paris. Riots followed in Gerrrlany, synagogues ~!ere burned~ and Mr. Piro-w's 
mission abruptly ended. No investigation into the murder, or any organization 
that might have been behind it~ was held~ or if one was begun it never produced 
any informative result~ Rabbi Wise presents the familiar picture (found also in 
Mr. House's novel) of the ~"half-crazed youth'~~ 111addened beyong endurance. 

Mr. Roosevelt responded ilnn1ediatcly: ....l~he news of the past few days from 
Gerulany has deeply shocked public opinion in the tJ nitcd States. , . llnyselj' 
could ~\'carcely believe that such things could occur in a tlventiezh century civilization 
... I asked our Ambassador in Berlin to return at once for report and 
consultation" . 

The words referred to the synagogue--burning :Mr. Roosevelt did n01 

con1ment on the rrlurder) and the central sentence is delTIonstrably untrue, 
because Mr. Roosevelt, and all his contemporaries, had earlier seen the \vanton 
destruction of religious edifices. Truc~ they had not been synagogLles~ but M r. 
Roosevelt had ~'secn'~ the dynan1iting of Christian churches and cathedrals in 
COlun1unized Russia~ a~ld on becoluing president had rushed to recognize the 
government that did it. Moreover, when he 111ade this declaration he hadjust sent 
a telegram cordially approving the enforced capitulatIon of Czechoslavakia to 
Hitler and in that deed had found nothing incongruous with 20th Century 
civilization. This was the motnent \vhen I threw up my post~ feeling unable to 
continue in journalism at a tin1e when untruth was Inaster of .... the ne'ws". 

The United States in effect beCalTIe involved in the Second War when President 
Roosevelt made these declarations in 1937 and 1938, not on the day of ,Pearl 
I-Iarbour, and a straight line led from them to his later statement of July 17~ 1942, 
when he in1plicitly pron1ised vengeance on Germany solely on account of its 
treatn1ent of Jews; the rnen who prompted him to that public threat had from the 
start vehelnently opposed any mitigation of Jev·/ish suffering in Gerrnany. 

The ll1urder of von Rath in Paris was the shot of Serajevo which in effect 
opened the second war, as the developing fluid~ tilne~ novY reveals. Unlike Mr. 
Wilson~ Mr. Roosevelt never privately believed that he would keep his country 
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neutral~ in I93R his Inentoc 1\;11'. Bernard Baruch~ declared "We are going to lick 
that fellow Hitler~ he isn ~t going to get away with if~ (General George C. 
Marshall). lJnless some change occurs~ and none is foreseeable yet, the American 
president in any third war would find hilTIself held in the sanle coils as his 
pred~cessors of 1914-1918 and 1939-1945. 

During these six years when ~~the unnecessary war" was brewed I watched the 
turbulent darkening scene from Berlin and Vienna and all the great cities on 
which the long night \vas soon to fall: Prague and Budapest Belgrade and 
Bucharest~ Sofia and Warsa\v. I saw as n1uch as any nlan, I suppose, of the 
stoking of the furnace from which the ingot, \tvar, was produced; and more than 
most because I was not confined to anyone country or faction, but had the run 
of them all. I kne\v the noise of the bravoes in the Storm Troopers~ 

S1lanzmkneipenJ the furtive, bitter talk of their adversaries in private dwellings, 
and the nervous murmur of men on the run, vvho glanced ever over their 
shoulders. I saw the face of the mob~ that dinosaur without a cerebral cavity~ in 
both its moods: the inflan1ed one of illusory hope (in Berlin) and the hollow
cheeked, sunken-eyed one of hopeless disillusionment (in Moscow). I met fear at 
every levet from the street-cleaner to the head of state or of government; I saw 
the terror in both its headquarter cities. 

I knew or met nlany of the nlen who appeared to be powerful and to uphold 
opposing causes, and yet by their acts all brought ~~the unnecessary war" nearer 
and nearer. I talked with Hitler, Goering and Goebbels; I lunched quietly by the 
Geneva lakeside with chubby Maxim IjtvinofC a typical figure of the Cafe des 
Exiles~ and wondered what he knew of Russia who so little Russia knew, though 
he was Foreign Minister of that communized land. I saw Mussolini, and Ramsay 
Macdonald, one of the British prime ministers who passed shadow-like across 
the blind during these years. I talked for long hours with Edouard Benesh in the 
old castle at Prague, with Austrian chancellor:., and Hungarian prime ministers, 
with Balkan kings and politicians. I went to watch the League of Nations, with 
high expectations then (for I was still callow) and was repelled by the manner of 
its proceedings~ which was without dignity, by the lobbying and canvassing 
behind the scenes, and by the throng of hangers-on and intriguers which 
enfringed it; I think few enthusiasts for the "United Nations" would be found 
among those who knew the League of Nations. I \vent to Moscow, in the 
journalistic bodyguard of a rising young minister nalTIed Anthony Eden, and 
there saw a regime which was the facsimile of the National Socialist one in 
Germany in every major respect save the status of the Jews, who appeared to me 
to be predominant in the key-positions of the Soviet state. 

I t was all a whirling confusion~ at the centre of which was one plain fact: that 
Hitler would make war unless he were prevented and that this war was conling, 
because he would not be prevented. There was another British prinle minister, 
Mr. Stanley Baldwin (a source of grief to the newspaper correspondents in 
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Germany) who withheld the truth of Hitler's warlike intentions from his 
countryn1en bec"1use, as he later said, he would have -'lost the election" if he had 
told it. Ifhis successor, Mr. Neville Chamberlain, thought that by continuing the 
policy of encouragement to Hitler he could "steer" Hitler to direct his war 
against the Soviet (I have no proof of this, but it may have been Mr. 
Chamberlain's calculation) that was at least a policy, where before was no policy 
at all. But it was a mistaken policy, for all qualified observers in Germany 
foresaw that when he struck Hitler would join hands with Stalin in waging war, 
not wage war against him (I wrote this in my pre-war books). 

When I experienced Hitler's first two invasions, of Austria and 
Czechoslovakia, I realized that the last hope of averting the unnecessary war was 
gone. I felt that I lived in a n1ad world and this explains the title, Insanity Fair, 
which I gave to the book I wrote at that time. I could see only a lunatic lack of 
policy then. Eighteen years later, in the light of all that has come about and been 
mad. l(nown, the possibility that the unnecessary war was not in all quarters held 
to be unnecessary obviously cannot be written off. 
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THE LITTLE COUNTRY FAR AWAY
 

In forgotten Palestine during the 1930-1940 decade, while ~~The Chief" and 
"Del' Fuehrer" reigned in Washington and Berlin, matters went from bad to 
worse and at the end a British government was about to abandon the hopeless 
task foisted on it by Mr. Balfour (who died in 1930 after a deathbed leavetaking 
from Dr. Weizmann) when, on the eve of another war, a Mr. Winston Churchill 
recoInmitted his country to it. Thus the British people, believing that their 
business was solely with Hitler, once more went into war under sealed orders, 
alnong which was the purpose, unsuspected by them, that had brought them to 
the brink of defeat in 1918. 

Successive British governments, in this affair, found themselves in the plight of 
the circus clown who cannot rid himself of the fly-paper; each time they thought 
they had shaken it off Dr. Weizmann affixed it in a new place. In Palestine the 
British administrators and soldiers, on whom ~~the Mandate" had been thrust, 
could not do their duty. The Arabs obdurately rebelled; the Zionists in London 
importuned the government there to use force against the Arabs; if the men on 
the spot tried to act impartially hetween the parties orders from home restrained 
them. 

British history overseas is probably vindicated by results in every case but this. 
It produced free overseas nations in empty lands, and in conquered ones 
populated by others the oft-proclaimed (and ever-derided) intention to upraise 
the conquered and then depart is being carried out; India is only one proof of 
that. In the case of Palestine all the rules previously followed by Britain overseas 
were broken and all experience set at naught, under the ~~pressure" exercized in 
London, or from other capitals if London ever baulked. 

Thus the British officials and troops sent to Palestine were the unluckiest in 
British history (characteristically, the only man among them who was publicly 
honoured after their departure was a traitor). They knew how to administer a 
genuine ~~protectorate";the word has an honest meaning as well as the false one 
mockingly given to it by Hitler in Czechoslovakia. Occupation with the consent, 
or at the invitation of native inhabitants can be an admirable thing. I have 
travelled in one such genuine ~'protectorate",Basutoland. The British went there 
at Basuto request and the consequence was that the Basuto survived as a free 
nation, where they would otherwise have been enslaved by stronger neighbours. 
Their lot and prospect today are better than they could have becolne in any other 
way and they realize this, so that a few dozen white administrators govern 
660,000 Basuto in mutual esteem. 

The British in Palestine, for the first time in their nation's history_ were 
required to repress the people they had come to '~protect" and to protect others 
who were in fact invaders from Russia. The corruption of ~~the civil power" in 
England, fromMr. Balfour's tin1e on, achieved this result. The supreme maxim 
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of Western constitutionalism is that "the civil power" must always be superior to 
the military one, so that militarist regin1es may not arise. But if the civil power 
yields to the dictates of a secret third party with military aims, it becon1es in fact 
in.lerior to a military power, though not to its native generals. In this way the 
supreme maxim is stood on its head, because a nation's armed forces can then be 
put at the service of interests alien to, and destructive of, its own. This happened 
in Palestine. 

The repression of native Arabs as '''rebels'' did not help Zionism in Palestine. 
At the start of the 1930-1940 decade the rise of Hitler strengthened its position in 
the lobbies of London and Washington, but this improvement was 
counterbalanced by the further deterioration which occurred in Palestine itself as 
the decade wore on. During this later period Dr. Weizmann, who from 1904 to 
1919 had concentrated his efforts on the British government, extended his 
activities to two new places; his orbit covered "Jerusalem, London and New 
York", and he dealt with British prime ministers like a man whittling sticks. 

His next victim was, once n10re, Mr. Ran1say Macdonald, who after desertion 
by his Socialist colleagues became prilne minister of a coalition government of all 
other parties. Young Jimmy Macdonald from Lossiemouth, Scotland's poor boy 
made good, was by this time Mr. Ramsay Macdonald of the graying, floating 
hair. He made his son, Mr. Malcoln1 Macdonald, Under-Secretary for the 
Colonies, and therewith both Macdonalds left the happy dreamland of Socialist 
platform oratory for the cold, hard world of '''irresistible pressure". Mr. 
Macdonald again set OUf to stop the endless fighting and rioting in Palestine, 
which by this time had claimed many British lives, and soon announced that his 
government would suspend Zionist imlnigration, regulate Zionist land 
purchases, and punish incitements to disorder "in 'whatever quarter they n1ay 
originate ". 

Mr. Macdonald at once became the object of violent attack and began to 
wear the bewildered mien for which he became famous (and which I observed 
when I met him in 1935). He received the visit ofDr. Weizmann and three Zionist 
associates and was accused of ""dealing rather frivolously" with "'the moral 
implications of promises given to Jews" (Dr. Weizmann). Leading politicians in 
his own country, America and South Africa began a furious calnpaign against 
him. Intimidated a second time, he appointed a special Cabinet Committee to 
reconsider the oft-ronsidered "Palestine policy". A Socialist minister, Mr. 
Arthur Henderson, \vas chairman and Mr. Malcolm Macdonald was secretary; 
Dr. Weizmann and six leading Zionists formed "the committee"; the Arabs, as 
usual, were not represented. 

Dr. Weizmann violently attacked the undertaking to punish inciten1ents to 
disorder from lvhatever quarter; disorder, violence and massacre, he said, 
originated only with the native Arabs. Mr. Macdonald again surrendered in a 
letter to Dr. Weizn1ann, under the terms of which Zionist ill'~igration to 
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Palestine in 1934 and 1935 exceeded all previous figures. Having dealt with Mr. 
Macdonald Dr. Weizmann undertook the grand tour. As the Second War 
approached he was everywhere, in South Africa, Turkey, France, Italy, Belgium 
and other lands. In France he met ~'every premier between the two wars" and of 
these he found M. Leon Blum, a co-religionist, to be especially sympathetic. M. 
Aristide Briand, the Foreign Minister, was also well-disposed "although a little 
vague as to \vhat was going on" (Dr. Weizlnann often refers in such ternlS to the 
Western politicians who did his bidding). He saw Mussolini three times. He 
spoke to distinguished audiences about the iniquities of Hitler and told them it 
was ~~thc responsibility of the civilized world" on this account to expel the 
Palestinean Arabs (he did not put it so plainly). 

Nevertheless, by the later 1930's Zionisln in Palestine was disintegrating again. 
But for the Second War it would have faded into oblivion, an Arabian Jameson 
Raid undertaken in irresponsibility and ignominiously ended. 

In 1936 lL\rab rioting becalne even more violent. By then successive British 
governlnents for fourteen years, at Zionist behest. had refused to allow the Arabs 
to hold elections. With time Dr. Weizmann's argulnent that this refusal was of 
the essence of "democracy" lost appeal and the British government found itself 
in an increasingly difficult dilemlna. Mr. Stanley Bald"vvin (after succeeding Mr. 
Macdonald) resorted to the old ~~pending-basket"procedure; he sent one more 
cOlnmission of investigation (the fifth?) to Palestine, and at this point the thing 
became plain farce. 

Mr. Macdonald had been cowed by Dr. Weizmann and his bodyguard into 
cancelling a "Palestine policy" announced after full consultation with his 
responsible advisers. Now that Mr. Baldwin sent a cOlnmission to Palestine to 
discover an alternative policy it was received by Dr. Weizmann! With agility he 
hopped from London to Jerusalerr1 and back, telling the British government in 
London what to do, their COlnmissioners in Palestine what to report, and the 
British government in London, again, what it should do with the report when it 
arrived. (Bet\tveenwhiles he visited New York to arrange for more "pressure" 
froI11 that quarter). 

This Peel COlnmission received from sonle quarter a proposal that the eternal 
dilemma Inight be solved by partitioning Palestine, and promptly consulted Dr. 
Weiznlann. Until that monlent the pretence had been kept up, all through the 
years, that the Zionists did not clainl a Jewish state, only the "national home". 
Dr. Weizlnann knew that if a British governnlent could once be brought to 
support ~'partition" it would at last be cOlnnlitted to a separate Jewish state. 

His Asiatic mastery of the art of negotiation compels admiration. By invoking 
the Old Testalnent he firnl1y nailed down the idea of partition without 
conl1nitting himself to any boundaries. He said that he might be able to make 
sonle concession about the actual area to be taken for his Zionists, as Jehovah 
had not indicated precise frontiers in his revelations to the Levites. This accepted 
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the offer of territory while leaving the entire question of boundaries open so that 
even "partition", obviously, was to be no solution. The words with which Dr. 
Weizmann supported partition are of interest in the light of later events: "The 
Arabs are afraid that we shall absorb the whole of Palestine. Say what we will 
about the preservation of their rights, they are dominated by fear and will not 
listen to reason. A Jewish state with definite boundaries internationally 
guaranteed would be something final; the transgressing of these boundaries 
would be an act of lvar lvhich the Jevvs li'ould not commit, not merely because ofits 
nloral in1plications, but because it lvould arouse the whole lvorld against them". 

The Peel Commission recommended partition and stated that "the Mandate" 
was unworkable. Had the British Government acted on that report and promptly 
withdrawn from Palestine much might have been spared n1ankind, but within 
two years the Second World War reinvolved it in the insoluble problem. 

As it approached Dr. Weizmann continued to beleaguer the Western 
politicians with the argument that "the Jewish National Honle would playa very 
considerable role in that part of the world as the one reliable ally of the 
democracies". By this he n1eant that the Zionist delnand for arms for the forcible 
seizure of Palestine, which was about to be made, would be presented in that way, 
through the politicians and the press, to the public masses of the West. In 1938 he 
then proposed to Mr. Ormsby-Gore, British Secretary for the Colonies, that the 
Zionists should be allowed to form a force of something like 40,000 n1en. This 
presupposed that the unnecessary war would come about (an anticipation in 
which the leading men behind the scenes apparently were all agreed), and Dr. 
Weizmann did all he could to ensure this, using the case of the Jews as his sole 
argument. After the murder of von Rath and the anti-Jewish disorders in 
Gern1any he told Mr. Anthony Eden: 

"Ij'a government is allovved to destroy a vvhole community vvhich has committed 
no crilne ... it means the beginning o.lanarchy and the destruction of the basis oj' 
civilization. The pOlvers lvhich stand looking on without taking any measures to 
prevent the crinze lvill one day be visited by severe punishment". 

Hitler's persecution of lnen was ignored in these private, fateful, interviews in 
political antechambers; the plight of one "community" alone was advanced as 
the argument for war. The Zionists, as events have shown, were intent on 
destroying "a whole community which had committed no crilne" (the Arabs of 
Palestine, who knew nothing of Hitler) and the arms they demanded were used 
for that purpose. Significantly, Dr. Weizmann put his argument in terms of the 
Christian creed; under that teaching the destruction of a comn1unity innocent of 
crime is itself a crime which will bring "severe punishment". Under the Levitical 
Law, however, which Dr. Weizmann invoked as the basis of his demand for 
Palestine, it is the chief "statute and comlnandn1ent", to be rewarded by power 
and treasure, not punished. 

In the last twelvemonth before the Second War the secret arbiters of power 
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exerted their maxinlum effort to gain control of nlen and events. Mr. Roosevelt 
was "committed" but could only be luade use of at a later stage. In England Mr. 
Baldwin, the Worcestershire squire and manufacturer, gave way to the 
Birmingham business-man, Mr. Neville Chamberlain, in whom a serious 
obstacle to the exercise of '~irresistible pressure" behind the scenes arose. 

Mr. Chamberlain's name is linked with the final, fatal act of encouragement to 
Hitler: the abandonment and enforced surrender of Czechoslovakia at Munich. 
For a few weeks the public masses thought he had saved the peace by this deed 
and at that moment I, in Budapest and Prague, first understood what Thomas 
Jefferson meant when he said, "I really look with commiseration over the great 
body ofmy fellow citizens who, reading newspapers, live and die in the belief that 
they have known sonlething ofwhat has been passing in the world of their tilues". 

Nevertheless, Mr. Chanlberlain may have calculated that he was compelled to 
do what he did by the state of British weakness and unpreparedness which his 
predecessor, Mr. Baldwin, had allowed to come about. I believe he was wrong if 
he so calculated~ even at that late lTIOment firmness would have saved the day, 
because the German generals were ready to overthrow Hitler~ but he may have 
been honestly convinced that he could not act otherwise. Where he unforgivably 
erred was in depicting the deed of Munich as something lnorally right and in 
bolstering up this contention with allusions to "a small country a long way away 
with which we have nothing to do", or similar words. 

However, he was at least consistent in this last attitude. He wanted to 
disentangle England from its imbroglio in another snlall country far away where 
it had found only tribulation bequeathed to it by Mr. Balfour. What he did 
incurred the bitter enmity of those who were powerful behind the political scenes, 
and in my opinion the true source of his overthrow may have been the same as 
that of Mr. Asquith in 1916. 

1938, when the word ~'partition" rang out, was the bloodiest year in Palestine 
up to that time~ 1500 Arabs were killed. The Peel Commission had recommended 
partition but could not suggest how it might be effected. Yet another body of 
investigators was sent out, this time in search of a means of bisecting the infant 
without killing it. This Woodhead Commission reported in October 1938 that it 
could not devise a practical plan; in Novenlber the von Rath murder and the anti
Jewish disorders which followed it in Germany were used by the Zionists to 
intensify their incitenlents against the Arabs in Palestine. 

Mr. Chamberlain then did an extraordinary thing, by the standards prevailing. 
He called a Palestine conference in London at which the Arabs (for the first tinle 
since the Peace Conference of 1919) were represented. From this conference 
emerged the White Paper of March 1939 in which the British government 
undertook "the establishn1ent lvithin ten .,Vears oj'an independent Palestine state" 
and "the terlnination o.f the Mandate". In this state the native Arabs and 
imn1igrant Zionists were to share the government in such a way as to ensure that 
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the essential interests of each community \vere safeguarded. Jewish ilTImigration 
\vas to be lill1ited to 75,000 annually for five years and the irrevocable land
purchases were to be restricted. 

This plan, if carried out, lneant peace in Palestine at last, but no separate 
Je\vish state. At that mOITlcnt the figure of Mr. Winston Churchill advanced to 
the forefront of British affairs. He had for ten years been in political eclipse and 
the future student 111ay be interested to know what contcmporaries have already 
forgotten: that during this period he \vas a highly unpopular man, not because of 
any specillc acts or quality, but because he \vas consistently given that ~'bad 

press'~ \vhich is the strongest \veapon in the hands of those who control political 
advancelnent. This organized hostility was lTIade particularly plain during the 
abdication crisis of 1937, when his pleas for tin1e received much more bitter 
attack than they inherently deserved and he was howled down in the House of 
C0111n10ns. His biographers depict hi111 as suffering frOlTI depression during these 
years and thinking himself · .. tinished'~ politically. I-lis feeling in that respect may 
be reflected in his published w'ords (privately written) to Mr. Bernard Baruch 
early in J 939: ·"War is coming very soon. We will be in it and you will be in it. You 
will be funning the s!U)lV over there, but J will he on the sidelines over here". 

Very soon after he "'Tote this Mr. Churchilrs political fortunes took a sudden 
turn for the better and (as in the case of Mr. Lloyd George in 1916) his attitude 
to\vards Zionis111 appears to have had much to do with this, to judge from what 
has been published. His record in this rnatter suggests that Mr. ChurchilL the 
product of Blenheinl and Brooklyn, is sornething of "'a riddle inside a Inystery 
wrapped in an enigma", to usc the words elnployed by him about the COn11TIUnist 
state in 1939. In 1906, as has been shown, he \vas among the earliest of the 
politicians who supported Zionisnl on the hustings~ so that a Zionist speaker said 
any JeVv' vvho voted against hin1 was a traitor. However, in office during the First 
War he took little part in that alTair and Dr. vVeizn1ann only rnentions him once 
at that period, and then not as a ~-frie11d~'. Then, as Colonial Secretary in 1922, he 
gave offence to Zion by his White Paper, \vhich Dr. Weiztnann calls '-a serious 
whittling down of the Balfour Declaration~'. It proposed for Palestine ~~a 

Legislative Council H'ilh a nlqjorit)' ~l elected Inenlbers", and this would have 
nleant, not only holding those elections which Dr. Weiz111ann to the end forbade, 
but allo\ving the native .Arabs of Palestine to govern their o\vn country! 

Thus 1\1r. Churchilrs ten years in the political wilderness, 1929-1939, were also 
ones during \\/hich he was in disfavour with the Zionists and Dr. Weizmann's 
narrative never 111cntions hir11 until the eve of the Second War, when he is 
suddenly ~'discovered~~ (as the playVvTights used to say) in it as a most ardent 
chalnpion of Zio11isn1. This is the lTIOre curious because, as latc as October 20, 
1938, M r. Churchill was still talking like the author of the White Paper of 1922: 
"'v\tTe should ... give to the Arabs a SOlelTIn assurance ... that the annual quota 
of Je\vish ilTIlnigration should not exceed a certain figure for a period of at least 
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ten years". Very soon after that he re-en1erges in Dr. Weizmann's account as a 
man implicitly and privately agreed to support a Zionist immigration of millions. 

Quite suddenly Dr. Weizrnann says that in 1939 he '~met Mr. Winston 
Churchill" (ignored in his story for seventeen years) ~~and he told lne he would 
take part in the debate, speaking 0.[ course against the Proposed White Paper". 
The reader is left to guess why Mr. Churchill should have undertaken "~ofcourse" 
to speak against a document which, in its emphasis on the need to do justice to the 
Arabs, was in accord with his own White Paper of 1922 and \vith his speeches for 
seventeen years after it. 

Then, on the day of this debate, Dr. Weizlnann was invited to lunch with Mr. 
Churchill ""\vho read his speech out to us" and asked if Dr. Weizlnann had any 
changes to suggest. The reader will recall that editors of The TiJnes and 
A1anchester Guardian wrote editorial articles about Zionism after consultation 
with the chieftain of one interested party~ now Mr. Churchill approached a 
debate on a nlajor issue of state policy in the sanle lnanner. He was renowned for 
the quality of his speeches, and became so in Arl1erica on account of the strange 
fact (as it was considered there) that he wrote them hinlself. However, in the 
circumstances above described by Dr. Weizmann, the point of actual 
pennlanship appears of minor importance. 

At that moment Mr. Churchill's '''chanlpionship'' (Dr. Weizlnann) was vain~ 

the great debate ended in victory for Mr. Chamberlain and his White Paper by a 
n1ajority of 268 to 179. I t was substantial, but 111any politicians already smelt the 
wind and their sail-trilnnling instinct is reflected in the unusually large number of 
abstentions: 110. This gave the first warning to 1\;11'. C:han1berlain of the method, 
of dereliction within his own party, by which he \vas to be overthrown. The 
debate showed another interesting thing, namely, that the Opposition party by 
this tilne held Zionisnl to be a supreme tenet of its policy, and, indeed, the 
ultin1ate test by which a man could prove whether he was a "Socialist" or not! 
The rising Socialist party had long forgotten the wrongs of the working man, the 
plight of the oppressed and the sad lot of '''the underdog"; it was caught up in 
international intrigue and wanted to be on the side of the top-dog. Thus Mr. 
I-Ierbert Morrison, a Socialist leader, pointed accusingly at Mr. Malcolm 
Macdonald (whose department was closely identified with the White Paper) and 
lTIourned the heresy of a man who "was once a Socialist". Socialism, too, by this 
time meant driving Arabs out of Palestine, and the trade union notables, with 
their presentation gold watches, did not care how poor or oppressed those distant 
people were. 

The Second War broke out very soon after the issuance of the \\Thite Paper and 
the debate. At once all thought of '~establishingan independence Palestine" and 
""terminating the Mandate" was suspended, for the duration of the war (and at its 
end a very different picture was to be unveiled). At its start ~1r. Roosevelt in 
America was ~'publicly and privately con1mitted" to support Zionism (Mr. Harry 
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Hopkins). In England Mr. Chamberlain was an impediment, but he was on his 
way out. Mr. Churchill was on his way in. The people wanted him, because he 
was ~~the man who had been right" about Hitler and the war; they knew nothing 
of his talks with Dr. Weizmann and the effects these might produce. 
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THE ARMING OF ZION 

For six years the grappling masses surged to and fro over three continents, and 
at the end those who thought themselves the victors were further from the Holy 
Grail than at the start; at the victor-politicians' parleys the cock crowed a second 
time. Three decades earlier President Wilson had striven to cry that "the causes 
and objects are obscure ... the objects of the statesInen on both sides are 
vi'rtually the same", and the outcon1e justified him. The German leaders then had 
decided to ~lofoment" and Mr. House to ~losupport" the world-revolution; the 
Zionists kept their headquarters in Berlin as long as they thought that a 
victorious Germany n1ight set up the ""~Jewish homeland" in Palestine, and only 
transferred them when victory was seen to lie with the West. 

The Second War again bore out the truth of Mr. Wilson's stifled cry. It could 
not have begun at all without the con1plicity of the world-revolution in the 
onslaught of the new lo~madman in Berlin", and the peoples then overrun could 
discern no difference between the Comn1unist and the Nazi oppression. Then, 
when the two turned against each other, Mr. Hopkins (in Mr. House's stead) 
began to lo~support" the world-revolution again, so that victory could bring no 
~~liberation". Hitler wanted to re-segregate the Jews; Mr. Brandeis in America 
similarly, and imperially, decreed that ~~No Jew must live in Gern1any". Mr. 
Churchill desired that lo~three or four million Jews" should be transplanted to 
Palestine; the CommunisT state, by profession anti-Zionist, supplied the first 
contingent of ~hese. 

When the smoke of battle cleared only three purposes had been achieved, none 
of them disclosed at its start: the world-revolution, with Western arms and 
support, had advanced to the middle of Europe; Zionism had been armed to 
establish itself in Palestine by force; the 1o~world-governn1ent", obviously the 
result which these two convergent forces were intended to produce, had been set 
up anew in elnbryo form, this time in New York. The war behind the war was the 
true one; it was fought to divert the arms, manpower and treasure of the West to 
these purposes. Through the dissolving fog of war the shape of the great lo~design" 

first revealed by Weishaupt's paper, and exposed again in the Protocols, showed 
clear. 

When the war began the intention to abandon the unworkable ~loMandate" 

and withdraw from Palestine, after ensuring the equitable representation of all 
parties there, was official British policy, approved by Parliament. The Zionists 
saw that no British government, in any foreseeable future, could be brought to 
perforn1 the actual deed of assassination: that is to say, to expel the Arabs froln 
their own Palestine by arn1S. They set about to obtain arms for themselves under 
cover of the war. 

The war was hardly begun when Dr. Weizmann appeared in Mr. Churchill's 
offIce. Unknown to the general public, this remarkable man for thirty-three years 
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(fron1 the day of his intervievv with Mr. Balfour) had exercised mastery over the 
politicians of England and America. His person cannot have inspired such awe, 
so that they must have seen in him the representative of a force which cowed 
them~ the one which Dr. Kastein called "~the Jewish international" and Mr. 
Neville Chamberlain ""international Jewry". 

Mr. Churchill. returned to office after ten years as First Lord of the Admiralty, 
presumably should have been absorbed by the war at sea, but Dr. Weizmann was 
concerned with other things. I-Ie said, "after the war we would want to build up a 

state (~l three or jour lJ'zi/lioll Jevt's in Palestine" and states that Mr. Churchill 
replied, "Yes, indeed, I quite agree H'ith that". Mr. Churchill, twelve months 
earlier, had called for "'solemn assurances" to the Arabs that Zionist imnligration 
would be regulated and restricted. Even today, in 1956, Palestine has but 
1,600,000 Jews and a state of permanent warfare exists in Arabia in consequence 
of their introduction: if their number is to be doubled or trebled the shape of the 
future is apparent and Mr. Churchill, in 1939, presun1ably saw it. 

Mr. Churchill then had no responsibility for Palestine. Dr. Weizmann 
evidently expected that Mr. Churchill would soon be Prime Minister. He then 
went to America and expounded his plan to President Roosevelt, finding him 
""interested" but cautious (his third election campaign impended), and returned 
to England, \vhere Mr. Churchill had supplanted Mr. Chamberlain in the highest 
office. 

Thus the situation of 1916 was recreated, with a small difference. Mr. Lloyd 
George was required to divert British arnlies to Palestine, for the initial conquest 
of the coveted land, and did so. M r. Churchill was asked to divert arms to the 
Zionists there so that they could establish themselves, and sought to comply. 
Indeed, he had been giving orders in that sense for five months when he next saw 
Dr. Weizn1ann, and records them in appendices to his war memoirs. 

He became prime minister on May 10, 1940 as France collapsed and the British 
island stood alone, defended only by the relnnant of its air forces and its navy~ the 
arnlY had been destroyed in France. On May 23 he instructed his Colonial 
Secretary, Lord Lloyd, that the British troops in Palestine should be \\i'ithdrawn 
and ""the Jelt'S arnzed in their own defence and properly ogranized as speedily as 
possible". He repeated the order on May 29 (while the evacuation from Dunkirk 
was in progress) and on June 2. On June 6 he con1plained of military opposition 
to it, and at the end of June of ""difficulties" with two responsible ministers, 
particularly Lord Lloyd ("who \vas a convinced anti-Zionist and pro-Arab; I 
wished to arn1 the Jewish colonists"). 

Thus the matter \vas already being discussed in terms, not of national interest, 
but of "pro" this and '''anti'' that, the language of the soap-box. Mr. Churchill 
continued in this strain, telling Lord Lloyd that the large numbers of troops in 
Palestine were "the price we have to pay for the anti-Je'rvish policy which has been 
persisted in for some years" (the policy of his own White Paper of 1922). If the 
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Jew's vvere properly arlned, he said, British troops would be released for service 
elsewhere "and there 11'ould be no danger 0.1' the Jelrs attacking the A4rabs". I-Ie 
refused to acg uaint Parliament with the views of the responsible lTlinister: ;"1 
could certainly not associate n1yself \vith such an answer as you have dra\vn up 
for nle". 

At that lnonlent arms were more precious than diamonds in England. The 
arnlies rescued fronl France were without \veapons and disorganized; Mr. 
Churchill records that the \vhole island contained barely 500 field guns and 200 
tanks of any age or kind; 1110nths later he was still urgently appealing to President 
Roosevelt for 250,000 rifles for .... trained and uniformed l11en" who had none. In 
those days I scoured the countryside to obtain, at last, a lorty-year old pistol 
which \vould tire only single shots. Mr. C:hurchill's rousing words ahout fighting 
forever on the beaches and in the streets and never giving up did not thrilllne/ 
because I knew that, if an invasion once gained foothold, they were ernpty; men 
cannot fight tanks with bare hands. The unarnled state of the land was dire. t 
should have been bevvildered had I kno\vn that Mr. C~hurchill, at such a time, 
gave his lnind so persistently to the arlning of Zionists in Palestine. 

The danger of invasion was receding \vhen Dr. \\feiznlann n~xt saw Mr. 
Churchil1~ in August 1940. He then proposed that the Z.ionists should fornl an 
anny of 50,000 nlen~ and in Septem bel' presented 1\1r. Churchill with "'a fivc
point progran1Jne", the rnain point of\vhich \vas '''the recruitnlent of the greatest 
possible nUillber of Jews in Palestine for the fighting services". He says thatMr. 
Churchill ··consented to this progranlnlc". 

Lord Lloyd (like Sir \Villian1 Robertson, Nlr. Ed\vin Montagu and nlany 
others in the First War) fought hard to avert all this, I-Ie was pursued by the 
untimely fate \vhich dogged rnany of the men ~'ho tried to do their duty in this 
nlatter: he died in 1941~ aged only 62. Ho\vcver, responsible officials and soldiers 
never ceased to try and restrain the .... top-line politicians~' fronl this ne\\ 
diversion. Dr. Weiznlann conlplains that, despite ~1r. (~hurchill's support, 
.... exactly fuur years were to pass before, in Septernber 1944, the Jewish Brigade 
\vas officially forlned", and attributes this delay to the obstinate resistance of 
"experts" (his \vord). ivlr. Churchill sinlilarly c0111plained: ""I w-ished to ann the 
]CH'S at 'Telaviv ... lIere I encountered every kind ofresistance~'(July 1940,just 
before the air at lack on Britain began). 

Dr. Weizmann evidently thought the tinle was COine to subdue this resistance 
by .... pressure" fro111 another quarter, for in the spring of 1941, he \vcnt again to 
Anlerica. At this tin1e (as in the First War) he was nOluinally giving the British 
"vvar effort" the benefit of his scientifIC knovvledge, on this occasion in the field of 
isoprene. He says he \vas "absorbed in the \vork", but he contrived to Illake 
hinlseJf free [rom it and, as he \vas Dr. Weizrnann, no difficultjes arose about 
crossing the Atlantic in wartilne. 

The ground had been prepared for hinl in l\lnerica, where Rabbi Stephen Wise 
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was instructing President Roosevelt (as he had instructed the long-dead 
President Wilson) about his duty towards Zionisn1: "'On May 13,1941 I found it 
necessary to send the president firsthand reports from Palestine" (the rabbi's 
firsthand reports about a "'reported" pogrom in 1933 had produced the boycott 
in New York) .... and write about the ilnperilled status of the unarmed Jews ... 
The British Government ought to he lnade to understand hOll' enormous H'ould he 
the shock and hOlt, dan1aging its c.!Ject upon the delnocratic cause, if there should be 
a general slaughter because of failure adequately to ann the Jelt's as well as to 
strengthen the defences of Palestine with guns, tanks and planes". 

The president replied, "'I can merely call to the attention of the British our deep 
interest in the defence of Palestine and our concern for the defence 0./ the Jelvish 
population there; and, as best I can, supply the British forces with the material 
means by which the n1aximuln protection to Palestine will be afforded". 
Equipped with this letter (as Dr. Weizlnann once with a report of an interview 
written on British Foreign Office letter-paper) Rabbi Stephen Wise "'the next day 
left for Washington, and after conference with high government officials felt 
more confident that the British It'ould he made to understand that there n1ust be 
adequate equI/)ment (guns, tanks and planes) for our people in Palestine . .. And 
probably thanks to the intervention ofMr. Roosevelt, the business ofparity had 
been dropped to a large extent" (the last allusion is to the insistence of 
responsible British administrators that, if arms were being handed around, 
Arabs and Zionists in equal numbers should be armed in Palestine~ even Mr. 
Churchill had found difficulty in resisting this proposal). 

These Zionist potentates in the various countries applied "'irresistible pressure 
on international politics" in perfect synchronization. If London lagged in 
compliance, it was "'made to understand" by Washington~ had the positions been 
reversed the procedure would have been the opposite. Thus the mechanism had 
been well oiled when Dr. Weizmann arrived and he soon satisfied himself that 
"'the top political leaders" showed "'real sympathy for our Zionist aspirations". 

In Washington, as in London, he found the responsible officials a nuisance: 
"'The trouble always began \vhen it came to the experts in the State Department". 
Below the "'top-line politician" in Washington level ministers and high officials, 
and in Palestine American professors, missionaries and businessmen, all tried to 
keep American state policy free of this incubus. The chief responsible official in 
Washington is described by Dr. Weizmann in the identical terms used by Mr. 
Churchill to l.,ord Lloyd: "'The head of the Eastern Division of the State 
DeparlInent was an avowed anti-Zionist anJ pro-Arab"; this indicates the 
original source of political vocabulary at the top level. 

Dr. Weizman realized that from this period on Washington was the place 
whence pressure might best be maintained on London, and early in 1942 
transferred himself thither. His liberation from the scientific work which 
"'absorbed" him in England \vas easily arranged, President Roosevelt 
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discovering that Dr. Weizluann was urgently needed in America to work on the 
problem of synthetic rubber. The American Ambassador in London, Mr. John 
G. Winant, scented trouble and ""earnestly advised" Dr. Weizmann, when he 
reached Anlerica, to devote himself I.~as completely as possible to chemistry". 
Mr. Winant was alarmed about the consequences of all these machinations, and 
foreboding eventually broke hilu; his death, soon afterwards, was of tragic 
nature. As for his counsel, Dr. Weizmann remarks that ~I.actually, I divided nlY 
tinle ahnost equally between science and Zionisnl", and if that was so 
I.l. cheluistry" came off better than any who knew Dr. Weizmann would have 
expected. 

Before he left he ""dropped in" at Ten Downing Street, where by 1942 he had 
been on dropping-in ternlS for nearly thirty years, to bid goodbye to Mr. 
Churchill's secretary, as he says. Not surprisingly, he saw Mr. Churchill, who 
said (according to Dr. Weizmann): 

.~~When the war is over, I would like to see Ibn Saud made lord of the Middle 
East, the boss of the bosses, provided he settles It'ith you . .. Of course we shall 
help you. Keep this confidential, but you might talk it over with Roosevelt when 
you get to America. There's nothing he and I cannot do if we set our minds on if'. 
(Dr. Weizmann, after the interview, made a note of this confidence and gave it to 
the Zionist political secretary with instructions to disclose it to the Zionist 
executive if anything befell Dr. Weizmann; also, he published it in his later book). 

Mr. Churchill erred if he expected Dr. Weizluann to help set up an Arabian 
""lord of the Middle East", for that potentateship is obviously reserved to 
Zionism. Hence Dr. Weiznlann did not even convey Mr. Churchill's message 
when he saw President Roosevelt and talked only about his scientific work. In 
other quarters he pressed for I.~Alnerica to send the nlaximun1 nunlber o.lplanes 
and tanks to that theatre" (Africa, where they would be most accessible to the 
Zionists in Palestine). At this stage he began close co-operation with Mr. Henry 
Morgenthau,junior, of the president's inner circle, who was to prove of~l.peculiar 

assistance" at the later, decisive filoment. 
Dr. Weizmann again encountered irritating hindrances: ""Our difficulties were 

not connected lvith thefirst-rank statesnlen. These had, for by far the greatest part, 
always understood our aspirations, and their statements in favour of the Je\vish 
National HOlne really constitute a literature. It was always behind the scenes, and 
on the lower levels, that we encountered an obstinate, devious and secretive 
opposition . .. All the in'/orlnation supplied.from the Middle East to the authorities 
in Washington 'worked against us". 

For nearly forty years, at that time, Dr. Weizmann had worked ""behind the 
scenes", deviously and in secret; history shows no cOlnparable case. At one more 
behind-the-scenes meeting with President Roosevelt he then imparted Mr. 
Churchill's message, or rather (according to his own account) a different one: he 
said Mr. Churchill had assured him that ""the end of the war would see a change 
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in the status of the Jewish National Home~ and that the White Paper of 1939 
would go'~. lIe describes this as Mr. Churchill's "'plan" but it is not the message 
previously quoted~ although it might depict Mr. Churchilrs luind. What is 
significant is that Dr. Weizn1ann omitted Mr. Churchill's main proposaL to l1lake 
King Ibn Saoud "lord of the l'vliddle East ... provided he settles with you". 

Dr. Weizmann says that President Roosevelt's response to Mr. Churchill's 
plan (as thus misrepresented to hin1) was "completely affirll1ative", \vhich in 
Zionese means that he said ""Yes" to a Jewish state ("'3 change in the status of the 
Jewish National Home"'). The presidene according to Dr. Weizmann, then 
himself introduced the nan1e of Ibn Saoud, and showed hilnself '''aware of the 
Arab problem". Dr. Weiz111ann, if his account is correce did not then say that 
Mr. Churchill recolnmended "'a settlement" vvith Ibn Saoud. On the contrary~ 

Dr. Weizll1ann "maintained the thesis that H'e cOllld not rest our cause on the 
consent ql the Arabs"~. 

That was the opposite of Mr. Churchill~s envisaged "·settlemenf' and was 
specific: it Incant ll'Or against the Arabs and i\merican support for such a \var. 
Thereon M r. Roosevelt 111crely "again assured me of his sylnpathies and of his 
desire to settle the problem"', 

There is SOlne mystery in this reserve of President Roosevelt in the matter of 
"the t-\rab problem~' \vhich lnight have had i111po1'tant consequences had he not 
died~ t\VO years later, aln10st inlmediatc]y after f71eeting Ibn Saoud. However~ 

what he cautiously said and privately thought was no longer of vital importance 
in 1943~ because the real decision had been taken. Behind the scenes~ under cover 
of a war in Europe~ arnlS were on their way to the Zionists~ and this secret process 
\vas to detern1ine the shape of the future. FrOIl1 this Inon1ent neither the top-line 
politicians, i[ they rebelled~ nor the hard-pressed responsible officials had the 
power to prevent Zionisn1 fronl planting in Palestine a tilne-boln b \vhich lnay yet 
blow up the second half of the 20th Century. 

For the time being Dr. Weizlnann, in July 1943, returned to London~ assured 
that ""pressure~' [roI11 Washington would be ll1aintained. 
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THE INVASION OF AlVIERICA 

While military invasions and counter-invasions multiplied during the six years 
of the Second "Val', absorbing all thought and energy of the nlasses locked in 
cOlubat~ a silent invasion went on which produced more lUOluentous effects than 
the arnled ones. This \vas the political invasion of the American Republic and its 
success was shown by the shape of American state policy at the war's end, which 
was so directed as to ensure that the only nzilitary invasions that yielded enduring 
""territorial gains" \vere those of the revolution into Europe and of the Zionists 
into Arabia. lfistorically survcyed~ Mr. RoosevelCs achievement may now be 
seen to have been threefold and in each respect perilous to his country~s future: he 
helped to arm Zionislll, he artned the revolution in its ~10sco\v citadel~ and he 
opened the doors of his .t\nlcrican citadel to its agents. 

He began the process at the start of his presidency by his recognition of the 
Soviet, when the ambassador of the revolution~ rvlaxilu Litvinoff, undertook that 
the revolutionary state would keep its nose out ofArnerican dOll1estic affairs~ Mr. 
RooscvelCs luentors 'were not the ruen to renlind him that \vhen once the fox gets 
in his nose he"ll soon find 'Nays to nlake his body follo\\!. The story of his support 
of the revolutionary state by nloney and arU1S belongs to a later chapter~ this one 
aims to tell the tale of its penetration of the AITH:rican l"{epublic on its o\vn soil 
during his long presidency. 

Mr. RLoosevelt began by breaking down the barriers against uncontrolled 
imluigration which the Congresses inllnediately before hin1 strove to set up~ 

because they saw in it the danger of the capture of the Anlcrican adlninistration 
by ""a foreign group"'. Under various of his edicts the supervision ofimrnigration 
was greatly \veakened. Imnligration offlcialswere forbidden to put questions 
about COlTIlUUnist associations~ and the separate classification of lewish 
inunigrants was discontinued. "fhis \vas supported by a continuous press 
calnpaign against all delnands for enquiry into loyalty or political record as 
·'discrimination against the foreign-born~'. 

None can say ho\v luany people entered the United States during that period. 
By 1952 Senator Pat McCarran~ chairman of the United States Senate Judiciary 
Committee, estinlated thaC apart from legal imnligratioll, five rnillion aliens had 
illegally entered the country~ including large numbers of ·"militant COlnnlunists~ 

Sicilian bandits and other criluinals~'. The chief investigating officer of the 
Inl111igration Service declined even to estimate the number of illegal entrants but 
said that at that time (\vhen some rneasure of control had been re-established) 
""over half a luillion a year" were being intercepted and sent back at the lVlexican 
border alone. The Social Security authorities, who supplied the cards necessary 
to obtain enlployment, vvere forbidden to give any inforluation about applicants 
to the immigration or police authorities. 

This luass of immigrants went to s\vell the size of the ""fluctuating vote" on 
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which Mr. Roosevelt's party (still following Mr. House's strategy) concentrated 
its electoral effort and its cry of "no discrimination" . Under the president's 
restrictions on loyalty-interrogations the way into the civil service and armed 
forces was opened to American-born or legally-domiciled alien Communists. 
The results to which this led were shown in part by the many exposures of the 
post-war period, the literature of which would fill an encyclopaedia of many 
volumes. The entire West was also involved (as the Canadian, British and 
Australian exposures in time showed) and the significant thing is that, with the 
Canadian exception, no governmental investigation ever led to these partial 
revelations, which were always the work of persistent private remonstrants~ nor 
was genuine remedial action ever taken, so that the state of affairs brought about 
during the 1930's and 1940's today continues not much changed, a source of 
grave weakness to the West in any new war. 

The renewal of large-scale immigration formed the background to the political 
invasion of the Republic. This was a three-pronged movement which aimed at 
the capture of the three vital points of a state's defences: state policy at the top 
level, the civil services at the n1iddle level and "public opinion" or the mass-mind 
at the base. The way in which control over acts of state policy was achieved 
(through the "adviserships" which became part of American political life after 
1913) has already been shown, this part of the process having preceded the 
others. The methods used to attempt the capture of government services will be 
discussed later in this chapter. In what immediately follows the capture of the 
mass-mind in America, through control of published information, will be 
described; it was indispensable to the other two thrusts. 

This form of political invasion is called by Dr. Weizmann, who exhaustively 
studied it in his youth, when he was preparing in Russia for his life's work in the 
west, '~the technique of propaganda and the approach to the masses". The 
operation so described may now be studied in actual operation: 

Far back in this book the reader was invited to note that "B'nai B'rith" put out 
a shoot. B'nai B'rith, until then, might be compared with such groups of other 
religious affiliation as the Young Men's Christian Association or the Knights of 
Columbus; its declared objects were the help of the poor, sick and fatherless and 
good works in general. The little offshoot of 1913, the "Anti-Defan1ation 
League", had by 1947 become a secret police of formidable power in America. * 

In Doublespeak '~anti-defamation"means "defamation" and this body lived 
by calumny, using such terms as anti-semite, fascist, rabble-rouser, Jew-baiter, 
Red-baiter, paranoiac, lunatic, madman, reactionary, diehard, bigot and more 

*In fact though not in form. The secret police in countries where the institution is native (Hitler's Gestapo was 
copied from the Asiatic model, which had a century-old tradition in Russia and Turkey) have the entire power and 
resources of the state behind them; indeed, they are the state. In America Zionism built the nucleus of a secret police 
nearly as effective in many ways as those prototypes. It could only become equally effective if it gained full control of 
the state's resources, including the power of arrest and imprisonment, and in my judgment that was the ultimate 
goal. 
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of the like. The vocabulary is fixed and may be traced back to the attacks on 
Barruel, Robison and Morse after the French revolution; the true nature of any 
writer's or newspaper's allegiance may be detected by keeping count of the 
nun1ber of times these trade-mark words are used. The achievement of this 
orga,nization (usually known as the A.D.L.) has been by iteration to make 
fetishes of them, so that party politicians hasten to deny that they are any of these 
things. Under this regime reasoned debate became outlawed~ there is something 
of sorcery in this subjugation of two generations of Western n1en to the mUlnbo
jumbo of Asiatic conspirators. 

When the A.D. L. was born in 1913 it had merely desk-room in the parent B'nai 
B'rirh office and a tiny budget. In 1933 Mr. Bernard J. Brown wrote, "~Through 

the intervention of the A.D.L. we have succeeded in nluzzling the non-Jell'ish 
press to the extent that newspapers in America abstain from pointing out that 
any person unfavourably referred to is a Jew". In 1948 the Jewish Menorah 
Journal ofNew York wrote, "~Should but one phrase in a reprinted literary classic 
reflect unjustly upon Jews, the A.D.L. will proluptly belabour the innocent 
publisher until he bowdlerizes the offending passage. Let one innocent J!lovie
producer incorporate a Jewish prototype, however inoffensive, in his picture and 
the hue and cry raised by the A.D.L. will nlake him wish he's never heard of Jews. 
But when Jews are subtly propagandized into accepting COlnmunist doctrine ... 
the A.D.L. ren1ains silent. No lFord, no ll'arning, no hint o.f caution, rnuch less 
exposure and conden1nation: although there are men high in the councils 0.1' the 
ogranization H'ho should knoH' by their OH'll experience holt, the C'onllnunists 
'iJ1ftltrate'." (The Menorah Journal spoke for the lTIany Jews who were alarlned 
because the A.D. L. was attacking anti-C0J11n1Unism as anti-selnitis/11). 

These quotations show the growth of the A.D.L. 's power in thirty-five years. It 
has ilnposed the law of heresy on the public debate in AlTIerica. No criticism of 
ZionislTI or the world-government plan is allowed to pass without virulent attack; 
criticism of Communism is only tolerated in the tacit understanding that any war 
with Communism would lead to the con1nlunized world-state~ and as to that, 
.... Jerusalem is the capital of the world no less than the capital of Israel" (the 
Zionist nlayor of Jerusalem, 1952). 

America has today a few surviving writers who fight on for independent debate 
and conlment. They will discuss any public matter, in the light of traditional 
Anlerican policy and interest, save Zionisnl, which hardly any ofthelTI will touch. 
I have discussed this with four of the leading ones, who all gave the same answer: 
it could not be done. The employed ones would lose their posts, if they made the 
attempt. The independent ones would tlnd no publisher for their books because 
no reviewer would mention these, save with the epithets enumerated above. 

The A.D.L., of such small beginnings in 1913, in 1948 had a budget of three 
million dollars (it is only one of several Jewish organizations pursuing Zionist 
aims in America at a similar rate of expenditure). The Menorah Journal, 
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discllssing "'Anti-Defanlation Hysteria", said, .... Fighting anti-semitisnl has been 
built up into a big business, \vith annual budgets running into n1illions of 
dollars". It said the object \vas ""to continue beating the anti-semitic drum" and 
.... to scare the pants off prospective contributors" in order to raise funds. It 
n1entioned S0111e of the Inethods used (""outright business blackmail~ if your can't 
afford to give $10,000 to this cause, you can take your business elsewhere"), and 
said An1erican Jews were being ""stanlpeded into a state of111ass-hysteria by their 
self-styled defenders". * 

The Menorah Journal also drew attention to the falsification of news by Jewish 
ne\vsagencies subsidized by the big organizations. It showed that some minor 
brawl among juveniles in Manhattan had been depicted in ""front-page scare 
headlines which \vould have led a stranger to believe that a Czarist pogrom was 
going on" (by these same Ineans the '''Czarist pogron1s" earlier, and Rabbi 
Stephen Wise's ""reported pogrom in Berlin') in 1933 reached the world). Out of 
this particular ""scare headline" grew a lnass-mecting in Madison Garden, where 
another politician aspiring to presidential office (a Mr. \\'endell Wi1lkie at that 
nlOlnent) declared, ""The 1110unting \vave of anti-semitisn1 at home shocks me ... 
etc., etc.~' 

.... l\1ass-hysteria" is not only produced alTIOng Jews and band-wagon 
politicians by this method~ it produces another kind of mass-hysteria among 
earnest but uninforlned people of the ""Liberar~ kind: the mass-hysteria of self
righteousness, \vhich is a tenlpting forin of self-indulgence. The late Mr. George 
Orwell v~las of those who helped spread ""mass-hysteria" in this way. He was a 
good ll1an, because he did not nlerely incite others to succour the vv'eak and 
avenge injustice, but went hilnselfto fIght when the Civil War broke out in Spain, 
then discovering that (~omll1unism, when he saw it, was 'Norse than the thing 
which (as he thought) he set out to destroy. He died before he could go to 
Palestine and experience any sirl1ilar enlightennlent, so that what he wrote about 
'''anti-semitism'' was but the echo of "'anti-defan1ationist hysteria". It is so good 
an exainple of this that I quote it: here a 111an of goodwill offered, as his own 
wisdorn, phrases which others poured into his ear. 

He explored '''anti-sen1itisn1 in Britain" (1945) and found ""a perceptibly anti
semitic strain in Chaucer'~. Mr. I-iilaire Belloc and Mr. G.K. Chesterton were 
""literary Jew-haiters·'. lie found passages in Shakespeare, Smollett, Thackeray, 
Sha\v, T.S. Eliot, Aldous Huxley and others ""which if' ~vritten now would be 
sriglnatized as anti-semitisnl" (he was right without knowing it~ if \vritten nOH' 

they would have been stigl1zatized). Then he suffered what Americans can a 
pratfall. He said that ""offband, the only English writers I can think of who, 

*The reader need not fInd any contradiction between this quotation and my statement in the preceding paragraph. 
Debate and comment (lrc largely free in the Jcwish press, which is intended chiclly for perusal "among ourselves", 
and the newspapcr-readcr, anywhere in the world, who takes the pains regularly to obtain Jewish newspaper~of all 
opinions will find himself much bettcr informed about \vhat goes on in the world. The black-out is in the non-Jewish 
press. 
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before the days of Hitler, lnade a definite effort to stick up for Jevvs are Dickens 
and Charles Reade". Thus he extolled one of the A.D.L.'s ""Jew-baiters" as a 
champion of Jews~ in America the fihn of Oliver Twist \vas banned because of 
Fagin! This was the work of the A.D.L.; its representative, a Mr. Arnold Forster, 
announced: 

~"Anlerican movie-distributors refused to become involved in the distribution 
and exhibition of the lllotion picture after the A.D.L. and others expressed the 
fear that the film was harmful; the Rank Organization l1:ithdreH' the picture in the 
United States". Later the picture was released after censorship by the A.D.L.~ 

~~seventy t\VO eliminations" vvere made at its conulland and a prologue vvas added 
assuring beholders that they might accept it as ""a filmization of Dickens without 
anti-selnitic intentions". (In occupied Berlin the A.D.L. ban \vas final~ the British 
authorities ordered Dickens withdrawn from Gennan eyes). 

I was in Aillerica at this tin1e and thus saw the fulfilment of a prediction n1ade 
in a book of 1943, when I wrote that, as the secret censorship was going, Chaucer, 
Shakespeare and Dickens would one day be defamed as '"anti-semites". I 
thought to strain probability, to n1ake a point, but it happened in all three cases: a 
Shakespearean actor-manager visiting New York was ordered not to play The 
Merchant ql f/enice, Dickens was banned, and the defamationists put Cha ucer on 
their black-list. 

A private organization which can produce such results is obviously powerful; 
there is nothing comparable in the \vorld. Mr. Vincent Sheehan wrote in 1949, 
"~There is scarcely a voice in the 1)nited States that dares raise itself for the rights, 
any rights, of the Arabs; any slight criticism of the Zionist high command is 
imn1ediately labelled as anti-sen1itic". Miss Dorothy Thon1pson, whose picture 
and articles at that tin1e were published every day in hundreds of newspapers, 
sin1ilarly protested. Mr. Sheehan's popularity with book-reviewers imn1ediately 
slumped; Miss Thompson's portrait and writings are seldom seen in the 
Aillerican press today. 

How is the oracle worked? By what llleans has Aillerica (and the entire West) 
been brought to the state that no public n1an aspires to office, or editor feels 
secure at his desk, until he has brought out his prayer-mat and prostrated himself 
to Zion? How have presidents and prillle ministers been led to con1pete for the 
approval of this faction like bridesmaids for the bride's bouquet? Why do leading 
men suffer themselves to be paraded at hundred-dol1ar-a-plate banquets for 
Zion, or to be herded on to Zionist platforlTIs to receive ~'plaques" for services 
rendered? 

The power of money and the prospect of votes have demonstrably heen potent 
lures, but in lny judgn1ent by far the strongest weapon is this power to control 
published inforillation~ to lay stress on what a faction wants and to exclude from 
it all that the faction dislikes, and so to be able to give any selected person a 
""good" or a "'bad" press. This is in fact control of '''the mob". In today's 
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language it is ""the technique of propaganda and the approach to the masses", as 
Dr. Weizlnann said, but it is an ancient, Asiatic art and was described, on a 
famous occasion, by Saint Matthew and Saint Mark: ""The chief priests and 
elders persuaded the lnultitude ... The chief priests n10ved the people ... " 

In forty years the A.D.L. perfected a machine for persuading the multitude. It 
is a method of thought-control of which the subject-lnass is unconscious and its 
ability to destroy any who cry out is great. One of the first to be politically 
destroyed was the head of the Congressional Comnlittee charged to watch over 
sedition (the Un-American Activities Committee). The Protocols of 1905 
foretold that the nation-states would not be allowed to ""contend with sedition" 
by treating it as crin1e and this ""forecasf' also was fulfilled. Mr. Martin Dies 
relates that he \vas required by the secret inquisition to restrict the definition of 
""subversion" to ""fascism", and to equate ""fascisln" with ""anti-semitism". 
""Subversion'" had these importuners had their way with him, would have been 
any kind of resistance to ""the destructive principle", not the subverting of the 
nation-state. He would not yield, but was driven out of political life by 
defamation. 

The A.D.L. (and the American Jewish COlnmittee) ""set out to nlake the 
American people a~vare ofanti-semitisnl". It informed Jews that ""25 out of every 
100 Americans are inj'ectcd with anti-senlitism", and that another 50 might 
develop the disease. By 1945 it was carrying out ""a high-powered educational 
progranl, geared to reach every nlan, woman and child" in America through the 
press, radio, advertising, children's comic books and school books, lectures, 
films, ""churches" and trade unions. This programme included ""219 broadcasts a 
day", full-page advertiselnents in 397 newspapers, poster advertizing in 130 
cities, and ""persuasions" subtly incorporated in the printed matter on blotters, 
matchbox covers, and envelopes. The entire national press C" 1900 dailies with a 
43,000,000 circulation '") and the provincial, Negro, foreign-language and labour 
newspapers were kept supplied with, ""and used", its nlaterial in the form of 
""news, background material, cartoons and comic strips". In addition, the 
.<;\.D.L. in 1945 distributed "more than 330,000 copies of important books 
carrying our I1zcssage to libraries and other institutions", furnished authors with 
""material and complete ideas'" and circulated nine million pamphlets ""all 
tailored to fit the audiences to which they are directed". It found ""comic books" 
to be a particularly effective way of reaching the Ininds of young people, soldiers, 
sailors and airnlen, and circulated ""rrlillions of copies" of propaganda in this 
form. Its organization consisted of the national headquarters, public relations 
conlmittees in 150 cities, eleven regional offices, and ""2,000 key men in 1,000 
cities" . 

The nalne of the body which supplied this mass of suggestive material never 
reached the public. During the 1940's the systelTI of ""syndicated writers" in New 
York or Washington enveloped the entire American press. One such writer's 
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column may appear in a thousand newspapers each day; editors like this system, 
which saves them the cost of employing their own writers, for its cheapness. 
Through a few dozen such writers the entire stream of information can be 
tinctured at its source (the method foretold in the Protocols). By all these means a 
generation has been reared in America (and this applies equally to England) 
which has been deprived of authentic infornlation about, and independent 
COlllment on, the nature of Zionism, its original connection with Communism, 
the infestation of administrations and capture of ""administrators", and the 
relationship of all this to the ultimate world-governluent project. 

The opposition to this creeping control was strong at first and was gradually 
crushed during tvvo decades (I have given examples in England) by various 
rrlethods~ including the purchase of newspapers, but chiefly by unrernitting and 
organized pressure, persuasive or luenacing. In America a newspaper which 
prints rcports or cotnment unacceptable to the A.D .. L. may expect to receive a 
visit from its representatives. Threats to vvithdraw advertizing are frequently 
made. The corps of ""syndicated" writers joins in the attack on any individual 
vvriter or broadcaster who becon1es troublesome; many American commentators 
have been driven fron1 the publishers' lists or ""off the air" in this way. An 
illustrative example: 

The C'hicago Tribune in 1950 reported the view of a senior official 0.( the State 
Depart111ent that the United States \vas ruled by ~~a secret governluent" consisting 
of three members of the deceased Mr. Roosevelt's circle: Mr. Henry Morgenthau 
junior, Justice Felix Franfurter and Senator Herbert Lehman. The word ""Jew" 
was not used; the article expressed the opinion of a high public servant on a 
matter held by him to be of great national importance. This article raised much 
commotion in the Zionist and Jewish press throughout the world (few non
Jewish newspapers paid attention to it, for the obvious reason). I was in South 
Africa but guessed what would follo\v and when I next went to, Aluerica learned 
that I was right; the Tribune To\ver in Chicago was besieged by the A.D.L. with 
peremptory derrlands for an apology. On this particular occasion none was 
nlade; the newspaper was at that time a lonely survivor from the days of 
independent reporting and comment. (A piquant detail; the writer of this ""anti
semitic" report had interested himself, not long before, in efforts to obtain the 
release on parole of a Jew serving a life-term for murder, on the ground that 
expiation might reasonably be held to have been made). 

Even the figures for expenditure, staff and activities, above given, convey no 
true idea of the power and omnipresence of the A.D.L. I luyself would not have 
believed, until I saw it, that a body of such nlight could almost invisibly operate in 
a state still norrlinally governed by president and Congress. I ts numerous offices 
and sub-offices are clearly only the centres of a great network of agents and sub
agents, for its eye is as all-seeing as that of the N.V.D. in captive Russia or of the 
Gestapo once in Gennany, as I found through personal experience: 
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I am a fairly obscure person and when I went to America in 1949 was almost 
unknown to the public there, the publication of most of my books having been 
prevented by the methods above described. I found that the A.D.L. watched me 
like a hawk from my arrival and from this first realized its immense spread and 
vigilance; I had not suspected that it scrutinized every roof for every sparrow. An 
American acquaintance who had read some of my books introduced me to a 
colleague who expressed pleasure at meeting their author. This man aksed me to 
dine with him and a friend, whom he presented as "my cousin". The cousin was 
an entertaining fellow; I learned a year later that he was head of the A.D.L.'s New 
York office and the true organizer of the little dinner-party* This happened a 
few days after I landed and thereafter the A.D.L. knew my every movement. 
They knew about the book I was writing and when it was ready for publication 
the "cousin" approached the American publisher ofan earlier book of mine with 
a pointed request to know if he contemplated issuing this one; a man of 
descretion, he answered No. 

Three years later, in 1952, when this book had appeared in England, the 
American Legion's magazine at Hollywood published some five hundred words 
from it. The A.D.L. at once demanded a retraction from the Hollywood 
commander of the Legion, who referred to the magazine's editor. No inaccuracy 
was alleged; the deputation just called the book "anti-semitic". The editor 
refused to retract unless false statement or other valid reason were proved, and 
resigned when the commander, ignoring him, published the familiar "apology" 
in face of threats that "all Jews" would boycott the Hollywood Stadium, which 
was operated by the Legion. The editor, departing, said this proved the truth of 
what was stated in the book. The apology availed the commander nothing for the 
nationwide American Broadcasting Company, which had been televising the 
Legion's events at the Stadium, at once announced that it would terminate its 
contract with the Legion and televise rival events; the commander ruefully said 
that this "comes as a complete shock to me". 

When I next visited America, in 1951, another acquaintance, who thought my 
books informative and wished me to write for American newspapers, refused to 
credit what I told him. He said he was sure a certain publication would welcome 

*By this means material for dossiers and for "smearing" attacks is often ohtained. In 1956 the A.D.L. published 
such a "smear" volume called Cross-Curren!s, described as "the book that tells how anti-semitism is used today as a 
political weapon". It was filled with attacks on "anti-semites" and contained numerous extracts from letters and 
converstaions supposed to have passed between the persons named. The reviewer of the book in the NCII' York 
Tilllcs. though sympathetic (writing for that journal he would not be antagonistic) said "the authors do not let the 
reader in on the secret of how they came into possession of these intriguing papers . .. lhi.~· reticcnce ahoul sources is a 
117(~io" lreak"ess and if is particular~1' serious lrhere statements (lfe quotedfrum Gil oral il1lerviell· ... Who were these 
interviewers. he asked. and how did they go about their assignment? I could have told him. and the reader of this 
book has the answer. Ifmy "oral interview" with the "cousin". who purported to be a strong "anti-semite". did not 
provide material for this volume. the reason is of interest. Late in a convivial evening he asked me suddenly how 
strong I thought "anti-semitism" to be in the United States. Believing him to be what he professed to be.) answered 
just as I would have answered, had I known his identity. I said that) had travelled in more than thirty of the forty
eight States and had never once heard the word "Jew" mentioned by any of the thousands of people) had met. 
which was the fact. 
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an article from me on a subject then topical (not Zionism) and wrote to its editor. 
He was told~ to his astonishment~ that the publication of anything of mine was 
"verboten ", and when he suggested publication without my name was informed 
that this would not avail: "'there is probably a representative of the A.D.L. on our 
payroll" (I have the letter). 

Another acquaintance, head of a large bookselling concern, ordered his office 
to obtain a book of mine from Canada and was told that the Toronto wholesaler 
reported inability to supply. I made enquiry and learned that no order had 
reached Toronto. My acquaintance then investigated and could not find out 
who, in his otvn office, had intercepted the order, telling me he now realized that 
my books were "on the index~~. 

The reader need only multiply these few examples from the personal 
experience of one man to see the effect on the total sum of information supplied 
to the public masses. The peoples of the Western nation-states are deprived of 
information in the matters most vitally affecting their present and future, by a 
press which (they are constantly told) is ~"the freest in the world". 

Another Inethod used by the A.D.L. to keep Jews in ~~n1ass hysteria'~ and non
Jews in a state of delusion is that of the agent provocateur, the bogus ~~anti
sen1ite" (the ~~cousin~~ above mentioned is an example). Part of this method is the 
distribution of ~~documents'~ exposing ~~the whole world plot" and usually 
attributed to some unverifiable gathering of rabbis. The serious student of the 
real Talmudic entcrprise~ which can be documented from authentic Talmudic 
sources~ at once recognizes these fabrications. An ~~admirer" once sent n1e such a 
~~document'\ found (he said) in a secret drawer of an old family bureau which 
could not have been opened for a hundred years. I had the paper examined and 
then asked my correspondent to tell me how his long dead great grandfather had 
contrived to obtain paper rnanulactured in the 1940's. The correspondence 
closed. 

An example of the enlployn1ent of the bogus "anti-semite~' by the A.D.L. is on 
record, authenticated by the organization itself. A prolific writer of books 
attacking ~~anti-semitism~'in America is a man of Armenian origins, one Avedis 
Boghos Derounian, whose best known alias is John Roy Carlson. Several libel 
actions were brought against one of his books published during the Second War, 
in which he attacked over seven hundred persons~ and one judge, awarding 
damages, said ~~I think this book was written by a wholly irresponsible person 
who was willing to say anything for money; I would not believe him on oath~ nor 
at any time hereafter; I think that book was published by a publisher who was 
willing to publish anything for money". In November 1952 a radio-interviewer 
confronted this man with a well-known American foreign correspondent, Mr. 
Ray Brock~ who taxed Carlson with having formerly edited "a viciously anti
semitic sheet called The Christian Defender". This could not be denied, as the fact 
had become known~ so Carlson said he had done it '\vith the approval oj" the Anti
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Dejcunation League". The host-intervie\ver then interrupted to say that the 
A.D.L., on enquiry by hiln, confirmed this (the confirmation \vas unavoidable, 
the A.D.L. having admitted to the Chicago Tribune in 1947 that it had employed 
the man between 1939 and 1941 and "'found his services satisfactory"). 

The fact that this man then was able (1951) to publish another book attack ing 
""anti-semites" and to have it loudly praised in the leading New York newspapers 
(in face ofthejudicial comment above quoted) is a sign of the great change which 
this organization has brought about in American life in the last twenty years. The 
web of which the A.D.L. formed the centre stretched to other English-speaking 
countries, so that no independent writer anywhere could escape it. I give 
instances from Iny own experiences in that larger setting: 

In March 1952 Truth (which was then unsubjugated), reported that the 
Canadian Jewish Congress had requested a Canadian bookseller to remove froln 
his shelves a book of Inine. When [ visited Canada that year I n1ade enquiry and 
found that this pressure was general on Canadian booksellers, Inany of whom 
had yielded to it. At that time also a Zionist journal in South Africa stated, "-Until 
such time as racial groups receive protection in law, no hookshop is entitled to S((v 

that it lvill sell hooks . .. like sor1'1e qf Reed's books"; I later spent son1e time in 
South Africa and found the position there to be identical \vith the one in Canada. 
The ""racial protection" foretold in the above quotation is the Zionist-drafted 
""Genocide Convention" of the United Nations, which contains a provision 
prescribing legal penalties for anything said by sOlne faction to cause '"n1ental 
harm"; this provision, if enforced during another war, would make the A.D.L. 
censorship perlnanent and worldwide. I never went to Australia but think I 
would have found there the secret interference prevailing in the bookshops of 
Canada and South Africa. However, about the same tinle an Australian senator, 
unknown to me even by name, in attacking an ""anti-semitic" organization 
equally unheard of by n1e, said it \vas ""in close touch" with n1e; Australian 
newspapers published this defalnationist message but refused to print the factual 
correction. During these years I received many complaints fron1 readers that the 
chief librarian of a large Toronto library had pasted on the flyleaves of books of 
Inine a ""warning" to readers about them; protests had no effect. 

In all these ways a curtain was lowered between the public masses and factual 
information about their affairs. The capture of the Inass-mind becalne as 
con1plete as that of -"the top-line politicians". 

This left one position unconquered at the middle-layer between the captive
politicians and the persuaded-multitude. It was the class of which Dr. Weiznlann 
repeatedly complains: the permanent officials, the professionals and experts. 
From the start the strongest opposition to Zionisln's encroachment can1e froln 
this group (and from the ""outside interference, entirely frol11 Jews" of which 1)r. 
Weizmann also complained). The non-elected official, the career civil servant, the 
professional soldier, the foreign expert all are almost in1possible to suborn. The 
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perlnanent official does not depend on election and feels hilTIself an integral part 
of the nation. l'he professional soldier instinctively feels that the nation and his 
duty are one, and recoils at the thought that nlilitary operations are being 
perverted for some ulterior, political nlotive. The expert cannot smother his 
kno\vledge at the bidding of party-Inen any more than an expert craftsman can be 
tempted to ll1ake a watch that goes backward. 

In fact, only the conlplete capture of a state, including the po\\'er of dismissal, 
disqualification from employnlent and arrest can ever fully overcome the 
resistance of public servants. professionals and experts to something that clearly 
conflicts \vith their duty. The A.D. L.. in my judgment, showed that it looked 
forward to a day when it would overconle this obstacle by an attempt that was 
nlade in 1943. 

The high directing intelligence behind this body evidently knows that the best 
Il10Inent to attain its aims is in the later stages and aftermath of a great war. At 
the start the enlbroiled Inasses are still intent on the objects professed and after 
the period of confusion ,vhich 1'ollo\\'s the war they regain SOine clarity of vision 
and begin to ask questions about \\/hat has been done under cover of the \var~ if 
the secret purpose has not then been attained the opportunity has been lost. 
These secret purposes were advanced bet\vcen 1916 and 1922 (not between 1914 
and 1918) in the First War, and bet\veen 1942 and 1948 (not 1939-1945) in the 
Second War. If a third war were to begin, say. in 1965 and continue until 1970, 
ostensibly for the purpose of ""destroying Communism'·, the secret effort to 
realize the full ambition of ZionisIl1 and of the communized world-state would 
conle during the period of greatest confusion, say. frOITI 1968 to 1974. 

The bid to capture the civil service in America was Inade in 1943, the fourth 
year of the Second War. and vvas partially exposed (by chance) in ]947.) when the 
fog was clearing. l'he ainl \vas to interpose bet\veen the /\nlerican people and 
their public services a secret. defanlationist black-list which would prevent men 
of patriotic duty fronl entering thenl. and open them \vjde to approved agents of 
the conspiracy. The lists then cOiTIpiled were at one period being so rapidly 
extended that they would soon have included every person in the United States 
whose employlnent in public office was not desired by the secret arbiters. The 
defanlatory dossiers of the A.D.L. were being incorporated in the official tiles of 
the Anlerican Civil Service. This could have provided the basis for secret police 
action at a later stage (""political opponents" were rounded up on the strength of 
such lists by Goering's new secret police on the night of the Reichstag fire). All 
unkno\vn to the Aluerican people. then and now, a coup of the first order was far 
advanced in preparation. 

Mr. Martin Dies once described the A.D.L., which supplied these lists. as ·"a 
terrorist organization. using its resources, not to defend the good name of Je\vs. 
but to force and cOlnpel cOlnpliance \\!ith the objectives of their organization by 
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terrorist methods~ it is a league of defamation".* The description was borne out 
by the disclosures of the Subcon1n1ittee to Investigate the Civil Service 
Comlnission set up by the Committee on Expenditures of the American House of 
Representatives, which met on October 3, 6 and 7, 1947 under the chairmanship 
of Representative Clare E. Hoffn1an of Michigan. 

This investigation also was brought about solely by the efforts of individuals; 
the whole effort of government was bent on averting it. Some loyal civil servant 
saw what was secretly being done and informed certain Congressmen that black 
lists were being inserted in the Civil Service files. Even that might not have led to 
any action, had not these Congressmen learned that they themselves were among 
the black-listed! Under the restraints bequeathed by the long Roosevelt 
adn1inistration investigation, even then, could only be set in motion on grounds 
that "~funds voted by Congress were being misused" (hence the intervention of 
the Committee on Expenditures). 

About a hundred American Senators and Congressmen then learned that they 
(and some of their wives) were shown as ~~Nazis" on cards in the C'ivil Service 
files. They succeeded in securing copies of these cards, which bore a note saying 
that the defamationist information on thenl was ""copied from the subversive 
files" of a private firm of Zionist lawyers. These files, the note continued, ~~lt'ere 

made up in co-operation lvith the American felvish Committee and the Anti
De.lamation League; the sources o..lthis information must not be disclosed under any 
circun1stances; however,jurther information concerning above may be obtained 
..." (from the Zionist attorneys). 

The senior officer of that departn1ent of the United States Civil Service 
Commission \\Thich was charged with investigating applicants for employment 
appeared before the sub-committee on subpoena. As the official directly 
responsible, he said the files were secret ones, the existence of which had only just 
become known to hin1 (presumably, when he received the subpoena). The only 
files theretofore known to hin1 were those normally kept by his department~ they 
recorded persons investigated who for various reasons were to be rejected if they 
sought employment. He had ascertained,that the secret files contained ~~750,000 

cards" and had been prepared in the Comn1ission's Nea' York office (his o\vn 
headquarters office was in Washington), and that copies of the cards had been 
sent to and incorporated in the files of every branch office oj'the Civil ~Service 

Commission throughout the United States. He said he had no power to produce 
the secret files~ power to do this lay solely with the three Civil Service 
Commissioners (the very heads, under the president, of the Civil Service). 

These Commissioners (a Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Flemming and Miss Perkins), then 
subpoenaed, refused to produce the files, stating that the president had forbidden 
this (the secret files had been introduced under President Roosevelt; this order 

*In 1956 President Eisenhower sent the annual convention of the A.D.L. a eulogistic message commending it 
for"reminding the nation that the ideals of religion must apply in all areas of life". 
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not to divulge came from President Truman). Thereon Mr. Hoffmann said, 
"This is the first time I have ever heard the ackno~vledgement that lve have in this 
country a Gestapo ". 

The Commissioners made no protest. Mr. Hoffmann then asked if persons 
who hadno intention even o.fapplyingfor a Civil Service post were black-listed. The 
senior Comlnissioner, Mr. Mitchell, confirmed that this was the case, thus 
explicitly admitting that the black list was of unlimited range. Mr. Hofflnann 
said, ~~Then it has nothing to do with the immediate case of a person applying for 
a job?''', and Mr. Mitchell agreed. Mr. Hoffmann continued, "You clain1 the 
right to list in your files the names of anyone and everyone in this country? Is that 
not correct?" and the three Commissioners silently assented. 

The investigators discovered that in June and July of 1943 alone (that is, in the 
confusion-period of a great war) 487,033 cards had been added to the secret files, 
this work having occupied scores of clerks. A Congressn1an reminded the 
Con1n1issioners that in the very year (1943) when these secret cards were 
incorporated the Civil Service Commission had specifically forbidden its 
investigators even to ask questions about any applicant's Communist 
associations (the policy generally introduced by President Roosevelt). The 
COlnmissioners showed great anxiety to avoid discussing the part played by the 
Anti-Defalnation League in this affair and repeatedly evaded questions on that 
point. 

The official report, so astonishing by earlier standards, shows that the A.D.L. 
\vas in a position secretly to introduce into official records defan1atory dossiers, 
quickly extensible into secret police files covering the entire country. This was 
recognizably an attempt to gain control of the American Civil Service and to 
make loyalty, by the earlier standards, a disqualification. As no assurance of 
remedial action was obtained, the result of this public investigation may be 
cOlnpared with a surgical exarnination by doctors who, having opened the 
patient and found a malignant growth near a vital organ, declare that they have 
order not to remove it and sew up the incision. Thus the unhealthy condition 
remained. 

The uses which could conceivably be made of such secret, nationwide black
lists were illustrated by some strange episodes of 1951 and 1952, when bodies of 
troops suddenly swooped on sn1all towns in California, New York State and 
Texas and "occupied" them in the name of "the United Nations" or of~~Military 

Governn1ent". City halls, police headquarters and telephone exchanges were 
taken over; lnayors, officials and private individuals were arrested; bands of the 
"enemy" (garbed by some costumier in '~Fascist''' uniforn1s) were paraded 
around; trials were held by military courts and concentration camps were set up; 
proclamations were n1ade threatening "resisters" and '·'conspirators" with dire 
penalties, and so on. 

These proceedings look very much like a rehearsal of the kind of thing the 
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world might well see, in the confusion-period of any third "var, if '''the league to 
enforce peace'" were making its third bid for world-authority. On this occasion, 
too, indignant private investigators were quite unable to discover \vhat authority 
ordered these affairs. T'he official military spokeslnan, a colonel at the Pentagon, 
\vhen hard pressed by an inquirer, was only allowed to say that the question was 
'''one of local and political significance, orer H'hich the military exercises no 

control "! That pojnted to the president, governlnent and State Departtnent, but 
all these authorities remained as silent as the C~ivil Service Con1missioners had 
been uninformative. 

By the end of the Second War this secret invasion, in all its forlns~ had inlpaired 
the inner structure of the American Republic to such an extent that some change 
in its outer forn1, as known to the world for 150 years, \vas likely during the 
confusion-period of any third war. The instinctive struggle of the original 
population to n1aintain itself and its traditions against an usurpation, the nature 
of \vhich it was not allowed to comprehend, was failing. This resistance would 
gain strength, and mend some of the breaches, as the Second War receded, but 
grave weaknesses remained which were bound to show themselves under the 
strain of the new war, with the thought of which the An1erican rnass-nlind was 
daily made familiar by the politicians and the controlled press. 

From 1943 onward the weakness of the American Republic lay Inore in its own 
in1paired foundations than in any foreign air forces or fleets. 
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TI-IE REVOLUTION "EX1'ENDS" 

The Second \\TarId War~ nluch lTIOre clearly than the First~ followed the course 
charted by the Protocols of ]905. The embroiled masses wreaked destruction and 
vengeance on each other, not for their own salvation, but for the furtherance of a 
plan of general enslavernent under a despotic "world government". The 'ailus 
initially proclaimed C"liberation ~', ""freedolTI~' and the destruction of 
""lllilitarism'~, ""Nazisln~', ""Fascism", ""totalitarian dictatorship" and the like) 
were not achieved~ on the contrary, the area where these conditions prevailed was 
greatly enlarged. 

Lenin, in his Collected ~Vorks, wrote: "The World \Var~' (1914-1918) "'will see 
the establishment of COlTImunisrn in Russia; a second 'vvorld lvar lvill extend its 
control ove!' Europe,' and a third world war ,vill be necessary to luake it 
world\vide". The central phrase of this forecast was aln10st literally fulfilled by 
the outcome of the Second War. The revolution extended its frontiers to the 
middle of Europe and thus was put in a position to extend its lni!itary control 
over all Europe, at least at the outset of any third war. 111 1956 ·the American 
General Gruenther~ who then bore the rank, apparently made permanent by 
some untraceable act of the "'premier-dictators~'in wartilue, of '''Supreme Allied 
Conln1ander", told a West German ne\vspaper, ""Ifit should come to a battle on 
the ground at all, then \ve are~ of course, not strong enough to hold the present 
front in Europe". 

By 1956 the Western people, for ten years, had been made accustomed by 
almost daily intinlations from their leaders to the thought that war with "'Russia~' 

\vas inevitable. This \vas the consequence of the outcome of the Second War: this 
outcolne, again, \vas the result of the diversion of acts of state policy and of 
lnilitary opera.tions to the purposes of destroying nation-states and of general 
enslaven1cnt and this diversion, in turn, was the consequence of the process 
described in the previous chapter as ""the invasion of Arnerica". 'The strength and 
wealth of .Anlcrica \vere decisive in the Second War and they \vere used to bring 
about a denouement which rnade a third war a permanent peril. 

1-hus the story of America's embroilment in the Second \\7a1' denlonstrated the 
po\ver of the ""foreign group" which had come to dictate in Washington, and 
gave living reality to the farewell sddress of CJeorge \\Tashington hirTIself: 
""Against the insidious \viles of foreign influence, I conjure you to believe TIle, 
fcllo\v-citizens. the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake. since 
history and experience prove that foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes 
of republican governnlen('. Washington spoke in 1796, when the Reign of 
l-error had sho\vn the true nature of the revolution in France and \\Then the 
presence of the conspiracy's agents in Arnerica \vas first realized. 

The published records of the Second \Var sho\v that the conspiracy had 
obtained pO\\ler to dictate nlajor acts of Anlerican state poljcy~ the course ot 
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military operations and the movement of arms, munitions, supplies and treasure. 
Its conscious agents were numerous and highly-placed. Among the leading men 
who supported or submitted to them many may have been unaware of the 
consequences to which their actions were bound to lead. 

This chapter in the republic's story occupied three and a half years, from Pearl 
Harbour to Yalta. A significant resemblance occurs between the manner of 
America's entry into war in 1898 and 1941. In both cases the provocation 
necess~ry to inflame the masses was supplied, and difficult problems of 
convincing Congress or ~'public opinion" were thus eluded. In 1898 the lvfaine 
was ~~sunk by a Spanish mine" in Havana harbour, and war followed on the 
instant many years later, when the Maine was raised, her plates were found to 
have been blown out by an inner explosion. In 1941 the Japanese attack on Pearl 
Harbour ~"on a day that will live in infamy" enabled President Roosevelt to tell 
his country that through a completely unexpected attack it was "at war". The 
later disclosures showed that the governlnent in Washington had long been 
warned of the impending attack and had not alerted the Pearl Harbour 
defenders. In both cases the public masses remained apathetic when these 
revelations ensued. (They are of continuing relevance in 1956, when another 
American president has publicly sworn that he will "never be guilty" of sending 
his country to war "without Congressional authority", but has added that 
Alnerican troops might have to undertake "local vvarlike acts in self-defence" 
~ithout such parliamentary approval). 

In the First War President Wilson, re-elected on the promise to keep his 
country out of war, immediately after his re-inauguration declared that '~a state 
of war exists". In the Second War President Roosevelt was re-elected if! 1940 on 
the repeated promise that "your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign 
wars". His electoral programme, however, included a five-word proviso: "We 
will not send our arn1ies, navies or air forces to fight in foreign lands outside the 
Americas except in case ofattack". These five words were added (says one ofMr. 
Bernard Baruch's approved biographers, Mr. Rosenbloon1) ~'by Senator Jalnes 
F. Byrnes, who was so close to Baruch that it was sometimes impossible to tell 
which of the two originated the view that both expressed". 

The importance of the proviso was shown on December 7, 1941, when the 
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbour. Twelve days earlier Mr. Henry L. Stimson, the 
Secretary for War, after a cabinet meeting on November 25,1941, had noted in his 
diary: "The question was how we should manoeuvre them" (the Japanese) "into 
the position oj:liring the first shot without allowing too much danger to ourselves; 
it was a difficult proposition". 

The pre-history of this notation, again, is that on January 27,1941 the United 
States Ambassador in Tokyo had advised his government that "in the event of 
trouble breaking out between the United States and Japan, the Japanese 
intended to Inake a surprise attack against Pearl Harbour'''; that the Soviet spy in 
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Tokyo, Dr. Richard Sorge, informed the Soviet Governluent in October 1941 
that "the Japs intended to attack Pearl Harbour within sixty days" and was 
advised by the Soviet Government that his information had been transmitted to 
President Roosevelt (according to Sorge's confession, New York Daily NeVi's, 
May 17,1951); that the Roosevelt government delivered a virtual ultimatun1 to 
Japan on November 26, 1941; that secret Japanese Inessages, from September 
1941 up to the very Inoment of the attack, which were intercepted and decoded by 
United States intelligence units, gave unmistakable evidence of a con1ing attack 
on Pearl Harbour but were not transmitted to the American commanders there; 
that on December 1 the Head of Naval Intelligence, Far Eastern Section, drafted 
a despatch to the COlumander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet saying "war between 
Japan and the United States is in1n1inent", which was cancelled by superior 
authority; that on December 5 Colonel Sadtler of the U.S. Signal Corps, on 
inforlnation received, drafted a despatch to commanders, ~~War with Japan 
in1minent; elin1inate all possibility of another Port Arthur" (an allusion to the 
sin1ilar ~'surprise attack" that began the Russo-Japanese war), which was 
sin1ilarly suppressed; that a Japanese reply, obviously tantamount to a 
declaration of war, to the Roosevelt ultin1atum was received in Washington on 
December 6, 1941 but no word was sent to the Pearl Harbour defend'ers. A 
message stating that "the Japanese are presenting at one p.m., eastern time today 
what amounts to an ultimatum ... be on the alert" was at last despatched about 
noon on December 7, 1941, and reached the commanders at Pearl Harbour 
between six and eight hours afier the Japanese attack. 

The record now available suggests that the Americans on Hawaii alone were 
left without knowledge of the imminent onslaught which cost two battleships and 
two destroyers (apart from many vessels put out of action), 177 aircraft and 4575 
dead, wounded or missing. A direct and immediate consequence was also the 
disaster suffered by the British navy off Malaya, when the battleships Prince oj' 
Wales and Renown were sunk with great loss of life. 

Political leaders who are ready to obtain their country's entry into war by 
facilitating an enemy attack on it cannot be depended on to wage it in the 
national interest. The American people as a whole still is unaware of the truth of 
Pearl Harbour, an ominous beginning which led in unbroken line to the ominous 
end. 

Eight investigations were held, seven naval or military ones during wartime 
and one Congressional one at the war's end. Thus wartime secrecy enshrouded 
them all and none of them was truly public or exhaustive; moreover, all were 
conducted under the aegis of the political party whose man was president at the 
time of Pearl Harbour. The vital facts (that the president knew at the latest eight 
weeks earlier, from an intercepted Japanese despatch, that a surprise attack was 
being planned and that these intercepted messages were withheld from the Pearl 
Harbour commanders over a long period) were burked throughout. The 
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Secretary of War~s diary (with the significant entry above quoted) was not 
adlnitted in evidence and Mr. Stirnson himself \vas not called~ being in ill health. 
Control of the press enabled the long proceedings (six months) to be presented to 
the public in bewildering and confusing form. 

However, the three naval conlmanders chietly concerned have published their 
accounts. llear Adnliral Kirnmel, C0111nlander-in-Chiefofthe Pacific Fleet at the 
time, says of another admirars belief that "President Roosevelt's plans required 
that no word be sent to alert the fleet in Hawaii", that "the individuals in high 
position in Washington who l1'i(fidly refrained from alerting our forces at Pearl 
Harbour should never be excused. '"[he Cornrnanders at Pearl Harbour were 
never infornlcd of ... the i\ll1erican notc delivered to the Japanese Ambassadors 
on Novelnber 26, 1941, \vhich effectually ended the possibility of further 
negotiations and thus rnade the Pacific war inevitable ... No hint of vital 
intercepts received, decoded and delivered to responsible officials in Washington 
on Decenlber 6 and 7, 1941~ was sent to the Navy and Army C~ornmandersin the 
Hawaiian area~'. 

Fleet Admiral Halsey, who at that time \vas one of Adn1iral I(imnlel~s three 
senior conlnlanders~ says, ·'All our intelligence pointed to an attack by Japan 
against the Philippines or the southern areas in l\1alaya or the Dutch East Indies. 
\\tThile Pearl Harbour was considered and not ruled out, the ITldSS of the evidence 
rnade available to us pointed in another direction. Had lve knoH'n of Japan~s 

minute and continued interest in the exact location and movenlent of our ships in 
Pearl Harbour" (indicated by the withheld message) ··it is only logical that \ve 
would have concentrated our thought on nleeting the practical certainty of an 
attack on Pearl Harbour". 

Rear Adrniral Theobald, con1lnanding destroyers of the Battle Force at Pearl 
Harbour, writing in 1954 says, ··L)ictates of patriotism requiring secrecy 
regarding a line of national conduct in order to preserve it .lor pO.l)sible future 
repetition do not apply in this case because, in this atomic age, .facilitating an 
enerny's surprise attack,. as a nlethod ~f' initiating a ~var, is unthinkable". (The 
adlniral presumably nleans that he hopes a repetition is "unthinkable"). He adds. 
··The recurrent fact of the true Pearl lIarbour story has been the repeated 
withholding of infor111ation from Admiral Kimnlel and General Short" (the 
naval and nlilitary cornnlanders at Pearl Harbour, who were made scapegoats) 
.' ... never before in recorded history had a field commander been denied 
information that his country \vould be at war in a matter of hours, and that 
everything pointed to a surprise attack upon his forces shortly after sunrise". 
Admiral Theobald quotes the later statenlent of Admiral Stark (who in 
December 1941 was Chief of Naval Operations in Washington and who refused 
to inform Admiral Kimmel of the Japanese declaration of war rnessage) that all 
he did was done on the order of higher authority, "vvhich can only mean 
President Roosevelt. The most arresting thing he did, during that time, was to 
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withhold infornlation fro111 Adnliral Kimmer'. 
Fleet Adnliral Halsey, writing in 1953, described Admiral Kimmel and 

General Short as "our outstanding nlilitary Inartyrs". They were retired to 
conceal fronl the public, cunid the confusion and secrecy of war, the true source of 
responsibility for the disaster at Pearl Harbour, but they were rather "the first" 
than the "outstanding" military 111artyrs, in the sense used by Adn1iral Halsey. 
They originated a line, now long, of Alnerican naval and military comluanders 
who experienced something new in the history of their calling and country. 1'hey 
found that they courted disn1issal or relegation if they strove for 111ilitary victory 
by the best luilitary nleans or objected to sonie strategy dictated from above 
which was obviously prejudicial to military victory. Their operations had to 
confonn to sonle higher plan, the nature of which they could not plainly perceive, 
but which \vas patently not that, of military victory in the national interest, 
taught to thenl frotn their earliest days as the sole ultimate reason for asoldier's 
being. 

What, then, \vas this superior plan, to \vhich all American military effort from 
Pearl Harbour to Yalta and after was made to conform? It was in fact Lenin's 
"extension" of the revolution. The story of the three-and-a-half years only 
beconlcs explicable in that light. 

In the First World War, American entry coincided with the revolution in 
Russia, and Mr. House at once instructed the president "to proffer our financial, 
indusTrial and lnoral support in every way possible" to the new "delnocracy". In 
the Second War Hitler's attack on his Moscovite accomplice followed quickly on 
Mr. Roosevcrts second re-inauguration and before Pearl Harbour Anlerica was 
in the \var as far as support of the "ne\v democracy" vvas concerned, for 
'''financial, industrial and n10ral supporf', by way of "Lend-Lease", was being 
prepared for the revolutionary state in a measure never before imagined 
possible. * 

By June of 1942 President Roosevelt's intimate, a Mr. Harry Hopkins, 
publicly told the Communist state (at a mass Ineeting in Nladison Square 
Garden), .. vJ/e are deternlincd that nothing shall stop us ji'or71 sharing vvith you all 
that lve have and are". These words reflected a presidential order earlier issued 
(March 7, 1942) to Anlerican war agencies (and much later made public) that 
preference in the supply of munitions should be given to the Soviet Union over all 
other Allies and over the arn1ed .forces oj' the Linited States. The Chief of the 
Alnerican Military Nlission in Moscow, Major General John R. Deane, in a 
book of 1947 described his vain efforts to steIn this tide and said this order of 
President Roosevelt was "the beginning of a policy of appeasement of Russia 
from which we have never recovered and from which we are still suffering". 

The word "appeasement" was incorrectly used by General Deane, for the 
policy went far beyond simple '~appeasement", and was obviously aimed at 
*See footnote 011 page 358 
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increasing the military and industrial strength of the revolutionary state after the 
war. 

It is explicit in the above passages that Mr. Roosevelt intended to give the 
revolutionary state greater support than any other ally, free or captive, and 
implicit that he was resolved to support Poland's aggressor and was indifferent 
about the "liberation" of other countries overrun. 'The high causes held out to the 
Western masses, until they were fully involved in the war, had in fact been 
abandoned, and the supra-national project of extending the revolution, 
destroying nation-states and advancing the world-government ambition had 
been put in their place. (I began to write in this sense in 1942 and my elimination 
from daily journalism then began; up to that time I was one of the highly-paid 
'~names" in the newspapers). 

In 1941 this policy of supporting the revolutionary state was clearly bound to 
produce much greater effects than in 1917. In 1917 American support could only 
effect ~~the establishn1ent" of Communism in Russia. 

In 1941 the situation was entirely different. Communisln was long since 
"established". Support, if given in the boundless measure promised by Mr. 
Hopkins, was bound to enable it to "extend", in accordance with Lenin's dictum. 
The support given was so prodigious that it enabled Communism to "extend" 
over a vast area and to prepare for another war as well; the prospect of this third 
war, arising immediately the second one ended, was then depicted to the Western 
masses as the consequences of Soviet perfidy. 

The values transferred to the revolutionary state froln Alnerica are aln10st 
beyond human comprehension. Elected in 1932 to abolish "deficits", President 
Roosevelt in twelve years spent more than all former American presidents 
*The three forms of such support enumerated by Mr. House include "'financial" support. The most difficult of all 
questions to answer is, how much financial support then was given. Innumerable books allude to large financial 
support by "'Wall Street banking houses" and the like, but I have quoted none of these here because I could not 
verify, and therefore do not quote these; such transactions, in any case, are almost impossible to uncover, being 
conducted in the greatest secrecy. However, a significant allusion appears in a letter from Lenin himself to Angelica 
Balabanoff(his representative in Stockholm at the period when Communism was "establishing" itselfin Moscow): 
"'Spend millions, tens of millions, if necessary. There is plenty of money at our disposal". No doubt remains about 
the German financial support given to the Bolshevik conspirators. The German Foreign Office documents captured 
by the Allies in 1945 include a telegram sent by the German Foreign Minister, Richard von Kuehlmann, to the 
Kaiser on Dec. 3, 1916 which says, "'I t was not until the Bolsheviks had received from us a steady flow of funds 
through various channels and under varying labels that they were in a position to be able to build up their main 
organ, the Pravda, to conduct energetic propaganda and appreciably to extend the originally narrow basis of their 
party". The Foreign Minister, anticipating the illusions of Western politicians in the next generation, added "'It is 
entirely in our interest that we should exploit the period while they are in power, which may be a short one ..." 
(someone added a note in the margin, "There is no question of supporting the Bolsheviks in the future", a dictum 
which did not reckon with Hitler). The German papers include a report made in August 1915 by the German 
Ambassador in Copenhagen, Count Brockdoiff-Rantzau, on the activities of "'an expert on Russia", one Dr. 
Helphand, who was helping to organize the Bolshevik conspiracy. This says, "'Dr. Parvus" (Helphand's 
pseudonym) "has provided the organization with a sum to cover running expenses ... not even the gentlemen 
working in the organization realize that our Government is behind it". Helphand then estimated the cost of 
organizing the revolution "'completely" at "about twenty million roubles". Brockdorff-Rantzau received authority 
from Berlin to make an advance payment and Helphand's receipt is in the documents: "'Received from the German 
Embassy in Copenhagen on the 29th of December 1915 the sum of one million roubles in Russian banknotes for the 
promotion of the revolutionary movement in Russia; signed, Dr. A. Helphand" (Royal Institute of International 
Affairs journal, London, April 1956). 
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together, and in sovereign irresponsibility. Public expenditure in America today, 
eleven years after his death, is still beyond the understanding of an academy of 
accountants; it is a balloon world of noughts with a few numerals scattered 
among them. In this zero-studded firmament the amount ~'lent-leased" to the 
revolutionary state by President Roosevelt might seem insignificant: 
9,500,000,000 dollars. In fact arn1S and goods to that value were shipped, in 
theory on a sale-or-return basis; it was a vast transfer of treasure, and a few 
decades earlier would have enabled several new states to set up housekeeping 
without fear of the future. 

This strealTI of wealth was directed by one man, described by his official 
biographer (Mr. Robert E. Sherwood) as "the second most important man in the 
United States". Mr. Harry Hopkins thus played the potentate's part, in the 
distribution of war materials, first filled by Mr. Bernard Baruch in 1917. The 
original idea was Mr. Baruch's, who in 1916 insistently demanded that '~one 

n1an" be appointed as the '~administrator" of the all-powerful War Industries 
Board which, when America entered that war, grew out of an earlier '~Advisory 

Commission" attached to the president's Cabinet '~Defence Council". 
This pre-history of Mr. Hopkins's appointment is significant, because it shows 

the continuing power and method of the group around the American presidents 
of both world wars. A Congressional Investigating Committee of 1919, headed 
by Mr. Willian1 J. Graham, said of the '~Advisory Conlmission" which produced 
the 1918 War Industries Board, that it "served as the secret government oj'the 
United States . .. A commission of seven men chosen by the president seems to 
have devised the entire systen1 of purchasing war supplies, planned a press 
censorship, designed a system of food control ... and in a word designed 
practically every war measure which the Congress subsequently enacted, and did 
all this behind closed doors weeks and even months before the Congress of the 
United States declared \var against Germany ... There was not an act of the so
called war legislation afterwards enacted that had not before the actual 
declaration of war been discussed and settled upon by this Advisory 
Commission" . 

Mr. Baruch hin1self, testifying before a Select Committee of Congress on the 
wartime activities of the "one-man" authority which he himself had caused to be 
set up, said, '~The final determination rested with me whether the Army or 
Navy would have it ... the railroad administration or the Allies, or whether 
General Allenby should have locomotives, or whether they should be used in 
Russia or in France ... I probably had more power than perhaps any other man 
did ..." (This was the First War background to Mr. Churchill's words to Mr. 
Baruch in 1939, ~'War is coming ... you will be running the show over there". 
The extent of Mr. Baruch's power in the First War is further illustrated by an 
incident in 1919, when President Wilson was brought back to America a 
completely incapacitated man. Mr. Baruch then "becan1e one of the group that 
n1ade decisions during the President's illness" (Mr. Rosenbloom). This group 
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came to be known as ~~the Regency Council'\ and when the ailing president's 
senior Cabinet officer~ Mr. Robert Lansing~ Secretary of State~ called Cabinet 
meetings on his own authority the president~ fronl his sickbed~ dismissed him: 
though he broke also with other associates~ including Mr. House~ "Wilson clung 
to his trust in Baruch"). 

In the Second War President Roosevelt revived President Wilson"s power to 
establish a ~~Defence Councir~ with an ~~Advisory Commission'~ (1940)" and in 
1942 this was enlarged into a ~~War Production Board~"~ the counterpart of the 
1918 ~~War Industries Board"~. Mr. Baruch again advised that ·"one man~~ be put 
in charge of this all-powerful body~ but in the event he was not the ont~ nlan 
appointed. His biographer says that he \vas disappointed~ but the reader nlay 
keep an open mind about that. 

The rare references to 1V1r. Baruch in this narrative do not denote the extent of 
his influence. The best observers known to me all believed that he \vas the nlost 
powerful of the Inen around-Alnerican presidents over a period of nlore than 
forty years~ up to now. His biographer states that he continued to act as adviser 
to every Alnerican president (including the three Republican ones of 1920" 1924 
and 1928) fronl President Wilson on~ and~ writing in 1952~ predicted that he 
would also ~"advise'~ President Eisenho\ver and even gave an outline of\vhat this 
advice would be. Mr. Baruch"s true place in this story" or the present writer~s 

estinlate of it~ \yill be shown at a later stage~ when he nlade his nlost significant 
open appearance. 

Even though Mr. Baruch~ \vith evident accuracy~ described hinlself as the most 
powerful man in the world in 1917-1918" his pc)\ver actually to shape the events 
and map of the world was Inuch less than that of any man \vho occupied the sanle 
place in the Second War~ for the obvious reason that "~the deternlination of what 
anybody could have"' now extended to the revolutionary state established as a 
great n'lilitary pOH'er lrith ohvious and vast territorial aims. Even the War 
Production Board beccune of secondary importance \\:hen the .... Lend-Lease 
Adnlinistration~~ was set up~ and Mr. Harry I-Iopkins \vas appointed 
.... Administrator"" and also chairlnan of President Roosevelt's .... Soviet Protocol 
Comrnittee~~ with power "to deterrnine supply quotas to be dispatched to Russia". 
FroG! that nlornent the fate and future of the West were in the hands of a nlan 
known to a wide circle as "~l-Iarry the Hop"~. 

Mr. Hopkins could only have occupied so elevated a place in the Twentieth 
Century: public opinion~ ifinfornled by a free and ilnpartial press~ \vould hardly 
have suffered hinl~ for he had no qualification to handle great affairs~ least of all 
foreign ones. Even his biographer. though well~disposedto a fellow-innlate of the 
White House (in \\'hich respectable precincts Mr. Hopkins~ according to his O\\ln 
diary~ once acted as pander to a visiting Comnlunist notable~ a Mr. Molotov)~ 

wonders how this man~ .... so obscure in origin and so untrained for great 
responsihility~~~ could have becolne ~~Special Adviser to the President'~. 
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As to that, today~s student cannot discover who ~'chosc" Mr. Hopkins for his 
role. I-Iowever, he finds that Mr. Hopkins in his youth had absorbed the same 
kind of ideas (those of ' 'Louis Blanc and the revolutionaries of 1848") \vhich Mr. 
House acquired in his Texan boyhood. Nir. I--Iopkins had studied at the feet of a 
Fabian Socialist froln London (who held that nation-states should disappear in a 
"United States of the World") and from a Jewish teacher of Bohen1ian and 
Russian origins who had been a pupil of Tolstoy, the Bolshevists' hero. The 
transmission of "ideas", again. Presumably these were the qualifications \vhich 
cause Mr. Sherwood to call him ~"the inel'itahle Roosevelt favourite". Earlier he 
had been known as a "fixer" and fund-raiser and '~little brother of the rich". The 
University of Oxford conferred on him one of the most ill-fitting doctorates in its 
history and Mr. Churchill's fulsorne references to hj 111, in the war Inemoirs, are 
strange to read. 

When 1\1r. Hopkins took his place as chairman of President Roosevelt's Soviet 
Protocol Comlnittce he found arnong its lnelnbers senne \\'110 greatly nlistrusted 
the policy of unconditional supply to the revolutionary' state. He issued to then1 
the follo\ving in1perial fiat: 

"The United States is doing things It'hich it llJou/d not do .for other United 
Nations vvithout full infornlation from them. This decision to act \vithout full 
inforn1ation was Inade ... after due deliberation ... T'here "vas no reservation 
about the policy at the present tin1e but the policy \vas constantly being brought 
up by various persons for rediscussion. l-Ic proposed that l10filrther consideration 
be gil'en 10 these requests ,(or rediscussion' , (1942). 

Thus the revolutionary state~ through l\1r.Hopkins, \vas shovy'n to be ~~the 

inevitable H.oosevelt favourite". In this passage the 111)'stery recurs to \vhich I 
drew attention in the case of British 1\1 inisters and Zionism: the ~"policy" has been 
""settled" and cannol be altered. By wholn this policy had been "deliberated", and 
who had decreed that it must not be re-cxcHnincd in any clrcun1stances \vhatever, 
were l'v1r. Hopkins's secrets, and all this was again '~behind closed doors" as far as 
the enlbroiled masses were concerned. In vain the Republican leader, Senator 
Robert E. l'af1, protested when he sa\\' \vhat was going on: "1-10\\7 can anyone 
swallovv the idea that Russia is battling for d\:~lnocratic principles ... To spread 
the four frcedon1s throughout the \vorld \ve will ship aeroplanes and tanks to 
Comn1unist Russia. But no country \vas 1110rc responsible for the present war and 
Gern1an)/s aggression". A violent can1paign was inln1ediately begun in the press 
which continued until Senator l'aft's death. rroday's lTIap and state of affairs 
vindicate his warning, and those \vho today read !vl r. Hopkins's 11:.1t, quoted 
above, nlay see that the outcon1C of the \var was deterlnincd by these secret 
actions of 1942 and earlier. 

Of "aeroplanes and tanks" ] 5,000 and 7,000, respectively, \vere donated. A 
navy of 581 vessels \vas also given (over n1any years 127 of these Vvere returned 
and in 1956 the Soviet offered to pay for 31 ~ the relnaining ships, over 300, were 
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declared to have been lost, sunk or declared unseaworthy). A merchant fleet was 
also presented. 

This was only the smaller part of the total transfer of wealth in many forms. 
The American Government has never published the details of its deliveries. The 
fact that these are known, and that the greater part of theln consisted of supplies 
obviously designed to strengthen the industrial and war-nlaking capacity of the 
revolutionary state a.lter the ~var 's end, is due to one of the accidents which assist 
the historian, although, in the condition of the press today, they never reach the 
general public mind and therefore produce no remedial result. 

In May 1942 a Captain George Racey Jordan reported for duty at the great 
Newark Airport in New Jersey. He was a First War soldier rejoined and had 
never forgotten the advice of a sergeant given to him in Texas in 1917: BKeep 
your eyes and ears open, keep your big mouth shut, and keep a copy o.l 
everything". To the last five words posterity owes the most astonishing book (in 
my opinion) of the Second World War. 

Captain Jordan was instructed to report to BUnited Nations Depot No.8", as 
he found Newark Airport to be described on his orders. The body known as the 
'~United Nations" was set up three years later, and this \vas an anticipation, 
revealing the intention of the men around the president. Captain Jordan, when he 
reported for duty as Liaison Officer, had no suspicion of the power of the Soviet 
in Anlerica and was soon enlightened in three ways. In May 1942, after an 
American Airlines passenger aircraft on the apron brushed the engine housing of 
a Lend-Lease medium bomber waiting to be flown to the Soviet Governnlent, a 
Soviet offIcer angrily demanded the banishment of Anlerican Airlines froln this 
great Anlerican airport. When this was refused the Soviet officer said he would 
"call Mr. Hopkins", and in a few days an order from the United States Civil 
Aeronautic Board banished all Anlerican civil airlines from the field. 

Captain Jordan then began to keep a very full diary, and by means of it was 
later able to show (when he and the rest of the world learned about Batomic 
bombs") that during 1942 about fifteen Inillion dollars' worth of graphite, 
alunliniunl tubes, cadmiunl metal and thorium (all materials n~cessary for the 
creation of an atomic pile) were sent to the Soviet Government from Newark. At 
this tinle the BManhattan Project" (the production of the first atonl bomb) was 
supposed to be of such intense secrecy that its chief, Major General Leslie R. 
Groves, later testified that his office would have refused, without his personal 
approval, to supply any document even to President Roosevelt. In 1942, when he 
Inade these entries in his diary, Captain Jordan had no idea of the use to which 
these materials might be put, for he had never heard of the BManhattan Project" 
or of Bthe atom bomb". 

His next experience of the authority \vielded by the Soviet officers canle when 
one of them took affront on seeing a red star on an aeroplane belonging to the 
Texaco Oil Company and threatened to "phone Washington" and have it 
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removed. Captain Jordan had difficulty in explaining that the Texas Oil 
Company had been using the emblem of its home state (the ~'Lone Star State") 
for many years before the 1917 revolution! 

At this time Captain Jordan began to realize that the mass of material that was 
going to the Communist state was not in the least covered by the terms of the 
master Lend-Lease agreement ("The Government of the United States will 
continue to supply the U.S.S.R. with such defence articles, defence services and 
defence information as the President ... shall authorize to be transferred or 
provided") but included many things that had nothing to do with "defence" and 
everything to do with the post-war strengthening of the Soviet. He noted, for 
instance, the supply of "tractors and farm machinery, aluminium manufacturing 
plant, railway car shops, steel mill equipmenC' and the like more. These 
shipments (which, an enthusiastic interpreter told hilTI, ~'will help to Fordize our 
country") are indicated in the round totals which are the only information on the 
subject provided by the American Government. President Truman's ~'Twenty 

First Report to Congress on Lend-Lease Operations" shows under the head of 
~~Non-lTIunitions" the enormous figures of $1,674,586,000 for agricultural 
products and $3,040,423,000 for industrial materials and products. 

In 1943, when heavy losses to the ocean convoys caused a much greater 
proportion of Lend-Lease materials to be sent by air, an American air terminus 
for the movement of these supplies was set up at Great Falls, Montana, and 
Captain Jordan was transferred there as '~Lend-Lease Expediter". Once more his 
orders fron1 the United States Army Air Force designated him "United Nations 
Representative", though no such body existed, and he found awaiting him a 
Presidential directive, headed "Movelnent of Russian Airplanes", which said 
that ~' ... the modification, equipment and movement ~l Russian planes have been 
given first priority, even over planes for u.s. Army Air Forces". He also had his 
third experience of Soviet power: the Soviet officer with whom he dealt held that 
his rank of captain was too low and asked for his promotion to majoc \vhen the 
gold oak leaves duly arrived they were pinned on Major Jordan's shoulders by 
Colonel Kotikov, an event probably unprecedented in ~A.merican military 
history. 

Major Jordan then noticed that an extravagant number of black suitcases, 
roped and sealed, was passing through his "pipeline to Moscow". His n1isgivings 
were by this time heavy and he used a favourable opportunity (and the sole power 
remaining to him, that of giving or withholding clearance for American-piloted 
Lend-Lease aircraft on the last stretch to Fairbanks in Alaska) to thrust past 
armed Soviet secret policemen into an aeroplane and open about eighteen 
suitcases out of fifty. He made a rough note of the contents of the opened ones. 

Among the mass of papers, plans, correspondence and blueprints were two 
discoveries which, years later, proved to fit neatly into the picture of espionage 
and conspiracy which was revealed by the various exposures of 1948-1956. One 
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was a bundle of State Departnlent folders, each 'Nith a tab. One of these read, 
·'Fron1 Hiss", and another, ""Froin Sayre". Major Jordan had never heard either 
nan1e, but they were the nan1es of the chief State Departlnent official later 
convicted (Alger I-liss) and of another State Departlnent official involved in the 
same affair. These folders contained copies of secret despatches 1'ron1 American 
attaches in Moscow, forwarded by diplolllatic pouch to Washington, and no\v 
returning in duplicate to those from whom they were to be held secret. 

The lnore important discovery was one \vhich affects all men living in the West 
as lnuch today as if it 'A'cre now detected. It was a letter addressed to the Soviet 
(~onlmissar of Foreign Trade, Mikoyan. Major Jordan noted down an excerpt 
fron1 it: "' ... had a hell of a time getting these away froln G'foves" (the chief of 
the atolllic-boll1b project). The letter was signed ·"H.H." Attached to it were a 
Inap of the Oak Ridge atonlic plant in Tennessee and a carbon copy of a report, 
rubber-stanlped ""Harry Hopkins", containing a nUlnber of nanles so strange to 
tvlajor Jordan that he also Inade a note of them, intending to look up their 
n1eaning. Among thenl were "'cyclotron", '''proton'' and ""deuteron", and 
phrases like ""energy produced by fission" and "walls five feet thick, of lead and 
water, to control flying neutrons". Mr. Hopkins, as already shown, was '''the 
inevitable Roosevelt favourite", ""the Special Adviser to the President", ""the 
second 1110st ilnportant nlan in the United Sta tes". 

(For sonle years after the Second War the public luasses in America and 
England \vere told by their leaders that their best protection against a new 'Alar, 
and the nl0st effective deterrent to '''Soviet aggression", was Western possession 
of the aton1 bon1b. On September 23,1949 the Soviet Union exploded an atom 
bon1b, to the surprise of none who carefully followed affairs. Major Jordan then 
could contain hinlself 110 longer and approached a Senator, who was stirred 
enough to induce a leading broadcaster, Mr. Fulton Le\vis, to lnake the. story 
known. In that form, and in his later book, it thus became public, and it was the 
subject of two Congressional hearings. in Deceluber 1949 and March 1950. The 
press unitedly lnisrepresented the gravalnen of the ll1atter and, as in all these 
cases, no true renledial effect was produced; nothing effective has been done to 
prevent the recurrence of a sinlilar state of affairs in another war). 

In 1944 Major Jordan, nlore worried than ever, attempted to see the Lend
Lease liaison officer at the State Department but was intercepted by a junior 
official who told hiln "Officers who are too officious are likely to find themselves 
on an island somewhere in the South Seas". Not long after he \vas removed from 
White 1'-'a11s. His book contains the complete list of Lend- Lease shipnlents which, 
as liaison officer, he was a ble to see and copy. This shows all the chemicals, lnetals 
and minerals suitable for use in an atomic pile which were transferred, and some 
of them nlay also be suitable for use in the hydrogen bomb; they include 
beryllium, cadmilun, cobalt ore and concentrate (33,600 1bs), cobalt metal and 
cobalt-bearing scrap (806,941 lbs), uranium metal (2.2 Ibs), alulninium tubes 
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(12,766,472 lbs), graphite (7,384,482 lbs), thoriull1, uraniun1 nitrate, oxide and 
urano-uranic oxide, aluminiun1 and alloys (366,738,204 lbs), alun1inium rods 
(13,744,709lbs), alunliniun1 plates (124,052,6l8lbs), brass and bronze ingots and 
bars (76,545,000 Ibs), brass or bronze wire (16,139,702 lbs), brass and bronze 
plates (536,632,390 Ibs), insulated copper wire (399,556,720 lbs), and so on. 

'These lists also include the ~'purely postwar Russian supplies" (General 
Groves), such as an oil-refinery plane forging nlachinery and parts 
($53,856,071), lathes, precision boring-nlachines, canning machinery, 
comtuercial dairy: equipment, sa\-vll1i11 luachinery, textile rnachinery, power 
n1achines ($60,313,833), foundry equipnlent, electric station equipment, 
telephone instrun1ents and equiplnent ($32,000,000), generators ($222,020,760), 
luotion picture equiprnent, radio sets and equipn1ent ($52,072,805), 9,594 
rail\vay freight cars, 1,168 steanl loconlotives ($101,075,116), Inerchant vessels 
($123,803,879), motor trucks ($508,367,622), and endlessly on. 

Among the luajor donations obviously intended 10 strengthen the Soviet 
Union industrially (~lter the \var, Major]ordan ~s records include one repair plant 
for precision instrunlents ($550,000), two factories for food products 
($6,924,000), three gas generating units ($21,390,000). one petroleulu refinery 
\vith 111achinery and cquiplnent ($29,050,000), 17 stationary steaHl and three 
hydro-electric plants ($273,289.000). The Soviet lists reproduced by lVlajor 
Jordan suggest that a spirit approaching hysteria in giving n10ved Mr. Hopkins 
and his associates, for they include iterlls for which no rational explanation can 
be found, for instance: eyeglasses ($169,806), teeth ($956), 9,126 \tvatches with 
je\vels ($143,922).6,222 lbs of toilet soap $400 worth of lipsticks, 373 gallons of 
liquor, $57,444 worth offishing tackle, $161,046 \vorth of magic lanterns, $4,352 
'North of "~fun fair" devices, 13,256 lbs of carbon paper, two '''new pianos", 
$60,000 \\:orth of Inusical instrunlents and (an iten1 which conjures up visions of 
the ~"Beloved Leader", Mr. Roosevelt's and 1\1r. Churchill's "IJncle Joe"), ~'one 

pipe", valued at ten dollars! 
Mr. Hopkins's past as a professional fund-raiser and \velfare-worker seems to 

sho\v in the donation of $88,701.103, over four years, for '"relief or charity"; 
those \vho have visited Soviet Russia n1ay try to in1agine this nl0ney being doled 
out by the COlllmissars to the poor! This was not the end of cash-giving under 
·"Lend-Lease'". In 1944 Mr. I-Ienry Morgenthau junior, Mr. Roosevelt's 
Secretary of the 'Treasury, and his f\ssistant Secretary, Mr. l--larry Dexter White 
(later shown to have been a Soviet agent) ordered the shipment to the Soviet 
Governluent of duplicates of the United States Treasury plates to be used for 
printing money for the use of the forces occupying Gennany {~fter the war. This 
meant that the 1110ney printed by the Soviet Governlllcnt for the use of its troops 
\vas redeemable by the Anlerican Governnlent as there \vas no distinction 
whatever between the paper printed. By the end of 1946, when public protests 
caused the i\nlerican Governlnent to stop paying its o\\:n troops with these notes, 
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so that the Soviet Governn1ent could make no further use of them, the United 
States Military Government in Gern1any found that it had redeemed about 
$250,000,000 in excess 0.( the total 0.(notes issued by its otvn Finance D.ffice. (The 
Soviet Governn1ent ignored a request to pay the modest sum of some $18,000 for 
the plates and materials delivered to it, which had enabled it to draw 
$250,000,000 straight fron1 the United States Treasury). 

Thus for four or five years there was an unlimited transfer of the wherewithal 
ofwar, of supplies for post-war industrial use, and of wealth in manifold forms to 
the revolutionary state, and "re-discussion" of this policy lay under ban at the 
highest level. Moreover, "preference" and "priority" for this policy, in relation 
to American needs or those of other allies, was explicitly ordered at that level. 

There were two other ways in which the revolutionary state could be 
"supported" and helped to "extend": (1) the conduct of military operations; (2) 
the direction of State policy at high-level conferences issuing from these military 
operations. As the policy of delivering arms and wealth was so firlnly, even 
fanatically pursued in favour of the revolutionary state, it was logical to expect 
that the same policy would be pursued through military operations and the 
conferences resulting from them. In fact, this happened, as good observers 
foresaw at the time and as the receding picture of the war now plainly shows. It 
also was the inevitable result of the capture of a great measure of power behind 
the scenes, in the American Republic, by n1eans of the invasion described in the 
last chapter. 

The effort to turn all military operations to the advantage of the revolutionary 
state, which in complicity with Hitler had started the war by the joint attack on 
Poland, began soon after Pearl Harbour. It failed then but was entirely successful 
in the last stages of the war, as the outcome sho\\1ed. The leading part in this 
process was taken by the most enigmatic figure of the Second War, General 
George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff of the United States Army. To hiln Senator 
Joseph McCarthy, in his oration before the Senate on June 14, 1951 (a carefully
documented indictn1ent which is a major reference-source in this matter) 
attributed "the planned steady retreat from victory which con1menced long 
before World War II ended" and the fact that America, having power to tip the 
balance, operated between the policies advocated by Mr. Churchill and the 
Soviet dictator Stalin "almost invariably in support of the Russian line". 

In view of the vast consequences which General Marshall's interventions 
produced the circumstances of his original elevation are of interest. President 
Roosevelt appointed him Chief of Staff in 1939 over the heads of twenty Inajor 
generals and fourteen senior brigadiers (six years earlier his nomination to 
general, being adversely reported on by the Inspector General, had been barred 
by the then Chief of Staff, General Douglas MacArthur). One of General 
Marshall's earliest acts was, in 1940, to ask Senator James F. Byrnes (an intimate 
of Mr. Bernard Baruch) to propose an amendment to an army estimates bill 
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authorizing the Chief of Staff to override seniority rules in favour of younger 
officers held by him to be ~~of unusual ability". Senator Byrnes's amendment, 
then adopted, provided that "in time of war or national emergency any 
officer of the Regular Army may be appointed to higher temporary grade ", 
and under this empowerment General Marshall during 1940 made 4,088 
pron10tions, among them that of the fifty-year old Colonel Dwight Eisenhower, 
who then had no battle or command experience but within three years was to 
become Supreme Allied Con1mander. The combination of General Marshall and 
General Eisenhower was decisive in shaping the outcome of the war in 1945. 

Imn1ediately after Pearl Harbour and the American entry into the war in 
December 1941 the Soviet propagandists in Mosco"'" and in the West began loud 
clan10ur for the Western allies to invade Europe forthwith. Mr. Churchill, when 
he saw President Roosevelt soon after Pearl Harbour, had obtained general 
agreement that an invasion before 1943, at the earliest, was a military 
impossibility. By April 1942 General Eisenhower, at General Marshall's 
instruction, had prepared a plan for an invasion in 1942, and Mr. Roosevelt had 
been persuaded to cable Mr. Churchill in this sense (The Hinge oj'Fate). General 
Marshall, with Mr. Hopkins, then went to London and was told by Mr. 
Churchill that a disaster on the French coast due to a hasty and reckless invasion 
was probably ~~the only way in which we could possibly lose the war" (Mr. 
Sherwood). 

General Marshall, in view of his appointment, was presumably entitled to be 
regarded as the best military brain in the United States. What he proposed was in 
fact that the only great fighting ally, at that time, should commit suicide and that 
the war should be lost, at all events for England. Mr. Churchill said that ifsuch an 
attempt were made the Channel would be turned into "a river of Allied blood'" 
but in truth it would have been three-fourths British blood; the American 
Con1Inander in the British Isles, later asked what forces he could contribute, 
"pointed out that all we could count on using would be the 34th division then in 
Ireland". General Clark added that even this one division lacked anti-aircraft 
support, tanks and training (the first American troops to engage in con1bat, in 
North Africa late in 1942, proved to be quite unready for battle). The leading 
An1erican military critic, Mr. Hanson W. Baldwin, later wrote, "In retrospect it 
is now obvious that our concept of invading Western Europe in 1942 was 
fantastic" . 

In spite of all this General Marshall, on return to Washington, proposed to 
President Roosevelt that the United States lvithdral1/ from the war in Europe 
unless the British acceded to his plan, (Secretary Stin1son). General Marshall was 
sent again to England to see Mr. Churchill (he brusquely refused to stay at 
Chequers). His plan then collapsed under the weight of General Mark Clark's 
report from Ireland, that he could put only one untrained and under-equipped 
division into the venture. But the proposal, and the threat, had been made, and 
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all that followed later in the \var Inust be considered in the light of this action of 
the highest nJilitary officer in the United States. 

In the spring of 1942 the Gerlnans still had 1~300,OOO troops in France and the 
Low Countries, and the Western ailies had no comparable force to throw against 
them~ even if they had possessed air superiority, landing craft~ an1phibious 
vehicles~ and invasion-training. 1Vlr. Roosevelt had to withdraw fronl General 
Marshall \ nlenacing plan~ and England, for the third tin1e in that war, survived a 
mortal danger. 1'he \var went on through 1942 and 1943, while British, and later 
Alnerican arnlies crushed the Gerillans in North Africa, and then the decisive 
turn in the war came. The Western Allies were ready to strike~ how and where 
were they to strike? At that juncture General Marshall's second great 
intervention determined the outcorne of the war. 

1Vlr. ChurchiJl's own account, and the narratives of all other authorities, agree 
that he \vas fronl first to last consistent, at all events in this major issue. He was 
the only nlan alnong the '1'/ "stern leaders with great military and political 
experience, and he clearly savv that the "var would bring neither true victory nor 
peace if the revolutionary state, the aggressor at the war's start, were enabled to 
spread deep into Europe. l-Ie desired that military operations should be so 
conducted that it should not extend beyond, or far beyond its natural frontiers. 

In this controversy his great antagonist proved to be General Marshall more 
than President Roosevelt. \A;'hose state of health in the last year of the \var may 
have incapacitated hin1 froln clear thought, unless he was simply the helpless 
captive of the pressures around hl~;L Me Churchill desired to strike fronl the 
south as \\1(11 as [rolll the north and to bring the Balkan and Central European 
countries under Allied occupation before they could pass Inerely [rO]11 Hitlerist 
enSla\lelnent into that of the H.ed armies~ this policy \vould have led to true 
victory, have given the \vorld a prospect of peace for the rest of the 20th Century 
and have largely fulf]lled the original "'aims~' of the "vaL anlong vvhich 
""liberation" was the greatest. General Marshall was resolved to concentrate on 
the invasion of France and to leave the whole of Eastern, Central and Balkan 
Europe to the annics of the revolutionary state, and 1\1r. Roosevelt, \vhether 
clcar-nlinded or confused, pursued this policy to the bitter end which the \vorld 
savv' at Yalta, \vhere '''defeat was snatched fron1 the ja\vs of victory". 

The struggle continued for eighteen 1110nths, but the die \vas cast, as events 
proved. at the first Quebec Conference of i\ugust 1943. \vhen the Anglo-
Aillerican arrnies, having cOlnpleted the conquest of North f\frica, had returned 
to Europe and \VCTC driving the Cicnnan arn1ies out of Italy. At Quebec, under 
General Marshall's insistence, the decision \vas taken to \vithdraw troops frol11 
Italy for :J secondary invasion of France, auxiliary to the main invasion of 
Norn1andy. This 111canl the disruption of r-·~jcld Marshal ;\lcxander's t\llied force 
in Italy (which after the capture of ROlne had becolne "'a trclllcndous flghting
n1achine ... \vith horizons unlilllitcd": General (~lark), halting the advance 
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there, and, above alL abandoning all idea of a thrust fron1 Italy across the 
t\driatic which would have carried the Allied arinies to Vienna, Budapest and 
Prague. l~his would have altered the entire post-war picture to the advantage of 
the West and of peace; a glance at the map will Inake the nlatter plain to any 
reader. At that moment true ·"victory" was within reach, and it \vas th1'0\Vn (l\vay 
in favour of the invasion of Southern France, a dispersion of nlilitary strength 
even gravel' in its consequences than that of British arnlies to Palestine in the First 
War. 

The secondary, southern invasion offered no military advantage to justify this 
decision which was obviously politicat the dOCU111ent on which General Marshall 
based his argulnents in favour of it at the Quebec Conference reveals this. Itwas 
called I.. R.ussia's Position" and \vas ascribed to "'a very high-level United States 
Inilitary estimate" (Mr. Sherwood), \vhich indicates GenerallVlarshall hin1self. It 
said, .. I. Russia's post-war position in Europe \vill be a dOlninant one ... Since 
Russia is the decisive factor in the war, she n1ust be given every assistance and 
every effort Inust be rnade to obtain her friendship. Likewise, since without 
question she \vill dOlninate Europe on the defeat of the Axis, it is even Inore 
essential to develop and Inaintain the nlost friendly relations with Russia". 

l-Iere the overriding ··policy" laid down in respect of Lend-Lease deliveries 
reappears in respect ofnzilitary operations; it is that of unconditional surrender to 
the paramuuntcy of Soviet aims and intere~ts. Stalin had opposed the thrust 
through the Balkans and averred that ·"the only direct way of striking at the heart 
of Germany was through the heart of France .,~ the ··high levellnilitary estimate" 
produced at Quebec in fact propounded Stalin's plan. 1~be docun1ent, as the 
reader will see, t'vvlce states an asslllJzprion as a fact, nanlely, that after the \var 
'·Russia's position in Europe will be d0111inant ... without question she will 
dominate Europe". That "vas precisely the question \vhich, in 1943, had yet to be 
decided by nearly two n10re years of military operations, and Mr. Churchill's 
policy was designed to prevent the very thing that was stated as an accornplished 
fact. He wished to see the Soviet victorious, but not ""dolninating" Europe. He 
was overborne, and at that n10ment in 1943 the Second \Vorld War, by means of 
political decisions taken in secrecy, was politically lost to the West. 

This was General lVlarshall's Inost n10111entous intervention. lVlr. Churchill, 
though he never criticized General Marshall, refers cryptically to him in his \var 
n1elTIoirs, and in Triurnplz and Traged}' I110urned the lost opportunity. General 
Mark Clark, in 1943 the American C~ornrnander in Italy, in 1950 wrote, ""If we 
switched our strength from Italy to France, it was obvious to Stalin ... that we 
would turn away fro111 Central Europe. ,c\nvil" (the invasion of Southern france) 
'''led into a dead-end street. It was easy to see why Stalin favoured Anvil ... After 
the fall of Ron1e, Kesselring's arn1Y could have been destroyed if we had been 
able to shoot the works in a final offensive. Across the i\driatic \vas Yugoslavia 

. and beyond Yugoslavia were Vienna, Budapest and Prague ... After the fall 
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of Rome we ~ran for the wrong goal', both frolu a political and a strategical 
standpoint ... Save for a high level blunder that turned us away from the Balkan 
States and permitted them to fall under Red Army control, the Mediterranean 
campaign luight have been the most decisive of all in post-war history ... A 
campaign that might have changed the whole history of the relationships 
between the Western World and Soviet Russia was perluitted to fade away ... 
The weakening of the campaign in Italy ... was one of the outstanding political 
mistakes of the war". 

General Mark Clark (a brilliant American soldier who was subsequently 
relegated to secondary commands and resigned from the Army) says "blunder" 
and ~~mistake", but the docull1ent above quoted and many other sources now 
available show that the decision was neither blunder nor mistake in the ordinary 
sense of those words: that is, an error made in miscalculation of the 
consequences. I'he consequences were foreseen and were intended; that is now 
beyond doubt. The decision was political, not military, and it was nlade by the 
men who formed the group around the president. It was, in the field of nlilitary 
operations, the exact parallel of the decision taken in respect of Lend-Lease 
operations: to subordinate all other considerations to the interest of the 
revolutionary state. 

Thus the wac which could have been ended (probably in 1944) by the Allied 
liberation of the countries overrun by Hitler, leaving the Soviet state within the 
natural Russian boundaries or a little more, and Europe in balance, dragged on 
through 1944 into 1945; while the German arnlies in Italy were given respite and 
the wasteful invasion of Southern France lent no impetus to the main invasion of 
Normandy. 

The shape which the war took in its last ten months then was that dictated by 
the Soviet Government and superiluposed on Western military strategy through 
its agent in the Aluerican Governluent, the man known as Harry Dexter White. 
Being dead, he cannot testify, but he is commonly held by the best authorities 
known to me to have been the author of the plan, for the destruction of Germany 
and the abandonment of Europe to Soviet '~domination", which is known to 
posterity as the ~~Morgenthau plan". 

Under the shadow of this plan (as will be seen) the Western armies gradually 
broke their way through to the edge of Gerlnany. To the last moment Mr. 
Churchill (who had been defeated by General Marshall in his earlier plea to have 
the right arm of the Allied armies strike through the Balkans at '~the soft 
underbelly" of the enemy) strove to make good something of what had been lost 
by a massive, last-minute thrust of the left arm to Berlin and beyond. The story is 
told both in his and in General Eisenhower's luenl0irs. 

General Eisenhower describes his refusal of Field Marshal Montgomery's 
proposal, late in 1944, to strike hard with all available forces for Berlin. He 
considers that the idea was too risky, or reckless; earlier in his book he gently 
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crItIcIzes Montgomery for being too cautious. He continued through the 
following months with a sprawling general advance which left the Red Arn1ies 
time to press into Europe, and in March 1945 (when the Yalta Conference was 
over and the Soviet intention to annex, rather than liberate, Rumania and Poland 
had already been shown, and President Roosevelt was cabling formal protests to 
Stalin) General Eisenhower informed the Soviet dictator by direct cable of his 
plan, marking it "Personal to Marshal Stalin". Its communication to Stalin 
before it had even been endorsed by the Allied Chiefs of Staff brought angry 
protest from Mr. Churchill, who to the last strove to save what could yet be saved 
from the fiasco which was being prepared by urging that at least Vienna, Prague 
and Berlin be taken. 

This was all in vain. General Marshall, in Washington, notified London that 
he fully approved both General Eisenhower's ~'strategic concept" and his 
'~procedure in communicating with the Russians". Thereafter the Allied advance 
in the West was, in fact, arranged to receive Soviet approval, and British counsel 
was disregarded. General Eisenhower had informed Stalin directly on March 28 
that he would stop short oj' Vienna. On April 14 he informed the Chiefs of Staff 
that he would stop seventy miles short ojBerlin. on the Elbe line, adding '''Ifyou 
agree, I propose to inform Marshal Stalin"; as British objections had already 
been overriden, the first three words were but a matter of forn1. There still 
remained Prague, capital of captive Czechoslovakia. General Eisenhower 
advised Stalin that he would advance to Prague "~if the situation required"; he 
had substantial forces standing idle on the Czech border. Stalin replied (May 9, 
1945) requesting General Eisenhower "~to refrain from advancing the Allied 
forces in Czechoslovakia beyond the ... Karlsbad, Pilsen and Budweis line". 
General Eisenhower at once ordered his General Patton to halt on that line. 

Thus "the hideous bisection" of Europe was brought about; to this description 
of it Mr. Churchill added the platitudinous con1ment, "it cannot last". General 
Eisenhower five years later clain1ed that he alone was responsible for these three 
fatal decisions: ~~I must make one think clear. )Tour question seen1S to imply that 
the decision not to march into Berlin was a political decision. On the contrary, 
there is only one person in the world responsible for that decision. That was 1. 
There was no one to interfere with it in the slightest way". 

This statement was made in reply to a question at a dinner of the Association 
of the Bar of the City of New York on March 3, 1949. The questioner said ~~the 

general feeling is that if our Army had marched into Berlin and ... Prague the 
picture in the post-war period might have been different ... Had our political 
leaders ... refrained from interfering with you in going through your regular 
military procedure of taking as much as our armies might take ... don't you 
think the postwar picture might have been different?" 

General Eisenhower's statement cannot have been true, even if he thought it 
was. The order to hold back the Allied advance until the Red armies had taken 
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possession of Germany and Central Europe, with its three chief capitals, 
obviously followed the ~'policy" which, demonstrably, governed Lend-Lease: 
that of giving preference to the delnands of the Soviet state over all other allies, 
and even over the needs of Arrlerica itself. f~or that rnatter, General Eisenhower's 
own naval aide and biographer, Captain Harry C. Butcher, specifically states 
that when General Eisenhower (against Mr. Churchill's protest) opened direct 
communication with Mosco\v about the halting-line for the Allied advance, the 
question of ~~boundaries and areas to be occupied had gone heyond the sphere q( 
lnilitary headquarters". General Eisenhower's actions clearly followed a 
predeterrnined political plan agreed at the highest level~ by the tilne he becalue 
president its consequences were plain to see and he nlight have felt ~"haunted" by 
President Roosevelt's exanlple (as lVIl'. Roosevelt was ahvays '-haunted" by that 
of President \\/ilson). 

Mr. (~hurchill supplied (on May 11. 1953) the conclusive COlnnlent on this 
tnilitary outcome of the Second \Var, \vhich was the second great 
~~disenchanttnent"for troops who thought thenlselves victorious: "If our advice 
had been taken by the United States after the arnlistice in Cicrrnany, the Western 
Allies would not have withdravvn frorn the front line \\-rhich their arrnies had 
reached to the agreed occupation lines, unless and until agreernenl had been 
reached H'ith Soriet Russia on the many points of difference about the occupation 
of enerny territories. of \vhich the Gernlan zone is only. of course, a part. Our 
view was not accepted and a wide area or Gernlany vvas hand~d over to Soviet 
occupation H'it!zouf any general agreenzent betH'cen the three victorious ]Jo~l'ers". 

Thus the policy followed in the transfer of arms, wealth and goods and in the 
conduct of rllilitary operations during the Second War served to ~~extend" the 
revolution. One other \vay renlained in \vhich this process of extension cou]d be 
advanced through the war: by the capitulation of \Vestern state policy, at the 
highest political level, in the pourparlers and conferences of leaders which were 
held as the n1ilitary picture unfolded. 

The feelings of readers might be needlessly harrowed if the story of all these 
Ineetings (Atlantic. Cairo, Casablanca, Teheran. Yalta) were told. The contrast. 
between the initial declaration of high purposes and the 11nal surrender to all the 
aholninations initially denounced, is sho\vn bleakly enough if the first (the 
Atlantic meeting) and the last (the Yalta C"onference) are briefly described. 

The ~"A tlantic Charter" was preceded by President Roosevelt's third post
election oration, on January 6~ 1941. w'hen he told an AtTIerica not yet at war that 
he ~~looked forward to a world founded upon four essential freedon1s ... 
freedolTI of speech, freedom of worship, freedom frorll \vant, freedom froln fear". 
Then the A tlantic Charter of August 14. 1941, the joint prod uct of Mr. Roosevelt 
and Mr. Churchill, reproduced the phraseology with which students of the 
Protocols of 1905 had long been familiar (one wonders if the '''prernier-dictators'' 
ever read them). It stated ~-certaill basic principles", said to govern the 
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~~respectivepolicies" of America and Britain, on which the two signatories "base 
their hopes for a better future for the world"; the first of these was ~'no 

aggrandizement, territorial or otherwise'~, and the next, "'no territorial changes 
that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned". 
The third principle \vas ~"the right of all peoples to choose the form of 
governnlent under which they willlive~ and the wish to see sovereign rights and 
self-governnlent restored to all those \vho have been forcibly deprived of them". 

The retreat fronl these lofty purposes followed in the Casablanca and l~eheran 

Conferences of 1943 (at Teheran Stalin was present, and was included in the 
'~Declaration" as being ~~dedicated ... to the elilnination of tyranny and slavery, 
oppression and intolerance"), and cuhninated at Yalta in F"'ebruary 1945, just 
three and a half years after the "~Atlantic Charter". 

At the tinle of this conference the Anglo-Anlerican armies were being held 
back in Europe so that the Red armies nlight enlbed themselves deep in the heart 
of Europe. The far fall of Western diplonlacy (if the word is not too genteel) from 
its earlier high estate \vas nlade brutally clear by the Yalta meeting, and perusal of 
the records nlight nlake today's Westerner long for old days when 
plenipotentiaries and alnbassadors, in formal dress and conscious of their 
responsibilities, gathered in dignity to arrange the affairs of nations after a war: 
in c0111parison \vith the Congress of Vienna and Berlin, the Yalta conference 
looks sonlewhat like a snloking-concert in a pothouse. 

The Western leaders, on the refusal of the Soviet dictator to leave his domains, 
foregathered with him in the Crimea~ in dealings with Asiatics, this is from the 
start a surrender. The Anlerican president and his intimate, Mr. Hopkins, were 
dying nlen, and in Mr. Roosevelfs case this was apparent fronl the news-reel 
pictures which the Inasses saw; I recall the exclanlation of shock that sprang fronl 
an audience anlong \vhich I sat. Sonle of the leading dignitaries were 
accompanied by relatives, so that the affair took on the look of a fanlily 
excursion, a rather pleasant escape frOID the burdensolne tranlnlels of war. But 
much the worst feature of all was that the visitors were subjected to (and nlany of 
theln fell victiin to) one of the oldest tricks in negotiation known to yvily Asiatic 
mankind: plying with liquor. A. high delegate, J\llajor General Laurence S. Kuter, 
\vho represented the United States ArnlY Air Force, says: 

~"The first course at break.last was a medium-sized tunlbler containing ... 
Crinlean brandy. Follo\ving the opening toasts and the brandy there were 
repea ted servings of caviar and vodka ... Then assorted cold cuts were served 
... and with them, a \vhite wine ... Finally, small hard Crin1ean apples and with 
thenl bountiful glasses of a quite sweet Crilnean chan1pagne ... The final course 
of this breakfast consisted of tall thin tunlblers of boiling hot tea with which 
brandy was served in snifters. That \vas just breakfast! How could any lnan with 
his stonlach full of the above described stuffings nlake one rational or logical 
decision in relationship to the welfare of the United States of Anlerica ... Elliott 
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Roosevelt, who went with his father to the conference, said that practically 
everyone was drunk". As to djnner in the evening, Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, who 
was present as Assistant Secretary of State and interpreter to President 
Roosevelt, says of one such meal that "Marshal Stalin acted as host. The 
atmosphere of the dinner was most cordial, and forty-five toasts in all were 
drunk". 

On top of all this, the dying President Roosevelt arrived at Yalta as the 
signatory of the "Morgenthau Plan", drafted by a Soviet agent in his o\\/n 
Treasury Departn1ent (Mr. Harry Dexter White); and was accompanied by 
another Soviet agent, later exposed and convicted, Mr. Alger Hiss of his State 
Department, who at this vital moment "vas the president's special adviser about 
~~political affairs". In effect, therefore, the Soviet government was represented on 
two sides of the three-sided table, and the outcome of the conference was the 
logical result. Up to the very eve of the meeting Mr. Churchill continued his effort 
to save something of Central Europe and the Balkans from the fate to which they 
were abandoned at Yalta. When he met President Roosevelt at Malta, on the way 
to Yalta, he once n10re proposed some operation from the Mediterranean; 
General Marshall, in the tone of his threat of 1942, then "announced that if the 
British plan were approved ... he would recommend to Eisenhower that he had 
no choice but to be relieved of his comluand" (Mr. Sherwood). 

A month before the meeting at Yalta Mr. Churchill cabled to President 
Roosevelt, ~'At the present time I think the end of this war may well prove to be 
more disappointing than was the last". He had come a long way from the '''finest 
hour" of 1940, during \vhich year, on acceding to the prime ministership, he 
wrote, '~Power in a national crisis, \vhen a man believes he knows what orders 
should be given, is a blessing". He now knew ho\\/ little true power the "premier
dictators" have and could only hope, at the utmost, to salvage a little fron1 the 
ruins of victory, which at that moment was being thrown away just before it was 
won. 

What he knew, and told President Roosevelt, was all unknown to the 
embroiled masses. That complete control of the press, of which the Protocols 
arrogantly boast, prevented the truth from reaching then1, and they were being 
swept along from day to day on a high tide of inflamed enthusiasm for the great 
"~victory" which they were about to gain. Mr. Churchill's "power" was quite 
impotent to alter that. A few months earlier (August 23, 1944) he had asked his 
Minister of Information, "'Is there any stop on the publicityfor the.facts about the 
agony o.f Warsal~', which seem, from the papers, to have been practially 
suppressed?" (Triumph and Tragedy). The enquiry sounds genuine, and in that 
case Mr. Churchill \vas ignorant of what any independent journalist could have 
told him, that such facts lrere "practically suppressed". lIe does not record what 
answer he receiced, if any. 

The ~'agony" to which Mr. Churchill refers is the heroic rising of General 
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Bors's underground army of Poles against the Germans as the Red armies 
approached Warsaw. The Soviet advance was immediately halted by order from 
Moscow, and Stalin refused to allow British and American aircraft to use Soviet 
airfields for the purpose of succouring the Poles. Mr. Churchill says "I could 
hardly believe my eyes when I read his cruel reply" and records that he urged 
President Roosevelt to order American aircraft to use the fields, as "Stalin would 
never have dared fire on them". Mr. Roosevelt refused and the Poles were 
abandoned to Hitler's SS. troops, who razed Warsa\v, killed 200,000 of its 
inhabitants, and deported the surviving 350,000. On October 1, after resisting for 
eight weeks, Radio Warsaw lnade this last broadcast, ""This is the bitter truth; we 
have been worse treated than Hitler's satellites; worse than Italy, worse than 
Run1ania, worse than Finland ... God is righteous and in his omnipotence he 
will punish all those responsible for this terrible injury to the Polish nation" 
(\vords which recall the Czech broadcast "bequeathing our sorrows to the West" 
after the abandonment of Czechoslovakia to Hitler in 1939). 

The power which the revolution had gained in the infested West was enough to 
prevent the publication of facts like these during the Second War, and Mr. 
Churchill's enquiry of his Minister of Inforn1ation vanished into air. The ""agony 
of Warsaw" came just three years after Mr. Roosevelt signed the ""declaration of 
principles" stating that he wished "to see sovereign rights and self-governn1ent 
restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of thelu". 

Such was the background to the Yalta Conference where, at his first meeting 
with Stalin, President Roosevelt, a luan on the grave's edge, told the Soviet 
dictator that he ""was luore bloodthirsty in regard to the Germans than he had 
been a year ago, and he hoped that Marshal Stalin would again propose a toast to 
the execution of 50,000 officers of the German Army". The word ""again" alludes 
to the Teheran Conference of December 1943, where Stalin had proposed such a 
toast and Mr. Churchill had angrily protested and left the room. Thereon 
President Roosevelt had suggested that only 49,500 be shot, and his son, Elliott, 
in convivial mood, had expressed the hope that ""hundreds of thousands" would 
be mown down in battle; "Uncle Joe", beaming with pleasure, then had risen 
from his seat to enlbrace Mr. Elliott Roosevelt. 

Mr. Roosevelt wished by this prompting of Stalin to annoy Mr. Churchill 
(whonl by 1945 he apparently regarded as an adversary); he had told his son 
Elliott at Teheran, ""Trouble is, the P.M. is thinking too lnuch oj" the pOS!lvar, and 
where England will be; he's scared of letting the Russians get too strong"), and 
nlade this plain to Stalin by saying he would ""now tell him something indiscreet, 
since he would not wish to say it in front of Prime Minister Churchill". Among 
the things which were not told in front of Mr. Churchill was this: ""The President 
said he felt that the armies were getting close enough to have contact between, 
and he hoped General Eisenholrver could communicate directly l/vith the Soviet stafl 
rather than through the Chie.fs of Staff'in London and Jiflashington as in the past" 
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(Februar.y 4~ 1945). 
Here is the explanation for the fate of Vienna~ Berlin and Prague~ in March, 

April and MaJ' General Eisenho\ver, in the messages accordingly sent direct to 
Moscow of which Mr. Churchill complained, submitted his plan of advance and 
agreed to halt the Allied armies west of these capitals. 

Stalin did not again propose the shooting of 50,000 Germans. The Yalta 
records suggest that he showed SOlne reserve towards Mr. Roosevelt\ private 
proposals to him (\vhieh included one that the British should give up Hongkong), 
and the picture of hinl which enlerges froln these papers is~ that of a more 
dignified~ and in spoken words at least nlore scrupulous nlan, than the president! 
The reasons may he, on the one hand, that Mr. Roosevelt's talk was so callous 
and cynical that it produces a feeling of repugnance in the reader; on the other, 
even Stalin may have hesitated to believe that the Alnerican president would go 
as far as he said in supporting Soviet aggrandizerrlent ,lnd have suspected some 
trap, so that he showed more than his usual reserve. In any case, the murderer of 
Inillions appears, in these particular pages, rather less repellent than his visitor. 

'The suprelne test of Western honour at Y'alta lay in the treatment of Poland. 
The invasion of Poland hy the Soviet and Nazi states in partnership had begun 
the Second War~ it was clearly the country chiefly covered by Mr. Roosevelt's 
andMr. Churchill's declaration of 1941 (the Atlantic Charter) that "sovereign 
rights and self-governrnent" nlust be "'restored to those who have been forcibly 
deprived of thern". At the time of the Yalta (~onference, \vhen the European war 
had only ten weeks to run, Poland had in fact been abandoned to the revolution~ 

that was implicit in the desertion of the \Varsaw Poles and as explicit as it could 
be in Mr. Roosevelt's order to General Eisenhower to subordinate his plan of 
advance to Soviet \vishes. This meant that Poland, and with it all the European 
countries east and south-east of Berlin, would in fact be annexed to the Soviet, or 
incorporated in the area of the revolution. 

Though Mr. Churchill had not given up the last hope of averting it, the 
ilnminence of this annexation \vas apparent at Yalta, and the tinal degradation of 
the West lay in the acceptance of it, at the end even by Mr. Churchill. For 
acceptance it was: the pretence that merely halfof Poland's territory would be 
abandoned to the Soviet, that Poland would be "coll1pensated" by amputations 
from Gernlany, and that '''free elections" would be held in the state thus 
produced, was abhorrent when everyone knevv that all of Poland, and the half of 
Germany from which Poland \vas to be '''compensated'', were to pass alike from 
Nazi enSlaVelTICnt into COlnmunist enslavement, and that the Allied armies were 
to be held back to ensure this. 

Thus when Mr. Roosevelt asked leave to ~'bring up Poland" he had abandoned 
the high "'principles" of the A tlantic Charter. He began by saying "'there are six 
or seven million Poles in the United States", thus intinlating that for him the only 
problem was that of votes in Alnerican elections, not of Poland, and then he 
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proposed the alnputation of Poland along the Curzon line, adding the strange 
ren1ark that .... Most Poles, like the Chinese, want to save face" (many observers of 
this period noted that he was sOlnetinles incoherent, and he did not explain how 
the loss of Polish territory would save the Polish face). Mr. Roosevelt had been 
well briefed for this proposal. 1\1r. Edward Stettinius, who was nonlinally his 
Secretary of State at that tin1e but seenlS to have had no part in forming policy, 
records that .... the President asked nle to get a lawyer to consult with him over the 
wording of the Polish boundary statelnent I called Alger Hiss". 

Mr. Churchill was left alone to nlake the last protest on behalf of the original 
'''principles'' and objects of the Second World War: ....This is what we \vent to war 
against Gennany for: that Poland should be free and sovereign. Everyone here 
knows the result to us, unprepared as we \vere, and that it nearly cost us our life as 
a nation. Great Britain had no lnaterial interest in Poland. Her interest is only 
one of honour because \ve drew the sword for Poland against Hitler's brutal 
attack. Never could I be content with any solution that would not leave Poland as 
a free and independent state" ... (later, when the pressure of Mr. Roosevelt and 
Stalin were proving too strong for him) .... It would be said that the British 
Governnlent had given \vay completely on the frontiers, had accepted the Soviet 
view and had chanlpioned it ... Great Britain would be charged with forsaking 
the cause of Poland ... " 

But in the end he signed (and latcr Polish troops, the first to fight Hitler, 
ren1ained mOluning in their qilarters while the great .... Victory Parade" was held 
in London). 

Thus the deed was done, and instead of freedonl of speech and worship, 
freedon1 fronl want and fear, the peoples of Eastern Europe were abandoned to 
the secret police and concentration regime which f-litler had first introduced there 
on the night of the Reichstag fire. It would seeln that nothing worse than this 
could be done, and yet one even worse thing H'as done. lJ nder the .... Protocol on 
Gernlan Reparations" the basic device of Soviet terrorism, slave labour, was 
approved and extended to the conquered peoples, for this docunlent authorized 
"'the three governnlents" to obtain reparation from Germany in the fornl of ""the 
use of German labour". 

Under some subsidiary agreement the Western Allies agreed to regard all 
Russian prisoners as ....deserters", to be driven back to the Soviet state. All these 
n1atters read soberly on papec the picture of their results for hUlnan beings 
appears in such words as those of the Rev. Janles B. Chuter, a British Army 
chaplain and one of 4,000 prisoners fron1 a disintegrated Gernlan prisoner-of
war can1p who n1ade their way towards the advancing Allies in 1945: ....Along the 
eastern bank of the river Mulde was encanlped a great multitude ... This was the 
end of the journey for the tens of thousands of refugees who had passed us. The 
Mulde was the agreed line at which the Americans halted and to which the 
Russians would advance. The Anlericans \vould let none save Gennan military 
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personnel and Allied prisoners of war cross the river. Froln time to tin1e some 
desperate soul would fling himself into the flood in a vain attempt to escape from 
the unknown fury of the Russian arrival. It H'as to avoid such incidents and to 
discourage theln that the occasional splutter of' Anlerican Inachine guns on the 
Western banks }vas heard . .. sounding, in that 1110St jrightening manner, a plain 
H'arning to al/ll'ho thought to cross the river line~'. 

Such was the outcome of the Second World War, and the agreement which 
sanctified it all, (in which Stalin ~s signature was added to those of the two 
signatories of the Atlantic Charter of 1941) said, ~'By this declaration we reaffinn 
our .faith in the principles oj'the A tlantic Charter". 

This was the end of the Yalta Conference, but for a significant footnote. At a 
last "man-to-man" meeting between President Roosevelt and Stalin, on the eve 
of the president's departure to visit King Ibn Saoud~ Stalin said "the Jewish 
problem was a very difficult one, that they had tried to establish a national home 
for the Jews in Birobidzhan but that they had only stayed there two or three years 
and then scattered to the cities'~. Then President Roosevelt~ in the Inanner of a 
man who is a Inember of an exclusive club and is sure his host Inust also belong, 
~~said he was a Zionist and asked if Marshal Stalin was one". 

This exchange produces on the reader the effect oft\\1o tnen getting down to the 
real business at last. Stalin replied that "he \vas one in principle but he recogni~ed 

the d~fficulty'~. In this passage, again, the Georgian bank-robber sounds more 
like a statesman and speaks morC" prudently than any \\Testern l~ ader of the last 
forty years~ none of whom have admitted any '~difficulty~' (Mr. Churchill was 
wont to denounce any talk of "difficulty" as anti-Jewish and anti-sen1itic). This 
was not the whole conversation on the subject, although it is all that the official 
record discloses. On the same. last day of the full conference Stalin asked Mr. 
Roosevelt if he n1eant to make any concessions to King Ibn Saoud, and the 
President replied ~'that there \vas only one concession he thought he Inight offer 
and that was to give him" (Ibn Saoud) "the six Inil/ion Jell'S in the United States". 
(This last quotation is authentic but was expunged fron1 the ofiicial record). 

All the statelnents cited above, with the one exception, are taken from the 
official publication, ~~The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945", issued by the 
An1erican State Department on March 16, 1955. The newspapers next morning 
broke out in headlines, of which one in the Montreal Star is typical: '~World 

Capitals Dismayed, Shocked over Disclosures of Yalta Secrets'~. ~rhis 'A'as 
nonsense; by 1955 the Inasses were apathetic about such things, having been 
brought by control of the press to the condition of impotent confusion foretold in 
the Protocols of 1905. 

I-listorically regarded, the revelations of these Yalta documents are 
incriminating enough~ but the.v are not con1plete. Much was expunged (I have 
given one example) and presumably it was the worst. In ~1ay 1953, under 
pressure froln the United States Senate, the American State Department 
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undertook to publish in unexpurgated forln, by June 1956, the documents of all 
{H'c/ve \vartime conferences. Only the Yalta papers had been published by May 
1956, and these in expurgated fornl. T\vo State Departlnent officials charged 
with preparing the papers for publication, Dr. Donald ~v1. Dozer and Mr. Bryton 
Barron, pressed for pronlpt and full publication and were dismissed and retired, 
respectively, early in 1956, in the face of President Eisenhovver's statement in 
i\pril 1955, ""1 think that to hold secret any document of the war, including my 
own mistakes ... is foolish. Everything ought to be given out that helps the 
public of the United States to profit froln past mistakes and make decisions of the 
lnonlenf'. 

Mr. Barron, before his retirenlent, was ""subjected to gruelling brain-washing 
sessions to secure his consent to the deletion of important documents" and 
infonned his superiors that the compilation they were preparing to issue would 
be ""a distorted, incomplete, badly expurgated one that tends to shield the 
previous Admini~tration and \vill lnislead the i\lnerican people". 

This history of the Yalta papers shows that, ten years after the Second World 
War, power \vas still in the hands of the essentially ""foreign group" which during 
the war had been able to divert supplies, Dlilitary operations and State policy to 
the purpose of ""extending" the revolution. ~rhey were still able to override the 
public undertakings of presidents and to frustrate the will of Congress; they still 
held the reins. This nleant that the infestation of the American government and 
its departnlents by agents of the revolution, which began with Mr. Roosevelt's 
first presidency in 1933, had not been relnedied in 1955, despite many exposures~ 

and that,3s this \vas the case, American energies in any third war could in the 
scune way be diverted to prolnote the overriding plan for a communized world
society (Lenin's third stage in the process). Once 1110re the embroiled lnasses 
would fight to bring about results, the direct opposites of the causes held out to 
thenl at any new ""Pearl Harbour". 

This underlnining of the West was not confined to the United States; it \vas 
general throughout the Western world and this chapter dwells on the Alnerican 
case only because, in the conditions of today, the strength and wealth of America 
are so great that their use or misuse probably will decide the issue. A similar 
condition was shown to exist in the country, Britain, from which the great 
overseas nations originally sprang, and in the two greatest of these, Canada and 
Australia. 

The first exposure came in Canada, imlnediately after the war's end, and this is 
the only one of the four cases in which full governnlental investigation and full 
public disclosure of the results followed~ also, it lit the fuse which in tinle led to all 
the other exposures, in Anlerica, Australia and Britain. A Russian, at the risk of 
his life, disclosed to the Canadian Government the network of governmental
infestation and espionage of which the Soviet Embassy at Ottawa was the centre 
(despite the leading part taken by Russians in this process of warning Western 
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politicians and the press continued to incite their peoples against ""Russians~~~ not 
against the revolutionary conspiracy of which Russia was the captive). The full 
public investigation~which would otherwise be surprising~ seeIUS to be accounted 
for by the fact that the Canadian Prilue Minister of that day~ lVir. Mackenzie 
King~ although a wily politician, was in all else a simple luan, rnore interested in 
conlnluning with the spirit world than anything else. When he was convinced by 
docunlents of the truth of Igor Gouzenko~sstatements he saw that they revealed 
"as serious a situation as eve,. existed ill Canada at any tilne" and flew at once to 
infornl the American president (Mr. Roosevelt's successor) and the British Pritne 
Minister (then 1\1r. Clenlent Attlee) that this situation was shown by theln to be 
....even /nore serious in the United States and England" . 

.At that tilue Mr. Whittaker (~hanlbers~s documentary proof that Mr. Alger 
Hiss was the centre of a Soviet network in the American State Departnlent had 
been available to~ but ignored by, t\VO Alnerican presidents for six years~ and 
three years later 1\1r. TrUlnan was publicly to deride all such stories as ""a Red 
herring". The exposure of Mr. tliss and his associates followed in a trial which 
was entirely the result of efforts by individual patriots (including Mr. Richard 
Nixon~ a later Vice-President) to \vring the truth from a reluctant government 
and to conlpel exposure. In the sequence to the I-hss affair a Inass of disclosures 
followed, which showed Anlerican government departments to have been 
riddled with Soviet agents at all levels. T'he literature of this period and subject is 
now too great even to sumnlarize here, but it is conclusive, and nluch of it is 
officiaL though reluctant. 

In England, for six years after the Canadian Prime Minister's warning, nothing 
was done to remedy a condition revealed by the highest authority. Then in 1951 
two Foreign Office officials~ one ofthenl a senior and rising young luan, and both 
of thenl notorious characters who had evidently been protected and advanced in 
their official careers by sOlne powerful hand, suddenly disappeared. It was 
known that they had fled to Moscow, fearing exposure on the Hiss nlodel. For 
four nlore years British governruents (Socialist and C:onservative) refused all 
public investigation or any infornlation beyond the bland statelnent that ""all 
possible inquiries are being luade'~. Then in 1955 the British Foreign Office 
suddenly announced that the two Inen had been under suspicion of conveying 
secret information to the Soviet Governluent fi'onl 1949 (they disappeared in 
1951). This belated announcenlent \vas not spontaneol1s~it was extorted frol11 the 
British government only by the fact that one nlore Russian, Vladimir Petrov of 
the Soviet EInbassy at Canberra, had fled his captivity and had revealed that 
these two men, Burgess and Maclean, had been recruited as spies for the Soviet 
during their student days at Canlbridge University twenty years earlier (1930
1935~ this is the method~ of capturing nlen in their unwary youth, on which the 
Weishaupt docunlents and the Protocols alike -lay enlphasis~ the career of Alger 
Hiss affords an exact parallel in Alnerica). IITIlnediately after this tardy Foreign 
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Office adn1ission Burgess and Maclean were proudly paraded before 
international newspapernlen in Moscow as officials of the Soviet Foreign 
lV1inistry (and inlnlediately after that the Soviet leaders of the Inoll1ent~ Kruschev 
and Bulganin~ were invited to pay a ceremonial visit to London). 

The Petrov disclosures brought about an investigation in Australia~ the fourth 
great country infested~ by a Royal Commission of three judges. Of the entire 
series~ only this investigation can be compared \\1ith the Canadian one of nine 
years earlier. It )t'as fairly thorough and the public report (September 14~ 1955) 
stated that the Soviet Enlbassy in Canberra fronl 1943 on ""controlled and 
operated an espionage organization in Australia~~ and gave warning that Soviet 
intelligence agents were still operating in Australia through undercover agents 
entering the country as imnligrants. The Australian Foreign Minister~ Mr. R. 
Casey, at that tinle stated that there was ""a nest of traitors~~ anlong Australian 
civil servants. His words confirnled what Mr. Mackenzie King had said ten years 
before, and in that decade nothing truly effecti ve had been done in any of the four 
great countries affected, or infected~ to renledy the n10rtally dangerous condition 
exposed. 

A chief reason for this was that all the governnlental~ parlian1entary and 
judicial investigations of the decade (with one exception) nlisinformed public 
opinion nlore than they infornled i1. by concentrating on the issue of 
""espionage", which in fact is a Jninor one. The fact that great countries try to 
obtain knowledge, through spies and agents, of n1ilitary and other nlatters which 
other great countries try to keep secret is generally known so that the masses 
probably were not nluch nloved even by the extent of espionage which was 
revealed: this, they told each other~ was sonlething for counter-intelligence to 
handle. 

Thus the investigations diverted public attention frolll the truly grave 
condition which was exposed. This was not the 111ere theft of documents, hut the 
control qlstate policy at the highest level which was gained by the infestation of 
the Western countries. It was this that enabled arnlS~ supplies, wealth~ Inilitary 
operations and the conduct of Western politicians at top-level conferences all to 
be guided into a channel where they would produce the nlaxilnum gain, in 
territory and arlned strength~ for the revolutionary state. 

Exposure of this condition canle only in the Hiss trial and its numerous 
attendant investigations and disclosures. These showed that the revolution had 
its agents at the top-levels ofpolitical pOlt'cr, where they could direct State policy 
and the entire energies of nations~ the two nlen both purveyed secret papers, but 
this was a slnall function auxiliary to their nlajor acconlplishment~which was to 
produce the map of and the situation in Europe with which the world is 
confronted today. 

The nanles of Mr. Alger Hiss and Mr. Harry Dexter White are inseparable 
frolll that denouement. Mr. Hiss~ froln his university days in the 1930~s~ rose as 
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rapidly in the public service, under some protection, as M r. Donald Maclean in 
the British one. He was denounced as a Soviet agent in 1939 by a fellow
COlnmunist who awoke to his duty when the COInnlunist state joined with Hitler 
in the attack on Poland, and the proof then lay disregarded for many years while 
two American presidents continued to advance hinl. I-Ie was constantly at Mr. 
Roosevelfs side (sometimes in separate nleetings with Stalin) at Yalta and the 
abandonment of Eastern Europe to the revolution cannot be dissociated from his 
name~ the disclosures about his activity rnade at his trial rnake that conclusion 
inescapable. After Yalta, and evidently as a sign of the especial confidence placed 
in him by the international group which was in control of events during that 
confusion-period, he was made first Secretary (Jeneral of the United Nations, 
which thus came into being at San F'rancisco in .Apri11945 under the directorship 
of an agent of the revolution. 

The decisive part played by Hiss at Yalta is indicated by a few signitlcant 
quotations. The nominal Secretary of State, Mr. Edward Stettinius, on the eve of 
Yalta instructed his State Department staff that ~~al1 memoranda for the 
President on topics to be discussed at the Ineeting of the Big Three should he in the 
hands o.lMr. Fliss not later than Monday, January] 5". In this vvay Hiss \vas put 
in charge of the State Departnlenfs briefing papers for the President on all 
questions expected to arise at Yalta. Mr. Janles F. Byrnes, an earlier Secretary of 
State who was present at Yalta in a later capacity (director of the Offlce of War 
Mobilization and Reconversion) says, "So far as I could see, the President had 
Inade little preparation for the Yalta Conference ... Not until the day before \ve 
landed at Malta did I learn that we had 011 board a very c0111plete file of studies 
and recon1mendations prepared by the State I)epartment ... Later, when I saw 
some of these splendid studies I greatly regretted that they had not been 
considered on board ship. I am sure the failure to study thein while en route was 
due to the Presiden t's illness". 

These papers prepared by the experts and professionals of the State 
Departnlent expressed views about future relations \vith the Soviet which Mr. 
Roosevelt's utterances at Yalta did not reflect, and as he had not looked at thenl 
this was natural. Mr. Hiss in fact made American policy at Yalta. Mr. Stettinius 
records Hiss's presence ~·behind the President"' at the forinal conferences, and 
says that he himself always "conferred" with Hiss before and after these 
meetings. The officiaL but expurgated American report of the Yalta ("onference 
apparently was edited with an eye to the concealInent of Hiss's part it contains 
only notes and jottings rnade by hiln which mean nothing \vhen separated from 
their essential background: his membership of the conspiracy. Mr. Bryton 
Barron (one of the t\VO State DepartInent historians whose refusal to ~"distort 

history" and ~"suppress official data" led to their disn1issaL as earlier mentioned) 
at Chicago in February 1956 publicly stated that, if he were allowed, he could 
~"relate incidents to demonstrate the power Alger Hiss exercised ... and how he 
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operated at high levels", adding that the official publication "failed to list many 
of his more significant activities at that fateful conference". 

The name of Alger Hiss is the best known in this context, because of his public 
trial and conviction. The first authority in this question, Mr. Whittaker 
ChaInbers, thinks that the man known as "Harry Dexter White", WhOlD he calls 
"one of the most influential rnen on earth", lllay have played an even greater part 
in shaping l\lnerican State policy in the Soviet interest. 

According to the An1erican newspapers, no birth certificate of any man called 
"'Harry Dexter White" exists and none knows \\'ho he \vas! Mr. Henry 
Morgenthaujunior (the only Cabinet officer to continue in office through nearly 
the entire twelve· years of Mr. Roosevelt's presidency), very soon after his 
appointnlent introduced '"Harry Dexter White" (1934) into the United States 
Treasury. His rise there (like Mr. Hiss's in the State Departnlent) was of the rapid 
kind which indicates influential backing. Imn1ediately after Pearl Harbour he 
was invested vvith '"full responsibility for all n1atters \vith \\'hich the Treasury 
Department has to deal having a bearing on foreign relations", and later was 
appointed Assistant to the Secretary hilllseif. 

During all these years the man \vhose true identity apparently will never be 
kno\vn was a Soviet agent, and the proof was proffered to but refused by 
President Roosevelt. Mr. WThittaker Chambers states that he first received secret 
Treasury doculnents from Mr. White (for transn1ission to the Soviet 
Governnlenr) in 1935, and in 1939 (after the Hitler-Stalin alliance) was ready to 
produce the papers proving Mr. White's (and Mr. Hiss's) activities; these papers 
then had to be left in safe hiding by him for another nine years, when he brought 
thelTI out to deillolish Mr. I-liss's libel action against hirDself. Fronl first to last, no 
governnlental body would look at them. In 1941 the F.B.I. interviewed Mr. 
Chan1bers and was given Mr. White's name by hin1, but no action followed; the 
F.B.I. was equally unable to ITIOVe any governmental authority to action in this 
111atter, and the eventual exposure, through private agency, came only in 1948. 

Mr. \Vhite's fIrst decisive intervention in American State policy caIne in 1941. 
According to two unimpeachable authorities (the Harvard Professors William 
Langer and S. Everett Gleason in The lJndeclared T'Var) he drafted the American 
ultimatunl of November 26, by ll1eans of which Japan was "Inanoeuvred into 
firing the first shot" at Pearl Harbour (Secretary Stimson's phrase). Thus his 
hand n1ay be plainly traced in the initial act of Anlerica's involvement in the 
Second War, as IDay Soviet prompting of it. 

Having shaped the beginning, he also shaped the end of the Second War, in the 
interest of the saIne party, his masters. lIe is generally credited with the drafting 
of the "'Morgenthau Plan". In both cases, therefore, American State policy was 
fashioned by the United States Treasury, not by the State Department or the War 
Departn1ent, which~ under the President, are the departments constitutionally 
responsible for the conduct of foreign policy in time of \var; and at the Treasury, 

383 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

as has been shown~ Mr. White was '~fully responsible" for all matters bearing on 
foreign relations. 

The general tendency in America since the Second War has been to point to 
Mr. White as the original author of these fateful actions. This may betoken 
reluctance to point a finger at the responsible Cabinet officer himself, Mr. Henry 
Morgenthau junior. Mr. Morgenthau originally appointed Mr. White, signed 
both the draft ultimatunl to Japan of Novelnber 1941 and the draft plan for 
disnlembering Germany of September 1944~ and in both cases President 
Roosevelt acted on the plan submitted. It is therefore difficult to see how Mr. 
Morgenthau~s and Mr. White's responsibility can be separated~ and the most 
that 11light be assumed is that the directing brain was the pseudonymous Mr. 
Harry Dexter White~s. 

The genesis of the "Morgenthau Plan~~ for the dislnenlbennent of Germany 
into petty provinces~ the destruction of its industry and flooding of its nlines and 
its reduction to the status of~~a goat pasture" was described by another Assistant 
Secretary to the Treasury, Mr. Fred Snlith~ in 1947. He said it \vas first discussed 
at a nleeting (at which he was present) between General Eisenhower, Mr. 
Morgenthau and Mr. White in the generars mess tent in the south of England on 
August 7~ 1944. Mr. White (says Mr. Smith) raised the subject of Gernlany~ 

General Eisenhower said he would like to ""see things made good and hard for 
theln for a while ... the whole German population is a synthetic paranoid~~~ and 
Mr. White relnarked~ ~"We Inay want to quote you on the problem of handling 
the German people~~~ whereon General Eisenhower said he could do this. Mr. 

. Morgenthau~ on this basis, devised the ~'plan~~ and \vent to London to canvass it 
with Mr. Churchill and Mr. Eden, then returning by air to America to put it 
before President Roosevelt. 

Up to that point says Mr. Smith~ the State Departnlent had not been infonned 
of Mr. Morgenthau~s activities in the matter. Mr. Roosevelt apparently had 
misgivings and fornled a committee to develop the plan~ in \vhich cOInlnittee the 
Secretaries of State and War at last joined Mr. Morgenthau of the Treasury. The 
disclosure of the Morgenthau Plan before this committee ~~resulted in as violent 
an explosion as has ever occurred in the hallowed chambers of the White House~~~ 

Mr. Hull and Mr. Stimson both violently attacked it. Nevertheless, when 
President Roosevelt then went to Quebec to Ineet Mr. Churchill M r. Morgenthau 
~~happened~~to be with hin1, and Mr. Hull and Mr. Stinlson were left behind. Mr. 
Churchill records his surprise at that, but both he and M r. Roosevelt then signed 
""the Morgenthau Plan'~~ which possibly might more accurately be called the 
White-Morgenthau plan. 

Thus President Roosevelt (against the strong protests of his responsible 
Cabinet officers~ the Secretaries of State and of War) and Mr. Churchill (in 
contradiction of many declarations) approved a peace of vengeance. Both men 
later spoke as if they had not understood what they did. Mr. Churchill said he 
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.... regretted" his signature, but never explained how he caine to give it (Mr. James 
F. Byrnes mildly C01l1111ents that this is ""difficult to understand"). Mr. Roosevelt 
spoke as if he had inadvertently initialled an inter-office Inelnorandun1 without 
looking at it. He said he had yielded to the in1portunities of .... an old and valued 
friend" (Mr. Sherwood), and this indicates Mr. Morgeflthau~he also said that he 
was .... frankly staggered" and .... had no idea how he could have initialled this~ he 
had evidently done it without Inuch thought" (Mr. Stilnson). 

The public n1asses were left to infer that error had been realized in tin1e and 
that .... the Morgenthau Plan" was abandoned~ the factories were not blown up 
and the n1ines were not flooded. This was soothing-syrup, not truth. The spirit of 
the peace of vengeance, proposed in the White-Morgenthau plan, did prevail. 
Mr. Morgenthau did i10t succeed with his proposal (the one jocularly n1ade by 
Mr. Roosevelt to Stalin at Yalta) that .... archcrilninals" should be put to death by 
the n1ilitary without provision for any trial. but the trials which were held ren1ain 
a blot on Western justice. The bisection of Gern1any (which in fact was the 
bisection q{ Europe, friend or foe) was n10re perilous to the future than any 
disllleinbern1ent of Gerlnany into provinces. A bove all. the West. by approving 
slave labour, put the civilizing process of nineteen centuries into reverse. 
(Significantly, eleven years after the war's end the United States Governn1ent 
withheld its adherence to an international convention, proposed by the 
International Labour Organization, outhllring .forced lahour; it was obviously 
debarred froln adhering by its signature to the Yalta agreen1ents). 

Thus the ghost of .... Harry Dexter White" still haunts the scene, for the shape 
which this Soviet agent and his associates gave to Alnerican governlnent policy 
left the future of the West n10re troubled than it had ever been. When the war 
ended he was still rising in the esteen1 of American presidents, for he was 
appointed to preside over the second of the two great international planning 
conferences at which the future of the nation-states was to be su bn1erged in that 
of an in terna tional directora teo The first was the organizing conference of the 
United Nations, where Mr. Alger Hiss occupied the directorial chair. The second 
\vas the Inonetary conference at Bretton Woods, which set up the World Bank 
and the International Monetary Fund. Mr. White was the organizer of that pilot
conference and then \vas appointed American executive director of the 
International Monetary Fund. Thus the chief representative of the United States 
Government, at each of these preparatory meetings of the new international 
directorate, was a Soviet agent. 

Before Mr. White received this last appointment (publicly announced by Mr. 
Roosevelt's successor, Mr. Harry Truman, on January 23,1946), the F.B.I. had 
several times given warning at the White House about Mr. White's secret 
activities, the last time in a special message to the President's personal military 
aide on November 8, 1945, in which Mr. White was specifically nan1ed as a Soviet 
agent and spy. After the Pr.esident's public announcement of Mr. \Vhite's new 
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appointment, the head of the F.B.I., ~1r. J. Edgar l-Ioover, sent a further strong 
warning (February1, 1946), saying that White, if his appointment were 
confirmed, '''would have the power to influence in a great degree deliberations on 
all international financial arrangelnents". Despite this, Mr. White's appointment 
was confirnled on May 1. 1946, (this history was made public by the .Attorney 
General of the United States, Mr. I-Ierbert Brownell junior, on NOVelYlber 17, 
1953)~ Mr. Trulnan's reply made no reference to the \varning of Novelnber 1945 
and stated that he allowed White's appointn1cnt to stand ((fter consideration of 
the warning of February 1946). 

In April 1947 (by \vhich time the exposure of !vIr. Hiss \vas dra\ving near) Mr. 
White resigned .... for reasons of health". In August of 1948: \\'hen the proof of his 
guilt \vas conclusive and \vas about to be nlade public, he \vas called before the 
Un-Alnerican Activities Committee of C'ongress and denied ever having been a 
Inember of the conspiracy. He was then privately confronted with sonle of the 
n10st dalnning evidence (now ail on record) and three days later was found dead, 
receiving Jewish burial. No autopsy report is on record and the circunlstances of 
his death relnain as l11ysterious as his identity. 

Nearly seven years later (January 3, 1955) the lnternal Securily Comlnittee of 
the United States Congress reported: 

.... 1. Alger H iss, Harry Dexter White, and their confederates in the Conl0lunist 
underground in Governnlent, haa po\vcr to exercise pr(?l'ound influence on 
.4nu!rican policy and the policies of' international organi::ations during r~/orld War 
II and the years inznu!diatel.Y thereqfter: (this is the vital, and supreillely dangerous 
....confu·sion-period" to which I earlier alluded~ the later years of a \var and the 
early years of its aftermath)~ 

.... 2. They had power to exercise profound influence on the crcation and 
operation 0.1' the United -<Nations and its specia!i::ed agencies; 

.... 3. This power w'as not linlited to their officially designated authority. It was 
inherent in their access to and influence Oller higher officials. and the opportunities 
they had to present or H'ithhold il?l'ormation on lrhich the policies oj'their superiors 
lnight he based; 

~'4. Hiss, White and a'considerable number of their colleagues \vho helped 
nlake Alnerican foreign policy and the policies of international organizations 
during crucial years, have been exposed as secret Communist agents". 

This might appear to record the good ending to a bad story, for at earlier tinles 
the discovery and publication of such a state of affairs by a parliamentary 
authority would have nleant, first, impeachn1ent proceedings and the like, and 
second, relnedial action. In fact, as I can testify (for I\vas in i<\merica during 
many of these. years) the rernedial effect was very small, if any. The chief reason 
for this was that the entire process of investigation and disclosure was 
accompanied by a Inost violent press campaign against the investigators and 
disclosers, not against the culprits and the conspiracy. 
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I-!ere the history of the period after the f~rench revolution, and of the ordeal
by-smearing suffered ~y Messrs. Morse, Barruel and Robison, repeated itself. If 
any future historian should examine the yellowing newspaper pages of these 
years he will find ten thousand abusi\/e \Nords directed against those who called 
for investigation and relnedy for everyone aimed at an exposed or convicted 
lTIClnber of the conspiracy; he will find colurnns of praise for Mr. Hiss, for 
exalnple, alongside collllnns of vituperation directed against the penitent agent. 
Mr. Whittaker Chambers, \vhose self-defence brought about Mr. Hiss's 
conviction. In time this storm centred around the head of one Senator Joseph 
McCarthy (as in the earlier decade it raged over that of Mr. Martin Dies, until he 
\vas driven out of political life), and a new epithet was coined for the delusion of 
the n1asses: ""McCarthyism" (the demand for investigation and ren1edy) was by 
endless iteration n1ade to sound to them lTIOre repugnant than '''sedition''. 

Because of this the IUOst significant n10ment in Aluerican history after the ~ 

Second War was one in 1954, when the Senate cepsured Senator McCarthy. In 
1952, for the first time in twenty years, the candidate nominated by the 
Republican party was elected, General Eisenhower. 1'he return to ~ffice, after 
two decades, elated the Republicans and General Eisenhower's victory was very 
largely due to his undertaking to stalnp out the Communist infiltration of 
governn1enC \vhich had been revealed to have occurred during the long 
Roosevelt adn1inistration and had been inherited by his successor. In 1954 the 
new President allowed it to be known that he looked with disfavour on Senator 
McC--'arthy's ""111ethods" and thus implicitly gave his nod to the censure motion 
(the An1erican Je\vish Committee also imperiously demanded that the Senate 
approve it), ~'hich then carried. Scnator. McCarthy, like n1any before him, then 
began 10 fadc frolrl the political scene and the principle that '''investigation'' was 
pernicious was re-established. 

'Thus the An1erican voter found that the apparent choice between candidates, 
at a presidential election, gave hin1 no true choice at all in the n1atter of 
corn bating seditjon. \Vith this censure 1110tion, approved by the President of the 
day, all the investigations and exposures ended in sand. Fr0111 that moment the 
agents of the conspiracy were llnplicitly left free to resume the burrowing process 
\vhich resulted in the state of affairs represented, during the Second War, chiefly 
by Messrs. Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter White. It is this which makes the policy 
of America an incalculable and dangerous explosive force in any future war. 

In the n1atter of sedition the ""prelnier-dictators" of our time perforn1 a 
function allotted to thenl by the Protocols of 1905, that major doculnent of a 
conspiracy of \vhich such n1en as Harry Dexter White were deluonstrably part. 
Protocol No. 19 says 'that \vhen the super-government has been established 
sedition will be placed in the category of ""thieving, lnurder and every kind of 
abon1inable and filthy crime" and adds that ""we have done our best to obtain 
that the nation-stares should not orrive at this Jneans o.j'contending H'ith sedition. It 
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was for this reason that through the Press and in speeches and indirectly ... H'C 

hal'c adl'crtiscd thc rnartyrdol11 allcged to hal'e h(!cl1 acccpted hy scdition-ll1ongers 
.1'01' the idea ql'the C01711170I1H'Cal ~~. 

M r. Hiss \vas presented as a nlartyr. over a long period~ in the press of the 
world~ of no matter what party~ Senator McCarthy~ who '·arrived at this lneans 
of contending with sedition~~~ was presented as a brute. This control of the press~ 

established in the last two decades~ enables the conspiracy to stand between the 
nation-states and their wish to root out sedition. The Protocols of 1905 foretold: 
'·We shall have a sure triulnph over our opponents since they will not have at 
their disposition organs of the press in \vhich they can give full and fInal 
expression to their views~~. 

In America~ \vhich today is the key to the future of the West~ the nlatter is 
further complicated by the existence of a body \vhich is able to 111ake drastic 
interventions in this field. The Suprelne Court of the United States. by sitting in 
judglnent on constitutional issues between the Federal Governlnent and the 
forty-eight separate State Governnlents~ frequently decides nlatters which in 
other parlianlentary countries \vould be ones for the legislature~ not thejudiciary. 
Moreover. the nlenlbers of this court are political (which is to say~ party)' 
appointees. not necessarily professional jurists or nlen of any judicial training. 
The danger of political control of such a body is obvious~ and it was nlade plain 
by a majority judgnlent handed down on April2~ 1956~ when the Supreme Court 
set aside the conviction ofa COlnn1unist under the Pennsylvania State law against 
sedition. In this judglnent the Supreme (Iourt stated the "the field of sedition'~ 

was that of Congress alone and that "'no roonl has been left~~ for State legislation 
or action against sedition. Forty-two of the forty-eight States at that tilne had 
sedition laws and this judgnlenc if it is not overridden by special act of Congress, 
will at a blow reduce the obstacles to sedition in America by the separate powers 
of those forty-two States~ leaving~ as the sole defence. the national 
adn1inistration~which had been repeatedly shown by the events of the preceding 
ten years to have been infested \vith seditionists. This judgn1ent too~ may be 
compared with the passage previously quoted from the Protocols. 

Lastly~ the Second War led to the revival of the League of Nations~ which had 
sprung fron1 the ""League to Enforce Peace·~. This body was obviously never an 
alliance of nations~ but an instrument for the control of nations~ to be wielded by 
whon1ever gained comlnand of it. The conclusions of the Senate Comn1ittee 
quoted above testify to the part which Messrs. Alger Hiss~ Harry Dexter White 
and their associates played in organizing and fashioning it. Clearly~ in their 
minds it was intended to "extend the rcvolution'~ universally~ following Lenin's 
dictu111. and to becon1e the "Super-Governmel1t'~foreseen by the Protocols. The 
shadow of the universal concentration-camp regin1e looms already in its 
""Genocide Convention ~~, where the causing of "lnental harm" is defined as a 
crime against unspecified ""groups". 
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What it will becolne depends on the future success or failure of the nation
states in ""contending with sedition ~~. In the Second War, as in the firsC all the 
.... top-line leaders'~ and ""premier-dictators'~appear fron1 the start to have been 
secretly agreed in the resolve to set up a ""world-organization" and to 
subordinate their nation-states to it. This \vas their own projecC not that of their 
peoples, who were never consulted. No nation has ever evinced a desire to sink its 
identity in sonlC world-state~ ruled by \vho knows whom. Orl the contrary~ the 
continuing love of nationhood~ despite all ordeals and defeats~ is the clearest 
hunlan feeling evinced by the 20th Century~ and this clearly will increase until 
""the deception of nations" ends and the idea of obliterating nations collapses. 

Nevertheless~ the \Vartilne leaders~ free from all public supervision in their 
nleetings, their ca bled exchanges and their telephone talks~ all through the war 
pressed on with the project for a new world order~ which at the war~s end was to 
be found in the secretarial hands of l\1essrs. Hiss and White. Mr. Baruch ~s 

biographer records that lYlr. Roosevelt \vas busy with the idea long before he 
beccl1ne president and selected the nanle, ""United Nations'~. Mr. Baruch 
hin1selL the pern1anent adviser of presidents, was of COSlllic ambition~ the same 
biographer quotes hinl as saying on nlany occasions~ ""Of course we can fix the 
world". 

The absence of hun1ility is the Inost st'·iking thing about all these Inortals. Mr. 
Churchill is as disappointing to the studcnC in this n1atter~ as he is reassuring in 
that of the sorry end of the war in Europe~ \vhich he unq uestionably tried to 
avert. In the nlatter of re-moulding the \vorld he was as incorrigible as all the 
others, and the brave phrases he sOlnetilnes used (""I have not becolne His 
Majesty's first lninister in order to preside over the liquidation of the British 
EInpire") are not easy to reconcile with his enthusiasnl for a concept based on the 
eventual .... liquidation~' of all nation--states. 

Thus~ at a tin1e when a disastrous end to the war then in progress was being 
prepared~ these wartinle leaders were busy with world-governnlent notions. They 
couid not or would not conduct the ~'ar to true victory, but they were ready to 
reorganize the \vorld! ....The questions of World Organization" (says Mr. 
Churchill in October 1944) .... were now thrusting themselves upon all our Ininds'~. 

FrOln fara\vay South Africa, once more~ General Sn1uts raised his voice, saying 
that Soviet Russia nlust be included, and from Washington President Roosevelt 
agreed that the revolutionary state which had helped Hitler start the war must be 
.... a fully accepted and equal nlember of any association of the Great Powers 
fornled for the purpose ofpreventing internationallt'ar". Mr. Roosevelt foresaw a 
period of ""differences" and ""coInpronlises~~ during which '''the child~' would 
learn henv to toddle. Mr. Churchill C0111Inents that the child was ""the World 
Instrun1enf' and thenceforth this ternl seems to have been the favourite one 
anl0ng the wartinlc leaders. 

In this \vay, through one Inore world \var, the "'league to enforce peace'~ again 
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came into existence~ and the agents of the conspiracy were nunlerously 
entrenched in the cOlnmanding posts of the central body and of its auxiliary 
agencies~ as \vas to be expected in the circunlstances now known~ Messrs. Hiss 
and White were the chiefs of a great clan. The first major act of the new ~~World 

Instrumenf~ was in effect to give sanction to the revolution~s annexation of half 
Europe by electing the puppet-governlnents of the communized captive 
countries there to menlbcrship. 

Thus in all fields Lenin~s dictunl about the ~~extension~~ of the revolution 
through a second world war was fulfilled. This was not the result of the 
persuasion of peoples (in the two cases so far~ those of Hungary in 1919 and of 
Spain~ where nation-states have been allowed to fight CommUniSlTI it was thrown 
out). It \vas the resul t of the infestation of the West by nlembers of the conspiracy ~ 

of the virtual suspension of sedition la\\'s which they were able to effect, and of 
the cOilllnand of policy~ supplies and military operations which they gained. 
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~rHE TALMUDIC VENGEIANCE 

Despite the protests of the responsible American Cabinet officers~ Messrs. 
Hull and Stilnson~ and the professionals in the British Foreign Office~ the Second 
War ended in ~"a peace of vengeance~~~ or rather (as vengeance is the denial of, 
and can never beget peace) in a vengeance which planted the seeds of new war. 

The two ~~prelnier-dictators~~of the WesC Messrs. Roosevelt and Churchill~ 

took responsibility for the vengeance~for~ despite their later disavowals of it they 
both signed the document which was its charter: the Protocol of the Yalta 
Conference. lJnder this the Christian West joined with the barbaric East to 
wreak a barbaric vengeance on Europe. The ainl of this chapter is to discover 
where the original responsibility lay (for the avowal that they acted at the 
promptings or under the pressure of shadowy others~ or in ignorance of what 
they signed~ occurs in the statements of both men~ here the ultin1ate 
powerlessness of these seenlingly all-powerful wartinle potentates is shown). 

In January 1943 Mr. Roosevelt~ at Casablanca~ first struck the note of ~~blind 

vengeance", when he ~~suddenly stated the principle of unconditional surrender" 
(Mr. Hull). The words~ with their Old Testamentary ring~ Ineant that the enen1Y 
would not be granted peace at any price whatever~ and this was the absolute 
reversal of all··principles ~~ previously proclaimed by the Western leaders. The 
responsible An1erican Cabinet member~ Mr. Hull, states that he and his 
departn1ent had not been informed of this somersault in policy and that ·"lV1r. 
Churchill was dun1bounded~~; also that the British Foreign Office appealed for 
the tern1 to be avoided. Mr. Churchill (as he stated after the war in the House of 
COmnl011s) nevertheless supported the use of the term ~~but only after it \vas used 
by the President without consultation with me~'. Mr..Churchill added that ""if the 
British Cabinet had considered these words they would have advised against it'~ 

(but for many years he continued to urge the desirability of ~~summif' 

conferences between the Moscovite dictator and the two Western leaders~ despite 
this experience). 

Thus at Casablanca in 1943 the decision to wreak vengeance was first taken. 
This V\!as the background to the ~~Morgenthau Plan ~~ of Septeluber 1944 
(obviously first devised in Moscow, then drafted by Mr. Harry Dexter White for 
his superior, then forwarded by Mr. Morgenthau to Mr. Roosevelt~ who with 
Mr. Churchill initialled it), the spirit ofwhich pervaded the Yalta Conference and 
its Protoco1.Mr. Roosevelt's later expression of astonishn1ent C~he had no idea 
hO\\7 he could have initialled this~~) and Mr. Churchilrs words of regret C~I had 
not time to examine the M orgenthau 'Plan in detail ... I an1 sorry I put my initials 
to it") are both voided by the fact that both then signed the Yalta docun1ent, its 
child, and the charter of vengeance. 

By giving their names to it the two Western leaders did greater harm to ·the 
West than any it could have suffered by war~ what is destroyed by explosive can 
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be rebuilt~ but spiritual values achieved by the efforts of nations during nineteen 
centuries~ once ruined are harder to restore. The East lost nothing because 
vengeance was its barbaric tradition~ partly discarded during the last century of 
the Czars~ rule but re-established in 1917. In the West the area of Christendonl~ 

the case was differen t. 
During the centuries the West had gradually improved the conduct of warfare. 

fronl the savagery of primitive tinles to the civilized code which it reached by the 
end of the reign of Louis XIV. The nations came ever Inore to accept this 
overriding code~ which outlawed the insensate killing or Inaltreatnlent of non
cOInbatants and the plunder of their property~ which provided for the inlnlunity 
of a flag of Inercy~ and laid down that enemy dead~ wounded and prisoners must 
be cared for as the combatanfs own. Out of all this. in tiIne~ caIne an 
international organization~ under the sign of the cross~ which took thought and 
care for every soldier alike~ without regard to nationality or rank. Probably this 
code of civilizing warfare forIned the best possible first step towards the abolition 
of war for which nlen ultilnately hope. The records of war waged under this code 
are uplifting to study~ those of wars which denied it repel. 

The wars of the 19th Century in Europe were fought in increa~~ng lTIeaSUre~ 

under this code~ so tha t their stories show Inan~, f.?ffort to dignify himself even in 
war. This holds good of the Crilnean wac and of the three Prussian wars~ against 
Denrnark. Austria and Prussia. They \vere honourably waged and concluded. 
(The only great Western war of that century in which the picture darkened was 
the civil one in America~ where vengeance H'as wreaked~ after victory~ on the 
defeated party. This would not have happened but for the assassination of 
President Lincoln~ the pacifier and unifier~ within a few days of the victory~ in the 
unlit shadows of that crilne the same revolutionary conspirators nlay lurk~ who 
deITIonstrably have shaped the events of our country). 

With that exception~ war continued to be waged under this civilizing code 
throughout the West and wherever the West set its foot. At this century's 
beginning came the Anglo-Boer War in South Africa. A few extracts fronl the 
journal of the Boer Colonel Deneys Reitz~ written immediately after the fjghting. 
show how men at war behaved towards each other~ under this code. only fifty 
years ago: 

In a British prisoner-of-war camp: ~"One prisoner asked for an interview with 
my father. His name was Winston Churchill ... he said he was not a combatant 
but a war-correspondent and asked to be released on that account. My father 
replied that he was carrying a Mauser pistol when taken and so nlust relnain 
where he was. Winston Churchill said that all war-correspondents in the Soudan 
carried weapons for self-protection. and the conlparison annoyed nlY father~ who 
told hinl the Boers were not in the habit of killing non-conlbatants ... ~~ 

After the Boer victory at Spion Kop: ~~We spent the next hour or two helping 
the English Red Cross doctors and bearer parties bury their dead and carry away 
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their wounded ... ~~ 

After the Boer capture of Dundee: .... I saw General Penn Synlons~ the 
ConlInander of the English troops. He was nlortally \vounded and the nurses told 
Ine he could not last out the night. Next morning ... I met a bearer-party 
carrying his body, wrapped in a blankee and 1accoInpanied thenl to where they 
buried hinl behind the little English chapel ... ~~ 

At the Boer siege of Ladysnlith: ""One of our nlen was shot through both legs 
and another pluckily carried hiln back to the spruit on his shoulders~ the English 
1iring all around hinl, until they realized that he was helping a wounded cOInrade~ 

after which they let hinl go in peace and were even sporting enough to allow him 
to return to us without a shot tlred~'~""... A huge soldier loolned up in the dark 
... he lunged at Ine with his bayonet~ but his insecure footing deflected the thrust 
and brought hin1 stuInbling against nle. The n1an was at my Inercy no\\', for 1had 
nlY carbine against his side, but there canle over me an aversion to shooting hin1 
down like a dog~ so I ordered hin1 to put up his hands instead ... '~ 

.... I found the soldier whonl I had killed and was horrified to see that Iny bullet 
had blown half his head away~ the explanation being that during one of our 
patrols 1 had found a few explosive Mauser cartridges at a deserted trading 
station and had taken theln for shooting ganle. I kept then1 in a separate pocket 
ofnlY bandolier but in Iny excitelnent had raITIIned one ofthenl into the magazine 
of Iny rifle without noticing it. I was distressed at my mistake ... I would not 
kno\vingly have used this type of aInInunition. I flung the renlainder into the 
brook.' . .'~ 

After a battle: ....The serious casualties were left for the British cllnbulances to 
pick up ... the English soldiers~ officers and Inen~ were unfailingly hlunane. This 
was so well known that there was never any hesitation in abandoning a wounded 
man to the Inercy of the troops~ in the sure knowledge that he would be taken 
away and carefully nursed . 

.... We saw the lights of a train, but General SInuts would not allow us to pile 
boulders on the n1etals nor to fire as the engine thundered by~ for fear of killing 
civilians~ so we stood aside~ catching a glimpse of officers and others seated in the 
dining-car ... all unaware of the men looking at them fronl the darkness~~. 

On the way to the Boer surrender: ....On board the British battleship Monarch 
we spent a week in comfore for officers and n1en vied \vith each other in their 
~fforts to welcome us. The British, with all their faults~ are a generous nation ... 
throughout the tilne that we were anl0ngst them there was no word said that 
could hurt our feelings or offend our pride~ although they knew that we were on 
an errand of defear~. 

This is a picture ofcivilized men at war. Today~s parrot-phrase about .... the next 
war destroying civilization~~ is empty, because civilization is a state of mind and 
spirit and cannot be destroyed by explosives~ though it can be destroyed by such 
deeds as the vengeance of 1945. The war depicted by Colonel Reitz was fought 
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\vhen I was a boy and the code observed by such men as he, on all sides and in war 
or peace, was the one which Englishnlen of lny generation were taught to honour. 

It was honoured in the First World War. I renlember the British treatnlent of 
prisoners-of-war and I remember the liberation of British prisoners from 
German ones in the final advance: the treatnlent \vas silnilar in both. A \vounded 
111an had no nationality; he received as good care, if he were a captive, as if he 
\vere hit on his own side of the line. Non-combatants and civilian populations 
were respected; plunder and rape \vere outlawed. 

What, then, caused the sudden abandonnlent of this civilized code of warfare 
by the West after the Second W orId War? The peoples had not changed in the 
t\venty-seven years that had passed, fronl the Annistice of 1918. l'hey were not 
nlore cruel or less kindly than before. They were blinded by a propaganda which 
hid from then1 the real nature of their leaders' deeds; and these leaders, by their 
own 'Nords, \vere pronlpted by others or did not kno\v what they signed. In that 
\vay the vengeance of 1945 was \vreaked and civilized men were left to say, with 
Edlnund Burke, "'It is gone, that sensibility of principle, that chastity of honour, 
which felt a stain like a wound". 

The signifi.cant prelude cLune, even before the fighting ceased, with the 
indiscrilninate bombing of civilian populations in a country already defeated but 
denied the refuge of surrender. The killing of non-cornbatants was the reproach 
nlost loudly raised against Germany, in both wars, by the British and American 
politicians. On February 10, 1944 the Yalta Conference ended, where Mr. 
Roosevelt, in private parley with Stalin, had said he \vas feeling '''1110re 
bloodthirsty" than before about the Germans. On February 13 and 14 British 
and American bon1bers for hours on end rained explosive on Dresden, a city 
cro\vded with fugitives, mostly women and childreE, from the advancing Red 
arlnies. The nun1ber of people killed, burned and buried that day and night will 
never be known; estinlates vary between 50,000 and 250,000. * The war 
documents so far issued do not disclose who ordered this act, and strict measures 
\vere apparently taken to prevent the affair from ever being brought under public 
discussion. 

After that caIne General Eisenho\"ver's order to halt the Anglo-Anlerican 
advance on the Elbe line, and there\vith to abandon Berlin, Vienna and Prague, 
and all East Europe to the Soviet armies. This was vengeance against friend and 
foe alike, for it meant the abandonment of half a continent to Asiatic 
enslavement. It \vas U1ade more barbaric by the order (the effect of which \vas 
earlier shown in an eye-witness's words) to the Allied armies to prevent fugitives 
fron1 the abandoned area, by force, frOln escaping to the West; at that point 
British and American gun-muzzles were turned against many of Hitler's victims, 
*The number therefore may have been greater than at Hiroshima or Nagasaki, where the new atom-bombs were 
used, for the first time, on an utterly defenceless civilian population~ and this against the protests of both the 
Ameriqm and the British military commanders, General MacArthur and Lord Louis Mountbatten, who advised 
that the defeat of Japan was already effectively imminent. 
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as well as Gernlan women and children. The culminating deed canle later when~ 

frol11 the camps where hundreds of thousands of these refugees were gathered~ 

having reached the West earlier or despite the cordon~ many were picked out to 
be driven back to their pursuers. 

England had abolished slavery~ in its overseas colonies~ more than a century 
before this~ in An1erica, President Lincoln had abolished it during the Civil War 
of 1861-1865. By these acts the \vartime leaders of England and Anlerica re
introduced slavery in Europe in 1945! 

The trials of ~"war criminals" formed the peaks 'of the vengeance and the 
Everest of them all was reached in the Nuremberg trial of the chief Nazi leaders. 

The ~~wicked nlan'" whom the masses had for six years been incited to destroy 
was not naIlled in the indictment at all, even in absentia, although his deputy 
Martin Bormann (\vhose death was no more or less proven than Hitler's) l1'as 
included. This significant gap at the end of Hitler"s career may be as significant as 
many earlier gaps in what is generally known about hirn. In these days, when the 
infiltration of all parties, classes and governlnents by the agents of the revolution 
is a known and proven thing, it is of interest that the Inass of literature about him 
ignores his early associations and the strong evidence of his COIllIllunist 
background. The Viennese police dossier of his early days has apparently 
disappeared. I-fis later Brown Army commander~ Captain Roehn1~ told a Storm 
Troop leader (who told Ine) that when the Bavarian troops drove the Bolshevist 
Government out of Munich in 1919 the unknown Adolf Hitler was taken 
prisoner with the bodyguard of the MOSCO\N emissary Levine, and saved his skin 
by turning inforn1er (this might explain why Roehm, the possessor of 
incriminating knowledge, was killed by I-litler after he caIne to po\ver). I-litler's 
own original proposal for the nanle of the National Socialist party was ~~the 

Social Revolutionary Party"~ he described himself as ~~the executor of Marxism" 
(not its executioner)~ and he told Hernlann Rauschning that he had built his 
organization on the n10del ofCon1munisIll. I met Hitler once or twice and studied 
hilll at close quarters for many years, before and after his rise to power~ I believe 
that no genuinely informative work about him and the part he played has yet 
appeared. 

'This period was n1arked by a series of acts which evidently were deliberately 
devised to give it a nature of nl0ckery especially humiliating to the Christian 
\Vest~ it \vas as if captives were made to perforn1 clownish tricks for the 
anlusen1ent of their captors. This was sho\\'n at Nurenlberg when the Soviet judge 
H'as selected to read the part 0./ the judgnlellt lvhich conden1ned the Germans for 
taking men and H'omen aH'ayfi'om their honles and sending thein to distant carnps 
H'here they H'orked at slave labour. The British, American and French menlbers of 
the court listened while Western justice, their inheritance and trust, was nl0cked. 
At that tinle, under the Yalta agreenlenL Germans, Poles and fDany nlore were 
being taken from their homes and sent to slave-calnps: behind the Soviet judge 
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loomed the shado\v of the Moscow cellars where 111en were shot \vithout trial and 
of the vast Siberian prisonland where, for thirty years then, nlillions of uncharged 
and untried hunlan beings wasted in slavery. 

So lnuch for the peaks of the vengeance. In the foothills unnunlbered snlaller 
deeds were conlnlitted which nlake up the darkest pages in the recent story of the 
West. It was a reversal to barbarisl11~ where lay the inspiration of it? What 
directing hand l1lade the Western leaders abet the revolution fron1 the East in a 
vengeance of the kind practised by savage. prin1itive tribes? This vengeance was 
not ""the Lor(fs" in the Christian interpretation. Whose vengeance was it? 

Certain synlbolic deeds were evidently lneant to establish the authorship, or 
nature, of the vengeance. These crowning acts of sylnbolisnl were the 
reproductions, after nearly thirty years, of the silnilar acts conllnitted during the 
revolution in Russia: the 'falnludic boast left on the w'lli of the ROlnanoffs' death 
chanlber and the canonization ofJudas Iscariot. Aftel: the Second World War the 
Nazi leaders \vere hanged on the Jewish Day of Judgnlent in 1946, so that their 
execution was presented to Jewry in the shape of Mordecaoi's vengeance on 
Hanlan and his sons. Then in the Bavarian village of Oberal11nlergau, where the 
world-fanl0us Passion Play had been perfornled for t11ree centuries, the players 
of the chief parts were put on trial for "Nazi activities" before a Communist 
court. Those who appeared as Jesus and the apostles were all declared guilty~ the 
one perfornler acquitted was he \\lho took the part of Judas. 

These things do not happen by accident, and the vengeance on Gernlany, like 
the earlier one on Russia, \vas in this way given the imprint of a Talnludic 
vengeance (that is~ a vengeance on Christcndol1l, the Talnlud being the 
specifically anti-Christian continuation of the pre-Christian Torah). The 
vengeful writ ran on both sides of the line which by that tinle \vas supposed to be 
an "Iron Curtain" dividing "the free world" from the enslaved Asiatic one~ in 
this matter of vengeance there was no iron curtain.N urel11 berg was in the 
Western zonc~ Oberanlnlergau in the Soviet one. 

By the choice of the Jewish Day of Judgnlent for the hanging of the Nazi 
leaders and Gernlan coml11anders the Western leaders gave the conclusion of the 
Second War this aspect of a vengeance exacted specifically in the nanle of "the 
Jews". The shape which the trial took shovved the purpose of the inlmense 
propaganda of falsification conducted during the war, \vhich I have earlier 
described. "Crinles against Jews" were singled out as a separate count, as if Jews 
were different froln other human beings (and when the judgl11ent was delivered a 
hundred l11i11ion hunlan beings in Eastern Europe had been handed over to the 
general persecution of all l11en 1 from which Jews in their proportion suffered in 
Gernlany). This particular indictlnent was nlade ""the crux of the case" against 
the defendants (Captain Liddell Harfs words) and was based on the assertion 
that '"six l11illion Jews" had been killed (as til11e went by the word "'perished" was 
substituted for "killed"). An ilnpartial court would at the outset have thrown out 
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any suit based on this conlpletely unveritlable assertion. At Nuremberg la'Nyers, 
who in a private case would have den1anded acquittal on the strength of an 
unproven stateillent in respect of a decinlal point or digit, used this fantastic 
figure as the basis of their deilland for conviction. 

I earlier described. with illustrations fronl Jewish sources, the process by 
nleans of which. over the years. the Jews were ""singled out'" fronl the mass of 
Hitler's victinls and their nUlnber inflated at will fronl day to day (Hitler's book
bonfire becan1e .... the burning of JCll'ish books": his concentration canlps \vhere 
ninety percent of the innlates were Gernlans becallle concentration camps for 
Jews: a wartime report about the killing of"" 150.000 White Russians, Ukrainians 
and Jews at Kieff'" \vas changed to .... 150.000 Jell'S"": and so on interillinably). 

The statenlent about the .... six n1illion Jews", allowed to pass without question 
by the nlen on the bench. \vas the end-product of this process. In six years of war 
the Germans. Japanese and Italians. using every lethal nleans. killed 824.928 
British, British Con1inonwealth and Americanfighting-n1en, merchant sailors 
and civilians. Assunling that the Gern1ans killed, say, half of these in Europe, 
they killed (according to this assertion)f~lteen tinzcs as 111any Jell'S there. To do 
that. they would have needed such quanti,ties of nlen. weapons. transports. 
guards and nlaterials as would have enabled thelll to win the war nlany tinles 
over. 

The figure would not even deserve scrutiny if it had not been used to give the 
Second War the brand of .... a Jewish war'" and if that. again, did not foreshado\v 
the shape of any third war. Because of that, it nlay be excunined here. 

At not inle in his tory, fr 0 III ant iqui ty tothis day, can the n unl ber 0 f J udah ites, 
J udeans or Jews. living at any given tillle. be detennined: for that reason the 
nUlllber afflicted in any calanlity also cannot be detern1ined, and there are many 
nlore 'easons why the n un1 bel' of Jewish victims in the Second World War cannot 
be fixed. The process ofnlystification begins in G~lu!sis and continues through the 
Torah (the seventy people taken by Jacob to Egypt, for instance. apparently 
increased to two or three l11illion within 150 years). At all periods large, and 
sOlnetinles huge variations occur in the ""estimates'". and only estinlates are 
possible, as the present ternl, .... Jew·', is legally indefinable and statistically 
elusive. 

An eminent Jewish authority, Dr. Hans Kohn, in his article on .... the 
distribution of Jews" in the Encyclopaedia Britannica Book qfthe Yearfor 1942, 
writes: 

.... In view of the fact that in several of the countries where the largest number of 
Jews were living in 1941 the census did not contain an}' qucstions regarding religion 
... the exact nUlllber of Jews in the world in 1941 could not he ascertained. The 
definition of persons falling under the classification of "Jewish race' is in no lvay 
agreed upon . .. In countries where the census included questions of religious 
origins, even this religious criterion o.f Jelvish .faith is d~lficult to d(fine exactly. 
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Thus the assunlption which generally varied around the figure of 16 n1illion" (for 
the entire viorld) "cannot cfaint any .loundation on exact .figures. To this 
uncertainty about the nUInber of Jews in the world \vas added in recent years a 

gr(Hring uncertainty abollt their Ilunlerical distribution in the d(j]erent countries and 
(·ontinents. Probably lllore than 6~OOO,OOOJews lived in Poland and the U.S.S.R." 

A weaker basis than that even for "estilnates" (not to speak of ""statistics'~)can 
hardly be in1agined~ yet in the ensuing period~ when all the additional confusions 
of war and occupation were piled on this infirm foundation, precise numbers of 
Jewish casualties were produced day by day, circulated by thousands of 
assiduous propagandists, and at the end declared to anlount to six millions! 

Dr. Kohn says that ""probably~' more than 6~000~000 Jews lived in Poland and 
U.S.S.R. in 1941. In respect of the U.S.S.R. this luight corroborate another 
Jewish authority (Prof. t-l.M.'T. Loewe), \vho said in the Encyclopaedia 
Britannica o.f 1937 that 2~ 700.000 Jews then lived there. Sin1ilarly, four Y'ears 
earlier (1933) the Jewishjournal Opinion had stated that the Jewish population of 
the U .S.S. R. was under 3,000~OOO; and the Soviet official Encyclopaedia in 1953 
stated that '''the Jewish population of the Soviet Union in 1939 was 3,020,000". 

This near agreement among four authorities in respect of the period 1933-1941 
might lead the reader to think that the nunlber of Jews in one country at least (the 
U.S.S.R.) was established \vith reasonable accuracy at a given time. On the 
contrary, this is a statistical jungle where nothing is ever established. In 1943 the 
Jewish Conllnissar Mikhoels said in London (according to the Johannesburg 
JeH'ish TiJnes of 1952), ""Today \ve have in the Soviet Union 5,000,000 Jews". 
That is t\\10 n1illion morc than two years before, and if it was true presuillably 
meant that most of the Jews in Poland, after Hitler and Stalin fell out, lnoved into 
Soviet territory. However, in the saIne issue of the feH'ish TiJnes a leading Jewish 
writer, Mr. Joseph Leftwich, stated that the Jewish population of the U.S.S.R. in 
1952 was 2,500,000, '''a loss since 1943 of 2,500,000". He asked, ""where and ho\v 
did they disappear'?"; the answer, in my judgnlent, is that 1110st of them 
disappeared into the statistics. 

That is not the end of the confusion in this one section of the question. The 
Encyclopaedia Britannica of 1937 (in giving the above-cited figure of 2,700,000 
Jews in Russia on Jewish authority) said they forlTIed about six percent of the 
total population. The total population was elsewhere given in the saIne 
encyclopaedia as 145,000,000 and six percent of that would be 8,700,000! 

The encyclopaedias, statistical yearbooks and aln1anacs are in this one 
question all at odds with each other and untrust\vorthy. I could lTIultiply 
examples (for instance, the Je\vish World Congress in 1953 announced that the 
Je\vish population of the U.S.S.R. was L500,000) but wandering in a nlaze 
\vithout an outlet is profitless. All publishedfigllres are '''estill1ates'' made at the 
estimators' pleasure, and are without value. A professional accountant nlight 
write a book on the efforts of the encyclopaedists to tTIake the post-\var figure of 
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Je\vish population in the world conform with the pre-war '''estilnates~~~ nlinus six 
Inillion. Figures are tricky things: a few exalnples: 

The leading American reference yearbook, the ~florld ,AI111anac, in 1947 gave 
the 1939 Je\vish world-population as 15~688~259. In later editions up to 1952 it 
increased this prewar estimate (without explanation) by a nlil1ion~ to 16~643~ 120. 
It gave the 1950 population as 11 ~940~OOO, which~ if subtracted fronl the first 
figure given for 1939~ gives a reduction of nearly four 111i11ions (though not of six). 
Ho\vever, it based even this "'estilnate" on another estimate, nalnely. that in 1950 
the Jewish population of the U.S.S.I{. was 2,000,000. 'This still left unanswered 
Mr. Leftwich's question in respect of Comlni,sar 1Vlikhocls's statenlent, that in 
1943 the Jewish population of the U.S.S.R. was 5J)OO,OOO. 

In England Whittaker '51 Allnanac, ofsinlilar eminence, struggled with the saIne 
problcll1. In its 1949 and 1950 issues it gave the 1939 "estilllaled~' Je\Nish \vorld
population as 16,838,000 and that of 1949 as 11,385,200, a reduction of nearly 
5~500~000. However- the figures given for Je\vish population in separate countries 
added up tv i3,120,000 (not 11,385,2(0). Incidentally~ Whitaker's in 1950 gave 
the Jewish population of the U.S.S.R. as 5,300,000, against the ~/Vorld Alnlanac's 
figure for the same year of 2,000,000. 

Both these publications are of the highest repute for painstaking accuracy and 
the fault is not theirs~ in this one lnatter alone onl.1' Je\vish "estimates'~ are 
available, and for obvious reasons no dependence can be placed on these. I 
pointed out the discrepancies in a book of 1951 and observed that J1l hitaker's in 
1952 no longer contained these '''estimates of Je\vish populations"~ apparently it 
had abandoned the statistical quest as hopeless, and was right to do so. Another 
encyclopaedia in its 1950 edition also dropped the subject. 

Finally, the NeH' York TinIes, which may be described as the worlers leading 
Jewish ne\vspaper (it is Jewish-o\vned and New York is today prinlarily a Jewish 
city) in 1948 published what claimed to be an authoritative statistical art.icle, 
computing the Jewish population of the world (three years after the \var~s end) 
between 15,700,000 and 18,600,000..If either figure was near truth this meant that 
the Jewish world-population had remained stationary or increased during the 
\var years. 

Ne\vspaper articles are soon forgotten (unless some diligent student preserves 
them) but the great propagandist fabrications arc handed on. Thus the 
historians~ those men of precision in other questions~ passed on the legend of 
"nlass-extermination" to posterity. At the \var's end Professor Arnold J. 
Toynbee was producing his monulnental Study 0.[ History and in its eighth 
volulne (1954) said that "the Nazis ... reduced the Jewish population of 
Continental Europe, west of the Soviet Union~ from about 6J million to about 1J 
million by a process of nlass-extermination". He called this '"a bare statistical 
statement" and then added a footnote showing that it \vas not a statistical 
statement: "'it is not possible to give exact.fi(~ures based 0l~! accurate statistics and it 
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seenled ilnprobable in 1952 that the necessary information H'ould ever be 
ohtainah/e". Professor Toynbee explains that his figure was based on Jewish 
""calculations~ in \vhich there were several possible sources of error". He 
concludes that ""it n1ight be estin1ated~~ that five 111illion Continental Jews had 
been done to death by the Nazis. 

The estimate is historically valueless. The starting-point for consideration of 
this question is the fact that six n1illion Jews, or anything approaching that 
nun1ber~ cannot possibly have been ""done to death~~ or caused to '''perish~'~ for 
the reasons given at the start of this discussion~ the very assertion~ nlade before 
the Nurel11berg court, was an affront to their 825~000 fighting-men~ sailors and 
civilians, killed in all theatres of war, of which only the Western politicians of this 
century would have been capable. 

The nUlnber of Jews who were killed or perished will never be known, for the 
reasons already stated and partly discovered by Professor Toynbee in his 
footnote to history. The very ternl ""Jew" is indefinable~ Jews are often not 
isolated in statistics~ and at no time can the nUInber of living Jews in the world be 
ascertained with any approach to accuracy. Indeed, any attempt to reach 
statistical clarity through census or imnligration data is attacked as 
""discrimination~' and ""anti-semitisnl ~~. For instance: 

""lIllnligrants seeking to settle in Australia will fronl now on not be asked on 
application forms if they are Jewish, it \vas l11ade known in Sydney by the 
executive comlnittee of Australian Jewry, which protested against this practice to 
the inlmigration authorities'~ (the }el1'ish Tinles, Johannesburg). In England, ""it 
is impossible~ in the absence o.{ (~fficial statistics, to do nlore than n1ake an 
intelligent guess ... the exact number of Jews in Britain remains a 111ystery'~ (the 
Zionist Record, Johannesburg). In America, President Roosevelt was brought 
under unren1itting pressure to abolish the requirement to state ""Jewish" on 
in1n1igration forIlls, and in 1952 a major campaign was waged by the Anti
Defan1ation League and the An1erican Jewish Committee against the McCarran
Walter Act becau~e it sought to restore this requirenlent. This act was in the event 
passed over President Trunlan's veto, but even a rigorous application of the 
reinstated requirelnent would not lead to clarification, as applicants, if they wish, 
may insert ""British" or any similar description, instead of ""Jewish~'. 

This state of statistical affairs is now wellnigh universal~ so that the whole 
question is a l11ystery and has deliberately been made one. None can even guess 
the nUIllber of Jews whose deaths, during the war, \vere not natural or the result 
of bombing and the like~ but who were done to death by the Nazis. My opinion is 
that, whatever was the number of Jews in the countries overrun by Hitler, the 
number of their victiIllS was in roughly that proportion to the total population 
stricken, Polish, Czech and other. I have found this to be the opinion of all 
persons known to me who survived the concentration camps and occupations. 
Having suffered themselves, their feeling for Jewish victims was as strong as for 
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all others, but they could not understand why the one case of the Jews was singled 
out and the number of Jewish victilTIS nl0nstrously exaggerated. 

The reason, hidden fronl them, became clear with the hangings on the Jewish 
Day of Judgnlent, for this synlbolic act set the pattern for the entire conduct of 
the occupation, on both sides of the line, in its early years, and even for the future 
conduct of Western foreign policy far outside the bounds of Europe. The 
TahTIudic vengeance was the start of a new era in the history of the West, during 
which all national considerations were to be subordinated to the cause of Jewish 
nationhood, as represented by the Talmudists from Russia. 

I have a description, from a person who was present, of the nlanner in which 
the Nurenlberg judgnlent canle to be delivered on Septenlber 30 and October 1, 
1946 (between the Jewish New Year, Septenlber 26, and the Jewish Day of 
Atonement, October 5), and was executed immediately after midnight in the 
lnorning of October 16, Hoshana Rabba, the day when the Jewish god, after an 
interval during which he considers his verdict on every single hunlan being, and 
11lay still pardon sinners, delivers hisfinaljudg!71cnt. This description says, "' ... all 
thought the judgnlent \\lould be delivered sooner than it was, and a nU!71her ql' 
tr{fling circul77stances dela.red it, till the dale H'as./ixcdso!7u:vrhere round ..)eptc}l1ber 
15 ... Then X, one of the member judges, objected to the literary fornl of part of 
the judgment ... it was roughly calculated how long it would take to recast it and 
to recopy the recasting~ and the date was fixed by this". 

I have deleted the nanle of the n1enlber judge. As a result of this delay for 
literary improvement the judgment fell n1idway through the holiest ten days of 
the Jewish Year and was executed on the day of Jehovah's vengeance. I had 
foretold SOllle such denouenlent, in a book published during the war, after Mr. 
Anthony Eden, on 17 December 1942 in the House of Con1nl0ns, had nlade a 
~"Declaration" about the Jews, in which he inlplicitly limited to the Jews the 
threat that '''Those responsible for these CrilTIeS shall not escape retribution". Mr. 
Roosevelt, in AlTIerica, had nlade a declaration of sinlilar implication. 

The Nuremberg trial fornled the nl0del for lTIany lesser '''war crimes" trials~ 

these have been discussed, fron1 the legal and nloral point ofvie\\l, in the books of 
Mr. Montgonlery Belgion, Mr. F.J.P. Veale and the late Captain Russell 
Grenfell. A little of the truth about them filtered out in the course of years. In 
1949 an American AdlTIinistration of Justice Review Board, appointed after 
numerous protests, reported on some of the American Inilitary court trials at 
Dachau, where 297 death sentences had been approved. The report spoke of 
.... mock trials" to which the defendants had been brought hooded, with ropes 
round their necks, and .... tried" before mock-altars with crucifIxes and candles~ 

they were subjected to brutal treatnlent in the effort to extort confessions which 
then could be produced before the real trial (the prisoners were led to believe that 
the mock-trial was the genuine one). 

The biggest of these trials was the .... Malmedy trial" of 1945-1946, at which 
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forty-three prisoners were sentenced to death. This trial related to the killing of 
American prisoners by SS. troops near Malmedy in 1944, and bitter feeling 
against any proved guilty was to be expected fronl Arnerican prosecutors. 
However, the torlnentors of these prisoners were not Americans, as those who 
relnen1ber the adlnirable bearing of Anlerican troops in Germany after the First 
World War nlight expect 'They were Jews from Austria who had entered the 
United States just before the Second War and, under Mr. Roosevelt's regilne, 
had quickly been taken into the American arnlY and American uniforn1. A 
genuine Anlcrican who \vas present at these nl0ck-trials (a veteran court 
reporter) stated that he left the service of the War Crilnes Branch in disgust after 
witnessing the ""brutal sadis111'· practised by one of the inquisitors. Then the chief 
American prosecutor in this trial, a colonel, adlnitted to a Senate subcomnlittee 
that he had kno\vn about the lnock-trials~ he thought they were proper if the trial 
court itself was infornled of the method used to obtain the defendants· 
confessions. and said the prisoners should have known that the black-rnass trial 
was a false one because they were not assigned defence counsel. 

A Judicial COll1111ission \vas sent to investigate and reported in 1949 that the 
confessions ""adnlittedly" had been obtained by ""the use of nl0ck trials in which 
one or lnore persons attired as An1erican officers pretended to preside as judges 
and others attired in f\nlerican unifofll1S pretended to be the prosecutor and 
defender of the accused". In consequence some of the death sentences were 
COlll111uted. 'The chairlnan of this comrnission, Justice Gordon Silnpson of Texas, 
told the Senate SubcoITlmittee that the trial procedures followed were ""not 
Alnerican" (they certainly were not British) and had been agreed ""at the London 
FOUf-PO\Ver Conference that fixed th~ terms of the war crimes trials", so that 
responsibility, once nl0re, goes back to the politicians of London and 
Washington and the groups \vhich exercised pressure on them. Justice Sinlpson 
also testi1ied that the l\Jl1erican Army ""could not find enough qualifIed 
Anlcricans·' for these \var crimes trials, in \vhich the good name of the West was 
involved, ""and therefore had to dra\v on some of the Gernlan refugees". 

This aspect of the trials was further illulninated by an event of January 1953, 
when two nlen \\'ere arrested by the Anlerican lnilitary authorities in occupied 
'Vienna on charges of conspiring \vith a secretary of the Soviet Embassy in 
Washington to transrnit secret Alnerican lnilitary documents to the Soviet state. 
They were both Viennese-born Jews who had reached America in 1938 and 1940,
at the ages of 16 and 26. In any previous \var they would have been kept under 
observation as ""enelny aliens·'; under Mr. Roosevelt they had received American 
arnlY cOll1missions as ""friendly aliens". In 1945 they were made ...·nlembers of the 
Alnerican prosecution teall1 at the war crin1es trials". When they were arrested as 
Cornnlunist agents and spies a high of11cial of the Alnerlcan Military 
Government in Vieuna said~ "'This ties in \vith information showing that too 
nlany of IheA1J1ericons employed at Nuremberg were either COlnnlunists or were 
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being used by Communists~~. He added that "'the American prosecution staff at 
Nuremberg went off in hundreds of directions when the trials were over~ Inany 
into the American State DepartInent or the United Nations~'. 

At this tinlC the further disclosure was made that in 1949 Mr. John J. McCloy 
(an Anlerican I-ligh COlnmissioner particularly feared by the Gerrnans during the 
war-crimes trials period) had been given legal briefs "'sho\ving that serious errors 
in translation from German and other languages into English were introduced 
in to evidence; these errors~ in SOine cases~ vvere nlade by persons \vhose 
COITIlnUnist ties have since been proved by loyalty checks". This Inaterial has 
never been Blade public, but if it should ever be used in an impartial investigation 
of the trials grave embarrassment for the Western leaders \vould be caused. At 
the war's end Comlnunists were everywhere in control of the Nazi concentration 
c,unps (as will be sho\vn later in this chapter): in the nlanner above described they 
became prosecutors and judges of the very crinles \vhich they had COlnl1ljtted! 

On both sides of the line vengeance was wreaked in the sarne spirit. Mongolian 
soldiers from the East, as they entered Gernlany, were incited by the recorded 
voice .of Ilya Ehrenburg~ fronl Moscow ~ to fall in particular on pregnall t \VOnlen~ 

what else could the rabid injunction nlean. not to spare "~even lfIlborn Fascists~'. 

An American WOJnan living in Berlin. Mrs. FrllIlces FavielL described her horror 
when she read the diary kept by her housekeeper, Lotte, and its description of 
·~the raping of Lotte and thousands of women, even old \vomcn of 65, by the 
filthy Mongol troops, not once but tilne after tinle~ \VOlnen \vith their children 
clinging to their skirts ..." The diary recorded "~every date and detaiL written by 
the light of Lotte's torch, the murders of those \vho had tried to protect the old 
\VOIllen, the apology of the Russian officer who had found the bodies ... his 
explanation to Lotte that the troops had heen given forty-eight hours 
Pllll1de~lreiheit... It was one of the nl0st horrible dOCUJllents] had ever read and 
I felt icy cold as I put it down". Plunde'fj~eih(!il,'loot-liberty! This was the hU111an 
result of the political arrangement Inade, to the drinking of forty-five toasts. at 
Yalta. 

On the Western side of the line the saIne vengeance continued. In August 1947 
a British M.P.~ Mr. Nigel Birch. found nearly four thousand Germans still in one 
concentration camp, held indefinitely without charge or trial. He reported that 
the first question put to thenl, if they ultl1nately caIne to trial, \vas ahvays the 
san1e: ""Did you know the Jelt'S \vere being persecuted?" The story continued in 
that vein: no other persecution mattered (and at that tin1c legions of hUInan 
beings had been driven back to the Soviet terror which they tried to escape). 

The British and American Governnlents left the Gennans in no doubt as to the 
nature of the vengeance they were exacting. One of the first acts of the Allied 
High Conlmissioners was to enact a law '''against anti-semitisnl". Thus they 
extended into the West the law which identified the nature of the first Bolshevist 
administration in R.ussia, the ""law against anti-semitism" introduced on July 27. 
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1918. Under this British-American edict Gerlnans were being inlprisoned and 
their property confiscated ten years latec in 1955~ and in 1956 a Jew from 
Austria, by that tinlC donlicilcd in England and a naturalized British subject, 
brought action against a Gernlan under a Western Gennan law (inherited froln 
the Allied High Conlnlissioners) which made it an offence ""to utter anti-senlitic 
rel11arks or be unduly prejudiced against Je\vs". 

T'hese laws prevent public discussion, but cannot suppress thought. Their 
object, plainly, was to suppress all public enquiry about the nature of the reginle, 
west of the .... Iron Curtain" as east of it. l'he effect was to give carte hlanche to 
Plundel}i'eiheit in the Anglo-Alnerican zone, too. For instance, the Anglo
Anlerican law against anti-selnitisln explicitly Inade a cril11inal offence of public 
discussion of the following affair, which I quote in the words of the Jell'ish Herald 
of Johannesburg: 

.... Philip Auerbach \vas a In<1n of extraordinarily strong character, courageous 
in the extrenle, burning \vith Je\vish pride and lit up with a sense of hate of 
Gerillan Nazisnl ... 11e \vas ruthless and nu!rciless in the days H,hen the Alnerican 
f()rces ll'tTe still haters (~( Gern1any and H'ere still ready to do hi,..,' hidding, to co
operate ll'ith hinl ill relieving the G'ennans (~(their loot, giving hiln a virtual carte
h/anchc f[)r signing dOCUl11ents, f()r scorching. causing arrests and striking terror 

... In those days It'hen l>hilijJ Auerhach app::ared at the head 0.( in11nense Jell'ish 
den10nstrations in Gernulny ({Iter the ~rar, the high-ranking Anzerican qfficers 

usually accon1panied hin1, thereby indicating his authoritJ'. W'ith the JeH'ish/lag at 
the head q(these dernonstrations, Auerhach It'ould take the saillte, the band playing 
Hatikvah and the tens of thousands of D.P. 's joining in what was a constant 
political offensive for opening the gates of Palestine before the restoration of the 
state ... No one H'ill el'cr he ahle to estitnafe the value in fnoney 0.( assets (~( all 
kinds, eqllljJJ71ent, clothing,/ilrniture, n10tor-cars and every variety o.(conunodity 
It'hich Auerbach helped out q(G'ennany ... He H'ie/ded a pOll'er in GernulIly only 
second to that q( the 111 iiitary au thorit ies". 

The l11an described \vas a private person, and was able to use the arn1ed forces 
of Aillerica for his looting. His crilnes \vere so flagrant that in tinle Jewish 
organizations dissociated thenlselves froln hinl (he robbed Jews and Gentiles 
inlpartially-), though on grounds of expediency nlore than l11orals. Seven years 
later (1952), when West German political support for .... the frce world" was 
becolning inlportant again, he was arrested on charges ·"elnbracing interlninable 
lists of good~ which had been carried out of Gernlany hy f()rged docun1cnts, 

possibly involving also Jelt'islz o.tlicers in the An1erican ArlllY and JeH'ish H'e(lare 
organi~atiolls" . 

In 1952 the West Gennan governn1ent was being forced to pay ""reparations" 
to the new Zionist state and a full public disclosure of Auerbach's looting 
activities, conducted with An1erican ArnlY support would have been 
elnbarrassing. Therefore the above-quoted charge was dropped, ""no doubt 
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because of repercussions of a political character~~~ as the Jelt'ish Herald rel11arked. 
}~ad it been nlaintained even a bogus case for the payment of Gern1an tribute to 
Zionists fron1 Russia in Palestine would have been hard to l11ake plausible. 
Consequently Auerbach was tried (with a rabbi) lnerely on n1inor counts of 
elnbezzling sonle $700~000 of funds~ blackn1ail~ accepting bribes and forging 
returns. He received thirty n10nths ilnprisonlnent and later COI11111itted suicide. 

The An1erican and British press published brieL unintelligible reports of this 
affair~ with the insinuation that it denoted the revival of ""anti-semitism~~ in 
Gerlnany. This \rvas the echo of the tone taken in the Jewish press~ \vhich after 
Auerbach ~s suicide asked ""On w"hose head this blood?~~~ and the like~ the 
suggestion that any conviction of any Jewish defendant on any charge~ whether 
guilty or innocent was a sign of .... anti-selllitisn1~~ \vas by then general. The Jelt'ish 
Herald, for instance~ considered the charges lTIorally iniquitous because they 
related to a period when .... nonnal regulations were disregarded by everyone~ 

ahol'e all hy JeH's, who just[fiahly ignored Gennan considerations of right and 
wrong~~. The principles ignored were not Gern1an but universal in Christian 
cOlnl11unities~ or had been theretofore. I'he only protest against these 
falsitlcations. seen by lne~ came froln a Je\vish correspondent of the New York 
Daily lVeH's, who by chance had suffered from Auerbach~s crinles~ had it COlne 
froln a Gernlan victiln~ or an Anlerican or British eyewitness~ I believe no 
Western newspaper would have printed it. 

The Western lnasses knew nothing of these happenings in British-Alnerican
occupied Germany at the tinle~ and nlight not have objected violently if they had 
known~ for at that period they were still under the in1~uence of wartinle 
propaganda. particularly in the matter of the Nazi concentration calnps. l'hey 
seenled to nle conlpletely to have forgotten that the concentration camp was 
originally a COll1nlunist idea~ copied by t~itler~ and that the further the Red 
arnlies were allowed into Europe the 1110re certain its perpetuation beccllne. Their 
feelings were inftalned by the horrifying news-reel pictures~ shown to theln on a 
lnillion screens as the Allied arnlies entered Germany~ of piles of en1aciated 
corpses stacked like firewood in these calnps. 

I was a lnenlber of those audiences and heard the COlnments around n1e with 
lnisgi ving. Wartin1e propagands is the nlost insidious poison known to lnan~ and 
I believe these picturegoers of 1945~ deprived of truthful inforn1ation for years~ 

had lost all ability~ perhaps all desire to judge what they saw. I think 1110St of them 
thought the hUlnan ren1ains they sa\v were those of Jews~ for this was the 
suggestion hcll11nlered into their minds by the press day by day. T'hey constantly 
read of ""Nazi gas chalnbersjoJ' Jelt's ... Nazi crenlatoriaf()r Jelt's~~~ and few of 
then1 in later years troubled to read the stories of inmates and find out who these 
victinls truly were. One instance: a Gern1an \\10n1an who spent five years in 
Ravensbruck ccllnp (Frau Margaret Bubel's Newn1ann) says the first victinls were 
the sick or q[fficted, or those incapable of' It'ork, and the next ones were "the 
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il?/erior races n, anl0ng wh.om the Poles were placed first, and the Czechs, BaIts, 
Hungarians and others next. 

Thus the piles of dead received as little true compassion as the living who were 
driven back by the Western Allies into the concentration-camp area, and today it 
may be only a nlatter of historical interest pertaining to such a book as this, to 
show that the "'Nazi" concentration canlps, at the time when the Anglo
!\merican arlnies entered Germany, \vere predonlinantly under Communist 
control, that Jews were anlong the tormentors, and that anti-Communism was a 
surer qualification for the death-chalnber than anti-Hitlerisln! 

Ten years ago this statelnent (\vhich I substantiate below) would have been 
sunk by mere weight of derision, if it could have been published at all. Today 
enough has been revealed about the Illunlinist Communist method of infiltrating 
every class, party, church, organization and institution for SOlne people at least to 
await the proof\vith open 111ind~ or so I suppose. Lenin's dictum was that all \vars 
must in their course be turned into revolutionary wars, which means that the 
melnbers of the conspiracy n1ust fight for the success of the revolution, not for 
their country's ~ictory. 1~he capture of the concentration camps was more helpful 
to this strategy than anything else could have been, because the call1ps were full of 
people who, if they survived, \vould have fought Communisn1, as they fought 
Hitlerisnl, to the death. The \vorld has never understood this aspect of the 
resistance to Hitler, because it never uli.derstood Hitler hinlself. Those who have 
persisted with this book Inay see the deep significance of his \\lords to Hermann 
Rauschning: ""1 got illumination and ideas/rolJ1 the Freemasons that I could never 
have obtained from other sources" (alrnost exactly Adam Weishaupt's \vords) 
...... I have learnt a great deal fro111 Marxisnl ... The whole of National 
Socialism is based on if'. 

The Comlnunists, in their capture of the concentration calnps, were aided by 
the policy of unconditional support of the revolution \vhich the Western leaders 
pursued~ it gave thenl power and prestige anl0ng the captives which they used for 
their own ends. I was appalled \vhen a young British officer, parachuted into 
Yugoslavia, described to Ine the drops of containers filled with golden sovereigns 
(\vhich a British subject nlay not legally possess) to Tito. * The same thing 
happened in Greece. Major W. Stanley Moss, dropped into Greek Macedonia as 
a British cOlnmando-leader and liaison officer, found the Comn1unists usurping 
control of the guerillas by means of the golden rain that dropped on them and 
says, "~\\/hen the Great Day caIne" (victory in Europe) ""the world was alnazed at 
the wealth of gold which the Communists found at their disposal. None of the 
lTIOney canle [roIn Russia~ it H'as presented to the C~omnll{nists by the Allies. For 
years money had been poured into the country for the maintenance of guerilla 
forces and the general pursuance of the war, but the Comlnunists had used only a 
sJnal1 proportion q( it in the fight against the G'ermans. We knew long before the 
*See footnote on page 407 
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event of the turn the future would take ... and yet H'e tvere unable to do anything 
to prevent iI". (Major Moss makes one factuall11is-statement; ""the world" was 
never ""amazed at the wealth of gold" which the Allies had dropped on the 
Communists, because the world was never informed of it). 

The picture was the same in every occupied country. Wing..Commander Yeo
Thonlas, sent secretly into France to study the methods and organization of the 
French resistance lTIOVelllent, .vainly warned London: ""The avowed aim of the 
Conlnlunist Party was the 111ass uprising o.l'Frenchnzen on D-Da.y . .. to dOlninate 
all others a./ier liberation. Meanwhile B.B.C. broadcasters jeered at Frenchmen 
who feared the "Conl111unist bogey'." The consequences of this were described by 
Mr. Sisley Huddleston in 1952; during the ""liberation" of France the 
COlnmunists killed in cold blood nlore than a hundred thousand anti
COInnlunists. 

In these circunlstances it was inevitable that the Comnlunists should come to 
power in the ""Nazi" concentration camps too, so that the Western masses, when 
they saw the pictures of these camps being ""liberated" in fact beheld something 
which their arinies were to nlake permanent in Europe east of the Elbe line. The 
truth caIne out in 1948 but if one in a million of the people who saw those pictures 
knows of it I shall be surprised. 

In that year the revolutionary chieftain in Yugoslavia, the pseudonymous 
""Marshal Tito", \vas at odds with the rulers in the Kremlin. This was dangerous 
for a COlnnlunist and he may have thought to protect himself, better than by 
arlTIed bodyguards, by Inaking public something of what he knew, calculating 
that Moscow might then leave hinl alone rather than provoke further revelations. 
The trial he staged was reported in Yugoslavia and ignored in the West. He had 
thirteen of his Conllnunist intimates shot (senior governmental and party 
officials).fc)r taking part in the lnass-Jnurder 0.(captives at the fnost il~(arnous camp 
0.( all, Dachau. 

Truth outs in the strangest ways, though in our age of press-control it does not 
out very far. In this case the releasing instrunlent was an elderly Austrian general, 
Wilhelnl Spielfried, \vho emerged alive from Dachau. He wanted the world to 
know what had transpired there, and in the confusion attending the breakup of 
the camp (on the arrival ofWestern troops) he extracted from the cOInnlandanfs 
office a Gestapo card-index recording the people done to death, and the nlanner, 
signed by the Gestapo agent responsible in each case. Among these agents \vere 
*Mr. Winston Churchill's efforts to reduce the area of Soviet incursion into Europe, after the fighting, by an 
invasion from the South which would have given the Western Allies command at least of Austria and 
Czechoslovakia and very probably of Hungary and the whole of Germany, were weakened by his insistence on 
setting up Communism in Yugoslavia. That action, for which his Memoirs give no suftlcient explanation, also 
weakens his post-war argument, recalling his vain attempts to gain American support for the blow from the South 
and maintaining that the outcome of the war would have been differcnt and better had he been heard. His emissary 
to the Communist leader, Tito, has recorded his own misgiving in this matter and 1\1 r. Churchill's instruction to him: 
""The less you and J worry abollt the form of government they set up the better". The effect of Mr. Churchill"s 
actions was to ""set up" the Communist form of government and to ahandol1 the anti-Communist leader and British 
ally, General Mihailovitch, who was later executed by Tito. 
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several of .... Marshal Tito's" leading collaborators. In tiine General Spielfried 
gained publication for this small section of his material; the remainder still awaits 
a publisher bold enough to print it. 

....Tito" (one Joseph Brosz) had himselfbeen a I(renllin agent frOITI 1934 on. By 
putting his nearest collaborators on public trial (at Ljubljana on April 20, 1948) 
he poised the s\vord of further disclosures over the Kremlin donles. The accused 
lnen included Oskar J uranitsch (Secretary General in Tito's Foreign Ministry)~ 

Branko Dil (Inspector General of Yugoslav Economy)~ Stane Os\vald (a senior 
official, with nlinisterial rank, in the Ministry of Industry)~ Janko Pufler (head of 
Tito's State Chernical Trust)~ Milan Stcpischnik (head of Tito's State 
Metallurgical Institute)~ Karl Barle (an official with ministerial rank)~ Professors 
Boris Kreintz and Miro Koschir of the University of Ljubljana~ and other 
Conlmunist notables. All were fornler nlenlbers of the International Brigade in 
Spain, and agents of the MVD (Soviet secret police). 

All nlade the custolnary confessions~ the defence they advanced is of prior 
interest. They justified thclnselves silnply by clailTIing that they had never killed or 
il~illred a C0111111unist: '''1 never endangered one qj'ollrs; I never did anything to a 
party-colnradc". They said they invariably chose for death anyone who could be 
classified as a Conservative, Liberal, Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, Jew or 
Gipsy, provided that the victim was not a (~onllnunist. 

This collaboration in the concentration canlps between Hitler's Gestapo and 
its prototype. Stalin's MVD,* caIne about in the following way .....Anti-Fascist 
COlTInlittees" were fornled in the ccunps. If Hitler and his Gestapo had been 
genuine in their professions, these conlmittees would obviously have furnished 
the first victinls of the gas-chanlbers. Instead, they were accepted as representing 
the canlp innlates and were given privileged status, then agreeing to take part in 
the killings. I'his was the perfect way of ensuring that anti-Conl111unists should be 
few in post-\var GernlallY. 

In this nlanner the piles of corpses grew, which the outer world later beheld on 
screens in darkened rooms. This pictorial journalisnl fulfilled to the letter Mr. 
G. K. Chesterton's dictum of lTIany years earlier: ~"JournaliSlTI is a false picture of 
the \vorld, thrown upon a lighted screen in a darkened room so that the real world 
is not seen". 

*In this matter. too. the Western masses were hopekssly misled by years of propaganda. presenting "the Nazis" and 
"our Soviet allies" a~ opposites. whereas a close ~lfflnity always existed. Mr. Karl Stern. a Jew from Germany who 
migrated to North America and henllne a convert to Roman Catholicism. records his own misunderstanding of 
this. during German days when he was on the staffofa psychiatric institute: "A couple of Nazi doctors held forth on 
the so-called 'Theory of Permanent Revolution' of Trotzky. This theory was new to me ... but that it should be 
propounded by these people was something entirely new and quite astonishing ... 1said. 'Gentlemen. 1understand 
that you dra\\' a good deal of your theory on political strategy from Trotzky. Does it not strike you as extraordinary 
that you. Nazis. quote Trotzky. a Bolshevist and a Jew. as if he were your evangelist?' They laughed and looked at 
me as one would look at a political yokeL which 1 was ... They helonged to a then quite powerful wing in the Nazi 
party whieh was in favour oran alliance of Communist Russia and Nazi Germany against what they called Western 
Capitalism ... When one was not listening very carefully. one was never quite sure whether they were talking 
Nazism or Bolshevism. and in the end it did not matter much." 
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The Communist Juranitsch, the chief accused, said~ ~~'{ es, I killed hundreds 
and thousands of people, and took part in the 'scienti1ic experirrlents'~ that was 
my task in Dachau". Dil explained that his work had been to experiment with 
blood-stilling preparations~ he had shot the subjects pointblank in the chest for 
the purpose. Puller described the injection of selected innlates with malaria bacilli 
for the purposes of observation, stating that ~~they died like flies, and we reported 
to the doctor or SS. offIcer the results". These confessions were not false. They 
were corroborated and could not be denied, for the reports fnade were the ones 
abstracted by General Spielfried fronl the comlnandant's office. Pufler explained 
how these C:ol1lmunist trusties of the Gestapo hid their collaboration from other 
inrrlates~ when they themselves reappeared frOID the laboratories and crematoria 
they told sonle invented story of a trick or miracle to explain their escape~ as none 
of the victims ever returned, they could not be challenged. 

These men ended against a wall, but not for their crimes. They were discarded 
like pawns by their master in his game against the Kremlin. 'They had strictly 
obeyed the master-tenet of the revolution ("all wars are revolutionary wars") by 
using the opportunity given to thenl to destroy political opponents, and not "the 
enemy". They did, in another form, what the rulers in Moscow did when they 
nlassacred th~ 15,000 Polish officers in Katyn Forest~ they attacked the nation
states and laid the foundations for the all-obliterating revolution. 

The revelations of the Ljubljana trial have received corroboration, in various 
points, from many books of survivors frOID the concentration canlps. Mr. Odo 
Nansen, son of the fanl0us Norwegian explorer, wrote of his experience in the 
Sachsenhausen camp, eighteen months before the \var ended: 

'''It's extraordinary how the Communists have lnanaged things here~ they have 
all the po\ver in canlp next to the SS., and they attract all the other COlnmunists, 
froln other countries, and place them in key positions . . . Many of the 
Norwegian prisoners here have turned Communist. Besides all the in1nlediate 
advantages it offers, n10st likely they expect Russia to be the big noise after the 
war, and then I suppose they think it may be handy to have one's colour right. 
Last night I was talking to our Blockaeltester, a Communist. When he and his 
Inates came into power, there would be not merely retaliation but even more 
brutality and greater cruelty than the SS. uses to us. I could make no headway 
with my humanism against that icy block of hate and vengefulness, that 
hardboiled, hidebound focussing on a new dictatorship" 

Wing Conlmander Yeo-Tholllas, who was parachuted into France to help the 
French resistance, \vas captured and taken to Buchenwald. He \vas told on 
arrival by a British officer already there: ~'Don't let on that you are officers, and if 
any of you held any executive position in peacetime keep it to yourselves. The 
internal adluinistration· of the carnp is in the hands ql Communists ... 
Buchenwald is the worst camp in Germany; your chances of survival are 
practically nil". Wing Commander Yeo-Thomas says, "The three chief internal 
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administrators of the camp, called Lageraeltester, were COlnmunists". Under the 
supervision of these men, ""prisoners were inoculated with typhus and other 
germs and their reactions, alnl0st always ending in death, under the various 
vaccines, studied". Only three of this officer's group of thirty-seven captives 
survived, the others being hanged on hooks in the crenlatoriull1 wall and slowly 
strangled to death. The three survivors "had to fear their fellow-prisoners almost 
as much as they had jorlnerly feared the Gernlans~ for the Conzmunists, if they 
learned that officers had managed to cheat the gallows, would certainly denounce 
them?'. 

CO~1n1unists ran these camps, tortured and nlurd~red the'victilns. If there was 
any difference between them and the Gestapo jailers it was only that they were 
mqre villainous, because they denounced and killed nlen who were supposed to 
be their comrades in battle against a common foe. As the Eastern Jews, in 
p'articular, play so large a part in Communism, Jews logically appear among the 
persons implicated in these deeds. l'hat is not in itself surprising at all, for Jews, 
like all other men, are good and bad, cruel or hunlane; but it was kept hidden 
from the public masses~ who received a picture of torture-canlps inhabited 
alnl0st·entirely by Jews, tornlented by depr'aved '''Nazi'' captors. In fact, the Jews 
forn1ed a small proportion of the entire camp-population; the torn1entors in the 
last three years of the war were largely Communists, whose motives have been 
shown; and among these tormentors were Jews. 

My files include a number of reports from JeH'ish newspapers of ""trials" of 
Jews denounced by former Jewish inmates of the Auschwitz, Vlanow, Muhldorf 
and other camps. 

I have given the word "trials" in inverted commas in this case, for a good 
reason. These "trials", with one exception, were held before rabbinical courts, in 
Western countries and before n1agistrates' courts in Tel Aviv. They were treated 
as Jewish affairs, of no concern to other mankind, and if any sentences were 
passed they were not recorded in any journal seen by me, though the deeds 
charged resembled those of the Ljubljana trial. The implication was plainly that, 
if any such deeds were commi tted, they had to be judged under the Jewish law, if 
at all, and that Gentile law had no writ. (This indeed appears nowadays to be the 
governing assumption since Zionism recreated the "Jewish nation" and it is 
reflected in a report published in the Zionist Record during 1950, which stated 
that the function of the "chiefPublic Relations Office of the Executive Council of 
Australian Jewry" was to '''screen from public view the n1isdemeanours of 
individual Jews who commit SOlne minor or nzajor indiscretion". The screening 
here Inentioned goes on at all times and in all countries of the West). 

At Tel Aviv a Jewish doctor and two Jewish women were accused by Jewish 
witnesses of administering lethal injections to prisoners at Auschwitz, mutilating 
sexual organs, carrying out "scientiflc experiments", sending victims to the death 
chaInbers. In another case at Tel Aviv in 1951 a Jewish doctor (then enlployed in 
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the Tel A viv municipal hospital) \vas accused by several Jewish witnesses of 
brutal acts conlmitted at VIanow camp, where he had acted as ""assistant to the 
German camp conllnandanf'. A Jewish woman witness said he had beaten her 
unconscious and when she recovered she found her three sons, aged 12, 15 and 
18, shot dead~ a fortnight earlier, she said, she had seen the accused give order to 
the Ukrainian camp police to take away thirty prisoners, including her husband, 
who \vere then shot. The bare heads of these two cases were reported but, as I say, 
if any result was published it escaped n1Y research. 

In Ne\v York a Jewish board of three lnembers (the composition laid down by 
the Levitical Law) heard charges by a Jew against a synagogue official whom he 
accused of killing an innlate at MuhldorL where he was a block warden. The 
report stated that the board would send its findings "'to the Jewish community" 
in the accused's to\\'n ""without recon1mendations or sanctions", which lneant 
that if he were a "'war crin1inal", he \vould be left to his congregation to deal 
with. In all these cases it was implicit that only charges of maltreating other Jell'S 
came under consideration, and tha t if the persons accused had comlnitted similar 
acts against non-Jewish captives these would not have formed part of the case. 

Of a different kind but the same basic nature was a case heard before an Israeli 
district court in 1954-1955. A Jew from Hungary distributed a pamphlet alleging 
that one Dr. Israel Kastner, a high Israeli Governlnent official and a leading 
candidate (at the 1955 election) of the governnlent Inajority-party, in Hungary 
during the war had collaborated with the Nazis, prepared the ground for the 
nlurder of Jews, saved a Nazi \var criminal from punishlnent, and so on. Dr. 
Kastner brought suit for criminal libel against his accuser, 'and the Israeli judge 
after nine n10nths handed down a judgment stating that the charges had been 
su bstantiated. This judgnlent said that Dr. Kastner was a ',collaborator "'in the 
fullest sense of the \vord" and had ""sold his soul to the devil", and the Israeli 
Prenlier at that tinle, Mr. Moshe Sharett, commented" ""A man is justified in 
taking any action, even in selling his soul to the devil, in order to save Jews" (the 
accusation was that he betrayed Jews to the Nazis). The Government then 
announced that it \vould appeal thejudgment through its Attorney General, and 
I could never learn what transpired, if anything. 

Thus, while much was heard of ""war criminals" and their trials, these Jewish 
""\var criluinals" appeared only before Je\vish tribunals and if they were 
punished, the world was not told. I kno\v of only one case (others may have 
escaped n1Y notice) where such Jews were included in a""war criminals trial". The 
Jelrish Telegraph Agency (May 8, 1946) reported, ""The verdict in the trial of 23 
guards at the Breendouck concentration camp at Antwerp, one of the lesser
known Nazi hells, was announced here yesterday. Among the guards are 3 Jews, 
Walter abler, Leo Schmandt and Sally Lewin. Obler and LeWIn have been 
sentenced to death and Schnlandt to 15 years imprisonmenf'. 

Mr. Joseph Leftwich, in his discussion of "'anti-Semitism" with Mr. A.K. 
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Chesterton, asked of this triaL ""What does it prove? That the hunlan beast is 
found everywhere, and that Jews are no Inore immune than any other human 
group". That is correct but beside the point of this argulnent, which is that the 
111ass-mind, during the Second War, was given the false picture of a solely Jewish 
persecution conducted by non-Jews and that events in the world in this century 
are consistently so misrepresented, to the general Inisfortune. 

The chapter of Hitler's Jewish helpers was not a small one. Lord Tenlplewood, 
British Alnbassador to Spain during the \var, says, ""For month after month 
General Franco" (hinlself of Jewish origin) ""allowed the Spanish press to act as 
the loudest possible speaker for German propaganda. None of the \vell
established papers \vere pernlitted any liberty of action. Each alike had to fe-echo 
his Inaster's voice. In this case the master was a very sinister Eastern Jew, Lazare 
by nalne ... In Vienna he faithfully served Hitler as a fanatical propagandist in 
support of the Anschluss. Since then he had become an important figure in the 
Nazi world ... FraIn the German Embassy. \vhere he had nlore authority than 
the Alnbassador hinlself, he daily directed not only the general course of the 
Spanish press, but even the actual words of the news and articles. His 
subordinates had their desks in the Spanish offices and not a word reached the 
Spanish public that had not been subject to his sinister approval. By a cunning 
nlixture of brutal dictation and unabashed corruption, he succeeded in nlaking 
the Spanish papers even 1110re venomous than the papers actually published in 
Gernlany·'. . 

I knew this Lazare, a conspirator of the suave, snliling and debonair type, and 
through him first becalne a\vare of the Jewish element cuuong l-litler's higher 
initiates. When I met Lazare, in 1937, he \vas ""Press Secretary" of the Austrian 
Legation in the Runlanian capitat Bucharest. Austria, then my headquarters, 
was living in daily fear of the Nazi invasion which carne in 1938, and its official 
representatives abroad were by all presumed to be staunch Austrians and stout 
anti-Nazis; in the case of Jews this appeared to be doubly sure. I was struck first 
by the fact that inlpoverished little Austria could even afford the luxury of a 
""Press Secretary" in a Balkan capital and next by Lazare's lavish style of life and 
entertainment. I assumed that, like many men on this fringe of diploInatic life 
(""press secretaryships" in the Balkans were sOlnewhat dubious) he was ""doing 
well on the side", which in Bucharest was not unusual. 

He was; though not through the deals in furs or carpets which I vaguely 
suspected. His affluence, as events soon showed, canle from a political source, the 
Nazi one. When Hitler marched into Austria the newspapernlen of the world 
\vere summoned to a press conference at the historic Ballhausplatz to hear the 
Nazi version of this event. The door opened to admit the spokesman of the new 
reginle, Hitler's ....Press Chief" in captive Austria, the apologist (or propagandist) 
for the annexation. It was Herr Lazare, the ""Austrian" (he was born a Turkish 
subject). He saw 111e at once and a quick smile flashed fro111 the brazen face of 
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guilt: waving his hand gaily to me~ he said ~~Hullo'l Mr. Reed, nice to meet you 
again~'. Then he explained the f"'uehrer's benevolent motives for the invasion, 
and its beneflcient effects for Germany~ Austria and mankind. 

The reader may see that i."the real world" is very different froll1 ~i.the false 
picture ~~ \vhich the masses receive~ especially in \Vartilne~ when such men as this 
control thetlo\v of infornlation into the mass-mind. 

i\gainst this background, the vengeance raged and reached its Talmudic 
clirnax in t\VO symbolical mOVClncnts of people, one east\vard and one west\vard. 
From the i.i.free world'~ escaped fugitives \vere driven back by the Allied armies 
into C~ornlnunist slavery~ froln the ComlTIunist area (where a 111an may not even 
leave his town without police permission) a great rnass of Eastern Jews freely 
enlerged and \\'as ushered, beneath an .i\llied urnbrella~ through Europe to\vards 
Palestine. This t\vo-\vay' process gave the vengeance its final stanlp of identity and 
may be studied in the follo\ving quotations: 

The Saturday Evening Post of April 11 ~ 1953~ said, i.·With this shameful 
agreeITICnt" ()'alta) ~~as their authority Soviet MVD agents strode through the 
displaced-persons calnps after the war and put the finger on thousands who had 
nlanaged to escape the Soviet tyranny. These miserahie victinls were herded illtO 
boxcars and driven back to death. torture or the slow murder of the Siberian 
Inines and forests. 1\1any killed themselves on the way. Also under a Yalta 
agreement, the Soviet \vas permitted to use German prisoners in forced labour in 
~reparations accounf. For such inhu111anities there is no excuse~'. 

Miss Kathryn Hulnle, a Californian, was deputy director (1945-1951) of a 
refugee calnp at Wildflecken in Bavaria, adlninistered by the organization known 
as UNRRA (United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation _Administration). She 
writes in her book, i.i.Londa~' (a colleague) ""had been assigned for a ti111e to a 
southern canlp \vhcn its Russian refugees~ mainly prisoners o1'\var, had been sent 
back to Russia under terms of the Yalta Agreenlent. She told us hoy\' the Russian 
prisoners of \var had slashed their wrists, stripped naked and hanged thelnselves. 
Even after every destructive object was taken from them they still found ways to 
suicide. She could never understand how Stalin had sold his idea to Roosevelt 
and Churchill that there had been no Russian prisoners of war taken by the 
GerInans, only deserters". 

N O\\l the opposite side of the picture: the treatnlent given to one group of 
people i.i.singled ouf~ from the entire rnass of Hitler's victims and Stalin's 
captives. Miss Hulme says, "' ... and then the Jews came. We had never had a 
Jewish can1p in our northern area ... The Jews nunlbered less than one-.fijih of 
our Zone"s total DP population but they \vere such an articulate minority that (I' 
you on!.v read the nClt'Sj)(lperS to learn about Occupation afj{lirs ..you gained the 
inlpressioll that they lvere the lrlzole qj'the DP problenl ... You had to handle 
thelTI \\lith kid gloves, it was said, especially when transferring theln from one 
canlp to another~ and heaven help the IRO worker who left a loop of barbed wire 
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visible in any canlp to which they were to be transferred. They were classified 
"persecutees', the on!.v DP's except nu!dical cases H'ho got a special food ration 
because qj' a non-vt'orker status . .. There was a small German community set 
down on the highway that divided the two halves of the camp. The Jewish 
delegates ... said this was the most dangerous feature of all~ the IRO must agree 
to arnl their Jeu'ish police to protect their people from these Gern1ans living in 
their midst ... That nearly every German in that village would be cheerfully in 
the employ of the Jews within a fortnight after their arrival never even entered my 
head as I soothingly prolnised to plead for authorization to arm a DP police ... 
The Jewish DP police were in woolly green tunics, with the Star of David on their 
caps ... Nothing had been left to chance or last-minute improvization ... Their 
welfare office was hung with martial posters depicting young Jel1'ish girls in 
trenches hurling grenades at Arabs. The Jewish DP police practised 
Inarksn1anship with the carbines we had secured for them as "defence' against the 
Gerlnans vvho were now gainfully employed in the heavy manual labour of the 
camp. The Jewish workshops swung into swift production of fine woollen 
greatcoats and stout leather shoes heavily hob-nobbed for rough terrain. We 
could only guess that this too was all for Israel and, through some mysterious 
channels, was ultimately delivered there~ we never saw any of our Jewish DP's 
wearing the useful clothing ... Over all the ferment and frenzy flapped a flag we 
had never seen before, pale blue stripes on a white ground with the Star of 
David". 

Miss Hulme describes the Jewish camp: .... We showed off the big camp which 
we were making ready for them like rental agents proud of an accommodation 
that was without doubt the handsomest DP housing in all Bavaria ... The rabbis 
shook their heads~ it didn't seeln to be good enough". She explains that the 
Alnerican DP Act, subsequently passed, was full of traps which debarred the 
ordinary DP~ .... only the Jews, who could claim and prove persecution in any 
Eastern European country in which they had set foot, could get out of that trap". 
She records that American semi-governmental or officially supported 
organizations supplied the machinery and other workshops, the materials, and 
the .... special food reinforcements" which were given only to Jews. 

The means by which this privileged class was established in the camps of 
misery were described by Lieut.-Col. Judah Nadich in the South African Je~vish 

Tin1es (February 4, 1949). Rabbi Nadich was ""Jewish adviser to General 
Eisenhower with the U.S. forces in Europe, and worked closely with hinl in 
matters relating to DP and other Jewish problems". He says, ""To Eisenhower's 
credit it should be said that when the appalling conditions in the DP canlps were 
brought to his attention" (in 1945) "'he moved quickly to improve conditions. 
Important directives were issued, increasing the food rationfor the persecuted, as 
distinct from other DP's; special camps were set up for Jews~ Jewish DP's living 
outside call1ps H'ere given preferential treatment; an adviser on Jewish affairs was 
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appointed and full co-operation was granted to the Joint Distribution 
Committee and later to the Jewish Agency. Few if any of these conditions were 
granted by Montgomery in the British zone, and a constant strean1 of Jewish 
DP's flowed into the American zone. Eisenhower made frequent visits to the 
camps for inspection purposes and his personal visits lifted the morale of the 
DP's and served to remind officers on 10'j;ver levels oj' the attitude oj' their 
Coml11ander-in-Chie.l Ojficers at.lault 'j;vere censured, including one oj'the highest 
ranking generals". 

General Eisenhower's '''attitude'', according to this authoritative account, was 
that the Jews were to be treated as a privileged class. Ifhe accepted the advise of 
his Jewish adviser this was natural, for Rabbi Nadich, as will be seen, claimed 
that the few Jews among every hundred DP's were the only '''persecuted'' and in 
this were '''distinct from other DP's". The statement reveals the function of that 
now established figure of our times, the Jewish adviser. 

Thus by 1945 only ""the persecution of Jews" ren1ained of Hitler's all
embracing ""persecution of political opponents" begun in 1933. Propaganda had 
elminated all but this one small section; the last quotation shows why Miss 
Hulme, froin her DP camp, wrote that "if you only read the newspapers ... you 
gained the impression that the Jews were the whole of the DP problem". While 
the huge mass of sufferers \\'as forgotten or driven back to the persecution from 
which some had escaped, this one group, under the protection and escort of the 
West, was, clothed, supplied, equipped, arn1ed and conducted towards its 
invasion of a small country in Arabia. 

The Asiatic East supplied these invaders; the Christian West convoyed them. 
In this undertaking there was no difference at all between "'the free world" and 
the enslaved world behind '''the Iron Curtain"; on the contrary, there was identity 
of purpose and synchronization in its execution. A directing intelligence was 
obviously at work which cared nothing for nation-states and frontiers, for 
wartime friend or wartime foe, or for any of the "'principles" so often proclaimed 
by the premier-dictators. The West shared the vengeance with the East, but the 
pattern was set by the East, and it was the same pattern that had showed in Russia 
in 1917, in the Protocols of 1905 and in the revolutions of 1848. Therefore the 
authors of the vengeance of 1945 must be sought in the revolutionary area, and 
for this reason the nature of the revolution in J 945 may be examined, to discover 
whether it, and its leadership, had changed from 1917 (when it was ninety percent 
Jewish) and 1848 (when Disraeli said it was led by Jevvs). 

Research into the events of the three decades, 1917-1945 leads to the 
conclusion that by 1945 the revolution had for a hundred years been a Jewish
controlled revolution, for that space of time having passed since Disraeli first 
identified the nature of the leadership. I use the words ~'Jewish-controlled 

revolution" to denote a movement under the direction of the Talmudic rabbinate 
in the East, not a movement generally supported by Jews; as I have repeatedly 
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shown, the staunchest opposition canlC frorn those Weste ..n JC\VS "vho \vere 

furthest froln the reach of the Tahnudic directorate. The distinction is that which 
the careful student 111LlSt rnake between .... National SocialisIT)" and '''Gernlans'', 
between .... CoIuInunislu'· and .... Russians·'. 

In the sense of that detinition, the revolution, in n1Y judgnlent. continued 
through the thirty years that follo\\!ed 1917 to be Je\vish. The Jewish nature of the 
first Bolshevist governments and of their deeds \vas earlier sho\vn. "[he saBle 

characteristics appeared in the t\\'O short-lived offshoot govcrnnlcnts which the 
BoIshevists set up in 1919, in Bavaria and Hungary. In bC)lh cases the terrorists 

were, in the nlain~ inlported into these countries in the guise of returning 
"'prisoners of war", and had been trained as Cornnlunist agItators in H.llssia. In 
Gcrnlany the COlnmunist nlovement then was headed by the o"Spartacus 
League" C"Spartacus" was Adanl Weishaupt's code-nan1e)~ the leaders ()f\vhich 
"vere nearly all Jews: Rosa Luxenlbourg, Leo Jogiches (frolli Poland), Paul Levi, 
l~~ugene Levine (from Russia), and Karl Liebknecht. 'Thus the Bolshevist 
GovernI11ent of Bavaria (\vhich counted one Adolf Hitler anlong its soldiers) 
logically proved to be headed by Jews: I(urt Eisner, Ernst 1'oller and E,ugene 

Levine. 
In Hungary the chief terrorist leaders were all Jews trained in Russia: Matyas 

Rakosi, Bela Kun, Erno Geroe and Tibor SzaI11uely. 'The ostentatiously anti

Christian acts of this reginle again showed its underlying purpose. ()f this 
governrnent the historian of the Comrnunist International, Herr F. Borkenau, 
says, .... 1\1 ost of the Bolshevik and left Socialist leaders and a considerable 

percentage of their executive staff had been Jews .. ,anti-sernitisnl was therefore 
the natural fonu of reaction against Bolshevis111". In this typical passage the 
reader nlay see that ""reaction against Bolshevi:.;;nl""' is classifIed as "~anti

senlitism"~ clearly the epithet could only be escaped by nor ""reacting against 
Bolshevisnl". 

T'he following ten years vvere inactive ones and the TIlaHer can next be tested in 
Spain, where the revolution I11ade its bid in 1931. It \tva;;.; directed by enl1ssaries 
frol11 Moscow, many ofthenl Jews, and this accounted for the disillusiornnent of 
I11any ardent republicans, Spanish and foreign~ for instance. 111any of the clergy 
and Catholic laity voted for the republic, then finding that the refofining inlpulse, 
once Inore~ was perverted into an attack on the Christian ,faith, as such. 
Churches, monasteries and any building carrying the ('ross \vere destroyed, 
priests and nuns nlurdered~ the specific mark of identification again appeared. 
seen in sinlilar acts in Bavaria~ Hungary, Russia, F-rance and England. 

Fatherhood of the attack on C:hristianity in Spain vvas forrnally proclaimed by 
the official organ of the KOl11intern: , .. the .fianlcs ascending ,l'rol1z the btlrning 
churches and 1110nasteries of Spain have shown the true character of the Spanish 
revolution"~the pedigree was traced through one more generation. Ecclesiastical 
property \vas confiscated, but the Spanish masses \vere not enriched thereby~ the 
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gold reserve of the Bank of Spain (about 700 million dollars) \vas transferred to 
Moscow by the last Republican premiec one Juan Negrin (as related by General 
Walter Krivitsky). T'he revulsion of those Spaniards vvho had hoped to set up a 
constil utional republic, and found themselves under an alien, anti-Christian 
tyranny, was inflalned by the murder of the monarchist leader, Calva Sotelo, in 
1936. and in the sequence Spain -'spe\ved out" the revolution (as every country 
has done where the Red Army, with its '''political cOlnmissars·'. could not enter to 
establish it). 

Leading Zionist and anti-Zionist Jews in America alike, implicitly or explicitly, 
attributed Jewish author~hip to the revolution in Spain. ~1r. Justice Brandeis, at 
the tilHe \vhen efforts \vere being 11lade to reach an accommodation \\lith Hitler in 
the question of the Je\\s. strongly opposed them and imperiously told Rabbi 
Stephen Wise: .... Let Gern1any share the fate oj'Spain·'. Mr. Bernard J. Brown 
wrote, ~" ... the Jews \vere as responsible for the establishment of a republic in 
Spain and the ()l'CrthroH' o.f the authority o.f the church in that country as in any 
other country \vhere freedonl reigns". 

During these two decades (that is. the period between the First and Second 
Wars) Jewish heads became ever fe\ver among the ro\v that dotted the Krelulin 
wall on great occasions (when. alone, the imprisoned Russian masses saw their 
rulers~ even the turl1ultuous cheers came from disks played through 
loudspeakers). Jews appeared, too, in the dock at great show trials, or 
disappeared froID the political scene \vithout explanation. No substantial 
dirninution in Je\vish control or direction of the revolution SeelTIS to have 
occurred during that period, to judge by the following figures: 

In 1920 official Bolshevik statenlents showed that 545 menlbers of the chief 
ruling bodies included 447 Jews. In 1933 the Alnerican Jewish journal Opinion 
stated that Jews occupied almost all important ambassadorial posts and tha t in 
White l~ussia 61 percent of all officials were Jews; it also stated that the Jewish 
percentage of the population (then given as 158,400,000) \vas "less than 2 
percent". If this was true it lneant that Russia at that time contained less than 
3.000,000 Jews. In 1933 the Jelvish Chronicle stated that one-third of the Jews in 
Russia had becon1e officials. If this was the case, they plainly formed the new 
governing class. 

At that tilDe the nature of the teaching had not been modified at all. The 
COlnmissar for Public Instruction, Lunatscharsky~was one of the few Russians in 
high office but he spoke like a Talmudist: "We hate Christianity and Christians,' 
even the best of them must be looked upon as our worst neighbours. They preach 
the love oj'our neighbours and merc.v, H'hich is contrary to our principles. DOli'n »'ith 
the love o.lour neighbour,' l'vhat );ve H'ant is hatred. We must learn h0117 to hate and it 
is on!.,v then that lve shall conquer the lvorld n 

. This is but one specimen of an entire 
literature of that period. and the only original source for such ideas. known to 
Ine, is the Tahllud, which itself is the continuation of an ancient, savage~ pre
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Christian idea, and contains such precepts as ~~You are hUlnan beings but the 
nations of the earth are not human beings but beasts". Presumably 
Lunatscharsky qualified by such orations for his choice as Ambassador to Spain 
during the revolutionary attempt there. 

In 1935 I went to Moscow for the London Times, accompanying Mr. Anthony 
Eden. He was the first British Minister to visit the revolutionary capital. The 
Tilnes had previously refused to send a correspondent, so that I was its fi.rst 
representative to appear there after Mr. Robert Wilton, whose story I earlier 
told. The fifteen-year vacuum had been filled by a correspondent residing in 
Riga, Latvia, Mr. R.O.G. Urch, who was the object of constant defamation 
behind the scenes. I knew of this but, being callow in these affairs, did not then 
understand its significance. 

I was at once struck by son1ething I had never met in any other country. My 
first report said that Mr. Eden drove from the station through streets lined with 
~~drab and silent crowds" and a Jewish censor deluanded excision of these words. 
At first I thought this merely fatuous (I asked if he wished me to say that the 
throng was composed of top-hatted bourgeois) but in following days I saw more 
and in my book of 1938 wrote: 

~~The censorship departn1ent, and that means the whole machine for 
controlling the gan1e and n1uzzling the foreign press, was entirely staffed by Jews, 
and this was a thing that puzzled n1e more than anything else in Moscow. There 
seemed not to be a single non-Jewish official in the whole outfit ... I was told that 
the proportion of Jews in the government was small, but in this one departn1ent 
that I got to know intimately they seelued to have a monopoly, and I asked 
myself, where were the Ru.\'sians? The answer seemed to be that they were in the 
drab, silent crowds which I had seen but which IUUSt not be heard of". 

I soon learned fron1 older hands that "the proportion of Jews in the 
government" was in effect not small, but that they retained a large measure of 
control, if they were not predominantly in control. I was unable to meet any 
Russians in Moscow, this was the other side of the same unique experience. I had 
never before beheld a ruling caste so completely segregated from the slave-mass. 

At the time of this visit to Moscow I had no cause to look for a predominance 
of Jews~ the thing forced itself on my notice. I had hardly begun to think about 
~~the Jewish question" in 1935. The impression I have recorded above was the 
first one of a trained, observer who had never before seen Moscow or Russia. I 
find it confirlued by an equally experienced man who lived there for twelve years, 
from 1922 to 1934. Mr. William Henry Chamberlain's book remains today 
authoritative about that period. He wrote, ~~Considerable nun1ber of Jews have 
n1ade careers in the Soviet bureaucracy. Of perhaps a dozen officials whom I 
knew in the Press Departluent of the Commissariat for Foreign Affairs I recall 
only one who was not a Jew. Indeed, the predon1inance of Jews in this 
Commissariat at the time of my stay in Russia was ahuost ludicrous~ the Russians 

418 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

were mainly represented by the grizzled doorkeeper and the unken1pt old women 
who carried around tea. One also found many Jews in the Gay-Pay-Oo", (Secret 
Police) ""in the Comlllunist International and in departments connected with 
trade and finance". 

Mr. Chamberlain reaches a different conclusion froIll mine about the original 
cause of this effect. He says, ""After I left Russia I sometimes received letters 
inquiring as to "what the Jews were doing under the Soviet regime', implying that 
the Jews were acting as a solid compact body and that the whole Revolution was a 
Jewish conspiracy. There is not the slightest historical warrant for such an 
assumption ... No theory that the Jews as a racial bloc worked for the triumph 
of Bolshevism will stand serious historical analysis". 

Two things are confused in this dictun1: the directing force of Jewry and the 
entire body of people called ....Jews". Neither the Germans nor the Russians, as ""a 
racial bloc", worked for ""the triun1ph" of National Socialism or Communism, 
but each got it. Masses and mobs never consciously ""work for" the triumph of 
anything; they are pushed around by whatever highly-organized group obtains 
power over them. The ""solid con1pact body" of workers never ""works for" a 
general strike, but general strikes are proclaimed in their name. This book has 
shown throughout that the staunchest opposition to Zionism, for instance, can1e 
from Jews, but today the ""racial bloc" has had Zionism thrust on it like a
straitjacket. In IllY opinion the directing force of the revolution was from 1848 
onward demonstrably that of the Taln1udic rabbinate in the East, and in that 
sense ""the revolution" was ""a Jewish conspiracy". 

In Moscow in 1935 I can1e to know son1e of the Jewish oligarchs. One was the 
portly Maxim Litvinoff, a n10st typical figure of the Romanisches Cafe or the 
Cafe Royal, become a grandee of the revolution. Another was Oumansky, a 
smooth, smiling and deadly young n1an who carne (I think) from Rumania but 
could not have been more un-Russian if he had been born in Africa. I felt as if I 
travelled through Russia (like Lenin towards it) in a sealed train. 

In 1937 the state of affairs, I believe, had not much changed. Mr. A. Stolypine 
(whose father, the last of the persevering emancipators, had been assassinated in 
1911) wrote that the substitution of Russians or others for Jews ""on the highest 
rungs of the Soviet official ladder" was patently a tactical move and that the Jews 
""still have in their hands the principle levers ofcontrol; the day they are obliged to 
give them up the Marxist edifice will collapse like a house of cards". He 
enun1erated the high offices still occupied by Jews and in particular pointed out 
that the key-positions of real control, through terror, all remained in Jewish 
hands. These were the concentration and slave-labour camps (controlled by a 
Jewish triumvirate; they contained perhaps seven million Russians); the prisons 
(all Soviet prisoners were governed by a Jewish commissar); the entire news
publication-and-distribution machinery, including the censorship; and the 
essentially Talmudic system of ""political commissars", through which the armed 
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forces were kept under terrorist discipline. 
In 1938 a Nlr. Butenko, \\,'ho held a lower-rank post in the Soviet diplotllatic 

service, fled to I taly rather than obey an order of recall fron1 Bucharest to 
Mosco\v. He stated in the Giornale d'ftalia that the nc\v ruling class in his country 
was almost exclusively Jewish. Particularly in the Ukraine~ the entire 
adn1inistration and all industry \vere in such hands~ and this was a policy 
deliberately followed by l\tlosco\\!. 

Thus the identity of the tnanagers of the revolution did not change 
substantially bet\veen 1917 and 1939~ they withdre\v frotH lY10st of the frontal 
places but retained the true "~levers of controf'. -rhen the fog of war canle do\vn 
,ind the next point in time at \\Ihich the 111atter may be tested is the closing period 
and afternlath of the Second \Val', 1945 and the foilo\ving years. 

Before the Second War even began the ~\var aims" of the revolution were 
publicly stated by Stalin at the Third .Komintern Congress in Moscow in l\lay 
1938: 

"'The revival qj'revolutionar.v act ion on any scale sufficiently vast will not be 
p~)ssible unless we succeed in utilizing the existing disagreetnents between the 
capitalistic countries~ so as to precipitate then1 ogainst each other into arnled 
cOl?fiict ... All lrar truly gel1era1i~led should terrninate auton1aticaliy by 
revolution. The essential work of our party cOD1rades in foreign countries 
consists, then, in facilitating the prol'ocation qj'such a co}?flict". 

The reader \vill observe that this is the sole statement of "'war ain1s'~ which was 
undeviatingly pursued through the ensuing conflict, successfully "'provoked" by 
the Hitler-Stalin pact. 'The Western leaders, by defaulting on their o\,vn carlier
declared '''war aims" and (l bandoning half of Europe to the revolution, ensured 
the accomplishnlent of the .... war aims" above staled in that area. 

~Vhat "~managers''', then, did the revolution impose on the Eastern European 
countries thus left prey to it in 1945'1 I-Iere once n10re the opportunity offers to 
test the identity of the directing force behind the revolution. The choice \vas free~ 

the revolution had no needto impose Je\vish governnlents on the dozen countrjes 
abandoned to it unless this was its deliberate policy. 

In con1n1unized Poland the {Jnited States Ambassador, Mr. j-\rthur Bliss 
Lane, saw and recorded the prevalence of Je\vs, ll1any of thenl alien, in the key
posts of terrorism. l\1ajor Turton -Beanlish~ a Member of the British Parlianlcnt, 
"vrote, "bl\lany of the nl0st powerful C~onn11unistsin Eastern Europe are JC\\'S ... 

I have been surprised and shocked to discover the large proportion of Je\vs to be 
found in the ranks of the Secret Police forces". 

To conllTIunized l-lungary the terrorist of 1919 Matyas Rakosi (born Roth, in 
yTugoslavia) returned as Prelnier in 1945. and on this occasion had the Red Arn1Y 
Lo keep hin1 in that office. Eight years later (1953) the Associated Press reported 
that "'90 percent of the high ofticials in the I-Iungarian ("OI11111Unist regime are 
Je\vs~ including Premier l\!latyas Rakosi ,.~ the London TinH'S in that year said 
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Mr. Rakosi's cabinet was Hpredo1l1inantly Jewish"; Til1le magazine of New York 
spoke of "the strongly Je\vish (90 percent in the top echelons) government of 
Communist Premier Matyas Rakosi, who is himself a Jew". In Hungary, as in the 
other communized countries, the specific attack on Christianity began at once 
vvith the imprisonment of high ecclesiastics. The case \vhich attracted most 
attention in the outer world was that of the Hungarian Cardinal i\1indszenty, 
imprisoned on charges of treason. The source of this deed was indicated by a 
statell1ent addressed to the Je\vs of the world in 1949 by Hthe Central Board of 
Jews in Hungary, the Hungarian Zi(Y'ist Organization and the Hungarian 
Section oft1 e World Jewish Congress" which said, ""It is \vith great relief that the 
Hungarian Jews received the news of Cardinal JVlindszenty's arrest. \\lith this 
action the Hungarian Governnlcnt has sent the head of a pogrom-clique ... to 
his well deserved place". 

Of cOffilTIunized Czechoslovakia the London Ne~t' Statesman (a trustworthy 
au~hority in such questions) \\'Tote seven .years (~fter the H'ar's end. HIn 
Czechoslovakia, as elsewhere in Central and South-Eastern Europe, both the 
party intellectuals and the key }1'1en in the secret police are largely Jewish in 
origin". Of Rurnania the Nelt' York Herald- Tribune reported in 1953, eight years 
after the \var's end, .... Runlania, together with Hungary, has probably the greatest, 
nUll1ber of JC\VS in the adnlinistration". 

In Rumania the terror raged under Ana Pauker, a Je\vess, whose father, a 
rabbi. and brother were in Israel. 'Ihis is an interesting case of the dissension in a 
Jewish fanlily described by Dr. \Veiznlann in his account of his boyhood in 
Russia, where Je\vish bouseholds were split bet\vccn Hrevolutionary
Conlmunism" dnd Hrevolutionary-ZionislTI", and only in that question. Mrs. 
Pauker used her office to enable her father to leave RU111ania for Israel. although 
(as her brother said) .... it is party policy to keep the J('\VS in R lllTIania·'. 

The part played by, and evidently given with considered intention to, won1cn 
in the revolution, since the days of the beldanles who knitted around the 
guillotine, is of particular interest to the student who carcs to trace cOlnparisol1s 
bet \veen the tnethods of the revolution and the custonlS of savage African tribes. 
In COll11TIUnized East Gernlany the reign of terror was presided over by one Frau 
I-Iilde Benjcllnin, who \vas first n1ade vice-president of the Suprenle Court there 
and then Minister of ]usti~e..... Red t-lilde" is frequently described as a Jewess in 
the press and her atrocious regin1e is beyond dispute, even the Londcn TiJnes 
ha v;ing gone so far as to call her .... the dreaded Frau Benjamin". In two years 
nearly 100,000 East Gerrnans \vere convicted under her direction for ""political 
crinll~s" and she presided over several Soviet-model ""show trials" of people 
charged \vith such offences as belonging to the sect of Jehovah's Witnesses. 

(~0J11nlLlnized Eastern Gern1any contained 17.3 I3.,700 people according to the 
1946 census, and <11TIOng these are only betvvccn 2,000 and 4,000 Jews, if Jewish 
"'esliI11atc~~" are correct. Of this tiny nlinority the JohannesbErg Zionist Record in 
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1950 reported that ""life in the Eastern Zone has brought changes for the better. 
Not a few of then1 today occupy high positions in the Government and 
Administration, positions which no Jew had ever before held in Germany and 
which, despite all talk of democracy, they cannot even today hold in Western 
Gern1any. Several Jews hold important posts in the Ministries of Information, 
Industry and Justice. The Supreme Judge in the Eastern sector of Berlin is a Jew, 
and so are several senior judges in the provinces outside Berlin. In the press, too, 
as well as in the theatre, quite a considerable number of Jews have been given 
responsible positions". 

Even four thousand Jews presumably could not occupy all those high places 
and the san1e journal in another issue said, "When the Russian occupation 
authorities were established shortly after the end of the war, there were many 
Jews occupying key positions and holding high ranks in the Soviet 
administration. They included Jews ll'ho had lived in Russia . .. and who came to 
Gern1any and Austria in the ranks of the Red Army, and Jews from areas 
annexed by Russia in the last ten years, the Baltic states Latvia and Lithuania". 

This brings the story nearly down to our present day and what remains will be 
discussed in a concluding chapter. When the revolution spread outward into the 
area abandoned to it by the West in 1945 the history of 1917-1918 in Russia was 
repeated. A Talmudic vengeance was wreaked and Jewish governments were 
with obvious intent set up everywhere. There was no great change in that state of 
affairs, either real or apparent, for another eight years. What was done 
reaffirmed once more the nature of the revolution and of its directing force and 
Talmudic purpose. 
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THE ZIONIST STATE 

The revolution, having spread into the half of Europe held clear for it by the 
Western Allies, did one nlore thing: in the manner of a serpent striking, it thrust 
out a tongue that reached to the southern shores of Europe, across the 
Mediterranean and into the tiny land called Palestine. The money, equipment, 
escort and convoy were provided by the West, but the revolution supplied the 
two indispensable constituents of the Zionist State: the people to invade it and the 
arm,\' which made its conquest certain. 

The West connived, but the Zionist state in the last analysis was the creation of 
the revolution, which in this manner fulfilled the Levitical doctrine of "the 
return". These incursions into Europe and into Arabia were the sole "territorial 
gains" reaped from the Second War, in the early stages of which the Western 
""premier-dictators" for a second time had publicly renounced all thought of 
territorial gain. The result of these two developments was to leave, in bisected 
Europe and bisected Palestine, two pernlanent detonation points of new war, 
which at any nl0ment could be set off by any who migbt think to further their 
ambitions by a third war. 

The reader will recall that in the years preceding the Second War Zionism was 
in collapse in Palestine~ and that the British Parliament in 1939, having been 
forced by twenty years of experience to realize that the "Jewish National Home" 
was impossible to realize, had decided to abandon the unworkable ""Mandate" 
and to withdraw after ensuring the parliamentary represent~tion,of all parties in 
the land, Arab, Jews and others. The reader then beheld the change which canle 
about. when Mr. Churchill becanle Prinle Minister in 1940 and privately 
informed Dr. Weiznlann (according to Dr. Weizmann's account, which has not 
been challenged) that he '''quite agreed" with the Zionist ambition "after the war 
... to build up a state of th~ee or four nlillion Jews in Palestine". 

Mr. Churchill always expressed great respect for parliamentary government 
but in this case, as a wartinle potentate, he privily and arbitrarily overrode a 
policy approved, after full debate, by the House of Commons. After that, the 
reader followed Dr. Weizmann in his journeys to America and saw how Mr. 
Churchill's efforts "to arnl the Jews" (in which he was opposed by the responsible 
administrators on the spot) received support from there under the ""pressure" of 
Dr. Weizmann and his associates. 

That was the point at which the reader last sa\v the Zionist state in gestation. 
Throughout 1944, as Mr. Churchill records in his war melTIoirs, he continued to 
press the Zionist 3rnbition. ""It is well known I am determined not to break the 
pledges of the British Government to the Zionists expressed in the Balfour 
Declaration, as moditled by my subsequent statement at the Colonial Office in 
1921. No change can be tnade ill policy without full discussion in Cabinet" (June 
29, 1944). The policy had been changed after full discussion in Cabinet and 
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Parlialnent, in 1939. Here ~1r. Churchill simply ignored that major decision on 
policy and reverted to the earlier one, echoing the strange \vords of another 
Colonial Secretary (Nlr. Leopold An1ery, earlier quoted) that this policy could 
not change. 

Again, "There is no doubt that this" (the treatment of Jews in Hungary) -lois 
probably the greatest and most horrible crime ever committed in the whole 
history of the world ... all concerned in this crime who may fall into our hands, 
including the people \vho only obeyed orders by carrying out the butcheries, 
should be put to death after their association with the murders has been proved 
... Declarations should be made in public, so that everyone connected with it 
will be hunted down and put to death" (July 11, 1944). Here Mr. Churchill, like 
President Roosevelt and Mr. Eden, implicitly links the execution of captives 
solely with their crimes against Jews, thus relegating all other sufferers to the 
oblivion into which, in fact, they fell. Incidentally, the reader saw in the last 
chapter that Jews were alTIOng the tormentors, as well as anlong the victims. 

To continue: 1.1.1 alTI anxious to reply promptly to Dr. Weizn1ann's request for 
the formation of a Jewish fighting force put forward in his letter of July 4" (July 
12, 1944).1.1.1 like the idea of the Jews trying to get at the murderers of their fellow
countrymen in Central Europe and I think it would give a great deal of 
satisfaction in the United States. I believe it is the wish of the Jews themselves to 
fight the Germans everywhere. It is with the Germans they have their quarrel" 
(July 26, 1944). If Mr. Churchill, as stated by Dr. Weizmann, had agreed to the 
building up "of a state of three or four million Jews in Palestine", he must have 
known that the Zionists had a much larger quarrel with the population of 
Arabia, and that any '"Jewish fighting force" would be nlore likely to fqll on these 
innocent third parties than on the Germans. 

Mr. Churchill's last recorded allusion (as wartime prime minister) came after 
the fighting in Europe ended: "'The whole question of Palestine nIust be settled at 
the peace table ... I do not think we should take the responsibility upon 
ourselves of managing this very difficult place while the Americans sit back and 
criticise. Have you ever addressed yourselves to the idea that we should ask them 
to take it over? ... I alTI not aware of the slightest advantage which has ever 
accrued to Great Britain from this painful and thankless task. Somebody else 
should have their turn now" (July 6, 1945). 

This passage (considered together with President Roosevelfs jocular remark 
to Stalin, that the only concession he n1ight offer King Ibn Saoud would be "to 
give him the six million Je\vs in the United States") reveal the private thoughts of 
these premier-dictators who so docilely did the bidding of Zion. Mr. Churchill 
wished he could shift the insoluble problen1 to the i\n1erican back~ Mr. Roosevelt 
would gladly have shifted it on to some other back. In this matter the great men, 
as an unwary remark in each case shows, behaved like the comedian who cannot 
by any exertion divest hinlself of the gluey flypaper. Mr. ('hurchill, in this inter
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office melnoranduln~ was not aware "~of the slightest advantage that has ever 
accrued to Great Britain from this painful and thankless task~~. But in public~ 

when Zion was listening~ he continued (and to the nlonlent of \\Titing this book 
continues) to applaud the Zionist adventure in a boundless ll1anner which 
aroused the curiosity even of JeH'ish critics (as will be seen). 

At the time when Mr. Churchill dictated this last rnemorandum his words 
about "'settling the question of Palestine at the peace table'~ were so irrelevant 
that he tnight have had humorous intent in using then1. ~rhe issue was closed~ for 
the Zionists had arms, the men to use these arlUS vvere to be smuggled through 
Europe fron1 the revolutionary area by the W'est (as sho~ln in the last chapter)~ 

and both Itlajor political parties in England and Atnerica \vere ready to applaud 
any act of aggression~ invasion or persecution the transnligrants committed with 
the arms they had obtained. 

This was particularly evident in the case of the Socialist party in England, 
which at that time was still the country chiefly involved in the fate of Palestine. 
The Labour party (as it called itself) in England presented itself as the chanlpion 
of the poor~ defenceless and oppressed: it had been born and bred in the promise 
ofold-age pensions~ unenlployment relief, free medicine and the care and relief of 
the destitute~ poor or humble generally. r\S the war drew towards its end this 
party at long last saw before it the prospect of office \vith a substantial nlajority. 
ljke the Conservative party (and both parties in America) it apparently 
calculated that victory was even at this stage not quite certain and that it could be 
ensured by placating Zion. Thus is placed at the head of its foreign policy the ainl 
to drive from a little country far away sonle people who were poorer, Inore 
friendless and longer oppressed than even the British worker in the worst days of 
the Industrial Revolution. Tn 1944 its leader~ Mr. Clenlent Attlee~ proclain1ed the 
new ~ crowning tenet of British Socialis111: '~Let the Arabs be encouraged to nl0ve 
out'~ (of Palestine) '~as the Jews nlove in. Let them be handsolnely compensated 
for their land~ and their settlenlent elsewhere be carefully organized and 
generously financed'~ (twelve years later nearly a million of these people~ 

encouraged to move out by bombs~ stili languished in the neighbour Arab 
countries ofPalestine~and the British Socialist Party, at every new turn of events. 
was more clamant than ever for their further chastisen1ent). 

The British Socialists. when they made this statement~ knew that the Zionists~ 

under cover of the war against Germany~ had amassed arms for the conquest of 
Palestine by force. General Wavell~ the commander in the Middle East. had long 
before inforlued Mr. Churchill that ~~left to thernselves~ the Jews would beat the 
Arabs~~ who had no source of arms-supp1}). General Wavell's view about the 
Zionist scheme was that 01'£111 responsible admin:~!ratorson the spot, and for that 
reason he was disliked by Dr. Weizmann. The reader has already seen~ as far back 
as the First War. that Dr. \Veizmann's displeasure was dangerous even to high 
personages and it l11ay have played a part in (Jeneral Wavelrs renloval fronl the 
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Middle East command to India. The official British History qf'the War in the 
Middle East describes General Wavell as ~~one of the great commanders in 
nlilitary history~~ and says tiredness~ caused by his great responsibilities~ was 
aggravated by the feeling that he did not enjoy the full confidence of Mr. 
Churchill~ who bombarded his Middle East commander with ~~irritating" and 
"~needless~~ telegrams about ~"matters ofdetair~. By his relegation General Wavell 
may have been another victim of Zionism~ and British military prowess have 
suffered accordingly in the wac this cannot be established but it is a reasonable 
surmIse. 

In 1944 assassination again appeared in the story. Lord Moyne~ as Colonial 
Secretary~ was the Cabinet minister then responsible for Palestine~ the post 
earlier held by Lord Lloyd (who had been rudely rebuked by Mr. Churchill for 
tardiness in ""arlning the Jews ~~ and had died in 1941). Lord Moyne was the friend 
of all nlen~ and sylTIpathetic to Judaism~ but he shared the view of all his 
responsible predecessors~ that the Zionist enterprise in Palestine would end 
disastrously. f~or that reason~ and having sympathy for suffering mankind in 
generaL he was inclined to revive the idea of providing land in Uganda for any 
Jews who truly needed to find a nevv hOlTIe somewhere. 

This humane notion brought him the lTIortal hatred of the Zionists~ who would 
not brook any diversion of thought from the target of their ambition~ Palestine. 
In 1943 Lord Moyne modified his view~ according to Mr. ChurchilL who 
suggested that Dr. WeiZlTIann should go to Cairo~ meet Lord Moyne there and 
satisfy himself of the improvement. Before any meeting could come about Lord 
Moyne was assassinated in Cairo (November 1944) by two Zionists frOl11 
Palestine~ one more peacel11aker thus being rel110ved from a path stre\vn with the 
bones of earlier pacifiers. This event for a 1110ment disturbed the flow of Mr. 
Churchilrs memoranda to his colleagues about ~"arming the Jews~~~ and the 
responsible nlen in Palestine once again urgently recommended that Zionist 
imnligration thither be suspended. Mr. Churchilrs reply (NoveI11ber 17~ 1944) 
was that this would '~simply play into the hands of the extremists~~~ whereon the 
extrenlists were left unhindered in their further plans and their tribe increased. 

As the Second War approached its end in Europe Mr. Churchilrs hopes of 
SOI11e spectacular transaction which would happily integrate the Chazars in 
Arabia faded. If his suggestion (that Ibn Saoud be made ""lord of the Middle 
East~ provided he settles with you~~~ i.e. Dr. Weizmann) was ever conveyed by Dr. 
Weizmann to President RoosevelC an episode of 1944 nlay have been the result of 
it. An American~ Colonel Hoskins~ (,,"President Roosevelfs personal 
representative in the J\t1iddle East"~ Dr. Weizmann) then visited the Arab leader. 
Colonel Hoskins~ like all qualified nlen~ had no faith in the plan to set up a Zionist 
state but was in favour of helping Jews to go to Palestine (if any so wished) in 
agreenu!nt l1';rh the Arabs. He found that King Ibn Saoud held himself to have 
been grossly insulted by Dr. Weizl11ann of whom he spoke "~in the angriest and 
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most contemptuous manner, asserting that I" (Dr. Weizmann) "had tried to 
bribe him with twenty million pounds to sell out Palestine to the Jews"; and he 
indignantly rejected any suggestion of a deal on such terms. Therewith all 
prospect of any "settlement" vanished and Colonel Hoskins also passed from the 
story, another good man defeated in his attelnpt to solve the insoluble problem 
posed by Mr. Balfour. 

Thus, as the war entered its last months, only two alternatives remained. The 
British Government, abandoning the decision of 1939, could struggle on, trying 
to hold the scales impartially between the native inhabitants and their besiegers 
from Russia; or it could throw up '''the Mandate" and withdraw, whereupon the 
Zionists would expel the native inhabitants with arms procured from the 
European and African theatres of war. 

This second great moment in the Palestinian drama approached. Mr. 
Roosevelt had been told by Dr. Weizmann that the Zionists "could not rest the 
case on the consent of the Arabs" but had remained non-conlmittal. Mr. 
Churchill, according to Dr. Weizmann, had committed himself, in private, and in 
1944 Dr. Weizmann grew impatient to have from Mr.Churchill a public 
con1mittal in the form of an amended Balfour Declaration which would award 
territory (in place of the meaningless phrase, "a national home") to Zion (in 1949 
he was still very angry that Mr. Churchill, on the "pretext" that the war must first 
be finished, refrained from making this final public capitulation). 

Like Macbeth, Dr. Weizmann's "top-line politicians" flinched and shrunk as 
the moment for the deed approached. Neither Mr. Churchill nor Mr. Roosevelt 
would openly command their soldiers to do it and the Zionists furiously cried 
"Infirnl of purpose!" Then Mr. Roosevelt went to Yalta, wearing the visage of 
doomed despair which the news-reel pictures recorded, arranged for the bisection 
of Europe, and at the end briefly informed Mr. Churchill (who was 
"flabbergasted" and "greatly disturbed" by the news, according to Mr. Hopkins) 
that he was going to meet King Ibn Saoud on board the U.S. cruiser Quincy. 

What followed remains deeply mysterious. Neither Mr. Roosevelt nor Mr. 
Churchill had any right to bestow Arab land on the lobbyists who beleaguered 
them in Washington and London; nevertheless, what was demanded of them 
was, in appearance, so small in comparison with what had just been done at 
Yalta, that Mr. Roosevelt's subn1ission and some harsh ultimatum to King Ibn 
Saoud would have surprised none. Instead, he suddenly stepped out of the part 
he had played for n1any years and spoke as a statesman; after that he died. 

He left Yalta on February 11, 1945, and spent February 12, 13 and 14 aboard 
the Quincy, receiving King Ibn Saoud during this time. He asked the king "to 
admit some more Jews in to Palestine" and received the blunt answer, "No". Ibn 
Saoud said that "'there was a Palestine army of Jews all armed to the teeth and ... 
they did not seem to be fighting the Germans but were aiming at the Arabs". On 
February 28 Mr. Roosevelt returned to Washington. On March 28 Ibn Saoud 
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reiterated by lettcr his vcrbal warning (since conflrlned by events) of the 
consequences \vhich \vould follow froln American support of the Zionists. On 
April 5 President Roosevelt replied reaffirming his o\vn pledge verbally given to 

Ibn Saoud tha1: 

.'/ ll'ould lake no action, in Iny capacity as Chief of the Executive Branch ofth1s 
Govcrnnlcnt lr!zich ,night prove hostile to the Arab people ". On April 12 he died. 
This pledge would never have become known but for the action of an l~Inerican 

statesnlan. Secretary of State Jalnes G. Byrnes. who published it six months latcr 
(October 18~ 1945) in a vain attcll1pt to deter Mr. Roosevelfs successor~ 

Pre,sident Trulnan~ fron1 taking the very ~~action hostile to the Arabs~~ which 

President R.oosevelt swore he \vould never cOInmit. 
M r. Roosevelt's pledge was virtually a deathbcd onc~ and another ofhistory~s 

great unanswered questions is~ did he ll1ean it? If by any chance he did, then once 
nlore death intervened as the ally of Zionislu. His intilnate Mr. Harry Hopkins 
(\vho \vas present at the meeting and drafted a memorandunl about it) snecred at 

the suggestion that it nlight have been sincerely intended~ saying that President 
Roosevelt was "ll'hol/y c0l11111itted puh/ic/y and pril'ole(v and b.v conrict/on" to the 
Zionists (this mC1110randunl records 1\1r. Roosevelt's statenlent that he had 
learned n10re fron1 Ibn Saoud about Palestine in tive l11inutes than he had 
previously learned in a lifetiIne: out of this. again~ gre\v the famous anecdote that 
Ibn Saoud said. ~ .. \\tTe have kno\vn for t\VO thousand years what you have fought 
two \vorld wars to learn~~). However. Mr. Hopkins nlay conceivably not be a 

trustworthy witness on this one occasion~ for inlmediatcly after the 1l1eeting he~ 

the presidenfs shado\,\l'. 1l1ysteriously broke with 1\1r. Roosevelt~ whom he never 
sa\v again! M r. Hopkins shut hin1self in his cabin and three days later~ at ;\lgiers, 
\vent ashore. ~~sending \vord'~ through an jnterluediary that he would return to 

Anlerica by another route. The breach \vas as sudden as that between 1\1r. Wilson 
and Mr. House. 

What is clear is that the last few weeks and days of Mr. Roosevelfs life were 
overshadowed by the controversy of Zion~ not by j-\ IY1Crican or European 
questions. Had he lived~ and his pledge to Ibn Saoud becollle knov/n~ Zionisn1. 
which so powerfully helped to ll1ake and nlaintain hinl president for twelve years, 
would have become his bitter enel11)'. I-Ie died. (The pledge was categorical; it 
continued. ~~no decision \vill be taken \vith regard to the basic situation in 

Palestine lrithout .lull consultation 11'ltIL both Arahs and Jews~~~ this \vas direct 
repudiation of Dr. \\/eiznlann. \vho bad told hinl. ""we could not rest the case on 
/\ra b consenf~). 

Thus. cloaked in a last-JUOnlent nlystcry. Mr. Roosevelt too passed fronl the 
story..1\ parting glin1pse of the throng \vhich had gathered round hinl during his 
twelve-year reign is given by the senior White House correspondent~ 1\11'. 
lVlerrinlan Sl11ith~ this description of a \vake shows that the carousing of y' alta 
accolllpanicd the president even to his grave: 
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"'Most of the people on the train were members of the Roosevelt staff. Before 
the train was out of sight of the crepe-hung Hyde Park depot, they started \vhat 
turned out to be a post-funeral 'Nake. Liquor flo\ved in every compartment and 
dra\\ing-room. The shades were dra\vn throughout the train and from the 
outside it looked like any train bearing mourners hon1e. But behind those 
curtains. the Roosevelt staff had what they thought was a gooe; tin1e. Their Boss 
would have approved ... I saw one of the top Nevi Dealers hurl a tray ofelnpty 
glasses into a toilet and shout in 1110ck bravado, 'Down the hatch, \ve \von't need 
you any lTIOre·. Porters and club stewards bustled up and down the corridors with 
gurgling. sloshing trays. If you hadn't kno\vn the people in the dra\ving roonl, 
you would have thought they were on their way hOlTIe from a football ganle. 
Sorne of the people were Llsing \vhisky as an ontidote for worry over th~ir jobs ... 
I could hear an alcoholic chorus of Auld Lang Sync ..." 

Such \vere the trappings of statesmanship, during those last days when "the 
boys'· toiled towards another '''victory'', when the Communist arrnies seized half 
of Europe. and the Zionists froln Russia were convoyed by the West towards the 
invasion of Palestine. 

In this question of Palestine. ML Roosevelt was libera ted froDl his dilelnn1a by 
death .. Iv1r. Churchill \Vas left to face his. He had courted Zionist fJ. vour fronl the 
days of the 1906 election. He had been a mC111ber of the British GovernInent in 
1917. of which another IIlenlber (Mr. Leopold AlTIery, quoted in a Zionist paper 
in 1952) said, "We thought 'vvhen we issued the Balfour Declaration that ?l'the 
]eH'S could beconle a 111ajority in Palestine they \vould forIn a ]cll'ish state . .. \Ve 
envisaged /lot a divided J)alcstine, which exists only \vest of the Jordan". 

IVIr. Churchill never publicly stated any such intention (indeed. he denied it), 
but jf it \vas his view this means that even the Zionist state set up after the Second 
World War by no means fulfils the intention of those who 1nade the Balfour 
Declaration, and that further conquests of /\rab lands have yet to be Inade by 
war. 

The governing word in the passage quoted is "~if"; "i(the Jews could becol1le a 
majority ..." By 1945 three decades of Arab revolt had shown that the Zionists 
never would becol11e a nu~jority" unless the i\rabs vvere driv~n out of their native 
land ,by arn1S. T'he question that remained \vas, w'ho \vas'to drive them out? lYlr. 
R.. cHJsevelt had sworn not to. Dr. WeiZlYlann, ever quick to cry "{ stay here on nlY 
bond". liked to claim that tvlr. C~hurchil1 \vas conl1Dltted as far as I)r. Weizmann 
want~d hin1 to go. 

Even [vIr. C~hurchill could not do this deed. He. too, then was liberated fronl 
his dilenl111a; not by death, but by electoral defeat. His memoirs express wounded 
pride at this rcbuff~ "',A.11 our cnelnies having surrendered unconditionally or 
being abollt to do so. I was irnlnediatcly dislnissed by the British electorate from 
all further cond uct of their affairs". 

It \vas not as sinlple as that. T'he future historia,l1 has to \vork from such 
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materiaL but the living participant knows better, and I was in England and saw 
the election when Mr. Churchill was Hdismissed". In truth the British electorate 
could hardly have been expected to see in the outcome of the war (of which Mr. 
Churchill is the bitterest critic) cause for a vote of thanksgiving to Mr. Churchill, 
but there were other reasons for his defeat than Inere disillusionment. 

As in American elections, so in this British one of 1945 the power to Hdeliver 
the vote" was shown. Mr. Churchill had gone far in ~~arming the Jews" and in 
privately committing himself to Zionism, but not far enough for Dr. Weizmann. 
In England at the mid-century control of the press was virtually complete, in this 
question~ Zionist propaganda at the election turned solidly against Mr. Churchill 
and was waged in behalf of the Socialists, who had given the requisite promise of 
support for ~~hostile action" against the Arabs C~The Arabs should be 
encouraged to lnove out as the Jews move in ... "). The block of Jewish 
Menlbers of Parliament swung over in a body to the Socialist party (and was 
strongest in the left wing of it, where the Comillunists lurked). With high elation 
the Zionists saw the discomfiture of their ~~champion" of 1906, 1917 and 1939. 
Dr. Weizmann says that the Socialist victory (and Mr. Churchill's ~~dismissal") 

~~delighted all liberal elements". This was the requital for Mr. Churchill's forty 
years of support for Zionism~ he had not actually ordered British troops to clear 
Palestine of Arabs and, for a while, was an enemy. 

Thus M r. Churchill was at least reprieved from the task of deciding what to do 
about Palestine and should not have been so grieved as he depicts himself, when 
he was dismissed soon after ~~victory". The British Socialists, at last provided 
with a great majority in parliament, then found at once that they were expected 
by forcible measures to ~~encourage the Arabs to move out". When they too 
shrank fronl the assassin's deed the cries of ~~betrayal" fell about their ears like 
hailstones. Dr. Weizmann's narrative grows frantic with indignation at this 
point~ the Socialist government, he says, ~~within three months of taking office 
repudiated the pledge so often and clearly, even vehemently, repeated to the 
Jewish people". During forty years Lord Curzon seems to have been the only 
leading politician caught up in this affair to realize that even the most casual 
word of sympathy, uttered to Dr. Weizmann, would later be held up as ~~a 

pledge", solemly given and infamously broken. 
Among the victorious Socialists a worthy party-man, one Mr. Hall, inherited 

the Colonial Office from Lord Lloyd, Lord Moyne and others dead or defamed, 
and was barely in it when a deputation from the World Zionist Congress arrived: 

~~I must say the attitude adopted by the members of the deputation l-vas 
differentfronl anything 'ri'hich I have ever experienced. It was not a request for the 
consideration by His Majesty's Government of the decisions of the Zionist 
conference, but a demand that His Majest.y's Government should do l-vhat the 
Zionist Organization desired then1 to do". Ten years later an Anlerican ex
president, Mr. Truman, recalled similar visits during his presidency in similar 
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terms of innocent surprise~ in 1945 the thing had been going on since 1906 
without disturbing Mr. Hall's political sluIl1bers. Soon after this he was ousted 
fron1 the Colonial Office, his suitability for a peerage suddenly being realized. 

The Socialist government of 1945, which in domestic affairs must have been 
nearly the vvorst that a war-weary country, in need of reinvigoration, could have 
received, in foreign affairs did its country one service. It saved, of honour, what 
could be saved. Under pressure from the four corners of the world it refused to 
play the assassin's part in Palestine~ if it did not protect the Arabs, and by that 
tiIl1e it probably could not protect them, at least it did not destroy theIl1 for the 
Zionist taskmaster. 

'This achievement was the sole work of a Mr. Ernest Bevin, in nlY estimation 
the greatest man produced in British political life during this century. According 
to report, King Georve \'1, the most unobtrusive of monarchs, urged the 
incoIl1ing Socialist prin1e minister, Mr. AttIee, to make his best and strongest 
Il1an Foreign Secretary, because the state of the world so clearly denlanded this. 
Mr. Attlee thereon revised a list already drafted, expunging the name of SOIl1e 
worthy ~"liberal" who might have involved his country in the coming pogroll1 of 
Arabs, and inserting that of Mr. Bevin. 

By 1945 Palestine was clearly too big an issue for Colonial Secretaries to 
handle~ it was, and will long remain, the Inajor preoccupation of Prime Ministers 
and Foreign Secretaries, Presidents and Secretaries of State in England and 
An1erica, because it is the nlost inflammable source of new wars. In 1945, as soon 
as ""victory" \vas won, it was seen to dOITIinate and pervert the politics of all 
nation-states. Without awe, Ernest Bevin, the farm lad froIl1 SOinerset and the 
dockers' idol, took up the bOIl1b and sought to reITIOVe the fuse. Had he received 
support from one leading man in any Western country he might have saved the 
day. They all fell on hin1 like wolves~ there was something of the canlp-mp eting 
and of revivalist hysteria in the abandon of their surrender to Zionism. 

He was a robust man, with the beef and air of the West Country in his bones 
and ll1uscle and its fearless tradition in his blood, but even he was physically 
broken within a few years by the fury of unreinitting defalnation. He was not 
spiritually daunted. He realized that he had to do with an enterprise essentially 
conspiratorial, a conspiracy of which the revolution and Zionism were linked 
parts, and he Iuay be unique among politicians of this century in that he used a 
word (""conspiracy") which has a dictionary n1eaning plainly applicable to this 
case. He bluntly told Dr. Weizmann that he would not be coerced or coaxed into 

. any action contrary to Britain's undertakings. Dr. Weizmann had not 
experienced any such instruction, at that high level, since 1904, and his 
indignation, surging outward from hin1 through the Zionist organizations of the 
world, produced the sustained abuse of Mr. Bevin which then followed. 

Mr. Churchill, had he remained prin1e n1inister, would apparently have used 
Br;r;slz arlns to enforce the partition of Palestine. That seen1S to be the 

431 



~rHE CON1~ROVERSY OF ZION 

inescapable inference from his Inen10randum to the (~hiefs of Staff Comlnittee 
(January 25~ 1944)~ in vvhich he said ""the Je\\lS~ left to themselves~ would beat the 
Arabs: there cannot therefore be any great danger in our joining hands H'ith the 
Je~t'S to enf()rcc the kind qj'proposals about partirion which are set forth ... ~~ --rhe 
reader Inay see ho\\/ greatly circunlstances alter cases. The bisection qj' Europe 
\vas for Mr. ('hurchill ""a hideous partition~ which cannot lasf~. Partition in 
Palestine was worthy to be enforced by ""joining hands with the Jews~·. 

Mr. Bevin would have no truck with such schenles. Under his guidance the 
Socialist government announced that it ""would not accept the view that the Jews 
should be dril'en out oj"Europe or thot [hey should not he pcrnlitted to live again in 
these'~ (European) ""countries H'ir/zout discrimination, contributing their ability 
and [alent towards rebuilding the prosperity of Europe'~. 

The words show that this lllan understood the nature of Zionist chauvinisnl~ 

the problem posed by it and the only solution. They depict what will inevitably 
happen one day~ but that day has been put back to some time after another 
ruinous era in Palestine, which \vill probably involve the world. He was either the 
first British politician fully to comprehend the Inatter~ or the first to act vvith the 
courage of his kno\\dedge. 

The Socialist governnlent of 1945 was driven~ by responsible office, to do what 
all responsible governlnents before it had equally been forced to do: to send out 
one more comnlission of enq.uiry (which could but repeat the reports of all earlier 
comnlissiollS) and in the nlcantilne to regulate Zionist immigration and to 
safeguard the interest of the native l\rabs~ in accordance with the pledges of the 
original Balfour Declaration. 

Dr. Weiznlann considered this ""a reversion to the old~ shUty double enlphasis 
on the ohligation tVlvards the Arahs q(Palestine" and the Zionist power \vent to 
\-\lork to destroy Mr. Bevin., on \vhose head~ for the next two years~ a worldwide 
calnpaign was turned. It was concentric~ synchronised and of tremendous force. 
F'irsC the Conservative party was sent into action. The Socialists had defeated 
them by capitulations to Zionisln~ which brought thenl the help of the controlled 
press. The Conservatives~being out of office, played this trun1p card against the 
Socialists~ and in turn made their capitulations to Zion. This was at once 11lade 
clear: the party proclaimed that it would cOJnhat the don1eslic and support the 
foreign policy of the Socialists. but froln the nlonlcnt of the Socialist declaration 
about Palestine it D1ade one exception to the second rule~ it began a sustained 
attack on the Socialist government's policy ahout jJalestine, which meant on Mr. 
Bevin. 

At that point Mr. ChurchilL safe in opposition. dcnleaned hinlselfby accusing 
Mr. Bevin of "'anti-Jewish feelings~~. a shot taken from the locker of the Anti
Defamation League (\vhich added a new epithet, "~Bevinisnl~\ to its catalogue of 
smearwords). No such traducelnent of a political adversary ever canle fro111 Mr. 
Bevin~ Mr. Churchilrs outstanding colleague during the long war years. 
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Thus Mr. Bevin, at the post of greatest danger, received the full support of the 
opposition party in all matters offoreign policy save one. Palestine. He might yet 
have saved the day but for the intervention of the new American president Mr. 
Harry S. 'fruman, with whose automatic elevation (on the death of the 
incumbent) froln the Vice-Presidency the story of the 20th Century resumed the 
aspect of (,reck tragedy (or of d cOlnedy of errors). Mr. Truman involved his 
country up to the neck in the Palestinian embroglio at the vcr:" nl0111ent when in 
England, at long last, a n1an had arisen who \vas able and staunch enough to 
liquidate the disastrous venture. 

Unless a l11an has that genius which needs no basis in acquired kno\vledge, a 
small tOvvn in the Middle West and Kansas C'ity are poor places for learning 
about world affairs. Mr. Truillan, "vhen the presidency was thrust upon hin1, had 
two rnajor disqualifications for the office. One \vas native relnoteness from world 
politics, and the other was too close acquaintance \vith ward politics, of which he 
had seen ll1uch. In Kansas City he had watched the ll1achine at \vork; he knew 
about patronage, ward bosses and stuffed ballot-boxes. He had received the 
ilnpressioll that politics were business, and essentially simple in the basic rules, 
\\'hic11 al1o\ved 110 room for high-falutin' ideas. 

A nliddle-sized, hale, broadly-smiling man \\'ho was to sign the order for an act 
of destruction unprecedented in the history of the \Vest, he strode briskly on to 
the stage of great events. He decided at Potsdarn that "~Uncle Joe" \vas ~"a nice 
guy" and there completed 1\1r. R"oosevelfs territorial rearrangenlents in Europe 
and Asia. He arranged for the atom-bombing of defencless Hiroshinla and 
Nagasaki. No con1parable series of acts ever fell to the lot of a once-bankrupt 
haberdasher precipitated into the office of a ""prclnier-dictator". 'Then he turned 
his gaze on domestic affairs and the next ('ongressional and presidential 
elections. In these, he kne\v (and said), the Zionist-controlled vote \vas decisive. 

While NIr. Bevin strove to undo the tal1gle~ Mr.'Iruman undid Mr. Bevin's 
efforts. He demanded that a hundred thousanJ Jews be adnlitted immediately to 
Palestine, and he arranged for the first partisan cornmissiol1 of enq uiry to go to 
Pale~;tine. This was the only 111eans by which any comnlission could ever be 
expected to produce a report favoura ble to the Zionist scheme. Two of its four 
American members were avowed Zionists; the one British nlcnlber was Zionist 
propagandist and a lcft-\ving enenlY of Mr.Bevin. This "".;\nglo-i\.nlerican 
Comnlission" went to Palestine~ where Or. W"eizmann (for perhaps the tenth 
time in sonle thirty years) \vas the chief personage heard. It reconlmended 
(though '"cautiously") the admission of one hundred thousand "displaced 
perso1ls" (the term was presulnably meant to nlislead the public Inasses and was 
at the mOl11ent of some inlportance; no truly displaced persons wanted to go to 
Palestine). 

l'herewith the fat of the next war was in the fire, and an American president 
publicly supported ~~hostile action" against the Arabs, for it \vas that. The next 
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Zionist Congress (at Geneva in 1946) joyfully recorded this new ~'pledge" (Mr. 
Truman's "suggestion" and the partisan commission's "cautious 
recommendations"). This was a characteristic Zionist Congress, being composed 
chiefly of Jews from Palestine (who had already migrated there) and fronl 
America (who had no intention of going there); the herded-mass, to be 
transported thither, was not represented. Dr. Weizmann's description of the 
decisions taken are of great significance. 

He says the congress "'had a special character" and showed '''a tendency to rely 
on methods ... referred to by different names: 'resistance', 'defence', 'activism '. " 
Despite these "shades of meaning" (he says) "'one feature was common to all of 
them: the conviction of the need forjighting against BritL\'h authority in Palestine, 
or any'vvhere else, for that matter". 

Dr. Weizmann's guarded remarks nlust be considered in the context of his 
whole book and of the entire history of Zionism. What he means is that the 
Zionist World Congress at Geneva in 1946 decided to resume the n1ethod of 
terror and assassination which had proved effective in Russia in the germinating
stage of the two-headed conspiracy. The congress knew this to be the method 
'''referred to by different names" during its discussions, for it had already been 
resumed in the assassination of Lord Moyne and many terrorist exploits in 
Palestine. The prompting impulse for the Congress's decision (which in fact it 
was) came from the American president's recon1mendation that a hundred 
thousand people should be forcibly injected into Palestine. ~rhe Zionists took 
that to be another ""pledge", committing America to approval of anything they 
nlight do, and they were right. 

Dr. Weizmann knew exactly what was at stake and in his old age shrank from 
the prospect that reopened before hinl: reversion to the worship of Moloch, "the 
god of blood. He had seen so much blood shed in the nanle of revolutionary
Communism and revolutionary-Zionism, the two causes which had donlinated 
his parental hOlTIe and home town in the Pale. In his youth he had exulted in the 
riots and revolutions and had found the assassinations a natural part of the 
process; in his maturity he had rejoiced in the ruin of Russia despite the decades 
of bloodshed which ensued. For fifty-flve years he had cried havoc and unloosed 
dogs of war. Almost unknown to the masses embroiled in two wars, he had 
become one of the most powerful men in the world. Beginning in 1906, when he 
first wheedled Mr. Balfour, he had gradually risen until his word in the lobbies 
was law, when he could command audience of monarchs and obedience of 
presidents and prime ministers. Now, when the enterprise he had so long 
schemed for was on the brink of consummation, he recoiled from the 
bloodstained prospect that opened immeasurably before him; blood, and more 
blood, and at the end ... what? Dr. Weizmann remembered Sabbatai Zevi. 

He was against '''truckling to the demoralizing forces in the movement", the 
cryptic phrase he uses to cover those referred to by Mr. Churchill as "the 
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extrenlists", and by the adnlinistrators on the spot as '''the terrorists". This meant 
that he had changed as his end approached, for without terrorism Zionism would 
never have established itself at all and if, in 1946, his Zionist state }vas to be 
achieved, this could only be done by violence. Thus at the last Dr. Weizmann 
realized the futility of his half-century of ""pressure behind the scenes" and no 
doubt saw the inevitable fiasco that lay ahead, after the Zionist state had been 
born in terror. Psychologically, this was a moment of great interest in the story. 
Perhaps nlen grow wise in their old age~ they tire of the violent words and deeds 
which seemed to solve all problems in their conspiratorial youth, and this 
revulsion Inay have overtaken Chaim Weizmann. Ifit did, it.was too late to alter 
anything. The machine he had built had to continue, of its own mOinentum, to its 
own destruction and that of any in its path. The remaining future of Zionisln was 
in the hands of ""the demoralizing forces in the nl0venlent", and he had put it 
there. 

He was denied a vote of confidence and was not re-elected president of the 
World Zionist Organization. Forty years after Herzl, he was cast aside as he had 
cast Herzl aside, and for the sanle essential reason. He and his Chazars from 
Russia had overthrown Herzl because Herzl wanted to accept Uganda, which 
Ineant renouncing Palestine. He was overthrown because he feared to re-elnbark 
on the policy of terror and assassination, and that also Ineant renouncing 
Palestine. 

The note of despair sounded even earlier, in his allusions to Lord Moyne's 
murder: "'Palestine Jewry will ... cut out, root and branch, this evil from its 
midst ... this utterly un-Jewish phenomenon". These words were addressed to 
Western ears and were specious~ political murder was not ""an utterly un-Jewish 
phenomenon" in the Talmudic areas of Russia where Dr. Weiznlann spent his 
revolutionary and conspiratorial youth, as he well knew, and a series of sinlilar 
deeds stained the past. Indeed, when he spoke to a Zionist audience he candidly 
adnlitted that political murder was not an ""utterly un-Jewish phenomenon" but 
the opposite: ""What was the terror in Palestine but the old evil in a new and 
horrible guise". 

This '''old evil", rising fronl its Talmudic bottle to confront Dr. Weizmann at 
Geneva in 1946, apparently accounts for the note of prerrlonition which runs 
through the last pages of his book of 1949 (when the Zionist state had been set up 
by terror). The Moyne murder, he then forebodingly said, ""illumines the abyss 
into which terrorism leads". Thus in his last days Dr. Weizmann saw whither his 
indefatigable journey had led: to an abyss! He lived to see it receive a first batch of 
nearly a million victims. From the moment of his deposition effective control 
passed into the hands of '''the terrorists", as he calls them, and his belated cry of 
"'Back!" fell on empty air. The "activists" (as they prefer to call themselves) were 
left with power to ignite a third world conflict when they pleased. Dr. Weizmann 
survived to playa determining part in the next stage of the venture but never 
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again had true power in Zionisln. 
FrOI11 1946 the terrorists took cornmand. They set to work to drive the British 

fron1 Palestine first, and knew they could not fail in the state of affairs which had 
been brought about during the Second War. If the British defended either 
then1selves or the semitic Arabs the cry of "anti-sen1itis111" would rise until the 
politicians in Washington turned on the British; then, when the British left, the 
terrorists would drive out the Arabs. 

The terror had been going on for many years~ the Moyne murder being only 
one incident in it; indeed, one of the harassed Colonial Secretaries~ Mr. Oliver 
Stanley. in 1944 told the House of Commons that it had sensibly in1peded "the 
British war efforf~, or in other \vords, prolonged the war (he is a trustworthy 
witness, for he \vas hailed by the Zionists at his death as ~"a staunch friend"). In 
1946 and 1947. after the Geneva Congress, it was intensified, hundreds of British 
soldiers being (ilnbushed, shot \\:hile asleep, blo\vn up and the like. The terror was 
deliberately given the visible appearance of ""the old evil" when t\voBritish 
sergeants \vcre slovvly done to death in an orchard and left hanging there. l~he 

choice of this Levitical fonn of butchery ("'hanging on a tree", the death 
~"accursed of' God'~) signified that these things were done under the]udaic L,aw. 

l~he British government, daunted by the fury of the An1erican and British 
press~ under comn10n constraint. feared to protect its officials and soldiers, and 
one British soldier wrote to T'he Tin1es: ~"\'lhat use has the ann:y for the 
governn1ent's sympathy'? It does not avenge those who are murdered, nor does it 
prev:ent any further killings. Are \ve no long a nation with sufficient courage to 
enforce law and order where it is our responsibility to do so?" 

This \-vas the case. The great \\1estern governlTICnts had fallen, under ""irrestible 
pressure", into a nerveless captivity, and Britain and America had ceased, 
anyway for the time, to be sovereign nations. At length the British governn1ent, in 
despair, referred the problem of Palestine to the ne\\' organization in New ~y'" ark 
called "'the United Nations·' (which had as little right to dispose of Palestine as 
the League of Nations before it). 

Delegates fron1 I-Iaiti, Liberia, Honduras and other parts of ""the free \vor1d'~ 

thronged to Lake Success, a forlorn, suburban pond outside New York. There 
was an hissing in the world at this time and froIn the parent UNO bodies called 
COBSRA, UNRRt\.,UNESCO uncoiled. On this particular day sOlnething 
called UNSCOP (United Nations Special Comn1ittee on Palestine) rendered to 
UN-O its report recommending ""the partition of Palestine". 

Dr. Weizmann (though deposed by the Zionist Organization for his warnings 
against terrorism) was once n10re the chief authority heard by UNSCOP in 
Jerusalem, and then quickly returned to New York where, in October and 
November of 1947, he dominated the hidden scene as lobbyist supreme. 
"~I rresistible pressure" operated \-vith relentless force. The delegates whom the 
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public nlasses saw on the 1110ving-picture screens vvere puppets; the great play 
\vas all behind the curtain and in that~ Chesterton~s ""real world~~ ~ of which the 
nlultitude saw nothing~ two great operations were in progress, by means of which 
the fate of Palestine was settled far from the debating halls of the United Nations. 
FirsC hundreds of thousands of Jews from Russia and Eastern Europe were 
being slTIuggled across Western Europe to invade Palestine, Second~ the 
approach ofan American presidential election vvas being used by the Zionists as a 
nleans to set the rival parties there bidding against each other for Zionist support. 
and thus to ensure that the decisive Anlerican vote in the United Nations would 
be cast for the invasion. 

In each case~ and as in the preceding three decades~ Inen arose who strove to 
disentangle their countries from its consequences. T'he secret convoying of the 
Eastern Jcvvs across Western Europe \vas revealed by a British generaL Sir 
Frederick Morgan (to whose vvork in planning the invasion of Normandy 
General Eisenhower's book pays tribute). \\1hen the fighting ended General 
Morgan \vas lent by the British War Office Lo '''UNRRA~~~ the offspring-body of 
the United Nations \vhich was supposed to ""relieve and rehabilitate~~ the 
sufferers fro111 the war. General Morgan \vas put in charge of the most hapless of 
these (the ""displaced persons~~) and found that ""lJN RRi\", which cost the 
Anlcrican and British taxpayer much nl0ney~ was being used as an ulnbrella to 
cover the mass-n10velnent of Jews frolll the eastern area to Palestine. These 
people \vere no! "'displaced pers()ns~'. Their native countries had been ""liberated~' 

by the Red i\.rnlies and they were able to live in thern~ their welfare ensured by the 
special la\\1 against ""anti-selnitisln~' which all these conlmunized countries 
received fr0111 their ComJTIunist overlord. They had not been ""driven from 
Gernlany"~ vvhere they had never lived. In facL these were~ once nlore~ the 
Osziuden, the Chazars, being driven by their Tahnudic nlasters to a new land for a 
conspiratorial purpose. 

In this way a new war was being cooked over the enlbers of the dying one and 
General Morgan t\\rice (in January and August 1946) publicly stated that '''a 
secret organization existed to further a tnass l1lovement of Je\vs from Europe~ a 
second Exodus". Senator Herbert Lehlllan, a prorninent Zionist \vho was 
Director General of UNRRA~ said this warning was ""anti-semitic" and 
denlanded General lV10rgan~s resignation. He relented when General Morgan 
disclaimed ""anti-semitic" intent, but when the general repeated his warning eight 
nlonths later he was sUl1llnarily disrnissed by the new Director GeneraL a Zionist 
synlpathizer and fornler Mayor of New York~ Mr. Fiorello La Guardia~ known 
to New Yorkers as The Little Flower. ivlr. l.,a Guardia then appointed a Mr. 
Myer Cohen in General Morgan ~s place. 1~he British government hastened to 
punish General Morgan by retiring the celebrated invasion-planner, stating 
(falsely) that this was at his request. 

Two independent bodies of high status confirnled General Morgan ~s 
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information~ in the servient condition of the press their disclosures received little 
publicity. A Select Committee on Estimates of the British House of Commons 
reported (November 1946) that ""very large numbers of Jews, abnost amounting 
to a second Exodus, have been migratingf;"on1 E"'astern Europe to the American 
zones of Germany and Austria with the intention in the majority of cases of 
finally Inaking their way to Palestine. It is clear that it is a highly organized 
JJZOVefnent, lrith an1ple funds and great if?(fuence behind it, but the Subcolnlnittee 
were unable to obtain any real evidence who are the real instigators". A War 
Investigating Committee sent to Europe by the United States Senate said that 
""heavy n1igration of Jews .fronz E"'astern Europe into the American zone of 
Germany is part of a carefully organi::.ed plan .financed by special groups in the 
United States". 

The picture, once again, is of a conspiracy supported by the Western 
governlnents. in this case the American one in particular. The ""organization" in 
America disposed of American and British public funds lavishly, and effected the 
mass-transfer of population under the cloak of war-relief. Its leaders were able 
sumlnarily to dislniss high officials, publicly-paid, who exposed what went on, 
and the British government supported this action. Although by that tilne (1946
1947) the perfidy of the revolutionary state was supposed to have been realized by 
the Western politicians (so that "cold war" was waged with it), the three 
governments ofWashington, London and Moscow acted in perfect accord in this 
one Inatter. The "'exodus" carne from Russia and from the part of Europe 
abandoned by the West to the revolution. No nlan may leave the Soviet state 
without permission, most rarely granted, but in this one case the Iron Curtain 
opened to release a mass of people, just large enough to ensure ilnnlediate war 
and permanent unrest in the Ncar East. Just as snl00thly, thirty years before, the 
frontiers and ports of Germany (an enemy), England (an ally) and America (a 
neutral) had opened to allow the revolutionaries to go to Russia. On both 
occasions. at this supreme level of policy, the super-national one, there were no 
allies, enenlies or neutrals~ all governments did the bidding of the supreme power. 

One of the British Colonial Secretaries earliest involved in Zionisnl and the 
Balfour Declara tion of 1917, Mr. Leopold Amery, had said: ""We thought when 
we issued the Balfour Declaration that (f the JeH'S could become a JJlajority in 
Palestine the.Y' lvouldfornl a JeVt'ish state". In 1946-1948, at last, this thought was 
being realized, in the only way possible: by the mass-transplantation of Eastern 
Jews to Palestine. Only one thing still was needed: to obtain from ""the United 
Nations" some act of mock-legalization for the invasion about to occur. To 
ensure that, the capitulation of the Alnerican president was necessary~ and the 
way to bring that about was to threaten his party-advisers with the loss of the 
approaching presidential election, which lay a year ahead. 

A third war was in truth being hatched, in the thinning fog of the second war, 
by this clandestine movement of population, and in America (after the dismissal 
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of General Morgan in Europe) the two men whose offices made them directly 
responsible tried to nip the peril in the bud. One was General Marshall, whose 
interventions in the question of invading Europe and later in that of China have 
been shown by their consequences to have been most ill-omened. In the question 
of Palestine he showed prudence. In 1947 he was Secretary of State and was thus 
chiefly responsible, under the president, for foreign policy. He strove to ward off 
his country's involvement in the Palestinian fiasco and, as in all such cases, his 
relegation soon followed. 

The other man was Mr. James Forrestal, Secretary for Defence. He was a 
successful banker, brought into governnlent in wartime for his executive ability; 
he was wealthy and only the ilnpulse to serve his country can have moved him to 
take office. He foresaw disastrous consequences from involvement and died 
believing he had utterly failed in his effort to avert it. Of all the men concerned 
during two generations, he alone left a diary which fully exposes the methods by 
which Zion controls and manipulates governors and governments. 

Mr. Trlunan went further than even President Roosevelt in taking foreign 
policy and national security out of the province of the responsible ministers, and 
in acting contrary to their counsel under the pressure applied through electoral 
advisers. The story is made complete by Mr. Forrestal's Diar}', Mr. Truman's 
own memoirs, and Dr. Weizmann's book. 

The struggle behind the scenes for control over the American president, and 
therewith of the Republic itself, lasted from the autumn of 1947 to the spring of 
1948, that is, from the United Nations debate about the partition of Palestine to 
the proclamation of the Zionist state after its forcible seizure. 

Dates are inlportant. In Novelnber 1947 the Zionists wanted the ~"partition" 

vote and in May 1948 they wanted recognition of their invasion. The presidential 
election was due in November 1948, and the essential preliminary to it, the 
non1ination contests. in June and July 1948. The party-managers instructed Mr. 
Trulnan that re-election was in the Zionist gift; the opposition candidate received 
similar advice froln his party-Inanagers. Thus the election campaign took on the 
nature of an auction, each candidate being constantly under pressure from his 
organizers to ou tbid the other in supporting the invasion of Palestine. In these 
circumstances the successful candidate could only feel that election was a reward 
for ~~supporting partition" in Novenlber 1947 and ~~granting recognition" in 
May 1948; nothing could more clearly illustrate the vast change which the n1ass
immigration of Eastern Jews, in the period following the Civil War, had brought 
about in the affairs of the American Republic. Mr. Forrestalleft a full account of 
the chief moves in this fateful, hidden contest. 

The time-bonlb planted by Mr. Balfour thirty years earlier reached its 
expiosion-molnent \vhen the British government in 1947 announced tha t it would 
withdraw from Palestine if other powers made in1partial adn1inistration there 
ilnpossible; this was the reply to President Trulnan's proposal that 100,000 
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""displaced persons" be allowed to enter Palestine in1mediately. Mr. Trunlan's 
responsible advisers at once inforn1ed the An1erican governn1ent of the 
consequences which "vould flow from a British withdrawal. General Marshall 
told the _An1erican Cabinet that such a British withdra\\Jal "'would be followed by 
a bloody struggle bet\veen the Arabs and Jews" (August 8, 1947), and his Under 
Secretary of State, Mr. Robert Lovett, pointed to the danger of "'solidifying 
sentiment among all the Arabian and 1Vlohamlnedan peoples~" against the United 
States (August 15, 1947). 

"This warning was at once answered by the voice of party-politics. At a (~abinet 

lunch l\tIr. Robert Hannegan (Postmaster General, but previously national 
chairlnan of the Pre:,ident's party, the Democratic Party) urged the President to 
'"make a statement of policy on Palestine" den1anding "'the admission of 150,000 
Zionists". Thus the party-nlan's counsel was that President Truman should 
respond to the British warning by increasing his bid for Zionist electoral support, 
froln ! (H),OOO to 150,000 persons. 1V(r. Hannegan said this new demand "H'ould 
have a very great iJ?f1uence and great efFect on the raising 0.( .funds .lor the 
Denl0cratic National ("oJ1llnittee" and, as proof of "vhat he rrolllised, added that 
the earlier demand (related to 100.000 irnmigrants) had produced the result that 
.'very large sums H'cre ohtained fron1 Jel1'ish contrihutors and they 'vvould be 
ir{ffuenced in either giving or withholding b.F }t'hat the President did on Palestine ". 

Thus the issue fro111 the outset \vas presented to the President in the plainest 
tern1S of national interest on the one hand and party-contributions, party-votes 
and party-success on the other. It "vas argued throughout the months that 
followed and finally determined on that basis, without any gloss. 

Mr. Forrestal's aiarin became acute. He held that if state policy and nationa 1 
security (his province) \vere to be subordinated to vote-buying the country would 
pass under Zionist control and earlier (in 1946) had asked the President if 
Palestine could not be '"taken out of politics~'. Mr. T'run1an at that tilne had 
""agreed about the principle'~ but evinced the feeling "'that not much will con1e of 
such an attelnpt. that political n1anoeuvring is inevitable, politics and our 
goverlll71en t being It'hat they are". 

In September 1947, Mr. Forres1al spurred by his misgivings, laboured 
tirelessly to have Palestine "'taken out of politics'~. His idea \-vas that both 
contending parties must contain a majority of people who could be brought to 
agree, in the paramount national interest, that major foreign issues be set above 
dispute. so that Palestine could not be used for huckstering at election-time. He 
found only disdain for this idea among the men of ""practical politics". 

Deeply disturbed by IVrr.Hannegan~sabove-quoted remarks of Septen1ber 4, 
Mr. Forrestal at a Cabinet lunch on Septen1ber 29. 1947 openly asked President 
Truman ""yvhether it \vQuld not he possible to lift the Jewish-Palestine question 
out of politics". Mr. Truman said ""it \vas worth trying to do, although he \vas 
obviollsly sceptical". At the next C~abinet lunch (()ctober 6) the party-boss 
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rebuked the responsible Cabinet officer: 
""Mr. Hannegan brought up the question of Palestine. He said many people 

who had contributed to the Den10cratic can1paign l"vere pre.\'sing hard for 
assurances .Ii·on1 the (ubninistration of'de.finitive support for the Jelvish position in 
Palestine" . 

Mr. Forrestal foresa\v Mr. Truman's capitulation and his alarm increased. He 
saw the Democratic party-manager, Mr. J. l-Ioward McGrath (November 6, 
1947) and again could make no headway. Mr. McGrath said, ""There were two or 
three pivotal states lvhich could not be carried H'ithout the support o.!,people who 
H'ere deeply interested in the Palestine question". Mr. Forrestal made no 
inlpression \vith his rejoinder, ""I said I would rather lose those states in a national 
election than run the risks which I felt might develop in our handling of the 
Palestine question". 

The next day he again received support from General Marshall, who told the 
Cabinet that the Middle East was ""another tinder box", and Mr. Forrestal then 
""repeated IUy suggestion ... that a serious atternpt be luade to lift the Palestine 
question out o.l Anlerican partisan politics . .. D()/nestic politics ceased at the 
A tlantic Ocean and no question H'as more charged H:ith danger to our security than 
thi,) particular one" (November 7, 1947). 

The ""partition" vote was by this tilue near and Mr. Forrestal made another 
appeal to Mr. McGrath, the Democratic party-manager, showing him a secret 
report on Palestine provided by the governmental intelligence agency. Mr. 
McGrath brushed this aside, saying Jewish sources were responsible for a 
substantial part of the contributions to the Dernocratic National COlunlittee and 
lTIany of these contributions were made ·'lvith a distinct idea on the part o.l the 
givers that they will have an opportunity to express their views and have them 
seriously considered on such questions as the present Palestine question. There 
was a feeling among the Jews that the United States was not doing what it should 
to solicit votes in the United Nations General Assembly in favour of the Palestine 
partition, and "beyond this the Jews would expect the United States to do its 
utInost to implement the partition decision if it is voted by the United Nations 
through f()rce {l necessary'. " 

This quotation reveals the process of progressively raising the bid for Zionist 
funds and the Zionist vote which went on behind the scenes. At the start only 
United States support for the partition proposal had been ""expected". Within a 
fe\\l weeks this ""expectation" had risen to the demand that the United States 
should ""solicit" the votes of other countries in support of partition and should use 
A/nerican troops to el~force partition, and the party-manager was quite 
accustorned to such notions (if American troops in the 1950's or 1960's find 
thenlselves in the Near East, any of them \vho have read Mr. F orrestal's Diaries 
should know how they C01l1e to be there). Mr. Forrestal must have acted from a 
sense of duty, not of hope, when he in1plored Mr. McGrath ""to give a lot of 
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thought to this matter because it involved not merely the Arabs of the Middle 
East, but also might involve the whole Moslem world with its four hundred 
nlillions of people: Egypt, North Africa, India and Afghanistan". 

While Mr. Forrestal fought this losing battle behind the curtained windows of 
the White House and of party-headquarters, Dr. Weiznlann, in Washington, 
New York and Lake Success was indefatigably organizing "the vote" on 
partition. He was having his difficulties, but was rescued froin theln at this 
culnlinant moment when he found "a welcome and striking change" among 
sonle of those "'wealthy Jews" who formerly had opposed Zionism. At this 
belated stage in his narrative he first mentions Mr. Bernard Baruch, saying that 
M r. Baruch had .!C)rll1erly been ""an oppositionist Jew", one of the "'rich and 
powerful Jews who were against the idea of the Jewish National Home, but they 
did not know very Inuch about the subject". 

One can only speculate about the exact cOinposition and nature of the ""Jewish 
International" which Dr. Kastein described as having COlne into existence 
around tI'e start of this century. It is permissable, in the light of all that has 
happened in these fifty years, to envisage it as a permanent, high directorate, 
spread over all nation-state boundaries, the membership of which probably 
changes only when gaps are left by death. If that is its nature, a reasonable further 
inference would be that Dr. Weiznlann was a very high functionary, perhaps the 
highest functionary, subordinate to it, but that undoubtedly there was a body 
superior to him. In that case, I would judge that its four Inost important 
Inembers, in the United States at that period, would have been Mr. Bernard 
Baruch, first, and Senator Herbert Lehman, Mr. Henry Morgenthau junior and 
Justice Felix Frankfurter. next. If there were a doubt, it would previously have 
attached to Mr. Baruch, who had never publicly associated hiinselfwith ""leftist" 
causes or with Zionisnl. His great crony, Mr. Winston Churchill, quoted Mr. 
Baruch's ""negative view" about Zionis111 to Dr. Weizmann, who in consequence 
(as he says) '''took great care not to touch on the Jewish problem" when he earlier 
Inet Mr. Baruch in America. 

Nevertheless, at this decisive Inoment Mr. Baruch suddenly "'changed a great 
deal" (Dr. Weiznlann) and his support, added to the Zionist "'pressure" that was 
being exerted on Aluerican politics, \vas determining. Dr. Weizmann, as he 
hurried round the lobbies at Lake Success, learned that the American delegation 
was opposed to the partition of Palestine. Thereon he enlisted the "'particularly 
helpful" support of Mr. Baruch (until then, for forty years or more, regarded as 
an opponent of Zionism even by such intimates as Mr. Winston Churchill!), and 
also of the junior Mr. Henry Morgenthau (whose nalne attaches to the plan of 
"'blind vengeance" adopted by Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill at Ottawa in 
1944). 

Mr. Baruch presunlably did not hold Dr. Weiznlann in the awe which seems to 
have seized the Western politicians at the Zionist leader's approach. Therefore 
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his sudden support of Zionism n1ust denote either an abrupt conversion or the 
revelation of a feeling earlier concealed; in either case, his intervention was 
decisive as will be seen. 

Dr. Weizmann was well supported by the other powerful Jews in the 
Den10cratic Party. Senator Lehman was head of UNRRA when it was used to 
smuggle the Eastern Jews across Europe to Palestine, and had demanded 
General Morgan's resignation for publicly calling attention to this n1ass
movement of people; his part in the drama was already plain. Mr. Justice 
Frankfurter was equally busy; Mr. Forrestal was told by Mr. Loy Henderson (in 
charge of Middle Eastern Affairs in the State Department) that "very great 
pressure had been put on him as well as Mr. Lovett to get active American 
solicitation for United Nations votes for the Palestine partition; he said Felix 
Frankfurter and Justice Murphy had both sent messages to the Philippines 
delegate strongly urging his vote" (this is the same Mr. Frankfurter who called on 
Mr. House at the 1919 Peace Conference in Paris "to talk about the Jews in 
Palestine"; he was also the devoted instructor of Mr. Alger Hiss at the Harvard 
Law School). 

Having such support, Dr. Weizmann was a besieging general backed by 
superior arn1ies when he called on the citadel's commander, President Truman, 
on November 19, 1947, to denland that the United States support the partition of 
Palestine, and furthermore, that the Negev district (to which Dr. Weizmann 
attached "great importance") be included in the Zionist territory. 

Mr. Truman's discipline was exen1plary: "he promised me that he vvould 
communicate at once 'with the American delegation" (Dr. Weizn1ann). Out at Lake 
Success the chief An1erican delegate, Mr. Herschel Johnson, as he was about to 
inform the Zionist representative of the An1erican decision to vote against the 
inclusion of the Negev, was called to the telephone and received, through 
President Truman, Dr. Weizn1ann's orders. With that the deed was done and on 
November 29, 1947 the General Assen1bly of the United Nations recommended 
(Zionist propaganda always says "decided") that "independent Arab and Jewish 
states, and the specific international regime.for the City oj'Jerusalel11" should con1e 
into existence after tern1ination of the British "Mandate" on August 1, 1948. 

The vote was 31 against 13 with 10 abstentions. The manner in which the 
American vote was procured has been shown. As to some of the other votes, 
Under Secretary Robert Lovett said at the next Cabinet lunch (December 1, 
1947) that "he had never in his life been subject to so much pressure as he had 
been in the last three days". The Firestone Tire and Rubber COlnpany, which had 
a concession in Liberia, reported (he said) that it had been asked by telephone to 
instruct its representative in Liberia "to bring pressure on the Liberian 
Government to vote in javour oj'partition". (Mr. Loy Henderson's account of the 
"great pressure" used to get American "solicitation" of the votes of small 
countries has already been quoted). Thus was the "vote" of "the United 
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Nations" produced in the nlost explosive issue of this century~s world affairs. 
At the Cabinet lunch imInediately after this ~~vote~~ Mr. Forrestal returned to 

the attack: HI remarked that many thoughtful people of the Jewish faith had deep 
misgivings about the wisdom of the Zionists~ pressures for a Jewish state in 
Palestine ... The decision was fraught with great danger for thefiiture security qf 
this country". He then discussed the question (December 3~ 1947) with Mr. JaIlles 
F. Byrnes~ who had ceased to be Secretary of State earlier in the year (his 
relegation was foreseeable~ it was he who disclosed President Roosevelt~s pledge 
to Ibn Saoud). 

Mr. Byrnes said President Truman~s actions had placed the British 
Government ~~in a nl0st difficult position~~ and added that Mr. David K. Niles 
and Judge Samuel RosenInan Hwere chiefly responsible~~ for it. Both these Inen 
had been brought into the White l-Iouse an10ng the ~~Palace Guard" with \vhich 
Mr. Roosevelt surrounded himselC Mr. Niles (of Russian-Jewish descent) was 
the ~~adviser on Jewish affairs~~ and Judge Rosenman had helped write 
presidential speeches. These n1en (said Mr. Byrnes) told Mr. Truman "~that 

De\vey was about to come out with a statenlent favouring the Zionist position on 
Palestine~ and had insisted that unless the President anticipated this Inoment New 
York State would be lost to the Democrats". 

Here Mr. Byrnes gave another glilupse of the behind-the-scenes auction. l'he 
two candidates for the highest office in the United States (Mr. Thomas Dewey 
was the prospective nominee of the other party~ the Republican) in these 
portrayals look like children~ incited against each other by the offer of a dangling 
bag of sweets. Mr. TruIllan~ by doing the Zionist bidding in the matter of 
partition~ had by no means ensured the De1l10crats of the prize~ for the election 
was still a year distant and during that time the Zionists were to delnand 1110re 
and Inore~ and the Republican party to bid higher and higher for the dangling 
reward. 

Mr. Forrestat in desperation~ now tried to convince the Republican Mr. 
Dewey: ~~I said the Palestine nlatter was a nlatter of the deepest concern to me in 
tern1S q{ the security of'the nation, and asked~ once more~ if the parties could not 
agree to take this question out of their electoral campaigning". Governor (of 
New York State) Dewey~s response was 111uch the same as President Truman~s: 

.... I t was a difficult matter to get results because of the inteIllperate attitude of the 
Jewish people who had taken Palestine as the eIllotional syrrlbol~ hecause the 
Den10cratic party lvould not be lvilling to relinquish the advantages ql the Jelt'lsh 
vote~~. Thereon Mr. Dewey continued to try and outdo the Denl0cratic 
politicians in his bid for ~"the Jewish vote~~ (and to his own surprise nevertheless 
lost the election). 

Mr. Forrestal next tried to strengthen the hand of the State DepartmenC in its 
resistance to the President~ by a melnorandulu (January 21 ~ 1948) in which he 
analyzed the dangers to Alnerican national security flowing froill this 
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entanglement: ,"IoIt is doubtful if there is any segment of our foreign relations of 
greater importance or o.fgreater danger . .. to the security o.f the United States 
than our relations in the Middle East". He warned against doing '"'"pernlanent 
injury to our relations with the Moslem "vorld" and '""a stunlble into war". He 
said he had found Io"some small encouragement" anl0ng individual Republicans 
for his proposal to take the question "'"out of party-politics", but among the 
Democrats had nlet a feeling "that a suhstantialpart o.fthe DeJnocratic.funds come 
ji'"oln Zionist sources inclined to ask in returnfor a lien upon this part a.!our national 
policy". 

The last nine words are explicit and are literally correct. The Zionists 
demanded the subnlission of Anlerican state policy and offered in return a four
year tenure of the presidency to the highest bidder. Whether they were in truth 
able to deliver what they offered has never been tested~ the party-lnanagers took 
them at their word and the candidates of both parties put on the sackcloth of 
subnlission before they were nominated, knowing (or believing) that they would 
not even achieve nomination unless they wore it. 

Mr. Forrestal urged the Secretary of State (General Marshall) to remonstrate 
with the President, pointing out that a large body of Jews "'hold the view that the 
present zeal of the Zionists can have most dangerous consequences, not Inerely in 
their divisive effects in American life, but in the long run on the position oj' JeH'S 
throughout the H'orld". 

Under-Secretary Lovett, on reading Mr. Forrestal's melnorandum, produced 
one already prepared by the Planning Staff of the State Department. This 
informed the President that the partition plan was '""not workable" (exactly as 
British governlnents had been warned by their colonial administrators that ""the 
Mandate" was Io'"not workable")~ that the United States was not committed to 
support it if it could not be effected without force; that it was against American 
interest to supply arnlS to the Zionists while refusing them to the Arabs; that the 
United States should not take on itself to enforce the "reconlnlendation" of 
partition and should try to secure tvithdraH'al of'the partition proposal. 

Mr. Lovett added, ""the use of the United Nations by others as a propaganda 
platforlTI is complicating our conduct of foreign relations" and said "the State 
Departlnent was Io"seriously embarrassed and handicapped by the activities of 
Niles at the White House in going directly to the President on matters involving 
Palestine". On that very day, the Under-Secretary cOlnplained, he had once more 
been under Io'"pressure"; Mr. Niles had telephoned from the White House 
"expressing the hope that the embargo on the sales of arms to the Zionists would 
be lifted". 

At that point Mr. Forrestal evidently became an acute annoyance to the 
powers behind the White House and his elimination was decided. First he 
received a visit from Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt junior. Whatever the father's 
deathbed pledge not to take Io"hostile action against the Arabs", the son (a New 
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York politician, with presidential hopes) was an extreme Zionist partisan. Mr. 
Forrestal pointedly said, '~I thought the methods that had been used by people 
outside of the Executive branch of the government to bring coercion and duress on 
other nations in the General Assembly bordered closely on scandal". He records (as 
if with surprise) that his visitor "lnade no threats" in response to this, and he then 
explained his proposal to "lift the question out of politics" by agreement between 
the parties. 

Mr. Roosevelt, his father's son, replied that ~~this was in1possible, that the 
nation was too .far comlnitted, and that, furthermore, the Democratic Party 
would be bound to lose and the Republicans to gain by such an agreement". Mr. 
Forrestal answered that ~'failure to go along with the Zionists might lose the 
states of New York, Pennsylvania and California;" (the '~pivotal states" earlier 
mentioned by party-manager McGrath) ~'I thought it was about time that 
son1ebody should pay some consideration to whether we might not lose the 
United States". 

No comment by Mr. Roosevelt is recorded, but he was a harbinger of ill for 
Mr. Forrestal because on this same day (February 3, 1948) came the intervention 
of Mr. Bernard Baruch. Mr. Baruch, earlier an opponent of Zionism, was now so 
zealous in the cause that he advised Mr. Forrestal "not to be active in this matter 
... I was already identified, to a degree that vvas not in lny ovvn interests, with 
opposition to the United Nations policy on Palestine". 

Ominous words for Mr. Forrestal! The annals here record for the first time a 
specific intervention by Mr. Baruch in high affairs, and its nature. His counsel 
was that Mr. Forrestal, a Cabinet officer, consider his o~vn interest, which was 
endangered; until that time Mr. Forrestal as a responsible Cabinet officer had 
considered only the interest of his country. Mr. Forrestal does not say whether he 
saw in this advice anything threatening; his allusion to Mr. Roosevelt on the 
same day shows that the thought of ~'threats" was in his mind. 

He then gave way to the fear which in the end cowed nearly all men who strove 
against the thrall of Zion. Four days later (February 7, 1948) he drew up a last 
paper on the subject which he never submitted to the President, but which 
contains something of historical importance. He said that on February 6 
~'Eisenhower told me that effective United States participation in a Palestine 
police force would involve about one division with appropriate supporting 
units". At that time, therefore, General Eisenhower (then Chief of Staff) was 
drafting plans for the potential engagement of American troops in Palestine. Mr. 
Forrestal put away this last memorandum. On February 12 and 18 he made two 
final appeals to General Marshall to contend with the President and the party
managers and at that point his efforts ceased. 

His desisting availed him nothing for within a twelvenlonth he was literally 
hounded to death. His end needs to be described here, before the armed seizure of 
Palestine is recorded; it is the classic case of persecution by defanlation~ leading 
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to death. 
I first went to Aillerica early in 1949 and was perplexed by the venom of the 

attacks, in the press and radio, on one Mr. James Forrestal, Secretary for 
Defence. I knew nothing ofhim but his name, and the part he played in this affair 
(as above recorded) was then entirely unknown to the public. Nevertheless they 
read or heard daily that he was insane, a coward who had left his wife to be 
attacked by a burglar, a tax defaulter, and all manner of other things. By chance I 
nlet a friend of his \vho told me that he had been so reduced by this persecution 
that those near to hilll were gravely alarmed. A few weeks later he threw himself 
from a high window, leaving in his room some copied verses from Greek tragedy 
which ended with the refrain, .... Woe, woe! will be the cry ..." 

Anlerican libel laws are liberal and differ from state to state, and litigation is 
long. Even a successful action may not bring redress. Hardly any limit is in 
practice set to what 111ay be said about a man singled out for defamation; the 
slanders are printed in the language that incites mob-passions and when 
broadcast are uttered in rabid accents that recalled to nle the voices of prilnitive 
African trib'espeople in llloments of catalepsy. Among Mr. Forrestal's effects 
was found a scrapbook full of these attacks, and towards the end he could not 
listen to the radio. The refuse of calunlny was emptied on his head and at the end 
two broadcasters joined for the kill. One of them announced (January 9, 1949) 
that President Truman would .... accept Forrestal's resignation within a week" 
(and followed this with some slander about shares in the Gernlan Dye Trust). On 
January 11 the second broadcaster told the nlillions that President TrUlllan 
would by that time have accepted Mr. Forrestal's resignation, had not the first 
broadcaster anticipated the event (the jewel-robbery story was added to this). A 
few weeks earlier President Truman had told the Press that he had asked Mr. 
Forrestal not to resign; on March 1 he sent for Mr. Forrestal and demanded his 
inlnlediate resignation, without explanation, to be effective from May 1. Mr. 
Forrestal conlmitted suicide on May 21. At the funeral ceremony Mr. Truman 
described him as .... a victim of the war"! 

(In parentheses, at that tinle another man was being hounded to the same 
death, which he escaped, later in the sanle year, only by the failure of his suicide 
attempt. His persecution canle from the same defamationist source, though his 
offence was in the other field, Communism. Mr. Whittaker Chambers sinned by 
his efforts to expose Communist infiltration of the American Government. I was 
in America at the time of his ordeal, which is described in his book; this contains 
the striking example, to which I earlier alluded, of the Talmudic practice of 
....cursing by an angry, fixed look" (the Je}vish Encyclopaedia). Literal Talmudists 
would presulnably see in Mr. Chambers's suicide attempt, and in the ill-health 
which subsequently afflicted him, a token of the literal efficacy of "the Law" in 
this respect). 

After Mr. Forrestal's retreat into silence, at the warning of Mr. Baruch, the 
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responsible men at the State Department continued their struggle, headed by 
General Marshall. (All this while, in England, Mr. Bevin was carrying on his 
lonely fight against the Conservative opposition and against the mass of his own 
party alike). Atone point, for the first tin1e since 1917 ~ the responsible Cabinet 
officers and officials in both countries seenled to have won the day. 

This was in March 1948. Violence in Palestine had so greatly increased after 
the United Nations' ·"recolnmendation" for the country's bisection that the 
Security Council grew alarmed and beat a retreat. Even President Truman was 
shaken and his representative in the Security Council announced the reversal oj' 
.Alnerican polic.y', proposing (March 19, 1948) that the partition proposal be 
suspended, that ::1 truce be arranged, and that the end of the ·'Mandate" be 
followed by a · .. ·Trusteeship" (this was in effect the proposal of the State 
Department memorandum of January). 

At the last n10nlent the idea of "·the Jewish state" thus seemed about to 
collapse. The post-war return to reason was beginning (that process which Mr. 
Lloyd George, thirty years before, had warningly called the ·"thaw") and if the 
coup now failed only a third world \var could provide another opportunity. The 
....Trusteeship" would be the ··Mandate" in a new form, ,but with the United 
States as the country chiefly involved, and in another ten or twenty years 
America, foreseeably, would find the ·'Trusteeship" as "unworkable", under 
Zionist pressure, as the British had found the "·Mandate". 

It was then or never, and the Zionists struck at once. They presented the 
·"United Nations" with the accomplished fact by bisecting Palestine thelnselves. 
The terrorist deed by Ineans of which this was accomplished was the result of the 
policy adopted at the World Zionist Congress of 1946, ~!here "the denl0ralizing 
forces in the movement" (Dr. Weizlnann's words) had recolnmended methods of 
.... Resistance ... defence ... activism", and Dr. Weizmann, who knew what was 
lneant, had been deposed for objecting to them. 

Dr. Weizmann then had called ·'the terror in Palestine" the ·'old evil in a new 
and horrible guise". April 9, 1948 showed what he meant, and in particular why 
he called it the old evil. On that day the ""activists", the terror-and-assassination 
group of Zionislll, ·'utterly destroyed" an Arab village in exact and literal 
fulfilment of '''the Law" laid down in Deuteronolny (which, the reader will recall, 
is the basic Judaic law but was itselfan amendment of the original Mosaic law of 
the Israelites). 

This was the nl0st significant day in the entire story of Zionism. To the Arabs 
(who knew the Torah and "had known for two thousand years what you have 
fought two world wars to learn") it meant that the savage Law of Judah, devised 
bi'the Levites be,tween 700 and 400 BC., was to be resurrected and ilnposed on 
thenl in full force and violence, with the support of the Christian West and of 
Conlmunized Russia alike. The synlbolic massacre, they knew, was intended to 
show what would happen to all of them if they stayed. Thereon alrnost the entire 
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Arab population of Palestine fled into the neighbouring Arab states. 
The n1assacre at Deir Yasin was briefly reported in the West, for instance Tirne 

lnagazine of New York said: 
"'Jewish terrorists of the Stern Gang and Irgun Zvai Leulni storlned the village 

of Deir Yasin and bu tchered everyone in sight. The corpses of 250 Arabs, mostly 
\vomen and sn1all children, were later found tossed into wells". 

At the Versailles Peace Conference in 1919 Dr. Weizmann had declared, ""The 
Bible is our mandate", and the words sounded good.to Western ears. This event 
showed what they meant, and the same words were repeated by the Zionist 
leaders in Palestine thirty years after Dr. Weizll1ann used them. The massacre at 
Deir Yasin was an act of ""observance" of the ancient ""statutes and 
con1mandrnents", including the relevant passage in Deuteronomy, ""When the 
Lord thy God shall bring thee into the land whither thou goest to possess it, and 
shall cast out ... seven nations greater and n1ightier than thou ... then thou 
shalt utterly destroy them; thou shalt Inake no covenant with them, nor shoH' 
fnercy unto thenl", and the related passage, "thou shalt save alive nothing that 
breatheth, but thou shalt utterly destroy theln". There are seven Arab states today, 
and each of them has its share of the fugitives of 1948, who for eight years now 
have been a living reminder to them of the common future fate with which 
Zionism threatens them under the ancient Law. 

The passive condonation of this deed by Jewry aS,a whole showed more clearly 
than anything else the change which Zionisln had wrought in the Jewish mind in a 
few years. Writing in 1933 (only fifteen years before Deir Yasin), Mr. Bernard J. 
Brown quoted the above passage from Deuteronomy as the reason for Arab fears, 
and added, ""Ofcourse, the uncultured Arabs do not understand that the modern 
Jew does not take his bible literally, and that he is a kind and charitable person 
and would not be so cruel to his fellow-man, but he suspects that if the Jews 
bottom their claim to Palestine on the strength of the historic rights to that land, 
they can only do so on the authority oj'the Bible, and the Arab refuses to reject any 
part oj'it". The Arabs were right and Mr. Brown was \vrong; this enlightened 
Western Je\v could not conceive, in 1933, that Zionism meant a full return to the 
superstition of antiquity in its most barbaric form. 

Probably Deir Yasin remained an isolated incident only because its meaning 
was so clear that the Arabs left the country. Mr. Arthur Koestler is definite about 
this cause-and-effect. He was in Palestine and says the Arab civilian population, 
after Deir Yasin, at once fled fron1 Haifa, Tiberia, Jaffa and all other cities and 
then froln the entire country, so that ""by May 14 all had gone save for a few 
thousand". All impartial authorities agree about the intention and effect ofDeir 
Yasin, and from April 9, 1948 no doubt remained about the g<?verning force of 
the ancient Judaic Law on all future acts and ambitions of Zion. Deir Yasin 
explains the fear of the surviving Arab states today as fully as it explains the flight 
of the Palestinean Arabs. 
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Deir Yasin~ for a little while~ solved the Zionists ~ problelTI. The partition of 
Palestine had been achieved~ by force. At the sanle time the event revealed (to the 
Arabs~ if not then to the West) the nature of Dr. Weiznlann~s ~"abyss into which 
terrorism leads~~. From April 9~ 1948 the West itself stood on the brink of this 
abyss~ dug by the acts of two generations of its politicians. 

Thus the situation changed completely between March 19~ 1948~ when the 
American Government decided that partition was ~"unworkable" and reversed 
its po1icy~ and April 9, 1948~ when terrorism effected partition. Dr. Weizmann 
nlust still have been haunted by his fears~ but now that the territory for the Jewish 
state had been cleared he would not or could not \vithdraw fronl "~the abyss~~. The 
ainl now \vas to achieve a second reversal of American policy~ to gain an 
expression of approval for what had been done by terrorisnl~ and to this end~ 

once more~ Dr. Weizmann bent all his efforts. At the first reversal of American 
policy he had been urgently summoned from London to Lake Sllccess by letters~ 

cables and telephone calls~ and the day before it was announced he was again 
closeted with President Truman. As the days passed~ and the news from Deir 
Yasin flickered briefly over the tapes~ he laboured tirelessly at his supreme task: 
the winning of "~recognition~~ for the Jewish State set up by the terrorists at Deir 
Yasin. 

Dr. Weizmann's energy was extraordinary. He conducted a one-man siege of 
the entire "~United Nations" (of course~ he was everywhere received as the 
representative of a new kind of world-power). He was ~"in close contact'~~ for 
instance, with the delegates of Uruguay and Guatenlala~ vvhom he calls ""the ever 
gallant defenders" of Zionism~ and with the Secretary General of the United 
Nations, at that time a Mr. Trygve Lie from Norway. In nlid-April, with the 
tidings from Deir Yasin rising to its very nostrils, the General Assembly of the 
United Nations lnet. The American vote was clearly to be decisive~ and Dr. 
\Veiznlann remarks that he ""began to be preoccupied with the idea of American 
recognition of the Jewish state". In other words, American state policy~ formed 
in the constitutional process of consultation between the Chief Executive and his 
responsible Cabinet officers, was once more to be reversed at the denland of 
Ci~~liln Weizlnann. 

D~tes are again significant. On May 13 1948 Dr. Weiznlann saw President 
Trunlan~ the contest for the presidential nominations then lay inlmediately ahead 
and the presidential election a few months beyond, so that this was the ideal 
nloment to apply "~irresistible pressure". Dr. Weizmann inforlned President 
Truman that the British nlandate would end on May 15 and ;'a provisional 
government would then take over "~the Jewish state". He urged that the United 
States ""promptly" recognize it and the President acted with zealous alacrity. 

On May 14 (Palestine tilne) the Zionists in Tel Aviv proclainled their new state. 
A few minutes later ~~unofficial news" reached Lake Success that President 
Trunlan had recognized it. The American delegates (who had not been informed) 
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"were incredulous" ~ but "after much confusion" they made contact with the 
White House and received from it Dr. Weizmann's instructions, transmitted 
through the President. Dr. Weizmann forthwith repaired to Washington as the 
President of the new state and President Truman received his guest, thereafter 
announcing that the moment of recognition was "the proudest of my life". 

Eight years later President Truman in his memoirs depicted the circumstances 
in which his "proudest moment" came about, and his account may appropriately 
be cited here. Describing the six-month period (from the "partition-vote" in 
November 1947 to "recognition" in April 1948), he says: 

"Dr. Chaim Weizmann ... called on me on November 19 and a few days later 
I received a letter from him". Mr. Truman then quotes this letter, dated 
November 27; in it Dr. Weizmann refers to "rumours" that "our people have 
exerted undue and excessive pressure on certain" (United Nations) 
"delegations" and, speaking for himself~ says "there is no substance in this 
charge". Mr. Truman comments~ "The facts were that not only were there 
pressure movements around the United Nations unlike anything that had been 
seen there before, but that the White House, too, was subjected to a constant 
barrage. 1 do not think 1 ever had as much pressure and propaganda aimed at the 
White House as I had in this instance. The persistence of a few of the extreme 
Zionist leaders - actuated by political motives and engaging in political threats
disturbed nte and annoyed me. Some were even su gesting that we pressure 
sovereign nations into .favorable votes in the General Assembly." 

The '~political threats" mentioned here obviously related to President 
Truman's approaching re-election campaign; this is the only reasonable 
interpretation of the words. Mr. Truman (according to Dr. Weizmann) 
promised~ at the interview on November 19, "to communicate at once with the 
American delegation" and the United States vote was then given, on November 
29, to the "recommendation" that Palestine be partitioned. Thus President 
Truman's anger (as recorded in his narrative of 1956) at the methods used in no 
wise delayed his capitulation to them in 1947 (if that were not made plain the 
reader of his Menloirs might gain a different impression). 

Mr. TrunTln (in 1956) recorded the outcome of the ~'solution" (the partition 
recommendation) supported by him in November 1947: "every day now brought 
reports of new violence in the Holy Land". He also found that his capitulation of 
November and Dr. Weizmann's disclaimer of "undue pressure" had no effect at 
all in the months that followed: "The Jewish pressure on the White House did not 
diminish in the days following the partition vote in the United Nations. Individuals 
and groups asked me, usually in rather quarrelsome and emotional ways, to stop the 
Arabs, to keep the British.troln supporting the Arabs, to furnish American soldiers; 
to do this, that and the other" (Disraeli's picture of "the world being governed by 
very different persons from what is imagined by those who are not behind the 
scenes"). 
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The President sought refuge in retreat: "As the pressure nzounted, I found it 
necessary to give instructions that I did not want to be approached by any nlore 
spokesman for the extreme Zionist cause. I vvas even so disturbed that I put of! 
seeing Dr. vVei~lnann, who had returned to the United States and had asked for 
an interview with Ine ~~. Mr. Trunlan, in 1956, evidently still held the 
postponement of an interview with Dr. Weizmann to have been so drastic a 
nleasure as to deserve permanent record. He was then visited (March 13, 1948) by 
an old Jewish business associate ""who was deeply moved by the sufferings of the 
Jewish people abroad" (this \-vas less than a month before the nlassacre at Deir 
Yasin) and who implored hinl to receive Dr. \\1eiz~nann, which President 
Truman at once did (March 18). 

This was the day before Alnerican support was withdrawn from the partition 
recomnlendation (March 19). NIr. Trulnan says that when Dr.Weiznlann left 
hinl (on March 18) ""I felt he had reached a full understanding of Iny policy and 
that I knew what it was he wanted". Mr. TrUInan then passes over the bloody 
weeks that followed without a word (he does not nlention Deir Yasin), except for 
an incidental statement that "'the Department of State's specialists on the Near 
East were, almost without exception, unfriendly to the idea ofa Jewish state ... I 
am sorry to say that there were some among them who were also inclined to be 
anti-Semitic". He resumes his narrative t\VO months later (May 14, after Deir 
Yasin and the accompanying bloodshed) then saying, "Partition was not taking 
place in exactly the peaceful manner 1 had hoped, but the fact was that the Jews 
were controlling the area in which their people lived ... Now that the Jews were 
ready to proclaim the State of Israel I decided to nlove at once and give American 
recognition to the new nation. About thirty minutes later, exactly eleven minutes 
after Israel had been proclaimed a state, Charlie Ross, my press secretary, 
handed the press the announcement of the de facto recognition by the United 
States of the provisional government of Israel. I was told that to some of the 
career men of the State Department this announcement came as a surprise". 

Mr. Truman does not in his Memoirs recall his statement of 1948 that this was 
"the proudest moment of my life", or explain \vhy he felt it to be so; after many 
nl0nths of such ""pressure" and "political threats" at the beleaguered White 
House that at one moment he was led to deny himself, if only for a short time, 
even to Dr.Weizmann! For the purposes of this narrative he now virtually passes 
from the story, having served his turn. He was elected president six months after 
his proudest moment and at the date of this book looks fit to live another twenty 
years, a dapper, hearty man on whom the consequences of the acts with which his 
name is identified apparently had as little effect as the fury of the ocean cyclone 
has on the bobbing cork. (In 1956 he joined the company of those who have been 
awarded an honorary degree by the ancient University of Oxford, a woman don 
there raising a lonely and unheeded voice against its bestowal on the Chief 
Executive whose name is best known from its association \-vith the order to atom
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bOll1b Nagasaki and Hiroshima). 
After President Truman's proud recognrtIon of what had been done in 

Palestine between November 1947 and May 1948 the debate at the "'United 
Nations" lost importance and Dr. Weizmann (who in his letter to President 
Truman of November 27, 1947 had warnl1y denied the use of ""undue pressure") 
set to work to muster other recognitions, so that the issue should be put beyond 
doubt. I-Ie learned that Mr. Bevin, in London, ""was bringing pressure to bear on 
the British Dominions ... to withhold recognition", and he at once showed who 
was the greater expert in applying ""pressure". 

Historically regarded, this was a n10ment of the first importance, because it 
showed for the first time that Zionism, which had so deeply divided Jewry, had 
divided the nations of the British Erupire, or COlnmonwealth; what no warlike 
ruenacc or danger had ever achieved, "~irresistible pressure on international 
politics" smoothly accomplished. Suddenly Zion was shown to be suprerne in 
capitals as far from the central scene as Ottawa, Canberra, Cape Town and 
Wellington. 

This gave proof of superb staffwork and synchronization; ruiracles of secret 
organization must have been performed, in a few decades, to ensure the 
obedience, at the decisive rnoment, of the ""top-line politicians" in Canada, 
Australia, South Africa and New Zealand. These countries were remote from 
Palestine; they had no interest in implanting the fuse of new world war in the 
Middle East their Jewish populations were tiny. Yet submission was 
instantaneous. This was world power in operation. 

The great significance of what transpired may need explaining to non-British 
readers. The bonds between the British island and the overseas nations sprung 
from it, though they were· intangible and rested on no compulsion, had in 
emergency repeatedly shown a strength, mysterious to outsiders. An anecdote 
may illustrate: 

The New Zealand Brigadier George Clifton relates that when he was captured 
in the Western Desert in 1941 he was brought before Field Marshal Rommel, 
who asked, ""Why are you New Zealanders fighting? This is a European war, not 
yours! Are you here for the sport?" 

Brigadier Clifton was perplexed to explain something which to him was as 
natural as life itself: "~Realizing he was quite serious and really n1eant this, and 
never having previously tried to put into words the, to us, self-evident fact that if 
Britain fought then we fought too, I held up my hand with the fingers together 
and said, 'We stand together. If you attack England, you attack New Zealand 
and Australia and Canada too. The British Commonwealth fights together'." 

'That was true, in respect ofpeople, but it was no longer true in respect of "'top
line politicians". Through them, the conspiracy from Russia had found the chink 
in the armour. The ""pressure" in Wellington (and the other capitals) was as 
powerful and effective as it was around the White House. In this particular case 
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(New Zealand) a typical figure of that tinle and group of helots was a Mr. Peter 
Fraser, Pri ne Minister of New Zealand. None could have had less cause to hate, 
or even to know anything about Arabs, but he was their implacable enemy, 
because he had somehow beconle another captive of Zionism. This poor Scottish 
lad, who went to the other edge of the world and found fame and fortune there, 
apparently picked up the infection during impressionable youthful years in 
London (when it was spreading among aillbitious young politicians there) and 
took it with him to the new country, so that decades later he applied all his 
energies and the power of his office to the destruction of harmless folk in 
Palestine! When he died in 1950 a Zionist newspaper wrote of him: 

'~He was a convinced Zionist ... He was busy leading the United Nations 
delegation of his country at the Paris Assembly, but gave much time and 
attention to the Palestine issue ... sitting day after day at the Political Committee 
It'hen Palestine H'as discussed. He never lefi the room .for one lnoment; no detail 
escaped his attention ... He vvas the only Premier on the con1mittee and left it as 
soon as Palestine H'as dealt vvith ... Tilne and again Peter Fraser found himself' 
voting against the [fnited Kingdom, but he did not care . .. He relnained a friend 
until his last day". 

A man with this alien ambition in his heart certainly thought quite differently 
frolll Brigadier Clifton and his kind, and had he known how his Prime Minister 
felt Brigadier Clifton might have been much more puzzled to know how to reply 
to Field Marshal RomIne!. Being so much preoccupied with Zionism Mr. Fraser 
could not be expected to be wholehearted in his country's interest and New 
Zealand went into the Second War all unready, so that when he met New Zealand 
survivors from Greece and Crete at Port Said in 1941 they were "haggard, 
unshaven, battle-stained, many of them wounded, all badly worn b'Jth physically 
and lnentally, all worried by the loss of so many good 'Cobbers'; Mr. Fraser was 
responsible, in part, for this" (Brigadier Clifton). With this man as prime 
minister, New Zealand's quick recognition of what had been done in Palestine 
was assured, little though the New Zealanders knew it. 

In South Africa, Dr. Weizmann, in his moves to discomfort Mr. Bevin, turned 
at once to General Smuts, WhOlll the reader lnet long ago. By chance I was in 
South Africa at that moment. A well-known Zionist emissary came speeding 
fronl New York by air and when I read of his arrival I foresaw what would 
follow. (This man appeared before a Zionist audience and told it that "the Jews 
need not feel themselves bound by any frontiers which the United Nations might 
lay down"; the only remonstrance against this, seen by me, came from a Jewish 
objector, who said such words boded ill for future peace). 

General SlllUtS received this airborne visitor and then announced 
~'recognition" at once, being beaten in promptness only by President TrUlnan 
and the Soviet dictator Stalin, (who in this one question were perfectly agreed). 
This was, I believe, General Snluts's last political act, for he was defeated at an 
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election two days later. His son strongly warned hinl against recognition~holding 
that it would lose hinl votes. General Smuts brushed the advice aside (rightly~ 

from the electioneering point of view~ for his opponents no doubt were ready to 
bid for the Zionist vote and South Africa contained no Arab voters). 

General Snluts~s renown throughout the British Conlmonwealth (and his 
unpopularity with most of his fellow Boers) rested entirely on the popular belief 
that he was the architect of ""Anglo-Boer reconciliation ~~ and a chalnpion of the 
great-fanlily concept. In this one question he deserted the hard-pressed 
governn1ent in London with the unquestioning obedience of long-instilled 
discipline. I achieved an old alubition to nleet him at that tinle. His days were 
ending and he too no\v disappears from this tale, but before he died he, like Dr. 
Weiznlann, had seen ""the abyss'~ which he had helped dig: ""in the problem of 
Palestine~' (he told his son later in the sanle year. 194R) '''there is tragedy at our 
doorstep . .. No wonder Britain is getting sick and tired of i,t all. Failure in 
Palestine will not only be a British failure. Other nations have also taken a hand~ 

including America~ and they have also failed. Palestine ... is one of the great 
problems of the world and can have a great effect on the future of the world ... 
We have thought to let the Arabs and Jews fight it out hut ll'e cannot do that. 
P()lrer is on the f7101'e, and Palestine lies on the road ~~. 

So he spoke privately, but not publicly. Apparently politicians~ like the clown 
in the opera~ feel they Inust ever wear the mask in public. Like Mr. Truman~ he 
did what Dr. Weiznlann comlnanded without delay and even in 1949, for the 
benefit of a Zionist audience~ said he was ""happy to have been associated with at 
least one thing in Iny f{'Ie It'hich has been .\'ucces,~fitf'~. 

The retreat from London became a rout. Dr. Weizmann records that the New 
Zealand representative~Sir Carl Berendsen~ then ""won support from Australia ~~~ 

and soon the ""top-line politicians~' in Canada followed suit. When the British 
Dominions followed Mr. Truman and Generalissimo Stalin the slnaller states 
thronged to give ""recognition ~~~ they could not refuse to tread where these great 
ones had rushed in~ and thus ""the Jewish state" took shape ""de facto~~~ the fact 
being the massacre at Deir Yasin. 

Although he beccllne its president~ this is in truth the point at which Dr. Chaim 
Weiznlann passes from the narrative~ after fifty years of an activity, essentially 
conspiratoriaL in which he encompassed the capitulation of all political leaders 
of the West and left ""tragedy~'~ like a foundling~ on its common doorstep. 1would 
not know where to look for a more fascinating life and another writer might be 
able to depict it in heroic tones. To nle it seenlS to have been given to a destructive 
purpose and Dr. Weizmann~ whose years were nearly done when he reached his 
triumph~ found triumph a bitter~ perhaps a lethal cup. 

So I judge~ at all events~ from his book~ the last part of which is of absorbing 
interest. It was published in 1949~ so that he could have brought his account to 
the point now reached by this one~ at least. He did not. He closed it in 1947. Now~ 
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why did he do that? 
I think the answer is obvious. In 1946 he had warned the World Zionist 

Organization against .... terror~~ and depicted ""the abyss~' into which .... the old evil'~ 

must lead~ and had been deposed in consequence. Then he had becoine president 
of the new state set up by ·"terror~'. I think he wished to leave his warning to Jewry 
on record and could not bring himself to discuss the deeds of terror and 
assassination in which the new state was born, so that he pretended to have ended 
the Inanuscript bejc)re they occurred. 

He put the date of completion as November 30~ 1947 ~ the day after his triumph 
at Lake Success (when President Truman~ at his prompting~ telephoned the 
Ainerican delegation to vote for partition). Evidently he wished the book to end 
on that note. The reversal of American policy~ and the deeds against which he 
had uttered warning~ soon followed~ and as the book was not to appear until 1949 
he had plenty of time to express his opinion of them. All he did was to add an 
epilogue in which he did not even mention the determining deed at Deir Yasin~ 

the contemptuous answer to his warnings. Moreover~ he again went out of his 
way to say that this epilogue was finished in August 1948~ this saved him the need 
to make any reference to the next deterlnining deed of terrorism~ the 
assassination of Count Bernadotte, which occurred in September 1948. 
Obviously Dr. Weizmann quailed. He had identified himself with both massacre 
and murder by accepting and retaining the presidency of the new state. 

For that reason his earlier warnings are of the greatest significance~ he could 
have deleted them before publication. For instance, he charged Hthe terrorists" 
(into whose hands he delivered the future of Palestine, and of much more than 
Palestine) with trying to '~force the hand oj'God". This~ obviously was the heresy 
of Zionism~ and of all those who supported it, whether Jew or Gentile, from the 
very start, and of Dr. Weizmann more than most others. He added, "the terrorist 
groups in Palestine represented a grave danger to the vvhole .f~lture 0.( the Jewish 
state; actually their behaviour has been next door to anarchy". It l1l as anarchy, not 
neighbour to anarchy, and Dr. Weizmann's life's effort was anarchic. Even in 
this argument he was not moved by moral recoil; his complaint was not against 
the destructive nature of anarchy itself, but merely that it was inexpedient~ 

""because the Jews have hostages all over the world~'. 

On the very day after his triumph at Lake Success he returned to his new 
theme: ""There must not be one law for the Jew and another for the Arabs ... The 
Arabs must be given the feeling that the decision of the United Nations is final~ 

and that the Jews will not trespass on any territory outside the boundaries 
assigned to thein. There does exist such a fear in the hearts of many Arabs and 
this fear Inust be eliminated in every way ... They n1ust see from the outset that 
their brethren within the Jewish state are treated exactly like the Jewish citizens 
... We must not bend the knee to strange gods. The Prophets have always 
chastised the Jewish people with the utmost severity for this tendency~ and 
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whenever it slipped back into paganisnl, whenever it reverted, it was punished by 
the stern god of Israel ... I ain certain that the world will judge the Jewish state 
by what it will do with the Arabs". 

Thou sayest! Here Dr. Weiznlann put on the robes of an Israelite prophet, or 
perhaps the crown of Canute bidding the tide retreat. When these words were 
published the Arabs had already been driven from their native lands, the Je\vs 
had ""trespassed" on territory outside the boundaries earlier ""recoinmended", 
the Arabs \vere not being treated ""exactly like the Jewish citizens" but were 
homeless and destitute fugitives. Dr. Weizmann pretended not to know all that! 
He ignored all that had happened and said it must not happen. As an exalnple of 
published hypocrisy this can hardly be excelled even in politics. The probable 
explanation is that he still could not bring himself to denounce what had been 
done but, as his death approached, felt he must point out its consequences~ those 
consequences to which his life's work from the start was bound to lead, ifit were 
successful. At the last he cried ""Back!", and all in vain. 

A greater man than he cried out in horror and linked the consequences to the 
deeds, which he did not fear to name. Dr. Judah Magnes was in the direct line of 
the Israelite remonstrants of old. Born in America in 1877, like Dr. Weizmann he 
had given his life to Zionism, but in a different spirit. He was a religious Zionist, 
not a political one, and did not presulne ""to force God's hand". From the start he 
had worked for the establishlnent of an Arab-Jewish binational state and had 
attacked Zionist chauvinism from its first appearance. He became Chancellor of 
the Hebrew University at Jerusalem in 1925 (having strongly objected to Dr. 
Weizmann's pompous foundation-stone ceremony in 1918), was its president 
from 1935, and in 1948 was in Jerusalem. He was appalled by the emergence of 
""the old evil in a new and horrible guise" and left a valedictory lament 
condemning the Zionists and the Western politicians alike: 

""Refugees should never be made use of as a trunlp in the hands of politicians. 
It is deplorable, incredible even, after all that the Jews in Europe have gone 
through, that an Arab problem of displaced persons should be created in the 
Holy Land". 

He died immediately after saying this and I have not been able to discover the 
circumstances of his death~ references to it in Jewish literature are often cryptic 
and resemble those concerning the breakdown and sudden death of Dr. Herzl. 
For instance, one such allusion (in the foreword to Rabbi Elmer Berger's book of 
1951) says he ""died of a broken heart". 

In Dr. Magnes another Jewish peacenlaker joined the group of responsible 
men who for fifty years had vainly sought to keep the West (and the Jews) out of 
the grip of a Talmudic conspiracy from Russia. He founded and left an 
organization, the Thud Association, which still speaks with his voice, and even 
from Jerusalem. Its organ there, NER, in Decenlber 1955 said, ""Ultimately we 
shall have to come out with the truth openly: We have no right whatever, on 
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principle~ to prevent the return of the Arab refugees to their soil ... What should 
Ihud strive for? To transform the perennial powder keg (which is the State of 
Israel~ according to Minister Pinhas Lavon) into a place of peaceful habitation. 
And what weapons is the Ihud to use? The weapons of truth ... We had no right 
to occupy an Arab house without first paying its price; and the same is true of the 
fields and groves~ the stores and factories. We have had no right whatever to 
colonize and materialize Zionism at the expense of others. This is robbery; this is 
banditry ... We are once more an10ng the very rich nations~ but we are not 
ashamed to rob the property of the fellaheen ~~. 

This is a still small voice in Jewry at the present moment (incidentally~Dr. 

Albert Einstein spoke with the san1e voice: "~1y awareness of the essential nature 
of Judaism resists the idea of a Jewish state \\t'ith borders~ an army and a measure 
of temporal power~ no matter how lllodest; I am afraid of the inner damage 
Judaism will sustain~~~ 1950), but it is the only one which gives Jewry the hope of 
ultimate salvation from the Zionism of the Chazars. Today the probability~ ifnot 
the certainty~ is that this salvation can only come after the final tribulation in 
which the wanton adventure in Palestine must involve the multitudes of the West~ 

the Jews among them. 
One final point remains to be established about the creation~ "de/acto ", of the 

Zionist state; namely~ that it was the child of the revolution. The revolution 
enabled the Jews ""to becolne a majority in Palestine", as the British authors of 
the Balfour Declaration of 1917 had desired~ and this transformation in Palestine 
could not have been effected in any other way~ for no large body of Jews 
anywhere else in the world could have been brought to go there. The mass
movement was only possible in the case of these Eastern Jews who for centuries 
had lived in close Talmudic regilllentation~ and the n1anner of their 
transportation to Palestine has been shown. In 1951 Israeli Government statistics 
showed that of the ""lnajority~~ which had been achieved (about 1~400,000 Jews)~ 

1~061,000 were foreign-born~ and 577~000 of these came from the communized 
countries behind the Iron Curtain, where non-Jews were not allowed to move 
even from one town to another without police and other permits. (Most of the 
remaining 484~000 were North African or Asiatic Jews who arrived after the 
establishment of the state and took no part in its violent acquisition). 

The invaders~ therefore~ were the Eastern Jews of Tartar-Mongol stock~ but 
force of nun1bers alone would not have ensured their success. They needed arms 
for that. During the war General \\7avell had informed Mr. Churchill that the 
Jews, ifallowed to, could ""beat the Arabs~~, and he evidently based this judgment 
on the arms which~ as he knew~ the Zionists had then an1assed. At that time these 
could only have been British or American arms, clandestinely obtained frolll the 
depots of the Allied armies operating in North Africa and the Middle East (a 
process at least winked at, if not officially approved~ by the political leaders in 
London and Washington, as has been shown). General Wavell, though his 
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opinion proved correct, may at the time have overestimated the Zionist strength 
or have underestinlated Arab resistance, for the Zionists, after the event, did not 
attribute it to the Allied weapons obtained by them. On the contrary, they 
believed tha t they owed their victory in the six months of flghting (between the 
~"partition" vote and Deir Yasin) to the arms they received from the revolution. 
The Iron Curtain, which had opened to let the invaders of Palestine leave, opened 
again to allow arms to reach them in decisive quantities. 

This was the first major consequence of General Eisenhower's order, issued 
under President Roosevelt's direction, to halt the Allied armies west of the 
Berlin-Vienna line and allow Czechoslovakia to fall to the Soviet: the arms came 
from that captive country, where the great Skoda arsenal, as a result of his order, 
had luerely passed from Nazi into Communist hands. A few weeks after 
President Truman's recognition of the Zionist state the Nett' York Herald
Tribune published this report from Israel: 

""Russian prestige has soared enormously among all political factions ... 
Through its consistent espousal of Israel's cause in the United Nations, the 
Soviet Union has established a goodwill reservoir with leftists, moderates and 
right wing elements. Perhaps of more importance to a new nation fighting for its 
existence has been a fact less generally known: that Russia provided practical 
help when practical help was needed ... Russia opened its military stores to 
Israel. From the Soviet satellite nation of Czechoslovakia, Jews made some of 
their most important and possibly their most sizable bulk purchases. Certain 
Czech arnlS shipments which reached Israel during critical junctures of the war 
played a vital role ... When Jewish troops marched in review down Tel Aviv's 
Allenby Street last week, new Czechoslovak rifles appeared on the shoulders of 
infantry soldiers" (August 5, 1948). 

At that tilue the Zionist and Zionist-controlled press throughout the West 
began explicitly to identify ""anti-Selnitism" with ""anti-Communism" (the 
attribution of Jewish origins and leadership to Communism had long been 
denounced as the mark of the ~~anti-Semite"). The Jewish Sentinel of Chicago, 
for instance, in June 1946 had already declared, ""We recognize anti-Sovietism 
for what it really is ... Did you ever hear of any anti-Semites anywhere in the 
world who were not also anti-Soviet? ... We recognize our foes. Let us also 
recognize our friends, the Soviet people". In the schools of the new state itself the 
flag of the revolution was flown and its hymn sung on May Day, an ostentatious 
acknowledgement of affinity if not of parenthood. In January 1950 the Tel Aviv 
correspondent of the London Tin1es reported that Czechoslovakia was still the 
source of arms supply for the Zionist state. 

So much for the birth of ""Israel" and the pains it caused to others. No 
offspring of political illegitinlacy was ever ushered into the world by so nlany 
sponsors~ the ""recognitions" poured in and the peacemakers were everywhere 
discomfited. Mr. Bevin continued in office for a few years and then resigned, soon 
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to die~ General Marshall and Mr.Forrestal were dropped at the first 
opportunity, obviously for the discouragelllent of others who might take their 
responsible duty seriously. 

Withing a few \veeks the new state took another step towards "the abyss" of 
~·the old evir'. The "United Nations", having accepted the accomplished 
bisection of Europe and recommended the bisection of Palestine, showed a tardy 
concern for "peace" and appealed to Count Folke Bernadotte of Sweden to go to 
Palestine and mediate between the parties. Count Bernadotte had always given 
hilllself to the mitigation of hun1an suffering, particularly to the relief and rescue 
of Jewish victims during the Second War. He worked in the sign of the Cross (the 
red one) and was killed at the very place where the Cross first becan1e a symbol of 
faith and hope. No deed can be more atrocious than the murder of an accepted 
peacemaker and mediator by one of the combatant parties, and within four 
months of its creation the Zionist state added this second syn1bolic act to its 
calendar. 

Count Bernadotte (like Mr. Forrestal) kept a diary, published after his death. 
This records that, after accepting the mission of peace, he passed through 
London and was visited by Dr. Nahum Goldman, then vice-president of the 
Jewish Agency and the Zionist state's representative, who told him that: "the 
state of Israell1'as nOl1' in a position to take fill! and complete responsibilitY.for the 
acts committed by the Stern Gang and the members oj'Irgun". 

These were the killer-groups whose deed at Deir Yasin effected the clearance of 
territory for the Zionists and was in1plicitly "recognized" by the West. They were 
the "activists" against whom Dr. Weizmann had uttered warning at the Zionist 
Congress of 1946. Deir Yasin had shown that they had the power, by calculated 
acts of terrorism, to change the whole course of world affairs, irrespective of 
anything said by Zionist leaders, by politicians in the West, or by the "United 
Nations". 

They have this pO\\Ter in 1956, and will continue to have it. They can at any time 
precipitate the world into ne\v war, for they have been placed in the n10st 
inflammable spot in the world, rightly described as "the powder keg" by an 
American Secretary of State, a British Foreign Secretary and the Zionist Premier 
himself. Up to the time when Dr. Nahum Goldn1an made the above-quoted 
statement to Count Bernadotte a pretence had been kept up that they were 
beyond the control of the "responsible" Zionist leaders, who deplored their acts. 
Dr. Goldman's assurance was presumably meant to convince Count Bernadotte 
that his work of mediation would not be wantonly destroyed by any such act as 
that of Deir Yasin. The terrorists then murdered Count Bernadotte himself, and 
in the sequel (as will be shown) the Israeli government took responsibility for 
them and their deeds. 

Count Bernadotte, after hearing these reassuring words, set out to pacify. In 
Egypt he saw the Prime Minister, Nokrashi Pasha, who said he "recognized the 
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extent of Jewish economic powec since it controlled the econolnic systeltl o.lmany 
countries, including the United States, England, France, E'gypt itself'and perhaps 
even SH'eden n (Count Bernadotte did not demur to the last statelnent). Nokrashi 
Pasha said the Arabs did not expect to escape that domination. However, for the 
Jews to achieve econolnic domination of the whole of Palestine was one thing~ 

what the Arabs \vould not accept, and would resist, was the attempt by jorce and 
terrorism,. and with the assistance of international Zionism, to set up a Zionist 
state based on coercion. After this King Farouk told Count Bernadotte that if the 
war continued (it has not yet ended) it would develop into a third world war~ 

Count Bernadotte agreed and said he had for that reason accepted the task of 
Mediator. 

He also mentioned that in the war he had had "the privilege of rescuing about 
20,000 persons, many of them Jews~ I myselfhad been in charge of this workn. He 
evidently thought this would qualify him for Zionist respect. and was wrong. 
Within a few days he had persuaded the Arabs (on June 9, 1948) to agree 
unconditionally to a cease-fire, but then read a fanatical Zionist attack on himself 
for '''having forced the truce on the Jewsn. "'I began to realize what an exposed 
position I was in ... the friendliness towards Ine would unquestionably turn to 
suspicion and illwill if, in Iny later activities as Mediator, I.failed to study 
prinulrilJ' the interest oj'the Jelvish party but sought to find an inlpartial andjust 
solution of the problem". 

Irgun (for which the Zionist governlnent through Dr. Goldman in London 
had claimed "full and complete responsibilityn) then broke the truce (June 18-30, 
1948) by landing men and arms. Count Bernadotte and his observers "were 
unable to judge the number of Irgun men landed or the quantity of war material 
unloaded" because the Zionist government refused to allow then1 near the spot. 
In the first week of July "the Jewish press made very violent attacks on men. The 
defan1ationist method (used against Mr. Forrestal) was now en1ployed and 
Count Bernadotte's efforts to rescue Jewish victin1s during the war were turned 
against him~ the insinuation was made that his negotiations with the Nazi 
Gestapo chief, Heinrich Hin1mler, towards the war's end about the liberation of 
Jews had been of dubious character. "It was unjust to cast aspersions on me", 
(the innuendo was that Count Bernadotte was "a Nazin) "my work having been 
the means of saving the lives of about 10,000 Jews". 

That meant as little to the Zionists as Alexander II's and Count Stolypin's 
efforts to "improve the lot of the Jews" forty years earlier; Count Bernadotte's 
mortal offence was impartiality. Between July 19 and August 12 he had to tell Dr. 
Joseph, Zionist military governor of Jerusalem, that according to his observers' 
reports "the Jews were the most aggressive party in Jerusalem". On September 
16, on the historic peacemaker's path "to Jerusalem" (the title of his book) Count 
Bernadotte in effect wrote his own death warrant; on that day he sent his 
"Progress Report" as Mediator from Rhodes to the United Nations, and within 
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twenty-four hours he was murdered. 
The reason lay in his proposals. He accepted the "de facto" establishment of 

the Zionist state but, building on that basis, sought to reconcile and pacify by 
impartial proposals, as just to each party as the accomplished fact would allow. 
His chief concern was for the civilian Arab population, driven by the pogrom at 
Deir Yasin from its native villages and huddled beyond the frontiers. Nothing 
like this had ever been done under the wing of the West, and Count Bernadotte 
was fresh from efforts to rescue Jews from Hitler. Thus he proposed: 

(1) that the boundaries of the Zionist state should be those envisaged in the 
~~recommendation"of the United Nations on November 29,1947, the Negev to 
remain Arab territory and the United Nations to ensure that these boundaries 
were "respected and maintained"; (2) that (as also ~~recommended")Jerusalem 
be internationalized under United Nations control; (3) that the United Nations 
should "affirm and give effect to" the right of the Arab fugitives to return to their 
homes. 

Having despatched these proposals on September 16, 1948, Count Bernadotte, 
before they could reach New York, flew to Jerusalem (September 17). He and his 
party, unarmed and defenceless, drove towards Government House when their 
car was halted by a Zionist jeep pulled across the road. Their movements were 
clearly as well known as the contents of Count Bernadotte's report; three men 
jumped fron1 the jeep, ran to his car, and \vith sten guns killed him and his Chief 
Observer in Jerusalem, the French Colonel Serot. 

The survivors, in an appendix to his diary, describe the killing in detail. Their 
accounts show its efficient preparation and execution and plainly point to the 
identity of the chief organizer. The actual murderers escaped without hindrance, 
two in the jeep and one across country. None was arrested or charged (report, 
probably credible, says that a waiting aeroplane removed the murderers to 
communized Czechoslovakia). The subsequent Israeli enquiry stated that: 

~~The murder as it was actually carried out and all the preparations that went 
with it are predicated on the following points: (a) a clear decision to assassinate 
Count Bernadotte and the elaboration of a detailed plan for its carrying out; (b) a 
complex spy network capable of keeping track of the Count's movements during 
the time of his stay in Jerusalelll so as to enable those responsible for the 
operation to fix its place and time; (c) men experienced in this kind of activities or 
who had received in good time training for it; (d) appropriate arms and methods 
of communication oS well as safe refuge after the murder; (e) a commander well 
experienced and responsible for the actual perpetration". 

F or such men the new state had declared itself "fully responsible". Three days 
later a French news agency received a letter expressing regret that Colonel Serot 
had been killed in mistake for the Mediator's Chief-of-Staff, the Swedish General 
Lundstrom, he being ~~an anti-Semite" (General Lundstrom was in another seat 
of the car). This letter was signed ~~Hazit Moledeth"; the Israeli 
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police report stated that this was the name of the secret terrorist group within the 
Stern Gang. 

General Lundstrom announced (September 18) that ~~These deliberate 
murders of two high international officials constitute a breach of the truce of the 
utmost gravity and a black page in Palestine's history for ~vhich the United 
Nations ~vill demand afull accounting". No such demand was to be expected from 
the United Nations which (as this account has shown) responds only to the 
strongest pressure exerted behind the scenes. It has (or then had; none can say 
what wondrous transformation the future might bring) no morality of its own; it 
was an oracle, worked by a hidden mechanism, and it did not trouble itself about 
the n1urder of its Mediator any more than the Washington and London 
governnlents had troubled about the persecution of Mr. Forrestal and the 
murder of Lord Moyne. It ignored the Mediator's proposals; the Zionists took 
and kept what territory they then wanted (including the Negev), refused to let the 
Arabs return, and proclaimed that they would not allow Jerusaleln to be 
internationalized (they are inlplacable in these points today, eight years later). 
The world-newspapers brought out the editorial which they seenled to keep in 
standing-type for such occasions ("Incalculable harnl has been done to the 
Zionist cause ... ") and then resumed their daily denunciations of any who 
pleaded the Arab case as "anti-Semites". The Times of London even blamed 
Count Bernadotte for his o\vn murder; it said the proposal to internationalize 
Jerusalem "undoubtedly incited certain Jews to kill Count Bernadotte", and in 
the COlnmon understanding the word ~~incite" imputes blame. 

In Israel four months later two Stern Group leaders nalned Yellin and 
Shmuelevitz were sentenced to eight and five years imprisonment in this 
connection by a special court, the president of which, in reading the judgment, 
said there was "no proof that the order to kill Count Bernadotte had been given 
by the leadership". The two men (according to the Jewish Telegraph Agency) 
"scarcely paid heed to the proceedings in view of the fact that the State Council 
was expected to approve a general amnesty'\ and within a few hours of their 
sentencing they were released, then being escorted in triumph to a popular 
reception. The "Commander-in-Chief" of Irgun, a Mr. Menachem Begin, some 
years later made "a triumphal tour" of Western cities, being received in 
Montreal, for instance, by "a guard of honour of the Montreal police headed by 
Rabbis bearing Scrolls of the Law" (the South African Jewish Herald). Speaking 
at Tel Aviv during an election campaign in 1950 Mr. Begin claimed credit for the 
foundation of the Zionist state, through the deed at Deir Yasin. He said the Irgun 
had "occupied Jaffa", which the government party "had been ready to hand over 
to the Arabs", and added: 

~~The other part of the Irgun's contribution was Deir Yasin, which has caused 
the Arabs to leave the country and make room for the newcomers. Without Deir 
Yasin and the subsequent Arab rout, the present government could not absorb 
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one-tenth of the immigrants~~. 

Throughout the ensuing years, to this day~ Mr. Begin continued to make 
sanguinary threats against the neighbouring Arab states* ~ to whom the presence 
of the Palestinean Arabs within their borders was a constant reminder of Deir 
Yasin and of the dire n1eaning of his menaces. For five years the public pretence 
was n1aintained that "~the terrorists~' had acted without authority at Deir Yasin 
and then~ in April 1953~ four Irgun men wounded at Deir Yasin claimed 
con1pensation. ~rhe Israeli governlnent, through its l\1inistry of Security, denied 
the clain1 on the ground that the attack was ~~unauthorized", whereon the Irgun 
cOlnmander produced a letter froln the official Zionist military headquarters in 
Jerusalem authorizing the action. By that tilne the signatory was Israeli l\linister 
in Brazil. 

In the city where the "United Nations~' had their headquarters, a strong reason 
offered why no "accounting'~ for Count Bernadotte's murder should be 
demanded. When it happened the An1erican presidential election was close at 
hand. The campaign was at full heat and both candidates (Mr. Truman and Mr. 
Thomas Dewey) held the Zionist vote to be indispensable to success. They were 
vying for it and Palestine was a long way from New York. Mr. Truman was the 
better-qualified aspirant, for he had recognized the new state and proclaimed the 
act "the proudesf~ of his life. On another occasion he said it was one guided by 
"the highest htllnanitarian purpose~~. A few weeks after the murder on the road to 
Jerusalem he was elected president; at the year~s end he gave White House 
en1ployees a bookmarker with the words~ "I would rather have peace than be 
Presidenf'. 

By 1948 Colonel House's electoral strategy of 1910 had been developed into a 
high-precision instrun1ent controlled by the Zionist international; the master
switch being in New York State. The machine and company-flotation era added 
a new verb to the English language: Hto rig", meaning to arrange or manipulate. 
Experts are able to ~'rig'~ machines. An example is the gambling-or slot-machine 
in An1erica. John Doe inserts his coin in the vague belief that the machine is 
operated by the laws of chance, and that if he is chance's favourite its entire 
contents will pour into his hands; in fact the machine is expertly adjusted so that a 
precisely-calculated proportion of its receipts (probably between eighty and 
ninety percent) go to the gambling syndicate and the residue goes in small 
windfalls to John Doe. 

The "rigging'~ of the American electoral system is the determining factor in the 
events of the 20th Century. A mechanism originally designed to enable John Doe 
*"Begin Calls For War: Jerusalem. Attack the Arabs smash onc weak spot aftcr another, crush one front after 
another until victory is assured ... this was the essence of the speech which !\ttr. Menahem Begin, leader of the Herut 
Party made last week in Jerusakm. He was speaking from the balcony ofa hotel overlooking Zion Square filled with 
a few thousand persons. 'Our losses in such an action \vill not be negligible but at any rate they will be much less than 
whcn we face the combincd Arab armies in the field', he said, ' ... today the Defence Forces are stronger than all the 
Arab armies combined ... Moses nceded t(H1 blows to take the Israelies out of Egypt with one blow we can throw 
the Egyptians out of Isracl', he said, referring to the Gaza Strip." (Johannesburg Zionist Record, August 20, 1954). 
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to express his opinion about policies and parties has been adjusted to such a point 
of nicety. almost precluding error, that he is left without voice in his national 
affairs; no matter what coin he inserts in \vhich slot, the governing syndicate 
WIns. 

The electoral system itself might at the start have been designed to make easy 
the task of ~~a foreign group" bent on dictating the course of American state 
policy. An election a/wa.Fs iIllpends: a ('Iongressional one every second, a 
presidential one every fourth year. No sooner is a (~ongress or President elected 
than the ~~pressure-groups"begin to work on the aspirants for the next election; 
the party-nlanagers begin to worry about the next contest; and the \vould be 
Senators, Congressn1en and Presidents start to feeL and respond to, ""the 
pressure". There is 110 breathing-space in which prudence 111igh t prevail and the 
stranglehold be broken (in 1953, as will be seen, even the struggle for the 
mayoralty of New York City produced an abrupt, major reversal of Arnerican 
state policy, the issue being ""suppoxt for Israel". l'he intensification of 
~;'pressure" at these recurrent moments, and the consequent warnings frorn the 
party-lnanagers to inculTlbents in Congress or the White House, bring abollt 
these back-somersaults, which upset the whole edifice of policy laboriously 
erected by responsible ministers and COlllpetent pennanent officials). 

In these circumstances the new ""state" set up in Palestine in 1948 was never, 
and never can be, a ""state" in any meaning of the word formerly used in recorded 
history. It was the outpost of a world organization with special access to every 
government, parliament and foreign office in the Western world (and most 
especially to the governInent, parliament and foreign office of the United States, 
which in the 1950's was the most powerful country in the world), and its chief 
function was to exercise control over the Anlerican Republic, not to afford "'a 
home" for the Jews of the world. The prospect opened by this state of affairs was 
that of increasing Anlerican involvement in an explosive situation in the Levant, 
artificially created and pregnant with the danger of world war. 

When 1948 ended, thirty-one years after the first triunlph of the dual
conspiracy (the Balfour Declaration and the Bolshevik revolution) the Zionist 
state had been set up. Mr. Trulnan, the pacemaker in ~~recognition", had been 
advised by his responsible officers that the partition forcibly effected at Deir 
Yasin would lead to a third world war; all leading Western politicians had 
received the same counsel froln their responsible advisers. N one of the ~~top-line 

politicians" concerned can have been in doubt about the shape which their 
support of Zionism would give to the future, and their public utterances about it 
cannot have expressed their private knowledge or belief. The American 
politicians of the 1940's and 1950's, like Mr. Leopold Alnery and Mr. Winston 
Churchill during the earlier decades, evidently were captive to the belief that, for 
sOlne reason never disclosed, ""policy" in this one Inatter could never"'change". 

The captivity of the London and Washington governments, and the identity of 
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the captors, even today (1956) is not realized by the American and British masses 
(though the now apparent danger of a new world war beginning in and spreading 
outward fron1 Zionised Palestine is for the first tin1e disquietening them). In the 
rest of the world it has long been understood. As long ago as the 1920's for 
instance, the Maharajah of Kashtnir asked Sir Arthur Lothian (as that British 
diplon1at relates), .... why the British government was establishing a ~Yehudi ka 
Raj' (Rule of the Jews) in India. I demurred to this description, but he insisted 
that it was true, saying the Viceroy, Lord Reading, was a Jew, the Secretary of 
State, Mr. Edwin Montague, was a Jew, the High Comn1issioner, Sir William 
Meyer, was a Jew, and what lTIOre evidence did I want?" Thus a remote Indian 
Maharajah, thirty years ago, clearly saw the true shape of corning events in the 
Western \vorld. 

I quoted earlier the statelnent of the Egyptian Prime Minister to Count 
Bernadotte, that .... J ewish economic power controlled the economic system of ... 
the United States, England, France, Egypt itself ..." In the seven years that have 
passed the leaders of all the Arab states have openly and repeatedly charged that 
the An1erican governn1ent has become n1erely the instrument of Zionist 
ambitions and have pointed to their own experience as the proof. 

Far on the other side of the world the effect of the ~~rigged" electorallnachine 
in New York was felt in its other manifestation: support of the revolution. 
Chiang Kai-shek, the Chinese leader, was driven by similar shifts in American 
state policy from the Chinese Inainland hvhere Communism with American 
support established itself) to the island of Forn10sa, where for the time being he 
again received some measure of American support. A well-known American 
broadcaster, Mr. Tex McCrary, visited hiln there and reported back to the 
listening n1illions of New York State: .... I squirlned with embarrassment when I 
was told, "\Ve have learned never to trust America for more than eighteen months 
at a time, bet~l'een elections' ". 

This control of Atllerican state policy, through control of the election machine, 
led in 1952 to a cuhninating act of the Talmudic vengeance, wreaked this time on 
the half of Germany which had been left .... free" by the bisection. This half of 
Germany was forced to pay tribute to the Zionist state, set up three years after 
Germany's defeat in the Second War! 

After the First War the \Vestern victor powers tried to exact tribute 
C~reparations") but failed~ \vhat was received was n1erely by book-entry, for it 
was cancelled out by American and British loans. After the Second War the 
revolution exacted tribute frOITI captive East GerInany by sin1ply helping itself 
The Western victor powers n1ade no demand for ~~reparations" on their OH'n 

account, but extorted it for Zion. 
As the years passed the alarITI of responsible men in the Middle East again 

ITIade itself felt in the State Department. It was constantly reminded by its 
advisers on the spot that the seven Arab States had never accepted the deed of 
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1948, that they held themselves still to be in a state of war with the interloping 
state, and held the United States to be paying for arms to be used against 
themselves. 

Thus the idea was born, several years after the war's end, of making the "'free" 
half of Germany pay "'reparations" to a state which had not even existed during 
the Second War; the continued propping-up of the new state was to be ensured 
and the true source of its support obscured. The idea was long bruited behind the 
scenes and (like the judgment of Nuremberg) then was suddenly given symbolic 
realization on the eve of the Jewish High Holy days in 1952 (or, as Time magazine 
of New York put it, "'In the last week of the Jewish year 5711 "). It formed the 
dominant theme of the ensuing Judaic celebrations, one Je\\'ish newspaper 
remarking that it was ""The finest New Year present for Jewry we could think 

,o t
~' . 
The Chancellor of occupied West Germany, Dr. Adenauer (""waxy pale") 

inforlned the Bundestag at Bonn of ""the obligation to make n10ral and material 
alnends". His Minister for Justice, Dr. Dehler, spoke differently to an audience 
at Coburg: ""The agreement with Israel was concluded at the vvish v.l the 
An1ericans, because the United States, in viel1' o.l the.feeling in the Arab countries, 
cannot continue to support the state o.llsrael in the same l1'ay as hereto.f()re". 

The Alnerican presidential election of 1952 was then immediately at hand. The 
West German government was constrained to pay, over a period of twelve to 
fourteen years, 822 million dollars to Israel, n10stly in goods. The picture 
resulting from this transaction son1ewhat strikingly recalls Stehelin's summary of 
passages from the Cabala depicting the Messianic consummation: ""But let us see 
a little after what manner the Jews are to live in their ancient country under the 
Adnlinistration of the Messiah. In the first place, the strange nations, which they 
shall suffer to live, shall build them houses and cities, till them ground and plant 
them vineyards; and all this, without so much as looking for any reward of their 
labour". This picture is not far different from that offered by the British, 
American and German taxpayers under the different forn1s of constraint (hidden 
in the first t\VO cases, open in the third case) to which they have been subjected in 
the n1atter of tribute for Zionisn1. 

The Western masses were not informed about the manner in which this 
payment of tribute was extorted; it was presented to them as an independent act 
of the West German governnlent prompted by high nloral feeling. Jewish 
readers, on the other hand, were as well infornled as Dr. Dehler's audience at 
Coburg. To quote two exalnples: the Jewish Telegraph Agency ""revealed that the 
United States Government has played a very important role in pushing Western 
Germany to Inake a decent reparations offer to the Jews; the British government 
has also done its share, although to a smaller extent"; and the Johannesburg 
Zionist Herald said, ""The agreenlent with Germany could not have been possible 
without the acti~e and very effective support of the United States governn1ent in 
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Washington and of the lJnited States High Commissioner's office in Germany". 
The entire j\rab press reported similarly, and an American newspaperman who 
sought to n1ake his way into one of the Arab refugee camps was rebuffed with the 
words, ~~What is the use of talking with you? We Arabs know very well that in 
An1erica no newspaper dares to tell the whole truth about the Palestine 
question" . 

In England the official version was given to parlialnent by Lord Reading, 
Foreign Under Secretary and son of the Viceroy mentioned in the Maharajah of 
Kashmir's question to Sir j\rthur Lothian thirty years earlier. Lord Reading's 
statement \vas pron1pted by the usual expedient of a "question", on this occasion 
from a Socialist peer, Lord Henderson, who began by saying that ~~over six 
n1illion Jews were done to death". Lord Reading's ans\ver is of permanent 
interest~ he said that the West (]ern1an payn1ents to the new state would be: ""in 
the nature of sonle Jl1eaSUre q{ reparation q{ n10ral, even n10re than material 
value", and that they would be ~"based upon the calculated cost of resettlement in 
Israel of Jelvs driven nut q{ Europe by the lvazis". 

This statement implicitly reasserts the principle that the only Nazi crime 
morally reparable was the treatn1ent of Jews~ none ever suggested that West 
Germany should pay the cost of resettling Poles, Czechs and all other victims. Its 
peculiar interest lies in the allusion to ~"reparation of Jlloral value"~ when it was 
n1ade nearly a n1illion Arabs had been ~~driven out" of Palestine by the Zionists 
and their claiiTI to return to their hOines had been repeatedly, even 
contemptuously rejected. 

Probably the most characteristic passage in this typical staten1ent is that which 
refers to ""resettling Jews driven out of Europe by the Nazis". Israel is the one 
place in the world where the numbers of the Jewish population may with 
accuracy be learned. According to Israeli government statistics, it was about 
1,400,000 in 1953, and among these were only 63,000 Jews (less thanfive percent) 

.{rom Gennany and Austria. These 63,000 were the only inhabitants of Israel who 
by any stretch of in1agination might have been said to have been driven out of 
Europe and to resettle in Israel. The great mass carne from Poland, Rumania, 
Hungary and Bulgaria some time qjter the war's end (and certainly were not 
"~driven out" as they were protected in those countries by special laws and 
preference in state en1ploynlent) or fronl North Africa. 

No moral basis existed for the extortion of tribute frOlTI the West Germans for 
the Zionist state, and if any had ever existed, in respect of the 63,000, it had long 
been cancelled by the Zionists' "~driving ouf' of nearly a nlillion Arabs. The affair 
is unique in Western history and proves only the extent of the American and 
British government's submission to Zionisn1. 

\Vest Germany was cotnpelled to bear a large part of the cost of the new state's 
arman1ents and developlnent therewith the likelihood of another great war \vas 
brought nearer and the outlook for the j\rabs \vas made much worse. The Zionist 
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state was at length propped up and the consequences at once began to flow. The 
exertion of ""pressure" on the West German government in this n1atter was about 
the last major act of Atuerican state policy under President Truman, whose term 
was about to expire.* 

"'As a footnote to the West German affair, the Western po\ver~ ill Vienna, (on this occasion acting in perfect accord 
with the Soviet "tate) at the same bidding humbled little Austria (Hitler's first victim) by \\..'toing a bw of amnesty 
and restitution which might have benefited some non·Jews. The Austrian government (at that time supposed to be 
"sovereign" again) protested in \\Titing to the American High Commissioner, specifically accusing him or 
submitting to the orders of "emigrants from Austria" who were 011 hi~~ stall as ".Jewish advisers". No intelligible 
account of this episode reached the British or American newspaper reader. 
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THE WORLD INSTRUMENT 

The Second War produced a third result, additional to the advance of the 
revolution into Europe and the establishlnent by force of the Zionist state: 
namely, the second attempt to set up the structure of a "world government", on 
the altar of which Western nationhood was to be sacrificed. This is the final 
consummation to which the parallel processes of Conlmunism and Zionisln are 
evidently intended to lead~ the idea first enlerged in the Weishaupt papers, began 
to take vigorous shape in the 19th Century, and was expounded in full detail in 
the Protocols of 1905. In the First War it was the master-idea of all the ideas 
which Mr. House and his associates "'oozed into the mind" of President Wilson, 
and sought to make the president think were "his own". It then took shape, first 
as ""The League to Enforce Peace" and at the war's end as ""The League of 
Nations" . 

Thus it was given first and partial realization, like all the ideas auxiliary to it, 
during the confusion period of a great war. that is, the later period of the fighting 
and the early aftermath of it. It was never submitted before that war to the 
peoples who became embroiled, nor was any reasoned explanation of its nature 
and purpose given to them~ during the ""en1ergency" the ""premier-dictators" 
took their assent for granted~ the only expresseion of popular opinion ever given 
was the inlnlediate refusal of the United States Congress, as the fog of the First 
War cleared, to have anything to do with it. 

The twenty years between the two wars showed that '''the League of Nations" 
was unable to enforce or preserve peace and that nations would not of their own 
will surrender their sovereignty to it. Nevertheless, as the Second War 
approached the men who were to conduct it again were busy with this idea of 
setting up what they called a ""world authority" of some kind and the one 
conlmon thing in all their thought about it was that ""nations" should give up 
""sovereignty". Mr. Roosevelt (according to Mr. Baruch's biographer, Mr. 
Morris v. Rosenbloon1) as far back as 1923, after his paralysis, devoted his 
sickbed tilne to drafting ""a plan to preserve peace" which, as president, he revised 
in the White House, then giving his blueprint the title, "'The United Nations". 

Sinlilary in England, the champion of British nationhood, Mr. Winston 
Churchill, in 1936 becan1e president of the British section of an international 
association called ""The New COlnmonwealth Society" which advocated '''a 
world police force to Inaintain peace" (the conjunction of the words ""force" and 
""peace" occurs in all these progran1nles and pronouncements), and publicly 
declared (November 26, 1936) that it differed froln ""other peace societies" in the 
fact that it ""advocated the use offorce against an aggressor in support of hnv". 
Mr. Churchill did not say what law, or whose law, but he did offer ""force" as the 
path to '''peace''. 

Thus it was logical that at the meeting of President Roosevelt and Mr. 
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Churchill in August 1941, when the sterile "Atlantic Charter" was produced, Mr. 
Churchill (as he records) should tell the president that "opinion in England 
would be disappointed at the absence of any intention to establish an 
international organization for keeping peace after the war". I was in England at 
that time and, for one, was disappointed at the inclusion of the reference which 
Mr. Churchill desired~ as for "opinion in England" in general, there was none, 
for no informative basis for any opinion had been offered to the people. Mr. 
Churchill was pursuing the idea on his own authority, as was Mr. Roosevelt: 
"Roosevelt spoke and acted with complete freedolTI and authority in every 
sphere ... I represented Great Britain with almost equal latitude. Thus a very 
high degree of concert was obtained, and the saving in tin1e and the reduction in 
the nun1ber o.f'people inforrned were both invaluable" (Mr. Churchill, describing 
how ""the chief business between our two countries was virtually conducted by 
personal interchanges" between hilTIself and Mr. Roosevelt in ""perfect 
understanding"). 

Consequently, in the concluding stages of the war and without any reference to 
the battling multitudes, '''the questions of World Organization" (Mr. Churchill) 
dominated the private debate between these two, General Smuts in South Africa, 
and the pren1iers of the other British oversea countries. By that time (1944) Mr. 
Churchill was using the term ""World Instrument" and (as in the earlier case ofhis 
allusion to ""law") the obvious question arose, ~1'hose instrument? ""The 
prevention of future aggression" was stock language in all these interchanges. 
The difficulty of determining vvho is the aggressor has been shown in the cases of 
Havana harbour in 1898 and Pearl Harbour in 1941, and for that matter the co
aggressor at the start of the Second War, the Soviet state, was to be the party 
lTIOSt lavishly rewarded at its end, so that all this talk about stopping 
'''aggression'' cannot have been seriously intended. Clearly the idea was to set up 
a ""world instrument" for the use of whoever might gain control of it. Against 
whom would it be used? The answer is given by all the propagandists for this idea~ 

the one thing they all attack is ""the sovereignty of nations". Ergo, it would be 
used to erase separate nationhood (in fact, only in the West). By H'ho111 would it 
be used? The results of the two great wars of this century supply the answer to 
that question. 

Against that background the '''United Nations Organization" was set up in 
1945. Within two years (that is, while the confusion-period of the Second War 
still continued), the true nature of '''world-government'' and the ""world 
instrUlTIent" was for an instant revealed. For the first tin1e the peoples were 
shown what awaited thelTI if this idea were ever fully realized. They did not 
understand what they were shown then and forgot it at once, but the disclosure is 
on record and is of permanent value to the student now and for as long as this 
idea of the super-national ""authority", so clearly foretold in the Protocols of 
1905, continues to be promoted by po\verful n1en behind the scenes of 
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international politics. At this point in the narrative the fIgure of Mr. Bernard 
Baruch first emerges fronl advisory shadows into full light, so that reasonable 
inferences nlay be drawn about his long part in the events of our century. 

As has been shown, he made a decisive intervention in favour of the Zionist 
state in 1947 by ~~changinga great deal" from his earlier hostility to Zionism (Dr. 
Weizmann) and by advising a responsible Cabinet of1icer, Mr. Jalnes Forrestal, 
to discontinue his opposition. 'That is the first point at which Mr. Baruch's 
influence on state policy lnay be clearly traced, and it is a significant one, 
discouraging to those who hope for Jewish ~~involvementin Mankind", for up to 
that tinlC he seel11ed to be (and presumably wished to appear) a fully integrated 
Alnerican, a paragon of Je\vish emancipation, tall, handsolne, venerable and 
greatly successful in his affairs. 

If Mr. Baruch's ~"change" \vas as sudden as Dr. Weizmann's narrative 
suggests. another incident of that period 111akes it appear also to have been 
radicaL even violent. One of the 1110st extrelne Zionist chauvinists in America 
then \vas a Mr. Ben Hecht, who once published the following dictum: 

~~One of the finest things ever done by the lnob was the crucifixion of Christ. 
Intellectually it was a splendid gesture. But trust the mob to bungle. If I'd had 
charge of executing Christ I'd have handled it differently. You see, what I'd have 
done was had hirrl shipped to Ronle and fed to the lions. They never could have 
made a saviour out of mincenleat". 

During the period of violence in Palestine which culminated in the pogrom of 
Arabs at DeiI' Yasin, this Mr. Hecht inserted a full-page advertisenlent in 111any 
of the leading newspapers throughout An1crica. It was addressed "~To the 
Terrorists of Palestine" and included this nlessage: 

""'The Jews of America are for you. You are their champions ... Every tinle 
you blow up a British arsenal, or wreck a British railroad train sky high, or rob a 
British bank, or let go with your guns and bonlbs at the British betrayers and 
invaders of your homeland, the Jews of America lnake a little holiday in their 
hearts" . 

rt was the author of this advertisement (according to his autobiography) 
whom Mr. Baruch chose to visit and inform of his affinity and support: 

""One day the door of my roonl opened and a tall white-haired man entered. It 
\vas Bernard Baruch, my first Jewish social visitor. He sat down, observed Ine for 
a mOlnent and then spoke. ~I am on your side" said Baruch, ~the only way the 
Je\vs will ever get anything is by fighting for it. I'd like you to think ofme as one of 
your Jewish fighters in the tall grass with a long gun. I've always done my best 
\vork that way. out of sight'."' 

This revelatory passage (added to M r. Baruch's intervention in the Forrestal 
affair) gives the student insight into the personality of Mr. Bernard Baruch. If 
(his was the sense in which he had done his best work C"as a Jewish fighter in the 
tall grass with u long gun ... out of sight") during his thirty-five years of 
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.... advising six Presidents", the shape of Anlerican policy and of \vorld events 
during the 10th Century is explained, The reader is entitled to take the quoted 
\yords at full value and to consider 1\1 r. Baruch \ influence on /\rnerican and 
\vorld affairs in the light 1hey shed. ~rhcy are eq ually relevant to lYlr. Baruch's one 

great puhlic intervention in \vorId affairs, \\/hich carne about the saine tin1e. 'This 
\\'as the .. ,Baruch Plan" for a despotic \vor1d authority backed by annihilating 
force. and the words cited above justify the strongest Inisgivings about the 
purposes to \vhich such a ""world instrulllen(" \vould be used. ~[he ... Baruch Plan" 
is of such illlportance to this narrative that a glance at~1r. Baruch's entire 
background and life is appropriate. 

I-L..~ \vas alvvays generally assulned to be of the aristocratic Je\,\Jish type, that is to 
say, of Scphardic descent leading back, by \vay of the experience in Spain and 
Port ugaL to a renl0te possibility of Palestinian orit!in. In fact, as he himself stated 
(February 7, 1947) his fa ther \va s ... a Po1ish Je\v \vhoca111e tothis country a 
hundred years ago'~. That places lYlr. Baruch a1110ng the Slavic Ashkenazi, the 
non-SC1Tlitic '''Eastern Jews", who arc nov·/ said (by the Judaist statisticians) to 
cOll1pri/c (11n10st the \vhol(' of Jewry. 

He was born in 1870 at C'~Hnden in South (~arolina. f-lis t~lnlily seelJledto have 
identifIed itsclf'vvith the weal or \voe of the nc\v country, for his father served as a 
C'onfcdera te surgeon and 1V1r. Baruch hinlself \vas born during the evil days of 
··Rcconstruction'·~ as a child he saw the Negroes, int1alned by carpetbagger 
oratory and scallawag liquor, surge through the sleepy streets of this plantation
country to\\'11, and his elder brothers stand \vith shotguns 011 the upstairs porch~ 

his father \vorc the hood and robe of the Ku Klux Klan. 
'Thus in childhood he sa\v the destructive revolution at \vork (for it took charge 

during the flnal stages and aftenl1ath of the (~ivil War and ""Reconstruction'~was 
recognizably its \vork) and later sa\v the enduring values of a free society. 
f-Io\vevcr, his fan1ily \vas 110t truly part of the South and SOOI1 the pull of New 
York drew it thither. ·rhen~. before he \vas thirty, Bernard Baruch was a rich and 
rising ll1an, and before he was forty he was already a power~ though an unseen 
onc~ behind politics. I-Ie is probably the originall)fthc n1aster-flnancier~"'Thor", 
in lYlr. I-louse's novel. AJ.gainst Inuch opposition lVlr. House included hin1 in the 
group around l\'lr. Wilson. 

I-lis life-story then was already full of great financial coups, .... selling shorf', 
"cashing in on the crash ,.~ "'driving the price do\vn", and the like. Gold, rubber, 
copper, sulphur. everything turned into dollars at his touch. In 1917, during an 
investigation into slock-lnarket nl0VClllcnts pronlpted in 1916 by the 
dissen1ination of ""peace reports", he infonned the House Rules Con1mittce of 
Congress that he had ""111ade half a 111i1110n dollars in one day by short selling". 
I-Ie st~~ted that his support of President Wilson (to \vhose electoral campaigns he 
lnade lavi~;}l contributions) \vas first pro111pted by Professor Wilson's attack on 
exclusive ""fraternities" at Princeton LJnivcrsity {\vhich in 1956 distinguished 
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itself by allowing Mr. Alger Hiss to address one of its student clubs). The 
ilnplication here is that he is of those who detest all '·discrimination of race, class 
or creed"; however few men can have suffered less than Mr. Baruch from 
"discrimination". 

His first appearance in Wall Street was much disliked by the great men there on 
the ground that he was "a gambler" (a reproach apparently first made by Mr. J. 
Pierpont Morgan). He survived all such criticisms and described himself as "a 
speculator". During the First World War President Wilson appointed Mr. 
Baruch head of the War Industries Board (Mr. Baruch having repeatedly urged 
President Wilson that the head of this dictatorial body should be "one man") and 
he later described himself as having been, in that capacity, the most powerful 
man in the world. When President Wilson returned, completely incapacitated, 
from the Versailles Peace Conference Mr. Baruch "became one of the group that 
made decisions during the President's illness ... called 'the Regency Council' ", 
and President Wilson rallied from his sickbed long enough to dismiss his 
Secretary of State, Mr. Robert Lansing, who had been calling Cabinet meetings 
in opposition to this '·Regency Council". 

Mr. Baruch's biographer states that he continued to be "adviser" to the three 
Republican Presidents of the 1920's, and Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt testifies to the 
fact that he was President Roosevelt's adviser both before and during the twelve
year Democratic regime that followed. By March 1939 Mr. Winston Churchill 
felt able to inform Mr. Baruch (then in residence at his Barony in South Carolina) 
that "War is corning very soon ... You will be running the show over there". 

By that time Mr. Baruch had been ·'advising" Presidents for nearly thirty years 
and in spite of that the zealous student can not definitely discover or state what 
Mr. Baruch's Illotives were, nature of ·'advice" he gave, or what the effect of his 
counsel was on American policy and world events. This is natural, for he had 
worked always '·in the long grass ... out of sight". He was never an elected or 
responsible officer of state, so that his work was beyond audit. He was the first of 
the "advisers", the new type of potentate foreseen, at the century's start, only in 
the much-abused "Protocols" of 1905. 

Deductions and inferences alone were possible in his case; fragments here and 
there Inight be pieced together to nlake the parts of a picture. First, his publicly 
recorded recomlnendations were always for measures of ·'control". In the First 
and the Second War alike this was his panacea: '·control", "discipline" and the 
like. It amounted always to the demand for power over people, and for the 
centralization of authority in one man's hands, and the denland was raised again 
long after the Second War, once 1110re in the plea that it would prevent a third: 
··be/c)re the bullets have begun to.fly . .. the country must accept disciplines such as 
rationing and price control" (May 28, 1952, before a Senate Conlmittee). 

Each time this recommendation was made it was presented as a means for 
defeating a dictator ("the Kaiser", ·'Hitler", ·'Stalin"). The controlled and 
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disciplined world which Mr. Baruch envisaged \vas depicted by him in testimony 
before a Congressional Comn1ittee in 1935: ""had the 1914-1918 war gone on 
another year our whole population would have emerged in cheap but serviceable 
uniforn1s ... types of shoes were to be reduced to two or three~'. This statement 
provoked strong protests at the time; An1cricans, having helped defeat the 
""regin1ented" Gerlnans, did not like to think that they would have presented a 
spectacle of drab regimentation, had the war but lasted ""another year". At the 
tin1e Mr. Baruch denied that he had intended ""to goose-step the nation", but his 
biographer records that he ""revived his proposal for similar drab clothing in 
World War If'. In contemplating the picture thus conjured up the student 
cannot put out of his mind the similar picture, of a drab, enslaved mass 
inhabiting the former nation-states, which is given in the Protocols. 

Other fragments showed that Mr. Baruch's thought culminated in a picture of 
a controlled and disciplined It'orld. The folie de grandeur, the megalomania with 
which the Wilsons and Lloyd Georges, the Roosevelts and Winston Churchills 
reproached the Kaiser and Hitler, was in him. His biographer quotes: "'Ofcourse 
we can flx the world, Baruch has said on many occasions". And then, during the 
Second War, ""Baruch had agreed with President Roosevelt and other leaders 
that a world organization should be established at the height o.fallied uni/.y in the 
ll'ar". 

The italicized words are the key ones: they relate to the confusion-period of a 
great war, when the ""advisers" submit their plans, the ""premier-dictators" initial 
then1 (and later cannot understand how they could have done so), and the great 
coups are brought off. 

These are all fraglnents, significant but partial. Immediately after the Second 
War Mr. Baruch tnade his first great public appearance in world affairs as the 
author of a plan for world-dictatorship, and dictatorship (in my opinion) by 
terror. For the first tin1e his Inind and work lie open to audit, and it is in 
connection with this plan that (again in tny opinion) his words to Mr. Ben Hecht 
are of such in1portance. 

According to his biographer, Mr. Baruch was 74 ""when· he began to prepare 
himselffor the undertaking he considered the most vital of his life ... to shape a 
\vorkable plan for international control of atomic energy and, as United States 
representatives to the United Nations AtOll1ic Energy Commission, to promote 
adoption of that plan by the Commission'~.That would have been in 1944, a year 
before the first aton1 bomb was dropped and the United Nations was even 
established. 

If this is correct, Mr. Baruch knew what was to happen in the world about two 
years in advance of events; ""the assignmenf~ for which he was preparing himself 
in 1944 was first proposed by Secretary of State Byrnes (after a discussion with 
Mr. Baruch) to President Truman in March 1946 (seven months after the first 
atoin bombs). President Truman duly made the appointment, whereon Mr. 
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Baruch at last appeared publicly in an offlcial capacity. He set to work on the 
"'Baruch Plan·~. 

l'he law governing An1erica's l11en1bcrship of the lJnited Nations requires all 
Anlerican representatives ill it to follow the policy detcrnlined by the President 
and transnlitted through the Secretary of State. i\ccording to his biographer i\1r. 
Baruch enquired what ""the policy" was to be. I'1ossihly as a 111atter of fornl~ 

because he \vas told to draft it hinlself.'fhercfore the "·Baruch Plan'~ \va~ literally 
Mr. Baruch~s plan. if this account is correct (it \vas published \vith his approval). 
It was devised on a bench in Central Park in consultation with one Ferdinand 
Eberstadt, Mr. Baruch's assistant in 1919 at Versailles and "an active disciple"; of 
Mr. Baruch~s in the Second \Var. This 1l1ight be described as the 20th Century 
Il1ethod of forlnulating state policy. and apparently Mr. Baruch owes to it his 
popular title, '''the park-bench statesnlan~'. 

Mr. Baruch then presented his Plan to the lJnited Nations At0111ic Energy 
Conlrnission at its opening session on Junc 14~ 1946. I-le spoke \vith the voice of 
the Levitcs~ Jehovah offering "'blessings or cursings"~ alluded to the atom bOl11b 
as "'the absolute weapon ~~ (,vithin a few years an even lTIOre pulverizing explosive 
\vas in cOl11petitive production). and used the fan1iliar argulnent of false 
prophets~ namely, that if his advice \vere follo\ved "'peace" \voldd ensue and if it 
\vere ignored all vlould be "'destroyed~'. The proposal he nlade seenlS to Ine to 
an10unt to a universal dictatorship supported by a reign of terror on the 
world\vide scale: the reader 111ay judge for hin1self. 

"We 111USt elect H'orld peace or H'orld destruction ... We nlust provide the 
n1echanisnl to assure that atomic energy is used for peaceful purposes and 
preclude its use in \var. To th,11 encL \ve nlust provide frrllllediate, slv(fi and sure 
punishnlent of those w·ho violate the agreenlents that are reached by the nations. 
Penali~afion is essential if peace is to be nlore than a feverish interlude bet\vecn 
wars. And~ too, the United f'.Jations can prescribe individual responsibility and 
fJunishnu!l1t 011 (he prinCl}Jles ap/J!ied at lVurenlherg by the lJnion of Soviet 
Socialist Republics~ the lJnited I(ingdom, France and the United States a 
./onnula certain to henefit the lror!cl"s./lllure. In this crisj~.;, we represent not on/your 
gOl'Crnl11cnts, but, in a larger \vay, l:'e represent the peoples (~r the H'orld . .. 'The 
peoples of these denlocracies gathered here are not afraid of an in!C?ru{/(ionali,\';n 
rhat protects; they are unwilling 10 be fobbed off by 1110uthings aholl! /Hlrr(JlI' 

sovereignty, which is today's phrase for yesten.L.ty's isolation". 
Thus TvIr. Baruch appeared, not as the representative of the tJnited States, but 

as the spOkeS111an of ·'the peoples of the \vorld". and in that c(lpacity 
recol111nended a pernlanent Nuren1berg -rribunal as certain to benefit the \vorld 
(presun13 hly by judgnlents h~lnded dovv'n on the I)ay of Atonenlent). 

On the basis thus laid dovnl, he proposed "n1unagerial control or ownership~~ 

of all atolnic-energy activities potentially dangerous to world security and po\ver 
to controL inspect and license all other atoillic activities. I\S to "violations of this 
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order", he proposed that '''penalties as in1lnediatc and certain in their execution 
as possible should be flxed for (1) illegal possession or use of an atonlic bon1b or 
atoinic matL'rial or for \vilful interference \vith the activities of the Authority". He 
then reiterated his proposal for "'punishn1cnt": "' ... the matter ofpunishlnent 
lies at the very heart of our present security systcln .. l~he Charter pern1its° 

penalization only by concurrence of each of the five gre~lt po\vers There nlust 
be no velo to protect those \vho violate their solen111 agreenlents The bomb 
does not \vait upon delay. T'o delay Inay be to die. The time between violation and 
preventive action or punishlnent \vould be all too short for extended discussion 
as to the course to be followed .. ]'he sulution will require apparent sacrifice in ° 

pride and in position, but better pain as the price of peace than death as the price 
of \var". 

The reader \vill see that Mr. Baruch contended that the \vorld could only 
escape ""destruction" by ""precluding the .use of atolnic energy in \var", and 
proposed that ""an j\uthority" \vith a 177(}Jl()jJO/y of atolnic energy be set up~ 11'hic/1 

should befjoee.fj o ol71 ali check in ifS pUllitive lise (~lat();nic energy against any par!.}' 
deerned hy it to he deserving (~rJn{nisjll71enr. 

l'his is the proposal of which I earlier said that the world for the first tinle 
received a glinlpse of what '\vor1(~ govcrnlncnt" Incant. ]\1r. Baruch's biographer 
says that President T'rlllnan ""endorsed the plan" and then records Mr. Baruch's 
efforts to .... rOll nd up" votes for it on the C:on"llllission. After six 1110nths 
(I)cccnlber 5, ] 946) he \-vas in1patient and begged the C\)1111nission to relnclnber 
"'that to delay ll1dy be to die". '-rhc confusion-period \vas conling to an end and 
even a linited Nations C01111111Ssion could not be brought to s\vallov~i this plan. 
On I)ecenl ber 3L 1946 M r. Baruch resigned and the plan \vas shelved by 
reference to the LJnited Natiol1s I)J:'~:1rn1dinellt Conllnission. 

In January 19471\/1r. Baruch announced thal he was "retiring fron1puhlic life" 
(in \\'h1Ch he ~'as only conSpiC110llS on this one occa~iun). "Interested onlookers 
\vere not overly aiarnicd" (his biographcr ~ldds): .... the betting odds \vere that 
Baruch \vould be back at the \\Thite Housr and on C'apitol JIill before the 1110nth 
\vas over, and so he was". Later in 1947 he intervened "'decisively" <though not 
publicly) \vith 1\1r. Forrestal and had his signiflcanl fl1eeting \\'i1h Mr. Ben Hecht. 
Six years later his hiographer (\vho \vas evidently a\\',lfC that i\t1r. Eiscnho\\'cr was 
then to be elected) sunllnarizcd the reC0111111cndations \vhich the new President 
\vould receive frol11 the penn:inent ""adviser". l'hcse related entirely to 
preparatory Inobilizat1on for \VaL ""controls~~, '''global strategy" and the like. 

By that tiTne I\1r. Baruch had spccitled \\hat particular ne\v "'aggression"' these 
proposals \vere designed to lnect. having told a Senate C-'onlnlitt~e in 1952 that to 
forestall "'Soviet aggression~' the President "should be given all the po\ver he 
needed to carry through an annanlcnt and lnobilization progranl111C. including 
price and rniority controls". l~his \VdS the progralnn1e, under "'one-man" 
dlr~ction, urged by hiln during t\\/O \vorld \vars. I-Iowever~ his private view about 
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the aggressor named apparently was not that of alarm and repugnance, depicted 
to the Senate Committee, for in 1956 he told an interviewer, ~~A few years ago I 
n1et Vyshinsky at a party and said to him, ~y ou're a fool and l'ITI a fool. You have 
the bomb and we have the bomb ... Let's control the thing while we can because 
while we are talking all nations will sooner or later get the bomb" (Daily 
Telegraph January 9, 1956). Nor did the Soviet regard Mr. Baruch with hostility; 
in 1948 (as he confirmed in 1951) he was invi ted to Moscow to confer wi th the 
dictators there and actually left America on that journey; only ~~a sudden illness 
in Paris" (he explained) caused him to break it off. 

The disclosure in 1946 of his plan Hto fix the world" gave that world a glimpse 
of what it n1ight expect to be attempted in the later stages and aftern1ath of any 
third war; the Hglobal plan" was fully revealed. In 1947 Mr. Baruch stated that 
his father ~~can1e to this country a hundred years ago". The case offers the n10st 
significant exan1ple of the effect on America, and through America on world 
affairs, of the Hnew in1n1igration" of the 19th Century. After just that hundred 
years the son had already for nearly forty years been one of the most powerful 
men in the world, though he worked ~~in the long grass ... out of sight", and he 
was to continue this work for at least another ten years. 
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THE JEWISH SOUL
 

The first fifty years of ""the Jewish century" have had their natural effect on the 
Jewish soul~ which once again is in violent unrest. They have made chauvinists of 
a Inass of Jews who~ a hundred and fifty years ago~ seemed comlnitted to 
involvement in mankind. They are once more in captivity (the recurrent 
"'captivities~~ of the Jews were always captivity by the elders and their creed of 
exclusion~ not by alien taskmasters). In the Zionist captivity~ and under the 
pressure of the elders~ they have been Inade into the most explosive force in 
recorded history. The story of this century~ of its wars and revolutions and the 
denouenlent yet to COlne~ is that of Talmudic chauvinism~ which has its roots in 
Deuteronolny. 

The very word~ chauvinism~ means an extravagant emotion~ Nicolas Chauvin 
was the Napoleonic soldier whose bonlbastic and unbridled fervour for his 
Emperor brought patriotism into disrepute even at a period of patriotic ardour. 
Nevertheless~ the word is inadequate to describe the effect of Talmudic Zionism 
on the Jewish soul; no word exists~ other than ""Talmudisln", for this unique and 
boundless frenzy. 

In 1933 Mr. Bernard J. Brown wrote~ ""Being consciously Jewish is the lowest 
kind of chauvinism~ for it is the only chauvinism that is based on false prerrlises". 
The premises are those of the Talmud-Torah~ namely, that God promised a 
certain tribe ilnperial supremacy over all enslaved others in this world~ and 
exclusive inheritance of the next world in return for strict observance of a Law 
based on blood sacrifice and the destruction or enslavement of the lesser breeds 
without this Law. Whether 'ralmudic chauvinisln or Zionist chauvinism (I 
believe either term is more correct than Mr. Brown~s ""Jewish chauvinism") is or 
is not ""the lowest kind~~ of chauvinism~ these fifty years have shown that it is the 
nlost violent kind yet known to man. 

Its effect on the Jewish soul is reflected in the changed tone of Jewish literature 
in our time. Before adducing examples of this~ an illustration of its effect between 
one generation and the next Inay be given by briefly citing the cases of two Jews~ 

father and son. 
Mr. Henry Morgenthau senior was a notable Jew of America who became an 

aillbassador. He was the product ofJewish enlancipation during the last century~ 

he was what the Jews todaymgiht have been, but for Talmudic chauvinism. He 
said: 

""Zionism is the nlost stupendous fallacy in Jewish history. I assert that it is 
wrong in principle and sterile in its spiritual ideas. Zionism is a betrayal ... an 
Eastern European proposal, fathered in this country by American Jews ... 
which~ if they were to succeed~ would cost the Jews of Alnerica most of what they 
have gained ofliberty~ equality and fraternity. I refuse to allo\v nlyselfto be called 
a Zionist. I anl an American ~~. 
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In the next generation the nanlC of thc son, Me 11enry Morgcnthau junior, 
became inseparably associated \Vilh thc founding of the Zionist state (his father's 
'''stupendous fallacy") and with the Talrnudic vengeance in Europe. In the sequel 
the son rnight prove to be onc of the lncn nlost responsible for bringing about the 
conscq ucnccs which the father feared. 

Dr. \Veiznlann records thc great part played hy the junior Mr. Morgcnthau in 
the back,.;tage dranla in Nc\\' York \vhich culrninated in the violent establishment 
of the Zionist state and an i\nlerican president's ""recognition'" of the deed. In 
Europe he fathered (through the ""Morgenthau Plan") the bisection of the 
continent and the advance of the revolution to its nliddlc. Sonlc passages in that 
plan (initialleti hy l\lessrs. Roosevelt and ('hurchill, who both repudiated it when 
the uanlagl' \vas done) are of especial significance, naillely, those \\hich propose 
that "all industrial plants and equipnlcnt not destroyed by Inilitary action" (in 
Gcnnany) "'shall be ... cOfnpfetely destroyed . .. and the fnines H'recked". The 
origin~d source of this idea of "~utter destruction" apparently can only be the 
Tain-llld-'Torah, \\-'here it is part of the I.. Law' of God". The Zionist state itself. as I 

have shovvn, \vas founded on a deed of '''utter destruction", and thus of literal 
""observance" of this Law, at Deir Yasin. 

But for Zionist chauvinisnl and the \\J'estern politicos who served it in the oiliee 
of .... administrators", the son nlight have been another such nlan as the father. 

and this particular illustra tion is valid for a great 111ass of Jews and the change 
\vhich has been produced in the Jewish soul. \Vhen Jews of great nanle lent 
themselves to such undertakings, and proved a ble to conlllland the support of 
Anlerican presidents and British prinlc nlinisters, the Jewish Inasses were bound 
to follow. This general trend is reflected in the grovving literature of Talmudic 
chau vinisll1. 

Up to the lniddle of the last century distinctively "'Jewish" literature 'Nas small 
and was in the Inain produced for and read in the clo~cd cOll1nlunities. In the 
general bookshops Jewish writers held a place roughly proportionate to their 
nunlbers in the population, which was thc natural thing, and in their works did 
not in the rule write as .... Jews" or dwell on the exclusively Je\vish thenlc. T'hey 

~lddressed thenlselves to the general audience and avoided the ch~luvinist appeal 
to Jews, as well as anything that non-Jews Blight regard as blasphcnly,.seditioll, 
obscenity or slander. 

The transfornlation that has come about in the last fifty years rcflects equally 
the spread of l'almudic chauvinisnl and the enforced subordination of the non
Jewish masses to it. ~roday books by Jews and non-Jews abollt Jewish things, if 
they were counted, lllight be found to form the largest single body of \Vestern 
literature, outside fiction, and the change in tone and standard is very great . 

.A.s it has come about gradually, and critical cornrnent today is in practice 
virtually forbidden as .... anti-selllitic", the change has not been consciously 
rClnarkcd by the nlass of people. Its extent Inay be llleasured by this cOlnparisoll~ 
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a good deal of what is contained in the literature of Talmudic chauvinism today 
(a few examples follovv) would not have been published at all fifty years ago, as 

offensive to the standards then generally accepted. Fear of critical and public 
anathema would have kept publishers froin issuing many of these works, or at all 
events froln including in thenl the most flagrant passages. 

The starting-point of this process, which might be called one ofdegeneration in 
Je\vry, was possibly the appearance in 1895 of Max Nordau's Degeneration, 
which struck the keynote for the chorus to come. This book was in effect an 
epistle to the Gentiles, informing them that they were degenerate, and it enjoyed 
great vogue with fin de ~'ll!cfe "Liberals", as the accumulating lllass of kindred 
literature has enjoyed among their kind ever since. Jew-ish degeneracy was no 
part of its thellle, and the author would have seen Jewish degeneracy only in 
opposition to Zionism, for he was Herzl's lieutenant and the Inan who at the 
Zionist Congress after Herzl's death foretold the first World War and the part 
played in it hy England in setting up the Zionist ·'homeland". Degeneration was 
significant both in tilne and theme~ it appeared in the same year as Herzl's The 
Je~1'ish State and this was also the year of the first revolutionary outbreak in 
Russia. The revolution and ZionislTI are both essential to the DeuteronoTI1ic 
Talnludic concept. and both mOVClTIents, in my estimate, were developed under 
Talmudic direction. 

After !)cgcncralion followed the fuJI tide and spate of Talmudic-chauvinist 
literature. i\n cxalnplc from our tinlC is a book puhlished in New York in the 
year. ]941, vvhen I-iitler and Stalin fell out and Anlerica entered the Second War. 

C'CUJlO/lY AlLIS! Perish, hy a ]\;11'. ~rhcod()re N. KaufITIann, proposed the 
extcnnina tion of the Gernlan people in the literal sen~l' of the La \\' of the 
Talrnud-l'orah. Mr. K~lufnlann proposed that "Gernlan extinction" be achieved 
by "itcrilizlng ()!1 CJcnnans of procreation age (Inalcs under 60, fcnlales under 45) 
\V1t hin ,} pcrj od of three years after the \var 's end, (icrl11an y to be scaled ofT d llri ng 
the procc~s and its territory then to he shared ,unong other pcople~ so that it 
should dis(IPPc~lr 1'rolll the J11ap together vvith its people. M r. Ka utll1ann 
calculated t 11;., L \Nit h births stopped through sterilization. the nornlal dcathrate 
\V0 uld extinguish the G erIll an race \vi thi n fI ft y 0 r sixty yea rs. 

1 feel sure tha t public abhorrence \\ ould have deterred any publisher frolll 
i\sujng this v,'ork during the First \VaL and possibly at any previous tilHe since 
printing \vas inventl~d. In 1941 it appeared \vith the C0111nlendatiun oft\vo leading 
A,111erican nc\vsparh.~r~; (bolh Je\vish-o\vned or Jewish-controlled). The lVelt' York 
7~iJnes described the proposal as "(1 pleIn for pennanent peace al110ng ('irili~ed 

nations"~ th~ I/Vo,\'hing!o!l !JOSi called it "(1 provocative theory~ interestingly 
presen tcd". 

This propos~l1 \vas rnc',,'c literally TaltHl1dic than anything else I can find. but 
the spirit that proll1p1cd 11 breathed in i11any other books. T'he hatred evinced was 
l10llinlitcd to Cierlnans; it extended to Arabs and for a period to the BTitish, as it 
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had earlier been directed against Spaniards, Russians, Poles and others. Itwas 
not a personal thing~ being the end-product of Talmudic teaching it ranged 
impartially over all things non-Judaist, taking first one symbolic enemy and then 
another from a world where, under the Levitical Law, all were enemies. 

The growth and open expression of this violent feeling, no longer held in 
bounds by the earlier need to take account of generally-accepted standards in the 
West, explains the misgivings expressed by Mr. Brown in 1933, by the Rabbi 
Elmer Berger in the 1940's, and by Mr. Alfred Lilienthal in the present decade. Its 
reflection in the Jewish published word justified their anxiety. In one book after 
another Jewish writers with introspective writings examined ""the Jewish soul" 
and at the end carne up with expressions of contempt or hatred for some body or 
other of non-Jews, couched in chauvinist terms. 

Mr. Arthur Koestler, describing his scrutiny of Judaism, wrote, ""Most 
bewildering of all was the discovery that the saga of the "Chosen Race' seemed to 
be taken quite literally by traditionalist Jews. They protested against racial 
discrimination, and affirmed in the same breath their racial superiority based on 
Jacob's covenant with God". The effect of this ""bewildering discovery" on this 
particular Jewish soul was that ""the more I found out about Judaism the n10re 
distressed I became, and the more fervently Zionist". 

The presumable cause (""reason" cannot be used to describe so illogical a 
reaction) of this strange effect on Mr. Koestler is indicated by his two hundred 
pages of cOlnplaint about Jews being persecuted in and driven fron1 Europe. He 
avoided this complaint ofjustice by his assumption that the Arabs, who were not 
to blame, should suffer, depicting an Arab family (persecuted in and driven from 
Palestine by the Zionists) in these words: ""The old woman will walk ahead 
leading the donkey by the rein and the old man will ride on it ... sunk in solemn 
meditation about the lost opportunity oj' raping his youngest grandchild". In this 
depictment the acts of persecution and driving-out are made to appear 
respectable, others than Jews being the sufferers, by the attribution of a revolting 
thought to the victim. 

The change in the tone and standards of Jewish literature in our time is' again 
shown by the writings of Mr. Ben Hecht, some of which were earlier quoted, 
including his complaint that if Jesus had only been made into mincen1eat, instead 
of being dignified by crucifixion, Christianity would never have taken shape. I 
doubt whether newspapers or publishers at any previous period would have 
given currency to words which patently had only the purpose of offending others. 

Mr.Hecht once wrote, ""I lived forty years in my country" (America) '"without 
encountering anti-semitism or concerning myself even remotely with its 
existence". Therefore Mr. Hecht logically intended to live nowhere else. 
Nevertheless, when the Zionist state was being set up, he wrote that every time a 
British soldier was killed in Palestine ""the Jews of America make a little holiday 
in their hearts". 
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Deep~ if not enlightening insight into the development of the Jewish soul 
during this century is given by the books of a Mr. Meyer Levine~ these also 
contain things which~ in n1Y estin1ation~ would not have found print in earlier 
times. Mr. Levine~s In Search shows what Mr. Sylvain Levi meant when~ at the 
1919 Peace Conference~ he gave warning against the "explosive tendencies~~ of 
the Eastern Jews. 

Mr. Levine~ born in An1erica of imlnigrant parents from Eastern Europe was 
reared to hatred of Russians and Poles. He seems to have found little to please 
hin1 in ""the new country" where he was born and when he grew to young 
manhood busied himself in agitation alnong the Chicago workers. 

He tells of half a lifetime of tortured efforts to escape from Jewishness and to 
imn1erse himself in Jewishness~ alternately. If son1e Jews believe themselves 
unchangeably distinct from all other mankind~ Mr. Levine gives two glimpses 
which make the reader feel that this belief is the product of a strained~ ahnost 
mystic perversity. He says he finds himself constantly asking himself ""What am 
I?" and ""What am I doing here?" ~ and asserts that "'Jews everywhere are asking 
the same questions~~. Subsequently he related son1e of the discoveries to which 
this self-scrutiny led hin1. 

Describing the Leopold-Loeb murder in Chicago (when two young Jews~ of 
wealthy parents~ killed and mutilated a small boy~ also a Jew~ from motives of 
extren1e morbidity) he says~ "I believe that beneath the very real horror that the 
case inspired~ the horror in realizing that human beings carried in them 
n1urderous motives beyond the silnple n10tives of lust and greed and hatred~ 

beneath all this was a suppressed sense of pride in the brilliance of these boys~ a 
sympathy for them in being slaves of their intellectual curiosities, a pride that this 
particular new level- of crime, even this should have been reached by Jews. In a 
confused and awed way~ and in the mOlnentary fashionableness of 'lust for 
experience\ I felt that I understood them, that I, particularly~ being a young 
intellectual Jew~ had a kinship with them~'. 

On another occasion he describes his part (he calls it that of ""a volunteer aid", 
but the-terlTI ""agitator" might be fairly applicable) in the Chicago steelworkers 
strike of 1937~ when strikers and police came into conflict and shots were fired, 
several persons being killed. Mr. Levine~ as "a volunteer aid", had "fallen in 
alongside" the strikers' procession and he "ran with the others" when the firing 
began. l-Ie was not a steelworker or striker. Subsequently he and others, 
apparently also volunteer aids, organized a mass meeting. At this he showed 
slides nlade from nevlspaper-pictures from which he had removed the 
descriptions. He accompanied these pictures with a recital of his own, in words 
chosen to give the pictures an inflammatory interpretation, different from that of 
the original captions. I-Ie says: 

""So strange a roar arose that it seen1ed to me as though the vast auditorium 
was a cauldron of rage, overturning upon me ... I felt I could never control the 
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cro\vd~ that they would burst through the doors~ rush out and burn the city hall 
--- the impact of the pictures \vas so enraging ... In that instant I experienced the 
full sense of the danger ofpO\VeL for 1felt that a fc\v words would have unleashed 
violence beyond what we had seen on Memorial [)ay ... If I had sornetillleS felt 
unincluded as a stranger, artist and Jew~ I knew that universal actioll exists ... I 
felt that perhaps one of the reasons for the social rcfonnislTI of the le\\' is the need 
to melt hirnself into these movements that engulf his o\vn problem~'. 

Once again, the words recaliM r. lVlaurice Saoluel's lalnent or Inenace 
(whichever was intended) of 1924~ '''We Je\vs~ the destroyers~ will ren1ain the 
destroyers forever". Only in the incitelnent of others~ 1\1r. Levine appears to say~ 

could he, the lolostranger~~, feel himself"'included~~, or ""his problern" engulfed. 'rhe 
incitement of the unreasoning~ stupid ""mob~~ is the theIne that runs through the 
""Protocols" of 1905. In the passage quoted Mr. Levine seenled to inlply that he 
could only feel involverncnt in general nlankind when so inciting a lTIob. 

His later travels were ll1ade in the sanle spirit. In his youth Zionism was alrnost 
unkno\vn and in 1925, when he \vas twenty, it was still ""a question that had 
scarcely penetrated to Jews born in Alnerica ... It was something that occupied 
the bearded ones ./i"onz [he old coul71r.v and if an An1erican Je\\' happened to be 
dragged to a Zionist meeting he found that the speakers talked lrith Russian 
accents, or silTIply reverted to Yiddish. l\!Iy own family, indeed~ had no interest in 
the 1110venlcnt". 

As in the case of the lVlorgenthaus, father and son, one generation S<1\V the 
change. Mr. Levine's parents, nligrants frOlTI a country of alleged '''persecution'', 
were content to have found another where they prospered. The son was not 
content. Soon he was in Palestine, and developed vengeful feelings towards the 
Arabs of whom he had never heard in his youth. He tells, as a good jest, of an 
incident in a Zionist settlement when an Arab, coming across the fields, humbly 
asked for a drink of water. Mr. Levine and his friends pointed to a barrel, at 
which the Arab thankfully drank while they laughed; it was the horse-water. 

Ten years after that he \vas in Germany and played his part in the 'Talmudic 
vengeance there. He was an Anlerican newspaper correspondent and describes 
how he and another Jewish correspondent roanled about Gernlany as 
"conquerors", armed (illicitly), in ajecp. looting and wrecking as they pleased. He 
then says that the passive subnlission of Ciernlan \\'omen to the ""conquerors" 
thwarted the furious desire to rape thenl and "'solTIetinlCs the hafrcdin a man rose 
so high that he felt the absolute need of violence". In this nl00d. his cOlnpanion 
and he swore that .... the only thing to do \vas to throw thelTI do\vI1, tear lhcll1 
.apart'~, and they discussed "'the ideal conditions for such a scene of violencc~ 

there would have to be a wooded stretch of road, little trafllc, and a lone girl on 
foot or a bicycle". The pair then made '''a tentative sally" in search of these ""ideal 
conditions" and at length found a lonely girl and ""the conditions, all fuHJl1ed~'. 

(He says the terrified girl was spared at the last and wonders if the reason~ in each 
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lnan~ was that the prescnce of the other clnbarrassed hinl). 
M r. Levine began his book of 1950. ""This is a book about being a Jew". I t and 

the n1any like it account for the anxiety expressed by the rare Jewish 
renlonstrants about the developlnent of the last tifty years~ for they testify to the 
degeneration of the Jewish soul under the stress of Tahnudic chauvinism. The 
only thing proved by the book is that at its end ~lL Levine knew as little as at the 
start of his quest about what "'being a Je\v~' l1leant (presurnably he would not 
\\/ish th~ above-quoted passages to be taken as supplying the answer). Hundreds 
of others on this same elusive and unproductive tberne have appeared~ so might 
an electric eel devour its own tail in search of the source of its peculiar sensation~ 

and COlne to no enlightening conclusion. A book by a Je\\' on being a human 
being anl0ng other hUIllan beings was by the nlid-century rarc. 

'rh~ acculnulating literature of incitenlent and hatred, of which a few examples 
have been given. and the virtual suppression of objection to it as .... anti-selnitism·', 
give the 20th century its distinctive charactcc it is the age of Talnludic 
chauvinislll and Tahnudic ilnperialism. Our present situation was foretold nearly 
a hundred years ago by a Gerlnan, \\Tilhehn 1\1arr. 

lVlarr \vas a revolutionary and conspirator who heiped the Je\vish-led .... secret 
societies" (l)israeli) prepare the abortive outbreaks of 1848. His writings of that 
period are recognizably 'Tahl1udic (he was not a Jew)~ they are violently 3nti
C~hristian. atheist and anarchist. Latec like Bakunin (Marr was a sinlilar n1an) he 
becanlc (l\vare of the true nature of the revolutionary hierarchy, and in 1879 he 
wrote: 

"'The advent ofJewish ill1perialisn1. I anl tirmly convinced. is only a question of 
tinlC ... l'he en1pire of the \\'orld belongs to the Jews ... Woe to the conquered! 
... laIn qui te certain tha t before four genera tions have passed there will not be a 
single function in the State~ the highest included. which will not be in the hands of 
the Je\vs ... .I\t the present mOl11ent, alone anlong European states. Russia still 
holds out against the official recognition of the invading foreigners. Russia is the 
last ran1part and against her the Jews have constructed their final trench. To 
judge by the course ofevents. the capitulation of Russia is only a question of time 
... In that vast enlpire ... Judaisnl will fInd the fulcrunl of Archimedes which 
\vill enable it to drag the \vhole of \\!estern Europe off its hinges once for all. The 
Je\\/ish ~pirit of intrigue \vill bring about a revolution in Russia such as the world 
has never yet seen ... The present situation of Judaisnl in Russia is such tha t it 
has still 10 fear expulsion. But \vhen it has laid Russia prostrate it WIll no longer 
have any attacks to fear. \Vhcn the JC\VS have got control of the Russian state ... 
they \vl11 ~et about the destruction of the social organization of\\lestern Europe. 
rrhis last hour of Europe \vi11 arrive at latest in a hundred or a hundred and fifty 
years ~'. 

l-he present state of Europe~ as it has been left by the Second War~ shows this 
forecast to ha ve been largely fu lfillcd. Indeed. only the full denouenlent ren1ains~ 
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for its complete fulfilment. As to that, Marr may have seen too darkly. The 
history of the world thus far knows no irrevocable decisions. decisive victories, 
perl11anent conquests or absolute weapons. The last word, so far. has always 
proved to lie with the New Testanlentary dictum: "The end is not yef'. 

However, the last stage in Marr's forecast, the third act in the 20th Century 
drama, is evidently at hand, whatever its outcome and whatever its subsequent 
aftermath, and in preparation for it the Jewish soul has been made captive by 
Talnludic chauvinism once again. Mr. George Sokolsky, the notable Jewish 
diarist of New York, observed in January 1956 that, "There was considerable 
opposition" (to Zionism) ~~inside world Jewry, but over the years the opposition 
died down and where it still exists it is so unpopular as generally to be hidden 
away~ in the United States opposition to Israel among Jews is negligible" 

The few warning voices which are still being raised, like Jeremiah's of old, are 
nearly all those of Jews. The reason is not that non-Jewish writers are worse 
informed, shorter sighted or less courageous~ it has long been the unwritten rule 
that Jewish objectors may within limits be heard, as they are of "ourselves", but 
that objection from non-Jews must not be tolerated. * In the condition of the 
Western press today, in the third quarter of the 20th century, this rule is enforced 
almost without exception. 

On this account the few warnings here quoted are Jewish ones. Mr. Frank 
Chodorov told the American Government (Human Events, March 10, 1956) that 
in the Middle East ~~in reality it is not dealing with the governrnent of Israel but 
with American Jews ... It is a certainty that many good, loyal Alnericans of the 
Jewish faith would welcome a showdown, not only to register their loyalty to this 
country and against world Zionism, but also to loosen the grip the Zionists have 
on thenl". 

Silnilarly, Mr. Alfred Lilienthal (Human Events, September 10, 1955) echoed 
the despairing plea of the late Mr. Janles Forrestal eight years before~ as the 
shadow of the 1956 presidential election fell across America he, too, begged the 

*A good example: during 1956, a presidential election year, criticism of Zionism or of "Israel" was an almost 
inconceivable thing in the United States, especially in the later months, as the actual vote approached. Israeli attacks 
on the neighbouring Arab countries were invariably reported in all leading newspapers as "reprisal" or 
"retaliation". The President, his Cabinet members and State Department officials remained silent as one attack 
followed another, each of them resulting in an act of merciless destruction on the pattern of DeiI' Yasin in 1948. 
Indeed, leading candidates of the opposing parties, as in 1952 and 1948, vied with each other in demanding arms for 
Israel and in competing by this means for the Zionist-controlled vote which was supposed to be decisive. At the same 
time (II September 1956) over two thousand Orthodox Jews met in Union Square, New York, to protest against 
"the persecution of religion in the state of Israel". The name of the Israel Premier, Ben-Gurion, was jeered and 
several rabbis made violent attacks on him and his government. These in no way related to the case of the Arabs, 
who were not mentioned; the attack was solely on ground of religious orthodoxy, the Ben-Gurian government being 
assailed for its disregard of orthodox ritual-in Sabbatarian and other questions. Nevertheless, the attack was public, 
whereas criticism on any ground whatever from non-Jewish quarters was in fact virtually forbidden at this time. At 
the same period (1 September 1956) recurrent Jewish riots in Israel itself culminated in an outbreak which was 
suppressed by police, one man being killed. The dead man belonged to a group which refused to recognize the Israel 
government, maintaining that "re-establishment of a Jewish state must await the divine will" (incidentally, this is 
one of the main theses of the present, non-Jewish writer's book). The victim, on account of this belief, was described 
by New York newspapers as "a religious extremist". 
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two great political parties, when they joined conflict, "to take the Arab-Israeli 
issue out of domestic politics". Both these Jewish warnings appeared in a 
Washington newsletter of repute but small circulation; the mass-circulation 
newspapers were closed to them. 

Other latterday Jewish remonstrants raised the ancient cry of a coming 
--catastrophe". In 1933 Mr. Bernard J. Brown had seen disaster coming: "Never 
in the history of the human race has there ever been a group of people who have 
enmeshed themselves into so many errors and persisted in refusing to see the 
truth, as our people have done during the last three hundred years" (the period 
which saw the emergence of the Talmudic "'Eastern Jews" and the victorious 
Talmudist war against Je\\'ish assimilation). 

Fifteen years after that warning Jewish ren10nstrants were pronouncing the 
word which it only implied: "catastrophe". Rabbi Elmer Berger wrote in 1951, 
-'Unless Alnerican of Jewish faith and a great many Americans of other faiths 
who have been misguided into supporting Zionism return to the fundamentals 
both of An1erican life and of Judaisn1 we are headed for something of a 
catastrophe" . 

The foreword to Rabbi Berger's book was written by a non-Jewish authority, 
Dr. Paul Hutchinson, editor of The Christian Century. He was more explicit: 
-'This clain1 of the right of American Jews to refuse amalgamation is building 
towards a crisis which may have lamentable consequences. Already it is 
becon1ing clear that every time Israel gets in a jam (and many of its policies, 
especially with regard to economics and in1migration, seem almost designed to 
produce jams) American Jews will be expected to high-pressure the. United States 
government to step in and straighten matters out. Zionist leaders have not 
hesitated to carry this sort of thing to the extremes of political blackmail" (this 
'was written many years before ex-President Truman in his memoirs confirmed 
the fact). "'This can continue for a little while because of our peculiar electoral 
system ... but New York is not the United States, and if this sort of strong-arm 
intervention in behalf of a foreign state keeps up, look out jor an explosion". 

These warnings, though clear to Jews, might produce in non-Jewish minds the 
false in1pression that "the Jews" are headed towards "a catastrophe" of their 
own making; that in that event Talmudic chauvinism will recoil on their own 
heads; and, schliesslich, that they will then only have themselves to thank. The 
smug and the rancorous, especially, might fall into this delusion. 

Delusion it would be. That recurrent phenomenon of history-as-it-is-written., 
"the Jewish catastrophe", is invariably the small Jewish share in a general 
catastrophe, the proportion being, say, around one percent of the total woe .. 'The 
montrous prevarication of the Second War about the "six million Jews who 
perished" does not change that enduring truth. The catastrophe which has been 
brewed in these fifty years will be a general one, and the Jewish share of it will be 
fractional. It will be depicted as "loa Jewish catastrophe", as the Second War was 
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so depicted, but that is the false picture sho\\1n on the lighted screen to "the mob" 
in its dark rooln. 

Jews often, and quite genuinely, cannot envisage a calamity involving JC\VS, 

and no ITIattcr ho\v ITIClny 11l0re non-Je\\'s, as anything hut -"a Jc\vish 
catastrophe'". This is a mental attitude deriving froIn the origina I teaching of the 
Ta1rnud-Torah, wherein the chosen people alone have true existence and the 
others are shadows or cattle. 1\1r. Karl Stern's book, Pillar q{ Fire. provides an 
illustration. 

Mr. Stern (a Je\\' \vho gre\\l up in Gerlnany hetween the \vars, went to Canada 
and there was converted to the Catholic faith) says that there was in the Jc\\'ish 
Youth lV10ven1ent in Gernlany in the 1920's '''a general n100d \\'hich scen1ed to 
point at events \\1hich later caIne to pass. Latent in the situation \vere SOITO\VS. 

questions and doubts pointing towards the great J(!l\'ish cota.\'trophe or rather 
the great European catastrophe with \\lhich the fate of the JC\VS \\Tas interwoven jn 
so mysterious a fashion'". 

In this passage the truth appears in an ohvious. corrective afterthought, which 
would not occur to or he expressed by the run ofJevv'ish writers. 1\1r. Stern's is an 
exceptional case, and \vhen he had \\Tritten the \\lords ""the great Jevv'ish 
catastrophe" he saw their untruth and qualiflcd thenl: nevertheless. even he left 
the original statelnent to stand. The influence of his heredity and uphringing were 
still strong enough in hilD. a Catholic in North Alnerica, to form his first thought 
in those terl11S: the ordeal of 350,000.000 souls in Europe, which has left nearly 
half of then1 enslaved, \\'as ""the great Je\vish cata~;trophe". 

In a different case Mr. Stern would be the first to object to such a presentation. 
Indeed, he relates that he \vas offended by reading in a Catholic paper the 
statement that so-n1any InelTIbers of the crew ofa sunken British subn1arine \vere 
"'Catholics". l-Ie \vas affronted because one group of the viclilns \\'as singled out 
in this way: "'I do not understand why anyone would C~lre for such statistics". 
And yet: ""the great Jelrish catastrophe ..." 

The ""catastrophe'~, involving all, which has been prepared in these I1fty years, 
will not be distinctively lev/ish in the predoJninance ofJe\vish suffering. but in its 
don1ination, once again, by ""the Jc\vish question", by the effort to subordinate 
all the energy generated to ail11s reprc:-,cl1ted to be Je\vish~ and i11 the use of the 
Jewish n1asses to help detonate it. The Je\\'ish n1ass, or 1110b, is in one respect 
different fron) any other Ill0b. or 111ass: it is lTIOre prone to surrender itself to 
chauvinist incitct11cnt. and 1110re frenzied in this surrender. The JeH'i.sh 
EllcyclojJocdia, in a slYlall section devoted to thc subject ofhysreria anl0ng Jews. 
afflrms that their tendency to\Nards it is higher than average. As a laynlan, I 
would hazard the guess that this is the result of the centuries of close confinen1ent 
in the ghettoes and of Taln1udic absolutism in then1 (for today \ve have to do 
a]n10st exclusively \vith the ·"Eastern Je\vs" \vho but yesterday lived in those 
confines. 
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1 have given some exan1r'!es of this rising \vave of chauvinist hysteria fron1 
literature accessible to the general reader. ~rhis shc)\vs the results, but not the root 
cause. To locate that the reader needs to do S0111cthing 1110re difficult: namely. 
attentively to follow the Yiddish and J--Iebrcvv press~ in the original or in 
transl::!tion 1'hen he will receive the picture of an aln10st dcn10niac scourging of 
the Je\\:ish soul so that it shall never find rest. and he might conclude that 
nowhere outside JC\\TY is anything so anti-Je\vish to he found as in SaIne of these 
utterances. \\-'hich show a scientifIc nlastery of n1ethods of implanting and 
fostering fear. 

Before studying the examples \vhich folIo"" the reader n1ight consider that the 
great 111ass of ""explosive Eastern Je\vs~~ is no\\- in Alnerica. This fact more 
pregnant \\Iith possible consequl~nces than any ()thl~r of our day, SeC111S scarcely to 
have entered the consciou~)ness of the Western \vor1d~ or even of Anlerica. The 
extracts 'Nhich now follo\v sho\\' \vhat is said in f--Iebrew and Yiddish (that is. 
out'lidc the aural range of the non-Je\v) ,unong the]ewish nlasses, and the effect 
produced on then1 \vithin the short space of flvt' years. 

Mr. Willian Zukcrman~ one of the most notable Jc\vish diarists of Anlerica and 
of our tin1e, in May] 950 published an article called ""Raising the Hair of the 
Jc\vish People" CSouth A.lj-ic([fl JCl\'ish Tin1CS of 1\1a.y 19~ 1950~ I inlagine it also 
appeared in Je\vish pllhlic,ltions in Illany countries). He began by saying~ '''A 
great debate is 011 in the Zionist \vorld. As yet it has not reached the non-Jewish, 
or even English-Je\vish press~ but it is raging in the liebrcvv ne\vspapers in Israel 
and in the ),Yiddish press in lJ\lnerica and in Europe ... it reveals. a~ nothing else 
has done in recent years. a cross-section of Jevv'ish thought and c111otions in the 
period folIo\ving the emergence ofIsrael'~. ~rhe dehate, he explained. was "on the 
question of C'halut::iot: organized and prcl1ared clnigration ofJe\vs to Israel froIll 
all over the world hut partiell/arly .1;·0171 the (hzlted 5,"ta les~' .. 

At that time (1950) rvl1'. Zukern1an \\Totc \\'ith only an unJcrtone or 
foreboding. f1e quoted Mr. Sholen1 NigeL "dean of Yiddish literary critics and 
ess~lyists~~'., as a ttacking, not '''the calnp~tign for cnligration of An1crican Je\vs to 
]sraer~~ but .... the 1110nner in \vhich i1 is being presellted to An1erican Je\vs ... ~, 

1~his, said Mr. Niger~ \\'as entirely negative. being anti-all others rather than pro
Israel: "·the nationalists conduct a carnpaign of negation, vilifi.cation and 
destruction of everything Jevvish outside I~.;rael. JClt'i.'>'!' /~f'c in the L~l1iled ,,)tafes 
and crcrywhere else in the \I'ol'/d is depicted a.',' cOlltenlptihlc {lfld hat(~/id ... 
Ererything Jelt'ish olltside Israel is declared to he slarish, undignified, suppressed 
and di."honourahle. l'lo Jell' ll'ith any sc(l~re.\pecrclIn /ire/idly as ({ .!fl\' in rhe LTnitcd 
Stales or onYll'lU!re else e.\cept in I'.Tael is the l7u?;'or contention o.t'the nationalists in 
this deha le·~. 

Another fav~)urite technique in selling ("ju:lut:::iot to /\n1erican Je\vs (the article 
continued) '''is to undern1ine Jewish 111orale, faith and hope in their American 
hOll1C~ to keep felt's con.stantll' on edge l1'ith the scare (~laJ1ti-s(!nl;tisln: not to let 
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them forget the Hitler horrors and to spread doubts, .lear and despair about the 
juture 0.1' JeH's in America. Every nlanifestation of anti-semitism is being seized 
upon and exaggerated to create an impression that An1erican Jell'S, like the 
Gerlnans under Hitler, stand on the brink oj'a catastrophe, and that sooner or later 
they, too, will have to run for safety". 

Mr. Niger quoted as example from an article by ~~a leading Israeli Zionist, 
Jonah KossoL in a highly literary Jerusalem Hebrew journal, lsroel": 

~'Upon us, Zionists, now lies the old responsibility (~{constantly raising the hair 
o.{ the JeH'ish people,' not to let thern rest; to keep thenl jhrever on the edge oj' a 
precipice and nUlke theln alrare o.{the dangersjclcing tlzenl. We 111USt not wait until 
after the ~catastrophe' because if we do, where will we take the hundreds of 
thousands of Jevls needed to build up our State? ... Not in the future, but right 
now is the time for Jews to save themselves ..." 

The reader will see: the ~~catastrophe" is a political necessity, or an 
inevitability~ and froin these extracts he may begin to understand why the Jelt'ish 
Encyclopaedia records a tendency towards hysteria among Jews. Mr. Zukerman 
said that this ~~extreme form of Chalutziot propaganda is the most prevalent one 
in Israel now". He quoted a ~~more moderate form of the theory" expounded by 
Mr. L. Jefroikin, editor of the Zionist Kiyum in Paris. Mr. Jefroikin, said Mr. 
Zukerman, '~while he subscribes to the truth of every word of the nationalistic 
theory that no Jew can live a full and dignified life anywhere else but in Israel, and 
while he too says that ~American Jews live in a fool's paradise', nevertheless 
admits that in their present state of mind American Jews will never agree that the 
U.S.A. is to be placed in the saIne category as Germany and Poland and that they 
would not consent to regard their hon1e as a place of transit for Israel. He 
concludes, therefore, that American Jews should be propagandized to become 
only ~Lovers of Israel', not actual Israelis in body and soul". 

The effect of this ~~propaganda"carried by Zionist emissaries froin Israel into 
the United States, may next be studied in some remarks printed eighteen n10nths 
later (December 1951) in the Intermountain Jelvish Nelvs ofDenver, Colorado. Its 
editor, Mr. Robert Gamzey, was critical of the action of the Jewish Agency and 
the World Zionist Congress for allocating $2,800,000 to promote Chalutziot in 
the United States. He said he knew "from personal experience in Israel of the 
widespread erroneous attitude there that America has no future for the Jews and 
that anti-semitism dooms U.S. Jewry to the fate of German Jews". He added, "'It 
is inconceivable therefore that the sending of Israel emissaries here to encourage 
American youth to settle in Israel would be conducted in any other way but to 
deride and deprecate the j~lture oj' American Judaism". 

These forebodings of 1950 and 1951 were justified in the next five years, when 
~~the campaign" and ~'the emissaries" from Israel succeeded in injecting "the 
nationalistic theory", as above expounded, into the minds of the Jewish masses in 
America. Thus in 1955 Mr. William Zukerman, who in 1950 had been but faintly 
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alarn1ed, was greatly so. He wrote (Je~1'ish Ne~t'sletter, November 1955, reprinted 
in Tinle Magazine of New York, Noven1ber 28): 

~~There cannot be the slightest doubt that a state of n1ind very much like that of 
Israel nOH' prevails alnong Arnerican Jell'S. There is a fanatical certainty abroad 
that there is only one truth and that Israel is the sole custodian of it. No 
distinction is made between the Jews of the world and Israel, and not even 
between the Israeli governnlent and Israel. Israeli statesmen and their policies are 
assunled to be inviolate and above criticisn1. There is a frightening intolerance of 
opinions differing from those of the majority~ a complete disregard of reason, 
and a yielding to the enl0tions o.f a stampeding herd. 

'~There is only one important difference between the Israeli and the American 
Jews. In Israel, the outburst of en10tionalism, as far as one can judge from 
outside, has a basis in reality. It wells from the hidden springs of a disillusioned 
people who were promised security and peace and find themselves in a war trap. 
The Alnerican-Je~t'ish brand (~l hysteria is entirely H'ithout roots in the realities oj' 
American-JeH'ish life. It is complete!.v art(ficial, manu.lactured by the Zionist 
leaders, andjoisted on a people 'ri'ho have no causejor hysteria b.Y' an arn1Y ofpaid 
propagandists as a means qladvancing a policy oj'avoH'ed political pressure and o.l 
stimulating .fund raising. Never bej()re has a propaganda can1paign in behalf' 0.[ a 
joreign government been planned and carried out n10re blatantly and cynically, in 
the hlaze oj'limelight and to the .lan.[are o.l publici(v, than the present H,'ave oj' 
hysteria nOH' being H'orked up an10ng American Jelt's". 

These two quotations, separated by five years, again portray the degeneration 
of the Jewish soul under the tutelage of Talmudic Zionism. They also bring this 
tale of three wars to the eve of the third one, if "eve" is the apt word. In fact the 
third war began when the fighting in the Second War ended and has been in 
unbroken progress, sOlnewhere or other in the world, ever since. It needs only a 
puff from any bellows to ignite it into another general \var. 

The process could have been, and possibly still could be halted by two 
responsible statesn1en, one on either side of the Atlantic, speaking in unison, for 
it is in essense the biggest bluffin history. Today such n10rtal salva-tion seems too 
much to hope for and the writer probably does not exaggerate in opining that 
only God, who has done much bigger things, could avert the third general war. 
Unless that happens the concluding decades of this century foreseeably will see 
either the fiasco or the transient triunlph ofTalmudic chauvinisrn. Either way, in 
failure or success, the accompanying "catastrophe" would be that of the non
Jewish masses and Jewish suffering would be a minute fraction of it. 

Afterwards, as the world obviously will not accept the Talmud, the Jews would 
at last have to accept the world as it is. 
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l'I-IE CIJ~IACT'El~IC 

This book~ first yvritten bet\vecn 1949 and 1952~ was rewritten in the years 
1953-1956~ and its concluding chapter in Octobcr and Novclnber of 1956.'rhis 
was a tilncly 1110lncnt to stun up the ilnpact of Tallnudic ZionislTI on hunlan 
affairs~ for just fifty years. or one-half of ··the Jewish century~~~ then had passed 
fronl the day when it first broke the political surface~ after sublnergencc for sonle 
1~OO years. * Cfhe British Uganda offer~ in 1903~ was the tirst public revelation 
that Western politicians w'ere privily negotiating \vith ··the Jewish po\ver~~ as an 
cnfit)'. 1\'11'. Balfour~s hotel-room reception of Dr. Weizll1ann in 1906~ after the 
Zionist rejection of Uganda~ now l11ay be seen as the second step~ and the flrst 
step on the fateful road ofjitll involvelnent in Palestinian Zionis111.) 

In 1956~ too~ the revolution (which I hold to ha ve heen demonstrably Talnludic 
in our tinlc) was also about fifty years old ([ron1 the revolutionary outbreaks 
following Japan~s defeat of Russia in 1905) as a permanent factor in our daily 
lives (its roots. ofcourse~ go back through 1848 to the revolution in F~rance and to 
Weishaupt. and to the one in England and Crolnwel1). 

Finally~ 1956 \\ias the year of one n10re presidential election in .A.lnerica~ and 
this~ more openly than any previous one~ was held under the paralyzing pressure 
of Zionisnl. 

Therefore ifl could so have planned when I began the book in 1949 (1 \vas in no 
position to 111akc any such tinletable) I could not have chosen a better rnOlnent 
than the autunl11 of 1956 to review the process depicted~ its consequences up to 
this date~ and the apparent denouenlcnt now near at hand: the clinlax to which it 
\vas all bound to lead. 

During the 'WTiting of the book I have had small expectation. for the reasons I 
have given~ that it vvould be published when it was ready; at this stage of "the 
Jewish century'~ that seems unlikely. lfit does not appear now~ I believe it will still 
be valid in 11 ve~ ten or more years. and I expect it to be published one day or 
another because I anticipate the collapse~ sooner or later~ of the virtual law of 
heresy which has prevented open discussion of '''the Jewish q uestion~' during thc 
past three decades. Sonle day the subject will be freely debated again and 
sonlething of 'vvh~_lt this book records will then be relevant. 

Whatever the sequel in that re;-;pect~ I end the book in October and Novenlber 
of 1956 and \\7hen I look around see that all is turning out just as was to be 
foreseen 1'roln the sequence of events related in it. The year has been full of 
rU1110urs of war~ louder and nlore insistent than any since the end of the Second 
\Var in 1945~ and they CODle froin the two places whence they 'W'crc hound to 
COIne. given the arrangen1cnts lllade in 1945 by the "·top-line politicians'~ of the 

*About 1952 a coekntcr::te Ilsh, of a kind until 1hCll believed to h~l\'e been extinct for millil)l1s of years, W:IS broueht 
to the surface of the Indian Ocean (seriously damaging the ch~-tin of the Darwinian thel)!")' by ih ';tprcarcll1ce, as Ziid 
the discovery. a little I"ter, that the Piltdowll skull was a fake). The emergence of Levitical Zionism. when it broke 
the political surfacc of the 20th Century. \\as :t somewhat similar surprise frc)111 the deep. 
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\Vest. '[hey conle fronl Palestine, where the Zionists fr0111 Russia were installed 
by the West and frCHTI Eastern Europe, vv'bere the 'Tal111udic revolution \vas 

installed by the West. These two 1110Venlents (I recall again) are the ones \vhich 
Dr. \\!eiznlann shc)\ved taking shape \\/ithin the sanlc Je\vish households of 
Russia in the latc 19th C~elltury: revolutionary-ConuTIunis111 and rcvolutionary
ZiOl1i~ITI. 

At two nlonlents during recent years the war-noises nlade by the politicians of 
the West \vere louder than at any others. On each occasion the irnmediate cause 
of the outburst was soon lost to sight in the outcry about the particular case of 
"the Jews", so that even before general \var began (in both Instances it receded) il 
\vas presented to the public Inasses as war which, if it can1C, would be fought 
prirnarily for, on behalf of or in defence of ""the Je\vs" (or "Israel"). 

I earlier opined that any third general war would be of that nature, because the 
events of 1917-1945 led inevitably to that conclusion, \vhich has been greatly 
strengthened by the events of 1953 and 1956. The wars \vhich in 1953 and 1956 
seelned to threaten would evidently have been \vaged by the West in that 
understanding, this time 111uch more explicitly avowed in advance than on the 
two previous occasions. By any tirne \vhen this book Iuay appear the short
J11ClnOried '''public''. if it has not again been afflicted by general war, nlay have 
forgotten the \var-cri~l~s~ or near-vvar-·crises, of 1953 and 1956, so that I \vil1 
brieily put thcIn on record. 

In 1953 SaIne Jews appeared anlong the prisoners jn one of the innulnerable 
ll1ock-trials announced (this one was never held) in J\;losco\v. 1'his caused violent 
uproar among the \Vestcrn politicians, who again and \vith one voice cried that 
'·the Je\vs" \verc being "exterminated" and '''singled out" for "persecution'~. The 
outcry had reached the pitch of warlike Hlenace when Stalin died, the trial was 
cancelled and the chunour abruptly ceased. To nlY rnind the episode plainly 
indicated that if the \var ""against Comnlunisrn" can1e ahout (which Western 
politicians and newspapers in these years spoke of as an accepted probability) it 
would be fought and this tinle even avowedly_ for '·the Jews". The general 
ll1ultitude of enslaved hUlnanity would be left unsuccollrcd~ as in 1945. 

In July 1956 threats of war again \vere uttered \vhen Egypt nationalized the 
Suez ('lanaI. For lhe first fC\\J days or this \var-crisis the British Prin1e l\1inistcr 
just died the nlenaccs~ to the British people, hy the argUl11cnt that Egypt's action 
inlpcrilled ""the vital British lifciine". Very soon he s\vitched to the argulllCnt 
(prcslilnably held to be nlorc effective) that "'Egypt\ l1exr act, ~·lthis is allowed to 
succeed, will he 10 oll(/ck Israel". 1'hc Zionist state then began to figure in the 
nc\\'s as the worst sufferer fr0111 Egyptian control of the Suez Canal. Ergo, \Vaf in 
the Middle East too, if it canle, was to be a \var '''for the Jews'~. 

Thirdly, 1956 saw a presidential election held, for the seventh tinle under the 
direct, and for the third tilDe under the open pressure of the Zionists in New York. 
rrhc election canlpaign becan1c a public contest for '''the Jewish vote", with the 
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rival parties outbidding each other in the promise ofanns~ money and guarantees 
to the Zionist state. Both parties~ on the brink of war in that part of the world~ 

publicly pledged themselves to the support of "Israel" in any circumstances 
whatever. 

These results of the process \vhich I have described from its start were to be 
expected. 'The conclusion to be drawn for the future seenlS inescapable: the 
millions of the West~ through their politicians and their own indifference~ are 
chained to a powder-keg with a sputtering~ shortening fuse. The West 
approaches the climax of its relationship with Zion, publicly begun fifty years 
ago~ and the clinlax is precisely what was to be foreseen \vhen that servience 
started. 

In our century each of the two great wars was followed by numerous books of 
revelation, in which the origins of the war were scrutinized and found to be 
different from what the mass, or mob, had been told, and the responsibility 
elsewhere located. These books have found general acceptance among those who 
read them, for a mood of enquiry always follows the credulity of wartime. 
However~ they produce no lasting effect and the general mass may be expected to 
prove no less responsive to high-pressure incitement at the start of another war, 
for mass-resistance to mass-propaganda is negligible, and the power of 
propaganda is intoxicating as well as toxic. 

Whether full public information about the causes of wars would avail against 
this continuing human instinct ("By a divine instinct, men's Ininds mistrust 
ensuing danger") if it \vere given before war's outbreak, I cannot surmise; I 
believe this has never been tried. One modest ambition of this book is to establish 
that the origins and nature of and responsibility for a war can be shown before it 
begins, not merely when it has run its course. I believe the body of the book has 
denl0nstrated this and that its argument has already been borne out by events. 

I believe also that the particular events of the years 1953-1956 in the West 
greatly strengthen its argument and the conclusion drawn, and for that reason 
devote the remainder of its concluding chapter to a resume of the relevant events 
of those years; (1) in the area enslaved by the revolution; (2) in and around the 
Zionist state; and (3) in "the free world" of the West, respectively. They appear to 
me to add the last word to the tale thus told: Climax, near or at hand. 

****** 
Author's interpolation: The preceding part of this concluding chapter, up to the 
'rvords, "Climax, near or at hand'\ lvas written on Friday, October 26,1956. I then 
lvent alvay for the lveekend, intending to resume and complete the chapter on 
Tuesday, October 30,1956,' it was already in rough draft. f;f/hen I resumed it on that 
day Israel had invaded Egypt, on Monda}', October 29,1956. Therefore the rest o.l 
the chapter is lvritten in the light 0.1' the events lvhich followed,' these made it much 
longer than I expected. 
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1. The Revolution 

In the area of the revolution, swollen to enslave half of Europe, the death of 
Stalin in 1953 was followed by a series of popular uprisings in 1953 and 1956. 

Both events rejoiced the watching world, for they revived the ahnost forgotten 
hope that one day the destructive revolution would destroy itself and that Inen 
and nations would again be free. This clear meaning was then confused by the 
forced intrusion into each of "the Je\vish question". In "the Jewish century" the 
public masses were prevented froin receiving or considering tidings of any great 
event save in terms of what its effect would be "for the Jews". 

Stalin's death (March 6, 1953) startled the world because the life of this man, 
who probably caused the death and enslavement of more human beings than any 
other in history, had come to seem endless, like the uncoiling of the serpent.* The 
circumstances of his death remain unclear, but the timetable of the events 
attending it may be sifnificant: 

On January 15,1953 the Moscow newspapers announfed that nine men were 
to be tried on charges of conspiring to assassinate seven high Communist 
notables. Either six or seven of these nine men were Jews (the accounts disagree). 
The other two or three might never have been born for all the world heard of 
them, for in the uproar which immediately arose in the West the affair was 
dubbed that of "the Jewish doctors". ** 

In February, while the clamour in the West continued, diplomats who saw 
Stalin remarked on his healthy look and good spirits. 

On March 6 Stalin died. A month later the "Jewish doctors" were released. Six 
months later Stalin's terrorist chief, Lavrenti Beria, was shot for having arrested 
them and the charges were denounced as false. Of Stalin's death, a notable 
American correspondent in Moscow, Mr. Harrison Salisbury, wrote that after it 
Russia was ruled by a group or junta "more dangerous than Stalin", consisting of 
Messrs. Malenkov, Molotov, Bulganin and Kaganovich. To acquire power, he 
said, the junta might have murdered Stalin, everything pointed to it; "if Stalin 
just happened to be struck down by a ruptured artery in his brain on March 2, it 
must be recorded as one of the most fortuitous occurrences in history". 

For the West these attendant circumstances and possibilities of Stalin's end 

*His leading place was briefly taken by one Grigori Malenkov, who yielded it to duumvirs, Nikita Kruschev (party
leader) and Nikolai Bu1ganin (Premier). The world could not tell to what extent they inherited Stalin's personal 
power or were dominated by others. A survivor of all changes and purges, Mr. Lazar Kaganovich, a Jew, remained a 
First Deputy Premier throughout and on the Bolshevik anniversary in November 1955 was chosen to tell the world, 
"Revolutionary ideas know no frontiers". When the duumvirs visited India in that month the New York Times, 
asking who ruled the Soviet Union in their absence, answered "Lazar M. Kaganovich, veteran Communist leader". 
Mr. Kaganovich was among Stalin's oldest and closest intimates, but neither this nor any other relevant fact 
deterred the Western press from attacking Stalin, in his last months, as the new, anti-semitic "Hitler". 

**This outcry in the West had begun ten weeks earlier, on the eve of the Presidential election in America, on the 
strength of a trial in Prague, when eleven of fourteeen defendants were hanged, after the usual "confessions", on 
charges of Zionist conspiracy. Three of the victims were not Jews, but they too might not have been born or hanged 
for all the notice they received in the press of the West. 
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had no interest. ~rhe entire period of ~onle ninc months~ bet\vcen the Praguc trial 
(and prc?idclltial election) and the liquidation of Beria \vas filled with the uproar 
in the West about "anti-sernitism in Russia". While thc Clal110Ur continued (it 
ceased after .... the Jc\vish doctors" were released and vindicated) things were said 
which seemed plainly to signify that any \Vestern war against the Communist 
union \vould be \'\!aged, like the one against (Jermany~ solely on behalf of ""the 
Je\vs"~ or of those \\'ho claitncd to represent the Jews. In ]953 Sovietized Russia 
\vas held up as the nc\v anti-scrnitic monster, as Germany \vas held up in 1939 and 
C"zarist Russia in I 914. This all-obscuring issuc~ to judge by the propagandist 
hubbub of that period, would again have befogged the battle and deceived the 
n~ltions. 

'The timing of this canlpaign is significant and can no ionger be explained by 
the theory of coincidence. In order tu give Inaxin1um effect to the ""pressure
tnachine" in America, the '''Jewish question"' has to becolne acute at the period of 
any presidential election there. No\vaday...; it always becotnes acute at that precise 
period in one of its t\\/O forms: ""anti-semitism" some\r\'herc (this happened in 
] 912, 1932~ 1936, 1940 and 1952) or a peril to "Israel" (this happened in 194R and 
1956). The prediction that, in one of the two forrl1s. it \vill dominate the 
Presidential election of 1960 nl;Jy he ll1ade \vithout n1uch risk. 

Nothing changed in the situation of the Jews in Russia at that tinle. * Sonle 
Jews had been included an10ng the defendants in a show-trial at Prague and in 
one announced. but never held, in ~1 OSCO\v. l'he thirty-fIve Conlnlunist years had 
seen innunlerable sho\v-trials~ the world had beconlc Indifferent through 
f~lnliliarity \vith thein. As the terrorist state \vas based on inlprisonnlent \vithout 
allY triaL the sho\"-trials obviously \vere only held in order to produce some 
effecL either on the Sovietizl~d nlasses or on the outer \vorld. Even the charge of 
'''Zionist conspir~lcy'" \\ras no1 nc\v~ jt had been Inadc in son1e trials of the 192(rs~ 

and ('OIYJ111Unisrn fr01l1 the start (as Lenin and Stalin testify)ji)nual!y outlawed 
Zj()ni~nlo ju~t as it provldcd the Zionists frotn Russia with the arnlS to csta blish 
.... Israel'· in ]948. 

If Sta Ii11 \\\? n t fu 1'ther t ha11 \va s all 0 \ved j11 a tt acking ."Zion isIn" 0 11 t his 
occasion, his death quickly follc'\\ved. To the end he \vas obviously not anti
Jell'ish, Mr. Kaganovich rcnlained (It his right hand. A few days before he died 
Sullin ordered o.tIe of the lllost P0111POllS funerals ever seen in Soviet I\1oscow to 
be given 10 L/ev J\;lcchlis~ one of the nlost f~ared and hated Jewish (~onlmissars of 
ihe thirty·,flve years. Mc(hli~;'s coffll1 \vas c(~rried by all the surviving grandees of 
1he B0 Ishevik re vol tl t ion. \V h0 a1s() :..; ha red the \va tchat h! sly i11g i11 Sta te, so t hat 
this \vas plainly a v/arning to the captive R.ussian ll1asscs. ifany still were necdcd~ 

that ""the la\\! against anti-senlitisnl~· was still in full force. Immediately after 

*Of whom, ~lc('ordil1g to the curr ...Tlt Jewish '"cstim~ltcs" there were some t\vo millions, or ~lhout olle percent or the 
total Soviet pt)pulatioll, (sLtted LJ> the Soviet Governl11cnt\ Statistic(Jl Manual oCthe Soviet Economy in June 1956 
~o be 2UO,OOO,O()(l). 
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IVl~chlis's funeral (Jan. 27, 1953) the .... StalH1 Peace Prize"' was \vith great public 
ostentation presented to the apostle or'Talrl1udic vengl:ancc, 1\1r. Ilya Ehrenhurg, 
\vhose broadcasts to thc Red Arnlies as they advanced into Europe incited thelH 
not to spare ""even llnhorn Fascists". /\ fey\' days before he died Stalin pron1ptcd 
the Red Star to state that the struggle against Zionisrn ~·had nothing to do \vith 
anti-scmitisn1~ Zionisnl is the enemy of the \vorking people all over the vv'(H'ld~ of 
J L\VS no 1ess than Ci C11 ti1es" . 

'The plight of the Jews, in their fractional minority in Ru..,sia, thus had not 
changed for the better or for worse. l'hey still had ·"a higher degree of eq uality in 
the Soviet {J nio11 than any other part of the \vorld" (to quote the derisive answer 
given, at this period, by a Jewish witness to a Repuhlican C'ongressman, lYIr. Kit 
Clardy'~ before a C'ongressional COlnrnittec, Mr. C'lardy having asked ""Do you 
not shrink in horror frotn what Soviet Russia is doing 10 the Je\vs'!"). They 
renlained a privileged class. 

l'he uproar in the \\lest therefore \\'as artificial and had no factual basis. yet it 
reached a pitch just short of actual \varlike threat and rnight have risen to that 
note had not Stalin died and "the Jewish doctors" been released (I was ne\cr anle 
to discover \vhether thc non-Jc\vish ones also \verc libcrdted). 'fhcre could only 
be one reason for it: that Zionisn1 had been attacked, and by 1952-3 opposition to 
Zionis111 vvas deen1ed by the frontal politicians oftlle \Vest to be "·(-litlcrisnl" and 
proYocati(it1 of\\/ar. T'he episode showed that this propaganda ofincitcmcnt can 
be unleashed at the touch of a button and be ""bcarned" in any direction at 
ch;:lnging need (not excluding AlTIerica, in the long run). \""'hen this propaganda 
has been brought to \vhite heat, it is used to extort the '"cOn1t111tments''' \vhich are 
later invoked. 

The six lTIonth period, between non1ination-and-elcction, clection-and
inauguration is that in \vhich American presidents no\\' con1C under this pressure. 
President Eisenho\ver in 1952-3 \vas under the sanle pressure as Presidcnt 
Woodrow Wilson in ],912-3, Mr. Roosevelt in 1938-9, and President ~rrUlnan in 
1947-8. the whole period of his canvass, nOlllination, election and inauguration 
\vas dOlninated by ·"the Jc\vish question" in its t\VO forn1s, '''anti-scmitisln'' here. 
there or evcryvvhrrc. and the adventure in Palestine. Immediately after 
11on1in'1tion hc told a Mr. l\1axwell Ahbell. President of the tJ nitcd Synagogue of 
Anl~rica, ""'The Jc\\ish people could not ha ve a bettcr friend than me ... I greVvT 

up believing that JC\VS \verc the chosen people and that they gave us the high 
ethical and tnoral principles of our civilization" (all Jewish nc\vspapers, 
ScptcJnber 1952).* 

This \vas the basic conln1itn1ent., fanliliar in our century and always taken to 
n1can nluch n10re than the givers con1prehcnd. In1tncdiately after it can1e the 

*M r. Eisenhower "ddded that his mOlher had reared him and hi" hrothers in kdchings of the Old Testament". This 
soml'what cryptic ~\ll Il".ltll1 is 10 t he Christian sect of Jehuvah's Witnesses, in which 1\1 r. Ei:.cnho\\'cr <mel his brothl'fS 
were brought up in their parental home. 
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Prague trial and President Eisenho\\ler~ just elected~ was evidently pressed for 
something lnore specific. In a n1essage to a Jewish l.Jabour Comlnittee in 
I\1anhattan (Dec. 21 ~ 1952) he said the Prague trial "was designed to unloose a 
campaign of rabid anti-semitism throughout Soviet Europe and the satellite 
nations of Eastern Europe. I am honoured to take my stand lvith Alnerican Jell'ry 
... to show the world the indignation all Alnerica feels at the outrages 
perpetrated by the Soviets against the sacred principles of our civilization~~. 

The "outrages" at that moment consisted in the hanging of eleven lnen~ three 
of them Gentiles~ among the millions done to death in the thirty-five Bolshevik 
years; their fate was not included in ~hese "outrages". The new president could 
not have known what ~~campaign" the trial wa·s "designed to unloose~~~ and 
innumerable other trials had received no presidential denunciation. The words 
implicitly tarred the captives ofCon1n1unism~too~ with the ~'anti-semitic~~ brush~ 

for they were termed ~~satellite nations~~ and the primary meaning of "satellite~~ is 
"An attendant attached to a prince or other powerful person; hence~ an 
obsequious dependent or follower" (Webster~s Dictionary). As the commander 
whose military order~ issued in agreement with the Soviet dictator~ had ensured 
their captivity~ President Eisenhower~s choice of word was strange. It reflected 
the attitude of those who were able to put "pressure~~ on all American presidents 
and governn1ents. To theln the enslavement of millions Ineant nothing; indeed~ 

their power was used to perpetuate it. 
This state of affairs was reflected~ again~ in two of the new President's first acts. 

In seeking election~ he had appealed to the strong An1erican aversion to the deed 
of 1945 by pledging to repudiate the Yalta agreements (the political charter of his 
own n1ilitary order halting the Allied advance west of Berlin and thus 
abandoning Eastern Europe to Communism) in these explicit w'ords: 

~~The Governlnent of the United States~ under Republican leadership~ lvifl 
repudiate all commitments contained in secret understandings such as those of' 
}/alta ll'hich aid Cornrnunist enslavenzent". Elected~ the new president sent to 
Congress (20 February 1953) a resolution merely proposing that Congress join 
him ~'in rejecting any interpretations or applications ... of secret agreen1ents 
which have been perverted to bring about the subjugation of free people~~. By 
that tin1e he had publicly referred to the enslaved peoples as ~'satellites". As the 
resolution neither ~'repudiated" nor even referred to '~Yalta~~~ it was 
disappointirig to the party led by President Eisenhower and in the end it was 
dropped altogether. 

In its place~ the new President transmitted to Congress a resolution 
conden1ning ~'the vicious and inhuman campaigns against the lelvs" in the Soviet 
area. Thus "the enslaved~~ were deleted altogether and ~'the Jews" put in their 
place~ an alnendlnent typical of our tillie. The perspiring State Department 
succeeded in having this resolution amended to include "~other Ininorities~~. The 
present Jewish '~estilnates~~ are that there are in all '"about 2~500~000 Jews behind 
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the Iron Curtain", where the non-Jewish captives amount to between 300 and 
350 millions~ these masses, which included whole nations like the Poles, 
Hungarians, Bulgars and Ukrainians, to say nothing of the smaller ones or even 
of the Russians themselves, were lumped together in two words ""other 
lninorities". The Senate adopted this resolution (Feb. 27, 1953) by unan"imous 
consent, but this was not deemed enough for proper discipline, so that every 
Aluerican Senator (like the Members of the British House of Commons, at Mr. 
Eden's behest, during the war) stood up to be counted. A few who were absent 
hurriedly asked in writing to have their names added to the roll-call. 

Had the peoples behind ""the Iron Curtain" understood the story of these two 
resolutions, or been allowed to learn of it, they would not have hoped (as they did 
hope) for any American succour in their national uprisings against the terror in 
1956. 

The President having spoken and acted thus, the uproar waxed. One of the 
n10st powerful Zionist leaders of tha t period (in the line of Justice Brandeis and 
Rabbi Stephen Wise) was Rabbi Hillel Silver, who during the election had 
defended Mr. Eisenhower against ex-President Trulnan's charge of "'anti
semitisn1" (now invariably used in presidential elections), and later was invited 
by the new president to pronounce the ""prayer for grace and guidance" at his 
inauguration. Thus Rabbi Silver may be seen as a lnan speaking with authority 
when he announced that ~'l Russia were destroyed, it would be on behalf of the 
Je\vs: he "'warned Russia that it It'ill be destroyed (lit Jnakes a spiritual pact lvith 
Hillerism". This method of giving the "'Hitler" label to any individual threatened 
with "'destruction" later was generally adopted (President Nasser of Egypt being 
a case in point). 

The menace was always implicitly the same: '''Persecute men if you will, but 
you will be destroyed if you oppose the Jews". Mr. Thomas E.Dewey (t\vice a 
presidential aspirant and the architect of Mr. Eisenho\ver's nomination in 1952) 
outdid Rabbi Silver at the same meeting (Jan. 15, 1953): ""Now all are beginning 
to see it" ('''anti-semitislu'' in Russia) "'as the newest and most terrible 
programme of genocide yet launched ... Zionisln, as such, has now become a 
crin1e and lnerely being born a Jew is now cause for hanging. Stalin has 
swallowed the last drop of Hitler's poison, becoming the newest and most 
vituperative persecutor of Jewry ... It seems that Stalin is "Tilling to admit to the 
whole world that he would like to accomplish for Hitler what Hitler could not do 
in life". 

The extravagance of this campaign astonishes even the experienced observer, 
in retrospect. For instance, the Montreal Gazette, which by chance I saw in the 
summer of 1953, editorially stated that ""thousands ofJews are being 111urdered in 
East Germany"~ the Johannesburg Zionist Record three years earlier (July 7, 
1950) had stated that the entire Je'Nish population of Eastern Germany was 4,200 
souls, lnost of whon1 enjoyed preference for governn1ent employ. 
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'rhe new presidcnfs "c0l1l1nitn1ents" becalne ever iirrnec at all events in the 
n1inds of those to \\/hon1 they \vere addressed. r11 1\1arch 1953, either just before or 
after SLtlin's death, he sent a letter to the Jewish Labour C~omnlittee above-cited 
jJ/e(~p;i17g (the \\lord llsed in the A/CH' Y'ork T'iJ71r!S; I have not the full text of hIS 
ll1essagc) that ;\nlerica \vould be ~~f(}relJcr vigilanT against any resurgence of anti
sClnjtisIn". When the recipient comn1ittee held its congress at Atlantic City the 
"Je\vish doctors" had been released and the \vhole rUInpus \vas dying do\vn, so 
that it was no longer eager to nlake the letter puhlic and returned it to the sender. 
The president \vas insistent on publication and sent it back '~with a very tough 
note bitterly condeIl1nil1g Soviet anti-semitisI11". 

I n this world of propagandist fictions the masses of the West \\/ere led by their 
governors fro111 disappoint11lent to disappointnlent. \\lho kno\vs \\'hither they 
woulJ have been led on this occasion, had Stalin not died, the ""Jc\vish doctors" 
not heen released, the finger not been reIlloved froIll the button of Inass
inei tenlen t'1 

Stalin died and the Inachine-rnade outcry (on both sides of the Atlantic) dicd 
\vith hiln. What ifhe had lived and ""the Jewisb doctors~' been tried? When he died 
the propaganda had tdready reachc:d eve-of-\var pitch: the ·"new l-litler" had 
begun ~'lhc ne\vest and Inost terrible progranln1C of genocide yet launcbed"~ 

"thousands of Jevvls~~ were being ""ll1urdered" in a place where only hundreds 
lived: soon these thousands \vould have bteC0111e Inillions. one ... t\\'0 ... six 
[nillions. 'The entire holocaust of Lenin ~s and Stalin's thirty-five years, \\'ith its 
111yTiads of unkno\vn ViCLilllS and gra\!cs. \\ auld have been transfornlcd, by the 
\vilChcraft of this propaganda. into one more ""anti-Jc\vish persecution"; indeed, 
this \vas done by the "helving of President Eisenho\ver\ "repudiation of 'Yalta 
and Conllllunist enSlaVelllent" pledge and the substitution for it of a resolution 
vvhich singled out for "condenlnation" the "vicious and inh unlan treatnlCl1t of 
the Je\\is" (who continued, behind the Iron C~urtain, to \\1ield the terror over those 
enslaved by C'olnn1Unis111). In that cause alone, had \Nar COIne, another 
generation of\Veslern youth \vould have gone to \var, thinking their n1ission \vas 
to ··destroy CI0 III lllun iS111 ' .. 

Stalin died. T'he West \\Jas spared vvar at that tilne and stu111bled 011, behind its 
Zloniscd leaders, to\Vard5 the next disarr)Olntnlent, which \vas of a different 
kind. During the ten years that had passed since the ending of the Second vVar 
their leaders had llladc them accustonlcd to the thought that one day they \vocdd 
have to crush COlnn1Unis111 and thus a111end the deed of 1945. -rhe sincerity of the 
\Vestcrn leaders in this mattcr was again to be tested in the years 1953 and J956. 

In thosc years the enslaved people tlu!177sclves began to destroy COInnlunism 
and to strike for that liheration \vhich the /\merican president, the Inilitary 
architect of their enslaven1enc pron1ised theln but counselled theIn not militantly 
to effect.* Stalin's death seemed to have Ihe effect of a tha\\' on the rigid fear 
Scc footnote on pag.: 50] 
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which gripped these peoples and it set this process of self-liberaTion in motion. 
The \vriter of this book \vas confounded, in this case~ in his expectations. I 
believed~ frorn observation and experience, that any national uprising was 
in1possihlc against tanks and autonlatic \vcapons. and against the day-to-day 
n1cthods of the terror (arrest irnprisonn1ent, deportation or death \vithout 
charge or trial), which seenled to have been perfected during three centuries (tha t 
is. through the revolutions in Eng]and~ F'rance and Russia) to a point where, I 
thought only outside succour could rnakc any uprising possihle. I had forgotten 
the infinite resources of the hun1an spirit. 

l'he fIrst of these revolts occurred in Sovietized East Berlin on June 17, 1953. 
when unarmed men and youths attacked Soviet tanks with bands and stones. ** 
This exalnple produced an unprecedented result deep inside the Soviet Union 
itself: a rising at the Vorkuta slave camp in the "Arctic Circle. \vhere the prisoners 
chased the terrorist guards fron1 the carnp and held it for a week until secret 
police troops from Moscow arrived and broke thcIn with Jnachine-gun fire. 

These t \VO uprisings occurred \vhilc the clanl0ur in the YVest about '~anti
senlitislTI behind the Iron C'urtain" was still loud. No silnilar outcry \vas raised on 
behalf of the legion ofhuIllan beings. a hundred ti111es as nunlerous~ whose plight 
\vas once fnore revealed. No threats of\var or ·'destruction" were uttered against 
the Soviet lJ nion on their account. ()n the contrary ~ the politicians and the press 
of the West urged thenl to relnain quiet and sinlply to hope for ~-the liberation'" 
which., by SOIne untold I11ca ns~ one day would COll1C to thelTI fro111 Alnerlca, \vhich 
had abandoned thern in J945. 

Nevertheless, the anguished longing for liberation continued to \\lork in the 
souls of the peoples and in the sequence to the l~ast J3erlin and Vorkuta outbursts 
canle the rising~ in Poland and ~-I ungary in ()ctober~ 1956, after I began this 
concluding chapter. The fIrst vva~ a spontaneous national uprising. The second, 
ignited by the first., becanlc something which history can scarcely 111atch: a 
nationallt'(/r of a wholc~ capti ve people against the captor's over\vhelnling might. 
I believe the passage oftinle \vill shoVo/ this event either to have 111arked the rebirth 
of ~~the West" and the revival of Europe~ or the end of Europe as it has been 
kno~ln to Inankind for the past thousand years and therevvith thc end of anything 
the \vords~ ~·thc West", have stood for. 

\Vhatever the future, one thing \vas achieved by the October uprisings~ and 
*"\Vhik once again prol.:laiming the j1l))icy or liherLlio;l, Mr. Dulks. thc Secretary of Stale. cJischLimed any United 
States re,",ponsihility for the illfatcd llpl'i.;ing in Hungary. He s(Jill that beginning in IlJ5:? he ~ll1d the President 
consistently held declared that libelatil.J!llllust he achieved hy peaceful. '.~\ olutilmary mCell1S". Statement at Augusta, 
Georgia. Dec. 2, 1956. 

**This was crushed and ruthless vengeance taken by "the <.ire-aded F fell! Hilde Benjamin" (The Times, July 17, 1953) 
\\'ho was promotL'd fVlinister of.tusticeCL',r the purpose and hCCIllK' l1otoril)US for her ckcl1h senll:nces (one on a boy 
in his teens who distrihuted anti-Communist leaflet';) cll1d for hel e~;pecial persecution of the sect of Jehovah's 
Witnesses, in \vhich President Eiscnho\ver \\LlS hrought up. Jn the popular thought and in New York newspaper 
descriptions she W:IS descrihed as "a .1C\\CS~", As far as my r[':<'~lrch "':'lll discover, though married to a Jew. she \\ a~; 

not hy birth .lev. ish. 
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more especially by the Hungarian uprisings. Never again could the revolution 
pretend to have even the passive acceptance of its captives. These showed that, 
under Karl Marx's Comlllunisln, they found they had nothing to lose but their 
chains and would face death rather than endure them. 

The causes for which both nations rose were the sam"e and were lllade 
con1pletely clear. They wanted, in each case, the liberation of the nation through 
the withdrawal of the Red Arlny~ the liberation of individual n1en frOITI the terror 
through the abolition of the secret police and the punishment of the chief 
terrorists~ the restoration of their faith through the release of the head of their 
church (who in both cases was illlprisoned)~ the release of their political system 
fro111 the one-party thrall through the return of contending parties and elections. 

Thus the issue at stake \vas completely plain: through a little nation on its 
eastern borders "'the West" rose against Asiatic despotism~ here 'Nas God against 
godlessness, liberty against slavery, human dignity against human degradation. 
The issue at the n10ment turned, and the final decision will turn, on the measure 
of support which these outpost-nations of the West found in the relnainder of the 
West, which professed kinship and fellowship with them but in the hour of need 
had abandoned them before. 

In that quarter, vision of the clear issue at stake was obscured by the intrusion 
of the all-obscuring side-issue of our century: .... the Jewish question". The tale of 
the October events in Poland and Hungary is as clear, in itself, as crystaL but was 
not allowed to become clear to the 111asses of An1erica and England because of 
this one aspect, concerning which information has consistently been denied to 
then1 since the Bolshevik overthrow of the legitimate regime in Russia in 1917. 

Three months before the Poiish and Hungarian uprisings an article by Mr. 
C.L. Sulzberger published in the New York T'imes revived the cry of ....Anti
semitism behind the Iron Curtain" which had been raised in 1953. As an instance 
of this .... anti-selnitism" the article cited the dismissal ofJakub Berman, ....detested 
party theorist and a Jew", who was the chief Moscovite terrorist in Poland. 

In this article lurked the secret of which the Western masses have never been 
allowed to becon1e aware~ Mr. Robert Wilton, who .... lost the confidence" of The 
Times for trying to impart it to that newspaper's readers in 1917-1918, was the 
first of a long line of correspondents who tried, and failed, during the next thirty
nine years. T'he Inasses in Russia, and later in the other countries which were 
abandoned to Comn1unism, could not rise against the terror without being 
accused of .... anti-semitisn1", because the terror was always a JeH'ish and 
Taln1udic terror, thus identifiable by its acts, and not a Russian, Communist or 
Soviet terror. 

In this one thing the ruling power in Moscow, whatever it truly was and is, 
never departed from the original pattern, and that is the basic fact from which all 
research into the events of our century must start. The theory of coincidence 
Inight conceivably be applied to the 90 percent-Jewish governments which 
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appeared in Russia, Hungary and Bavaria in 1917-1919. (Even at that time, as I 
have shown earlier, a Jewish \\J'fiter described the national abhorrence of the 
Jewish Bolshevik governll1ent in Hungary as ~'anti-semitism", an epithet which 
could only have been escaped by submission to it). But when the Moscow 
Governlnent installed Jewish governlnents in the countries abandoned to it in 
1945 no doubt remained that this was set and calculated policy, with a considered 
purpose. 

I repeat here information, from unchallengeable sources, about the 
composition of these governnlents at the very moment in 1952-1953 when Stalin 
was being called "the new Hitler" and "Russia" was being threatened with 
"destruction" from New York and Washington if it permitted "any resurgence 
of anti-semitism": ~~ln Czechoslovakia, as else\\J'here in Central and South
Eastern Europe, both the party intellectuals and the key lnen in the secret police 
are largely Jewish in origin; the man in the street, therefore, has been inclined to 
equate the party cares with the Jews and to blame the 'Jewish Communists' for all 
his troubles" (lVeH' Statesnlan, 1952)~ " ... The strongly Jewish (90 percent in the 
top echelons) Governlent of Communist Hungary under Communist Premier 
Matyas Rakosi, who is himself a Jew" (Time, New York, 1953). "Rumania, 
together with Hungary, probably has the greatest number of Jews in the 
adnlinistration" (NeH' York Herald-Tribune, 1953). All these, and many similar 
reports in my files, come fronl articles reprobating "anti-semitism" in "the 
satellite countries", and at this period, when these countries were known to be 
jewish-ruled, President Eisenhower made his statement about "a wave of rabid 
anti-semitisnl in ... the satellite countries of Eastern Europe". 

What could these nlenaces from Washington mean to the captive peoples, 
other than a warning not to murnlur against the wielders of the knout; yet at the 
same tinle they were promised "liberation", and ~~The Voice of America" and 
'-Radio Free Europe" daily and nightly tormented them with descriptions of 
their own plight. 

This was the confusing background to the Polish and Hungarian national 
uprisings of October 1956, the first sign of which, again, was given by the riots at 
Poznan, in Poland, in June 1956. Inlmediately after that Mr. Sulzberger's article 
about "Anti-senlitism behind the Iron Curtain" appeared, cOlnplaining that Mr. 
Jakub Berll1an had been dismissed and that Marshal Rokossovsky, commander 
of the Polish army, had dismissed \o~several hundred Je\vish officers". In August 
one of the two Deputy Premiers, Mr. Zenon Nowak (the other was a Jew, Mr. 
Hilary Mine) said the calnpaign for ~~democratization" or "liberalization" which 
was being conducted in the Polish press \vas being distorted by the introduction 
of, and the especial prominence given to the case of ~~the Jews". He said the 
nation believed there was "~a disproportionate number of Jews in leading party 
and governlnent positions" and in evidence read a list of their representation in 
the various nlinistries. A Professor Kotarbinski, replying to and attacking 
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l\:1r. No\vak. ~ald the JC\VS ~"had beCl)lnC alnl()Sl a Inajority in key positions, and 
preference for their o\vn people in giving out jobs has not been avoided" (NeH' 
York Ti,nes, Oct. 11, 1956). 

By that ti111C Poland had hCC'l1 for eleven years under Soviet rule and Jelvislz 
terror. Little h'ld changed in the plcture given by the Arnerican /\lnbassador, 1\1r. 
/\rthur Bliss Lane. of the year~ ]()':+S-l94 7: ""1\lany an arrest by the Security Police 
\vas \vitnessed by ll1ernbcrs of t hcA.rnerican Enl bassy ... terrifying 111Cthods, 
such as arrests in the Iniddlc of the night, and the person arrested generally \vas 
not pennitted to cotnlnunic~lle \\'ith the outside world. perhaps for 1110nths, 
perhaps for all tilne . . . Even our Je\vish sources adtnitted ... the great 
unpopularity of the Jews in key govcrntnent positions. These lrten included Minc~ 

Berman, Olczc\vskL Radkic\vic and Spychalski ... there \vas bitter feeling \vithin 
the rnilitia ag,linst the Jevvs because the Security Police. controlled by 
Radkiewicz. dOlllinated the n1iliria and the anny ... Furtbennorc. both the 
Security Police and Internal Security Police had anlong their nlcnlbcrs nlany 
Jews of R.ussian origin~'. 

Only after eleven y~ars did this .h~\vish control of the terror begjn to\Neaken. In 
May 19561\/1r. Jakub Bern1an ("'thought to be rviosco\v~S No. 11na11 in the Polish 
Party", Nell' York Til1zes, Oct. 21, 1956) resigned as one deputy Prelnier and early 
ill October 1956 Tvlr. Hilary lVlinc (""thought to be Moscow's No.2 nlan") also 
resigned. (~1r. No\vak, one of the nc\v Deputy Prclniers, frotTI the start was 
assailed as '''anli-~~;~lnitic'·). 

l'his \vas the significant background to the national uprising of ()ctobcr 20. 
Poland, at its first experience of ('olnlnunist rule. like Russia. f1ungary and 
Bavaria in j 917-1919, had found the terror. on \vhich that rule rested, to be 
Je~t'ish and \\'as already heing attacked for '"anti-selnitisl1l" in Arnerica and 
England because it tried to thro\v off the lcrror. Llkc all other countries, it was 
caught in the dih~ll1nla caused by ""the Jc\vish question". The actual situation of 
such Je\vs as were not in high ro~ition in Poland appears to have been better than 
that of other sections of the population, to judge fr0111 various reports Inade at 
this period h:y visiting rabbis a nd journalists Crolll /\n1erica. Incidentally, the 
total nunlber of Jews in Poland at tha t tinle ranges, in published Jewish 
··estinlates", 1'r01n ··thirty thou~and" (iVel1' York Tinlcs, July 13. 1956) to '''about 
tifty thous~tnd" (ArcH' York Tilne.Y, Aug. 31, 1(56), the total population of Poland 
being given in current reference works as approximately 25.000,000. Their 
proportion, therefore, is a small fraction of one percent, and never before this 
century has a 111inority of this r11111uteness, any\vhcre, clain1cd to beconlc "~ahnost 

a t11ajority in key positions" and in showing ··preference for their own people in 
giving out jobs". 

-rhe case of I-J ungary was 111()l'C signiticant for this country after 1945 endured 
its second experience ofColnnlUllist rule. It nut only found the terror to be Jevvish 
again, but it \vas \vielded hJ' [he SClIlle IJlcn. This deliberate reinstaltnent of Jewish 
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terrorists detested by a nation for their deeds of twenty-six years before (the 
details are given later in this chapter) is the strongest evidence yet provided of the 
existence in Mosco\v of a power, controlling the revolution, which deliberately 
gives its savageries the Talnludic signature, not the Soviet, Communist or 
Russian one. 

Against this background, which \vas not comprehended in "the free world", 
the forces of national regeneration gradually worked to throw off the terror. In 
April 1956 Mr. Vladislav Gomulka (imprisoned from 1951 to 1956 under the 
Berlnan-Minc regime as a "deviationist") was released and became the symbol of 
the national hope at this instant, for although he was a Communist he was a Pole. 
He was restored to the Central Committee of the Polish Communist Party on 
October 19, 1956 and on October 20 did something which might have changed 
the whole shape of our century, but for the shadow which soon fell across the 
ensuing events (this tilne from the other centre of "the Je\vish question", 
Palestine). He presented the Polish nation with a virtual declaration of 
independence, attacked "the Inisrule of the last twelve years", promised elections 
and declared that "the Polish people will defend themselves with all means so that 
we may not be pushed off the road to democratization". 

He did this in face of a flying visit from the Moscovite chiefs then1selves. Mr. 
Kruschev was accompanied by generals and threatened the use of the Red Arn1Y. 
He seems to have been utterly discomfited by the bold front offered to hin1 by Mr. 
Gomulka and, in particular by Mr. Edward Ochab (also an "anti-semite" in Mr. 
Sulzberger's article) who said, according to report, "If you do not halt your 
troops irnlnediately, we will walk out of here and break off all contact". The 
Polish army w'as evidently ready to defend the national cause and Mr. Kruschev 
capitulated. Marshal Rokossovsky disappeared to Moscow* and, as the sylTlbol 
of the nation's rebirth, Cardinal Wyszynski (deprived of his office under the 
Berman-Minc regime in 1953) was released. 

Jubilation spread over Poland. The revolution had suffered its first major 
defeat; the faith had been restored (this was the meaning of the Cardinal's 
liberation); the nation, abandoned by the outer world, had taken a great first step 
towards its self-liberation. 

At once the bush-fire spread to Hungary. The great event in Poland was 
forgotten in the excitement caused by a greater one. All the processes of human 
nature, tin1e and providence seen1ed at last to be convergingto a good end. 

In Hungary on October 22, 1956, two days after the Polish declaration of 
independence, the people gathered in the streets to demand that Mr. Imre Nagy 
return to the pren1iership and the Soviet occupation troops be withdrawn. None 

*A good instance orthe confusion introduced into this event hy the "Jewish question". Rokossovsky, Polish-born 
and a Soviet marshaL halted the advancing troops at the gates of Warsaw in 1944 to give the SS. and Gestapo troops 
time and freedom to massacre the Polish resistance army. He was thus the most hated man in Poland. At the same 
time he was held to be "anti-semitic" by the New York newspapers. Which current of feeling counted most heavily 
against him, one cannot at this stage determine. 
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of them realized at that Inoment that they were beginning a national uprising 
which was to turn into a national war of liberation. 

The spark came from Poland and the background was the san1e, with the 
difference that Hungary was undergoing its second ordeal at the hands of Jewish 
con1lnissars. The chief object of its fear and detestation at that instant was one 
Erno Geroe, head of the Hungarian Communist Party and the third of the JeWl sh 
terrorists of 1919 sent to I-Iungary by Moscow to wield the terror there. ~rhus in 
this event, not only the acculnulated bitterness of the years 1945-1956 exploded, 
but also the memories of the terror in 1918-1919. 

Mr. Imre Nagy, like Mr. Gomulka in Poland, became the sylnbol of the 
nation's hopes at that moment because he was a "national" COlnmunist. That is 
to say, he was a Magyar, as Gomulka was a Pole, and not an alien. His part in the 
historical process, had he been allowed to fulfil it, would probably have been to 
take the first steps towards the restoration of Hungarian national sovereignty 
and individual liberty, after which he would have given way to an elected 
successor. His sylnbolic popularity at the mOlnent of the national uprising was 
chiefly due to the fact that he had been forced out of the premiership in 1953, and 
expelled from the Comn1unist party in 1955, by the hated Matyas Rakosi and 
Erno Geroe. 

In Hungary, as in Poland, the nation wanted distinct things, alllnade clear by 
the words and deeds of the ensuing days: the restoration of the national faith 
(symbolized by the release of the Cardinal, imprisoned by the Jewish terrorists), 
the liberation of the nation (through the withdrawal of the Soviet troops), the 
abolition of the terrorist secret police and the punishlnent of the terrorist chiefs. 
The initial demand for these things, however, was expressed by peaceful 
demonstration, not by riot or uprising. * They became noisy after a violently 
abusive speech by Geroe, the party leader, who retained that post when the 
party's central cOlnmittee installed 1\1r. Nagy as premier. Geroe then instructed 
the Soviet troops to enter Budapest and restore order. Encountering 
demonstrators in Parlian1ent Square, \\1ho were gathered to demand Geroe's 
dismissal, the Soviet tanks and Geroe's terrorist police opened fire, leaving the 
streets littered with dead and dying n1en and women (Oct. 24, 1956). This was the 

*The best authentic account of the original event was given, for reasons of his own, by the Communist dictator of 
Yugoslavia, Tito, in a national broadcast on Nov. 15, 1956. He said, among much else, "'When we were in Moscow 
we declared that Rakosi's regime and Rakosi himself did not have the necessary qualifications to lead the 
Hungarian state or to lead it to internal unity ... Unfortunately, the Soviet comrades did not believe us ... When 
Hungarian Communists themselves demanded that Rakosi should go, the Soviet leaders realized that it was 
impossible to continue in this way and agreed that he should be removed. But they committed a mistake by not also 
allowing the removal of Geroe and other Rakosi followers ... They agreed to the removal of Rakosi on the 
condition that Geroe would obligatorily remain ... He followed the same policy and was as guilty as Rakosi ... He 
called those hundreds of thousands of demonstrators, who were still demonstrators at the time, a mob" (a 
participant stated that Geroe's words were "'filthy Fascist bandits and other words too dirty to repeat") " ... This 
was enough to ignite the barrel of gunpowder and cause it to explode ... Geroe called in the army. It was a fatal 
mistake to call in the Soviet Army at a time when the demonstrations were still going on ... This angered these 
people even more and thus a spontaneous revolt ensued Nagy called the people to arms against the Soviet Army 
and appealed to the Western countries to intervene " 
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start of the true uprising~ the nation unitedly rose against the Soviet troops and 
the hated terrorist police and within a few days the Communist revolution 
suffered a defeat which made the one in Poland look like a Inere rebuff. 

The Cardinal was released, Mr. Nagy established himselfas premier, the hated 
Geroe disappeared (to the Crimean Riviera, in conlpany with Rakosi, said one 
report), the terrorist police were hunted do\vn and their barracks wrecked. l'he 
statue of Stalin \vas thro\vn down and smashed to pieces; the Hungarian troops 
everywhere helped the uprising or renlained passive; the Soviet troops (who at 
that IUOlnent were mainly Russian) often showed syn1pathy with the Hungarians 
and many of their tanks were destroyed. This \vas the lllOSt hopeful monlent in 
Europe's story since 1917, but far away Zionism was moving to rescue the 
revolution from its discomfiture and in a few days, even hours, all that was gained 
was to be undone. 

The background should be briefly sketched here, before the second stage of the 
Hungarian people's war is described, because the case of Hungary is probably the 
IUOst significant of all. For SOlne reason the Moscovite power was nlore 
determined in this case than any other to identify Jews with the terror, so that the 
Hungarian experience, more strongly than any, points to continuing Jewish, or 
Tahnudic, control of the revolution itself at its seat of power in Moscow. 

The 1919 regime in Hungary, which the Magyars themselves threw out after a 
briefbut Inerciless terror, was Jewish. The presence of one or two non-Jews in the 
regime did not qualify this, its essential nature. It was the terror of four chief 
Jewish leaders, supported by a mass of subordinate Jews, nanlely Bela Kun, 
Matyas Rakosi, Tibor Szamuely and Erno Geroe, none of whom could be called 
Hungarians and all of whom were trained for their task in Moscow. 

After the Second War free elections, for some reason of political expediency, 
were permitted in Hungary (Nov. 1945). These produced the natural result: a 
huge majority for the Smallholders Party; the Conlmunists, despite the presence 
of the Red Army, nlade a poor sho\ving. Then Matyas Rakosi was sent again to 
lIungary (Szamuely had committed suicide in 1919; Bela Kun disappeared in 
SOine nanleless Soviet purge of the 1930's, but in February 1956 his memory was 
pOlnpously ~~rehabilitated" at the Twentieth Soviet Congress in Moscow, and 
this may now be seen as an intimation to the Hungarians of what they had to 
expect in October 1956). 

With the help of the terrorist police and the Red Army Rakosi began to destroy 
other parties and opponents, five of whom (including the renowned Mr. Laszlo 
Rajk) he and Geroe had hanged in 1949 after the familiar ~~confessions" of 
conspiracy with ""the in1perialist powers" (an allegation which left the imperialist 
powers as unlTIoved as they were infuriated by the allegation of ~~Zionist 

conspiracy" in 1952). By 1948 Hungary, under Rakosi, vvas completely 
Sovietized and terrorized. The chief terrorist this time, under Rakosi himself, was 
Erno Geroe, also returned to Hungary from Moscow after twenty years~ he 
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staged the trial and ordered the incarceration of Hungary's religious leader, 
Cardinal Mindszenty* (who before he disappeared into durance instructed the 
nation not to believe any confession imputed to him by his jailers). After that 
Hungary for several years lay under the terror of two of the n1en who had 
crucified it in 1919, and the entire governlnent becalne '"90 percent Jewish in the 
top echelons". To Hungarians also, then, the terror was Jewish and Talnludic, 
not Communist, Soviet or Russian, and it was most deliberately given that 
nature; the intent of the return of Rakosi and Geroe after the Second War is 
unmistakable, and their acts were equally unmistakable. 

In July 1953 Rakosi resigned the premiership and The Tin1es announced that 
"Mr. Geroe is the only Jew left in the Cabinet, which under Mr. Rakosi was 
predominantly Jewish". As Rakosi remained party leader and Geroe was 
Deputy-Prelnier, nothing very much changed, and in July 1956, when Rakosi 
also resigned his party-leadership, he was succeeded in that post by Geroe, with 
the consequences which were seen in October. 

Even Geroe seemed to have done his worst at that moment, for after the 
Hungarian people's victory the Red Army troops were \vithdrawn (Oct. 28) and 
two days later (Oct. 30) the Soviet Government broadcast to the world a 
statement admitting "violations and n1istakes which infringed the principles of 
equality in relations between Socialist states", offering to discuss "measures ... 
to remove any possibilities of violating the principle of national sovereignty", 
and undertaking '"to examine the question of the Soviet troops stationed on the 
territory of Hungary, Rumania and Poland". 

Was it a ruse, intended only to lull the peoples while the assassin took respite, 
or was it a true retreat and enforced admission of error, opening great vistas of 
conciliation and hope to the peoples? 

If Israel had not attacked Egypt ... if' Britain and France had not joined in 
that attack ... if these things had not happened the world would now know the 
answer to that question. Now it will never know, for the Zionist attack on Egypt, 
and the British and French participation in it, released the revolution from its 
dilemma; as ifby magic, the eyes of the watching world turned fron1 Hungary to 
the Middle East and Hungary was forgotten. Vainly did Mr. Nagy broadcast his 
appeal to the world the very next day, saying that 200,000 1Hen with five thousand 
tanks were moving into Hungary. 

Budapest was pulverized. On November 7 the voice of the last free Hungarian 
radio faded from the air (Radio Rakoczy at Dunapentele), as the voices of the 
Poles had faded in 1944 and of the Czechs in 1939, bequeathing their sorro\vs to 

*The invariable and deliberate anti-Christian trait appeared again in the treatment given to Cardinal Mindszenty, 
the details of which were published by him after his liberation. In summary, he said he was tortured by his captors 
for twenty-nine days and nights between his arrest and triaL being stripped nude, beaten [or days on end with a 
rubber hose, kept in a cold, damp cell to irritate his weak lung, forced to watch obscene perforwClnces and 
questioned without sleep throughout the period (interview published in many newspapers and periodicals, 
December 1956). 
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~~the Wesf'. 
~'This is our last broadcast. We are being inundated with Soviet tanks and 

planes". T'hese \vords, the Vienna correspondent of the New· York Tirnes 
recorded, ~'were followed by a loud crashing sound. Then there was ~jlence". 

Mr. Nagy took refuge in the Yugoslav Legation, and on leaving it under Soviet 
safe-conduct was deported sOlne-vvhither, none knows where. The Cardinal took 
refuge in the American Embassy. At the end of Novclnber the Cuban delegate to 
the United Nations, a well-inforlned authority, stated that 65,000 people had 
been killed in I-Iungary. More than 100,000 by that tirne had fled across the 
frontier into Austria, a sn1all country \vhich upheld the tattered standard of "the 
West" by taking in all who caIne, 'Nithout question. A few thousand of these 
reached.An1erica, vvhere they were received by the U.S. S(~cretary of the Army, a 
Mr. Wilbur 1\1. Brucker, \vho ordered thenl ""to applaud the American 1iag" and 
then "to applaud President Ejsenho\ver·~. 

These truly were ten days that shocked the world, (~nd Vv'ill shock it ever more if 
the true tale is ever told. They sho\ved that the values which once were 
sy111bolized by the two words, ';~The West", no\\' were embodied in the captive 
peoples of Eastern Europe, not ·in An1erica or England or France.. 

. Those countries had their backs turned to the scene in Hungary. They were 
intent on events in the Middle East. ~('The Jewish question" in the Middle East 
intervened to blot out the dawn of hope in Europe again. Once more 
revolutionary-Colntnunism and revolutionary-Zionism \vorked as in perfect 
synchronization, as in October 1917; the acts of each directly benefited the other. . 
"fhe lJnited Nations could not find tinle to dISCUSS the Hungarian appeal for help 
before the new terror crushed the appellants and restored approved agents of the . 
revolution to the delegates' places. 

In Hungary itself the place of the vanished Geroc was taken by yet another 
commissar of 1919. Mr. Ference lvtunnich, \vho had taken prominent part in the 
Bela Kun regin1e then, also had returned to I-Iungary after the Second War with 
the Red Army. Froln 1946 to 1949, when Rakosi was clalnping down the second 
terror, Mr. Munnich was Budapest chief of police. Now he becanle "Deputy 
Prenlier, Minister of National Defence and of Public Security" in the 
government of one Janos Kadar, set up by Moscow. Mr. Kadar also had a record 
of SODle independence, and therefore was not likely to be allowed to ~lield any 
power. ]\1r. l\/lunnich~ (said the lVc}v York T'imps) was '''Moscow's ace in the hole, 
controlling Mr. I(adar". 

In this way the night carne down again on Hungary and it had to find what 
consolation it l1light in the President's words that his heart \vent out to it. The 
tilne bomb in the Middle East, originally planted there in the very week of the 
Bolshevik revolution's triunlph in Moscow, blew up at the moment of the 
revolution's fiasco and defeat. This diversion changed the brightest situation for 
n1any years into the darkest one. The Soviet Union was left undisturbed in its 
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work ofmassacre in I-Iungary while the great powers of the West began to dispute 
among themselves about Israel, Egypt and the Suez Canal; all the world turned to 
watch theIn, and the Soviet state, with the blood of a European nation on its 
hands, \vas able to join in the general anathema of Britain and France when they 
joined in the Israeli attack. 

The creation of the Zionist state proved to be even more ill-omened than the 
other creation of the r-ralmudic Jews in Russia, the Communist revolution. The 
second section of this record of the years ofclimax therefore has to do with events 
in the 'Zionist sta te in the eight years between its creation by terror in 1948 and its 
attack on Egypt in October 1956. 

2. The Zionist State 

In those years the little state misnamed "'Israel" proved to be something 
unique in history. It was governed, as it was devised, set up and largely peopled, 
by non-semitic Jews from Russia, of the Chazar breed. Founded on a tribal 
tradition of antiquity, with which these folk could have no conceivable tie of 
biood, it developed a savage chauvinism based on the literal application of the 
Law ofthe Levites in ancient Judah. Tiny, it had no true life of its own and from 
the start lived only by the wealth and weapons its powerful supporters in the 
great Western countries could extort from these. During these years it outdid the 
most bellicose warlords of history in warlike words and deeds. Ruled by men of 
the same stock as those who wielded the terror in Poland and Hungary, it daily 
threatened the seven neighbouring Semitic peoples with the destruction and 
enslavement prescribed for thelTI in Deuteronomy of the Levites. 

It did this in the open belief that its power in the Western capitals \-vas sufficient 
to deter the governments there from ever gainsaying its will, and to command 
their support in any circumstances. It behaved as if America, in particular, was its 
colony, and that country's deeds conformed with that idea. Within its borders its 
laws against conversion and interrnarriage were those of the much-cited Hitler; 
beyond its borders lay a destitute horde of Arabs, driven into the wilderness by it, 
whose numbers rose through childbirth to nearly a million as the eight years went 
by. These, and their involuntary hosts, were by repeated raid and massacre 
reminded that the fate of Deir Yasin yet hung over them too: "utterly destroy, 
n1an, won1an and child ... leave nothing alive that breatheth". The Western 
countries, its creators, murmured reproof while they sent it money and the 
wherewithal of the war which they claimed to fear; thus, like Frankenstein, they 
created the destructive agency which they could not control. 

Based on fantasy, the little state had no real existence, only the power to spread 
unease throughout the world, which from the n10ment of its creation had no 
n10ment's true respite from fear. It began to fulfil the words of the ancient 
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work of massacre in I-Iungary while the great powers of the West began to dispute 
among themselves about Israel, Egypt and the Suez Canal; all the world turned to 
watch theIn, and the Soviet state, with the blood of a European nation on its 
hands~ \vas able to join in the general anathema of Britain and France when they 
joined in the Israeli attack. 

The creation of the Zionist state proved to be even more ill-omened than the 
other creation of the 'falmudic Jews in Russia, the Communist revolution. The 
second section of this record of the years ofclimax therefore has to do wi th events 
in the 'Zionist sta te in the eight years between its creation by terror in 1948 and its 
attack on Egypt in October 1956. 

2. The Zionist State 

In those years the little state misnamed "'Israel" proved to be something 
unique in history. It was governed, as it was devised, set up and largely peopled, 
by non-semitic Jews from Russia, of the Chazar breed. Founded on a tribal 
tradition of antiquity, with which these folk could have no conceivable tie of 
biood, it developed a savage chauvinism based on the literal application of the 
Law of the Levites in ancient Judah. Tiny, it had no true life of its own and from 
the start lived only by the wealth and weapons its powerful supporters in the 
great Western countries could extort from these. During these years it outdid the 
most bellicose warlords of history in warlike words and deeds. Ruled by men of 
the same stock as those who wielded the terror in Poland and Hungary, it daily 
threatened the seven neighbouring Semitic peoples with the destruction and 
enslavement prescribed for thelTI in Deuteronomy of the Levites. 

It did this in the open belief that its power in the Western capitals \vas sufficient 
to deter the governments there from ever gainsaying its will, and to command 
their support in any circumstances. It behaved as ifAmerica, in particular, was its 
colony, and that country's deeds conformed with that idea. Within its borders its 
laws against conversion and interrnarriage were those of the much-cited Hitler; 
beyond its borders lay a destitute horde of Arabs, driven into the wilderness by it, 
whose numbers rose through childbirth to nearly a million as the eight years went 
by. These, and their involuntary hosts, were by repeated raid and massacre 
reminded that the fate of Deir Yasin yet hung over them too: "utterly destroy, 
n1an, woman and child ... leave nothing alive that breatheth". The Western 
countries, its creators, murmured reproof while they sent it money and the 
wherewithal of the war which they claimed to fear; thus, like Frankenstein, they 
created the destructive agency which they could not control. 

Based on fantasy, the little state had no real existence, only the power to spread 
unease throughout the world, \vhich from the n10ment of its creation had no 
moment's true respite from fear. It began to fulfil the words of the ancient 
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Promise: "This day will I begin to put the dread of thee and the fear of thee upon 
the nations that are under the whole heaven ... who shall be in anguish because 
of thee". 

Left to its own resources, it would have collapsed, as the "Jewish Homeland" 
of the inter-war years would have collapsed. The urge to leave it once more began 
to nlaster the urge to enter it, and this despite the power of chauvinisIn, which for 
a tinle will overCOIne alnl0st any other impulse in those who yield to it. In 1951, 
already, departures would have out-numbered arrivals save that the "amazing 
crack" earlier mentioned (Ne~l' York Herald-Tribune, April 1953) then opened 
"in the Iron Curtain'~ (where cracks do not occur unless they are intended; the 
Conllllunist-revolutionary state evidently had a calculated purpose in 
replenishing the Zionist-revolutionary state with inhabitants at that time). 
Nevertheless, in 1952, 13,000 emigrants left and only 24,470 entered, and in 1953 
(the last year for which I have figures) emigration exceeded immigration, 
according to the Jewish Agency. A Dr. Benjamin Avniel, speaking in JerusaleIll, 
said in June that in the first five lllonths 8,500 iInmigrants had arrived and 25,000 
persons had departed. 

This was the natural developlnent, if"Israel" \vere left alone, for it had nothing 
to offer but chauvinism. The picture of conditions i.n the land is given by Jewish 
authorities. Mr. Moshe Smilanski (of sixty years experience in Palestine) wrote in 
the Jelvish RevieH) of February, 1952: 

"When the British mandate came to an end the country was well off. Food 
warehouses, private and governnlental, were full and there \vere good stocks of 
raw lnateriais. The country had thirty million pounds in the Bank of England, 
besides British and American securities to a large amount. The currency in 
circulation was about thirty million pounds, whic~ had the same value as sterling 
... The Mandatory Governlnent left us a valuable legacy, the deep harbour in 
I-Iaifa, two nl01es in Jaffa and Tel Aviv, railways, lnany good roads and 
goverment buildings, large equipped 111ilitary and civil airfields, good army 
barracks and the Haifa refineries. The Arabs who fled left behind about five 
lnillion dunanlS of cultivable land, containing orchards, orange groves, olives, 
grape vines and fruit trees, about 75,000 dwelling houses in the towns, some of 
thelll very elegant, about 75,000 shops and factories and much movable 
property, furniture, carpets, jewellery, etc. All this is wealth, and if we in Israel 
are sunk in poverty 'vVe blaIne the excessive bureaucratic centralization, the 
restriction of private enterprise and the promise of a Socialistic regilne in our 
day". 

In April 1953 Mr. Hurwitz of the Revisionist Party in Israel told a Jewish 
audience in Johannesburg of the "degeneration" of the Zionist state. He said he 
could not blind hinlselfto the alarnling position: "Econonlically the country is on 
the verge of bankruptcy. Inlnligration has diminished and in the past few months 
lllore people have left the country than have conle in. In addition, there are 
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50,000 unelnployed and thousands 11lore \\lorking on short time". 
These t\VO quotations (I have lnany others of similar tenor) by Jewish residents 

Inay be compared with the picture of life in Israel \vhich the Western n1asses 
received from their politicians. A 1\;1r. Clement Davies (leader of that British 
Liberal Party which had 401 scats in the 1906 J-Iouse of Commons and six, under 
his leadership, in that of 1956) before a Jewish audience in Tell\viv ~'hailed the 
progress being lnade in the Jewish state, which to him seemed to be a lniracle of 
progress along the road to restoring the country to a land flowing with lnilk and 
honey" (printed in the Scllne Jewish nevv'spapcr as 1\1r. Hurwitz's remarks). At the 
sa111e period, the younger~lr. F'ranklin D. Roosevelt, electioneering in New 
York (where '~the Je\vish vote'· is held to be decisive) said, "'Israel is a pocket of 
life and hope in the sea of seething Arab peoples. It 'sells freedoln' for the free 
world more successfully than all the propaganda \ve could send out froln the 
U.S.A.". 

Mr. J\.dlai Stevenson, campaigning for the presidency in 1952, told the Zionist 
audience that '~Israel has welcomed into her midst \\lith open arms and a warn1 
heart all her people seeking refuge frotTI tribuhltion ... America \vould do well to 
tnodel her own in1111igration policies after the generosity of the nation of Israel 
and we must work io that end" (the only conceivable lueaning of this is that the 
American people should be driven from the United States and the North 
American Indians be restored to their lands). l\nother presidential aspirant, a 
Mr. Stuart Symington, said ~"Israel is an example of how firmness, courage and 
constructive action can win through for denlocratic ideals, instead of 
abandoning the field to Soviet imperialisill" (about that tilnc Israeli state 
scholars were by governmental decree singing the Red F'lag on May Day, while 
the politicians of Washington and London inveighed against ""anti-selnitism 
behind the tron Curtain ~'). 

Against this sustained inversion of truth by the fronteJ politicians of all parties 
in America and England, only Jewisl1 protests, as in the preceding decades, were 
heard (for the reason I previously gave, that non-Jewish \vritcrs were effectively 
prevented from publishing any) Mr. Williarn Zukerman wrote: 

"The generally accepted theory that the emergence of the state of Israel would 
serve to unify and celnent the Jewish people has turned out to be \vrong. ()n the 
contrary, the Congress" (the Zionist Congres~ in JerusalelTI, 1(51) '~has 

dramatically demonstrated that the creation of a je'.vish political state after two 
thousand years has introduced a new and potenr dis! inction \vhich Jews as a 
group bave not known in centuries and that Israel :,; .likely to separate rather than 
unite Jews in the future ... In SaIne Inystical nJanner Israel is supposed to have a 
unique jurisdiction over the ten to tvvelve fnillion Jews who live in every country 
of the world outside it ... It n1ust continue to gro\v by bringing in Jews from all 
over the world, no n1atter how happily they live in their present homes ... JC\NS 
\vho have lived there for generations and centuries, TI1USt according to this theory 
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be "redeenled~ frorn "exile~ and brought to Israel through a process of mass 
ilnmigration .. Israeli leaders of all parties. fro111 the extreme Right to the 
cxtrenle Left. including Premier Ben-Gurion. have begun to demand that 
American Je\vs, and particularly Zionists, redeenl their pledges to the ancient 
homeland, leave their American "exile', and settle in lsrael~ or at least send their 
children there ... The Jerusalem Congress marked officially the end of the glory 
of American Zionisrl1 and the ushering in of a period of intense Middle Eastern 
nationalisnl ... fashioned after the pattern of the late Vladinlir Jabotinsky, who 
dreamed of a big Jewish state on both sides of the] ardan to take in all the Jews 
and to become the ;argest Inilitary power in the Near East." 

Nlr. Lessing J. Rosenwald sirnilarly protested: 
··We declare our unalterable opposition to all progrcunmes designed to 

transform Jews into a nationalist bloc with special interests in the foreign state of 
Israel. 'T'he policy laid down by Mr. Ben-Gurion for American Zionism 
encou:'ages Zionists to intensify their efforts to organize Anlerican Jews as a 
separate political pressure-block in the United Stah.;s. 'This programme is 
designed to transform American Jews into a spiritual and cultural dependency of 
a foreign state ... We· believe that 'Jewish~ nationalisnl is a distortion of our 
faith~ reducing it from uni versal proportions to the dimensions of a nationalistic 
cult. ,~ 

l'hese Jewish protests, as was natural, were prompted by fear of the divisive 
effect ()fZionism on ][!}t'S. That vvas but a fractional aspect of the nlatter. The real 
danger of Zionisrllay in its power to divide the na tions of tl"e world against each 
other and to bring th~rn into C '·llision, in which catastrophe the great masses of 
lnankind \vould be involved in the proportion of a hundred or a thousand to 
every Je\v. 

rr~) depict this obvious possibility was heresy in the 1950's, and the non-Jewish 
protest:J renl:iine-:.1 un:"'ublished while the Jewish ones were ineffective. In 1953 the 
New York J~~Wi;~l journal, Cumn1entary, thus was able to announce that the 
foreseeable catastrophe had been brought another step nearer in the following 
ternlS: "·Isra{~rS survi '/al and strengthening have becoine a firm element of United 
States foreign policy and no elcctor,Ll re"ult or change lviil affect this". 

Here~ once rnore, is the cryptic reference to a power ~Iuper]or to all presidents, 
prime ministers ?nd parties to which I earlier drew attention. It is what Mr. 
Leopold Alnery. one of the British Ministers respon~;iblc for Palestine in the 
inter-war per:od. ,,,)nce said: The policy is set and cannot chc;;ge. The inner secret 
of the whole affair is contained in these menacing statelnents, in which the note of 
authority and superior kno\vledge is clear. They are cryptic, but ·specific and 
categoricaL and.~'xpre~)s certainty that the West cannot and will not withdraw its 
hand froi11 the Zionist anlbition in any circunlstances. Certainty must rest on 
something firn1er than threats. or even the ability, to s\vay "the Jewish vote" and 
the public press this way or that. '[he tone is that of taskmasters who knoH' the 
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galleyslaves must do their bidding because they are chained and cannot 
escape.The Nevv York Times, which I judge to speak with authority for "the 
Jewish power" in the world, has often alluded to this secret compact,or 
capitulation, or whatever its nature is: for instance, "In essence, the political 
support the state of Israel has in the United States makes any settlement 
antagonistic to Israeli interests irnpossible for a United States administration to 
contemplate" (1956). If this nlerely alludes to control of the election-machine, it 
means that the process of parliamentary government through "free elections" 
has been completely falsified. In my opinion, that is the case in the West in this 
century. 

This state of affairs in the West alone enabled the new state to survive. It was 
kept alive by infusions of money from America. Commentary (above quoted) 
stated that by June 1953 total United States Government assistance to Israel 
amounted to $293,000,000, with a further $200,000,000 in such forms as Export
Import bank loans. The Jerusalem representative of President Truman's 
"technical aid" programme stated (October, 1952) that Israel received the largest 
share of any country in the world, in proportion to its population, and more than 
all the other Middle East states together. The NevtJ York Herald-Tribune (March 
12, 1953) said the total amount of United States money, including private gifts 
and loans, amounted to '''n10re than $1,000,000,000 during the first five years of 
Israel's existence", which, it added, had thus been "ensured". On top of all this 
came the German tribute, extorted by the American Government, of 520,000,000 
Israeli pounds annually. I have not been able to find official figures for the 
cumulative total up to 1956; the Syrian delegate to the United Nations, after one 
of the Zionist attacks during the year, said that "since 1948 a stream of 
$1,500,000,000 has been flowing from the United States to Israel in the form of 
contributions, grants in aid, bonds and loans" (even this figure excluded the 
German payments and other forms of Western tribute). 

Nothing like this was ever seen in the world before. A state so financed from 
abroad can well afford (in the monetary sense) to be belligerent, and the 
menacing behaviour of the new state was only lnade possible by this huge inflow 
of Western, chiefly American money. Assured of this unstinting monetary 
backing, and of a political support in Washington which could not change, the 
new state set out on its grandiose ambition: to restore to full force, in the 20th 
Century of our era, the '"New Law" promulgated by the Levites in Deuteronolny 
in 621 B.C. All that was to come was to be "fulfilment" of it; the Mongolian 
Chazars were to see that Jehovah kept his compact, as the Levites had published 
it. And what ensued was in fact an instalment on account of this "fulfilment"; the 
vision of '''the heathen" bringing the treasures of the earth to Jerusalem began to 
become reality in the form of American money, German tribute and the like. 

With a purse thus filled, the little state began to pursue the fantasy ofentire and 
literal "fulfIlment", which in the miraculous end is to see all the great ones of the 
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earth hunlbled, Zion all-powerful and all the Jews "gathered". It drew up the 
charter of this ~~gathering": the '~nationatlity law", which made all Je\vish 
residents in the Zionist state lsraelis, and the "law of the return", which claimed 
all Jews anywhere in the world for Israel, in both cases whether they wished or 
not.* 

'These were the laws which, like ghosts from vanished ghettoes, alarmed Mr. 
Zukerlnan and Mr. Rosenwald. They express the greatest anlbition ever 
proclailned by any state in history, and the Premier, a Mr. Ben-Gurion from 
Russia, was explicit about it on many occasions, for instance in his nlessage of 
June 16, 1951 to the Zionists of America: ~'A rare opportunity has been given to 
your organization to pave a way for a unifying and united Zionist movement 
which will stand at the head of Arrlerican Jewry in the great era opened to the 
Jewish people with the establishment of the state and beginning o.lingathering 0.[ 
exiles". Rabbi Hillel Silver, President Eisenhower's close associate, expressed 
particular gratification that "Mr. Ben-Gurion now accepts the view that main 
tasks of the Zionist movenlent, as heretofore, include the full and undiminished 
progr{unme (~t'Zionisln". In New York in June, 1952 Mr. Ben-Gurion was more 
explicit: "l'he Jewish state is not the fulfilment of Zionism ... ZionislTI embraces 
all JelVS everYlvhere". Israel's second president, Mr. Ben Zvi, at his inauguration 
in Decenlber 1952, said, "The ingathering of the exiles still renlains our central 
task and we will no't retreat. . . Our historic task will not be accoJIlplished 
without the assistance of the entire nation in the West and East". 

'The world ,vould have raised a pandenl0nium of protest if a Kaiser or a Hitler 
had said such things. The alnbition expressed by such \vords as "the full and 
undilYlinishcd programme of.Zionism" is in fact boundless, for it is the political 
programnle contained, in the guise of a compact \\lith Jehovah, in the Torah; 
world dominion over '''the heathen", wielded from an empire stretching from the 
Nile to the Euphrates. 'The support of Western governments gave reality to what 
otherwise would be the lTIOSt absurd pretension in all history. 

That the politicians of the West comprehended this full meaning of what. they 
did seenled ilupossible until 1953, when a statement was nlade that implied full 
understanding. Tn May, 1953, Mr. Winston Churchill, then British Prilne 
l\1inister, was in dispute with the Egyptian premier about the Suez Canal and 
threatened hinl, not with British but with Jelvish retribution. He spoke, in 
Parlialnent, of the Israeli anny as "the best in the Levant" and said that "nothing 
vve shall do in the supply of aircraft to this. part of the world will be allowed to 
place Israel at a disadvantage". l"'hen he added, in words closely akin to those of 

* The Law of the Return, 1953, says among other things, "The ingat11ering of the exiles requires constant efforts 
from the Jewish nation in dispersion and the state of Israel therefore expects the participation of all JeH's. either 
privately or in organizations, in the upbuilding of the state and in assisting mass immigration and sees the necessity 
of all Jewish communities unit.ing for this purpose". A perman-:nt state of "anti-semitism" in the world is obviously 
the pre-requisite for the realization ofthis law, and as the largest single body of Jews in the world is now in America, 
an "anti-semitic" situation there would evidently hav(, to be declared at some stage in the process. 
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Mr. Ben-Gurion and Rabbi Hillel Silver~ that he "looked forward to the 
fu(filment (~( Zionist aspirations". 

Here, in an aside~ is probably the largest commitlnent ever undertaken by a 
head of government on behalf of an unsuspecting nation. The Israeli parliament 
at once recorded its gratification at "Mr. Churchill's friendly attitude towards 
the Israeli governn1ent now and towards the Zionist rnovement throughout its 
existence". The public masses in England read the loaded words 
uncoillprehendingly~if at all. 'They startled many Jews, a!l1ong them even Mr. A. 
Abrahams~ who as a veteran Revisionist might logically ha ve been pleased (the 
Revisionists openly pursue the late Mr. Jabotinsky's arrlbition for '~a big Je\vish 
state on both sides of the Jordan to take in all the Jews and to become the largest 
military power in the Near East"; Mr. WillialTI Zukerrrlan). 

Mr. Abrahams asked wonderingly, with an undernole even of alarm, if Mr. 
Churchill's words could be genuinely intended~ saying, '"1'he Prime Minister is an 
old student of the Bible; he knows very well that the Zionist aspirations remain 
unfulfilled until Israel is fully restored within the historic boundaries, the land of 
the Ten Tribes". 

This "aspiration~', of conrse. cannot be "fulfilled" without universal war, and 
that is evidently why Mr. Abrahams \vas taken aback, and lnade alrrlost aghast. 
Mr. Churchilrs \vords~ if they were considered and deliberately intended, 
signified support for the grandiose arnbition in all its literalness~ and the final 
price of that could only be the extinction of "the West" as it has always been 
known. * 

'The event of October 30, 1956 (thou~h it \vas ordered by Sir Winston's 
political heir-designate) SeelTIS to show that M r. Churchill's vvords of fvlay, 1953, 
with all they boded for his country, H'cre seriously meant. 

If the West, as these words irnplied, was sec~ ~tly harnessed to the unqualified 
~'fulfiln1ent of Zionist aspirations", that could only mean a greater \var than the 
West had yet endured, in which its armies \vould play the parts of pawns in a 
ruinous game, for the purpose of dividing the Christian peoples, crushing the 
Muslim ones, setting up the Zionist elnpire, and thereafter acting as its 
janissaries. In this great garnble~ Jews everywhere in the world, on whatever side 
of t·he apparent fighting line~ would be expected under the "law of the return" to 
act in the overriding interest of Zion. What that might Inean IlJay be seen frOTIl an 
article published in the Johannesburg Jelvish Herald of Nov. I0, 1950~ about a 
secret episode of the Second War. It stated that when the production of atolnic 
weapons began "a proposal was put for\vard to Dr. \\Teiznlann to bring together 
S0l11C of the 1110St noted Je\,vish scientists in order to establish a team which \vould 
bargain with the allies in the interest of Je\vry ... I saw the project as originally 
outlined and submitted to Or. Weizmann by a scientist who had himself achieved 
some renown in the sphere of nlilitary invent1on~·. 

*See footnote on page 517 
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The threat is plain, in such words. As to "the fulfilment ofZionist aspirations", 
by these or other means, Dr. Nahum Goldman, leader of the World Zionist 
Organization, Inade a significant statement to a Jewish audience at Johannesburg 
in August, 1950. Describing an interview with Mr. Ernest Bevin, then British 
Foreign Minister, Dr Goldn1an said, "This tiny country (Israel) is a very unique 
country, it is in a unique geographical position. In the days when trying to get the 
Jewish state with the consent of the British Government, and at one of the private 
talks I had with Mr. Bevin, he said, 'Do you know what you are asking me to do? 
You are asking me to deliver the key to one of the most vital and strategic areas in 
the world.' And I said, 'It is not written in either the New or Old Testament that 
Great Britain lllust have this key'." 

Mr. Churchill, if his words were fully intented, apparently was ready to hand 

*An event of a month earlier, April 1953, had already shown that Mr. Churchill was prepared to go further, in his 
tributes to Zionism. than any would have thought possible who judged him by his public record and legend. In that 
month he ostentatiously associated himself with the Zionist canonization of an English officer called Orde Wingate, 
and in so doing humiliated the English people in general and in particular all those British officials, officers and 
soldiers who for thirty years loyally did their duty in Palestine. Wingate, an officer of the British intelligence in 
Palestine during the inter-war years, so far deviated from the honourable impartiality, between Arabs and Jews, 
which was the pridc and duty of his comrades as to become, not simply an enemy of the Arabs but a renegade to his 
country and calling. His perfidy first became public knowledge on this occasion when Mr. Ben-Gurion, dedicating a 
children's village on l'v10unt Carmel to \Vingate's mcmory (he was killed during the Second War) said"He was ready 
to fight with the Jews against his own government" and at thc time of the British White Paper in 1939 "he came to me 
with plans to combat the British policy". One proposal of Wingate's was to blow up a British oil pipeline. Mr. 
Churchill in his message read at the dedication ceremony described the village named after Wingate as "a 
monument to the friendship which should always unite Great Britain and Israel", and the British Minister was 
required to attend in official token of the British Government's approval. 

Thus the one Britisher so honoured in the Zionist state was a traitor to his duty and the British Primc Minister of 
the day joined in honouring him. The significant history of Wingate's army service is given in Dr. Chaim 
Weizmann's book. Dr. Welzmann, who speaks il1dulgently ofWingate's efforts to ingratiate himself with Zionist 
settlers by trying to speak Hebrew. says he was "a fanatical Zionist". In fact Wingate was a very similar man to the 
Prophet Monk in the preceding century, but in the circumstances of this one was able to do much more harm. He 
copied Monk in trying to look like a Judahite prophet by letting his beard grow, and significantly found his true 
calling in thc land of Judas. He was either demented or hopelessly unstable and was adjudged by the British Army 
"too unbalanced to command men in a responsible capacity". He then turned to Dr. Weizmann, who asked a 
leading London physician (Lord Horder, an ardent Zionist sympathizer) to testify to the Army Medical Council "as 
to Wingate's reliability and sense of responsibility". As a result of this sponsorship Wingate "received an 
appointment as captain in the Palestine intelligence service", with the foreseeable result above recorded. During the 
Second War this man, of all men, was singled out for especial honour by Mr. Churchill, being recalled to London at 
the time of the Quebec Conference to receive promotion to Major General. Dr. Weizmann says his "consuming 
desire" was to lead a British army into Berlin. The context of Dr. Weizmann's account suggests that this would have 
been headed by a Jewish brigade. led by Wingate, so that the event would have been given the visible nature of a 
Talmudic triumph, shorn of pretence ofa "British victory". "The generals", Dr. Weizmann concludes, averted this 
humiliation; their refusal "was final and complete". 

The episode again throws into relief the uneven and enigmatic nature of Mr. Churchill, who preached honour, 
duty and loyalty more eloquently than any before him and bluntly asked a nation at bay to give its "blood and 
sweat, toil and tears" for those eternal principles. He had seen one of his own Ministers murdered and British 
sergeants symbolically hanged "on a trec" and yet gave especial patronage to this man, alive, and singled him out for 
honour when he was dead. Mr. Churchill, at an earlier period, once abandoned thc task of writing the life of his great 
ancestor because of a letter which appcared to prove that John Churchill. Duke of Marlborough, betrayed an 
impending attack by the British fleet to its enemy of that day, the French. "The betrayal of the expedition against 
Brest". he then wrote. "was an obstacle I could not face"; and he refused from shame to write the biography, only 
reconsidering when he convinced himself that the ICtler was a forgery. Yet even in that book his conception of 
loyalty is not clear to fellow, for in his preface he accepts as natural and even right Marlborough's first and proved 
act of treachery. when he rode out from London as King James's commander to meet the invading German and 
Dutch armies of William of Orange and went over to the enemy. so that thc invasion of England succeeded without 
an English shot fired. 
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over the key~ and after Mr. Bevin died all others in Washington and London 
seelned equally ready. The effects are already plain to see and foresee~ and these 
effects can no longer be dismissed as chance. Here a great plan is plainly moving 
to its fulfilment or fiasco~ with the great nations of the West acting as its armed 
escort and theluselves assured of humiliation if it succeeds~ they are like a man 
who takes employment under the condition that his wage shall fall as the firm 
prospers. 

At all its ill-omened stages this adventure has been discussed among the 
initiates as a plan. I earlier quoted the words of I\1ax Nordau at the sixth Zionist 
Congress in 1903: ~~l.,et lne show you the rungs of a ladder leading upward and 
upward ... the future world war~ the peace conference where~ with the help of 
England~ a free and Jewish Palestine will be erected. ~~ 

Twenty-five years later a leading Zionist in England~ Lord Melchett~ spoke in 
the same tone of secret knowledge to Zionists in New York: '''If I had stood here 
in 1913 and said to yo Ll ~Colue to a conference to discuss the reconstruction of a 
national hOlTIe in Palestine\ you would have looked upon me as an idle dreamer~ 

even if I had told you in 1913 that the Austrian archduke would be killed and that 
out of all that followed \vould COllie the chance~ the opportunity ~ the occasion for 
establishing a national home for the Jews in Palestine. I-Ias it ever occured to you 
hO\\l' remarkable it is that out of the welter of world blood there has arisen this 
opportunity? Do you really believe that we have been led back to Israel by 
nothing but a fluke?~~ (JeH'ish Chronicle~ Nov. 9~ 1928). 

Today the third world war~ if it comes~ will obviously not be a "~fluke"~ the 
sequence of cause leading to consequence, and the identity of the controlling 
power~ has been luade visible by the developing fluid of time. Thirty-one years 
after Lord Melchetfs imperial pronoucement I was by chance (February, 1956) 
in South Carolina~ and only by that chance~ and the local newspaper~ learned ofa 
comment in similar vein~ apparently inspired fron1 a similar, OIYlnpian source~ 

about the third war. Mr. Randolph Churchill~ Sir Winston~s son~ "vas at that tin1e 
visiting his falnily~s friend Mr. Bernard Baruch, whose residence is the Barony of 
Little Hobcaw in South Carolina. On elnerging from his interview with this 
authority Mr. Randolph Churchill stated (Associated Press~ Feb. 8~ 1956) that 
~~the tense Middle East situation could explode into armed conflict at any 
mOluent. But I don't think civilization is going to stun'zble into the next war ... 
World War III~ if it comes~ will be coldly calculated and planned rather than 
accidental" . 

Against the background of "fulfilment" (the payment of tribute by the great 
nations of the world and the declaration that all Jevvs of the world were its 
subjects) the new state gave earnest of its intention to restore the "historic 
frontiers~~ by word and deed. No \\'estern ~\varmonger" ever used such words. 
Mr. Ben-Gurion proclaimed (JohannesburgJe~t~ishHerald~ Dec. 24~ 1952) that 
Israel ~'would not under any conditions permit the return of the Arab elnigrants~~ 
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(the native inhabitants). As to Jerusalem (partitioned between Zionists and 
Jordanians pending "internationalization" under United Nations 
adluinistration), '~for us that city's future is as settled as that of I-Jondon, despite 
its ridiculous boundaries~ this cannot be an issue for negotiations". The "exiles" 
abroad were to be '"ingathered" at the rate of "four million immigrants in the 
next ten years" (the Foreign Minister, Mr. Moshe Sharett, June 1952) or "the 
next ten to fifteen years" (on another occasion). 

Two world wars had been needed to set up the "horneland" and "state", 
successively, and to get some 1,500,000 Jews into it. These intimations meant 
another world war within fifteen years at the latest, for by no other means could 
so lllany Jews be extracted from the countries vvhere they were. As to the cost of 
their transportation, Mr. Ben-Gurion said this would be between 7,000 and 8,000 
Inillion dollars (at present rates, equal to the entire national debt of Italy, and 
about five times the British national debt in 1914) and he "looked to American 
Jewry to provide this money". Obviously, even American Jewry could not find 
such sums~ they could only be obtained frorn the taxpayers of the West. 

Everything that was said was thus a plain threat of war to the neighbouring 
Arabs, and it had an especial meaning when it was said (which was often) by Mr. 
Menachelll Beigin, chief of the "activist", or killer, group which had carried out 
the lllassacre at Deir Yasin. Formally disowned at that time, they had been 
honoured in the new state and formed a major political party, Herut, in its 
parliament. Therefore the Arabs kne\v exactly with what they were menaced 
when Mr. Beigin spoke to them. 

I give a typical instance. In May 1953 he threatened the I8-year old King of 
Jordan, at the llloment of his coronation, with death under the Law of 
Deuteronof1zy (which governed the deed of Deir Yasin). Speaking to a mass 
meeting in the Zionist part of Jerusalen1, a stone's throw from the Jordan lines, 
Mr. Beigin said, "At this hour a coronation is taking place of a young Arab as 
King of Gilead, Bashan, Nablus, Jericho and Jerusalem. This is the proper time 
to declare in his and his masters' ears: 'We shall be back, and David's city shall be 
free'." 

The allusion, obscure to Western readers and explicit to any Arab or Jew, is to 
a verse in the third chapter of Deuteronolny: "The King of Bashan came out 
against us ... And the Lord said unto me, Fear him not: for I will deliver him, 
and all his people, and his land into thy hand ... So the Lord our God delivered 
into our hands Og also, the king of Bashan, and all his people and we sn10te him, 
until none was left to him remaining ... And we utterly destroyed them . .. 
utterfr destro-,ving the rnen, It'Of1zen and children". 

These threats had a lethal meaning for the hordes of Arab fugitives huddled 
beyond the frontiers. According to the report of Mr. Henry R. Labouisse, 
Director of the UN Relief and \'lorks Agency for Palestine, Inade in April 1956 
there were of these n10re than 900,000: 499,000 in Jordan, 88,000 in Syria, 
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103,000 in Lebanon and 215,000 in Egypt (the Gaza area). Mr. Beigin's threats 
kept thelll in constant prospect of ne\v flight, or attempted flight, into SaIne 
deeper, even nlore inhospita hIe desert. Then the words were made real by deeds; a 
long series of synlbolic local raids and n1assacres was perpetrated, to show thein 
that the fate of Deir Yasin hung actually over theln. 

T'hese began on October 14, 1953 when a strong force suddenly crossfd the 
Jordan frontier, 11lurdered every living soul found in Qibya and destroyed that 
village, sixty-six victin1s, rnost of them women and children, being found 
slaughtered. l'he 499,000 Arab refugees in Jordan drew the natural conclusion. 
I'he Archbishop of York said the civilized world was "horrified", that "the 
Je\vish vote in New York had a paralyzing effect on the lJnited Nations in 
dealing with Palestine", and that unless strong action \vere taken "'the ~'liddle 

East will be ablaze". The Board of I)eputies of British Jews called this statelnent 
"provocative and one-sided"; the l\1ayor of New York (a 1'vlr. ]{obert Wagner) 
said it "shocked" him, and "the good Archbishop is evidently unfanliliar with the 
American scene". The United Nations nlildly censured Israel. 

On February 28, 1955 a strong Israeli force drove into the Gaza area 
("awarded" to the Arabs by the U-nited Nations in 1949, and under Egyptian 
military occupation) \vhere the 215,000 Arab refugees repined "in abject poverty 
along a narro\v strip of barren coastline, t\vo-thirds of it sand-dunes" (Sir 
l'holnas Rapp, The Listener, March 6. 1955). 39 Egyptians \vere killed and an 
unspecified nUlnber of the Arab refugees, who then in hopeless protest against 
their lot burned five United Nations relief centres, and therewith their own 
Ineagre rations. The Mixed Armistice Conunission condelnned Israel for "brutal 
aggression" in "a prearranged and planned attack". * 

The case then went to the United Nations Security Council itself, which by 
unanin10us vote of eleven countries censured Israel. The United States delegate 
said this was the fourth similar case and '''the most serious because of its obvious 
prenlcditation"; the French delegate said the resolution should serve as "a last 
\varning" to Israel, (an admonition which received a footnote in the shape of 
French collusion in the Israeli attack on Egypt twenty months later). 

()n June 8, 1955 the U.N.M.A.C. censured Israel for another "flagrant 
arnlistice violation" \-"hen Israeli troops crossed into Gaza and killed son1e 
Egyptians. The only apparent effect of this censure was that the Israelis prolnptly 
arrested six United Nations Inilitary observers and three other nlen1bers of the 
* These United Nations IVlixed Armistice Commissions, which will henceforth be denoted by U.N.M.A.C. 
comprized in each case a reprl.?sentative of Israel and of the neighbour Arah state. and a United Nations 
representative whose finding and vote thus decided the source of blame. The findings were invariably against Israel 
until, as in the case of t he British administrators between 1917 and] 948, "pressure" began to be put on the home 
governments of the officials concerned to withdraw any who impartially upheld the Arab case. At least two 
American officials who found against lsrael in such incidents were withdrawn. All these omcials, of whatever 
nationality, of course worked with the memory of COUllt Bernadotle's fate, and that of many others. ever in their 
minds. In the general rule they. like the British administrators earlier, proved impossible to intimidate or suhorn, 
anJ thus the striking contrast between the conduct of the men on the spot and the governments in the distant 
\Vestern capitals was continued. 
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staff of the United Nations Truce Supervisor (Major General E.L.M. Burns, of 
Canada) before they again attacked into Gaza, killing 35 Egyptians (Tinle, 
Septeillber 1955). In this same n10nth of September 1955 Mr. Ben-Gurion in an 
interview said that he would attack Egypt -"within a year" (the attack came in 
Octobee 1956) if the blockade of the Israeli port of Ela th on the Gulf of Aqaba 
were not lifted. 

The United Nations Security Council seen1ed nervous about -"censuring" this 
new attack (the f\nlerican presidential election carnpaign was beginning) and 
merely proposed that the Israelis and Egyptians withdraw 500 metres from each 
other, leaving a delnilitarized zone, a proposal which the Egyptians had already 
vainly made. Then on October 23, 1955 General Burns -"condemned Israel" for a 
-lowell planned attack" into Syria, when several Syrians were kidnapped and 
General Burns's observers were again prevented by detention froln observing 
what happened. ()n October 27, 1955 NIr. Nloshe Sharet!, the Israeli Foreign 
Minister, told ne\\'spaper correspondents at Geneva that Israel would wage a 
-"preventive war" against the Arabs if necessary. On Novenlber 28, 1955 the 
Zionist Organization of America announced in leading newspapers (by paid 
advertisement) that HBritain, too, has joined the camp of Israel's enemies"~ Sir 
Anthony Eden, who within the year was to join in the Israeli attack, at that 
nl0111ent had some idea about Ininor frontier rectifications. 

On December 11, 1955 the Israelis attacked into Syria in strength and killed 56 
persons. This produced the strongest United Nations '''censure'', which is of 
some historic interest because the presidential-election year had opened and 
""censure" on any account at all soon becarne unfashionable. The Syrian delegate 
pointed out that repeated condernnations ""have not deterred Israel froln 
committing the criminal attack we are now considering". The Security Council 
(J an. 12, 1956) recalled four earlier resolutions of censure and condelnned the 
attack as "loa flagrant violation of ... the terlllS of the general armistice agreement 
between Israel and Syria and of Israel's obligations under the Charter" and 
undertook -"to consider what further measures" it should take if Israel continued 
so to behave. 

The response to this was imperious Israeli demands for more arms. Mr. Ben
Gurion (at Tel Aviv, 1\1ar. 18, 1956) said that only early delivery of arms could 
prevent -"an Arab attack" and added that -"the aggressors would be the Egyptian 
dictator, Nasser" (seven months earlier Mr. Ben-Gurian had undertaken to 
attack Egypt "-within a year") "-together with his allies, Syria and Saudi Arabia". 
On April 5, 1956, as the UN Security Council was about to send its Secretary 
General, Mr. Dag Hammarskjold, on a -'peace n1ission" to the Middle East, 
Israeli artillery bonlbarded the Gaza area, killing 42 and wounding 103 Arab 
civilians, nearly half of theln wonlen and children. 

On June 19 ML Ben-Gurion dismissed Mr. Sharett from the Foreign Ministry 
in favour of 1\1rs. Golda Myerson (now Meier, and also froln Russia) and the 
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NeH' York TiJnes significantly reported that this nlight denote a change fronl 
~~nl0deration" to ~~activism" (Mr. Sharett, like Dr. Weiznlann and Dr. Herzl 
earlier, having incurred the reproach of lTIoderation). rrhe issue was that which 
led to Dr. Weizlnann's discomfiture at the Zionist Congress of 1946, when 
I.-activism" won and Dr. WeiZlTIann saw the resurgence of "the old evil, in a new 
and even more horrible guise". --Activisn1" was always, from the old days in 
Russia, an euphelnism for violence in the forms of terror and assassination. 
Fronl the monlent when this word reappeared in the news the student of Zionism 
knew what to expect before the year's end. 

On June 24, 1956 the Israelis opened fire across the Jordan border and the 
U.N.N1.A.C. censured IsraeL Thereon Israel pressed for the relnoval of the UN 
member of the Commission, whose casting vote had decided the issue, and 
General Burns yielded, supplanting him (an American naval officer, 
Commander Terrill) by a Canadian officer. The UN observers were being put in 
the same position as the British adnlinistrators in the inter-war years; they could 
not count on support by their home governments. They had a constant reminder 
before their eyes (the Wingate Village in Israel) that preferment and promotion, 
in Palestine, were the rewards of treachery, not ofduty. Two years earlier another 
American observer, Commander E.H. Hutchison, had voted against censure of 
Jordan and been removed when the Israelis then boycotted the Comnlission. 
Returned to America, he wrote a book about this period in the Middle East 
which is of permanent historical value. Like all good men before him, he reported 
that the only way out of the tangle was to establish the right of the expelled Arabs 
to return to their homes, to admit that the arlnistice lines of 1949 were only 
temporary (and not -~frontiers"), and to internationalize the city of Jerusalenl so 
that it lnight not become the scene of world battle. 

On July 24,1956 two U.N. military observers and a Jordanian officer of the 
M.A.C. were blown up by mines on Mount Scopus which, the Zionists blandly 
explained, were part of-loan old Israeli minefield". Two Egyptian colonels, said by 
the Zionists to belong to the Egyptian intelligence service, were killed by ~-letter 

bombs" delivered to them through the post (this method was used a decade 
earlier against a British officer in England, Captain Roy Farran, who had served 
in intelligence in Palestine and incurred Zionist enmity; his brother, whose initial 
was also R., opened the package and was killed). On July 29, 1956 a U.N. truce 
observer, a Dane, was killed by a mine or bomb near the Gaza strip and two 
others were wounded by rifle fire. ~~Activism" was taking its toll by the method of 
assassination, as in earlier times. 

On August 28, 1956 Israel was again censured by the M.A.C. for ~~a serious 
breach of the armistice". The censure was followed by another Israeli attack 
(Sept. 12) when a strong military force drove into Jordan, killed some twenty 
Jordanians and blew up a police post at Rahaw. General Burns protested that 
such deeds I.-have been repeatedly condenlned by the U.N. Security Council", 
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whereon another strong force at once (Sept. 14) attacked Jordan~ killing between 
twenty and thirty Jordanians at Gharandai. The British Foreign Office (Britain 
had an alliance \vith Jordan) expressed '''strong disapproval" ~ whereon the Board 
of Deputies of British Jews attacked it for this '''biassed statement". On 
September 19 the M.A.C. again ""condelnned" Israel for "hostile and warlike 
acts" (these two attacks apparently were made with sylnbolic intent~ the nlonlent 
chosen for thelTI being during the Jewish New Year period), and on Septenlber 26 
the COlnnlission ""censured" Israel specifically for the Septelnber 12 attack. 

The imnlediate answer to this particular censure \vas an official announcelnent 
in Jerusalenl on the scune da.v (Sept. 26) that the biggest attack up to that tilTIe had 
been made by the Israeli regular arlny~ in strength~ on a Jordanian post at Husan, 
\-vhen SOlne 25 Jordanians were killed, ,unong them a child of twelve. T'he M.A.C. 
responded (Oct. 4) with its severest "'censure"~ for ""planned and unprovoked 
aggression ~~. 'The retort was another, larger attack (Oct. J0) with artillery, 
mortars~ bazookas~ Bangalore torpedoes and grenades. The U.N. observers 
afterwards found the bodies of 48 Arabs, including a WOlTIan and a child. An 
armoured battalion and ten jet aeroplanes appear to have taken part in this 
massacre, which produced a British statclnent that if Jordan~ its ally, were 
attacked, Britain would fulfil its undertakings. l'he Israeli Government said it 
received this \varning '''with alarm and alnazerrlent". * 

T'he Septelnber 26 attack was the last of the series which filled the years 1953
1956; the next one was to be full-scale lvar. I have sunllnarized the list of raids and 
massacres to give the later reader the true picture of the Middle East in the 
autunln of 1956, when Mr. Ben-Gurion declared that Israel was ""defenceless" 
and the politicians of Washington and London vvere cOll1peting with each other 
in the denland that Israel receive arrns to ward off ""Arab aggression". If the 
accumulated pile of resolutions which at that time lay on the United Nations 
table, ""condemning'~ Israel\ "unprovoked aggression", "'flagrant violation" 
and the like, had meant anything at all~ this last attack, openly announced while it 
occurred and flung contemptuously in the teeth of the latest "censure", must 
have produced some action against Israel by the United Nations, or the implicit 
adlnission that Israel was its ITlaster. 

The lnatter \vas never tested because, before Jordan's appeal** to the United 
Nations Security Council had even been considered the attack on Egypt caIne. It 
* From the start of the presidenticd-election year all leading American newspapers, and many British ones, reported 
these Israeli c1ttacks as "reprisals" or "'retaliations", so that the victims were by the propaganda-machine converted 
into the aggressors in each case. General Burns, in his report on the last attack, told the U.N. that Israel "paralyzed 
the investigating machinery" by boycotting the Mixed Armistice Commissions whenever these voted against it, and 
added: "At present the situation is that one of the parties to the general ,Hmistice agreement makes its own 
investigations, which are not subject to check or conf-irnwtion by any disinterested observers, publishes the results of 
such investigations, draws its own conclusions from them and undertakes actions by its military forces on that 
basis". The British and American press, by adopting the Israeli word '"reprisal" i~l its reports, throughout this 
period gave the public masses in the two countries the false picture of what went on \vhich was desired by the 
Zionists. 

**See footnote on page 524, 
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had been announced, to any who cared to heed, at the very mon1ent of the attack 
on Jordan, for Mr. Menachen1 Beigin at Tel Aviv "urged an immediate Israeli 
attack on Egypt" (Daily Telegraph, Sept. 26, 1956). Mr. Beigin was the voice of 
"'activism" and fron1 the nl0n1ent he said that all who had watched the 
developing situation kne\v what would COllle next: a full-scale Zionist invasion of 
Egypt. 

The story I have related shows that-, at the n10ment of the Israeli invasion, no 
attentive observer could hope that the United Nations would do much more than 
reprobate it. The Zionists obviously had chosen a lTIOment when, they calculated, 
the imn1inence of the vote in the American presidential election would paralyze 
all means of effective action against them. I believed I was prepared for Western 
subnlission to Zionisnl once again, in some form or other. What even I would not 
have believed, until it happened, was that my own country, Britian, would join in 
the attack. This, the latest and greatest of the series of errors into \vhich the 
people of England \vere led by their rulers in the sequence to the original 
involvenlent in Zionisln, in 1903, darkened the prospect for England and the 
West during the remainder of this century, just when it was brightening~ it was 
like a sudden eclipse of the sun, confounding all the calculations of astronOlners. 

In this event, "irresistible pressure" of "'''international politics" in the capitals 
of the \Vest produced a result, the full consequences of \vhich \vill be calculable 
only when nlany years have passed. Therefore the last section of this chapter and 
book nlust survey again the workings of "'irresistible pressure" behind the 
Western scene, this tin1e in the phase of the approaching clilTIacteric, the years 
1952-1956. At the end of this phase revolutionary-Conlrnunism and 
revolutionary-Zionism, the twin destructive forces released from the Talmudic 
areas of Russia in the last century, were in extremis. By the act of the West, in the 
autunln of 1956, both were reprieved for further destruction. 

3. The Years of Climax 

The years 1952-1956 brought the peoples of the West ever nearer to the 
reckoning for the support which their leaders, through two generations and two 
world wars, had given to the revolution and to Zionisnl. They were being drawn 
towards two wars which foreseeably would merge into one war serving one 
dominant purpose. On the one hand, they were conlmitted by their politicians 
and parties to the preservation of the Zionist state, the declared policy of which 
was to enlarge its population by ""three or four milJion people" in ""ten to fifteen 
years"~ that meant war. On the other hand, they were daily made accustomed to 

**Evcn my research has failed to discover, at the time of concluding this book, what happened to the Jordanian 
appeal. It was lost to sight in the events which immediately followed; for all I know, the United Nations mal' have 
"condemned" the attack on Jordan while the invasion of Egypt was in progress. 
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had been announced, to any who cared to heed, at the very monlent of the attack 
on Jordan, for Mr. Menachenl Beigin at Tel Aviv "urged an immediate Israeli 
attack on Egypt" (Daily Telegraph, Sept. 26, 1956). Mr. Beigin was the voice of 
"activism" and fron1 the mon1ent he said that all who had watched the 
developing situation knevv what would come next: a full-scale Zionist invasion of 
Egypt. 

The story I have related shows that, at the nl0ment of the Israeli invasion, no 
attentive observer could hope that the United Nations would do n1uch more than 
reprobate it. The Zionists obviously had chosen a Inoment when, they calculated, 
the imn1inence of the vote in the /-\merican presidential election would paralyze 
all means of effective action against them. I believed I was prepared for Western 
subnlission to Zionisn1 once again, in some form or other. What even I would not 
have believed, until it happened, was that my own country, Britian, wouldjoin in 
the attack. This, the latest and greatest of the series of errors into \vhich the 
people of England \vere led by their rulers in the sequence to the original 
involven1ent in Zionisn1, in 1903, darkened the prospect for England and the 
West during the remainder of this century, just when it was brightening; it was 
like a sudden eclipse of the sun, confounding all the calculations of astronOlners. 

In this event, "irresistible pressure" of '·'international politics" in the capitals 
of the \Vest produced a result, the full consequences of \vhich will be calculable 
only when nlany years have passed. Therefore the last section of this chapter and 
book 111USt survey again the workings of "irresistible preSStlre" behind the 
Western scene, this tinle in the phd~e of the approaching clilnacteric, the years 
1952-1956. At the end of this phase revolutionary-Conlmllnism and 
revolutionary-Zionism, the twin destructive forces released from the Talmudic 
areas of Russia in the last century, were in extremis. By the act of the West, in the 
autumn of 1956, both were reprieved for further destruction. 

3. rrhe Years of Climax 

The years 1952-1956 brought the peoples of the West ever nearer to the 
reckoning for the support which their leaders, through two generations and two 
world wars, had given to the revolution and to Zionisln. 1'hey were being drawn 
towards t\VO wars which foreseeably vvould merge into one war serving one 
dominant purpose. On the one hand, they were con1mitted by their politicians 
and parties to the preservation of the Zionist state, the declared policy of which 
was to enlarge its population by "three or four million people" in "ten to fifteen 
years"~ that meant war. On the other hand, they were daily made accustomed to 

**Even my research has failed to discover, at lhe time of concluding this book, what happened to the Jordanian 
appeal. It was lost to sight in the events which immediately followed; for all I know, the United Nations mal' have 
"condemned" the attack on Jordan while the invasion or Egypt was in progress. 
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the idea that it was their destiny and duty to destroy Communisn1, which had 
overflo\ved into half of Europe when the West opened the sluice-gates~ that 
meant war. 

~rhese two wars inevitably would becon1e one war. The calculation is simple. 
The territor)} for the expansion of the Zionist state could only be taken from the 
neighbouring Arab peoples~ the people for the expansion of the Zionist state 
could only be ta~(en fron1 the area occupied by the revolution, because ~'thrce or 
four n1illion" Jews could not be found anywhert: else s(.lve in the United States. * 

For this purpose the West, in the phase that began i'} 1952. \vill have to be 
persuaded that ~~anti-senlitisrn" is rife in the Soviet area, just as it was persuaded 
in the four following years that Zionist attacks on Arab countries were Aral, 
attacks on Israel. Mr. Ben-Gurion (Dec. 8, 1951) officia lly informed the Soviet 
Government that ~~the return of the Jews to their historic hOlneland is the pivotal 
mission of the state of Israel ... the Government of Israel appeals to the Soviet 
Union to enable those Jews in the Soviet Union \\/ho wish to en1igrate to do ~·,o", 

The j\lelt' York Times two years later, reporting declining irnmigration to Israel, 
said Mr. Ben-Gurion's ain1 ~~seems very remote" and added that ~'the present 
pattern of imn1igra tion" would only change radically if there were "an upsurge of 
anti-semitism" son1ewhere (at that period, June 26, 1953, the denunciation of 
~~anti-se1nitisln behind the Iron Curtain" had begun). 1'he Nelt' York Herald
Tribune at the ,arne period (Apr. 12, 1953) said ~'anti-selnitism" had becorne 
virulent 1n the Soviet Union and '~the 1nost crucial rescuejob" facing Israel in its 
sixth year vvas that of the ~"2,500,OOO Jews sealed in Russia and the satelhte 
countries" . 

Therefc)re it was clcdr, in the light of the two world wars and their outcome in 
each case, that any \var undertaken by "the \Vest" against '~Communism" would 
in fact be fought for the prin1ary purpose of supplying the Zionist state \vith new 
inhabitants fro1n Russia~ that any Middle East \var in \vhich the "\"est engaged 
\vould be waged for the prin1ary purpose of enlarging the territory of the Zionist 
state, to aCCOn11TIodate this larger population~ and that the two \vars would 
effectively merg,~ into one, in the course of \vhich this dOlllinant purpose vvould 
relTIain hidden from the embroiled masses until it "vas achieved, and conftrmed by 
sonle new "world instrU111ent", at the fighting's end. 

The extraction of the Jews from the United States. although e~sential to the "ingathering of the ~xiles"" obviou:.>ly 
belongs to <I later stage of the process and would depend on the success of the next phase, the "ingathering" of the 
Jews from the Soviet area :lnd from the African Arab countries. After that, strange though the idea will seem to 
Americans and Bntishers today, there would have to be a "Jewish persecution"' in America and this would be 
produced by the propagandist method used in the past and applied impartially to one country aJter another, 
including Russia. Poland. Germany, France, Spain and Britain. Dr. Nahum Goldman, kader of the World Zionist 
Or£<lilizatiol1, in October 1952 told an Israeli audienCe that there was one problem Zionism must solve if it was tu 
~jlh..cccd: "flow to get the Jews of th~ countries Il'hen:, they are !lot perseculed to emigratc to [srae!". He said this 
probk r': was "especially difficult in the United StaV.?s because tht: United States is !(!SS a country of Jewish 
persecution or any prospect of Jewish persecution than any other" (Johannesburg Zionist Record, Oct. 24, 1952). 
The re~ldcr will note that there are no countries without "Jewish persecution"; there arc only degrees of ··Jewish 
persecution" 111 various countries. 
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Such was the position of ·"the West" fifty years afterMr. Balfour~s and Mr. 
Woodrow Wilson's first ensnarement by Zionism. I have a reason for enclosing 
the \vords~ ""The Wesf~~ in quotation n1arks~ nan~ely, that they no longer luean 
what l'he West Ineant. Earlier the term signified the Christian area, fron1 the 
eastern borders of Europe across the Atlantic to the western seaboard ofAlnerica 
and including the outlying English-speaking countries in North America, Africa 
and the Antipodes. f\fter the Second War~ when half of Europe was abandoned 
to the Taln1udic revolution~ the two words received a n10re lilnited application. In 
the popular luind ""the vVesf~ n1eant England and America~ ranked against the 
new barbarislu which one day it would extirpate in Europe and thrust back into 
its barbaric, Asiatic homeland. All1erica and England, first and foren10st~ still 
represented ""the free world" \vhich one day would be restored throughout its 
forn1er area and with it~ as in earlier times, the hopes of n1en outside it who 
wanted to be free~ so the mass lnind understood. 

Militarily, this was a proper assulnption~ the physical strength of ""the Wesf', 
supported by the longing of the captive peoples, was more than equal to the task. 
Actually the great countries to which the enslaved peoples looked were 
themselves captive of the power which had brought about this enslavement~and 
twice had shown that their arms, if used, would not be ell1ployed to liberate and 
redress~ but to prolong the 20th Century's ordeal. 

What moral and spiritual values were earlier contained in those two words~ 

The West, were strongest in the countries abandoned to Comrnunisll1 and those 
Inenaced by Zionisln~ where suffering and peril were rekindling then1 in the souls 
of men. In the once great citadels of the West~ London and Washington, they 
were repressed and dormant. 

For this reason America was not truly qualified to take over from England the 
leading part in the world in the second half of the 20th Century and to perform 
the task of liberation vvhich the public masses were led to expect from it. 
Materially, the Republic founded nearly two hundred years before was 
prodigious. The riches of the world had poured into it during two world wars; its 
population rapidly increased t\VO hundred n1i11ions; its navy and air force were 
the greatest in the world and, like its army~ were built on that order ofcompulsion 
which its people long had htld to be the curse of Europe. In industry and 
technical skill it was so for111idable as to be a nightn1are to itself. Its production 
\-vas so vast that it could not be absorbed and the dread memory of the 1929 
slun1p caused its leaders to devise many ways of distributing goods about the 
world in the form of gifts and paying the producer for them out of revenues, so 
that~ for a while, n1anufacturer and workmen should be paid for an output for 
\vhich~ in peace, no natural rnarket offered. Its military bases, on the territory of 
once sovereign peoples, vvere strewn over the globe, so that at any instant it could 
strike in overwhelming force ... at what, and for w'hat? 

At '''Colnrnunism'~,its people were told, and for the liberation of the enslaved, 
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the relief of the world in thrall, the rectification of the deed of 1945. If that was 
true, the end of the century's ordeal \vas at least in prospect, some day, for the 
hearts of men everywhere were in that cause. But every lnajor act of the 
government in Washington in the years 1952-1956 belied these professions. It 
seemed Inore in thrall to ~'the Jewish power" than even the British governments 
of the preceding fifty years. It appeared to be unable to handle any leading 
question of American foreign or dOlnestic affairs save in terms of its bearing on 
the lot of "the Jews", as the case of the Jews was presented to it by the imperious 
Zionists. No small, puppet governn1ent looked luuch luore vassal in its acts than 
this, which the general masses held to be the most powerful government in the 
world: that of the United States under its chief executive, President Eisenhower, 
in the years 1953 to 1956. 

Like that of a chancellor at a royal birth, the shadow of Zionism fell over the 
selection, nomination and election of General Eisenhower. His meteoric 
pro1l10tion during the 1939-1945 war, from the rank of a colonel, unversed in 
combat, to that of Supreme ComJnander of all the Allied armies invading 
Europe, seems to indicate that he was marked down for advancement long 
before, and research supports that inference. In the 1920's young Lieutenant 
Eisenhower attended the National War College in Washington, where a Mr. 
Bernard Baruch (who had played so important a part in the selection, 
nomination and election of President Woodrow Wilson in 1911-1912) gave 
instruction. Mr. Baruch at that early period decided that Lieutenant Eisenhower 
was a star pupil, and when General Eisenhower was elected president thirty years 
later he told American veterans that he had for a quarter-century "had the 
privilege of sitting at Bernard's feet and listening to his words". Early in his 
presidency Mr. Eisenhower intervened to resolve, in Mr. Baruch's favour, a small 
dispute at the National War College, where some opposed acceptance ofa bust of 
Mr. Baruch, presented by admirers (no living civilian's bust was ever displayed 
there before). 

The support of '''the adviser to six Presidents" obviously may have helped 
bring about Lieutenant Eisenhower's rapid rise to the command of the greatest 
arlUY in history. On public record is the support which ~1r. Baruch gave when 
General Eisenhower (who had no party affilia tions or history) in 1952 offered 
hirrlself as Republican Party candidate for the presidency. Up to that time Mr. 
Baruch had been "~a staunch Inember of the Democratic Party, not just a regular 
Den10crat, but a passionate approver of the party label and an abnost fanatical 
hater (~f the Republican label" (his approved biography). In 1952 Mr. Baruch 
suddenly became a passionate approver of the Republican label, provided that 
Mr. Eisenhower wore it. Evidently strong reasons must have caused this sudden 
change in a lifetime's allegiance, and they are worth seeking. 

In 1952 the Republican Party had been out of office for twenty years. Under 
the pendulum theory alone, therefore, it was due to return and thus to oust the 
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DClTIOCratic Party, of which Mr. Baruch for fifty years had been "a passionate 
approver". Apart front the normal turn of the tide against a party overlong in 
office, which w(~s to be antjc~pated, the Alnerican elector in 1952 had especial 
reasons to vote against the I)errlocrats~ the chief of these was the exposure of 
Communist infestation of government under the Roosevelt and Trunlan regin1es 
and the public des~re for a Jrastic cleansing of the stables. 

In these circumstancc~~ it \Jvas reasonably clear, in 1952, that the Republican 
Party and its cand~date .,,'-ould \\Tin the election and the presidency. The natural 
candldate ,vas the party"s leader, Senator Robert E. l~aft~ whose lifetinle had 
been given to it. l\l that very l1loment, and after his own lifetime of "passionate" 
support of the Derr.;ocratlc Party (his cash contributions were very large, and Mr. 
Forrestal's diary records the part pIa yed hy such contributions, in general, in 
deternlining the course :JC Arnerican elections and slate pulicy) Mr. Baruch, the 
""fana tical hater" of the R.epublicdnlaDel, produced an alternative candidate for 
the F,epublican nomination. That is 10 say, the officer so long adlnired by hilll 
suddc.lly appeared in the ring, and lVIr. Baruch's warm comrrlendation of hin1 
indicated the source of his stronge~t support. 

The prospect 'khjch ~herj opened was that if Mr. Eisenhower, instead of 
Senator 1 '1ft, could obt>in the party's nonlination, the Republican Party would 
through him be comnutted to pursue the Denl0cratic policy of "interna
tionalislTI" begun by Presiden ts Woodrow Wilson, Roosevelt and Trunlan. That, 
in turn, nlcant that if the party-leader could be ousted the American elector 
"vould be deprived cf any genuine choice, for the only nlan who offered him an 
alternative, different policy \vas Senator Taft. 

This hall been 111ade plain, to the initiated, more than a year before the election 
by the Republican leader next in importance to Senator Taft, Governor '}'holl1as 
E. De\\'ey of New York State Mr. De\vey (who had astonished hilnself and the 
country by losing th,-. 1948 presidential election to Mr. Trulllan, a classic exanlple 
of the foredoolned failure of the "me too" method) stated, "I am an 
inter nationalist. That's why I an1 for Eisenhower. Eisenho\ver is a Republican at 
heart, but lnore important than that, he is an internationalisf' (Look, Sept. 11, 
1951). Among initiates "internationalist" (like "'activist" in Zionisnl) is a key
word, signifying many unavowed things; thus far in our century no avowed 
"'internationalist" in a frontal post has genuinely opposed the advance of 
Comn1unism, the advance of Zionism, and the world-governrnent project 
towards which these two forces convergingly lead. Senator Taft, on the other 
hand, was violently attacked at this tin1e as an "'isolationist" (another key-word; 
it means only that the person attacked believes in national sovereignty and 
national interest, but it is made to sound bad in the ear of the masses). 

Thus Mr. Eisenhower offered hin1self at the Republican Party convention at 
Chicago in 1952 in opposition to Senator Taft. I was an eye-witness, through 
television, and, although no novice, was astonished by the smoothness \vith 
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\vhich Senator Taft's defeat was achieved. This event showed, long before the 
actual election, tha t the nomination-mechanis111 had been so mastered that 
neither party could even nOlninate any but a candidate approved by powerful 
selectors behind the scene. The outcolne of the presidential election itself is in 
these CirCU111.stances of relatively little account in An1erica today, nor can the 
observer picture how the Republic 111ight escape from this occult controL It is not 
possible for either party to nOlninate its party-leader, or any other man, unless he 
has been passed as acceptable to "the internationalists" beforehand. 

The supplanting of the veteran party-leader, on the eve of his party's return to 
office., was achieved through control of the block votes of the ';key states". 
Population-strength governs the num ber of votes cast by the state-delegations, 
and at least two of these preponderant ~tatcs (New York and California) are 
those to which the Jewish immigration of the last seventy years had evidently 
been directed for this purpose. * In 1952, when I \\latched, the voting for the two 
men "vas running fairly even when Mr. L)ewey smilingly delivered the large 
package-vote of Ne\v York State against his party's leader and for ~v1r. 

Eisenhower. Other ·'key states" followed suit and he received the nomination, 
\vhich in the CirCUlTIstances of that mOll1cnt also lneant the presidency. 

It also meant, in effect, the end of any genuine two-party system in America for 
the present; the SystClTI ofelected representatives which is known as "delnocracy'~ 

sinks to the level of the one-party system in llon-delnocracies if the two parties do 
not offer a true choice of policy. "I'he situation was so depicted to Jewish readers 
by the Jerusalem Post on the eve of the election (Nov. 5, 1952\ \vhich instructed 
them that there was "not much to choose between the tvvo" (Mr. Eisenhower, 
Repub1ican~ Mr. Stevenson, Democrat) "from the point of view of the Jewish 
elector" and that Jevvish interest should be concentrated on "the fate" of those 
Congressmen and Senators held to be "hostile to the Jewish cause". 

In1lnediately after the new President's inauguration (January, 1953) the British 
Prime Minister, Sir Winston Churchill hastened to America to confer with him, 
though not to Washington, where Presidents reside; Mr. Eisenhower suggested 
that they meet '~at Bernie"s place", Mr. Baruch's Fifth Avenue Inansion 
(Associated Press, }~eb. 7, 1953). Mr. Baruch at that time had been urgently 
reconllnending the adoption of his "'atom bomb plan" as the only effective 
deterrent to "'Soviet aggression"' (his ren1arks to the Senate Committee were 
quoted in an earlier chapter). Apparently he -;Nas not so suspicious of or hostile to 
the Soviet as he then seemed, for some years later he disclosed that the notion of a 

* This is essential to the electoral strategy laid down, though presumably not originally devised by Colonel House. 
The spanner-in-the-works problem posed by it is the subject of many allusions earlier quoted, i.e.; " ... Our failure 
to go along with the Zionists might iose the states of New York, Pennsylvania and California; I thought it was about 
time that somebody should pay some consideration to \vhether we might not lose the United States" (Mr. James J, 
Forrestal); "Niles had told the President that Dewey was about to come out with a statement favouring the Zionist 
position and unless the President anticipated this New York State would be lost to the Democrats" (Secretary of 
State James J. Byrnes); "The Democratic Party would not be willing to relinquish the advantages of the Jewish 
Vote" (Governor Thomas E. Dewey). 
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joint American-Soviet atonlic dictatorship of the world had also appealed to 
hiln: HA few years ago I met Vyshinsky at a party and said to him ... ~You have 
the bomb and \\'e have the bomb ... Let's control the thing \vhile we can because 
while we are talking all the nations will sooner or later get the bomb' " (Daily 
Telegraph, June 9, 1956). 

General Eisenhower's election as the Republican candidate deprived America 
of its last means of dissociating itself, through electoral repudiation, fronl the 
Wilson-Roosevelt-Truman policy of ~~internationalism". Senator Taft was the 
only leading politician who, in the public mind, clearly stood for the clean break 
with that policy, and evidently for this reason the powers which have effectively 
governed America in the last forty years attached major in1portance to 
preventing his nonlination. Some extracts from his book of 1952 have enduring 
historic value, if only as a picture of what n1ight have been if the Republican voter 
had been allowed to vote for the Republican party leader: 

~~The result of the" (Roosevelt-Truman) HAdministration policy has been to 
build up the strength of Soviet Russia so that it is, in fact, a threat to the security 
of the United States ... Russia is far more a threat to the security of the United 
States than Hitler in Germany ever was ... There is no question that we have the 
largest navy in the world, and certainly, while the British are our allies, complete 
control of the sea throughout the world ... We should be willing to assist with 
our own sea and air forces any island nations which desire our help. Among them 
are Japan, Formosa, the Philippines, Indonesia, Australia and New Zealand; on 
the Atlantic side, Great Britain of course ... I believe that an alliance with 
England and a defence of the British Isles are far more important than an alliance 
with any continental nation ... With the British there can be little doubt of our 
complete control of sea and air throughout the world ... {f lve really lnean our 
anti-Co111munist policy . .. we should definitely eliminate from the government 
all those who are directly or indirectly connected with the COlnmunist 
organization ... Fundamentally I believe the ultilnate purpose of our foreign 
policy nlust be to protect the liberty of the people of America ... I feel that the 
last two presidents have put all kinds of political and policy considerations ahead 
of their interest in liberty and peace ... It seems to n1e that the sending of troops 
without authorization of Congress to a country under attack, as was done in 
Korea, is clearly prohibited" (by the American Constitution) ... ~~'rhe European 
Army project, however, goes further ... It involves the sending of troops to an 
international arlny similar to that which was contelnplated under the United 
Nations Charter ... I was never satisfied with the United Nations Charter .. .it 
is not based on an underlying law and an administration ofjustice under that law 
... I see no choice except to develop our own n1ilitary policy and our own policy 
of alliances, without substantial regard to the non-existent power of the United 
Nations to prevent aggression ... The other form of international organization 
which is being urged strenuously upon the people of the United States, namely, a 
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world state with an international legislature to make the laws and an 
international executive to direct the army of the organization ... appeares to me, 
at least in this century, to be fantastic, dangerous and impractical. Such a state, in 
111Y opinion, would fall to pieces in ten years ... The difficulties of holding 
together such a Tower of Babel under one direct government would be 
insuperable ... But above all, anyone \vho suggests such a plan is proposing an 
end to that liberty which has produced in this country the greatest happiness ... 
the world has ever seen. It would subject the American people to the government 
of a majority who do not understand what American principles are, and have 
little sympathy with them. Any international organization which is worth the 
paper it is written on must be based on retaining the sovereignty of all states. 
Peace must be sought, not by destroying and c011s01idating nations, but by 
developing a rule of law in the relations between nations ..." 

These extracts show that Senator Taft saw through today's "deception of 
nations"; they explain also why his name was anathelna to the powers which 
control "the vote of the key states" and why he was not allowed even to run for 
president.* The entire period of Mr. Eisenhower's canvass, nomination, election 
and early presidency was dominated by "the Jewish question"; he might have 
been elected president only of the Zionists, so constantly were his words and 
deeds directed towards the furtherance of their an1bition. 

Immediately after the nOlnination he told a Mr. Maxwell Abbell, president of 
the United Synagogue of America, "The Jewish people could not have a better 
friend than me" and added that he and his brothers had been reared by their 
mother in "the teachings of the Old Testament" (lViI'S. Eisenhower was a fervent 
adherent of the sect of Jehovah's Witnesses), and "I grew up believing that Jews 
were the chosen people and that they gave us the high ethical and moral 
principles of our civilization" (many Jewish newspapers, September 1952). 

This was followed by ardent professions of sympathy for "the Jews" and for 
"Israel" from both candidates on the occasion of the Jev/ish New Year (Sept., 
1952); during this festival, also, American pressure on the "free" Germans in 
West Germany succeeded in extorting their signature to the agreement to pay 
"reparations" to Israel. In October came the Prague trial, with the charge of 
"Zionist conspiracy", and Mr. Eisenhower began to make his- menacing 
*Whether Senator Taft, had he become president, would have found himself able to carry out the clear, alternative 
policy here outlined is a question now never to be answered. In the particular case of Zionism, which is an essential 
part of the entire proposition here denounced by him, he was as submissive as all other leading politicians and 
presumably did llot discern the inseparable relationship between it and the "world state" ambition which he 
scarified. A leading Zionist of Philadelphia, a Mr. Jack Martin, was asked to become Senator Taft's "executive 
secretary" in 1945 and records that his first question to Mr. Taft was, "Senator, what can I tell you about the 
aspirations of Zionism?" Taft is quoted as answering, in Balfourean or Wilsonian vein, "What is there to explain? 
The Jews are being persecuted. They need a land, a government of their own. \Ve have to help them to get Palestine. 
This will also contribute incidentally to world peace ... " The contrast between this, the typical talk of a vote
seeking ward politician, and the enlightened exposition given above is obvious. Mr. Martin, who is described in the 
article now quoted (Jell'ish Sentinel, June 10, 1954) as Senator Taft's "alter ego" and "heir", after Taft's death was 
invited by President Eisenhower to become his "assistant, advisor and liaison with Congress". Mr. Martin's 
comment: "President Eisenhower is ready to listen freely to your opinion and it is easy to advise him". 
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statements about "anti-sen1itisnl in the Soviet Union and the satellite countries" . 
. The charge of "~anti-sen1itism" was deemed to be a vote-getter in the election 

itself and was brought by the outgoing president, Mr. Truman, against Mr. 
Eisenhower, who told an audience that he was overcome by the insinuation: "1 
just choke up and leave it to you". Rabbi Hillel Silver of Cleveland (who 
threatened the Soviet Union with war on the count of "anti-selnit1sm") was 
called into conclave with Mr. Eisenhower and on emerging from it exonerated 
the aspirant from all anti-semitic taint (Rabbi Silver had offered a prayer at the 
Republican Convention which nominated Mr. Eisenhower; at the new 
President's inauguration, and at Mr. Eisenhower's request, he offered the prayer 
~'for grace and guidance".) An10ng the rival campaigners the outgoing Vice
President, a Nlr. Alben Barkley, excelled all others. Ofa typical statement by Mr. 
Barkley ("I predict a glorious future for Israel as a model on which most of the 
Middle East might pattern itself") Time magazine said; ~'The star of the speech 
circuit is Vice President Alben Barkley, who for years has drawn up to $1 000 for 
each appearance. Barkley is a paid platform favourite for Israel bond-selling 
drives. Many Arabs think ... that this fact has had an influence on United States 
policy in the Middle East; but not lTIany Arabs vote in U.S. elections". 

A fe\v weeks after the inauguration the West German tribute agreement was 
ratified, a Gerlnan Minister then announcing that the Bonn Government had 
yielded to pressure from America, which did not wish to appear openly as the 
financier of the Zionist state. In the same month (April 1953) Jewish newspapers, 
under the heading "Israel Shows Its Might", reported that "The whole 
diplomatic corps and the foreign Inilitary attaches who watched the Israel 
Army's biggest parade in Haifa, with the Navy drawn up offshore and units of 
the Air Force flying overhead, were duly impressed and the parade's ailli, to 
demonstrate that Israel was ready to rneet a decision in the field, was achieved". 

In these circumstances, with various new "pledges" and undertakings given 
and noted for the future, with Stalin dead, Israel ready for "a decision in the 
field" and the "free" half of Gerlnany toiling to pay tribute, one .rnore 
presidential term began in 1953. A curious incident marked the great 
Inauguration Day parade in Washington. At the tail of the procession rode a 
mounted man in cowboy dress who reined in as he reached the presidential stand 
and asked if he n1ight try his lariat. Obediently Mr. Eisenhower sto()d up and 
bowed his head; the noose fell around him and was pulled taut; the moving 
pictures showed a luan, with bared head, at the end of a rope. 

The new president many have thought to utter simple platitudes when he said, 
"The state of Israel is democracy's outpost in the Middle East and ever.v Anlerican 
lvho loves liberty must join in an effort to make secure forever the future of this 
newest member of the family of nations". In fact, this \-vas a comtnitn1ent, or so 
held by those to whom it was addressed, like silnilar words of Mr. Roosevelt and 
Mr. Woodrow Wilson. Eight years after Hitler's death the new state, where 
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Hitler's very laws held and whence the native people had been driven by massacre 
and terror, was "democracy's outpost" and all who "loved liberty" nlusl (the 
imperative) join to preserve it. 

If the new president thought he was free to forn1 state policy, after he uttered 
such words, he was taught better within nine months of his inauguration. In 
October, 1953 the commitment- was called, and imperiously. An effort to act 
independently, and in the Alnerican national interest, in an issue affecting "the 
newest member of the family of nations" was crushed, and the American 
President made to perform public penance, in much the same way that 
'~Rockland" (Woodrow Wilson) was brought to heel in Mr. House's novel in 
1912. 

This humiliation of the head of what n1ankind saw as the n10st powerful 
government in the world is the most significant incident in the present story, 
which has recounted many episodes, similar in nature but less open to public 
audit. The series of Zionist attacks on the Arab neighbour-states (listed in the 
preceding section) began on Oct. 14, 1953, when every living soul in the Arab 
village of Qibya, in Jordan was massacred. This was a repetition of the Deir 
Yasin lnassacre of 1948, with the difference that it was done outside Palestine, 
and thus deliberately intimated to the entire body of Arab peoples that they all in 
time would suffer "utter destruction", again with the connivance of "the West". 

The facts were reported to the United nations by the Danish General Vagn 
Bennike, chief of the U.N. Truce Observation Organization (who received 
threats against his life) and his immediately responsible subordinate, 
Commander E.D. Hutchison of the U.S. Navy, who described the attack as 
"cold blooded murder" (and was later removed). At the subsequent discussion 
before the U.N. Security Council, the French delegate said "the massacre" had 
aroused "horror and reprobation" in France and reproached Israel, the state 
founded on the clainl of "persecution", \vith "wreaking vengeance on the 
innocent". The Greek delegate spoke of "the horrible massacre" and the British 
and American delegates joined in the chorus of "condemnation" (Nov. 9, 1953). 
In England the Archbishop of York denounced this "horrible act of terrorism" 
and a Conservative M.P., Major H. Legge-Bourke, called it "the culn1inating 
atrocity in a long chain of incursions into non-Israeli territory made as part of a 
concerted plan of vengeance". 

When these expressions of horror were uttered Israel had, in effect, been 
awarded an American bonus of $60,000,000 for the deed and the American 
President had publicly submitted to the Zionist "pressure" in New York. This is 
the chronology of events: 

Four days after the nlassacre (Oct. 18, 1953) the American Government 
"decided to administer a stern rebuke to its protege" (The Times, Oct. 19). It 
announced that "the shocking reports which have reached the Department of 
State of the loss of lives and property involved in this incident convince us that 
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those who are responsible should be brought to account and ~frective n1easures be 
taken to prevent sl/ch incidents in the future~' (these words are worth comparing 
with what happened within a few days). The Tirnes added that '"behind this 
statement is a growing resentlnent at the high-handed way in which the Israel 
Governtnent is inclined to treat the United States -- presumably because it 
believes that it can always count on domestic politicalpressure in this country". It 
was even reported (added IneTin1es, as if with bated breath) "that a grant of 
several 11li11ion dollars to the Israel Government may be held up until some 
guarantee is given that there vvill be no more border incidents~~. 

Two days later (Oct. 20) the State Departm_ent announced that the grant to 
Israel would be halted. If President Eisenhower calculated that, \\lith the election 
a year behind and the next three years ahead~ his administration was free to 
formulate Alnerican state policy~ he was wrong. The weakness of Atnerica~ and 
the strength of the n1aster-key tnethod, is that an election ahrays itnpends, ifnot a 
presidential election, then a CongressionaL mayoral, municipal or other one. At 
that instant three candidates (two 1ews and a nono-Jew) were contending for the 
mayoralty of New York~ and the calnpaign was beginning for the 1954 
Congressional elections, when all 435 members of the House of Representatives 
and one-third of the Senators were to seek election. Against this background, the 
screw was applied to the White House. 

The three rivals in New York began to outbid each other for the ~~Jewish vote". 
Five hundred Zionists gathered in New York (Oct. 25), announced that they were 
'"shocked" by the cancellation of '"aid to Israel", and demanded that the 
Government '"reconsider and reverse its hasty and unfair action". The 
Republican candidate wired to Washington for an immediate interview with the 
Secretary of State~ returning from it he assured the anxious electors that '"full 
U.S. econotl1ic aid lvill be given to Israel" (Nea' York Tin'zes, Oct. 26) and said this 
would atTIount in all to $63,000,000 (nevertheless, he was not elected). 

Meanwhile the Republican party-managers clamoured at the President's door 
with warnings of what would happen in the 1954 election ifhe did not recant. On 
October 28 he capitulated, an official staten1ent announcing that Israel would 
receive the amount previously earmarked, and $26,000,000 of it in the first six 
months of the fiscal year, (out of a total of about $60,000,000). 

The Republican candidate for the New York mayoralty vvelcomed this as 
'"recognition of the fact that Israel is a staunch bastion of free world security in 
the Near East", and an act of "'world staten1anship" typical of President 
Eisenhower. The true picture of what had produced the act was given by Mr. 
10hn 0' Donnell in the NeH' J/rork Daily NeH's, Oct. 28~ "l'he professional 
politicians nl0ved in on hitn with a vengeance. Ike didn't like it at all ... but the 
pressure was so violent that to keep peace in the family he had to reverse himself. 
And the aboutface, politically and personally, was about the smartest and 
swiftest seen in this political capital of the world in n1any a month ... For a week 
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the pressure of candidates, seeking the huge Jewish vote in New York City, has 
been terrific ... The political education of President Eisenhower has moved with 
dizzy speed in the last ten days". (Nevertheless, the Republican Party did lose 
control of Congress in the 1954 election, this being the familiar and invariable 
result of these capitulations~ and after even greater capitulations it suffered a still 
greater setback in 1956, when its nominee, again Mr. Eisenhower, was re-elected 
president). 

After this the American Governlnent never again ventured to "rebuke its 
protege" during the long series ofequally ~'horrible acts" comn1itted by it, and on 
the anniversary of Israel's creation (May 7, 1954) the Israeli Army proudly 
displayed the arn1S received by it froln the United States and Great Britain; a 
luassive display of American and British tanks, jet aircraft, bon1bers and fighters 
was then offered to the view. (The United States had reported Israel "eligible for 
arms aid" on August 12, 1952, and Great Britain authorized arms exports to 
Israel by private dealers on January 17,1952). 

Two years of relative quiet follo\ved, but it was merely the hush ofpreparation; 
the next series of events was obviously being staged for the next presidential
election year, 1956. In May ]955 (the month when Sir Anthony Eden succeeded 
Sir Winston Churchill as Prime Minister in England), the American Secretary of 
State, Mr. John Foster Dulles, like Mr. Balfour thirty years before, at last visited 
the country which was wrecking American foreign policy, as it had wrecked that 
of England. After his experience with the "rebuke", so swiftly swallowed, he 
must have realized that he was dealing with the most powerful force in the world, 
supreme in his country, of which "Israel" \vas but the instrument used to divide 
and rule others. 

Like Mr. Balfour, he was received with Arab riots when he went outside 
Palestine. In Israel he was seen by few Israelis, being hurried in a closed car, 
between hedges of police, from the airport into Tel Aviv. 'The police operation for 
his escort and guard was called "Operation Kitavo", Kitavo being Hebrew for 
~'Whence thou art come". The allusion is to Deuteronomy 26: "And it shall be, 
when thou art COlne into the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee for an 
inheritance ... and the Lord hath avouched thee this day to be his peculiar 
people, as he hath promised thee, and that thou shouldest keep all his 
con1n1andelnents, and to make thee high above all nations which he hath n1ade 
... that thou mayest be an holy people unto the Lord thy Crod". Thus an 
American Secretary of State was seen in Zionist Israel luerely as a minor 
character in the great dralna of ~'fulfilling" the Levitical La\\'. 

Mr. Dulles on his return said he had found that the Arabs feared Zionism n10re 
than Comlnunisn1, a discovery of the obvious: the Arabs had read the Torah and 
seen its literal application to themselves at Deir Yasin and Qibya. He said in a 
television broadcast (according to the Associated Press, June 1, 1953), "the 
United States stands flrlnly behind the 1950 declaration Inade jointly with Britain 
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and France; it pledges the three nations to action in the event the present Israeli 
borders are violated by any military action" (the fan10us "Tripartite 
Declaration"). I have not been able to discover if Mr. Dulles said this or was 
Inisquoted (the Declaration was supposedly impartial and guaranteed ~~Nliddle 

East frontiers and armistice lines not "Israeli borders" but this was the kind of 
news which always reached the Arabs and in fact the verbal lapse, or 
nlisql1otation, caine much nearer to the obvious truth of affairs. 

Once more the generations were passing, but the lengthening shadow of 
Zionism fell more heavily on each new one. Sir Winston Churchill, his powers at 
last failing, relinquished his post to the n1an on whom he had already bestowed it 
in the mannerof a potentate detern1ining the succession: ~~I take no step in public 
life without consulting Mr. Eden; he will carryon the torch of Conservatism 
when other and older hands have let it fall". That being the case, Sir Anthony 
presumably inherited Sir Winston's unqualified support for ~~the fulfilment of the 
aspirations of Zionism" and might well have wished the torch in other hands, for 
it could only ruin, not illumine "Conservatism", and England. From the moment 
when he reached the office for which all his life had prepared him his 
administration of it was bedevilled by "the problem of the Middle East", so that 
his political end seemed likely to be as unhappy as that of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. 
Woodrow Wilson. 

And, the scribe might add, that of President Eishenhower. In September 1955 
he was stricken down, and although he recovered the pictures of him began to 
show the traits which appeared in those of Messrs. Roosevelt and Woodrow 
Wilson towards the end of their terms. The "pressure" which these apparently 
powerful men have to endure in this, "the Jewish century", seems to have some 
effect which shows in a careworn physiognomy. They are surrounded by the 
praisetnakers, but if they try to follow conscience and duty they are relentlessly 
brought to book. After his first experience the general expectation was that he 
would not run a second time. 

rle was not a Republican and during his first term felt uncomfortable as a 
"Republican" president. Indeed, soon after his inauguration his "vexation with 
the powerful right wing of the party" (in other words, with the traditional 
Republicans, who had wanted Senator Taft) "reached such extren1es that for a 
tin1e he gave prolonged thought to the idea of a new political party in America, a 
party to which persons of his own philosophy, regardless of their previous 
affiliations, Inight rally ... He began asking his most intimate associates whether 
he did not have to start thinking about a new party. As he conceived it, such a 
party would have been essentially his party. It would have represented those 
doctrines, international and domestic, which he believed were best for the United 
States and indeedfor the lvorld."* He only gave up this idea when Senator Taffs 
death left the Republican Party without a natural leader and when the Senate, at 
*See footnote on page 537 
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the Presidenfs personal encouragement, censured Senator Joseph McCarthy of 
Wisconsin for the ardour of his attack on Communism-in-government. The 
public anger aroused by the exposure of COlnmunist infestation of the 
administration under Presidents Roosevelt and Truman was one of the luain 
causes for the swing of votes to the Republican Party (and its nominee, Mr. 
Eisenhower) in 1952. 

l-hus at the end of 1955 a presidential-election year again impended, in 
circun1stances which the dominant power in America had always found ideal: an 
ailing president, party-politicians avid for '''the Jewish vote", a war situation in 
the Middle East and another in Europe. In such a state of affairs "'domestic 
political pressure" in the capital of the world's wealthiest and best':'arnled 
country might produce ahuost any result. The Republican party-managers, 
desperate to retain at least a n0111inal Republican in the White House if they 
could not gain a lnajority in Congress, gathered round a sick man and urged him 
to run.** 

The real canlpaign began, as always, a full year before the election itself. In 
Septclnber 1955 the Egyptian Government of President Gamel AbdelNasser 
contracted with the Soviet Union for the purchase of some arlUS. The Al)1erican, 
British and French "'Tripartite Declaration" of 1950 provided that Israel and the 
Arab states n1ight buy arms from the West. President Nasser, in justificatio11 of 
his act stated (Nov. 16, 1955) that he had been unable to obtain ""one single piece 
of arlnalnent fron1 the United States in three years of trying" and accused the 
American governn;ent of '''a deliberate atten1pt to keep the Arabs perpetually at 
the lnercy of Israel and her threats". 

This Egyptian arms purchase from the Soviet produced an immediate uproar 

*This signifIcant disclosure comes from a book, Eisenhower, The Inside Story, published in 1956 by a White House 
correspondent, Mr. Robert J. Donovan, evidently at Mr. Eisenhower's wish, for it is based on the minutes of 
Cabinet meetings and other documents which relate to highly confidential proceedings at the highest level. Nothing 
of the kind was ever published in America before and the author does not explain the reasons for the innovation. 
Things are recorded which the President's Cabinet officers probably would not have said, had they known that they 
would be published; for instance, ajocose suggestion that a Senator Bricker and his supporters (who were pressing a 
Constitutional amendment to limit the President's power to make treaties, and thus to subject him to great 
Congressional control) ought to be atom-bombed. 

**The most significant domestic events of President Eisenhower's first term (in view of the fact that his election 
chiefly expressed the desire of American voters, in 1952, to redress the proved Communist infestation of government 
dnd combat the menace of Communist aggression) were the censure of the most persistent investigator, Senator 
McCarthy, which received the President's personal encouragement and approvaL and the ruling of the United 
States Supreme Court in 1955. which denied the right of the forty-eight individual States to take measures against 
sedition and reserved this to the Federal Government. This ruling, if given effect, will greatly reduce the power of the 
Republic to "contend with sedition" (the "'Protocols"). The third major domestic event was the Supreme Court 
ruling against segregation of White and Negro pupils in the public schools, which in effect was directed against the 
South and, ifpressed, might produce violently explosive results. These events draw attention to the peculiar position 
held in the United States by the Supreme Court, in view of the fact that appointments to it are political, not the 
reward of a lifetime's service in an independent judiciary. In these circumstances the Supreme Court, under 
President Eisenhower, showed signs of developing into a supreme political body (Supreme Politburo might not be 
too inapt a word), able to overrule Congress. The United States Solicitl.)r General in 1956, Mr. Simon E. Sobeloff, 
stated, "In our system the Supreme Court is not merely the adjudicator of controversies, but in the process of 
adjudication it is in many ways thejil1aljonnulator olnational policy" (quoted in the New York Times, July 19, 1956). 
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in Washington and London siinilar to that \vhich was raised in 1952-3 about "the 
trial of the Jewish doctors~'. President Fisenhovv'er appealed to the Soviet Union 
to withhold arms shiplnents to E,gypt (the bulk of these caIne froill the Skoda 
ariTIS factory in Czechoslovakia~which fell into Soviet possession in consequence 
of the Yalta agreelnent of 1945 and which h:Jd supplied the arn1S enabling 
""Israel" to set up house in 1947-8 and to '''hail the Soviets as deliverers"). In 
London on the same day (Nov. 9, 1955) Sir Anthony Eden accused the Soviet 
Union of creating war tensions in the Middle East; the Britlsh Foreign Secretary, 
Mr. Harold Maclnillan, con1plained of the introduction of a ""new and disturbing 
factor into this delicate situation~'. To the Arabs all these words froln the West 
lneant what they had always Ineant: that Israel would be given, and the ;\rabs 
would be denied, arms. 

After this the propaganda campaign svvelled day by day, in the saIne vvay as 
that of 1952-3, until, within a few weeks, the InelTIOry of the three years of Israeli 
attacks on the Arab countries and the United Nations' condernnations of these 
had been blotted out of the public ll1ind. In its place, the general reader received 
the daily impression that unarmed Israel, through the fault of the \Vcst, was 
being left to the mercy of Egypt, armed to the teeth wjth "Red" weapons. At that 
early stage the truth of the matter was once published: the leadjng American 
Inilitary authority, Mr. Hanson W. Baldwin, speaking of the supply of An1erican 
arlTIS to Israel, said, "We are trying to maintain a very uneasy 'balance~ between 
the Israelis and the Arabs. This is not now, nor is it likely to be soon, a true 
balance in the sense that the two sides possess equal Inilitary strength. 'Today, 
Israel is clearly superior to Egypt, in fact to the combined strength of Egypt, 
Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Syria and Iraq" (NeH' York 'TiJnes, Nov. 11, 
1955). 

This truth was not again allowed to reach the newspaper-reading masses in the 
eleven n10nths that followed, at any rate in Iny observation.* They were kept 
ben1used by the growing clan10ur about "Red Arms for the Arabs", which set the 
note for both election carnpaigns (for Congress and for the presidency) then 
beginning. ** All the presidential aspirants on the Dernocratic side (Messrs. Estes 
Kefauver, Governor Harrin1an of New York State, Stuart Sylnington and Adlai 
Stevenson) lnade intlamlnatory staten1ents in this sense. *** At one point an 
American Zionist committee considered a ~'march on Denver" but refrained (the 
President was in hospital there after his stroke), and instead approached all 
candidates, of either party, with a demand that they sign a "policy declaration" 
against the grant of arins to any Arab state. 120 Congressional aspirants signed 
forthwith, and the nUlnber later increased to 102 Den10crats and 51 Republicans 
(.lVevv York Times, Apr. 5, 1956). This excess of Democratic signatories accounts 
for the statement made at the World Zionist Congress in Jerusalen1 on April 26 
by Mr. Yishak Gruenbaum, a leading Israeli politician and former Minister: 
*, **, ***See footnotes on page 539 
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""Israel V\fill get no support froIn the United States so long as the Republican 
leadership is in control". ThIs was a public demand, from Israel, that American 
Jews should vote Democratic, and the belief of the American party-managers in 
the power of "the Je\vish vote" there Vlas strengthened, on this occasion, by the 
DeHlocratic success in the Congressional election, desired by Mr. GruenbaUlTI in 
Jerusalenl. 

Against this background of '''pressure'' on an ailing President through the 
party-Inanagers and of one more campaign about "'the persecution of the JeV\!s" 
(symbolized, this time, by Israel) the year of the presidential election began. 
FrOln the start experienced observers saw that it had been chosen (like preceding 
presidential-election years) as a year of staged and rising crisis whjch Inight erupt 
in general \var. The basis of all calculations \vas the "domestic political pressure" 
\vhich could be exercized on the American governrnent and its acts. 

In the real world the year opened, typically, \Nith one more unaninl0us 
"condemnation" (Jan. 19, 1956) of Israel for a "deliberate" and "flagrant" 
attack (the one on Syria on Dec. 11, 1955). T'his \vas the fourth n1ajor 
condenlnation in two years and it caDle at a ll10ment when the propaganda 
canlpaign about Israel's "defencelessness" and Arab "aggression" was already in 
full swing in the "Vest. At the same period a "state of national emergency" was 
declared in Israel. 

'The Zionist attack then turned on the core of responsible officials in the 
American State Departn1ent who (like those in the British Colonial Office and 
Foreign Office in the earlier generation) tried to ward off the perilous 
'''cOlTIlnit t1lents" to Israel. In November 1955 the world's largest religious Zionist 
organization, the Ivlizrachi Organization of Anlerica, had declared at Atlantic 
City that "a clique" of "'anti-Israel elements in the United States State 
Department" was '''blocking effective United States aid to Israel" (this, word for 
word~ is the complaint rnade by Dr. ChailTI Weizmann against the British 
responsible officials over a period of three decades, 1914-1947). 

In the presidential-election year 1956 the nlan who had succeeded to the 
burden in Anlerica \vas Mr. John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of State. 
Irnulediately after the U.N. Security Council's "condemnation" of Israel in 
January Mr. Dulles announced that he \vas trying to gain the agreement of 
leading Democratic politicians to keep the Israeli-Arab question "out of debate 
in the Presidential election campaign" (Jan. 24, 1956). The Nevv York Tinles 
cOlllInented, "'it is kno\vn that Mr. Dulles has coltlplained that Israeli Embassy 

*Hov.ever.jour!ccll months later (Jar~. 4. 1957), after the attack on Egypt, Mr. Hanson Baldwin, writing from the 
Middle East. confirmed the continuance of "defenceless" Israel"s military predominance: "Israel has been, since 
1949. the ~trongest indigenous military force in the area. She is stronger today, as compared with the Arab states, 
than e'cr before."
 
**"Thc supply or arms by Soviet Czechoslovakia made Jews in Israel and elsewhere look to the Soviets as
 
deli"v'ercrs", Johannesburg JCll'ish Timcs, Dec. 24, 1952.
 
***"Thl' state of Israel WIll be defended if necessary with overwhelming outside help", Governor Harriman, Ncw
 
York. Timcs, March 23,1955. 
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ollicials here have sought to persuade candidates for congrcss to take [Jositi"lls 
favourable to the Israeli cause The Secretary is cai.!er that neither rany 
should complicate the delicate negotiations for a Mid East settlement hy 
discussing the Isr,H:1i question for person~t1 or p;lrty advantage in thc election 
campaign ... Spccifically, he is apprehensive lest anything be said in the 
Presidential campaign that v,'ould enCOltr<lge Israelis to think that the United 
States could condone or co-operate with an Israeli invasion of Arab territory". 

Thus Mr. Dulles was complaining of the "political pressure" recorded hy 
President Truman in his memoirs,* and was attempting in 1956 what Mr. 
Forrcstal in 1947 had attempted, at the pricc of dismissal, breakdown and 
suicide. He at once came under attack from the press (equally in America and 
England) in the same way as Mr. Ernest Bevin and Mr. Forrestal in the years 
1947-8. He receivcd a reproachlulletter from "a group of Republican members 
of Congress", to whom he placatingly replied (Feb. 7. 1955) that "Thc forci~n 

policy of the United States em braces the preserva tion of the sta te of Israel ... We 
do not exclude the possibility of arms saIl'S to Israel". By this time he had furlher 
sinned, for the JI'I"/I.I'i//C!11 PUS!, \\hieh in ]lJ56 was a sort ofColirl Ga:::cl!(' Cor thc 
Western capitals, announced thai he had committed "a minor but unfriendly act 

. he received lor 45 minutes a dclcgallon of the ,\merican Council for 
Judaism".** 

The American Zionist Council il1lmcdi<ltcly "protested' against 1',,1r. Dulles's 
proposal that the Palestinc issue "be kept out of debate during the presidclltial 
election: its chairman, a Rabbi Irving Miller, called this "the misguidcd view lhat 
any particular segment of foreign policy should be \vithdrawn from the arena of 
Fee and /l1I!ra!11l71e1/cd public discussion". As to this freedom from trammel, thc 
following rare allusions to the state ofal'f~lirs prevailing appeared at that timc in 
the American press: " Israel's quarrels with her neighbours have been transferred 
tn every American platform, where mcrely to explain why the Arabs fecI the way 
they do is to become a candidate for professional extinction" (Miss Dorothy 
Thompson): "A pro-Egypt policy will make no votes for Republicans in New 
Jersey, Connecticut or Massachusetts and when one talks to professional 
*111 the intervening ye;lrs an{)t!l(T book had app~:m.:d. Mr. ChL'sly M:1l11}'s The 1.'./\'. Reo)rd. whil.:h s;,id that rnllr 
senior ufliL'ials of the American "'lneign SL'niL'c. called rrolll the Middle East to \'\"ashinghHI during the 
I".'ongrcssional eleclions of 1946 for consul tal ion Oil the P;lIcstinc ques! iOli. had prc:-,clllcd the Aran fa:--\.' and [\:cClvcd 
from President Truman the an~w('r. "Sorry. gl'ntk'l11l'll. I ha \'C 10 an~wcr hundrL'ds 01'1 hOllsands who arc :\ll.\iolls ror 

the success of Zionism: I elL) not have hundreds or Ihollsands of Arabs among. Illy cunstituents", Mr. TrUIll:ln's 
suhmis,ivcness to Zionist pressure. when in orlic..:. ;lIld hisl'omplaint ahollt it. when in retircITI..:nt, thus ,lrt' hoth nn 
r~l'ord. 

**This is an example. in the l1ev•.: generation. or the "outside interference. entirely from Jews" \)( \vhich Dr. 
Weizmann bitterly complained in the earli..:r 011(', The Council fcared and fought the involvement of the West in 
Zionist chauvinisITI, It was headed by Mr. Lessing Rosellwald. formerly h":<Jd of the great mercantile house of Sears. 
Rochuck. and Rahbi Elmer Berger, ~eeting in Chicago at this period. it resolvcdthat President Trul1un's memoirs 
"confirm that Zionist pressures - lahelled as those of American Jews -.- were excessive, heyond all bounds of 
propriety" and "offered a spectacle of American citizens advancing the causes of a foreign nationalism", The 
reader. if he refers to carlier chaptcrs. will see how precisely the situation in England in 1914-IY17 had ocen 
reproduced in America in 1947-~ and 1955-6. 
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poljticians he hears 111uch on the subjecf' (Mr. George Sokolsky)~ "'1~he political 
nlastcrnljnd~ argue t-h:.it to get the Jc\vish vote in such critical states as New York, 
Massachusetts, Illinois, Ne\\' Jersey and Pennsylvania the United States should 
go do\vn the line against the Arabs" (Mr. John O'Donnell). 

The next developnlent was an announcelneryt in the NCH' York Times (Feb. 21, 
1956) that Mr. l)ulles \vould have .... to face an investigation on foreign policy" 
called by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee "'to enquire into the twistings 
and turnings of the Administration's arms policy in the Mid East". Mr. Dulles 
duly appeared before the Committee (Feb. 24, 1956) and this led to a significant 
incident. In the ordinary way the public masses, in America as in England, are 
debarred from expressing any adverse opinion about the adventure in Palestine. 
so costly to theln: candidates for election cannot expect party-nomination unless 
they subscribe to the Zionist view, and the press in general will not print any 
other. On t.his occasion the responsible Ca binet officer had an audience 
comprizing as lTI,lny AlTIcricans as could crowd into the space reserved for 
spectators and they gave h11n ovations when he entered, while he spoke, and 
\vhen he left. 

~rhe reason for these ovations was plain, and the incident showed how the 
gencrallnasses of the West would all react if their political leaders ever appealed 
to them candidly in this question. Mr. Dulles said arnong other things, .... one of 
the greatest di11lcultics facing the lJ nited States in its role of attempted mediation 
betvvcen Arabs and Israelis is the belief of the Arab world that Washington's 
approach would be guided by donlcstic political pressures." There was danger 
that the Israelis nlight '''precipitate vvhat is called a preventive war". If that 
occurred the United States .... w,ill not he involved on the side of i ,;rael" because it 
had commitnlents \\lith its allies to oppose any nation that starfed '''aggression'' 
in the Middle East. 11e .... suggested several times that domestic political pressures 
were being applied to attempt to force the Administration to take an unduly and 
unwisely pro-Israel course in the Middle East". 

What was applauded, then, is clear, and this was the first official and public 
allusion, within hearing of a general audience, to the clutch that holds the West in 
thrall. The demonstration of public approval did PSlt diminish the "'pressures" of 
which Mr. Dulles complained. A few weeks later (Apr. 12, 1956) he was hailed 
before Congressional leaders to report on the Middle East and told them "1 fear 
the time may have passed for a peaceful solution". He pointed out that the two 
.... key factors" in United States policy there were "in conflict", namely, 
.... Retention of the immense oil resources of the region for the military and 
economic use of 'Western Europe," (these resources are at pesent in the Arab 
countries) and "'preservation of Israel as a nation". The Democratic House 
leader, Mr. John McCormack then asked peremptorily, "Which policy comes 
first, saving Israel, or keeping hold of the oil?" By his answer, .... We are trying to 
do both", Mr. Dulles showed that the entire West was more deeply than ever 
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ilnprisoned in the insoluble dilemrna created by Britain's original involvelnent in 
Zionism. 

In the vain effort to '"do both" Mr. Dulles soon Inade the nlatter worse. 
Apparently he never had any hope that his original proposal \voldd succeed~ he 
"gave a bellow of sardonic laughter" \vhen asked, at a press conference at this 
time, if he truly believed that he could get the Arab-Israeli issue taken out of 
election politics. Even as he spoke to the Senate C0111mittec (would those 
spectators have applauded, had they known?) the method was being devised 
whereby America could officially announce that it would not supply "arlTIS to the 
Middle East" at alL and at the saInt: time 11'ould ensure that Israel receive such 
ariTIS, enabling it to launch the "'preventive \-var" which the Secretary of State 
"feared". The device \vas similar to that used in the case of West Gennan 
"reparations", which were exacted under Alnerican pressure and ensured the 
flow of money or goods to Israel without this appearing in any Alnerican budget. 

Immediately after NIr. Dulles's report to the Senate COlumittee, and 
apparently in reply to it, Israeli troops ITlade .. loa pre-arranged and planned" 
attack on the Egyptians in the Ciaza area~ killing thirty-eight persons (Feb. 27. 
1956), and was condemned for "brutal aggression" by the U.N.N1.A.C. \Vithin a 
few weeks the columnists then began to hint at the ne\v luethod of supplying arms 
to Israel: "If the United States sold arn1S to Israel, it would reopen the 
Communist pipeline of arms to the Arab States ... apparently it is felt that the 
same would not be true if Britain, France and Canada met Israeli requests for 
weapons ... It is assun1ed here that if the Allies sell Israel arms, the United States 
can maintain its own position of impartiality". 

This was '-doing both" in practice. Rabbi Hillel Silver (the Zionist leader who 
had uttered the prayer for "grace and guidance" at the Presidenfs inauguration) 
then stated in Israel that "the Eisenhower Administration has not yet said the last 
word on arms for Israel" (Nelri' York Times, Apr. 4, 1956). Returned to 
Washington, he had "a very frank and friendly discussion" with the President. 
Then it was revealed that the United States was "discreetly encouraging the 
French and Canadian governments to sell arms to Israel'~ (NeH' York TiJnes, 
April 1956). Next, these proved in truth to be American-supplied arms, for the 
French Government officially announced (May 12, 1956) that the American 
Government "had agreed to a delay in deliveries to allow France to luake 
speedily a last delivery of twelve Mystere IV planes to Israel'~. These were some of 
the French aircraft used in the attack on Egypt five months later; that the French 
Air Force itself would take part was not in May disclosed.* 
*Six months later, on the eve of the presidential election and immediately before the Israeli attack 011 Egypt the Nelt' 

York Daily N('!I'S appealed to "the Jewish vokr" by recounting the following Republican services: "The Eisenhower 
Administration has not seen its way clear to supplying Israel with heavy hardware. because of various touchy 
international situations. However, the Administration, last April and May. did help Israel get 24 Mysterejet planes 
from France, and last month Canada announced sale of 24 Sabre jets to Israel. Mr. Dulles was declared by Israeli 
officials to have actively used United States Government influence in promoting both the French and Canadian 
plane sales". 
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In explanation: the American Governlllcnt "vas financing the purchase of arms 
for its allies in the North Atlantic rrreaty ()rganization at that time, by placing 
orders with the foreign nlanufacturers. 'These Anlerican-financed deliveries were 
diverted to Israel at Al11erican ""encouragenlent". Thus the North Atlantic 
Treaty,' supposed at the start to be an alliance of the West against ""Soviet 
aggression" and "'(~or11nlunisln", also was turned to the purpose of Zionisn1. 
Signed in 1949, the ostensible, original purpose was that the n1embers (Anlerica 
and Canada, England, f"'rance and ten other European countries, and Turkey) 
would regard any attack on one as an attack on all and aid the one attacked. 

Therefore the Anlcrican Governn1ent, while attacking the Soviet Union for 
supplying Egypt with ariTIS and delcaring that it would not itself promote '~the 

arlns race" in the Middle East by supplying them to Israel, was in fact procuring 
arlns for Israel to nlaintain its superiority over all seven Arab countries. Here Mr. 
Dulles operated \-'lith a Machiavellian touch \vhich had the effect of oil on fire. 
The act of procurenlent was not even kept secret~ as the above quotations show, it 
was given publicity and used as a vote-getting vaunt in that election campaign, 
frol11 which Mr. Dulles had appealed for the Israeli-Arab issue to be kept aloof. 

A strange side effect on these 111achinations in the West was that statenlents 
nlade, on this particular question, by the utterly unscrupulous rulers in Moscow 
gained a look of honest respectability. f~"'or instance, the Soviet Government, 
when the Western uproar about '''arms for Egypt" began, sent a note to the 
Anlerican, British, Egyptian and Czechoslovak Governlnents stating, "The 
Soviet Governlnent hold that each state has the legitimat~ right to look after its 
defence and to buy weapons for its defence requirenlents from other states .on 
usual conln1erical tern1s, and that no foreign state has the right to intervene". 
rrhat was an irreproachable statenlent of the legal, and even nloral position, and 
it \vas echoed by Israel, for while the Western rumpus welled the Israeli Foreign 
l\tlinister, then Mr. Moshe Sharett, stated in Ne\v York (Nov. 10,1955) "'Ifdriven 
to a tight corner and our existence is at stake we will seek and accept arms from 
any source in the \vorld" (in answer to a question whether the Soviet had offered 
Israel arl11s). Thus the whole burden of the outcry in the West was in fact that 
Soviet arn1S ought not to go to the Arab states, and for this no moral or legal 
argument whatever can be found. 

Against this background ~'defenceless Israel" (Mr. Ben-Gurion) on April 16, 
1956 held its anniversary parade with great display of United States, British and 
French aircraft and tanks (NeH' York Tin1es, Apr. 17)~ the Soviet weapons were 
presulnably \vithheld froll1 the parade on that occasion in harmony with the 
propaganda of that Illoment in the West. On April 24, in Jerusalem, Mr. Ben
Gurion once nlore proclaimed the nationalist and expansionist aim: "'The 
continued ingathering of exiles is the supreme goal of Israel and an essential 
precondition for realization of the ll1essianic mission which has made us an 
eternal people.'~ 
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The subterfuge by means of which the United States procured arms for Israel 
while officially refusing to supply them C~Nobody particularly welcomes our 
decision not to sell weapons to Israel but to encourage other allies to do so, and to 
relinquish earmarked equipment for this purpose", NeM' York Times, May 19, 
1956) brought no respite to the Anlerican President. Open submission is the 
invariable requirement, and the Zionist wrath began to turn against him. On the 
eve of his second breakdown in health (in the early sunlmer he had to undergo an 
operation for hepatitis) the jeer began to be thrown at him that he was but ~~a 

part-time president". A leading woman Zionist, Mrs. Agnes Meyer, launched it 
by telling a Jewish audience in New York that while "~the bastion of democracy" 
"(Israel) was in peril "~the President is not at his post in Washington; he is playing 
golf in Augusta", and urging him to ask himself ~"whether this nation can afford a 
part-ti1)1e president".'His second illness, which followed almost at once, stopped 
this particular attack for the time, but President Eisenhower, like others before 
him, was not allowed to forget that the full resources of Zionist propaganda 
lnight at any momenr be turned against him ifhe stepped out of his predecessors' 
line. 

While he struggled in these toils, across the Atlantic another Prime Minister 
seemed likely to be broken o~ the Zionist wheel. Sir Anthony Eden, in any other 
century, would have beconle a-major statesnlan; in this one, the ~~commitment" 

he inherited was fronl the start of his prenliership a millstone round -his neck. 
No politician in'the world was equal to him, when he took the chief office in 

1955, in qualification and experience. He was of the First War generation, so that 
the memory of Fianders fields formed the background of all his adult life, which 
thereafter was spent entirely in politics. He came of old family with an inherited 
tradition of service, and was gifted and personable. He rose to ministerial rank at 
an early age and with brief intervals held one high post after another for over 
twenty years, during which he came to know personally every dictator and 
parliamentary politician in Europe and North America. He thus gained a unique 
experience for the testing years ahead~ only Sir Winston Churchill, in the entire 
world, had a comparable range of aquaintanceship, negotiation and in general of 
training in what was once held to be the art of statesmanship. 

He was still young, for the chief office, when Sir Winslon yielded to the law of 
age and handed on ~"the torch" to the man he had'described as embodying ~~the 

life hope of the British nation" (1938). Mr. Eden (as he waS in 1938) gained the 
hope of men of his generation through his resignation from the· British 
Government in protest against the placation of Hitler, which (he rightly judged) 
was the one sure road to war. The event ofOctober, 1956 was-made harder for his 
contemporaries to endure by the fact that his name was given to it. 

I knew Mr. Eden, as a foreign correspondent m·ay know a politician, in the 
years that led to the Second War, and on the strength of our similar feelings at 
that darkling time was later able to write to him at moments when he seemed to 
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be losing touch with the mind of his generation~ and to receive pleasant reply~ 

acknowledging earlier acquaintanceship and perusal of my books. I saw him in 
1935 emerge~ with troubled nlien~ from a first encounter \vith Hitler, who in 
menacing tones had told him that the Gerlnan air force (then offcially non
existent) was greater than the English one. I accompanied him to Moscow and 
was able to confirm with him something I had heard of his first encounter with 
Stalin: that the Georgian bandit had pointed to the little point on the world's map 
that represented England and said how strange it was that so snlall a country 
should hold the key to the world's peace (a true statement at that time). Having 
these personal menl0ries~ I was probably more aghast than most men when I 
learned of the deed to which he was misled in October~ 1956. 

From the start in May 1955 the professional observer saw that he was in fruth~ 

not so much Prime Minister, as Minister for the Jewish Question, in his 
generation represented by the Zionist state and its ambition. This meant that his 
whole term of office would fall under that shadow and that his political fate 
would be determined by his actions in regard to Zionisnl, not by his success or 
failure in matters of native interest. That was shown on the eve of his 
premiership~ when he was still Foreign Secretary for a few weeks more. The 
British Government had concluded an arrangement with Iran and Turkey to 
ensure the defence of British interests in the Middle East,. the oil resources of 
which were vital to England and the Antipodean Donlinions. The debate in the 
House of Commons ignored this aspect and raged around the effect of the 
agreement '~on Israer~~ so that two lonely nlembers (among 625) protested: ~~This 

debate is not about Palestine and the Foreign Secretary must look after world 
interests and the intcrests of Britain~ even though they cause annoyance and 
enlbarrassnlcnt to other states'~ (Mr Thonlas Reid)~ ~~Judging by ne'arly every 
speech from hon. Members on both sides of the House, one might be forgiven for 
imagining that the debate was primarily concerned with the effect of a pact on 
Israel instead of the improvenl~nt of our worldwide defensive system against the 
threat of Russian imperialism~' (Mr. F. W. Bennett). 

To this a Jc\vish Socialist member replied~ ~~Why not?~~ In effect, it was by that 
time almost irrlpossible to debate any n1ajor issue save in ternlS of its effect for 
IsraeL and this plainly prefigured the course of Sir Anthony~s premiership. 

During the remaining months of 1955~ as Prime Minister, he continued to 
struggle with .... the I\1iddle East question"'~ at one time suggesting that an 
international force be placed between Israel and thc Arab states (the United 
States delTIurred) and at another., that Israel might agree to minor frontier 
rectifi.cations~ having seized in 1948 more territory than that ~~awarded'~ to it by 
the United Nations (this brought angry Zionist charges in the New York 
newspapers tha t '~Britain has now joined the ranks of Israers enemies~'). 

Then the presidential-election year~ and Sir Anthony~s crisis~ began. l'he 
Zionist n1achine went into top gear. playing Washington against London and 
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London against Washington with the skill offorty years~ experience. In March a 
significant thing occured~ unknown to the vvorld, it n1ade an early attack on 
Egypt seem a certainty to the diligent watcher of events. 

On the eve of the Je\vish Passover the nlysterio us "' Voice of America" 
broadcast a cOlnmelTIOration, laden with explosive topical allusions, of ""the 
escape of the Jews from the Egyptian captivity". Considered in its obvious 
relationship to the propaganda bombardlnent of Egypt which was then in 
progress in Washington and London, this plainly portended violent events 
before the next Passover. The American people in general know nothing of\vhat 
""The Voice of America" says, or to whom it speaks. Even my research has nol 
discovered what official department is supposed to supervise this ""voice", which 
to listening peoples far a\vay is taken to express the intentions of the American 
Governn1ent. I was able to learn that its funds, budgetary and other, are immense 
and that it is largely staffed by Eastern Jews. I t appears to vvork in irresponsibility 
and secrecy.* 

From this moment the whole \veight of Western propaganda was turned 
against Egypt. The events \vhich followed might be considered in the light of 
Secretary of War Henry Stimson's diarial note in the period preceding Pearl 
Harbour, to the effect that the aitn of President Roosevelt's administration was 

*During the Hungarian uprising against the Soviet in October-Novemher J 956, several American correspondents, 
returning from the shambles, and Hungarian fugitives attributed a large measure of responsibility for the tragedy to 
this "Voice". The Americans had found the Hungarian people confident of American intervention: the Hungarians 
complained that, although the word "revolt" was not used, the "Voice" in effect incited and instigated revolt and 
held out the prospect of American succour. At the same time President Eisenhower told the American people, "We 
have never counselled the captive peoples to rise against armed force". Similar criticisms were made against "Radio 
Free Europe", a private American organization which operated from Gerrn:1lly under West German Government 
license. 

One of the first Hungarian refugees to reach America complained that the Voice of America and Radio Free 
Europe for years "picked at us" to revolt, but when the national uprising came no American help was given (New 
York Tinles, Nov. 23, 1956). 

The West German Government ordered an investigation into Radio Free Europe's broadcasts during the 
Hungarian uprising (it operated from Munich) after widespread charges appeared in the West German press that it 
had, in effect, played a provocative part; as example, a script prepared on Nov, 5, 1956, while the uprising was in 
progress, told the Hungarian people that "Western military aid could not be expected before 2am tomorrow". an 
obvious intimation that it would come at some moment (N. Y. r, Dec. 8, 1956) The gravest implication of a 
provocative purpose was contained in statements made by Mrs Anna Kethly. head of the Hungarian Social 
Democratic party, who escaped during the briefliberation of the country. She said that while she was injail in 1952 
Radio Free Europe in a broadcast to the captive countries said "that I was leading the underground liberation 
movement from my jail and quoted the names of several leaders of the alleged movement. [was taken out ofthejail 
where I had been in complete seclusion since 1950 and confronted with hundreds of former milita nts of the Social 
Democratic party and the trade unions. All of them were tortured by the political police to confess their 
participation in the non-existent anti-Communist plot. There was absolutely 110 truth in the Radio Free Europe 
report; I had lived in complete seclusion since my arrest and had met nobody. Radio Free Europe has gravely sinned 
by making th~ Hungarian people believe that Western military aid was coming. when no such aid was planned" 
(N. Y. T, Nov. 30, 1956). 

Thus America spoke with two voices. those of the President addressing himself officially to the world, and of the 
"Voice" speaking in more dangerous terms over the head of the American people to the peoples of the world. At this 
period the Nell' York Times described the official line: "High officials have made clear privately that the 
Administration wants to avoid being identified solely with Israel and thus surrendering the Arab countries to the 
influence of the Soviet Union". The Arab peoples, if they ever heard of these "private" intimations, could not be 
expected to believe them, in view of what they heard from "The Voice of America" about the liberation of the Jews 
from "the Egyptian captivity". 
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to Inanoeuvre Japan into "firing the first shof~. Subsequent events had all the 
appearance of being designed to Inanoeuvre Egypt into firing the first shot. Egypt 
did not do this. l'hen the world found that the firing of a first shot was no longer 
necessary to qualify as an aggressor~ the country in question could be dubbed the 
aggressor \vhilc it \vas being invaded, and even before that; so far had the 
resources of Inasso,propaganda developed in the 20th century. All the 
-\:ondenlnations" of Israel on the score of aggression had meant nothing. 

This crisis-period began on March 7~ 1956 (just before the "Voice of 
Anlcrica 's~~ [~gyptian-captivitybroadcast) \Nhen Sir Anthony Eden again faced 
the House of COl1UYIOnS on the eternal question. By that time his Socialist 
adversaries (despite the rnany -'condemnations" of Israel) \vere furious in their 
den1and for arll1S for Israel and "a ne\v treaty of guarantees for Israel"; like the 
Nevv York politicians, they saw the hope of office in new subn1issions to Zion. 
Thc Prinle Minister "\vas su bjected to a storm of vituperation and abuse beyond 
anything heard in the I-Iouse of l----'olnmons since the last days of Neville 
Chan1berlain's prilne nlinistership'~(the ;\re),v York TiJl1es); "It was a scene which, 
for a tinlC, scerYlcd to shock even those who had caused it the Speaker himself 
had to intervene to plead that the I-Iouse should give the Prime Minister a 
hearing~' (the Dail.v Telegraph). Sir Anthony vainly protested that he had thereto 
been heard \vith courtesy '-for ovcr thirty years" by the HOLlse. At that moment 
he 11light have hoped for Alllerican support, for on the same day President 
Eisenhower said it \vas "useless to try to Inaintain peace in the Middle East by 
anning IsraeC with its 1~ 700,000 people~ against 40,000,000 Arabs" (the 
Atnerican prOCUre111cnt of arms for Israel \vas then under \vay). 

In England Sir Anthony found all hands against hin1. The Daily Telegraph 
(ostensibly of his o\vn party) Inight in its news reports appear shocked by his 
trcatnlent ill the House, hut editorially it said the case for giving Israel arms was 
~'incontrovertible", a \vord which al\vays spares the need for supporting 
argull1ent. I-lis opponents, the Socialists, cast off all restraint in their eagerness to 
overthrow hin1 by way of Israel. The leading leftist journal~ the New 5;tatesrnan, 
in two successive issues said that England bad no right or rneans to \vage war in 
any cirCUlllstances whatever and should lay do\vn all arn1S C-Effective defence is 
now beyond our means and disarll1anlent is the only alternative to annihilation", 
March 10) and that England should arn1 Israel and pledge itself to go to war for 
Israel ("War is less likely if Israel is supplied with up to date anns and the Labour 
Party is correct in urging that Israel ll1Ust now have then1 ... The problem is not 
so ITluch the undesirability of guaranteeing a frontier \vhich has not yet been 
fornlally established ... but the military problerr\ of ass(!/l1bling and delivering the 
necessary .f()rce . . . Is sufficient naval strength available in the Eastern 
Mediterranean'? Does Mr Gaitskell (the Socialist leader) ~'even feel sure that the 
British public \vould back him in going to war, probably without the 
endorsen1ent of the lJnited Nations, in defence of Israel?" (1\1arch 17). 
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The endless effects of the original, apparently snlall COlTIlllitmcnt to Zion may 
be studied in such quotations. Sir Anthony Eden on this occasion appeared to be 
trying, in unison with the United States GovernlYlent, to stenl a lunatic tide, but 
he gave a ""warning to Egypf' which was not then justified and was o111inous, as 
events proved. At that moment both the British and l;\merican Governlnents 
were (offi.cially) courting Egyptian friendship in the hope of helping to pacify the 
Middle East. To that joint end England, ""under f\nlerican pressure" was 
preparing to withdraw its troops from the Suez ("anal. * 

Why Sir Anthony Eden yielded without security to ""the pressure" to let go of 
what imlnediately after, was proclain1ed to be .... the vital lifeline" of the British 
Commonwealth is of those questions which politicians never answer. .... Pressure" 
1'ronl Washington in matters related to the Middle East has in the last four 
decades always been Zionist pressure, ultilnately~ ano about this tin1c an 
Egypt!an journalist Mr Ibrahim Izzat, was cordially received by the Prerr1ier, 
Foreign:Minister 3nd Labour Minister of Israel who told hirn .... Israel and Egypt 
had the identical aim of opposing British influence in the ;\1iddle Easf' (Ros e! 
Youss~t: May, 1956~ iVel1' York Tilnes, May 20, 1956). 

The effect of this submission to pressure very soon becaille clear: it was to be 
war, involving England in a great hunlilation and fiasco. The British withdrawal 
was supposed to be one-half of a larger, Anglo-American arrangement for 
""winning the friendship of the Arabs", and the Anlerican half had yet to be 
performed. This was to join with the British Governn1ent and the W-orld Bank in 
providing $900,000,000 for the construction of a dan1 on the Nile at i\swan (the 
offer had been made to Egypt in December 1955). 

The chronology of events again beconles important. The British troops 
withdrew from the Suez Canal in June 1956, as undertaken. On July 6, 1956 the 
State Department spokesman told the press that the Aswan Dam offer ""still 
stood". A few days later the Egyptian An1bassador in Washington announced 
that Egypt had ....definitely decided that she wanted Western help for the dam". 
On J uly 19 the Egyptian Anlbassador called on Mr. Dulles to accept the offer. lIe 
was told that the United States government had changed its mind. In London the 
day before the Foreign Office spokesnlan had announced that the Brijsh share of 
the offer ""still stood". On July 19 the spokesman informed the press (not the 
Egyptian Ambassador) that the British offer, too, was withdrawn. The 
spok~sman declined to give reasons but admitted to ""continuous consultation 
between Whitehall and Washington". 

Therefore the ""pressure" to infuriate the Egyptians by this contenlptuouS 
affront canle from the same quarter as the ""pressure" to mollify them by 
withdrawing from the Suez Canal. The British Government was left far out on a 
*The fact that this "pressure" was used is authentic. It was everywhere recorded in terms of an American success by 
the American press, for instance, "Secretary of State Dulles was confident that he could win the friendship of the 
Arabs, as when he brought pressure on the British to get out of Egypt, while retaining that of the Israelis, (New York 
Times, Oct. 21, 1956). 
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linlb, in the .A.rr1erican phrase: if the tirsl sublnission \vas 111ade in reliance on 
President F,isenho\ver's announcement ofF'ebruary (that he \vanted ·"to stenl the 
deterioration in relations between the Arab nations and the United States" and 
.... restore the f\rabs' con1idence and trusf' in f\rnerica), the aboutface in the 
As\van {Jan1 offer should have warned it, and it would then have saved rnuch ifit 
had resisted the .... pressure" in the second case. 

I cannot relTIenlbcr any n10re calculated or offensive provocation to a 
governn1cnt \-vith \vhich .... the West" \vas ostensibly seeking friendship. Such 
behaviour by the \Vashington and London governnlcnts has only becon1c 
in1agina bIe since they fell under the thrail of Zionisrl1. American withdrawal of 
the offeL and the 11lanner of \vithdra'Nal (its ilTIitation by London is beyond 
cotn n1e11 t) \Vere c1car1y the tr IIcstart 0 f the \va r cri sis 0f 1956, but the 0rigina1 
source'. the '''pressure'', \vas not .... Atllerican". "'Son1c C'ongressmen feared 
Zionist disapproval", discreetly rClnarked the JVC\\' York T'ilnes of the 'vvithdra\\'ll 
offer to Egypt~ and this \vas election year. 

\Vithin the vveek President l'~asser of Egypt nationalized the Suez Canal and at 
once the air was fIlled \vith \var-talk, as in 1952-3 during the episode of '''the 
Je\vi~h doctors'". Fr0t11 that nl0nlcnt President Nassser received the .... wicked 
tnan" trcatll1enC this is the sure sign of the ilnn1inence of war. I have seen ll1any 
"\\'ickcd n1cn" built up in 111Y life, and have ohscrved that this propaganda can be 
turned on and off as hy a tap. and infused with toxic effect into the public mind: 

C'ul'sedjuice of hchcllon ill a vial:
 
And info JJlinc ear did pOllr
 
The leprous dis! ihnen r ...
 

My early childhood was clouded by the \vickcdncss of'rhe Mad Mullah (a 
Muslin1 leader now universally forgotten) and of a respectable old Boer called 
Paul Kruger. Of all the fIgures in this Chamber of I-Iorrors, built around me as I 
went along~ I now see that nearly all were no hetter or worse than those who 
called them wicked. 

Even before the war-talk reached the "'wicked n1an'" stage, and long before the 
unprecedented provocation ofluly 19, (which still provoked no warlike act from 
Egypt), President Nasser had been declared the aggressor in a war yet to begin. In 
March Mr Ben-Gurion stated at Tel i\viv that early delivery of arms to Israel 
alone could prevent .... an attack by the Arab states within the next few months" 
and ~ldded that the aggressor .... H·oltld he the Egyptian dictator Nasser'". On April 
13 Sir Winston Churchill enlerged frOlTI a year's retirement to tell a Primrose 
League audience that '''prudence and honour" dCl11anded British aid for Israel U' 
it It'Cre attacked hy EgJIH. Sir Winston expressed implicit, but clear approval of 
the Israeli attack on Egypt which the .... activists" in Israel were then den1anding: 
.... If Israel is dissuaded from using the life force of their race to l{'ard ofl the 
Egyptians until the Egyptians have learned to use the Russian weapons with 
which they have been supplied and the Egyptians then attack, it will becon1e not 
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only a matter ofprudence but a measure of honour to make sure that they are not 
the losers by \vaiting~~. This was followed in May by an Israeli attack on Egyptian 
troops in the Gaza area in which about 150 Inen~ women and children were killed 
or wounded. Nevertheless~ the outcry about the ""wicked man~~ and ""Egyptian 
aggression ~~ grew ever louder in the West. 

'The state of servitude into \vhich England had fallen at this period was shown 
by two syn1bolic events. In June 1956 the ""Anglo-Jewish Community~~ held a 
banquet at the Guildhall to C0111memorate ""the three hundredth anniversary of 
the resettlement of the Jews in the British Isles"; the young Queen~s consort~ the 
Duke of Edinburgh~ was required to appear in a Jewish skullcap. In September 
the ·"Cromwell Association~~ held a service at the statue of the regicide and 
butcher ofDrogheda to celebrate this same fiction (that he ""restored" the Jews to 
England three hundred years hefore). In his speech the president of this body~ a 
Mr Isaac Foot~ recommended that the young Prince Charles~ when he reached 
the throne~ take the name of ""Oliver II" ~ because ""We don ~t want Charles IIr~. * 

After President Nasser~s seizure of the Suez Canal the war cries fronl the West 
rose to a high note. "'Nationalization~~ in itself was not startling or shocking 
enough~ in 1956~ to account for it. America had accepted the seizure of foreign
owned oi1flelds~ Mexico agreeing (as President Nasser agreed) to pay the going 
price for the property; domestically, America, through the Tennessee Valley 
Authority~ was already treading this welhvorn path to impoverishnlent in 
England the Socialist Governlnent had nationalized railways and coaln1ines. A 
valid legal or moral ground for violent denunciation was not easy to find~ 

although shades of difference~ admittedly existed between President Nasser~s act 
and the nlany precedents and his action was obviously one of protest against 
provocation~ not of rational policy. 

In any case~ the only effective answer~ if his act was intolerable~ was to 
reoccupy the Canal forthwith~ and that was not done.Instead~all the oracles~ as if 
reading from a long-prepared script, began to dub him "Hitler~~. Premier Ben
Gurion began with '''dictator~'~ which soon became ""Fascist dictator~~~ and the 
French Prime Minister (a M. Guy Mollet at that instant) changed this to 
""Hitler". Thereafter the campaign follo\ved the lines of the one against Stalin in 
1952-3. Dictator-Fascist Dictator-Hitler: the inference was plain; President 
Nasser was to be depicted~ and punished ifhe were punished~ as an enemy of the 
felt'S. 

When Sir Anthony Eden again rose in the House of Commons (Aug. 9~ 1956) 
to grapple with that 1110nster of his dreams~ "'the Middle East question~~~ the 

*The same shadow was with dclibe:'ate intent cast across the coronation of Queen Elizabeth in 1953. As part of the 
festival the newly-crowned queen rl?viewed atSpithead a great assernbly of war vessels from every country that 
could send a ship. Among the many craft, between the lines of which the Queen's ship passed, was one alone. the 
crew of which did not cheer (a mistake, the later explanation asserted). This Soviet ship was the Sl'erdlol' , named for 
Yankel Sverdlov, the assassin of the Romanoff famiiy, in whose honour the town where they were butchered, 
Ekaterinburg, was renamed Sverdlovsk. 
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Socialist leader, NIr I-I ugh Gaitskell, said, "It is all terribly familiar ... It is 
exactly the saIne as \ve encountered with M ussolini and Hitler before the war". 
Another Socialist speaker, Mr Paget Q.C., (events having altered K.C's) baited 
hiln thus: ....This weekend technique is just what \ve got [raIn 1Iitler. Are yon 
a\vare of the consequences of not answering force with force until it is too late?" 

The Socialists \vere deliberately prodding Sir Anthony to use force (they 
shouted '''1\1urderer'' at hilTl when he used it) by these taunting allusions to his 
political past. He was the n1a11 who resigned in 1938 in protest against the 
placation of Hitler, and his resignation was im111ediately vindicated by Hitler's 
invasion of Austria. That ll'as "force", long foreseen, andMr Eden of 1938 \vas 
right. In 1956 the case was ditT~rent and 110 comparison was possible. Egypt \vas 
not a great military po\ver but a very weak one. Egypt had not been "appeased", 
after the British withdraw'al, but subjected to provocation by public humiliation. 
Egypt was not a proven aggressor; it had been the victim of attack and Israel had 
declared that it \vould 111ake war on Egypt. 

Therefore the comparison with "Hitler" was absurd, unless it was intended 
solely to denote that the Zionists held Egypt for their ellelny. Nevertheless Sir 
Anthony Eden yielded to this fiction (perhaps the Inen10ry of 1938 had too strong 
a hold on hiln) for he alluded to President Nasser as "a Fascist plunderer whose 
appetite grows with feeding", which wasjust the language he and Mr Churchill 
had rightly used about Hitler eighteen years before. I lnust add that I do not find 
these exact words in the text of his speech but this is the form in which they 
reached '''the mob" through the lVew J70rk l~inles and that is what counts, as 
Prilne Ministers should know. For the rest, Sir Anthony based his attack on 
President Nasser on the argun1ent that the Suez Canal "is vital to other countries 
in all parts of the world ... a lnatter of life and death to us all ... the canal must 
be run efficiently and kept open, as it ahvays has been in the past, as a free and 
secure international waterway jor the ships of all nations . .." 

But President Nasser had not closed the canal, only nationalized it. It vvas 
'''open'' to the ships oj'all nations, with one exception. In those five words lay the 
secret. The only country \vhich was denied full freedon1 of passage was Israel, 
with which Egypt was still technically at war; Egypt had been stopping ships 
bound for Israel and exalnining them for arms. This \vas the only case of 
interference; ergo, Sir Anthony represented only that case, not any British one. 
However, he concluded: "'My friends, \ve do not intend to seek a solution by 
force" . 

In the follo\ving weeks, while io'a solution" \vas sought at various conferences 
in London and Washington, the press inforlned the lnasses that "the Egyptians" 
would not be able to run the canal, where traffic would soon break down. In fact, 
they proved able to operate it and shipping continued to pass without hindrance, 
with the one exception. By clear implication, therefore, the case of Israel was the 
sole one on which Sir Anthony's Governlnent could rest its increasingly angry 
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protest. This was soon made clear. On August 22~ 1956 Mrs Rose Halprin~ acting 
chairman of the Jewish Agency for Palestine~ stated in the Ne~v York Tin1es that 
"the only legal case \vhich the Western powers have against Egypt in ternlS of the 
contravention of the 1888 convention is Egypt's denial o.t'the canal to Israel ships 
and the strictures on ships hound for Israel". 

Mrs Halprin ~s statel11ent of the legal position is correct. If the whole dispute 
rested on a point of lal1', then the only case which could be invoked was that of 
IsraeL and that would open the whole question of the legality of the creation of 
Israel itself and of the unterminated state of \var between Israel and Egypt. 
Therefore any government which joined in the uproar against President Nasser 
was in fact acting on behalf of Israel and Israel alone~ and was prejudging all legal 
questions in favour of Israel. 

By October Sir Anthony Eden had gone further in presuming Egyptian 
aggression. I have not the text of this speech but the version distributed by the 
Associated Press~ and therefore reprod uced in thousands of newspapers all over 
the world~ says~ '''Prime Minister Eden predicted tonight that President Nasser 
H'oztld attack Israel next ~j' he got away with seizure of the Suez Canal. Sir 
Anthony hinted that Britain H'ould go to lr;;rael's rescue with arrns if necessary"' 
(Sept. 13~ 1956). 

Thus the British Prime Minister was sliding on a slippery path. Within the 
space of six weeks the ""vitallifeline~~ and ""matter of life and death~' thenle had 
become subordinate and the world faced the nlenace of war based on soulething 
that the Egyptian president ~t'oulddo [!'sol11ethi!1g else happened. From this point 
on "'the lTIob" was fed with ne\vs of an impending Egyptian attack on Israel (the 
'"interference with international navigation" thenle was dropped, as it could not 
be nlaintained) and in tinle this took on so definite a note that nlany casual 
readers, I fancy~ nlust have thought that Egypt had already attacked Israel. 1give 
one of l11any exalnples (frol11 the London TVeekly RevieH', September 1956~ a few 
weeks before the Israeli attack on Egypt): "'We can be absolutely certain that the 
Arabs~ encouraged by Russia. H'ill attack Israel. This is nOH' beyond all clollbt and 
shouldjornl the hasis o.f our calculation,~'~~. 

In writing this book I have been chiefly impelled by the hope of giving the later 
reader~ in what I hope \vill be a Inore rational tilne~ some idea of the astonishing 
condition of the public prints during the 1950·s. lie \vill certainly be unable to 
conlprehend the things that happened unless he is a\vare of this regime of 
sustained nlis-information and of the boundless lengths to \vhich it was carried. 
The last statenlent quoted carne after years of repeated Israeli attacks on the 
various Arab neighbours and of rcpeated United Nations condelnnations of 
these acts. 

In the way I have summarized above the ground was prepared. during the first 
nine lTIonths of the presidential-election year, for the clinlactic events of October. 
Anns continued to nlove into Israel from the West. After the seizure of the Suez 
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Canal Sir Anthony Eden announced that ""all arms shipments to Egypt had been 
stopped"; in the same month (July) two British destroyers were delivered to 
Israel. Throughout the spring and summer n10nths France, under American 
"'pressure", supplied jet fighters and other weapons to Israel. In September 
Canada, at the sanle prompting, agreed to send jet aircraft to Israel, the Ottawa 
Government announcing that it had "'consulted with the United States before the 
decision was made" (Nel1' York Times, Sept. 22, 1956). 

All this time the presidential-election canlpaign continued. The Democrats, 
eager to regain the White House, exceeded all past perforn1ances in their bids for 
""the Jewish vote" (the Mayor of New York demanded that Israel should receive 
arnlS '''as a gifC'): the Republican incumbents were slightly more reserved. 
However, when the rival nonlination conventions were held (the Republican at 
San Francisco, the Democratic at ("hicago, both in A ugust) there was little to 
choose between the submissions which each party nlade (so that the Jerusalenl 
Post might have repeated, and perhaps did repeat its dictum of 1952, that for the 
Jewish voter there \vas ""little to choose" between the presidential aspirants). 

The only passage of any vital nleaning in the ""foreign policy programmes" 
adopted by the two parties related, in each case, to IsraeL the other foreign policy 
statenlents were platitudinous. The cOITlmitlnents to Israel were in both cases 
specific. 

The Republican Party progranl111c, on which President Eisenho\ver was 
unanimously elected candidatc, said: ""We regard the preservation of Israel as an 
important tenet of Alnerican foreign policy. We are determined that the integrity 
of an independent Je\vish state shall be lnaintained. We shall support the 
independence of Israel against armed aggression". 

The Democratic Party progralnnH~ said: ""The l)elllocratic Party will act to 
redress the dangerous inlbalance of anns in the area created by the shipment of 
Communist arnlS to Egypt, by selling or supplying defensive weapons to Israel, 
and will take such steps, including security guarantees, as may be required to 
deter aggression and war in the area". (The phrase, ""dangerous imbalance of 
arms", reflected the propagandist fiction that Israel was ""defenceless" and the 
Arab countries strong: the truth, a little earlier established by Mr Hanson 
Baldwin \vas that Israel was stronger in arnlS than all seven Arab countries 
together). 

These t\\'o policy statelnents gave the picture of a world in the Zionist thrall, 
and cOlllplelnented the statelnents then being nlade by the British Government. 
They had no relation to any native Anlcrican interest but reflected simply Zionist 
control of the election-Inachine, or the unshakeable belief of the party-nlanagers 
in that control. (On this occasion events appeared to justify that belief; the 
Delllocratic Party, the higher bidder. captured Congress, although the nominal 
""Republican" \vas re-elected President). 

The only other event ofirnportance in the two conventions was one which may 
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appear to have little bearing an the thenle of this book, but in the later sequel 
nlight prove to be of direct significance; the re-nonlination of Mr Richard Nixon 
as President Eisenhower~s running-Inate (and in effect as Vice-President). Mr 
Eisenhower~s state of health lllade the Vice-Presidency more important than 
usual, and the possibility that Mr Nixon lllight succeed to the Presidency between 
1956 and 1960 was evidently regarded as a nlajor danger by the powers that 
govern Anlerica .today, so that a supreme effort \vas made to prevent his 
nOInination. That \vas not renlarkable, in this century; what was renlarkable is 
that the attenlptjiiiled. At sonle time men will obviously emerge who will break 
the thrall that lies on Anlerican and British political life, and this failure was a 
portent oftha1 coming liberation, so that the person ofMr Richard Nixon gains a 
syn1bolic inlportance in our day, even though he, if he becallle President, Inight 
find hin1self unable to break the bonds. 

The reason for this powerful enmity to 1'v1r Nixon is that he is not an 
'"internationalist". Far frorn it, he played the decisive part in the unmasking and 
conviction of Mr Alger I-liss, the Soviet agent in Mr Roosevelt's adlninistration. 
This is the true reason why he has ever since had a uniformly bad "press~', not 
only in i\nlerica but elsewhere in the Western world. Having that black mark 
against him, he is held to be a nlan who, in the chief office, might conceivably 
rebel against the constraints. to which Anlerican Presidents and British Prime 
Ministers, aln10st \vithout exception, have subnlitted in the last fifty years and 
\vhich Vice-President's autornatically incur. * 

Hence a canlpaign of great force and ingenuity \vas begun to prevent his 
nomination. A member of the President's own political household (and nominal 
party) \vas released fron1 duty for some weeks to conduct a nationwide "Stop 
Nixon" offensive, with con1mittee-roorns, placards and Ineetings. This had no 
effect on the general public, with WhOlll Mr Nixon appears to be popular. Then, 
for his particular discomfiture, new tactics were introduced at the convention of 
the rival, Deillocratic party. Instead of the elected nominee (Mr Adlai Stevenson) 
choosing his own vice-presidential "running nlate" as on forIner occasions, the 
selection of a '"running mate" was thrown open to vote and of various 
competitors Senator Estes Kefauver (an exceptionally zealous Zionist) received 
the nomination as vice-presidential candidate. 

The ainl of the rnanoeuvre \vas to force the Republican Party's convention to 
follow this '"delnocratic procedure'~ and also to submit the choice of the vice
presidential candidate to vote. It did so and Mr Nixon, like Mr Eisenhower, 
received a unanirnous vote. rrhis event, and his deportment during President 
Eisenhower's illnesses, nlade Mr Nixon's prospects of becoming President in his 
own right one day much better than they had ever been deenled before. l-Iis story 
up to no\V' nlakes hinl a hopeful tlgure (as Mr Eden appeared to be in 1938), and 

*The inevitable twin-reproach, of "anti-semitism", was also raised against him during the election campaign. A 
rabbi who knew him well came forward to defend him against it. 
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in the chief office he l11ight conceivably produce a sanative effect on An1erican 
policy and foreign relations. 

After the nominations Alnerica sat back with relief, for Mr Eisenhower's re
election was held sure and he had been given a rousing build-up in the press as 
"the l11an who kept us out of war" . l'he phrase was reilliniscent of sirnilar phrases 
used about Mr Woodrovv Wilson in 1916 and Mr Roosevelt in 1940, but by 1956 
a respite of three years \vas held to be a boon and he ,vas given credit for this 
period of "peace", such as it was. 

I was a witness of this election, as of the one in 1952, and realized that in fact 
\var, localized or general, was near. I felt that a respite, at least, would be gained if 
election day (Nov. 6) passed vvithout the eruption in the Middle East which for 
n10nths obviously had been preparing (once the election is over the Zionist power 
to exert pressure diminishes, for a little while). I rernelnber saying to an Alnerican 
friend on October 20 that if the next seventeen days could be got over ,vithout 
war the world might be spared it for another three or four years. * 

On October 29, eight days before the election, war canle, by obvious 
predetermination of the I11on1ent held n10st suitable to cause consternation in 
Washington and London. Fran1 that moment events swept along on a tide of 
elen1cntal forces let loose and only much later \vill n1ankind be able to see what 
was destroyed and \vhat survived. For Britain and the family of oversea nations 
offsprung frOlTI it, this was nearly ruin, the foreseeable end of the involven1ent in 
Zionism. 

On October 29, 1956 the Israeli Governn1ent announced that it had begun a 
full-scale invasion of Egypt and that its troops had "advanced 75 tniles into 
Egypt's Sinai Peninsula". ** 

The news, coming after the long series of earlier attacks on the Arabs and their 
repeated "condemnation" by the United Nations, sent a shock of repugnance 
round the \vorld. At that very I110Inent the I-Iungarians were fighting and winning 
their people's war against the Comn1unist revolution. The two destructive forccs 
released from Russia in October 1917 stood self-condelnned by acts equally 
brutal. They were destroying themselves~ there \vas no need to destroy thein. At 
this instant great counter-forces of universal reprobation were released \vhich 
would have becn too strong for thenl. Not even the '''Zionist pressure" in New 
York could make this deed appear to be '''Egyptian aggression,- or induce the 
*1 had in mind what is known to American politicians as "the Farley law". Named after an exceptionally astute 
party-manager, IV1r James A. F~lrley, who was held to have contrived the early electoral triumphs of Mr Roosevelt, 
the essence of this "law" is that American voters have declde(~ by mid-October for whom they will vote and only 
their candidate's d~ath, war or some great scandal between then and November 6 can change their minds. The 
morning after the Israeli attack on Egypt Mr John (YDonncll wrote, "Spokesmen in the wortied State Department, 
Pentagon" (War Office) "and headquarters of both parties agree that the Israelis launched their attack on Egypt 
hecause they were convinced that the United States would take no action in an Isracli war so close to the Presidential 
elections ... Word Cdme through La political headquarters tbat American Zionists had informed Tel Aviv that 
Israel would probably fare better under a Democratic administration of Stevenson and Kefauver than under a 
Republican regime of Eisenhower and Nixon" (Nnl' York Daily NCll'S). 

**See footnote on page 555. 
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pub1iC InuIt1t IIdes to acceptit. T' his was a gift fr 0 In heaven. re Icasing .. "The Wesf· 
froln both its dilernrnas. I l only ncedLd to st~l nd aside and, for once. let "world 
opinion" do the \vork~ for on !his occasion there lUiS vvorld opinion. produced by 
deeds that could not be hidden. disguised or l11isrepresented by .... the press'". 

Within t\venty-four hours the golden opportunity \vas cast away. T'he British 
and French (]ovcrnlnents announced that they would invade the Suez Canal 
zone .... unlc~s Israeli and Egyptian troops agrl'c 10 stop flghting and \vithdraw ten 
lniles fronl the c~inal \\ithill t\\'clvc hours". l\S this \vould have left the Israeli 
troops nearl) a hundred llliles inside Egyptian territory, the dCllland obviously 
\vas not 1ne(1nt to be accepted by Egypt. 'rhereon the British and French air forces 
began intensive b0111bing of Egyptian airfields and other targets and by 
destroying Egypt's air weapon gave unchallenged victory to the invader. 

The future reader \vi11 hardly' he able to inlagine the feelings of an Englishman 
ofnlY kind. \vho heard the news in i\nlcrica. Sharnc is too 51na11 a \vord. but as it is 
the only \v()rd ] usc it to express Sl"111cthing I felt Inure deeply than even at the tilTle 
of IV1 unich, \\'11en [ rl:signed (ront T'lzeTinlcs as the only protest (a stupid one. I 

now estimate) I could rn~lkc. I shall Jl\vays rl.."lTlcrnbcr the fainnindedness of 
!\n1ericans at this Illon1CIH. Incredulous. shocked and be\\ildercd. none that I 
lnet gave \\'ay to [he glee OVl..'r ~I British discornflture \vhich is instinctive. though 
irration~d. in lllany ,~\rn('ricai1s. SOlne of thell1 realized that Anlcric3n policy. 
t\visting and turning under ""the pressure"", had nlainly caused this calalnitous 
denouenlcnt ~n1(.t shared nlY sense ofshanlc. l-'hcsc v,,'ere the ones who understood 
that the shanlc \\/as that of all ""the Wcsf·. 1n its servience. not particularly of 
England or Anlerica. 

I-Iowcver. the bLunc. as distinct fr0!11 the shame. at that n10rnent was Britain·s. 
'The consequences of this act reach so far into the future that they cannot be 
cstin1ated now. but one thing will always be clear: that the glorious opportunity 

** Al the very l11ument of lhc i~1Vasil)[1 of Egypt another massacre of Arabs w~;s carried out illside Israel and at a 
point far removed from the Egyptian frontier. namely, the frontier \vith Jordan, on the other side of IsraeL 48 Arabs, 
mcn. women and children. of the village of Kafr Kassem, were killed in cold hlood. This new Deir Yasin could only 
he taken hy thl..~ Arabs. inside or o~ltside Israel. as a symholic warning that the fate of '·utter destruction ... man. 
\\oman and child ... save nothing that breatheth" hung over oil of them. for these people were of the small Arab 
population tha t stayed in Israel after Deir Yasin ~lf1d the CITation of the new state. The deed was offlcially admitted, 
after it had hecome widely klwwn and was the subject of an Arab protest en rouJe to the United Nations (where it 
seems to have heen ignored the date of adding this footnote). by the Israeli premier. Mr Ben-Gurion six weeks 
laler (Dec. 12), He lhen told israeli Parliament that I.he munkrt:Ts "'raced tria]", but ~IS the Arabs rememhered 
that the murderers of Oeir Yas;n, after "LII_'ing trial" and beil1~ l'()[1\'ictcd, had bel'n released at once and publicI) 
rcled. this was of sm~111 reaSSULlnce to thclll, Lip to the time this footnolc (Dec 2()) I havc not seen any allusion, 
among the mJ1lions Gr \Vllrds that h~lve hecn prinled. lO the fate of the 2l5.000 fugitive Arabs (U.N, Report, April 
]956) who were huddled in the Gaza Strip when the IsraeliS attacked it and Egypt. Th~ Israeli Government has 
announced that it will I/O! give up this territory: earlier, it had announced that it would under no conditions permit 
the return of the Arah refugees to IsraeL Therefore the lot of this quarter-million people, which at any earlier time 
would have received the indignant compassion of the world, has been entirely ignored. Presumahly they are referred 
to in the only statement [ have seen on the subject, the letter of eleven Arab states to the United Nations of Dec 14, 
stating that "Hundreds of men. women and children have been ruthlessly murdered in cold hlood", but there seems 
small prospect of impartial investigation or corroboration, and the Arab letter itself says, '"The whole story will 
never be told and the ex tent of the tragedy will never he known", However, in the particular case of Kafr Kassem the 
facts are on authentic record. 
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offered by the sinlultaneous events in Sinai and Hungary \vas thrown away, 
apparently through a series of nlisc~dculations unprecedented, I should think, in 
history. 

I ainl to show here that Increly as a politicai galnble (surely it cannot be 
considered as an act of states111anship) this '.vas like the act of a lTIall \vho rnight 
w'ager his entire fortune on a horse already \vithdra\Nn from a race. By no 
ilnaginable turn of events could it have beneflted England (or France). 

()fthe three parlic~ concerned, Israel had nothing to lose and rnuch to gain: the 
\Norkfs instant reprubation glanced off Israel 'Nhen t~~llgla nd and Franc~ dashed 
in to snatch the aggressor's cloak and \\/in its \\'ar: It \vas lt~ft deep in Egyptian 
t('rritory, cheering Its "'conquest ". France had no Inure to lo~~c, unhdppily, than 
the 1adyin the s() Id jers' son g \v h0 "10st 11ername ,J ga i11 ' '. I:'" rancc W d S 1eft hy i t~; 

revolution the Llnd of the recurrent ilasct), c'vcr una ble to ri:;c out of the spiritual 
despondency \vhere it lay. During 160 years it trieJ every fonn of governlnent 
L'onceivable by' 11lan Ll nd found reinvigora tion and nc\v cc'\nfidence in none. Its 
prilTIe 111inistcrs changed so orten t hat the public Inasscs seldonl knc\v their 
nalnes~ shado\\'y flgure~~, they seC1Tlcd indistinguishable even in appearance, and 
the Fr~nch politician acquired a tradition of venality: the /\nlerican c(Jmcdian 
said he \\('nt Lo London to see the changing of the (Juard and to Paris to see the 
changing of the C'ahinet. i\ c~Juntry rendered ble, hy a series of corrupted 
g(Jvernrnt~nts,of resistance to the Gcrnlan invader of its o\vn soil in 1940, 1n 1956 
invaded Egyptian soil in the service of Israel. But this vvas only an episode in the 
sad story of France s.incc 17f)l) and could not rnuch affect its future. 

EngLlnd \vas a different case, an cxanlplc, a great narne and a tradition of 
honourable dealing not less in hard tirnes than in good ones. England had a soul 
to lose, in such company, and no world to gain. England had shown \visdom in 
applying the lessons of history. It had not tried to petrify an empire and to ward 
off the tides of change with bayonets. It had accepted the inevitability of change 
and successfully ridden those tides, successively transfornling its Empire of 
colonies, first into a Comlnonwealth of independent oversea nations and 
colonies, and next, as more and more colonies attained to self-governnlenc into a 
great family of peoples, held together by no con1pulsion at all~ but by intangible 
bonds \vhich, as the Coronation of the young Queen Elizabeth showed in 1953, 
were if anything stronger than ever before, not 'Neaker. The avoidance of any 
rigid organization hased on force, and the ever-open door to new forms of 
relationship between these associated peoples, ITlade the family of nations sprung 
from .... England" and .... the British Elupire" a unique experiment in human 
history, in 1956, and one of boundless promise, if the san1e course were 
continued. * The outstanding result of the apparent ~veakness of this elastic 
process \vas the strength it produced under strain~ it yielded, without collapsing, 
to stresses which would have snapped a rigid organization based on dogmatic 
*See footnote on page 558. 
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rules~ and becanle taut again when the strain was past. 
'Thus England had the \vhole achievement of British history to inlperil, or lose. 

in 1956 by any act vvhich, in fact or even in appearance, reversed the policy~ or 
method, which had gained it so great a reputation and produced, on balance, 
good material results. In that light the British Governll1ent's action of October 
30, 1956 has to be considered. 

If the Suez Canal was "~vital" to it, why had it ever withdravvn? If a friendly 
Egypt was vital after the withdrawal, why the calculated affront in July? If British 
ships were freely using the Canal, why the pretence that it \vas not ""open" and 
that ""the freedonl and security of international shipping" were endangered? If 
any vital Br;tish interest was at stake~ \vhy did it \vait until Israel attacked Egypt. 
and only then attack Egypt? 

'The question n1ay be turned and scrutinized fron1 every angle, and always the 
sarrle answer en1crges. This cannot have been done for the sake of Britain or 
France; the n10n1ent chosen is incrilllinating. It would not have been done at all, 
had Israel not existed~ ergo, the hUlniliation \vhich England (and France, if the 
reader will) suffered was in that cause. 'The involvelnent begun by Mr. Balfour 
fifty years before produced its logical consequence, and by this act its 
continuance \vas ensured when release from it was at last at hand. 

If any rational calcula tions of national interest pron1pted this foolhardiest of 
Jan1eson Raids, they will one day appear in the mCllloirs of lnen concerned; 
personally, I doubt if it can ever be justified..At this Dl0rnent it can only be 
cxarnined in the light of four weeks" developlnenls, \vhich have already seen the 
grea t fi.asco. 

'The enterprise was evidently long prepared betwecn tv~ro of the parties at least, 
Israel and France, evidence of that soon appeared. ** 

*This method is the exact opposite of that by which the world would be ruled under the "world-government" 
schemes propounded from New York by Mr Bernard Baruch and his ~;chool of '·internationalists". Their 
concept may in fact be called that of "super-Colonialism" and rests entirely on rigid organization, force and penalty. 
Speaking at the dedication of a memorial to President Woodrow Wilson in Washington Cathedral in December 
195b, Mr Baruch again raised his demand, in t!lC followin b, stell t!ingly contradictory trrms: "After two world wars 
... we still seek what Wilson sought. '(1 reign of law based on the COl/sent of' the gOl'emet! . .. that reign of law can 
exist only when there is theforce to maintain it ... which is why \\il;:; must continue to insist that any agreement 011 the 
,-'ol1trol of atomic energy and disarmament be accumpJnied by irnnclCld provisions for inspection, c011lrol alld 
/71mishmclI/ (~j' transgrt'ssors' ". 

**Correspondents of The Times, Reuters and other newspapers <1l1d agencies subsequently reported that they had 
seen Frellch aircraft and French air oftlccrs in uniform on Israeli fields during the invasion, and at the "victory 
party" given in Tel Aviv by the Israeli air rorce, when the Israeli commander. General .Moshe DClyan, was present. 
These reports agreed in an important point: th(\t the French Air Force was present to"cover" or provide "an air 
umbrella" for Tel Aviv if it were attacked by Egyptian aircLlft. Reuters r~ported that some French air officers 
admitted at tacking Egyptian tanks during the Sinai lighting. As far as the French were concerned, therefore, the 
pretence ofa descent on the Suez Canal to "separate" the belligerents was shcl\vn to be false, French officers and 
aircraft having been seen hehilld the Israeli lines in Israel and Sinai during the fighting. The Til1/es correspundent 
reported "eHl undertaking on the part of France to do her best, if war broke Ollt between Israel and Egypt, to prerent 
allY aCiio!l ogaillst Israel under the terms olthe tripartife declaration (~lJ95() alld to see that Israel had appropriate arms 
lI'I/h lrhich tojigllt". The i 950 declaration pledged Franu.~ imparrially "to oppose the use offorce or threat offorcc in 
that area. The three governments, should they find 011,1' otfllne sTafes ll'Cre preparing to violate,/i"mzticrs or annis/ict! 
lilles, ll"Ould . .. illlllledia/ely take action . .. 10 prercll{ swll riolatiolls·'. 
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In England the Governtnent (up to the tin1e of concluding this book) has 
refused the denland for enquiry into the charge of collusion, which cannot be 
established in the British (as distinct froll1 the French) case. There does seem a 
possibility that the British action \vas a sudden onc, taken on the spur of a 
Inon1ent deerned to be fa vourable. In that case, it was a titanic miscalculation, for 

, "" hen the British and French "'ultilnat uin" \vas launched the United States had 
already called an en1crgency n1eeting of the U.N. Security Council and presented 
a resolution censuring the Israeli attack and demanding that the Israelis 
\vithdraw froID Egyptian territory (OcL 29). 

Thus the only effect of the British and F~rcnch attack was to divert the 
reprobation of the vv'orld from Israel to themselves and by Noverrlber 7 (after a 
second resolution calling 011 Israel to withdraw) an overwhelrning lTIajority of the 
General Assenlbly had duly transferred the weight of its censure to ""Britain and 
F-'rance", Israel then appearing in the third place alTIOng the parties told to 
withdraw.* 

By that time the 11lilitary fiasco was as clear ~tS the political one~English ears 
had had to listen for nearly five days to the reports of British bonlbing of 
Egyptians, the Suez (=anal was blocked by sunken ships, President Nasser was 
1110re popular in the Arab \vorld than he had ever been, and the British 
Government was gradually retreating from '''no \vithdrawal" through 
""conditional vvithdra\val" to "'unconditional withdrawal". 

President Eisenhower and his adrninistration, nlade the nlost of these events. 
What \vas COIning was evidently knov,,'n in Washington, (as the attack on Pearl 
Harbour had been foreknown). Anlerican residents had been told to leave the 
danger zone SOlne days before the attack, and in the two days preceding it 
President Eisenhower twice admonished Mr Ben-Gurion, once in ""llrgent'~ and 
then in ""grave" terms~ the only answer he received was a radio message, delivered 
to hinl during an aeroplane trip [roll1 Florida to Virginia, telling hinl that Mr 
Ben-Gurion had launched the attack. 

However, the British government did not officially inform the President (or 
even the Dominion Governinents) of its intention, and Mr Eisenhower was able 
to present a face of patient suffering to his people when he appeared on the 
television screen with the \vords, ""We believe if' (the attack) ""to have been taken 
in error for we do not accept the use afforce as a wise or proper instru111ent for the 
settlenlent of international disputes". This was an irreproachable statement, 
*From that moment, following the example set by the American President, the weight of censure was by stages 
shifted from "Israel" to "Israel, Britain and France", then to "Britain and FriJtlce". and in the last stage to 
·'Britain" (thus recalling the transformation earlier effected in the case of Hitler's persecution of men. which began 
as "the persecution of political opponellts", then became "the persecution l)f political opponents and Jews", then 
"Jews and political opponents" and. at the end, "of Jews"), 

A characteristic public comment of this period wa~ made by ~1rs Eleanor Roosevelt, who was generally accepted 
in America as the voice c';' her husband, the late President. She said at a news conference three days before the 
presidential election (she was campaigning for the Democratic nominee). "1 do not consider that.lsrael is an 
aggressor; she acted in self-defence ... 1 believe Britain and France were technically guilty of aggression". (lVnl' 
York Times, Nov. 4, 1956). 
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against a background of culpability (the American'-prompted supply of French~ 

British and Canadian arms to Israel all through the summer). If the British 
Government counted on Io"Zionist pressure"' in Washington~ it was deceived at 
that moment. There is always a margin of error in these things and Mr 
Eisenhower was ensured of election~ in any case~ the opportunity to divert his 
wrath to Britain spared him the need to spend any more of it on Israel (which~ for 
that matter. had got what it wanted). A harsh word to England~ moreover~ has 
been a popular thing in America since the Boston Tea Party~ is it conceivable that 
a British government did not realize that? 

The British action seems to be accountable only in the context of the entire 
Zionist delusion. If the thing was to be done at all~ the only hope lay in a swift and 
111assively eflicient operation \\/hich would have gained possession of an intact 
canal and have confronted the world with something accomplished. T'he British 
undertaking was slo\v from the start and very soon showed all the signs of second 
thoughts. After the fiasco The 7'in1es (Nov.16) reported from the British base at 
Cyprus~ ""The British Governnlenfs decision to intervene in Egypt was taken 
without the advice of nearly all its senior diplonlatic representatives in the area. It 
was continued against the warnings of most ofthenl about its probable effects on 
the future of British relations with the Arab nations ... When details of the 
British ultilnatum to Cairo and the decision to intervene militarily against Egypt 
\vere first learned in British Enlbassies and Legations in the Arab countries the 
reactions in nearly all of them appear to have ranged from frank disbelief to talk 
of its being potentially a disaster ... Many were incredulous or aghast when the 
fonn of this direct action appeared to associate British policy with that of Israel 
and France"' (this passage vividly recalled to 111e the feeling I found in "'British 
Enlbassies and Legations~~ throughout Europe at the time of Munich). 

So 111uch for the political decision~ next, the lnilitary execution of it. The Til11(!s 

(Nov. 17) reported that alllong the military conl1nanders in Cyprus ""There was a 
nearly unanil110us feeling that if it were done it had best be done quickly. The 
failure to allow thenl to conlplete the job has produced a sense of frustration and 
confusion a1110ng 111any senior officers here, as well as among many of their 
subordinates". The clninent American lnilitary writer. Mr Hanson Baldwin, 
later discussing "loA Confused Invasion" \vhich \vas "lolikely to become a faluous 
case study in the world's n1ilitary staff colleges'~~ said that under the confused 
direction fron1 London lolothe multiple political. psychological and military 
objectives becalne inextricably confused~ the result \vas no clearcut purpose, or at 
least no objective that nlilitary force could achieve, given the limitations ilnposed 
on it". 

It soon becalne apparent that sOlnething was indeed delaying and dete~ring the 
British and French governtnents in carrying out the enterprise. To the F"rench 
this nlattered little, for the reasons previously given~ for the British~ reputatjol1, 
honour. the hope ofprosperity~the cohesion of the great British family \vere all at 
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stake. Already, in the stress of those days, the Canadian Prime Minister had 
given warning that such actions might lead to the dissolution of the 
Commonwealth. In the United Nations Britain stood in the pillory with Israel 
and France, a sorry sight indeed. Against huge adverse votes, only Australia and 
New Zealand remained at its side, and that possibly from dogged fidelity more 
than conviction. 

What caused the hazardous undertaking, so vaingloriously announced, to be 
delayed until it fizzled out? The ""vigorous and emphatic protest" from President 
Eisenhower and the United Nations resolution presumably caused the first 
reconsideration in London. Then there was the agonizing coincidence of events. 
As soon as the British and French began to bomb Egyptians the Moscovites 
turned back into Hungary and began to lnassacre Hungarians. Then at the 
united Nations the spokesmen of East and West began to shout ""You're 
another" at each othec while British and French aeroplanes bombed Port Said 
the British and French delegates accused the Soviet of inhuman savagery; while 
Soviet tanks murdered the Magyars the Soviet delegates accused the British and 
F'rench of naked aggression. These exchanges began to show something of the 
professional lnendacity of peddlers in a Levantine bazaar. 

The picture then took on nightmare shapes. Sir Anthony Eden, the rising 
young man when he resigned in 1938, received the resignation of Mr Anthony 
Nutting, the rising young man of 1956, who as Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs ""had most strongly advised against British intervention in Egypt", and of 
other colleagues. To restore his position he had recourse to Sir Winston 
Churchill, who proclaimed, ""Israel, under the gravest provocation, erupted 
against Egypt ... I do not doubt that we can shortly lead our course to ajust and 
victorious conclusion. We intend to restore peace and order in the Middle East 
and I am convinced that we shall achieve our aim. World peace, the Middle East 
and our national interest wIll surely benefit in the long run from the 
Government's resolute action". 

This, possibly one of the last of Sir Winston's pronouncements, remains for the 
future to audit. The British action has strongly Churchillian traits, and his 
successor was so closely associated with him that, at all events, it is unlikely to 
have been done vvithout Sir Winston's approval. At that same moment the 
veteran published the second volume of his History oj' the English-speaking 
Peoples, and the NeH' York Times said of it, "'The author is proud of the fact that 
his s111a11 island, "the little kingdom in the northern sea', although possessing 
when this volume begins but three million inhabitants, should have civilized three 
continents and educated half the world". Only time can show whether the British 
attack on Egypt was in that civilizing and educating tradition, or \vill remain to 
the discredit of England. 

Then came the biggest of the shocks resulting fromthe British Government's 
action. The Soviet Prenlier Bulganin, in notes to Sir Anthony Eden and the 
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I~rench Prilne Mil1istcr~ plainly threatened thenl with rocket and atomic attack if 
they did not "stop the aggression~ stop the bloodshed~' (the bloodshed in 
Budapest continued and the strcanl of I-Iungarian fugitives across the hospitable 
/L\ustrian frontier swelled to,vards a hundred thousand souls~ in Budapest 
another Bela K un nlan of 1919~ Mr Ferenc 1\1 unnich, becan1e l\1oscow's ·'key 
Inan~~ in succession to Rakosi and Geroe, and began the nevY' terror). More than 
that, Mr Bulganin in a letter to President Eisenho\ver proposed ajoint Anlerican
Soviet attack "within the next few hours" on Britain and F rance, a proposal 
which the White House in a press statClTlent, nlerely ternled '"unthinkable'~. 

Is anything ··unth.inkable~' in our tinle? 'The l-litler-Stalin alliance of 1939 (an 
obvious developlnent, \vhich the present writer and others foretold) was 
portrayed to the masses as something "'unthinkable'~ until it was nlade and the 
Second \Var begun. 'The !vTe~i' Y~ork Tilnes at this period quoted '"a senior United 
States diplonlat with long experience in the ,'-rab world" as ilnplicitly approving 
the suggestion: "Our rejection of the Russian offer as 'unthinkable', without 
offering to consider it within the franlework of the United Nations~ is interpreted 
here'~ (he was in Jordan) '''as 11leaning that despite whatever 'vve rnay say \ve will 
always side \vith the West and Israel when the chips are do·wn". 

No doubt the proposed joint American-Soviet atoD1ic attack on England was 
unthinkable at that tinle, but in fact the two countries \vere acting together 
against England in different ways, which cOlnbined to produce a n1assive 
pressure fronl two sides. Sir Anthony Eden haG elnbarked on torrential rapids in 
a frail canoe. There is in Arnerica a constant, latent matricidal instinct towards 
Europe in general and England in particular (it cannot be explained but Inust 
always be taken into account) \vhich is most easily lnade active by the charge of 
"colonialisnl~~. The fact that Alnerica is the greatest colonial power in the world 
(for I see no valid difference het\veen oversea and overland expansion)* does not 
alter this; it is an irrational impulse which has always to be taken into account in 
calculating the results of any C0111eIl1plated action involving "Anlerican 
opinion". 
However~ ··opinion" today is a nlanufactured product and can be produced in 

any forln desired. What \vas ll1uch more in1portant~ and should not have been 
overlooked, was that President Ejsenho\ver~ quite evidently~ was selected~ 

nOlninated and in effect elected by the "internationalist" group which dominated 
Presidents \Vilson, Roosevelt and l'rll1nan~ and that Anlerican state policy~ 

under this direction, has always supported the revolution and taken on an anti
British nature at llloments of peak-crisis. 'The ultilnate ··internationalist" 
*The United States, of course, IS the occupant. by conquest or by purchase, of British, Dutch, French and Spanish 
colonies, and of vast Mexican and Rus~,jan territories; only the virtual extirpation during the life of the American 
Republic' of the original inhabitants of this great ~:rea produces a present picture differing from that of today's 
Bntish, Dutch, French and Spanish colonies, \\ith their millions of "colonial peoplc:-;". /\merican's oversea 
possessions, by conquest or ~Hlrchase, are few. The Panama Canal Zone, which is under permanent United States 
sovereignty, is ,1 separate \.'(1se; if it proves ~ll1ything. in relation to t.he Suez Canal and Britain, it proves only the 
advantages of good "title" and of' military adjacency. 
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anlbition is the world-governrncnt project, to be achieved through the 
convergent, destructive forces of revolutionary-C0111111UnisTn and revolutionary
Zionisnl, and it is the essence of this a111bition that the (V,i'O great English-speaking 
countries on either side of the Atlantic be kept divided. for only through their 
divrision can c111pire he achieved. 'fhis alnbition dorninated the Second War. 

President Eisenhoyvcr first clnl.:rgcd as the third fig~lrc in the Roosevelt
Marshall-Eisenho\ver group. l'he anti-British nature of General wrarshal1's 
proposals in the war years has been earlier shown; he \vas, in fact, tv1 r Churchill's 
great adversary and the rnan responsible for the fact that (as the official British 
history of the \var recorded in 1956) despite Mr Churchill's \vorld\vide reno\vn 
and ~lpparently fornlidable authority., he proved~ in fact, unable to shape a single 
nlajor strategic decision during that \\lac by the outc0111e of\vhich the Rooscvelt
Marshall-Eisenhower policy must be judged. In the final palaver, at )"alta, Mr 
Roosevelt's d0!11inant \vish \vas to effect injury on Britain, as the )/alta papers 
show.* 

(Jeneral Eisenhower~ as the comlnandcr in l~uropc~ gave the military order 
resulting, in effect, in the cession of half Europe to the revolution. 

Against this background, the support of President Eisenhower could not have 
been counted on by the British CiOyernnlent; the prehistory is too vveighty. lie 
~as the executor of the Roosevelt-lVlarshall policy in the \var, and seven years 
after its end \vas patently selected by powerful backers, in opposition to Senator 
l'aft, as a n1all \\rho would further pursue the "'internationalist" policy. What \\raS 

unexpected, and cannot be justified, is the length to \vhich he went in publicly 
hUllliliating Britain at this time, by enforcing the ""unconditional" withdrawal in 
the tnost abject circurnstances, by virtually ostracizing the British r\mbassador in 
Washington, and generally by displaying a rancour relniniscent of President 
Roosevelt at Yalta. 

This display of repugnance (the reproachful Inien \vas seen by the entire 
country on the television screen) \vas without 010ral basis. The "'pressure" on 
Britain to withdra\v from the CanaL and the ensuing '''pressure'' on Britain to 
join \\'ith America in the provocative insult to Egypt, which was the true start of 
the war-crisis of 1956, originated In the White House. 

Nloreover, this was done while the ITlassacre in l-Iungary went on and apart 
froin saying that his heart went out to the victilns the i\nlerican President and his 
administration ren1ained passive in face of that, lTIuch graver affair. In this, 
again, he was consistent with his earlier acts: the dropping of the ""repudiation of 
Yalta" pledge~ after his election in 1952~ and the order to halt the Allied arnlies 

*"Thc President said he would tell the marshall" (Stalin) "something indiscreet. since he would not wish to say it in 
front of Prime Ministt:r Churchill ... The British welL' a peculiar people and wishl..'Lt to have their cake and eat it too 
... He suggested the 'internationalizing' of the Brilisll colony or Hong Kong and that Korea be placed under a 
trusteeship with the British excluded. Stalin inJicatcct that he did not think this \va~. a good idea and added that 
'Churchill would kill us'. \VhCll post-war political questions came up, he orten look positions that were anti
BritIsh", (NCH' York Times, Mardi 17, 19:',5). 
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east of Berlin in 1945. 'rhe effect of all these \V~lS to continue that "support of the 
revolution" which \vas the don1inant 1enet of l\rl1crican s1;lte policy during t\\lO 

\vars. 
()ne great lesson \V~IS learned through the events of ()ctober and Novernber, 

1956. They sho\ved tha t, if sufficiently shocked, sOlTIcthing like -'\vorld-opinion" 
ClIll express itself through the debating society known as the United Nations in 
Nc\v }/ork. The dCJll0nstration of repugnance \vas over\vhelnling in hoth cases, 
those of the attack on Egypt and or the Soviet massacre in Hungary. 1'hey 
sho\vc<L furthcr, that as an instrU111cnt for giving (~fj()ct to any such moral censure 
the tJnitcd Nations is utterly impotent. In the graver case, that of Hungary, it 
could do nothing whatever, because the Soviet \vas in possession and the l:nited 
States \vas passive. In the other case, that of Egypt an inul1ediate result \vas 
produced only because both these countries joined against Britain~ the one \vith 
"111CaSUrcs short o1'\var'" (the refusal of oil supplies) and the other \vith the direct 
thre:'ll of \\'ar. 

In r~lCC the British \\'ithdra\val froll1 Suez \vas effected by l\lnerican-Soviel 
coILlboration, and \i\hil~: "the internationalisls·' are able to control the American 
selection-and clcction--Illachinc that \vill reJlldin a great danger to the \\7orld. An 
Eiscnho\\'cr-Bulganin ptlct is not inherently rnore "unthinkable", in the 
CirCUlllstanccs of this century, than \vas the 11itler-Stalin pact in 1939~ at all 
events, the professed itltcntion (to crush "(:olnmunisln") is the same in both 
C~lSC:';. 

If the British (lovernIllent put reliance on "'Zionist pressure"' in Washington 
((lnd this had effected the British withdravval 1'ronl Palestine and the 
establishlncnt or Israel in 1947-~~n, this \vas another ll1iscalculation at that 
particular nloment. It left out ofaccuulll the shock-effect of the Israeli attack and 
the greater shock-effect of the British and French one, which turned the eyes of 
the world chiefly on Britain and much strengthened President Eisenhower in 
adopting the 1110ral attitude. 

l~hlls the British Governrncnt found itself betwecn threats of Soviet attack, on 
the one hand~ and a hostility, apparently surprising to it, frol11 the White House, 
on the other. The "vital lifeline" was blocked, and Britain's oil supplies were 
blocked with it. Apparently it looked confidently to the American Government 
to make these good and then learned that it could expect no An1erican oil until it 
'''got out"~ by this time the entire brunt of the affair fell on Britain. British 
representatives in Washington were coldly received and found that no matter of 
substance would be discussed with them; they were left to understand that they 
might call again if they vvished, in their quest for oil, when Britain had ....got out". 
The American President in those days went much further in the public 
humiliation of the British Government than he needed to go, and the reason for 
this must be sought in the anti-British feeling which was shown in the recorded 
deeds and words of his patron, President Roosevelt. The whole history of 
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A111erican govenl111cntal fllachinations in the Jl1atter. during his prc~idency. 

depri\cd hin1 of ground f'Jr the posture of honest indignation. 
Unhappily, the British hutniliations vvcr~ earned. l'he attack on Egypt was 

disastrous in every rnajor point: in its, plain appC~Jrance ofco111pliclly \vith Israel. 
i11 its del ivery at the very nl 0 1ne11 t 0 f Sovie t defea tin }--1 U 11 gary, a11din it its 
indecision a nd ineffectiveness. once begun. Sir f\ llllHHly Eden. \\ U1 n dc)\vn by the 
strain and politically ruined. retired to Jarnaic,1 to recuperate. "Unconditional 
withdrawal" (of the British and French, not or the original aggressor. Israel) 
began. An "international force". hurriedly assclnblcd by the lJnitcJ Nations, 
appeared on the Suez (~anal and hung arouncL \vtHldcring \vhat it \vas supposed 
to do. President Nasser's reno\vn soared in the /\rah \vorld: the ('anal rC111aincd 
blocked~ Egypt declared tha t it \\ioLl1d not give up an inch of Egyptian territory: 
Israel began to con1plain about "anti-senlitisnl'~ ill Egypt. 

Three \vccks after the attack the drunken Kruschcv~ the Soviet C\)lnmunist 
leader. jeered at the British and French /\nl bassadors at a Polish Enl bassy 
reception in ~,1 oscow: "You say \Vc \vant v\ar~ but you no\v have got yourselves in 
a posit ion J \V0 uIdeali id i0 tic . . . )' 0 u have given usa 1csson in EgypC~. Who 
could gainsay hil11'/ 

A \veek later the (Vel\, York lillles SUI11111Cd up the balance: "'Britain (tnd France 
have gall1blcd and appear to be losing disastrously ... Israel has so far emerged 
froll1 the crisis in () son1c\\rhat better position'~ (N OV. 25). * 

The san1C issue proll1inently reported the ren-Iarks of a lTICll1her of the Isracli 
Parlialllent~ a !VIr Michael 1-1azani: ""1'vlr }-~azani expoundcd his thcory that the 
failure of Britain and France to clinch their Suez ('anal objective was a lucky 
thing for Israel ...The Israelis feel less isolated today than before their October 
29 thrust inlo Sinai \vhich alienated friends and raised the hackles of enemies 
around the world ... Israelis revelled in their nc\vly developed friendship with 
France which supplied the tools which enabled their foces to \vhip the Egyptians 
... A few weeks ago Israelis had a fright ~rhel1 they./()ared they lnif{ht have brought 
the ~ror/d to the hrink o.(a thernlonuclear H'or. ~rhe initial scare has worn off. the 
threats are regarded as tactics in a war of nerves ... Some Knesset nlernbers said 
that Israel too could play that gal11e ... so they ask why Israel should not exploit 
her current nuisance value to induce the great powers to press Egypt and the 
other Arab states to negotiate peace~'. 

These sentences 11'1ay show the reader how little hope of respite the world has 
until the Zionist adventure is liquidated. f~iasco is the inevitable fate of all who 
associate themselves with it because its own inevitable end is fiasco~ but the brunt 
of each disaster must and always will fall on these associates, not on the original 
authors of the mad ambition. Today it cuts across all rational relationships 
between nations, antagonizing those which have no reason for discord~ 

*Two weeks later. after this chapter was finished. the same newspaper dismissed Britain as henceforth '"a second 
class power", ~ 
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Inisleading sOine to undertakings which cannot possibly bring them good, and 
prolnpting others to threats or \vorld "val'. 

In the case of England, \vhich by this act was reinvolved in the morass from 
which Mr Ernest Bevin hdd extricated it in 1947-8, the penalties on this occasion 
were so heavy thaC if the entire process of involvclncnt in ZionisiTI be likened to 
thirteen steps to the gallo\\"s, this nlay be said to have been the twelfth step; the 
only worse thing that could befall England through it would be 11nal calanlity. 
Already, on this occasion" the warning about the disintegration of the 
Conl1nonwealth \vas heard fronl the highest place outside the British island itself, 
and on no earlier occasion had that been even a remote peril. It was put in the 
dock, beside Israel (and France) before the world and rebuked like a miscreant. It 
suddenly found alanning 111enaces arising on all sides. None of the aims 
announced \vere achieved, its fIghting forces were not allowed to complete even a 
repugnant task, nothing but discredit remained. At the end higher taxation, 
deprivation and hardship fell on the land, as the price, and this was in truth 
further tribute to Zion. 

In all this~ one thing is clear: none of it could have happened but for the state set 
up in 1948. If general ,var had conle, it would have been begun by Israel; if it 
should yet cOIne out of this affair (and that is still an open possibility as this book 
is ended) it would have been begun by Israel. 

Speaking for 111yselC ifl could have persuaded myself that the British attack on 
Egypt was truly pronlpted by concern for any British interest, I would have 
accepted it in the belief that the British Government knevv things, unknown to 
111e, which sOITlehow· justified what seenled by all outer appearance indefensible 
and foredoon1ed. I cannot. persuade 111yself of that. This was but the latest 
nlisstep in the tragedy of errors which began with the original British 
cOInnlitment to Zionism in 1903~ I have traced them all in this book. 

I think this is clearly implicit in what \vas said from the Governn1ent benches in 
the House of COlnmons at the fiasco's end. Sir Anthony Eden being in Jamaica, 
the task of the apologia fell to his colleagues and one of these, Mr Anthony Head, 
the Minister of Defence, rested the apologia. not on any British interest at all, but 
on the clainl to have averted "a crippled Israel, a bombed Tel Aviv and a united 
Arab world"" (again, I have not the text and quote froln the NeH' York T'imesJ• I 
hold that politicians must stand to what the world understands theln to say). 

Now, the corollary of the achievelnent clailned is a disunited Arab world, a 
bombed Port Said and a cri ppled Egypt (of these three things one was done, the 
bombing, and the others "vere not achieved). What British interest is served by 
disuniting the Arab world and crippling Egypt? What Englishn1an would have 
supported the act if it had been put to hiln in those terms before it was done? 
When was the case, for supporting "the fulfihncnt of Zionist aspirations", ever 
put to the British elector in those terms? 

In some diseases modern medicine is able to identify the origill~l1 source of 

566 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

infection, t.he primary sore. The primary source of all these troubles, as they 
culminated in the deeds of October 29 and 30, 1956 is demonstrahly Zionism: 
they could not have happened in that way without it. In the logical sequence to its 
every act since it took shape as a political force in the ghettoes of Russia some 
eighty years ago, it led the world to the edge of universal war, and on that brink 
none knew which of their friends of yesterday would be t.he foe of the morrow. 
Here was "the deception or nations" at the full, indeed. 

Can time distil good of all this? Clearly it can and will; only for wntemporaries 
is the needless turmoil in which we live infuriating. The first signs of the long
delayed turn for the better begin to show. The nations which lie in the chains of 
revolutionary-Communism are beginning to throw them off: the Eastern 
European peoples yet may save themselves by their exertions and the rest of the 
captive West by their example. I believe the Jews of the world are equally 
beginning to see the error of revolutionary-Zionism, the twin of the other 
destructive movement, and as this century ends will at last decide to seek 
involvement in common mankind.* 

The events of October and November 1956 themselves supplied the apt 
concluding chapter for this book. ** I believe they also added the conclusive 
evidence to its argument. 

*A development which may have been foreshadowed by a report (if it waS accurate.l published in the Nell' York 
Times on December 30. 1956. that "fewcr than 900 "fthe 14,000 Jews who have ned from Hungary ... have decided 
to resellie in Israel", the "vast majority" preferring to go to America or Canada. On the other hand. if they follow 
the example of their predecessors they will swell the mass of "explosive" Eastcrn Jews there whose transplantation. 
during t he last scvclllY years. has produced the prc"cnt situation: Ihe incitement of these agCJ insl America was shown 
by quotation from Jewish authorities in the preceding chapter. 

**As to the Suez affair. the apt footnote was supplied by President Eisenhower on January 5, 1957 when he asked 
Congress for standing authority to usc the armed forces of the Unit~d Stutes against "ow'rl armed aggression from 
any nation I'OlIlrolled by international COinmullism" ;nthe Middle Easl. He thus envisaged doing very much what 
he had censured the Eden Government ror doing. An eX;llllple hr"oven" aggression is presumably the sinking of the 
Maine in Havuna Harbour; the explosion \Va~ "oven" and it VIlas anrihifledto Spain. Before and afle!" the attack on 
Egypt the international press began to accw,e one Amb nation artcr another of being "controlied" by international 
Communism, and President EisenIH.Woh::r's request to Congress again opens the prospect that the much-heralded 
extirpation 0f Communism might prove, in the event, 10 be an aliack 011 the Arabs, not on Communislll. The 
description, "controlled by Communism", is incapable of definition or proof. and simple to falsify through 
propaganda. For instance. the Nell' York Times on Dec 2. 1956 published pictures of "Russian tanks captured by the 
Israelis" during the aHack on Egypl. Readers' objections led it to admit that the tanKS were in fact American. 
Whether they were captured from the Egyptians relllajn~ open tn question: anyone can photograph a tank and write 
a caption. Israel was originally SCI up with Soviet arms, but is not on that account said to be ··controlled by 
international Communisrn". 

The news of President Eisenhower's act was followed by a sh<.!rr rise in various Israel shares on the American 
Stock Exchange and by sermons of praise in several Nc\v York SYIU-\g.ogucs. /\ possible reason for this was the fact 
that the President undertook to act militarily in the Middle East only ,n response to request frol11 "any nation or 
group of nations" aHacked. As Egypt was widely declared to be "the aggressor" in the allack on itself in October 
1956, this proviso again lies open to many interpretations, at Ih':I.,d. If t~lC words were earnestly meant. they imply 
that American forces would have been used, on Egyptian request, to repel the Israeli aHaek ofOClober, 1956. That is 
dirticult to imagine; to put it mildly, American military inlcn·cntion in rcsponsc to a request from any other Middle 
Eastern state than Israel is hard tv picturC'~ however, times change and ,,11 things are possible. 
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EPILOGUE
 

If this book has any sombre look, that is the native hue of the story it tells, not 
the reflection of my own cast of mind. I have written with feeling: the feeling of a 
contelnporary, participant, eye-witness and of a journalist thwarted in his 
calling, which in Iny belief should serve truth without fear or favour, not special 
interests. I have seen more of the events of our century and of ' the secret 
perversions of national purposes than most, and have discovered through this 
experience that it was not all chance, but design. Therefore I have written a 
protest, but it is a protest against the suppression of truth, not against life. 

It is a contemporary"s tale of history in the making. After my time will come 
the historians, who from the fragments they disinter will assemble the story in all 
its elelnents. As well might one judge the impulses of a n1an from his skeleton. 
However, they may perceive things now hidden from me, and, above all, they will 
find that it was all necessary to the state of affairs in which they find themselves 
(and that, in the case of historians, is usually a comfortable one). Between the two 
depictments, somehwere, lies the whole truth~ my part of it is the living protest of 
the living participant.' 

No doubt all these things are essential to the ultimate purpose, and I have no 
doubt about the nature of that, but they were unnecessary when they happened, 
and that is the theme of my remonstrance. The ultimate good end could have 
been reached more quickly without them, I believe~ however, I know that all these 
things are not for mortal man to comprehend and can imagine that in God's 
dispensation these recurrent ordeals are necessary to the ultimate self-liberation 
of the human soul. Under that same dispensation, the believer must protest 
against them as they occur. 

Anyway, I leave the dispassionate analysis to the future scribe, whose flesh and 
heartbeat will not be involved~ to him the microscope, to me the living spectacle. I 
anl involved. ""In history" (said Lord Macaulay) ""only the interpretation 
according to doctrinal necessity ever seems to survive, as the inconvenient and 
contradictory facts are forgotten or ignored." On that count, this living scribe 
may be acquitted. I have not ignored anything kno\vn to me and I have presented 
what I know as truly as I am able. I have given the picture of our century as it 
appeared to a man involved, and as it was withheld from the public n1asses, who 
as they went along received only ""the interpretation" according to what 
politicians held to be necessity. 

In our time, I judge, a barbaric superstition born in antiquity and nurtured 
through the ages by a semi-secret priesthood, has returned to plague us in the 
form of a political movement supported by great wealth and power in all great 
capitals of the world. Through the two nlethods used, revolution from below and 
the corruption of governments from above, it has come far towards success in a 
fantastic ambition of achieving world dominion, using these two instruments to 
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incite nations against each other. 
I cannot presume to judge what is evil~ thinking makes it so. I only know what I 

feel to be evil; perhaps I am wrong. Anyway, by my own sensations and 
standards I have felt, during the labour of preparing this book, that I lived with 
evil. The forces which have been projected into the 20th Century, as from some 
dinosauric cavern, are superstitious ones. I have had a constant sense of contact 
with the nlinds of men like Ezekiel, who in barbarous times had barbarous 
thoughts. I had a distinct feeling of re-encounter with such minds in our present 
time, though in a place recently redeemed fronl barbarism, when I read a book, A 
Pattern of'Islands, by Sir Arthur Grimble. 

This recounts the author's expetiences, early in the 20th Century, as a British 
colonial administrator in a remote group of Pacific islands, the Gilberts, where 
the people lived in a state of prinleval superstition until 1892, when a British 
protectorate was proclaimed. I find an uncanny reserrlblance between the curses 
enumerated in Deuteronomy, which fornls The Law of Zionist nationlism today, 
and the words of a curse on a cooking oven, used by these islands before the 
British canle. The sorcerer, squatting naked in the dark before dawn over his 
enenlY's fireplace and stabbing it with a stick, mutters: 

"Spirit of madness, spirit of excrenlent, spirit of eating alive, spirit of 
rottenness! I stab the fire of his food, the fire of that nlan Naewa. Strike west of 
him, you! Strike east of him, you! Strike as I stab, strike death! Strangle him, 
madden him,' shame hirn with rottenness! His liver heaves, it heaves, it is 
overturned and torn apart. His bowels heave, they heave, they are torn apart and 
gnawed. He is black mad, he is dead. It is finished: he is dead, dead, dead. He 
rots". 

The comparison between this and many passages in Deuteronomy and Ezekiel 
is instructive in this time when the Talmud-Torah is literally invoked as The Law 
ordaining such deeds as that committed at Deir Yasin~ the statenlent of the 
Jetl'ish Enc.J'clopaedia, that the Talmud teaches belief in the literal efficacy of 
cursing, is also relevant. Such passages always occur to me when politicians 
invoke "the Old Testament"; each time I wonder if they have read it, and if they 
comprehend the relationship between these superstitions of antiquity and 
current events, brought about with their help. 

In my judgment we have to deal with a force, released on the world in the 20th 
Century, the leaders of which think in terlllS of such superstitions~ to what else 
can Dr. Chaim Weizmann's belated, tormented words have alluded, " ... the 
resurgence of the old evil in a new and more horrible guise". 

Only this elenlent of dark superstition, in my estimate, can account for the fear 
to which the Jewish nlasses yield, when they surrender to Zionist nationalism. 
They were almost liberated fronl it by the century ofemancipation and in another 
fifty years would have been involved in mankind, but now have been drawn back 
into its clutch. Again, I felt as if I were reading a description of the ghettoized 
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masses in the Tahnudic areas when I canle across this description of pre
protectorate days in the Gilbert Islands: 

""A man with sixty generations of terror-struck belief \vhispering in his blood 
... was easy lueat for the death magic ... Generation on generation of sorcerers 
who vvilled evil~ and of people who dreaded their power~ had lived out their Iiyes 
in these islands. The piled-up horror of their convictions had achieved~ down the 
ages~ a weight and shadow of its OWll~ an iluluanence that brooded over 
everything. It was man ~s thoughts~ more potent than ghosts~ that haunted the 
ha bitation of luen. One felt that practically anything could happen in that 
atlnosphere ~~. 

""Men~s thoughts~ mar'e potent than ghosts~ haunted the habitations of men". 
The words seemed to n1e to apply to the condition of these 111asses, "vith nlore 
than sixty generations of such beliefs whispering to thenl~ who towards the end of 
last century began to be wrested back fronl the daylight towards the tribal glooln. 
Again~ the liberation so barely missed seelued to nle to be described in these 
words of an old woman of the Gilbert Islands who relnembered the earlier time: 

~~Listen to the voices of the people in their lodges. We work in peace, we talk in 
peace~ for the days of anger are gone ... How beautiful is life in our villages~ now 
that there is no killing and war is no 1110re~~; and these words~ again, rnost strongly 
recall Jeremiah~s lament for the forll1er happiness of Israel (""the kindness of thy 
youth~ the love of thine espousals'~) in his rebuke to the heresy of ""treacherous 
Judah~~. 

The feeling I had~ in tracing the story of this ancient superstition and its re
eluergence as a political force in our century~ was that ofcontact with a living~ evil 
thing. The destructive revolution~ in ll1Y view~ is part of it and I could have \vritten 
exactly what an American diplomat~ Mr Frank Rounds~ junior~ wrote in his 
diary on Christn1as Day of 1951: ~"In Moscovv~ you feel that evil exists as a thing~ 

as a presence; that is nlY thought this Christmas Day~~. 

In this 20th Century process~ which I feel as an acconlpanying~evil presence~ 

all of us now alive~ Jew and Gentile, are involved~ and 1110St of us will see the 
denoueluent. As to that~ Mr. Bernard J. Brown in 1933 nlisgivingly wrote, ""Of 
course we must be feared and eventuallJ' hated if we persist in absorbing 
everything America offers us and yet refuse to become Americansjust as we have 
always refused to becoll1e Russians or Poles. ~~ 

This statement applies to all countries of the West~ not only to ,America, but 
Mr Bro\vn was wrong. What he foresaw is one thing the Talmudists cannot 
achieve; hatred is their monopoly~ and creed, and they cannot make Christians~ 

or Gentiles~ hate Jews. The hateful things done by the West in this century "vere 
done under Talmudic prompting; hatred and vengeance are not innate in 
Westerners~ and their faith forbids these. The teaching of hatred~ as part of a 
religion, still comes only frolp the literal Torah-l\l1mudists in the revolutionary 
area, in Palestine~ and where they have nested in the Western capitals. No 
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Westerner \vould speak as a Zionist leader spoke to a Jewish lneeting at 
Johannesburg in May, 1953: .... The beast that is called Germany lnust not be 
trusted. The Germans nlust never be forgiven and the Jews must never have any 
contact or dealings with the Gennans". 

The world cannot live like that and for this reason the insensate plan Inust 
ultinlately fail. This is the heresy which the teaching of Christ above all else 
repudiated~ it is the one to which the political leaders of the West have lent 
thenlselves since Mr Balfour, just fifty years ago, began to subordinate national 
policy to it. When the approaching climax has been overCOl11e this heretic 
teaching, injected into the West f1'on1 the Talmudic centre in Russia, will pass. 

As a writer, I believe it will pass sooner and with less trouble for all involved, 
the Illore the general lnasses know about what has gone on in these fifty years. 

For nothing is secret that shall not he 111ade lnan[!es t,' Neither anything hid, that 
shall not be knOll'll and C0f71e ahroad -~ Luke 8: 17. 
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i\PPENDIX 

""After the lifetinle of Jesus the Old Testanlent \vith the New Testall1ent was 
translated into Latin by Saint Jerollle, \vhen both canle to be regarded by the 
Church as of equal divine authority and as sections of one Book." 

THE TORAH 
""And the Lord spake unto l11e. 

saying ... This day will I begin to put 
the dread of thee and the fear of thee 
upon the nations that are under the 
'W'hole heaven, \vho shall hear report 
of thee, and shall trenlble, and be in 
anguish because of thee ... And the 
Lord conlnlanded nle at tha t til11e to 
teach you statutes and judgl11ents, 
tha t ye nlight do thenl in the land 
whither ye go over to possess it ... 
And because he loved thy fathers, 
therefore he chose their seed after 
thenl ... to drive out nations 1'1'0111 
before thee greater and nlightier than 
thou art to bring thee in. to give thee 
their land for an inheritance ... And 
when the Lord thy God shall deliver 
thenl before thee, thou shalt slnite 
thenl. and utterly destroy theln: thou 
shalt n1ake no covenant 'W'ith then1, 
nor shew l11ercy unto tlH~I11: neither 
shalt thou n1ake l11arriages with then1 
... ye shall destroy their altars and 
break do\vn their il11agcs ... For thou 
art an holy people unto the Lord thy 
God~ the Lord thy God hath chosen 
thee to be a peculiar people unto 
hinlself. above all people tha tare 
upon the face of the earth ... And 
thou shalt consunle all the people 
which the Lord thy God shall deliver 
thee: thine eye shall have no pity upon 
thenl ... But the Lord thy God shall 
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A l110dern encyclopaedi,l. 

T~IE NEW TESTi\lVIEN1' 
"Blessed are the peacenlakers: for 

they shall be called the children of 
God ... I an1 not conle to destroy" 
(the la\v or the prophets) "but to fulfil 
... Yc have heard that it hath been 
said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour. 
and ha te thine enenlY. But I say unto 
you, Love your enen1ies ... tle ta ugh t 
then1 as one having authority. and not 
as the scribes . . . Lay not up for 
yourselves treasure on earth ... \vha t 
is a l11an profited if he shall gain the 
\vhole world. and lose his own soul'? 
Thou shalt love the Lord thy God ... 
this is the hrst and great 
con1nlandnlent and the second is like 
unto it Thou shalt love thy neighbour 
as thyself. On these two conlnland
ll1cnts hang all the la\v and the 
prophets ... One is your 1\11 aster, even 
("hrist and all ye are brethren ... Let 
brotherly love continue ... Whoso
ever shall exalt hil11selfshall be abased 
.. , vVoe unto you. scribes and 
Pharisees ... ye are the children of 
thenl \vhich killed the prophets ... 
This gospel of the kingdonl shall be 
preached ina 11 the \V 0 1'1 d fo l' a \vit ness 
unto all nations ... Forgive then1, for 
they kno\v not what they do ... God 
that Inade the \vorld and all things 
herein . . . and hath n1ade of one 
blood all na t'ions of nlen ... be it 
known therefore unto you that the 



1·'~1E CONTROVERSY OF ZIC)N 

del ive r the 111 un tothee, a 11d sha II 
destroy thenl \vith a Inighty 
destruction until they be destroyed 
. . . t-Ie shall deliver their kings into 
thine haneL and thou shalt destroy 
their nanle 1'rol11 under heaven. there 
shall no nlan be able to stand before 
thee, until thou have destroyed thC111 
... Every place \vhercon the soles of 
your feet shall tread shall be yours ... 
even Ullto the uttertllost sea shall vour 
coast be ... Of the cities of these 
people, \vhich the Lord thy God doth 
give thee for an inheritance, thou shall 
save nothing alive that breatheth ... 
thou shal t lend un to n1any na tions 
and thou shalt not bOITO\V ... \T e 
shall utterly destroy all the places 
\vherein the nations which ye shall 
possess served their gods ... " 

Delttel·olloI71.l'. 

salvation of God i~ sent unto the 
G e11 tiles. and that they \v i 11 hear it. . . 
What then'? Is he not also of the 
Gentiles? '{es, of the Gentiles also ... 
for the prolnisc, that he should be heir 
of the \vorld. \vas not to i\ brahan1, 
and to his seed, through the law, but 
through the righteousness of faith ... 
One Crod and father of alL \vho is 
above aU let brotherly love 
continue For l11any \valk, of 
whonl I have told you often, and no\v 
tell you even \veeping. that they are 
the enenlies of the cross of ('hrist: 
whose end is destruction ... " 

The C;ospels, Acts and Epistles. 

['10 l71all is all islalld entire (~litsc(t:· el'cry I/UIII is a piece q(a cOlltinent, ([ 
part (~t'the nutin,' ft'a clod he )I'a,\;!led all'aJ' h.t' the sca, E'llrope is the less ([,\' )I'e!1 
as ~'ra IJI'onlontory \l'cre, as \l'ell as U'a nlanor (~t' thy.f;·iend or qj'thine Oll'J1 

ll'ere: any nU1I1 's death dilninishes I7le, heC([llSe I ([171 illl'olved in 17 l([nkind,' and 
t!ler(~t()J'e ncret send to ask .It)r lr!UJll1 the hcll tolls,' it to/!s .It)!' thee. 

John Donne. 

573 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

BIBLOGRAPHY 

ABRAHAMS, Israel. JCll'ish Lij"c in rhc A1iddlc Agcs.
 
ADA MS, James Truslow, Thc EjJic oj" America ( 1931 ),
 
ADAMS. President John, vVorks, 11'ith a Lif() of rhc Author (1850-6).
 
ANONYMOUS. (See Mr. E. M. House). Phili!J Dm, Administrator (1912).
 
ASQU ITH. Lady Cynthia. RC!7ll'!7l!Jcr (flld hc Glad (1952),
 
ASQUITH. Lord (Mr. H.H,) ;\!c!7loirs (//1(1 Rcflections (1928).
 
BAKUNIN. Michel. Polc!7liC/uc COl7!rc Ics Jui(\'.
 
BALFOUR, Lord. Lire or (see Dugdale).
 
BALZAN, Consuela Vanderbilt. Thc Cliffer olld thc Gold (1952).
 
BA RON, Prof. Salo. Social ond Rc!igious Historr (ij" thc '/('1\'S ( 1937).
 
BARUCH. Bernard. (see Field).
 
BA RR U EL Augustin. A1c!7loirs oj" Jocohinism (1797).
 
BEA LE. F.J ,P. Ad1'ollcC to Borharis!7l (De\in-Adair. New York. 1955).
 
BEA M ISH. Turton. M,P. lUust Night Fall ( 195 I ).
 
BEATY. John, Thc hOIl Curtaill O1'er Amcrico (1<)51),
 
BELGION. Montgomery.
 
BENTWICH, Norman. Thc JC]I'S (1934); Judcil Lires Again (1943).
 
BERGER, Rabbi Elmer. Thc J('1l'ish Dilc!7ln/{/ (l<)46); A Portiso!1 Historr oj"
 

Judois!7l (195 I): vVho KnOll'S Bcllcr ,UIISt SiI.\' So ( 1956). 
BERNADOTTE. Count Folke. To Jel"/fsolc!7l (1951). 
BORD. C:;l1s1ave. Compirotioll Rcr(illlti(illnoirc dc J789. 
BORKENAlJ, F. Thc CO!7l177l1nisr !lltcl'1lmiollal (Faber and Faber. London. 

1938). 
BRANDEIS. Louis Dembitch. A1iscclla/lcous Pa!Jers (1935); Thc Bmlldcis 

Guidc to thc Modcl'1l H'orl£! ( 1941 ), 
BROWN. Bernard J. From PI/{/raoh TO Hitlcl" (1<)33). 
BUCHAN. John. Oli1'cr Cron71I'c11 (1934). 
BURKE. Edmund. RcflCelions Oil the Reroilltioll. 
BUTCHER, Harry C. Ml' Thrce Ycars l\'ith Eiscnlun!'('/" , (1946). 
CARTER. Hodding. (Chapter on Huey Long in Thc A.s!Jirill Age, 1949). 
CHAMBERLAIN. H.S. Fi.)//ndatio/ls oj" thc Ninctcellth Ce!1tlllT (German 

edition. 1899). 
CHAMBERLAIN, W.H. COllfcssions (ifilll !ndi1'iduolist. 
CHAM BERS. Whittaker. vVitness (1952). 
CHESTERTON. A.K. The Tmge((l' oj" Ami-Sc!7litism (with Joseph Leftwich. 

1<)48). 
CHESTERTON, G.K. G.K'\ vVeckly, (1932).
 
CHODOROV. Frank.
 
CHU RCHI LL Winston. The Gatlwring Storm: Their Fincst Hour: The Gralld
 

Allioncc: The Hillge oj" Ff.l!c: Closing tlu' Ring: Triumph o/ld Trogc((l'. 

574 



THE CONTROVERSY Of ZION 

CH U RCH ILL \Vinslon. Biographies or, sec Cowles, and Taylor. 
CHUTTER, Re\ ..LII1KS B. COI>li1'i/l' COI)li1'e (]954). 
ell fTON. Brigadier George. T!lc l!0I)I)l' Hlllller (]952). 
CLOSTERMANN. PietTL'. D.F.C. Flo/lles ill I!le 5,'kl' (]952). 
CONFERENCES AT MALT.A AND YALTA. U.S. St,ltc Department. 

(M'lrch. 1955). 
CONNELL Bri'II1.(Sir /-.."dll'(l/"{l Cosscl, from A1ullij('sl [Jeslillr. A S'll/(fl" or I!le 

\!OllllhOI/CII FO/llilr. 1953). 
CO\V LES. Virgini'l. IVillslOIl C!lurc!lill ( 1952).
 
DA VIS. Forrest. /lIICl' LOllg (It))5).
 
DEWHURST. Brig. C.H., O.B.E. Close COlllo('/ (1954).
 

DISRAELl. Ikl1j'lmil1. ('ollillgshl' (I ~44): Lij() or rord George Belllillck (I X52).
 
DRACH. D.P. /k l'/lol'/7lOl/ie clllre IEglise el 10 5,'l'lIogogue (1~44).
 

DUGDALE. BLlnL'hc E.C. Lij() orA. J. Bol/(mr (194X).
 
FDERSHEIM. Alfred. T!le Lirc 0/1(1 Ti/lles Or Jesus I!le A1essiu!l (]~~3).
 

EISENHO\VFR. Dwight D. CI'I/sode ill L'ul"OjJe (]94X).
 
EISENMENGER . .Ioh'lnl1 Andreas. T!le Trwliliolls orl!le Jell·s. lirsl published 

as Jlldo/.\/I/ UIIII](/skcd (]732). 
FIEL.D, CdrlLr. Bel'/7ord R{/I'I/c!l. Purk BCllc!l 5;IOleSII](/1I (]944). 
FLYNN . .lohl1 T. T!lc R(los('1'elll'v!.1'I!I (]94X). 
FO R R ESTA L .Li ilKS. T!lc Forrcslul [Jiories ( ]95] ). 
FR L EHO F. R,I bbi Solomon B. Rej(II"IJI Je:l'is!l Pmclice ( ]944). 
ru 1\1 K. S. Dic ElIlSICll/lllg des To 1111 lids. 

(jARNETT. D'lvid. Lel/ers or TE Lmln'II('(' (]93X). 
GINSBERG. Ascher (Quoted. sec Weizm'\I1n). 
CiOLDMAN. R<lhhi Solomol1. (,'od olld Ismel. 

GOLDSTEIN, Dr. .lohn . .1/1 I!le f)oors 11'('/"e Opclled (1955). 
GOUZENKO. Igor. Thc FilII % TiIOII (1954). 
GRAETZ. Heinrich. I'olksl!luc/Illi('!lc Gcsc!lic!llc der Judol (I ~~~). 

CiRENFELL. Russell. L'lIcolldiliollol Hofrcd (1955). 
GRIMBLF. Sir Arthur. I Fol/cl'/7 Or Is10Ilds (1952). 
11'\ l\il I LTO N, A1c\,1 11l1cr. /I'orks ( IXX6-7). 
H!\ R R IS. M,ILl rice H, Modcl'll JCII'is!l Hisforl' ( ]9()9). 
I IFe HT. Ben .. / JCll ill 1_(1\'('. 

HERDER . .loh'\I111 Gt)ttfricd von. L'llfersuc!lullgell des 1'crg. .1o!lr!lulldel'fs. 

II ER? L Theodor. Thc Jell/s!l SfOfC. 

H FSS, Moses. ROlli ulld JCI'I/.\(/lclII. die I(,{~fc NOfiollolifocIsji'oge (] X62). 
HI RSC 11. Emi I. Pro!Cssor or R,I bbinicil Liter,1 ture. ('hiC<lgo University (quoted 

by M l' Bern,1 I'd .I. Brown. sec Brown). 
HOPK INS, I--LiITY. (See Roosevelt). 
iIORSTMANN. Llli. II'c (!losc 10 c)'fol' (1954). 

57) 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

HOUSE, L. M. Priro/c p(//l('r.\ oj Colollcl HOllse (1926): tllso author of PIII"/ip 
Drtt ..·Idlllillis/ru/or (sec Anonymous: sec also Howden). 

HOWDEN, Arthur D. i~1r. Ilowc oj Fc.YOS (1940). 
HUDDLESTON. Sisley. 
HULL. Cordell. MCllloirs (194X). 
HULME. Ktlthryn. l!IC H'iM PI(/cc (1953), 
HUTCHISON. Cdr. E.I-I. I"iolcm Fmcc (1956). 
.JACOBSON. Rabbi Moses I·. (Quoted by Ikrntlrd J. Brown: sel' Brown). 
JEFFRIES. .J.M.N. l!w P(/lcs/iIJe f)cccp/ioll (1933): PI/lcs/illc. Thc Reoli/l' 

( 1(39). 

JEWISH ENCYCLOPAEDIA. 1905. 1909. 1912. 1916 (Funk tlnd \VtlgntllL 
New York) . 

.I 0 RDAN, Geo rge RtlCe). Frolll .\1(/ior Jordoll's l)i(/I'ics ( Jl) 52). 
KASTEIN. Josel'. Ilis/OIT olld Dcs/ill\' o//hc JCII'S (193.,). 
KAUFMANN. Theod()rl' N. (;CI'/I/(/II.1' ,litis/ I)cr/\/i (19411. 
K ER N. r:rich. D(/I/c(' 0/ nc,(//h (1952). 
KEYNES. J.!\I1. L",\I/'I'S ill l3io'..!.w/IIlI' (1933). 
KIPLlNCi. Rudyard, SOIIlC/hill'..!. oj ,\1rscl/( 1(37). 
KOESTLFR. Arthur. Promisc (fI/(1 FIII/lln/clIl. Po/n/illc 1947-9 (194()). 
KRAVCHFNKO. Victl)r. I CI/lis(' F/'cl'd()/Il (1946). 
KRIVITSKY. (il'llertll \Valtl'l'. III S/u/in's Sc('rc/ ,)'cl'\'icc (1939). 
LAIBLE. .1('\11\ ChiS/liS iI/I Jit/I/Illd. 
LAMBERT. R.S. For Thc Tilllc 1\ A/ HOlld (Life 01' Henry Wentworth Monk. 

1(47). 
LANDRILUX. Mgr. 1_ 'IIis/oil'c c/ In Ilisloircs dUllS 1(/ 13ihlc.
 
LANGRES. Lombard de.
 
LANE. Arthur Bliss. I SU\\ Polund Bc/ro.1'cd (194R).
 
LA \VRENCE. T.E. Letters of (sec Gtlrnctt. 193X).
 
LAZARE. Bernard. AII/isCllli/islll (1903).
 
LEFTWICH. Joseph. T!w Tmgn!r oj Ami-scllli/islll (with A. K. Chesterton.
 

194X). 
LEVI N. Meyer. III S(,ul'cll (1950). 
LILIENTHAL Alfred. Hhu/ Price Is]'(/cf.'l (1953). 
LLOYD CiEORGE. DtlVid. IVor fUel/wirs (1936). 

LONCi. B.K . .~II/ohiogru/lhy. 

LONG. Huey. AIr Firs/ IVcek in /hc H/IJi/c HOllse. 
LON Y.A Y. Count Ca 1'1. Rlldol/( 1950). 
LOTI-lIAN. Sir Arthur. Kingdo/lls oj Yes/erd(f.l' (1951). 
LUCHET, de. 
MACLEAN. Fitzroy. Eos/ert! A/lpro(fches (1949). 
MACPHA IL. Sir A. Tlm}e Persolls (material on Sir Henry Wilson. 1(26). 
MALET. Chevalier de. 

576 



THE CONTROVERSY or ZION 

MALON. Benoit. ESj!osc dcs Eco/cs Socio/islcs (1~72).
 

MANLY. Chesly. rilc L.S. Rccord (19))).
 
MANNINCi. C~\rdin~J1. (Sl'e Str~lchey).
 

M A RGOLlOLlTIL Moses. f1i,\IO/T ojlilc .Il'II'S 01 Grc(t! Sriloill (10)7),
 
MA R R. Wilhelm. f)cr .\il',!!, dcs .Il1dclIIIIIJlIIS IIch('/' dos (lcmlollclIl/JlJlII (1079),
 
:\;1ARSI-L\LL. Brul'e. l!Jc I/hilc Rohhil (m~ltcri~J1 on Wing-Cdr. Yeo-Thom~ls.
 

19)2). 
MASSI NCi. Ik<.k. rill's Iknplioll ( 19) I). 
MFYER. Fduard. Flllsldlllllg dcs .IJ/(/CIIIIIIIIS (I~.(l)()). 

MOC.\TL\. [)~I\id, nl(' .IC11·S ill .)'/)oill olld Porlllgo/. 

!\IONK. Ikl1l"~ \\\'nt\\()J"th, .\illi/'/C IlIlcr/i/'('IOlioll o/lilc R(,\,c/Olioll (1~)7); Lik 
or (SLY Lim hl'rt l. 

I\IONTFI-'IORF. C.Ci. Rdigioll oll/i<' ,IIICicIII Ifc/ij'('lu (1092). 
i\10RLLY. John. rOdJIIlllld Bllrkc (Iik orl. 
i\10RSF. Rl'\. Jedediah . .\('/'11101/\ (179)_')): Proo/s 01 Illc r'orh F\islcllcc: 

I>rogrn,\ (jlld f)t'/l'l('/'iolls 1)!('cIS 0/ J-i'cl/('11 IlIlrigllc olld III/IIICI/('C ill lilc 

Lllilcd SIUIt's ( 1 79~ l. 
\10SS. \V. St~lnll'\, .1 1101' o/.\//(/doll',\ (1'))2). 
i'iITCI IVOLOJ)Ol·T. A. {FIII/'crcllr Yicolul /I cl In .Il1i/,\. 

NLWM,\NN. I\Lirg~lrl't Bubel'S, Il/lIcIJ 11m 711c I/on!.') (19)2). 
NORJ)Al'. I\Li\. f)l','.!,CII('/'Ulioll, 

NO RTII CL II;lT. Lord. ,\/r .I01lj'J/l'l' ROlllld nil' l/'orld ( 192.)): Sl'l' ~J1so Omci~11 

Ilislor\ or rilc fiJlln. 

ORWELL. <.il'l)rge . .)'//('11, .\lIcil I,.('/'c nil' .Iors (Il)...j.)). 
PEARSON. I kskl'lh. l!Jc ,\IUII 1/ hi\ll('/' (19)2: m~ltcri~J1 on John Ruskin): 

I)/vucli. 

PLFPU{. Sen~ltor CiCl)]'~ll' \Vh~\rton, Pllil"dcl/iiliu {UIITcr (I l)...j....j.) , 
PIJ\SKYR. Ll'l)Jl, .IIIIO-rIIlUIICi/iUlioll (I ~01). 

\{Al 1 SCIININCi. Ikrlll~lnll. llic !\cl'(!llIlioJl ojlkslmclioll (I'n()). 

RLPIN(iTON. Co!. C. ~'t C. llic Firsl l/ol'ld l/'or (1921). 

REPORTS: 01' lhl' C~ll1~lll i~1l1 CiO\erJ1111l'n l Roy~il Commission ~l ppointcd to 
il1\l'stig~ltc thl' cOI1l1l1Llnil';ilion hy puhlic onlci~J1s ~11l<.i othcr persons In 
positions or trust 01' Sl'Cl'cl ~llld cOlllidellti;J1 inl'orll1~\tion to ~Igcnls or ~I I'ol"eign 
PO\\lT (The CiolllL'nkl). or C~I1l~ldiall Spy ('~ISC: C~llladi~11l (Jnverllillent 
SUtinnlT~ Ol'lil'l' ..lJllll' :"7. 19...j.6). 

01' thl' Sllhl'lHlllllillL'l' nl' the Uilited SLltes HOllse nl' Rcprcscjl1~l1i\l'S 

iIl\ l'St ig;1 tiI1g thl' C i\ i1Sl'l"\ icc Co III III is"il)(l. 19...j.7 (t11L' All ti-DeLllll~il i[ln Ll'~lgLiC \ 
'-BLick List" else: U.S. (J()\Crl1IllCllt Printillg Ol'licc. Il)...j.~). 

R lISSi~L Nn. I ( 1919): ;1 Collcl,tion nl' Repnrts nil Bnlshc\islll ill R I.lSsia (British 
GO\erlllllcllt'S St~ltiollery OrJiCl'. 1(19). 

011 the Cnl1lL'rel1ccs nl' M~IILI ~Ind Y~i1t;1 (U.S, SUlk J)ep;lrtlllcnt. M;lrch. 
19))). 

)77 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

ROBERTSON, Sir William . .')'oldiers ond SIo/es/JuJn, 19/4-/9/6 (1926). 
ROBISON, John. Pro0/\ oj (/ COl1.\pir(/{y (/gaim'/ all /!Ic Religions olld 

Go l'Cr!l1l /CII/S oj t.'uropc (1793). 
RODKINSON, Michael Levi. His/orr oj/he Talmud (1903). 
ROOSEVELT, F.D.R. Persoll(/I [cl/ers (edited hy Samuel Rosenmann, 1(47): 

Roosel'c!t olld f/ofJk ins (Rohert A. Sherwood. 194~). 

ROSENBLOOM, Morris, V. Peace Through S/rcilg/h: Ber!lard Barl/ch and a 
BII/eprin/ for Secllri!.l' ( 1(53). 

ROUNDS, Frank, .II'. A Windo\\' on Red oS'(/l/ore (1953l. 
RUBENS, William. Der al/e ulld der lIelle G/ollhe im .Iudcn/llm. 
SAM UEL, Maurice. You GCII/ilcs (1924). 

SA U N DERS. Hilary Sl. George. Thc Red Bere/ ( 1(50). 
SHEEAN, Vincent. Personal His/my. 
SH ER WOOD. Rohert. A. Roose\'ci/ and I!o/Jk illS ( 194~). 

SMITH, Fred. Article on /V!orgclI/l/(/u Plun, I/s His/orr, 111 Ulli/ed Na/iolls 
/;Vorld, March. 1947. 

SMITH, Merriman. Thank You, IV/I'. Presidelll (1946). 
SM ITH, W. Rohertson. 1!w Prophets oj /srael and their Place in Ilis/or.\' ( I ~(5). 

SMUTS. Jan Christian. Lire or (hy his son, J. C. Smuts. 1(52). 
SPENGLER, Osv.;ald. Der [/n/ergong des Ahendlandes (1l)1~). 

STERN, Karl. Pillor oj Fire (1951). 
STIMSON, Henry L. On Ac/il'e ,c..,'enice in Peoce olld /;Var (1947). 
STOLYPIN. A. COII/rc-R(~1'()II//ion (1937). 
STOL YPINE. A.lcxandra. L 'Hommc dl/ DCr!li('/' Twr (1931 ). 
STRACH EY, Lytton. Emillcil/ l/iuor;ulls (j 91~: material on Cardinal 
Manning). 
STRACK. H.L. Eilllei/lIl1g in dell Talmud (190~). 

TAFT, Senator Rohert. A Foreigll Policl'j()r Amcrimlls (1952). 
T AYLOR, R.C. /;fills/o!i Churchill ( 1(52). 
TI M ES. The Of/idol His/orr or /9:}:}-/948 ( [l)52). 

TOYN BEE. Arnold .I. The /l;fodcr!l West and /he .IC\I'\ (\01. \jj 01' A Study or 
History. 1(54). 

WAITE. A.E. 
WASH INGTON. Pres. George. Writings (1 i'07). 
WE BSTE R, Mrs. Nesta . .)"eue/ Socic/ies ulld Sl/hl'Nsil'e Afol'emell/s ( 1(23): 

The Frcnch Rnoill/;oll, (1919). 
WEISHAUPT. Adam. !:';lIigc Origillaischrij/cil dn flill/nillu/ell Onlclls 

(puhlished by thl' Bavarian (rovernmen1. J 7~7). 

WEIZMANN. Chaim. Triol ({lid I:;rror (1949). 

WEI LHAUSEN. J. ISf"{/c!i/i\c!lc und .fuedischc Geschicluc (1~97): Composi/ioll 
des /1c\u/el/c/is ( 190 I ). 

\VILSON. Sir Henry. Life ulld Diaries (1927: sec <lIso Macphail!. 

57'(1, 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

WILTON, Robert. Lasl Days oflhe Roma!1o/f.\' (1920), 
WISE, Rei hbi Stephen, C//{///ellgillg Years ( ]949). 
YEO-THOMAS, Wing-Cdr. (sec MClrshall). 

OTHEI~ WORKS BY DOUCLAS REED 

The BI/millg of Ihe Reic!Jslag (1934). 
IIl,\Ollill Fair (JonathCln Cape, 193X). 
Disgrace /I!Juulldillg (do., 1939), 
Nemesis? The Slo/T of 0//0 Slro.ls('J' (do.) 
/1 ProJ7he I a I If0 m e (d 0 . , 194 I ).
 
A// Our Tomo/Tol\·.\ (do., 1942).
 
If\1 We Regrel (do., 1943).
 
From ,)'moke 10 Smolher (do" I94X).
 
SOl/lell'h('J'e Soulh oj Sue~ (do .. )(49).
 
Far (Jlld Wide (do., ](51),
 
The Bu///e If)r Rhodesiu (HAUM. 19(6).
 
The ,\'iege oj,\'oulhem Ali'icu (Macmillell1, 1(74).
 
Behil/d Ihe ,\'celle (Dolphin Press, ]975).
 
lhc (irolld Desigll ojlhe lOlh Celllur.I' (Dolphin Press, ]977).
 
Novels: (iu/al//I' ,')'ho1l'. Reasolls oj flcU/lh. Ru/c oj Thrce, The Ne.\1 Hor;::oll.
 
Play: D(Jll'Illu//. 

A SHORr LIST OF BOOKS FOR FURTHER I~EADINC 

ALLEN, Gary. NOllc Durc Cu// II COl/.\p;raCl· (Concord Press). 
BA K J:R. Juhn. Ruce (Oxrord University Press. 1974), 
BENSON, IvoL The Op;lIiol/ M(Jkc!'s (Dolphin Press, 19(6). Ulldec/arcd W{fr 

(AustrCllieln Leclgue 01' Rights, ]97X). 
BUTLER, Eric. The Red P{f//em oj Wor/d CO//(/llesl (Australian Leelgue or 

Rights). 
BUTLER, Genered Sir William . .,IUlo!J;o,!!,wphl (ConstClblc, 191 J ). 

BUT/. A.R. rill' !lo({\o/the 'I'\I'('III;elh Celllll/'l' (HistoricCll Review Pre~s, 1(77). 
CHESTERTON, A.K. The ;VeIl' L'1l!lU/J/Jl I.ords (Ccll1dour, !0(9). 
])ALL, Curtis B. f-DR, !\1l FYjJ/o;ler! FUI!ler-il/-LIII (Noontide Press). 
DF PONCINS. Leon. Jllda;sm ulld l!Ie /ulicul/ (Britons, 19(7), .'>I(/Ie Secrels 

( i 97:;), 
1"0 R R EST. Rev. A ,C. T!Ie l'lI/w!r IA/I/(/ (VIcClelland & Stewel rt, ](71). 
CiA YR[ OJ GA. YRE. R. Ilie .)'l'ro-.Hc.)o/JoIUI/I;UIl !:'t//Jw/ogr U.I R('\'eu/er! il/ 

Gel/esis X (!\nllolict!. 1l)7.~\, 



THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 

G LU BB. Brigadier-Gener:11 Sir John. Pe(/("e ill 111l' lIoh L(/ild (Hodder & 
Stoughtl)]l. I In I). 

G R II: I-I N. Edward. Tlie Feur/it! ·\1uslcr ( Western Islands). 
HOBSON . .I.A. lhe /I'ur ill ,"'Olllli ./li·inl (.lames Nisbet, 10()()). 
.1011 N. Robert & I-LJ\DA WI. S. jj/c Pol('slillc /)iuriC\ (New World Press. I lno). 
KEITH. Sir Arthur..l ;VCII' 7iJcorl' o/F\'()llIlioll (\Vatts & Co. 10~~). 

KOESTLER. Arthur. lhl' ],liir/cell/Ii frill(' (R:lndom House. 10/()). 
LILIENTHAL. AII'red. lhac (Jo('s llic .\fidrllc I:'(/sl ([)evin-A<.bir. 10)7). flic 

OIlier ,")'id(' o( 11i(' ('oill (do .. ]LJ())). 

MI:NUI-lIN. Ml)she. liJc /)cClldcll("c o(Jllduislll ill Ollr lillie (Brilons). 
OLIVER. ({evilo P. Clirisliullill' olld llic SlIiTiml o//lic /1cSI (Sterling. 10/3). 
()lIIGLLY. C:\rroll. fwgcdl' ulld 110/1(' (IVLlcmil1:ln. !0()()). 
ROHL~RTS()N. \Vilmot. Tlic /)isjlossC\scd ;\!ujorill' (Ho":lrd Allen. ]ln2). 
SK 0 USF N. \V. C!cOll. liJc Nuked CUjli/U!isl (Skousl'n. I l)70). 
SO 1./ I lEN! TS Y:--J, A !c\:\ n<.ler. jj/(' (Jillug .1 reill/wlugo ( I-L\ rper &. Rl)\\. 10/·f). 
STORMI~R. John . .voile /)(/re ('ull II ]'/"{'U.\'OIl (Ljbcrt~ Bell). 
Sl ~TTON. Antony C..\OliOIlUI Silicidc (R:1IHJ0ll1 I louse, I l)73). /llIll Slrc('1 ulld 

llic Hol\linil, Rnollllioll (ell) .. ]ln~). 11011 Slr('('1 olld II/(' Risc 0/ lIilla (7() 

Press, Iln()). 
TO LSTOY. Nicold i. I 'iet ililS 0/ rullu (Hodekr & Stough ton. 1(77). 

VO N 110 R N. Gellerd] Cdr1. Soldierillg lor 1)('(/("(' (C:lsscll. \06()). 

\VADDLLL L.A. lh(' ;\!okas 0/ ('il'ilisulioll t LlIZ:lC). 

YOC'KF'r', h';llll'is ParkeI'. IIll/Jl'l"iulll (Noolltiek Press, ILJ().2). 

ZAWODNY . .I.K. /)coll/ ill 111l' Foresl (Macmillan. 10().2) . .voll/illg HilI ilOilO/II' 

(dll., 107~1. 

""'-11011' II/(' Irlllli. u/I(I II/(' Imlli sliull Il/(/Id' lOll /rcc," Jolill 8 .. 3.l. 

)xo 


	Cover
	Title Page
	Preface
	Contents
	01 Start Of The Affair
	02 End Of Israel
	03 The Levites And The Law
	04 The Forging Of The Chains
	05 The Fall Of Babylon
	06 The People Wept
	07 The Translation Of The Law
	08 The Law And The Idumeans
	09 The Rise Of The Pharisees
	10 The Man From Galilee
	11 The Pharisaic Phoenix
	12 The Light And The Shadow
	13 The Fence And The Law
	14 The Movable Government
	15 The Talmud And The Ghettoes
	16 The Messianic Longing
	17 The Destructive Mission
	18 The Napoleonic Interrogation
	19 The World Revolution
	20 The Design
	21 The Warnings Of Disraeli
	22 The Managers
	23 The Prophet
	24 The Coming Of Zionism
	25 The World Zionist Organizaton
	26 The Heresy Of Dr. Hertzl
	27 The Protocols
	28 The Aberration Of Mr. Balfour
	29 The Ambition Of Mr. House
	30 The Decisive Battle
	31 The Web Of Intrigue
	32 The World Revolution Again
	33 The League To Enforce Peace
	34 The End Of Lord Northcliffe
	35 The National Home
	36 The Strange Role Of The Press
	37 The Managers, The Messiahs And The Masses
	38 The Little Country Far Away
	39 The Arming Of Zion
	40 The Invasion Of Amerca
	41 The Revolution Extends
	42 The Talmudic Vengeance
	42 The Talmudic Vengeance
	42 The Talmudic Vengeancea

	43 The Zionist State
	44 The World Instrument
	45 The Jewish Soul
	46  The Climacteric
	46.1 The Revolution
	46.2 The Zionist State
	46.3 The Years Of Climax
	Epilogue
	Index
	Appendix
	Bibliography

