CHAPTER V
THE JEWISH ATTITUDE

1. The Committee heard the Jewish case, presented at full length and with
voluminous written evidence, in three series of public hearings—in Washington
by the American Zionists, in London by the British Zionists, and finally and
most massively by the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem. The basic policy advocated
was alwavs the same, the so-called Biltmore Programme of 1942, with the
additional demand that 100,000 certificates for immigration into Palestine
should be issued immediately to relicve the distress in Europe. This policy
can be summed up in three points: (1) that the Mandatory should hand over
control of immigration to the Jewish Agency; (2) that it should abolish
restrictions on the sale of land ; and (3) that it should proclaim as its ultimate
aim the establishment of a Jewish State as soon as a Jewish majority has been
achieved. It should be noted that the demand for a Jewish State goes beyond
the obligations of either the Balfour Declaration or the Mandate, and was
expressly disowned by the Chairman of the Jewish Agency as late as 1932.

2. In all the hearings, although evidence was given by those sections of the
Zionist movement which are critical of the Biltmore Programme, most of the
witnesses took the official Zionist line. The Committee also heard the Jewish
opponents of Zionism : first, the small groups in America and Britain who
advocate assimilation as an alternative to Jewish nationalism; second,
Agudath Israel, an organisation of orthodox Jews which supports unrestricted
Jewish immigration into Palestine while objecting to the secular tendencies of
Zionism ; and third, representatives of important sections of Middle Eastern
Jewrv, many of whom fear that their friendly relations with the Arabs are being
endangered by political Zionism.

3. As the result of the public hearings and of many private conversations,
we came to the conclusion that the Biltmore Programme has the support of the
overwhelming majority of Zionists. Though many Jews have doubts about the
wisdom of formulating these ultimate demands, the programme has undoubtedly
won the support of the Zionist movement as a whole, chiefly because it expresses
the policy of Palestinian Jewry which now plays a leading rdle in the Jewish
Agencv. Whether this almost universal support for the demand for a Jewish
State 1s based on full knowledge of the implications of the policy and of the
risks involved in carrying it out is, of course, quite another matter.

4. The position in Palestine itself is somewhat different. Here, where the
issue is not the achievement of a remote idea, but is regarded as a matter of
life and death for the Jewish nation, the position is naturally more complex.
Palestinian Jewry is riddled with party differences. The number of political
newspapers and periodicals bears witness to the variety and vitality of this
political life, and, apart from pressure exerted on Jews considered to be disloyal
to the National Home, we found little evidence to support the rumours that it
was dangerous to advocate minority views. Of the major political parties,
Mapai (the Labour Party) is far the biggest and largely determines the official
line. Opposed to the Agency’s policy are two main groups. On the one side
stand two small but important parties: the Conservative Aliyah Hadashah
(New Settlers), drawn chiefly from colonists of German and western European
extraction, and Hashomer Hatzair, a socialist party which, while demanding
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