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Preface

The Arab-Israeli conflict did not begin with the proclamation of the
state of Israel and the ensuing first Arab-Israeli war in 1948. Known
as the Palestine question before 1948, the conflict was and still is
composed of three basic elements: Zionism, Arab nationalism and
Great Power interest in the Middle East. The Zionist factor has been
the process of establishing first a Jewish national homeland and then
an independent Jewish state in the ill-defined part of old Syria known
as Palestine, a process that has been accomplished through large-
scale Jewish immigration from Europe and the Middle East. The
Arab factor stems from the beginnings of an Arab nationalist move-
ment in Palestine as part of a larger movement throughout the Arab
world during the years immediately before and after World War I.
This movement sought to maintain the essentially Arab character of
Palestine and to keep Palestine as an integral part of an emerging in-
dependent Arab world. Thus, a natural, fundamental component of
Arab nationalism in Palestine and throughout the Arab world has al-
ways been the rejection of an independent Jewish state in Palestine.
The Great Power factor has involved the decisive influence of a par-
ticular power or powers on events in Palestine, specifically, on the
conflict between Arabs and Jews over ultimate control of Palestine as
a whole. Before 1948, the primary Great Power components in the
Palestine triangle were Great Britain and, to some extent, France;
since 1948, the main components have been the United States and
the Soviet Union. Throughout the twentieth century, the Palestine
question and the Arab-Israeli conflict have reflected the competing
claims of Jews and Arabs on the same piece of real estate, within the
context of Great Power efforts to manipulate the conflict in such a
way as to ensure their particular strategic interests.

This is a study of the relationship of one of the Great Powers to
the Palestine question during the period between the two world
wars. It is first and foremost a study of German policy during the
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pre—World War II National Socialist period, and only indirectly of the
Palestine question itself. It seeks to define that policy precisely by
examining the relationship of National Socialist Germany with each
of the three components of the Palestine triangle during the 1930s,
namely, Zionism, Arab Nationalism and British imperialism. This
study also places that very real, very active policy within the context
of a line of continuity in German interests and policy aims in Pales-
tine and throughout the Middle East from the Wilhelminian through
the Weimar periods to the Third Reich. Finally, and perhaps most im-
portantly, the Palestine policy of the Hitler regime provides a clear
reflection of the central racial/ideological and geopolitical calcula-
tions of the National Socialist state during the 1930s. While Pales-
tine and the Middle East as a region were of little interest to Hitler
and all but a few government and Party officials in Berlin, the Pales-
tine question and its component elements were of considerable im-
portance in the formulation of domestic and foreign policies. Zion-
ism and the Zionist movement became significant instruments in
the implementation of Nazi Jewish policy, which sought the dis-
similation and removal of the Jewish community from Germany,
preferably to destinations outside Europe. Moreover, some form of
accommodation with England had been a cornerstone of Hitler’s
strategic and ideological calculations since the early years of the
movement and remained so at least until the outbreak of World War
II. Hitler enthusiastically accepted the integrity of the British Em-
pire, including the British position in the Middle East, and was loath
to consider any action that might be construed as undermining the
security of the British Empire anywhere in the world. The Nazi dis-
taste for Arab national self-determination in Palestine or elsewhere
in the Middle East reflects an aversion to anything that might im-
pede the modest flow of Jews from Germany to Palestine during
those years or Hitler’s campaign to win favor with Great Britain.
Policies toward England and Arab nationalism also reflect a racist
Weltanschauung that considered perpetual white European domina-
tion of the world both natural and necessary.

This is the first comprehensive study of German policy toward
the Palestine question during the 1930s. It represents the first ex-
haustive analysis of the abundant, and in part hitherto unused, archi-
val resources in Germany, Israel, Great Britain and the United States.
It seeks to eliminate the many inferences, misconceptions and un-
substantiated conclusions about German Palestine policy that result
from the absence of just such a comprehensive treatment of the sub-
ject. It is to be hoped that this study will dispel some of the myths of
German ambition and intervention in Palestine and throughout the
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Middle East during the 1930s that are the consequence of a lack of
scholarly inquiry.

Interested scholars have tended to concentrate on the Middle
East in German strategy during World War II, while some have treated
individual aspects of German policy toward Palestine and the Middle
East during the 1930s in separate essays. The studies by Mohamed
el-Dessouki, Lukasz Hirszowicz, Robert Melka, Bernd Schréder and
Heinz Tillmann concentrate on the war years, and Germany’s be-
lated, halfhearted and ultimately futile efforts to use Arab national-
ism as a weapon in the war effort against Britain. They call particular
attention to the activities of the exiled Grand Mufti of Jerusalem and
the events surrounding Rashid Ali’s pro-Axis government in Iraq in
1941. These studies do not address themselves with any degree of
adequacy to the aims of German policy in the Middle East before
1939, which were quite different from those during the war; nor do
they treat Palestine as a unique element in German Middle East
policy.

Palestine’s peculiar position in the Hitler regime’s approach to
the Middle East during the 1930s stemmed in large measure from
the domestic considerations of its Jewish policy, with the primary
goal of forcing the rapid dissimilation and emigration/deportation of
Jews from Germany, stripped of virtually all their assets. The Ger-
man Zionist movement and Palestine played key roles in the pursuit
of that goal during the six years preceding the outbreak of World War
II. None of the brief surveys of the 1930s mentioned above even be-
gins to provide adequate consideration of the role of Nazi Jewish pol-
icy, and its use of Zionism and Palestine, in Germany’s overall ap-
proach to the Middle East. While David Yisraeli’s two essays do
concentrate on Palestine policy during the 1930s, and the question
of Zionism in National Socialist Jewish policy, they do not do so
within the broader context of Anglo-German relations, German atti-
tudes toward the Arab world and the general racial and geopolitical
aims of the Hitler regime before World War 1I. Harald Neubert’s dis-
sertation isolates the German decision-making process in response
to the Peel partition plan of July, 1937, while Alexander Scholch’s ar-
ticle emphasizes the critical role of National Socialist Germany in
the Palestine question between 1933 and 1945 through a summary
of the existing literature on the topic. Finally, my essays are brief, for
the most part isolated, treatments of different aspects of German Pal-
estine policy during the 1930s, specifically, the attitudes and policies
of the Hitler regime toward Zionism and Arab nationalism. Some of
the research and conclusions of those essays form but a part of the
more extensive research and broader conclusions of this study.
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All of the authors rely in varying degrees on the records of the
German Foreign Office that are housed at the Politisches Archiv des
Auswirtigen Amts in Bonn. Most have virtually ignored the records
of the National Socialist German Workers’ party (NSDAP), particu-
larly those of the Reichsfithrer-SS, which are kept at the Bundes-
archiv in Koblenz, due to a failure adequately to consider the role of
Zionism in Nazi Jewish policy and its effect on German Palestine
policy. Tillmann and Hirszowicz have had the good fortune of gain-
ing access to the records stored at the Deutsches Zentralarchiv in
Potsdam, although the material cited in the introductory chapters
offers nothing of importance that cannot be obtained from the archi-
val resources in the west. Except for myself, no one uses British
and American diplomatic records, the files of the former German
Consulate-General of Jerusalem housed in the Israel State Archives
in Jerusalem or the remnants of the files of the Nazi party organiza-
tion in Palestine that are held by the Yad Vashem Institute in Jerusa-
lem. Tillmann’s work reflects a Marxist point of view that attaches
“imperialist” motives to German Middle East policy before 1939,
when in fact there was relatively little interest in the area, even af-
ter 1941.

This study also relies heavily on the records of the German For-
eign Office in Bonn, which contain the basic documentation neces-
sary to establish the attitudes and policies of the various government
and Party agencies interested in the Palestine problem. However,
these records must be supplemented with the SS and other Party
files in Koblenz and on microfilm in Washington, D.C., which are of
particular importance in understanding the role of Zionism and Nazi
Jewish policy in the German approach to Palestine and the Middle
East. Moreover, the British Foreign Office files at the Public Record
Office in London and the U.S. State Department Decimal Files at the
National Archives in Washington, D.C., are useful in clarifying and
supplementing the German records on issues such as German emigra-
tion policies and Germany’s weapons export policies in the Middle
East before 1939. The German Consulate-General records and the
NSDAP/Landesgruppe-Palistina (NSDAP/Palestine Branch) files are
especially useful in ascertaining the position of the German Chris-
tian communities in Palestine and their role in German Palestine
policy before World War II. I was not able to obtain permission to use
the records of the Deutsches Zentralarchiv in Potsdam and the Ha-
gana Archives in Tel Aviv. It is difficult to ascertain the value of the
relevant files housed in each institution. The former contain records
that might shed further light on German weapons export policy in
the Middle East. They also possess the records of Goebbels’s Propa-
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ganda Ministry, which warrant investigation. The Hagana Archives
contain files pertinent to SS involvement in the illegal immigration
of Jewish refugees to Palestine during the late 1930s and other pos-
sible areas of SS-Zionist contact. However, it is not certain that
these files would reveal more than I was able to find in the relevant
German records. Finally, several key British Foreign Office files in
the Public Record Office in London remain classified. These pertain
mainly to matters of German involvement in illegal Jewish immigra-
tion to Palestine between 1937 and 1940.

I wish to acknowledge with sincere appreciation the kind assis-
tance and support of the many distinguished individuals and institu-
tions that made the preparation of this study, beginning in disserta-
tion form, possible. First and foremost, I want to thank Professor
Peter C. Hoffmann of McGill University for his patience, advice and
unfailing support. The generous advice and encouragement of Pro-
fessor Charles Burdick of San Jose State University, Professor An-
dreas Hillgruber of the University of Cologne and Dr. Arnold Paucker
of the Leo Baeck Institute in London are gratefully acknowledged. I
also wish to express my gratitude to Dr. Richard Otto Hoffmann of
the Temple Society of Australia and to several persons who are or
were contemporaries to the events described in this study. These es-
pecially include the late Dr. Werner-Otto von Hentig, the former
head of the Middle East section (Politische Abteilung VII) of the Ger-
man Foreign Office, the late Dr. Fritz Grobba, the German ambas-
sador to Iraq and later Saudi Arabia during the 1930s and Dr. Werner
Feilchenfeld, a former official of Haavara Ltd., as well as the late
Dr. Albert Speer, Dr. Ernst Woermann and retired General Gerhard
Engel.

It has been my good fortune to have received generous financial
assistance from the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research, the
Social Science Research Committee and the F. W. McConnell founda-
tion of McGill University, the Deutscher Akademischer Austausch-
dienst (German Academic Exchange Service) of the Federal Republic
of Germany and the Office of the Academic Dean of St. Michael’s
College. I am grateful for their support.

This study relies for the most part on archival resources, and I
would like to express my gratitude to the archives, research insti-
tutes and libraries that made their collections available to me during
the research process. My sincere appreciation is extended to the
staffs at the Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts (Political
Archive of the Foreign Office) in Bonn, the Bundesarchiv in Ko-
blenz, the Geheimes Staatsarchiv (Secret State Archive) in Berlin,
the Bundesarchiv-Militiararchiv (Federal Archive—Military Archive)
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in Freiburg im Breisgau, the Hauptstaatsarchiv (Central State Ar-
chive) in Stuttgart, the Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte (Institute for Con-
temporary History) in Munich, the Tempelgesellschaft in Deutsch-
land (Temple Society in Germany) in Stuttgart/Degerloch and the
Germania Judaica in Cologne. I am also grateful for the assistance
of the Israel State Archives, the Central Zionist Archives, the Yad
Vashem Institute and the Central Archives for the History of the
Jewish People/Hebrew University in Jerusalem and that of the Na-
tional Archives in Washington, D.C., the Public Record Office in
London, the Leo Baeck Institute in New York and London and the
Centre de Documentation Juive Contemporaine {Center of Contem-
porary Jewish Documentation) in Paris. The cooperation and assis-
tance of the McLennan Library of McGill University, the library of
Concordia University and the history seminar and the library of the
University of Bonn are gratefully acknowledged. Most of all, I would
like to thank my wife, Sally, for her patience and support.
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1. Imperial and Weimar Precedents

Germany'’s relationship to the Palestine question can be traced to its
developing political and economic ties to the Ottoman Empire dur-
ing the approximately thirty years before World War I and to the
emergence of Berlin as an important center of a fledgling interna-
tional Zionist movement late in the nineteenth century. Although
the idea of Drang nach Osten (eastward expansion} was not new in
Germany in 1890, it was not until Wilhelm II dismissed Bismarck as
chancellor that a pro-Ottoman orientation became a fundamental
element in German foreign policy.' It was mainly within the context
of German strategic aims in the Middle East that the Zionist move-
ment sought to become a willing instrument in the formulation and
pursuit of German foreign policy.

Zionist leaders had realistically accepted the necessity of secur-
ing the sponsorship of at least one of the European Great Powers for
the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine. The Ottoman
government was never inclined to foster the national identity or au-
tonomy of any of its subject peoples, least of all one that was to be
imported for the most part from Europe. Moreover, Zionists were
Europeans, and their movement a European national movement, in-
clining its leadership to look to the European powers for support and
protection. At the turn of the century, Zionist leaders had placed
much of their hope on the sponsorship and support of Germany.
Throughout the nineteenth century, Germany had been a haven for
persecuted Jews from eastern Europe, as well as a cultural and spiri-
tual beacon for the masses of Jews in the ghettos of eastern Europe.
Mainly east European in origin and leadership, the Zionist move-
ment was based in central Europe. Its leadership was almost entirely
German or German-educated Jews from eastern Europe, despite the
overwhelmingly liberal/assimilationist, anti-Zionist inclinations of
German Jews.?

The interests and aims of the Zionist movement and the Ger-
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man government appear to have coincided at the end of the nine-
teenth century. This resulted in an informal alliance that, in spite of
occasional difficulties, was to last through World War I and the Wei-
mar period. Theodor Herzl sought to enlist the support of Kaiser
Wilhelm II in an effort to obtain from the sultan a charter for the
establishment of an autonomous Jewish commonwealth in Pales-
tine.® Herzl'’s strategy, and that of his successors, was to persuade the
government of a Great Power that Jewish settlement in and develop-
ment of Palestine would be an invaluable asset in the pursuit of its
policy in the Middle East. In this instance, Herzl asserted that a Jew-
ish Palestine would be the financial salvation of the bankrupt Otto-
man Empire, suggesting that the expected influx of Jewish capital
into Palestine as well as the assumption of the entire Ottoman debt
by the Jewish world community would greatly strengthen Germany’s
weak eastern ally, and thus strengthen Germany'’s strategic position
in the international balance of power.

The German government had indeed been mindful of the vari-
ous signs of weakness of its Ottoman protégé since the late 1880s
and the resulting opportunities this had created for other powers, no-
tably Britain and France, in the eastern Mediterranean.* There was
also an awareness of the potential benefits that Germany might reap
in the Middle East through close links with the Zionist movement.
Count zu Eulenburg, the kaiser’s close friend and adviser, outlined
the threefold advantages of a German-Zionist link to Wilhelm II on
several occasions. These included not only Herzl’s idea of strength-
ening the Ottoman Empire, but also hopes of gaining a firmer foot-
hold for Germany in the Middle East and, at the same time, contrib-
uting to the resolution of the Jewish question in Germany. This last
possibility held considerable appeal for Wilhelm II, as well as for
many influential leaders, both Jewish and non-Jewish, in late nine-
teenth century Germany. The prospect of halting the flow of east Eu-
ropean Jewish refugees into Germany, and redirecting it to Palestine,
was greeted with enthusiasm by some German Jews and anti-Semites
alike.*

By the time of Wilhelm'’s state visit to the Ottoman Empire in
the autumn of 1898, a pro-Zionist component had already become
evident in Germany’s Middle East policy. In 1893, Germany had
been the only power to advocate the cancellation of an Ottoman de-
cree that prohibited Jews from further land purchases in Palestine.®
It briefly appeared that Germany might be on the verge of a public
declaration of support and sponsorship for Zionist efforts in Pales-
tine. The kaiser’s Ottoman visit included several days in Palestine,
where he met briefly with Herzl and appeared favorably disposed to-
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ward Zionist activities. During his talks with the sultan, Wilhelm
spoke favorably of Zionism, its quest for a Jewish homeland in Pales-
tine and the potential economic benefits of Jewish settlement in Pal-
estine for the Ottoman Empire. Opposed, however, to any form of
autonomy for subject nationalities, the Ottoman government re-
jected the kaiser’s bidding on behalf of the Zionist movement. Wil-
helm immediately lost his initial enthusiasm for Zionist endeavors,
and the German Foreign Office concluded that the matter should be
officially dropped so as not to alienate the Ottoman government.’
The importance of Germany’s developing political, economic and
military relationship with the Ottoman Empire appeared to require
public support for its internal status quo, leading Berlin to the con-
clusion that the avoidance of policies to which the sultan might ob-
ject would ensure the continued success of Germany’s ambitious
economic projects in the Ottoman Empire.®

Between 1898 and 1917, the Zionist movement was unable to
budge the Ottoman and German governments from their respective
positions of outright opposition to and sympathetic aloofness from
Zionist aims in Palestine. The Zionist argument that Germany’s
overall strategic interests in the Middle East were best served by the
realization of Zionist aims in Palestine was reluctantly ignored by
Berlin until late 1917, when the British government assumed spon-
sorship of the Zionist cause through the Balfour Declaration. Indeed,
as early as December, 1898, Herzl had indicated in a letter to his
friend the grand duke of Baden that the Zionist movement might
seek the support and protection of Great Britain.” Moreover, the Ger-
man Zionist Executive in Berlin warned the German Foreign Office
as late as the summer of 1917 that the western powers would soon
come out publicly in favor of a Jewish homeland in Palestine, and
thereby enhance Allied prestige among the Jewish masses of central
and eastern Europe and North America.!° They pressed in vain for an
official declaration of support from the German government to head
off the anticipated western initiative.

Britain, on the other hand, was beginning to realize that much
might be gained by a declaration of support for Jewish efforts in Pal-
estine.!' It was hoped that Jewish opinion in central and eastern Eu-
rope as well as in America might be turned away from its traditional
sympathy for Germany, and antipathy for Russia, and encouraged to
rally to the Allied cause. Moreover, by the summer of 1917, the Brit-
ish offensive from Egypt under Allenby had moved into Palestine,
and the German-Turkish position in the Middle East theatre was be-
ginning to collapse. The new military and political realities in the
Middle East, coupled with Britain’s apparent willingness to cooper-
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ate with the Zionist movement, inclined many Zionists somewhat
reluctantly to begin looking to Great Britain and away from Ger-
many for the fulfillment of their hopes. The German Zionist Richard
Lichtheim observed:

We owed Germany very much, but the course of events in the
war compelled Zionism to seek a connection with and help
from the Anglo-Saxon Powers. . . . In 1917 the center of gravity
of Zionist policy was moving more and more toward London
and Washington. This was the necessary result of military and
political developments, as well as the evident readiness of the
British and American governments to support Zionist wishes.!?

On October 4, 1917, Lord Balfour spoke to the War Cabinet in
London, arguing that Germany was seeking to enlist the support of
the Zionist movement. He urged haste in preparing an official British
declaration of support for the Zionist cause. Balfour’s information on
German intentions was erroneous. Official German attitudes toward
the Zionist movement, always sympathetic if somewhat aloof, had
cooled by mid-1917 with America’s entry into the war."* Years of
German propaganda aimed at American Jewry with hopes of strength-
ening American neutrality had failed. The Balfour Declaration was
approved by the War Cabinet in London on October 31 and made
public in Balfour’s famous letter to Lionel Walter Rothschild (the
second Baron Rothschild and honorary president of the Zionist Fed-
eration of Great Britain and Ireland) on November 2, 1917. It seems
to have had the desired impact on Jewish public opinion and to have
enhanced Allied prestige among the Jews of central and eastern Eu-
rope.'* Much of Palestine had already been overrun by Allenby’s
army and his Arab allies, and Jerusalem was to fall a month later.
The British Foreign Office set up a special branch for Jewish propa-
ganda within the Department of Information, under the direction of
an active Zionist, Albert Hyamson.'s Propaganda materials were dis-
tributed to Jewish communities around the world through local Zi-
onist organizations and other intermediaries, while leaflets contain-
ing the text of the Balfour Declaration were dropped over German
and Austrian territory.'s After the capture of Jerusalem in December,
1917, pamphlets were circulated among Jewish troops in the Ger-
man and Austrian armies, which read:

Jerusalem has fallen! The hour of Jewish redemption has ar-
rived. . . . Palestine must be the national home of the Jewish
people once more. . . . The Allies are giving the land of Israel
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to the people of Israel. Every loyal Jewish heart is now filled
with joy for this great victory. Will you join them and help to
build a Jewish homeland in Palestine? . . . Stop fighting the Al-
lies, who are fighting for you, for all Jews, for the freedom of all
small nations. Remember! An Allied victory means the Jewish
people’s return to Zion."

The impact of the Balfour Declaration on world Jewish opinion,
although difficult to measure, abruptly ended Germany’s previous
aloofness from the Zionist movement. The press and public opinion
in Germany, both Jewish and non-Jewish, began calling for German
action to counter what was perceived to be an English propaganda
victory; the lament suddenly arose that Germany had failed to use
traditional Jewish sympathy for Germany.'® After some debate in the
German Foreign Office, the government decided to press its Otto-
man ally to issue a declaration in favor of Zionist aims in Palestine,
which the Ottoman government reluctantly did on December 12.!* A
similar statement had been issued by the Austro-Hungarian govern-
ment on November 21, and Berlin followed with its own declaration
on January §, 1918:

We deem worthy the wishes of the Jewish minority to develop
their own culture and individuality in those lands in which the
Jews have a strongly developed, distinct way of life. We extend
to them our full understanding, and are prepared to extend our
benevolent support for their efforts in this direction.

With regard to Jewish efforts in Palestine, especially those of
the Zionists, we support the declaration recently made by the
Grand Vizier, Talaat Pasha, and in particular the intention of
the Imperial Ottoman government, in keeping with their
proven friendly disposition toward the Jews, to promote the
flourishing Jewish settlements in Palestine by granting free im-
migration and settlement limited only by the absorptive capac-
ity of the land, the establishment of local self-government in
keeping with the laws of the land and the free development of
their cultural individuality.*

The belated attempts of the Central Powers to neutralize what-
ever advantages the Allies gained from the Balfour Declaration were
to no avail. It was primarily military necessity and imperial ambi-
tion in the Middle East that had prompted Britain to support Zionist
aims in Palestine; Germany’s political obligations to its Ottoman
ally had precluded similar initiatives from Berlin before 1917, de-
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spite its natural inclination. The result was a shift in the center of
gravity of the Zionist movement from central Europe to London
and the United States, or from its former German orientation to an
Anglo-American one. The war and the Balfour Declaration made
political Zionism more popular among Jews around the world. Al-
though the majority remained non-Zionist, many Jews developed
a sense of protective responsibility for and loyalty to the National
Home once it became a reality. If Germany retained the goodwill of
Jews around the world, it nevertheless forfeited its special relation-
ship with European Jewry, and with the Zionist movement, to the
western powers. The Zionist movement had become an instrument
for the promotion of British, not German, imperial interests.

The German government tried to regain some of the advantage
lost to Britain with measures that paralleled those carried out in
London after the Balfour Declaration. Early in 1918, the German For-
eign Office created a special department for Jewish affairs under Pro-
fessor Moritz Sobernheim. The government also encouraged Ger-
man Zionists and their supporters in their efforts to set up a German
equivalent to the British Palestine Committee, a group of prominent
Jews and gentiles within and outside the government, designed to
mobilize public support for the Zionist cause. In May, 1918, with the
full support of the German government, the Deutsches Komitee zur
Forderung der jiidischen Palistinasiedlung (German Committee for
the Promotion of Jewish Settlement in Palestine), also known as the
Deutsches Pro-Palistina Komitee (German Pro-Palestine Commit-
tee), was established in Berlin. It attracted prominent Jewish and
non-Jewish Germans of all political and ideological shades, brought
together by the common conviction that Germany’s political, eco-
nomic and strategic interests were best served by promoting the Zi-
onist cause in Palestine.” The Pro-Palistina Komitee described its
convictions and task ““to promote Zionist efforts to create a national
Jewish Commonwealth in Palestine. . . . that the Jewish settlement
of Palestine is a phenomenon of great historical significance that
must be of extraordinary interest for German policy.”

The Pro-Palistina Komitee used the arguments with which Ger-
man Zionists for years had tried to enlist the support of the imperial
German government. It stressed the political, economic and cultural
advantages that Germany would reap in the strategically important
Middle East and the importance of strengthening Jewish sympathy
for Germany around the world. Like Britain, Germany sought to use
the Zionist movement as a weapon against the other side, not merely
for war advantage, but, as Zechlin observes, even more for the post-
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war world in which Germany would be involved in a continuing po-
litical and economic struggle.”

With the end of the war, Germany’s defeat, the disintegration of
the Ottoman Empire and the establishment of British power in Pales-
tine, the brief formal alliance between the German government and
German Zionism ended as abruptly as it had begun a year earlier.
The Pro-Palistina Komitee quickly disbanded, as the common inter-
est in a German victory and Germany’s imperial advantage in the
Middle East, which held its members together for a year, was no
longer applicable. The temporary unity and cooperation among Zi-
onists, non-Zionists and even some anti-Zionists within the Ger-
man Jewish community lapsed as the old ideological cleavages,
which had divided the German Jewish community in the past, re-
emerged. However, the reasons that had prompted the German gov-
ernment to identify its interests with the Zionist movement, in
varying degrees both before and during the war, were not lost on sub-
sequent governments during the Weimar period.

Germany’s defeat in 1918 neutralized the political and eco-
nomic advantages it had accumulated in the Ottoman Empire prior
to World War I. Yet German prestige and popularity, well established
in Syria and Palestine before 1914, remained high after the war. The
numerous German schools, hospitals, institutes and orphanages, as
well as the presence of some 2,000 German Christian residents, in-
cluding the approximately 1,800 members of the Protestant Tem-
pelgesellschaft (Temple Society), ensured the continued goodwill of
all segments of Palestinian society, Muslim, Christian and Jewish.*
Although German property in Palestine was confiscated by British
authorities as they moved into Palestine in 1917 and 1918, and some
850 Templers were interned in Egypt, these Palistinadeutsche (Pal-
estinian Germans) were returned to Palestine and their property was
restored by the end of 1920.%

The Palistinadeutsche were by no means the only agents of Ger-
man influence in Palestine, nor were they a significant economic
factor. They were a rather small vehicle for the promotion of Ger-
man political, economic and cultural interests, while the growing
number of central and east European Jewish immigrants, still cultur-
ally oriented to the German-speaking world, came to be viewed as an
ideal instrument for the promotion of German interests in Palestine.
As early as September, 1920, the German Foreign Office began to
consider renewing active support for the German and international
Zionist movements as a means of rebuilding German influence in
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Palestine.* Karl von Schubert, state secretary in the German Foreign
Office between 1924 and 1930 and an active supporter of German Zi-
onism, circulated a memorandum in September, 1920, in which
he stressed the positive effects that German support for Zionist ef-
forts in Palestine would have on attempts to regain influence in the
Middle East.”

It took more than four years for the German Foreign Office to
pick up the threads of the policy that had emerged in Berlin in reac-
tion to the Balfour Declaration. On May 8, 1922, its first policy
statement on Palestine was issued to all German diplomatic mis-
sions abroad.?® The statement addressed itself to the advantages
reaped by Britain in Palestine and throughout the Middle East at the
end of the war, citing the strategic value of the new Mandates and
the sympathy of the world’s 14 million Jews stemming from the Bal-
four Declaration and its postwar implementation. Considerable at-
tention was paid to Germany’s current position and potential gains
in the Palestinian economy. It was noted that Germany had already
established a favorable trade position in postwar Palestine, with Ger-
man imports into the expanding Palestine market fourth in total vol-
ume behind imports from Great Britain, Egypt and the United States.
While most of the imports from Germany’s competitors were in the
form of consumer goods that Germany was not in a position to ex-
port in 1922, Germany had demonstrated that it was able to provide
much of the machinery, heavy industrial products and building ma-
terials needed in Palestine in ever greater volume as more and more
Jewish capital and immigration stimulated the economic develop-
ment of the country.? The statement further asserted that the spir-
itual and cultural ties between Germany and the growing numbers of
central and east European Jewish immigrants in Palestine would af-
ford German business the ideal means for promoting German ex-
ports to Palestine and to the rest of the Middle East. It spelled out in
detail what was to be the major thrust of German Palestine policy
during the Weimar years, namely, that “friendly relations with the
Jewish movement, as will doubtless be pursued by their leaders,
could be of significance for Germany’s economic and even political
position.”

The May 8 memorandum signaled the renewal of an active Ger-
man policy in Palestine with the aim of securing primarily eco-
nomic ends. The Zionist movement had been made the main vehicle
for securing those ends. The immediate implementation of that pol-
icy is evident in German efforts to intercede on behalf of the Zionist
cause in its rift with the Vatican after World War 1.* Vatican disap-
proval of the Balfour Declaration, expressed in a Pro-Memoria deliv-
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ered to the League of Nations in June, 1922, led to an unsuccessful
attempt by the German Foreign Office to temper Vatican hostility to-
ward the Zionist movement. The German government feared that
Rome might exercise an anti-Zionist influence at least on German
Catholics and thus jeopardize efforts to forge an alliance between
Germany and the Zionist movement.

It was not until the end of 1924 and the spring of 1925 that a
comprehensive German policy on the increasingly difficult Palestine
question, with its British, Arab and Jewish components, emerged. In
December, 1924, Professor Sobernheim of the Jewish Affairs Section
and Baron von Richthofen of the Orient-Abteilung (Orient Section)
of Abteilung III circulated a memorandum in the German Foreign
Office that outlined in detail Germany’s rejection of the Arab posi-
tion in the emerging Palestine conflict.’’ The memorandum noted
that the Arabs had done nothing for centuries to develop the land
and thus had forfeited their rights to the Jews, who, with their skill,
energy and resources, had already demonstrated their capacity for
developing Palestine and making it prosper. Moreover, it was as-
serted that the Arabs of Palestine were not ready for self-government
in view of widespread illiteracy and lack of education. German inter-
ests and aims in Palestine were defined as primarily economic in
nature; the Jews, not the Arabs, were considered most capable of cre-
ating conditions in Palestine conducive to those interests and aims.

Just four months later, Sobernheim filed a lengthy report in the
German Foreign Office shortly after his return from a trip to Palestine
in March and early April. His report defined Germany’s mainly eco-
nomic interests in postwar Palestine, attitudes toward the issues in
the Palestine conflict and policies to be pursued based on those atti-
tudes and interests.’* He, too, dismissed the Arabs as unable and
unwilling to do anything to develop Palestine and credited the growth
and development of the country since the war to the strength and
dynamism of Jewish capital and labor. In Sobernheim’s judgment,
Germany'’s major interest in Palestine and elsewhere was the quest
for markets for German goods. Admitting that Palestine was rela-
tively insignificant in the overall picture of world trade, he neverthe-
less argued that it was a land rapidly developing as a result of Jewish
efforts, and one that would have substantial economic needs in the
coming years. Palestine would provide an expanding market for the
kinds of goods Germany exported most, and the natural trade ties
between Jewish businesses in Germany and Palestine would enable
Germany to corner a considerable share of this market. The Jews of
Palestine, industrious, dynamic, progressive, driven by an ideal and
financed by a prosperous Jewish community in the west—not the
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backward, indolent Arabs—would be the buyers of ever-increasing
amounts of German goods.

Sobernheim also stressed the necessity of rebuilding and ex-
panding German cultural interests and prestige in Palestine and the
Middle East as the best means of achieving German economic ends.
He asserted that Zionist success and the eventual emergence of a
predominantly Jewish Palestine would guarantee a strong German
cultural influence. Sobernheim identified the small nucleus of Ger-
man Zionist leaders in Palestine and the masses of German-oriented
east European Jewish immigrants as agents of German culture in the
Middle East. Moreover, Britain was singled out in the report as the
most important element in the Palestine situation for Germany.
Sobernheim reminded the German Foreign Office that friendly re-
lations and cooperation with Great Britain were prerequisites for
the attainment of Germany'’s relatively limited aims in Palestine, as
well as its more immediate aims in Europe. He urged continued sup-
port for and cooperation with British authorities in carrying out
the provisions of the Mandates in Palestine and elsewhere in the
Middle East.

Sobernheim’s report reflected policies that for the most part
were already being pursued by the German government and would
continue to be pursued until the end of the Weimar Republic. It
showed an acceptance of the two basic political realities in Palestine
and the rest of the fertile crescent after World War I, namely, the crea-
tion of a Jewish national homeland in Palestine and Britain’s imperial
presence through the Mandates. Yet, before Germany’s entry into the
League of Nations in October, 1926, there was no formal treaty com-
mitment binding Germany to these postwar realities. League mem-
bership and acceptance of the Covenant formally committed Berlin
to the provisions of the postwar settlement in the Middle East. Ger-
many became bound to the Mandate system as outlined in article 22
of the Covenant, and to the British Mandate over Palestine as adopted
by the League on July 24, 1922. Moreover, as a member of the League
of Nations, Germany was treaty-bound to support the implementa-
tion of the Balfour Declaration, which had been incorporated into
the preamble of the Palestine Mandate and into articles 2, 4, 6, 11, 22
and 23.* Germany received a permanent seat on the League Council
and, as a member of the Permanent Mandates Commission, became
directly involved in the issues and administration of the Palestine
Mandate. Although Palestine was not as important to Germany as
the administration and eventual return of its own former colonies,
the Commission afforded it a position from which better to protect
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and promote German interests in Palestine and throughout the
Middle East.

On the domestic front, the German government pursued its Pal-
estine policy through the German Zionist movement. It proved to be
a difficult task in view of the cleavages within the German Jewish
community between the anti-Zionist, liberal/assimilationist major-
ity and the minority Zionists.* To this animosity was added the in-
creasing virulence of an anti-Semitism that, as a political weapon
and a sociopolitical force, achieved an unprecedented level of inten-
sity and public tolerance during the Weimar years and tended to poli-
ticize the Jewish community as never before. As a result, most Jews
became either more militant in their Zionism or more militant in
their opposition to it.*

Seeking to generate greater domestic popular support for its en-
dorsement of the Zionist cause and the British Mandate, the German
Foreign Office participated in the reestablishment of the Pro-Palistina
Komitee in December, 1926.* Similar to its short-lived wartime
predecessor, the Pro-Palistina Komitee was again composed of promi-
nent Jews and gentiles and adopted the goals of the first Komitee as
its own.”” The official program of the Pro-Palistina Komitee called
for the promotion of Zionist goals in Palestine and concluded that
“Jewish development work in Palestine is an excellent means for the
economic and cultural development of the East, for the expansion of
German economic relations and for the reconciliation of the peo-
ple.”3 Count Johann von Bernstorff, the first chairman of the resur-
rected Pro-Palistina Komitee, repeatedly emphasized the economic,
political and cultural advantages that support for Zionism would
bring to Germany; he also pointed to the obligations that Germany
had incurred as a member of the League of Nations to uphold the Pal-
estine Mandate and implement the Balfour Declaration. In a letter
to Georg Mecklenburg of the liberal/assimilationist Centralverein
deutscher Staatsbiirger jidischen Glaubens (Central Association of
German Citizens of the Jewish Faith) in October, 1927, Bernstorff
concluded that “the promotion of Jewish settlement in Palestine is
an undertaking to be welcomed from the standpoint of German for-
eign policy.”*

The long list of prominent personalities from the major politi-
cal parties, the Foreign Office and other government agencies who
held membership in the Pro-Palistina Komitee reflected the broad
and continuing support within the German government for the Zi-
onist movement before 1933.* The list includes such figures as the
state secretary in the Reichskanzlei (Reich Chancellery), Hermann
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Piinder, Mayor Konrad Adenauer of Cologne and former Chancellor
Josef Karl Wirth of the Catholic Center party, Count von Bernstorff,
President Hermann Hausmann and Prussian Minister of Public
Worship and Education Karl Heinrich Becker of the German Demo-
cratic party (DDP), Rudolf Breitscheid, Prussian Prime Minister
Otto Braun, Reichstag President Paul Lobe and Chancellor Hermann
Miiller of the Social Democratic party (SPD), as well as several mem-
bers from the conservative parties, including the German People’s
party (DVP) and the German National People’s party (DNVP). The
crucial support of the German Foreign Office was reinforced by the
membership of Assistant Secretary Hartmann Baron von Richthofen
of the Orient-Abteilung and State Secretary Karl von Schubert. Other
key figures who became members include Germany’s representatives
at the League of Nations and on the Permanent Mandates Commis-
sion, Drs. Ludwig Kastl and Julius Ruppel, as well as the German
consul-general in Jerusalem, Erich Nord, and Dr. Kurt Priifer of the
Orient-Abteilung.

The only serious opposition to the pro-Zionist policy of the gov-
ernment and the creation of the Pro-Palistina Komitee came from
within the predominantly liberal/assimilationist German Jewish
community itself. Seeking to counter Jewish charges that Zionism
denied the Jews of Germany their legitimate national identity as Ger-
mans, and that it merely played into the hands of the anti-Semites,
government officials and members of the Pro-Palistina Komitee
counseled that Zionism was perfectly compatible with the German
nationality, patriotism and loyalty of the Jewish community in
Germany.*

Membership in the organization continued to grow after 1926;
by 1932, it had secured the active participation of 217 of the most
prominent German citizens, Jewish and non-Jewish. Not only was
the Pro-Palistina Komitee instrumental in spreading information
about the Zionist movement and its efforts in Palestine, but it ac-
tively promoted the pro-Zionist policies of the German government
as well, particularly in its assistance to the German Foreign Office in
cultivating friendly relations with the World Zionist Organization.
Foreign Minister Stresemann, State Secretary von Schubert and Pro-
fessor Sobernheim emphasized the need for close contacts with the
leadership of the World Zionist Organization and therefore attached
considerable importance to several visits to Germany by Dr. Chaim
Weizmann and other leaders of the World Zionist Organization dur-
ing the 1920s.4

The strong Zionist component in German policy during the
Weimar years was matched by an equally determined rejection of
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the efforts of Arab nationalists to undo the postwar settlement in the
Middle East. These efforts included attempts to enlist German diplo-
matic and material support in the struggle against the Mandate sys-
tem and its English and Zionist sponsors in Palestine and elsewhere
in the Middle East. In spite of its alliance with the Ottoman Empire
during the war, Germany had not lost the general friendship and
goodwill of Arabs that had existed prior to the war. The bitterness
and sense of betrayal among Arab nationalists contributed to an
emerging perception of Germany as a fellow-victim of the hated
settlement and as the only major European power without imperial
ambitions in the Middle East. This view was expressed late in the
summer of 1921 by members of an Arab delegation from Palestine in
London for negotiations with the British government on the future
Palestine Mandate. The German ambassador in London, Dr. Fried-
rich Stahmer, reported to Berlin on the substance of his talks with
the delegation, particularly the Arab view of the past Arab-German
relationship, as follows: “They have never had hostile feelings for
Germany, having instead trusted Germany more than other Great
Powers because of their impression that, in the pursuit of its inter-
ests, Germany has never acted in a purely selfish manner, having in-
stead respected the interests of the indigenous inhabitants.”+

Stahmer’s meeting with the Arab delegation in London was fol-
lowed by a series of Arab overtures to Berlin for sympathy as well as
for diplomatic and material support against the British and French
Mandates and the Zionist effort to create a National Home in Pales-
tine. On several occasions during the Weimar period, German assis-
tance was solicited by Arab nationalist groups in Syria and Pales-
tine.“ In 1921 and again in 1927, Syrian Orthodox Christian and
Arab nationalist groups sought to enlist German diplomatic and
weapons support in order to end French rule in Syria. Further-
more, the violence in Palestine in 1929 generated considerable Arab
pressure for some measure of German support against the British
Mandate.

On these and other occasions, the German government ada-
mantly refused to provide any kind of assistance to the Arab cause in
Palestine, Syria or elsewhere in the Middle East. The reasoning be-
hind this position is abundantly clear in Sobernheim’s April, 1925,
report and in the above-cited policy statements of the German For-
eign Office, as well as in the official response of German consular
officials in Syria and Palestine to Arab overtures.* German interests
in the Middle East, primarily economic and cultural, were deemed
best served by supporting Zionist aims in Palestine and Anglo-French
predominance through the Mandates. Weimar Germany'’s overriding
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political aim was the revision of the Versailles settlement in Europe,
which, along with its extremely vulnerable postwar position in gen-
eral, precluded any form of Prestige-Politik in opposition to Great
Britain and France in the Middle East or elsewhere.

As the level of violence and corresponding international debate
over Palestine intensified during the late 1920s and early 1930s, the
main ingredients of German Middle East policy, particularly with re-
gard to Palestine, were tested and implemented. The Arab-Jewish vio-
lence of those years was viewed by Berlin as detrimental to German
interests in Palestine and throughout the Middle East because it im-
peded economic activity and expansion. Its tendency to discourage
prospective Jewish immigrants, and to induce some Jewish settlers
in Palestine to leave, was bound to have a negative impact on the vol-
ume of trade between Germany and Palestine. With these considera-
tions in mind, the German Foreign Office concluded in a memoran-
dum late in 1929 that “Germany’s main interest is that order will
soon be restored in Palestine, and that economic development will
be promoted.”* There was little inclination to sympathize with
Arab efforts to dismantle the postwar settlement in Palestine and
throughout the Middle East.

As a permanent member of the League Council, and of the
League’s Permanent Mandates Commission, the German govern-
ment was in the thick of the international debate over Palestine after
1926. It was the League that was ultimately responsible for each of
the Mandates, and Germany was bound to the Mandate system as
outlined in article 22 of the League Covenant, to the British Mandate
over Palestine as adopted by the League on July 24, 1922, and to the
provisions embodied in the Balfour Declaration, which had been in-
corporated into the Palestine Mandate.” The German government
was forced publicly to define its position on the basic issues of the
Anglo-Arab-Jewish conflict in Palestine, given these commitments
and obligations. Moreover, this had to be done within the context
of the increasingly evident contradictions that characterized Brit-
ish wartime and postwar policy in the Middle East, particularly in
Palestine.

German support for the British Mandate in Palestine and for the
Jewish National Home was clearly demonstrated throughout the de-
bate. At the Sixteenth Session of the permanent Mandates Commis-
sion from November 6 to 26, 1929, the German government took a
position that was mildly critical—yet totally supportive—of British
policy and conciliatory—yet noncommittal—toward the Arab posi-
tion.** German loyalty to the basic elements of the post—World War I
settlement in the Middle East is also evident in the full support
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given to the recommendations of the Shaw Commission after the
violence of 1928-1929 in Palestine, recommendations that pre-
served the Jewish National Home and the British Mandate in
Palestine.”

A line of continuity is evident in German Palestine policy dur-
ing the imperial and Weimar periods. It is reflected in the support for
Zionist efforts in Germany and Palestine and in the recognition of
Zionism as an effective instrument of German foreign policy. The
notion of a Jewish national homeland or commonwealth in Palestine
received the tacit if not always explicit acceptance of the imperial
German government from Herzl’s day through the waning months of
World War [; and the reality of the National Home initiated by the
Balfour Declaration enjoyed the open support and encouragement of
Weimar foreign policy from Rathenau through Stresemann and
Schubert to Neurath and Biilow. Moreover, German Middle East pol-
icy during both eras was predicated on an accommodation between
the Zionist movement and the dominant power in the fertile cres-
cent. For imperial Germany, the desired accommodation between Zi-
onism and the Ottoman Empire did not materialize until late in
1917, when it was too late to be of any value to Germany; for the
governments of the Weimar Republic, however, the Anglo-Zionist
alliance in Palestine that emerged from World War I became the
framework for the pursuit of German interests and aims in the
Middle East.



2. Early National Socialist Attitudes
toward Zionism

The Anti-Semitic Background

There can be little doubt that the vélkisch concepts of German na-
tionality and anti-Semitism were the only relatively consistent ideo-
logical currents of the National Socialist movement from its earliest
days until Hitler’s last testament in April, 1945.' The subject of
Hitler’s anti-Semitic heritage has been pursued at some length and
has produced numerous accounts of the origins and development of
anti-Semitism in Germany before World War 1.2 It is still not certain
how much direct exposure Hitler had to the racial theories of Arthur
de Gobineau, Eugen Diihring, Paul de Lagarde, Houston Stewart
Chamberlain and the other nineteenth-century intellectual and
spiritual fathers of modern racism and anti-Semitism; much of it
must have filtered down to him through the pamphlets, newspapers
and conversations to which he was exposed in pre—World War I Vi-
enna. Nevertheless, it appears that he did possess a comprehensive
ideological approach to the Jewish question by 1920, one that em-
bodied all of the basic tenets of the anti-Semitic theorists of the
nineteenth century.?

The postwar bitterness and upheaval in Germany provided Hit-
ler with the means to channel his racist impulses into effective po-
litical action.* His role as speaker and propagandist in the Deutsche
Arbeiterpartei (German Workers’ party) in the latter part of 1919 and
1920 and his association with Dietrich Eckart, Gottfried Feder, Al-
fred Rosenberg and others provided him with the framework for an
anti-Semitic program that was to be incorporated into the Party Pro-
gram of February 24, 1920, into Mein Kampf and finally into the
laws of the Reich after 1933.5 In the end, Hitler’s contribution to Ger-
man anti-Semitism was to have a more profound and lasting impact
than the pseudo-scientific theories of those who preceded him and
those around him. His determination to translate the theories and
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emotions of the past into concrete, planned political action that
would eliminate the Jews from German and European life was ex-
pressed as early as 1919. In his well-known letter of September 16,
1919, to a former liaison officer of the Munich district headquarters
of the German army, Hitler wrote: “Anti-Semitism, based purely on
emotion, will always manifest itself in the form of pogroms. How-
ever, a rational anti-Semitism must lead to a well-planned, legal
struggle against and elimination of the special rights of the Jew that
he, unlike other aliens who live among us, possesses. Its end must be
irrevocably the complete removal of the Jews.”¢

This study seeks to provide a comprehensive analysis of Na-
tional Socialist attitudes toward Zionism from the early years of the
movement to World War II, including the role of Zionism in National
Socialist Jewish policy from the Machtergreifung (seizure of power)
to the onset of the “final solution.” As one of the developing vél-
kisch nationalisms of central and eastern Europe in the nineteenth
century, and as a response to the anti-Semitic content and excesses
of those national movements, Zionism has accepted the premise
that the Jewish people, for racial, religious, cultural or historical rea-
sons, should not be assimilated. Early Zionist leaders accepted the
desirability of national separateness, while rejecting the Social Dar-
winist theories of racial superiority and struggle that were becoming
the cornerstone of anti-Semitic political ideology in the second half
of the nineteenth century.’

Among German nationalists and Zionists, there was a common
acceptance of the voélkisch inviolability and separateness of the
peoples of the world and the necessity of a volkisch basis for the
state. Herder’s concept of nationhood best illustrates their common
ground: “The most natural state is one nationality with one national
character. . . . Nothing therefore appears so indirectly opposite to
the end of government as the unnatural enlargement of states, the
wild mixing of all kinds of people and nationalities under one scep-
ter.”® In his Rom und Jerusalem, published in 1862, Moses Hess,
one of the first important proponents of political Zionism, argued
against emancipation and assimilation as the solution to the Jewish
question in Europe. He asserted that for Jews as well as gentiles, race
and racial separateness should be fundamental considerations in all
political and social institutions and on this basis called for a separate
national existence for the Jewish people in Palestine:

The present international situation should encourage the im-
mediate founding of Jewish colonies on the Suez Canal and on
the banks of the Jordan. Stress will be laid on the heretofore
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neglected proposition that behind the problem of nationalism
and freedom, there remains the profound question of race. This
question, which is as old as history, must first be solved before
a definite solution to the political and social problems can be
worked out. Social institutions, like spiritual outlooks, are ra-
cial creations. All past history was concerned with the struggle
of races and classes. Race struggle is primary; class struggle is
secondary. When racial antagonism ceases, class struggle also
ceases. Equality of all social classes follows on the heels of
equality of all races and finally remains merely a question of
sociology.®

The Zionist rejection of the liberal/assimilationist position of the
majority of central and west European Jews was firmly rooted in the
conviction that the Jews constituted a unique race.'° Even the ideas
of the important nineteenth-century racial theoretician Joseph Ar-
thur de Gobineau were enthusiastically received by a few German
Zionists before World War I. In 1902, the Zionist newspaper Die Welt
accepted Gobineau’s theories on racial degeneration and the desir-
ability of maintaining racial purity, noting that Gobineau had pointed
to the Jews with admiration as a strong people that believed in the
necessity of maintaining its own racial purity.' Elias Auerbach and
Ignaz Zollschan, central European Zionists during the years before
World War I, pointed to the desirability of racial purity and national
homogeneity.'> Auerbach used Gobineau’s theories to support his
contention that a people would never die so long as it was able to
maintain its purity and uniqueness. Zollschan went so far as to
praise much of the racial philosophy of the famous nineteenth-
century anti-Semitic philosopher and historian Houston Stewart
Chamberlain. While supporting Chamberlain’s argument that racial
purity conferred nobility on a people, he argued that Chamberlain’s
essentially correct approach to race was flawed by mistaken notions
of Jewish depravity and inferiority. Even Martin Buber used the con-
cept of a “community of blood”” as a metaphor to describe the strong
national bonds from which the Jewish people have historically de-
rived their strength.*

If many Zionists believed in the reality of race, the great major-
ity did not believe in the superiority of one race over another. The
profound distinction between most Zionists and the growing body of
racial nationalists in Germany during the last decades of the nine-
teenth century lay in the Social Darwinist principles of the latter.
While Herder’s dictum led Zionists and some German nationalists to
favor separate but not necessarily unequal national entities, each
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with its own state preserving its own separate violkisch character,
the anti-Semites made qualitative distinctions between the racial
or national groups of the world, specifically, between Germans
and Jews. Their relationship was soon defined as one of hostility and
struggle between the superior and the inferior, between good and
evil. For all of them, however, the liberal concept of a pluralistic so-.
ciety, supported by the overwhelming majority of Jews in Germany
throughout the nineteenth century, was unacceptable.

Support for Zionism from the non-Jewish world has been moti-
vated through the years by a variety of factors, ranging from a sense
of justice, sympathy, idealism and guilt on the part of liberals to the
imperial interests of the Great Powers in the Middle East and else-
where to the anti-Semitic inclinations of nationalist and racist ideo-
logues and politicians. As early as 1799, a sense of Jewish attach-
ment to Palestine was recognized by one European Great Power as a
possible instrument for the promotion of its imperial ambition.
Campaigning in Palestine in 1799, Napoleon called on the Jews of
Africa and Asia to join him in his war against the Ottoman Turks
and for the resurrection of a Jewish Palestine.!* Although Zionism
and the fledgling Zionist movement remained relatively insignifi-
cant throughout the nineteenth century among Jews and gentiles
alike, they emerged with the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire
during World War I as phenomena deemed worthy of support in the
promotion of Great Power imperial interests in the Middle East.

The Zionist concept of the Jews as a distinct national or racial
community, deserving its own homeland or state, held considerable
appeal for many nationalists and anti-Semites in Germany during
the nineteenth century. Its appeal lay in the Zionists’ ultimate ac-
ceptance of the exclusion of the Jewish people from the German
Volksgemeinschaft (racial community) and the necessity of a Jewish
homeland in Palestine or elsewhere overseas, capable of drawing
Jews away from Europe. Recognizing a common aversion to the pro-
cess of Jewish emancipation and assimilation, as well as the com-
mon view of the Jews as a distinct political entity, Theodor Herzl
identified a community of interests between Zionists and anti-
Semites and reasoned that the Zionist movement could expect con-
siderable support from anti-Semitic nationalists in central and east-
ern Europe.'® Herzl worked on the premise that the uniqueness of the
Jews and their strong sense of community and separateness lay at the
root of an anti-Semitism that could be contained and neutralized only
by emphasizing that uniqueness, community and separateness.'

Much of the support that Herzl expected from nationalists and
anti-Semites was indeed forthcoming in nineteenth-century Ger-



20 Early National Socialist Attitudes toward Zionism

many. As Johann Gottlieb Fichte called on Germans early in the cen-
tury to cherish and revere the German Volksgeist (national spirit) as
the foundation of all good culture and civilization, he also warned
against the evils of Jewish emancipation and suggested the return of
the Jews to Palestine.'” Later in the century, Fichte’s intellectual dis-
ciples would lend their support to his suggestion that a solution to
the Jewish question might be reached by removing Jews from Ger-
many and the rest of Europe to a separate Jewish homeland.

Eugen Diihring proposed solving the Jewish question by herding
the Jewish people together in a state somewhere outside of Europe.'*
Heinrich von Treikschke regarded anti-Semitism as a necessary
evil, a natural reaction of the German Volksgefiihl (consciousness)
against a foreign element that itself never intended to assimilate. As-
serting that there was no room in Germany for dual loyalty, his solu-
tion was also Jewish emigration and the creation of a Jewish home-
land in Palestine or elsewhere." Heinrich Class of the Pan-German
League linked the solution of the Jewish question to the idea of Ger-
man expansion in eastern Europe, a combination that was to be the
central element in the foreign policy of the Third Reich. Class pro-
posed sending Jews to Palestine, and pushing the Poles and Russians
further east.*® Ludwig Woltmann’s “political anthropologists,” a
school of thought at the turn of the century devoted to the principles
of racial purity and Germanic superiority, supported the Zionist goal
of resurrecting Jewish national life in a separate Jewish homeland.
Wilhelm Marr maintained that Jewish emancipation was leading to
the complete Judaization of Germany.?' He claimed that the Jews had
no fatherland of their own and lamented the fact that they had be-
come estranged from their Biblical homeland in Palestine. Marr’s
views were echoed by the political theorist and critic of Bismarck
Konstantin Frantz, who advocated the removal of Germany’s Jewish
population to Palestine.? The historian Johannes Scherr argued that
the Jews were entitled to a form of nationhood of their own, in Pales-
tine or elsewhere, while Adolf Stoecker’s Christian Socialist move-
ment favored a return of German Jews to Palestine.” The first Pro-
Palistina Komitee in Germany during World War I attracted support
from conservative politicians who hoped to divert the flow of east
European Jews away from Germany, if not to encourage German Jews
themselves to leave for Palestine.* Finally, during the Weimar years,
prominent anti-Semites such as Wilhelm Stapel, Hans Bliither, Max
Wundt and the Evangelical pastor Johann Peperkorn looked to Zion-
ism as the only realistic solution to the Jewish question in Germany.?

Both Eugen Diihring and Houston Stewart Chamberlain pro-
vided the basis for the subsequent ideological hostility of National
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Socialism to the ultimate aim of political Zionism, the creation of an
independent Jewish state in Palestine. In Chamberlain’s Grundlagen
des 19. Jahrhunderts, first published in 1899, as well as in Diihring'’s
above-cited Die Judenfrage, the existence of a Jewish conspiracy to
dominate the world was postulated.* The conspiracy theory became
one of the central concepts upon which National Socialist Jewish
policy was based, making the idea of an independent Jewish state in
Palestine objectionable because of fear that it would become a base
for such a conspiracy. Yet both were inclined to support the use of the
Zionist movement for the practical aim of removing Jews from
Germany.

Alfred Rosenberg, Zionism and the Conspiracy Theory

One author has divided Hitler’s developing approach to the Jewish
question into two phases.”” The first concerns Hitler’s views prior to
the publication of the Party Program in February, 1920; it is charac-
terized by an emphasis on the Jewish question in Germany alone,
including alleged Jewish responsibility for Germany’s defeat, the revo-
lution and the Weimar Republic. In the second phase, there is an in-
creasing inclination to emphasize the international dimensions of
the Jewish question, particularly the theory of an international Jew-
ish conspiracy to dominate Germany and the rest of the world. It is
the second phase that is of primary concern here, for according to
National Socialist dogma after 1920, the alleged Jewish conspiracy
was being promoted through the dual instruments of international
Bolshevism and the international Zionist movement. The person
most responsible for developing this idea and for incorporating it
into Nazi dogma was Alfred Rosenberg.

The Party Program of February 24, 1920, dealt with the Jewish
question as a matter of domestic German politics. Points 4 and 5 de-
fine citizenship in terms of blood, which would have excluded Jews
from full citizenship, but would have permitted them to remain in
Germany as guests, subject to the laws governing other aliens in the
country. Point 8 demands a halt to the immigration of all non-
Germans (a euphemism for the Ostjuden—Jews who had been arriv-
ing in Germany from the ghettos of eastern Europe for decades); it
also called for the deportation of all Jewish immigrants who had ar-
rived in Germany by August 2, 1914.%

Hitler’s speeches in late 1919 and early 1920 also considered the
Jewish question in Germany as a domestic matter. Issues such as
citizenship, alleged Jewish responsibility for Germany’s defeat and
postwar plight, the Ostjuden, alleged Jewish domination of the cul-
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tural and economic life of the country and the desirability of forcing
Jews out of Germany were the subject matter of many of Hitler’s
speeches. The emigration or deportation of Jews from Germany ap-
pears to have been the main theme of his speeches on racial policy
and the Jews during the spring of 1920. In Munich on April 6, Hitler
again asserted that, rather than cultivate a pogrom atmosphere
against the Jewish community, National Socialism should concen-
trate its efforts toward the complete removal of Jews from Germany.”
Moreover, he argued that all means to this end would be justified
“even if we must cooperate with the Devil himself.” In another
speech in Munich on April 29, Hitler concluded, “We will carry on
our struggle until the last Jew is removed from the German Reich.”’*
By the end of May, however, Hitler had not only dropped the distinc-
tion between eastern and western Jews, but had begun to place his
struggle against the Jews on the international level for the first time.
At a Party meeting in Munich on May 31, Hitler argued that the so-
lution to the Jewish question in all of Europe was of primary impor-
tance, and that no distinction could ever be made between eastern or
western Jews, or between Jews who were rich or poor, good or evil.*
He concluded that the major enemy of Europe was the Jewish race in
its totality. From the end of May, 1920, Hitler’s speeches on the Jew-
ish question began to assume a new dimension, one that bore the
stamp of Alfred Rosenberg’s ideas and influence.

Rosenberg left his native Estonia for Germany in November,
1918.3 After a brief stay in Berlin, he came to Munich early in 1919.
Through a friend, he was put in touch with Dietrich Eckart, editor of
the anti-Semitic newspaper Auf Gut Deutsch and a member of the
Thule-Gesellschaft, a patriotic, anti-Semitic order created in 1918
by Rudolf Baron von Sebottendorf in Munich.® It was through Eckart,
the job with his newspaper and the contacts made through the
Thule-Gesellschaft that Rosenberg emerged in 1919 as a leading
anti-Semitic theorist in Munich. It was also through Eckart that
Rosenberg met Hitler later that year.

Rosenberg brought to Munich both theories about and experi-
ences in Bolshevik Russia. He had developed his major theoretical
contributions to National Socialism before he left Estonia in 1918,
namely, that Bolshevism and Zionism were instruments of a Jewish
world conspiracy.* His ideas were readily accepted by Eckart, who
had been preaching the conspiracy theory in his newspaper before
Rosenberg arrived in Munich. Rosenberg provided Eckart with some
substance for those ideas and, at the same time, an apparently legiti-
mate source with firsthand experience.

There can be little doubt that Rosenberg, as a Baltic German and
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subject of the old Russian Empire, had an important impact on the
limited, more parochial outlook of Hitler and the essentially south-
ern German membership of the Deutsche Arbeiterpartei in 1919
and 1920.* He was not responsible for Hitler’s profound hatred of
Jews, nor had a vague concept of a Jewish conspiracy been unknown
to Hitler. Both had been influenced in this direction by Chamberlain
and similar notions expressed by Theodor Fritsch during the years
before World War 1. It would also appear unlikely that Hitler needed
Rosenberg to become an anti-Marxist. With help from Eckart, Ro-
senberg provided Hitler and the Deutsche Arbeiterpartei with an
ideological framework, based on the conspiracy theory, through
which Jewish policy was to be formulated and carried out until 1945.
Substance was added to the conspiracy theory by using Bolshe-
vism and Zionism as its instruments. The significance of the alleged
Jewish-Bolshevik link for future Nazi propaganda and policy cannot
be overestimated, while the connection between Zionism and the al-
leged conspiracy was to generate an important ideological and policy
debate in government and Party circles in Germany during the years
prior to World War I11.¥7

The basis of Rosenberg’s conspiracy theory was the so-called
“Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” with which he had become famil-
iar as a student in Moscow during the summer of 1917.** The “Pro-
tocols” first appeared in Russia in 1905 in a version ascribed to Ser-
gei Nilus, a pious extremist in the Russian Orthodox Church. The
pamphlet purported to be the record of a secret meeting in 1897 of
Jewish leaders from around the world who were in Basle for the first
Zionist Congress. At this meeting, Theodor Herzl and other Jewish
leaders were alleged to have planned the domination and destruction
of the gentile world and to have resolved to unleash a terrible war to
attain their ends.*® The “Protocols” were brought to Germany by
refugees fleeing from the Bolshevik revolution, among them Alfred
Rosenberg, and a German translation first appeared in 1919.* In that
same year, the burden of war guilt was placed on Germany’s shoul-
ders by the Paris Peace Conference, a burden very few Germans were
willing to accept as legitimate. Adherents of the “Protocols” as-
serted that the Jews had started the war and had been its sole bene-
ficiaries. Charges such as this were bound to find a high degree of
acceptance among the German people immediately after the war
and, at the same time, provide a useful propaganda weapon for the
anti-Semitic Right in its campaign against the Versailles Treaty and
the Jewish community in Germany.

The “Protocols” provide the link between Rosenberg’s imagined
Jewish conspiracy and the Zionist movement. Three of his early
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works, as well as several articles in the Vé6lkischer Beobachter dux-
ing those years, provide a comprehensive presentation of his ap-
proach to Zionism.*’ The ideas outlined in these works would be-
come the basis of National Socialist policy toward Zionism and the
Zionist movement in Germany until the early years of World War II,
which is essential for a broader understanding of the Jewish policy of
the Hitler regime during the 1930s and of its position on the Pales-
tine question during those years.

Der staatsfeindliche Zionismus, published in 1922, was Rosen-
berg’s major contribution to the National Socialist position on Zion-
ism. It represented in part an elaboration on ideas already expressed
in articles in the Vélkischer Beobachter and in other published
works, notably Die Spur. The title provides the gist of a thesis that
Rosenberg sought to convey to his readers: “The Zionist organiza-
tion in Germany is nothing more than an organization that pursues
a legalized undermining of the German state.”“* He accused German
Zionists of having betrayed Germany during the war by supporting
Britain’s Balfour Declaration and pro-Zionist policies and charged
that they had actively worked for a German defeat and the Versailles
settlement to obtain a Jewish National Home in Palestine.* He went
on to assert that the interests of Zionism were first and foremost
those of world Jewry, and by implication the international Jewish
conspiracy. He further claimed that loyalty to Zionist and other Jew-
ish interests precluded loyalty to the German fatherland, that in fact
Zionists in Germany did not pretend to possess a dual loyalty to both
a Jewish and a German fatherland.“ Notwithstanding the above fac-
tors, it would appear that Rosenberg’s attitude toward Zionism was
conditioned primarily by the unshakable conviction that the alleged
Jewish world conspiracy was a monolithic phenomenon, uniting Zi-
onists and assimilationists alike in a common effort.*

Rosenberg also dismissed Zionists’ claims that they merely
wanted to create a refuge in Palestine for persecuted Jews. He made
this assertion within the context of traditional anti-Semitic notions
about Jewish inferiority and treachery. According to Rosenberg, Jews
had neither the capability to create a state in the European sense nor
the intention of making that an end in itself; he concluded that they
would seek to create an independent base in Palestine, a “Jewish Vati-
can,” from which to carry out their plans to subvert and dominate
the rest of the world.*

These theories represent one side of what was to be the double-
edged nature of the Nazi approach to Zionism and the Palestine
question after 1933. They demonstrate a fundamental ideological
hostility and incompatibility between National Socialism and a Zi-
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onist movement that was considered to be merely an instrument of a
monolithic Jewish world conspiracy. They represent a significant de-
parture from those nineteenth-century anti-Semites who were con-
tent simply to accept the Zionist aim of separating Jews from non-
Jews and to fulfill Leo Pinsker’s dream of emancipating the Jewish
nation as a whole within the world community of nations, rather
than the individual Jew within the society of his or her native land.*

Nevertheless, it appears that Rosenberg did recognize from the
beginning the utility of encouraging the Zionist movement in Ger-
many as a means of facilitating the removal of Germany’s Jewish
population. In Die Spur, written in late 1919 and published in 1920,
Rosenberg concluded, “Zionism must be vigorously supported in or-
der to encourage a significant number of German Jews to leave for
Palestine or other destinations.”** He further singled out the Zion-
ists from other Jewish organizations in Germany as a group with at
least some potential for short-term cooperation with a future Na-
tional Socialist Germany in halting Jewish assimilation and influ-
ence and in promoting Jewish emigration.* Rosenberg’s argument
that the Zionist movement could be utilized to promote the politi-
cal, economic, social and cultural segregation of Jews in Germany, as
well as their emigration, was eventually transformed into policy by
the Hitler regime after 1933.

Rosenberg also intended to use Zionism as legal justification for
depriving German Jews of their civil rights. The Zionist position
that there existed a separate Jewish Volk with its own cultural and
national interests could be used against what was considered to be a
monolithic Jewish community in Germany. He argued that when an
organization within the German state declares that the interests of
the German Reich are not its prime concern, then its members can-
not claim their full civil rights.*®

One finds in Rosenberg’s early writings the basic elements of
what was to become National Socialist policy toward Zionism dur-
ing the 1930s, in terms of both domestic Jewish policy and the Pales-
tine question as an issue of strategic and foreign policy. There emerged
the conviction that, for cultural, racial and historical reasons, the
Jews were not capable of building a state; moreover, it was believed
that the Zionist goal was not merely the creation of a Jewish state or
National Home, but rather the creation of a power base from which
to conduct the conspiracy against Germany, allegedly outlined in the
“Protocols of the Elders of Zion.” This approach was maintained by
Rosenberg in his later writings and speeches that referred to Zionism
and Palestine.® At the same time, he sanctioned the use of the Zion-
ist movement in the future drive to eliminate Jewish rights, Jewish
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influence and eventually the Jewish presence in Germany. This du-
ality is considered in greater detail below in light of events during
the 1930s.

The Emergence of Hitler’s Attitude toward Zionism

Adolf Hitler probably said and wrote more about Zionism during the
period 1920—1924 than during the twenty-one years of his life that
followed. Indeed, the paucity of statements by Hitler on Zionism and
Palestine during the 1930s has posed a serious research problem for
this kind of study.®* His first major speech alluding to an interna-
tional Jewish conspiracy, delivered in Munich on May 31, 1920,
warned against the twin evils of international capitalism and the
international working-class movement, which Hitler considered in-
struments of the conspiracy.® His anti-Semitism had achieved an
international dimension, based on the conspiracy theory, that was to
be evident in all of his actions on the Jewish question up to and in-
cluding his political testament of April 29, 1945.% Rosenberg’s initial
ideological influence on Hitler was to stay with him to the end.

On August 13, 1920, Hitler delivered his first comprehensive
speech on the Jewish question at an NSDAP meeting at the Hofbrau-
haus in Munich.** Entitled “Warum wir gegen die Juden sind”’ (Why
We Are against the Jews), the speech contained Hitler’s first observa-
tions on the Zionist movement as an arm of the international Jewish
conspiracy, observations that Rosenberg had already made in Die
Spur and then elaborated on two years later in Der staatsfeindliche
Zionismus. In his speech, Hitler started from the premise that con-
cepts such as love of work, racial purity, cultural creativity and the
capacity to build states (Fdhigkeit zur Staatenbildung) were inher-
ently Aryan and thus totally alien to the Jews. He made the last con-
cept dependent on the first three.*® He asserted that the Aryan alone
had the capability to build states because of his historic acceptance
of the concept of work, his adherence to the principles of racial
health through racial purity when dealing with the inferior “faulen
Siidrassen” (lazy southern races) and his superior culture.

Hitler went on to apply his criteria for Staatenbildung to the
Jews and found them wanting in the necessary prerequisites for the
creation of their own territorial state. He attempted to substantiate
his arguments historically: “If a people lacks these three qualities, it
cannot ever be capable of building its own state. For the Jew was al-
ways a nomad through the centuries. . . . He never had what we
would call a state. And today the greatest of all illusions is being
spread among us, that Jerusalem will become the capital of a Jewish
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state of Jewish nationality.”s” When confronting the matter of Zion-
ism and the idea of a Jewish state in Palestine, Hitler concluded,
“Thus, we can immediately understand why the whole notion of the
Zionist state and its establishment is nothing more than a comedy.” %

To reach this point in his overall assessment of Zionism and the
idea of a Jewish state, Hitler synthesized concepts borrowed from
Gobineau, Chamberlain, Diihring, Fritsch and Adolf Wahrmund,
whose theories attributed certain characteristics to Aryans and with-
held them from Jews, characteristics that, according to Hitler, were
absolutely necessary for the building of territorial states.®® Hitler’s
following arguments must be attributed largely to Alfred Rosenberg
and the conspiracy theory based on the ‘Protocols of the Elders of
Zion.” With the assertion that the Jews were incapable of building a
territorial state, and the Zionist claim that they were in fact working
toward that end, the conspiracy theory provided an apparently ra-
tional basis for the ideological opposition of National Socialism to
the aims of the Zionist movement. This opposition, in spite of the
Zionist willingness to help remove Jews from Germany, reflected all
the traditional anti-Semitic biases against the Jewish people. To ad-
mit that Zionism was merely what the Zionists claimed it was—
and, as such, a suitable solution to the Jewish question—would have
negated the Social Darwinist theories of anti-Semitic ideology, un-
dermined the supposedly monolithic nature of the racial enemy and
forfeited the propaganda advantages that could be derived from the
alleged existence of an international Jewish conspiracy. Indeed, theo-
ries of international conspiracy have often provided totalitarian
movements with a useful propaganda weapon in the pursuit and
preservation of power, and the National Socialist movement was no
exception.

In his August 13 speech, Hitler argued that the Zionists were
not interested merely in providing a refuge for the persecuted Jews of
the world. Echoing Rosenberg, he asserted that the Jews were seek-
ing to establish an independent power base from which to promote
the very conspiracy outlined in the “Protocols.”*® Moreover, he reit-
erated these arguments in Mein Kampf and later in his Secret Book,
concluding in the former:

A part of his race even admits quite openly that it is a foreign
people, however not without lying in this respect. For while
Zionism tries to make the other part of the world believe that
the national self-consciousness of the Jew finds satisfaction in
the creation of a Palestinian state, the Jews again most slyly
dupe the stupid goiim. They have no thought of building up a
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Jewish state in Palestine, so that they might perhaps inhabit it,
but they only want a central organization of their international
world cheating, endowed with prerogatives, withdrawn from
the seizure of others—a refuge for convicted rascals and a high
school for future rogues.*'

There is evidence that Hitler, like Rosenberg, found some utility
in Zionism and was willing to encourage Jewish emigration from
Germany to Palestine, in spite of the apparent ideological incompati-
bility engendered by the conspiracy theory. In a speech at the Biir-
gerbriukeller in Munich on July 6, 1920, Hitler called for the removal
of Jews from Germany; when someone in the audience interrupted
him with shouts about human rights, Hitler responded that Jews
should seek their human rights in their own state in Palestine,
where they belong (“Menschenrechte soll er sich da suchen, wo er
hingehort, in seinem eigenen staat Palistina’’).¢?

Apparent inconsistencies in the National Socialist approach to
Zionism during the early years of the movement are an important
point of analysis in this study. From 1933 through the early years of
World War II, the Hitler regime favored and actively promoted Jewish
emigration from Germany to Palestine through the German Zionist
movement. At the same time, it maintained an ideological hostility
to the creation of an independent Jewish state in Palestine that was
based on the conspiracy theory embodied in the “Protocols.” The
duality of the National Socialist approach was clearly established by
Hitler and Rosenberg during the 1920s and conditioned the policies
eventually pursued after 1933.



3. The Development of the Haavara
Transfer Agreement

The Economic Background

One cannot speak of a comprehensive National Socialist plan to
overcome the economic crisis of the early 1930s. Upon his assump-
tion of power in 1933, Hitler saw two basic problems, unemploy-
ment and depressed agricultural prices, that had to be dealt with in
order to pull Germany out of the economic quagmire.' The methods
used by Hitler’s government in its efforts to solve the economic cri-
sis and combat unemployment were essentially the same Keynesian
methods used by other industrialized nations, namely, the injection
of public funds into the economy in order to stimulate economic ac-
tivity and thereby create jobs for the unemployed.?

This similarity did not go beyond the Keynesian principle of in-
creased government spending and the initiation of public works
projects; in Hitler’s Germany, rearmament and the creation of a mass
army, not an increase in the production of consumer goods and civil-
ian jobs, were meant to be the key to recovery.® Hitler considered
economic matters subsidiary to the political and geopolitical ques-
tions that occupied his thoughts. Economics was to be used in the
pursuit of purely political ends.* In Mein Kampf, he addressed him-
self to the causes of the German collapse in 1918:

. . . but that also in the circle of the intelligentsia the German
collapse is looked upon primarily as an economic catastrophe,
and that therefore the cure is expected to come from economy,
is one of the reasons why so far recovery has been impossible.
Only if one realizes that here, too, economy is only of second
or even third importance, but that political, ethical-moral, as
well as factors of blood and race, are of first importance, then
one will strive at an understanding of the causes of the present
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misfortune, and with it, one will be able to find means and
ways to recovery.®

In his famous speech before the Diisseldorf Industrial Club on Janu-
ary 27, 1932, Hitler argued that the causes of the German crisis
should not be attributed to the worldwide depression, but rather to
the mistakes of German politics.® The political democracy of the
Weimar system and the consequent rejection of the racial factor were
cited as the chief causes for Germany’s economic plight. In his pre-
sentation to the Reichswehr (Armed Forces) generals on February 3,
1933, Hitler stated in no uncertain terms his plans for future ex-
pansion in the east, through war if necessary.” He told the generals
that the German economic crisis would never be completely solved
through domestic measures and increased exports, but would require
the expansion of German Lebensraum (living space).®

Nevertheless, the elimination of certain immediate economic
problems was essential in Hitler’s efforts to create the necessary po-
litical and military conditions for expansion in eastern Europe. Ger-
many’s foreign trade position was perhaps the single most important
element in any economic policy for several reasons.” A relatively
high proportion of Germans worked in industries primarily depen-
dent on the export market. The volume of German foreign trade had
dropped from a high of RM 26.9 billion in 1929 to a mere RM 10.4
billion in 1932 as a result of the worldwide depression and the disap-
pearance of many of Germany’s former export markets.”® This re-
sulted in the loss of many jobs in the export industries. A more im-
portant factor was German reliance on foreign sources of food and
raw materials, especially in light of the losses of land, people and re-
sources in the Versailles settlement. The depression severely reduced
worldwide demand for German goods, which meant that the greatly
reduced level of foreign currency earnings limited Germany'’s ability
to adequately feed its people and provide its industries with the nec-
essary raw materials.!! Thus, to reduce unemployment, to secure the
raw materials necessary for large-scale rearmament and eventual
war, as well as to provide an adequate food supply for the German
people until Lebensraum was achieved, Hitler’s most important ini-
tiatives in the economic sphere between 1933 and 1936 involved the
promotion of German exports around the world.

On February 23, 1933, the Deutsche Industrie- und Handelstag
(German Industry and Trade Convention) pressed the German gov-
ernment to push exports as the best means of reducing unemploy-
ment and restoring the health of the economy.'? One month later, in
an effort to neutralize domestic and foreign fears concerning the Na-
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tional Socialist affinity for autarky, Hitler stated: “the Reich govern-
ment is not opposed to promoting German exports. We know that we
need close ties to the rest of the world, and that the consumption of
German goods throughout the world helps to feed many millions
of German fellow-citizens . . . the geographical position of a raw
material—-poor Germany precludes a policy of Autarky.”'* Two years
later, Hitler again stressed the necessity of promoting German ex-
ports as the key element in Nazi economic policy.!* He maintained
that critically needed foreign raw materials could only be secured
through the promotion of ever greater amounts of German exports.

The Foreign Office under Neurath took steps in 1933 to utilize
German consular missions abroad for the promotion of German ex-
ports. In a circular to German consular missions in non-European
countries in July, 1933, Neurath described the very negative position
of the German export trade at that point and ordered full-scale re-
views and analysis of the German trade position in the respective
countries, as well as concrete suggestions as to how German exports
might be increased.'s Even as late as 1937, Neurath insisted that all
Foreign Service officers demonstrate a minimum level of economic
expertise; he stressed that one of the prime tasks of German repre-
sentatives abroad was to help secure markets for German exports.'

Extraordinary measures were adopted in 1934 in an effort to re-
duce the level of imports to essential food and raw materials and to
increase exports as much as possible in order to pay for essential im-
ports. Schacht’s so-called New Plan of September, 1934, was a major
step in this direction.!” It imposed complete government manage-
ment on German foreign trade and sought to improve the German
balance of trade through a bilateralization of relations between Ger-
many and its trading partners. Strict limits on imports were imposed
so that the raw materials necessary for German industry, especially
armaments, and the food supply took precedence over imported
manufactured goods. At the same time, exports were to be directly
promoted by the government through a complicated system of differ-
entiated currency exchange rates for the Reichsmark, tax benefits
and export levies in domestic industry, preferential treatment for ex-
port industries in the rationing of raw materials, and, significantly, a
general shift in German foreign trade from its traditional trading
partners in western Europe and North America to northern, eastern,
and southeastern Europe, the Middle East and South America. These
new areas would provide less competitive and more accessible mar-
kets for German manufactured goods and, at the same time, sources
of food and raw materials.

The results of the Schacht plan over the ensuing years, remark-
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able to the extent that both raw material imports and exports of
manufactured goods did dramatically rise, proved to be totally inade-
quate for the goals of the German economy, as indicated by the more
extreme measures of the Four-Year Plan of 1936. The New Plan of
1934 managed to shift a good deal of German trade to less industrial-
ized, raw material—rich parts of the world between 1934 and 1938."®
Countries in those parts of the world, which had taken 18.3% of all
German exports in 1932, were receiving 40.3% in 1938, while west-
ern Europe and the United States, which had taken 44.6% of Ger-
man exports in 1932, took only 30.3% in 1938. At the same time,
imports from western Europe and the United States declined from
33.3% of Germany’s total in 1932 to 24.5% of the total in 1938,
while those from the other areas rose from 23.5% to 39.9% in the
same period. The volume of German exports rose 19% between 1934
and 1936, and, although the volume of imports rose substantially as
well, the rise was accounted for by increased raw material and food
imports, while the import of manufactured goods declined dramati-
cally throughout the 1930s."” The provisions of the Schacht plan
probably would have been sufficient to ensure a healthy peacetime
economy by providing the necessary means to cover Germany’s raw
material imports.*® However, the German economy was not a peace-
time economy, given the intensity of the rearmament program and
its claims on precious supplies of raw materials. There were also dra-
matic price increases for raw materials around the world in 1935,
coupled with an increased néed for imported foodstuffs, and a gen-
eral decline in the price of exported manufactured goods.?' The re-
sult was Hitler’s proclamation of a new Four-Year Plan on September
9, 1936, at the Reichsparteitag (Party Day) at Niirnberg, in which he
declared:

In four years, Germany must be completely independent of all
foreign raw materials that in any way can be produced through
German capability, through our chemical and machine indus-
tries, as well as through our mining resources. With this, we
hope to be able to increase the national production in many
areas, and indeed the internal vitality of our economy, and to
reserve the income generated by our exports primarily for the
procurement of foodstuffs as well as other raw materials that
we still lack.?
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The Impact of the Anti-German Boycott

The German government considered several factors detrimental to
efforts to increase the volume of exports. A report on German foreign
trade was prepared for Hitler in the Reichskanzlei by Franz Willuhn
in May, 1933.% In his report, Willuhn painted a rather bleak picture
of future prospects for German exports. He observed that the un-
satisfactory export situation was due to protectionist measures of
other nations in efforts to create or maintain their own favorable
trade balances and to the small but growing international boycott of
German goods that had begun shortly after Hitler’s assumption of
power in early 1933. The boycott was a reaction by a combination
of Jewish groups and labor unions to the anti-Marxist and anti-
Jewish excesses of the new regime in Germany and was organized
primarily in England and the United States. Foreign Minister von
Neurath addressed himself on several occasions in 1933 to the fac-
tors that appeared to be hampering German efforts to promote ex-
ports. At a cabinet meeting in April, he alluded to Germany'’s pre-
carious financial position, caused in part by the country’s balance of
trade problems.* He pointed to the continuing critical need for im-
ports, especially costly amounts of raw materials, and to the diffi-
culty of promoting exports in an economic situation in which all
countries were trying to achieve favorable trade balances in the in-
ternational exchange of goods. In June of that year, while in London
for the World Economic Conference, Neurath noted in a letter to
President von Hindenburg the alarmingly negative impact of anti-
Jewish measures in Germany on attitudes and public opinion in En-
gland and the United States, a phenomenon that could adversely
affect German foreign trade.” In his July 19 circular to selected
consular missions abroad, already referred to above, Neurath warned
of the possible consequences of the growing boycott.?

Anti-Jewish outbursts and measures inside Germany were be-
ginning to cause alarm in the Economics Ministry, the Foreign Of-
fice and the Reichskanzlei because of their negative impact on the
economy. It was becoming clear to Hitler and others that boycotts of
Jewish businesses and attempts to close many of them down would
greatly hamper efforts to consolidate the economy from within and-
promote exports abroad.”’” In a speech before his Gauleiter (district
leaders) on July 6, 1933, Hitler declared that the national revolution
had been brought to a successful conclusion and stressed the need
for an undisturbed economy.?® He seemed to recognize that the Jew-
ish stake in the German economy was far too great to be destroyed
overnight, and that any efforts to do so would be counterproductive



34 Development of the Haavara Transfer Agreement

and would damage the economy as a whole. As long as Schacht was
able to exert a strong influence on Hitler as director of the Reichs-
bank and later as minister of economics, the government practiced
considerable restraint toward Jewish businesses and Jewish partici-
pation in the economy.” In spite of Goring’s slow Aryanization ef-
forts after 1936, Jewish business was for the most part allowed to
function and play its part in the overall plans for economic recovery
and expansion until the spring of 1938. This policy was due mainly
to Schacht, who recognized the dangers that radical anti-Jewish mea-
sures would pose for German economic plans and for the rearma-
ment program.*

In the eyes of Schacht, the Reichsbank, the Economics Ministry
and the Foreign Office, public opinion and government attitudes to-
ward Germany abroad, in the light of Hitler’s anti-Jewish measures,
were critical. The goals of the Ministry of Economics and the For-
eign Office, coupled with the mythology of National Socialist anti-
Semitism, caused the worldwide boycott of German goods to be
viewed with considerable alarm. As mentioned above, the boycott
was initiated by Jewish as well as non-Jewish organizations, includ-
ing churches, trade unions, and business competitors in Britain and
the United States, as retaliation against the policies of the new re-
gime in Germany. It was hoped that sufficient pressure to restore
Jewish rights might be exerted on Germany by boycotting German
goods and thus reducing the volume of German exports.*' The boy-
cott generated fears in Berlin about possible setbacks in government
efforts to increase the volume of German exports;** these fears were
probably magnified in Party circles by the myth of an international
Jewish conspiracy. With Nazi illusions about Jewish control and in-
fluence in England, America and elsewhere in the democratic west,
Berlin considered the boycott a potent weapon against Germany.

One cannot accurately assess the impact of the boycott on Ger-
man foreign trade. No statistics were kept, and the boycott itself ap-
pears to have been a hit-or-miss effort, very difficult to coordinate in
the various countries of eastern and western Europe, North and
South America, the Middle East and elsewhere. By January, 1934, the
organizers and supporters of the boycott believed that it was not hav-
ing the desired effect. At a meeting of the World Boycott Committee
in Brussels in January, 1934, a listing of the problems and weaknesses
of the movement included a lack of funds for promotion, public af-
finity for and trust in the quality of German goods, the difficulty in
getting substantial non-Jewish backing, problems in obtaining the
support of the business communities in the various countries and a
host of other minor obstacles.*® Without the effective support of
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their respective governments in the form of tariffs and other barriers
against German goods, the boycott leaders could not hope to achieve
their aim of eroding German export markets and seriously disrupt-
ing the German economy. As a result, the boycott accomplished
little beyond calling attention to events in Germany.*

For purposes of this chapter, the significance of the boycott lies
not in the actual effect it might have had on the level of German ex-
ports over the years, but rather in the real or imagined dangers it
posed for German economic policy as perceived by government and
Party leaders in Berlin. On March 25, 1933, Hermann Goéring sum-
moned leaders from the various Jewish organizations to a meeting at
the Prussian Interior Ministry. He pressed them to use their influ-
ence with fellow-Jews in England and America in order to dispel alle-
gations that Jews were being mistreated in Germany and to try to
bring an end to anti-German propaganda and the anti-German boy-
cott movement. He also made threats against the safety of Jews in
Germany if they should fail.** Since the Zionists were the only Ger-
man Jews with connections abroad, Martin Rosenbliith and Richard
Lichtheim of the Zionistische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland (Zionist
Association for Germany, ZVfD), along with Ludwig Tietz of the
Centralverein, were sent to London with instructions from ZVfD
and Goéring to argue against the anti-German propaganda and boy-
cott campaigns.* In a telegram dated July 12, 1933, to Lord Mel-
chett, chairman of the English Committee for the Boycott of German
Goods, the Reichsvertretung der Juden, the umbrella organization
set up shortly after Hitler’s assumption of power to unite all Jewish
groups, protested: “We emphatically reject renewed boycott efforts
that, according to press reports, are planned for forthcoming eco-
nomic congress. We demand that—if congress cannot be canceled—
all proposals and resolutions damaging to Germany be dropped.’”?*
Fear of harsher anti-Jewish measures in Germany naturally prompted
all German Jewish organizations to oppose anti-German propaganda
and boycotts abroad; this fear can best be understood in terms of the
importance attached by top officials in the Party and government to
ending the anti-German campaigns abroad.

Further efforts were made by the government in 1933 to counter
the boycott. On March 30, a meeting was held at the Foreign Office
in Berlin, also attended by representatives from the Transport Min-
istry, the Ministry of Economics, the Ministry of the Interior and the
Propaganda Ministry, in order to devise ways of dealing with the boy-
cott movement.*® Reports from German consular missions from
around the world on boycott measures in their respective countries
were discussed, and it appears that the boycott movement was of
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rather limited scope at that time. Alarm was expressed over the fact
that some non-Jewish businesses were involved in the boycott for
purely competitive reasons. The participants realized that official
protests or overtures to foreign governments were out of the question
unless it could be established that those governments were support-
ing or publicly sympathizing with the boycott. They concluded that
anti-boycott propaganda measures overseas would have to be con-
tinued and intensified. However, by the middle of May, the German
propaganda effort to counter the boycott apparently was not having
the desired effect. According to Referat Deutschland, the Foreign
Office department responsible for Jewish affairs, the Foreign Office
was unable to secure effective cooperation from the Propaganda Min-
istry in providing propaganda materials to German diplomatic mis-
sions around the world.* The Foreign Office was flooded with letters
from German firms with branches abroad, expressing alarm over the
intensity of anti-German feeling and propaganda over alleged atroci-
ties against Jews in Germany. Moreover, they expressed fears that
such propaganda would eventually influence foreign businesses to
take part in the boycott movement.* Referat Deutschland called for
a more concerted effort to neutralize the effects of anti-German
propaganda and the boycott abroad,*' including campaigns in the for-
eign press, the distribution of propaganda material, articles, statis-
tical reports, and so forth—all in an effort to deny that Jews were
being persecuted in Germany. German consular missions would be
encouraged to cultivate ties and friendly relations with foreign firms
in an effort to influence public opinion abroad in Germany'’s favor.
Finally, it demanded greater coordination and cooperation between
the Foreign Office and the Propaganda Ministry in these efforts.
Foreign Minister von Neurath also attempted to enlist the sup-
port of the U.S. government to assist in efforts to end anti-German
propaganda and the boycott. In talks with U.S. Ambassador Dodd on
March 31, Neurath requested that the U.S. government make a pub-
lic declaration opposing the propaganda and boycott campaign
against Germany and hinted that the planned boycott of Jewish busi-
nesses in Germany the following day might be stopped as a result.*

Consul-General Wolff and the Role of Palestine

In view of the necessity to increase exports, the German government
took the international movement to boycott German goods seri-
ously in 1933, although its eventual impact on the overall volume of
German foreign trade was limited. Fears of a reduced level of German
exports on international markets, coupled with a more specific con-



Development of the Haavara Transfer Agreement 37

cern regarding markets in the Middle East, influenced the German
government in its decision to sign the Haavara transfer agreement
with Zionist representatives in the summer of 1933.9

The Middle East began to occupy a more important place in
German foreign trade during the early 1930s.* Schacht’s efforts to
shift much of Germany’s foreign trade away from the industrialized
nations of western Europe and North America to the less industrial-
ized parts of Europe, the Middle East and South America have been
mentioned. The latter, in need of German industrial exports and
short of foreign exchange, would be in a position to pay for those
goods with raw materials, thus helping to conserve Germany’s mea-
ger monetary reserves. The German export drive in the Middle East
was especially directed toward Iraq, Iran and Egypt, because of both
their relatively large populations and their relative independence
from Britain and France. From 1933 to 1936, German exports to Iraq
doubled.** Sharp increases in exports to Egypt were also recorded
during the first years of Nazi rule.* At the same time, imports from
those countries decreased, as the Middle East as a whole was not a
prime source of raw materials. Germany under Hitler never demon-
strated an interest in Middle East oil, the one major raw material
there, preferring instead closer sources in the Soviet Union and Ru-
mania, as well as greater exploitation of the limited domestic supply
and heavy investment in the synthetic fuel industry.*’ An indication
of this was Hitler’s rejection of a proposal to Germany from King
Ibn-Saud of Saudi Arabia in 1933 for greater German participation in
the search for and exploitation of Saudi oil, in return for large quan-
tities of 0il.** Hitler reasoned that, in the event of war, Germany
would never be able to defend its oil concessions there or eisewhere
in the Middle East in the face of British supremacy and that Ger-
many couldn’t come up with the necessary capital to invest heavily
in new oil concessions.* Such problems would not have arisen with
Rumania and the USSR.

Palestine’s role in German export policy in the Middle East was
determined primarily by its position as the Jewish National Home
and the rapid development of the country by Zionists. After 1933,
the Zionist movement became a vehicle through which German ex-
ports were promoted, just as it had been an instrument to the same
end during the Weimar years. In short, the National Socialist goal of
pushing Jews out of Germany could be utilized to promote another
goal, namely, to increase German exports to Palestine and the rest of
the Middle East.

After reaching its lowest ebb in 1928, Jewish immigration into
Palestine began picking up again in 1929 and, with the economic cri-
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sis in Europe and elsewhere, increased slightly between 1930 and
1933.%° Palestine was hardly affected by the worldwide depression
because of a steady stream of Jewish immigrants and increasing
amounts of Jewish capital flowing into the country.*' The ambitious
building and development schemes, the resulting job opportunities
and the incoming capital to pay for it all made Palestine a boom
country. The Berlin publication Industrie und Handel carried a re-
port compiled by German economic circles in Haifa, which was also
published in the Vossische Zeitung and the Jiidische Rundschau in
1933.52 The report noted that Palestine was in a state of intensive de-
velopment and was considered an island in the ocean of the world
economic depression. It was also noted that Palestine was an impor-
tant customer for machines, pipe, automobiles, pumps and building
materials, thanks to an uninterrupted flow of Jewish capital into the
country, and that Germany, traditionally one of the leading sources
of imports for Palestine, must make every effort to maintain and im-
prove its trade position in Palestine.

Just as in Europe and North America, anti-German boycotts
were sporadically organized in Palestine and in other countries in
the Middle East. On March 28, Consul-General Heinrich Wolff in Je-
rusalem sent a warning to the Foreign Office in Berlin that the mo-
mentum for a boycott of German goods in Palestine was growing.*
Several German firms with business connections in Palestine ex-
pressed their alarm over the growing boycott sentiment there.* Leaf-
lets were distributed by action groups in Palestine urging people to
boycott German goods, films, and so forth.*

Boycott sentiment was by no means unanimous among the Jew-
ish population in Palestine, perhaps even less so than in other coun-
tries. The minority Revisionist Zionists were the most ardent propo-
nents of the boycott movement, while most of the newly arrived
immigrants from Germany, hopeful of maintaining some ties and of
transferring at least some of their assets to Palestine, were opposed.*
Most political and business leaders in Palestine, unlike those in Jew-
ish communities elsewhere, were convinced that cooperation and
negotiation rather than confrontation with the Nazi leadership in
Berlin would be the best way to get Jews and some of their property
safely out of Germany and thus salvage something from an other-
wise hopeless situation. Aside from the Revisionists and some Ma-
jority Zionists, mostly in the United States, there was generally a
split between Zionists and non-Zionists in Europe and America on
the issue of boycotting German goods. With some exceptions on
both sides, non-Zionists tended to be pro-boycott, hoping their pres-
sure would help to restore Jewish rights in Germany, while the Ma-
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jority Zionists were inclined to accept the ugly reality of the situa-
tion in Germany and to work to obtain the most favorable conditions
possible for an orderly emigration of Jews. Many of them would
come to Palestine and, with whatever assets they might bring, help
to build up the National Home. This could only be accomplished
with the cooperation of the regime in Berlin. Sam Cohen of Hano-
taiah Ltd. of Tel Aviv, a private citrus growing company, had nego-
tiated an agreement with the Ministry of Economics in Berlin in
March, 1933. It provided for the transfer to Palestine of RM 1 million
belonging to German Jews in the form of equipment for citrus groves,
“to be purchased in Germany and sold on the Palestine market.*’ For
Zionists in Palestine, the Jews from Germany, along with their as-
sets in the form of goods to be transferred from Germany to Pal-
estine, represented a stimulus for the development of the country.
This was recognized at the Eighteenth World Zionist Congress in
Prague in August—September, 1933, where resolutions supporting
the worldwide boycott of Germany were rejected in favor of the
transfer approach.s®

Besides the Zionist leadership in Palestine, an ardent supporter
of the transfer approach was Heinrich Wolff, the German consul-
general in Jerusalem from November, 1932, until September, 1935.
He worked to make the emigration of Jews from Germany to Pales-
tine as smooth as possible through a transfer agreement and tried to
expand it to cover other countries in the Middle East. He was a firm
believer in the Zionist cause and indulged in the dream of an even-
tual reconciliation between a Jewish state in Palestine and National
Socialist Germany. His views were precisely those of the leadership
of Weimar Germany, and he envisioned the kind of political, eco-
nomic and cultural cooperation between Germany and a Jewish Pal-
estine that had been pursued during the 1920s.% It is doubtful that
he fully understood the new leadership in Germany or the nature of
the anti-Semitism that motivated it. Although Wolff remained a firm
opponent of the anti-Semitic policies of the National Socialist re-
gime, he did try to reconcile the irreconcilable by giving in to Foreign
Office pressures to apply for membership in the NSDAP. He was re-
jected and dismissed from active service in September, 1935, be-
cause his wife was Jewish.®

Late in April, 1933, Wolff began his tireless efforts to achieve an
arrangement suitable both to the Zionists and to the Nazi regime,
one that would ensure an orderly and peaceful exodus of Jews from
Germany and simultaneously torpedo the worldwide boycott move-
ment against German goods. On April 24, Wolff again warned Berlin
about boycott tendencies in Palestine, as well as the more serious
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boycott efforts in Britain and the United States.® He cautioned
against German countermeasures against Jews in Germany, such as
the brief anti-Jewish boycott of April 1, and warned that such ac-
tions would push Germany into a damaging economic confrontation
with the governments of the west, particularly Great Britain and the
United States. He went on to advise Berlin to conduct its own propa-
ganda initiative to demonstrate to the world that the Jewish question
in Germany would be handled in a positive, constructive manner.

Wolff believed that policies that were not hostile to Jews would
better serve the goals of encouraging Jews to leave Germany and safe-
guarding German foreign trade. Again in late April, he sent a lengthy
report to Berlin with a general outline of his ideas on how Germany
might achieve its aims through an accommodation with the Zionist
movement.*? It appears that Wolff had already developed a working
relationship with Sam Cohen and Hanotaiah Ltd. Wolff and Cohen
were working on plans to expand the limited transfer scheme of
March into a more comprehensive plan through which a large num-
ber of German Jews could emigrate from Germany to Palestine
under conditions favorable to the German government and the Ger-
man economy. In his report of April 25, Wolff reasoned that Germany
had a definite interest in any plan that would not only promote the
export of German goods to Palestine and the Middle East, but would,
at the same time, facilitate the emigration of Jews from Germany to
Palestine in a way that would enable them to start a new life there.
After summarizing the activities of Hanotaiah Ltd. in the importa-
tion of goods from abroad, as well as in various development schemes,
particularly in agriculture, Wolff reported that Hanotaiah was will-
ing to import more and more of its needs from Germany so that it
could be of assistance in the transfer of Jews and Jewish assets to Pal-
estine. Wolff’s plan meant that the goods exported to Palestine would
be paid for with Jewish assets, or Reichsmark, in Germany, and not
with the foreign currency that Germany desperately needed. On the
other hand, it partially solved the problem of pushing Jews out of the
country in a way that avoided the flight of huge amounts of capital
that would normally accompany such an emigration process, a situa-
tion that would have been harmful to Germany’s anemic, capital-
short economy.

Like most officials in Berlin, Wolff was fearful of the possible
consequences of a worldwide anti-German boycott. He believed that
through a more accommodating policy toward the Jews and the Zi-
onist movement in Germany, the German government might neu-
tralize the effects of the boycott and, at the same time, promote Ger-
man exports in the Middle East and create favorable conditions for
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Jewish emigration from Germany. Wolff felt that Palestine was in a
unique position to offer Berlin the means through which it could
achieve these ends and was particularly assertive in his view that
Palestine was the weapon with which Germany could wreck the
boycott movement.*

The German Government and the Haavara Transfer Agreement
of 1933

The initial idea for a transfer agreement between Germany and Zion-
ist authorities in Palestine predates Hitler’s assumption of power and
the initiation of anti-Jewish measures in Germany. In 1931, the
Briining government imposed a ban on the removal of capital from
Germany because of the world economic crisis. In 1932, Cohen of
Hanotaiah Ltd. initiated negotiations with the German government
in an effort to enable some German Jews who wished to emigrate to
Palestine to transfer at least some of their assets from Germany.*
Hanotaiah'’s aim in 1932 was to plant orange groves in Palestine for a
few German Jews and to purchase the necessary machinery and
other requirements in Germany with blocked Jewish funds. Negotia-
tions continued after Hitler came to power, in the belief that the ex-
port of goods from Germany would benefit German Jews if it enabled
them to carry out their intention of settling in Palestine. Hanotaiah
also believed the development of the Jewish National Home would
be greatly enhanced by providing Jews in Germany with the oppor-
tunity to invest their capital in Palestine. Cohen’s efforts resulted in
the above-mentioned limited agreement signed with the Ministry of
Economics in March, 1933.

While Zionist interest in an arrangement with Germany was
originally inspired by Germany’s adverse economic conditions, the
initiation of anti-Jewish measures in 1933 necessitated a more am-
bitious scheme to begin the rescue of German Jews from their uncer-
tain fate. As mentioned above, many Zionist officials in Palestine
and Germany approached the Jewish problem in Germany in terms
of stabilizing an already disadvantageous Jewish position. They
hoped to secure an orderly emigration to Palestine, while mainly
non-Zionists, for the most part outside of Germany, pursued the
futile hope of restoring Jewish rights in Germany through the pres-
sures of the boycott movement. Most Zionists worked from the
premise that the Jewish position in Germany was irrevocably lost
and that emigration to Palestine was their only option. The situation
in Germany was also viewed as a positive stimulus to Zionist efforts
in Palestine, a chance to interest the traditionally liberal/assimila-
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tionist Jewish community in Germany in the Zionist cause, as Kurt
Blumenfeld, chairman of the ZVfD, noted in April, 1933: “Neverthe-
less there exists today a unique opportunity to win over the Jews of
Germany for the Zionist idea. We have the obligation today to act in
an informative and persuasive manner.”* Consul-General Wolff re-
ported on the practical attitude taken by many Jews in Palestine re-
garding the National Socialist phenomenon, noting: “Even here they
have recognized . . . very quickly the opportunities for Zionism and
the development of Palestine that have emerged from the misfortune
of the Jews in Germany.’’%

Zionist policy in Germany was summarized in a memorandum
sent to Hitler by the ZV{D on June 22, 1933. The memorandum
dismissed the emancipation of Jews in the nineteenth century as the
cause of the Jewish problem in Germany. Moreover, it seemed to pro-
fess a degree of sympathy for the vélkisch principles of the Hitler
regime and argued that Zionism was compatible with those prin-
ciples in the following way:

Zionism believes that the rebirth of the national life of a
people, which is now occurring in Germany through the em-
phasis on its Christian and national character, must also come
about among the Jewish people. For the Jewish people, too, na-
tional origin, religion, common destiny and a sense of its
uniqueness must be of decisive importance to its existence.
This demands the elimination of the egotistical individualism
of the liberal era, and its replacement with a sense of commu-
nity and collective responsibility.

The memorandum further outlined plans to create a Jewish home-
land in Palestine through the immigration of Jews from Germany
and eastern Europe and concluded by condemning all anti-German
propaganda and boycott measures around the world. It also suggested
that the interests of the new Germany and of the Zionist movement
were not incompatible and that active cooperation would be mutu-
ally advantageous. Of course, this is not to say that the Zionists
accepted the new conditions under which Jews in Germany were
forced to live. Zionist strategy was certainly meant to placate the
Nazi leadership in order to obtain the cooperation of the government
and to protect those Jews still in Germany.®® On the other hand, it
had always been a Zionist goal to neutralize the traditional assimi-
lationist tendencies of German Jews, to instill a new sense of Jewish
identity and community in them and to involve them in Zionist
efforts to create a Jewish National Home in Palestine.
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In the first month or so of its existence, the Nazi-dominated
coalition government pursued a relatively cautious policy toward the
Jewish population.® Concentrated efforts against political oppo-
nents were the order of the day, while the Jews were for the most part
ignored. By March, however, increased physical violence was carried
out by the SA against Jews all over Germany, followed by the brief
anti-Jewish boycott of April 1 and a spate of anti-Jewish legislation.
The measures taken by the regime to eliminate Jews from the profes-
sional and cultural life of Germany, as well as from certain economic
activities, resulted in the loss of livelihood for thousands of Jews and
consequently in a dramatic rise in Jewish emigration. Originally, it
was a confused escape to the frontiers of the Reich, a spontaneous
refugee movement that could not accurately be described as emigra-
tion.”” The uncontrolled violence and legislative measures against
the Jews threatened to have a negative impact on the weak German
economy, on government efforts to achieve full economic recovery
and on Germany'’s political and economic relations with the outside
world. There was also a realization that the Jews of Germany could
not simply be terrorized into leaving the country. The process of em-
igration was complicated and required organization and orderly pro-
cedures in order to ensure that Jews were pushed out of the country
in a manner most beneficial to the political and economic interests
of the new Germany.

Plans to promote Jewish emigration from Germany, regardless of
how elaborate, could not escape the realities that made emigration
especially difficult during the 1930s.” The depression and the result-
ing high levels of unemployment made receiver countries reluctant
or unwilling to open their doors to an influx of immigrants and en-
couraged them to maintain strict quotas. Another barrier was the
occupational and class background of the majority of German Jews.
They were mostly middle-class business and professional people
whose skills were not needed in most receiver countries. The anti-
Semitic policies pursued by eastern European governments further
increased the number of Jewish refugees looking for homes, causing
quotas in receiver countries to fill up quickly. The deep attachment
of most German Jews to Germany and their reluctance to leave their
homeland made it more difficult for the regime to achieve its goal of
a judenrein (free of Jews) Germany. Until the late 1930s, hope per-
sisted among Jews in Germany that the Nazi regime would pass and
that the Jewish position and Jewish rights would be restored. Perhaps
the most immediate obstacle to an orderly and rapid emigration was
Germany'’s economic position in the 1930s. In order to be accepted
by a new country, immigrants had to have a limited amount of capi-
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tal to meet entry requirements so as not to become wards of the state
in their new homes. However, the restrictions on the removal of
capital from Germany after 1931 made it extremely difficult for
most Jews to meet the immigration requirements of many receiver
countries, unless they already possessed assets abroad.”

Palestine offered a unique opportunity to avoid some of these
barriers during the first five years of Nazi rule. So long as immigrants
and capital flowed into the country, economic activity and employ-
ment remained high. Moreover, while the British administration did
impose immigration restrictions and quotas in 1931 as a result of the
violence and unrest of 1929—1930, Palestine remained almost exclu-
sively an immigration goal of Jews. Unlike the situation in other re-
ceiver countries, particularly in North America, Jews did not have to
compete in Palestine with other immigrant groups before quotas
were filled. Finally, Zionist development plans and the relatively
steady economic expansion in Palestine created a demand for im-
ported manufactured goods that did not exist in Europe and North
America. Therefore, Palestine could accept immigrants with their
assets in the form of German exports, while most of the actual capi-
tal of the immigrants would remain in Germany.

Pressure for a major transfer agreement was applied by both
Hanotaiah Ltd. and Consul-General Wolff in Jerusalem in May and
June, 1933. Wolff sent a barrage of letters and reports to Berlin, re-
emphasizing the dangers of the Jewish boycott against Germany and
the potential advantages for German exports in Palestine.” In a per-
sonal letter to Kurt Priifer of the Orient-Abteilung in the Foreign
Office, Wolff appealed for Foreign Office support for Sam Cohen’s
efforts to negotiate a comprehensive transfer agreement with the
Ministry of Economics, arguing that this was the only way to act
effectively against the boycott movement.” In a note to the Econom-
ics Ministry three days earlier, the Foreign Office had indicated its
agreement with Wolff’s views.” The Ministry of Economics, already
involved in negotiations with Cohen and Hanotaiah, was urged to
accept Wolff’s arguments.

The Foreign Office and the Ministry of Economics, with its sub-
division the Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaftung (Office of For-
eign Currency Control), along with the Reichsbank were the agen-
cies involved in the promotion and realization of the agreement that
eventually emerged. While matters of economic and monetary pol-
icy were subject to the decision of the latter two, the Foreign Office
concerned itself with the repercussions of the settlement of numer-
ous German Jews in Palestine on German foreign policy, commercial
policy and foreign trade in Palestine and the Middle East and the
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boycott movement against German goods, especially in the Anglo-
Saxon countries. The Foreign Office accepted the significance of Pal-
estine in the promotion of Jewish emigration and believed that effec-
tive emigration procedures were in the German interest and that an
agreement with Zionist authorities in Palestine would have a favor-
able impact on German exports to the Middle East.” Foreign Min-
ister von Neurath remained a firm supporter of the transfer idea
throughout his term of office.” The role of the Foreign Office in
Berlin, especially that of Consul-General Wolff in Jerusalem, in work-
ing toward a more comprehensive transfer agreement with Cohen
cannot be overestimated. Their influence on the Ministry of Eco-
nomics was conceded by Dr. Hans Hartenstein of the Reichsstelle
fir Devisenbewirtschaftung in the Ministry of Economics in a note
to the Foreign Office on July 22.7

The Ministry of Economics under Alfred Hugenberg and the
Reichsbank under Hjalmar Schacht were also quite receptive to the
ideas of Cohen and Consul-General Wolff and added their support in
the pursuit of an agreement.” The negotiations began in Berlin some-
time in May, 1933, and were conducted by Sam Cohen of Hanotaiah
Ltd. and Dr. Hans Hartenstein of the Office of Foreign Currency
Control. It appears that the foundations of an agreement were estab-
lished by the middle of May, as confirmed in a note from the Eco-
nomics Ministry to Hanotaiah Ltd. in Tel Aviv dated May 19.%° Nego-
tiations continued under Hugenberg’s successor, Dr. Schmitt, and
culminated in a preliminary agreement in july. This agreement was
outlined in another letter from the Economics Ministry to Hano-
taiah on July 18:

Jewish emigrants who desire to build a new life in Palestine
through the transfer of a portion of their assets over and above
the letter of credit required by immigration authorities—1,000
£pal—will receive from the Foreign Currency Control Office
upon application permission to deposit an appropriate surplus
in a special account that the Reichsbank will set up for the
Anglo-Palestine Bank and the Temple Society Bank. German
citizens of Jewish origin who cannot yet emigrate, but who
wish to prepare for a new life in Palestine and to participate in
the development of Palestine, may receive the same permis-
sion. The amounts deposited here for their benefit will be cred-
ited to them by you according to normal business principles,
and will be made available to the emigrants. You may have at
your disposal the amounts in the special accounts in order to
pay for future exports of German manufactured goods to Pales-
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tine as invoices and bills of lading from German firms are pro-

vided. . . . I have taken note that you will set up an office with

the Zionist Organization for Germany, Berlin, Meineckestr. 10,
which will be responsible for regulating the deposits here.*

While this agreement provided only for the transfer of a total of RM
3 million, the option was left open for future extension.

An analysis of this agreement is not necessary here, because it
was superseded less than a month later by a new accord, in which
little was changed. The Zionist leadership in Germany and Zionist
agencies in Palestine had taken an interest in Cohen’s operations and
negotiations with the German Ministry of Economics. They were
concerned that a private company, Hanotaiah Ltd., should be the in-
strument through which Jewish property would be transferred from
Germany to Palestine, ensuring a monopoly for Hanotaiah.®* At a
meeting in Berlin on August 7, attended by representatives of the
Ministry of Economics, Sam Cohen of Hanotaiah Ltd., Mr. Hoofien
of the Anglo-Palestine Bank of Tel Aviv, Dr. Arthur Ruppin of the
Jewish Agency for Palestine and representatives of the Zionistische
Vereinigung fiir Deutschland, it was agreed that a public trust com-
pany would be created in Palestine under Hoofien, which would take
over from Hanotaiah Ltd. the sale of German goods and the capital
disbursements to the immigrants upon arrival in Palestine.®* The
Economics Ministry favored this approach as an even more effective
way of neutralizing the anti-German boycott and, at the same time,
compensating Jews emigrating to Palestine without loss to the Ger-
man economy.* The Anglo-Palestine Bank of Tel Aviv was recog-
nized as the competent authority in all matters affecting the transfer
of Jewish assets to Palestine, and, along with Hanotaiah and other
institutions in Palestine, it established a special trust company
known as the Haavara Trust and Transfer Company Ltd.

The final details of the transfer agreement between the Ministry
of Economics and the Zionist representatives of Germany and Pales-
tine were outlined in letters from the Ministry of Economics to
Hoofien of the Anglo-Palestine Bank on August 10, from Hoofien to
the Ministry of Economics on August 22 and in a final note from the
Economics Ministry to Hoofien on August 25.%* On August 28, the
Ministry of Economics issued a circular to all currency control of-
fices in Germany, informing them of the recently concluded agree-
ment with Zionist authorities.* The circular explained Germany'’s
motives for concluding the agreement: “In order to promote the emi-
gration of German Jews to Palestine through the allocation of the
necessary amounts without excessive strain on the currency hold-
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ings of the Reichsbank, and at the same time to increase German ex-
ports to Palestine, an agreement based on the following principles
has been concluded with the responsible Jewish agencies.” The cir-
cular goes on to describe in detail the provisions of the agreement
and the way in which they were to be implemented. Two clear-
inghouses were set up, one in Germany known as the Palistina-
Treuhandstelle zur Beratung deutscher Juden GmbH (Palestine Ad-
visory Trust for German Jews, Ltd.) and one in Palestine known as
the Trust and Transfer Office Haavara Ltd. With the cooperation of
two Jewish banking houses, M. M. Warburg and Co. of Hamburg and
A. E. Wassermann of Berlin, the former was responsible for collecting
the assets of Jewish emigrants before they left Germany. The latter
had the task of providing the immigrants upon their arrival in Pales-
tine with a portion of their blocked capital in the form of Palestinian
currency, imported goods from Germany or property somewhere in
Palestine. Blocked Jewish assets, up to a value of RM 50,000, were
deposited in a special Haavara account at the Reichsbank in Ger-
many. Importers in Palestine who wished to purchase goods in Ger-
many simply deposited the cost of those goods in £pal with the
Anglo-Palestine Bank, the banking section of Haavara Ltd. in Pal-
estine. Provisions were made for partial payment in £pal so that
Germany would earn some foreign currency on the goods exported
through Haavara. The goods were paid for in Reichsmark from the
blocked Jewish assets in the special account, or Sonderkonto-I, at
the Reichsbank and in Palestinian currency. The emigrants in turn
received partial compensation for their blocked assets from Haavara
Ltd. when they arrived in Palestine. This compensation came from
the remainder of the initial purchase funds originally deposited
by Palestinian importers who received German goods for their ini-
tial deposits.

Jewish immigrants were never completely reimbursed for their
blocked assets in Germany when they arrived in Palestine. This
would have required the purchase by Palestinian importers of a
much higher volume of German goods than was in fact required by
the relatively small Palestinian economy in order to permit the trans-
fer of a larger portion of Jewish assets. The original agreement per-
mitted the transfer of only RM 3 million worth of German goods,
although it was periodically renewed when the limit was reached.
The Ministry of Economics was mindful of the fact that, while Ger-
man exports to Palestine were being increased as a result of the
agreement, these exports were earning only about half of their value
in the foreign currency Germany needed to help pay for imported
raw materials. Upon arrival in Palestine, Jewish immigrants from
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Germany received at least the £pal 1,000 (RM 12,500} required by
British authorities for the so-called capitalist class of immigrants
who were not subject to quotas, and, in most cases, amounts above
the initial £pal 1,000 up to a maximum amount of £pal 2,000 (RM
25,000). The amount they received over and above the initial £pal
1,000 depended on the amount of German goods ordered through
Haavara.*” By September, 1939, some 50,000 Jews had migrated from
Germany to Palestine, and more than RM 100 million in Jewish as-
sets had been transferred to Palestine in the form of German goods.®®

On the German side, the advantages of the arrangement had
been outlined by the Ministry of Economics in its August 28 cir-
cular. The emigration of Jews was to be promoted without a corre-
sponding flight of capital. German exports would increase and, al-
though they did not earn their full value in sorely needed foreign
currency, jobs would be created in Germany’s export industries. At
the same time, it was believed that a wedge had been driven into the
international anti-German boycott. In commenting on the final
agreement after its conclusion, the Foreign Office again stressed its
hope that the boycott movement against Germany would be neu-
tralized by the success of the Haavara transfer agreement.*”® There
were also advantages to be reaped by both sides when the Haavara
agreement was eventually expanded into neighboring Egypt, Syria
and Iraq in 1934 and 1935. Both Jewish and Arab importers in those
countries were encouraged by Haavara officials to purchase German
goods through the Haavara at lower, subsidized prices, and the Haa-
vara enjoyed the support of the Foreign Office in Berlin and German
consular officials in those countries.® Berlin viewed the attempts by
Haavara officials to extend their operations into neighboring coun-
tries as an excellent means of stimulating German exports to the
Middle East, while Haavara officials reasoned that more German ex-
ports to the Middle East through Haavara in Palestine would mean
the release of more blocked Jewish assets in Germany for transfer to
Palestine.*

The Haavara agreement began functioning in November, 1933,
and continued to be used as a vehicle for the emigration of German
Jews to Palestine and the transfer of a portion of their assets until
December, 1939. Its utilization diminished in 1938 and 1939 as a re-
sult of Palestine’s decline as a desirable destination for Jewish emi-
grants. This was due to the violence of the Arab revolt of 1936—1939
and the resulting immigration restrictions imposed by British au-
thorities, as well as to the repercussions of the strategic and ideologi-
cal debate in Germany in 1937 and 1938 over the recommendations
of the Peel Commission in July, 1937, for an independent Jewish
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state in Palestine and to the new forced emigration policies of the SS
in 1938 and 1939.” Those policies included the speedy confiscation
of all Jewish property and the immediate expulsion of German Jews
regardless of immigration opportunities abroad, making the slow but
relatively orderly procedures of Haavara seem like a waste of time.
These matters are considered below.

As a result of Haavara, German exports to Palestine increased
considerably. Germany rose from fourth position in 1933 among
countries exporting to Palestine to second position behind Great
Britain in June, 1936; by June, 1937, Germany moved into first posi-
tion, accounting for 16.1% of all imports into Palestine.” Still, Pales-
tine remained a relatively small and insignificant market in Ger-
many'’s overall foreign trade. The Haavara agreement did drive a
wedge into the worldwide anti-German boycott by neutralizing boy-
cott tendencies among Zionists. At the same time, it promoted the
relatively orderly emigration of Jews from Germany in a manner that
conformed to the economic necessities and realities of Germany in
the 1930s. For a time it seemed to conform to National Socialist ide-
ology and the aim of removing the Jewish population of Germany;
but the Haavara system became a major factor in the debate in 1937
and 1938 over the possible creation of an independent Jewish state in
Palestine and the role of Haavara in contributing to that possibility, a
question considered below. Haavara represents a first step in an un-
even six-year process whereby the Zionist movement and Palestine
were used in varying degrees by the Hitler regime in its efforts to
solve the so-called Jewish question in Germany through emigration.



4. The Zionist Connection,
1933-1937

The Position of the German Foreign Office

The Haavara transfer agreement of August, 1933, placed Palestine in
a unique position in the emigration policies of the German govern-
ment. It meant that emigration to Palestine would be given prefer-
ence over other destinations, particularly those on the European
continent.' Many German Jews naturally preferred neighboring coun-
tries such as France, Holland, Switzerland and Czechoslovakia. They
generally preferred European destinations over Palestine or South
America in order to be close to Germany, to the property, businesses,
family and friends left behind.? Many felt that the Hitler phenome-
non would pass and that they would be able to return home. The
German government was not at all happy with the prospect of Ger-
man Jews joining the ranks of Jewish communities in neighboring
countries that were involved in the international anti-German boy-
cott and propaganda campaigns. Moreover, emigration to Palestine
meant the utilization of the terms of the Haavara agreement, which
meant the sale of German goods overseas, while the assets of those
Jews waiting out the storm in neighboring countries were simply
blocked in Germany, not being used for anything.

Even before the conclusion of the Haavara agreement, the For-
eign Office in Berlin indicated its support for the emigration of Ger-
man Jews to Palestine. In a note to the Prussian Interior Ministry
early in April, 1933, the Foreign Office proposed granting multiple
exit and reentry visas to German Zionist leaders so that their ties
with and influence on foreign Zionists might be strengthened.’® Haa-
vara was to make Palestine a preferred destination of Jewish emigra-
tion in German Jewish policy prior to 1937. Referat Deutschland, the
Foreign Office section responsible for Jewish affairs, noted in a report
in September, 1933, that Palestine was and would remain the most
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important and decisive destination of Jewish emigration from Ger-
many.* In March, 1937, Wilhelm Dé6hle, Wolff’s successor as consul-
general in Jerusalem, indicated the importance the Foreign Office
placed on Palestine as the preferred destination for Jewish emigrants
between 1933 and 1937. He reviewed Palestine policy up to that
point during the debate over Palestine policy in Germany in 1937.
Not nearly as sympathetic to the Zionist option as Wolff had been,
he described that policy during that period in the following manner:
“All of our measures were based on the premise of promoting Jewish
emigration from Germany, and the settlement of emigrating Jews in
Palestine.”’®

The German delegation at the League of Nations continued to
follow the same friendly attitude toward the British Mandate and Zi-
onist efforts in Palestine until Germany withdrew from the League
in October, 1933. Dr. Julius Ruppel, the German member of the
Mandates Commission, was impressed with Zionist work in Pales-
tine, and his reports to Berlin in the spring of 1933 may have been a
contributing factor to the Foreign Office approach to Haavara.® Dur-
ing the League debate on Palestine in early October, 1933, German
representative von Keller told the assembly that his government was
making every effort to ensure the smooth emigration of Jews from
Germany to Palestine.’

At least until early 1937, all agencies in the German Foreign
Office in any way responsible for Palestine and the Middle East sup-
ported Zionist emigration from Germany to Palestine. Besides the
support of Neurath and Biillow mentioned above, the three successive
heads of the Orient-Abteilung, Schmidt-Rolke {1933—-1934), Pilger
(1934—1937) and Hentig (1937-1940), were in varying degrees favor-
ably disposed toward Zionist activities.® Pilger, while not a particu-
larly avid supporter of Zionism, was nevertheless cooperative and
lent his full support to Foreign Office policies.” In the summer of
1934, Pilger joined in the efforts of Consul-General Wolff in Jeru-
salem to secure a loan of £pal 100,000 from the Wassermann and
Warburg banks in Germany for the Jewish settlement of Nathanya in
Palestine.'® The money was to be used to purchase materials and ma-
chines from German firms for streets, houses and tactories and was
negotiated outside of the Haavara agreement. Dr. Werner-Otto von
Hentig was a very reliable supporter of the Zionist option after 1937,
and his position is considered below. The support of Consul-General
Wolff for Zionism involved much more than the attempts of others,
Germans and Jews, who hoped to make the best of a permanent rift
between National Socialist Germany and world Jewry; Wolff had
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hopes of reconciling the two and viewed the Zionist movement as
the key to such a reconciliation. In 1934, he tried to secure a high-
level Foreign Office visit to Palestine in order to establish a working
relationship with the Jewish National Home."

The Orient-Abteilung of the Foreign Office concerned itself
with the political and economic aspects of the Palestine question in
German foreign policy. It dealt with the anti-German boycott, the
promotion of German trade with Palestine and the Middle East and
the political impact of Zionist emigration from Germany to Pales-
tine on relations with England and the Arab world. The stake of
Referat-D in the Palestine issue was the extent to which Zionist
efforts in Germany and Palestine might promote Jewish emigration
and thus provide a solution to the Jewish question in Germany. Its
task was to provide a bridge between domestic and foreign policy,
specifically, between the ideological demands of National Socialist
Jewish policy in Germany and the foreign policy goals of the Hitler
regime. Moreover, it acted as apologist in the Foreign Office for the
anti-Semitic policies of the regime, while trying to ensure that the
foreign policy of the Reich be so formulated as to serve the interests
of domestic Jewish policy at all times.!? With the aim of complete
dissimilation of the Jewish community in Germany and its eventual
removal from the country, as well as the political and economic aims
of German foreign policy in Palestine, there existed a certain har-
mony prior to 1937 in the domestic and foreign aspects of Jewish pol-
icy. This is amply demonstrated in a Foreign Office circular drawn up
by Vicco von Biillow-Schwante of Referat-D in February, 1934, and is-
sued to German consular missions abroad.'* After summarizing the
domestic measures against the Jewish community in Germany up to
that point, the report went on to emphasize the logic of a pro-Zionist
approach:

On the other hand, there is that part of Jewry that rejects the
possibility of an assimilation of Jews into the host nation, and
therefore promotes the emigration and in-gathering of Jews
scattered all over the world in their own political community.
This group, in the first instance Zionism, comes closest to the
goals of German Jewish policy. The emigration of German Jews
will be actively promoted from now on by the National So-
cialist government. In particular, certain amounts of money
will be made available for transfer to Jews prepared to emigrate.
For this purpose, official German authorities are cooperating
fully sine ira et studio with Jewish organizations, especially in
the promotion of emigration to Palestine.'
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Throughout 1934 and 1935, the Foreign Office continued to
work with the Ministry of the Interior and the Zionistische Verein-
igung fiir Deutschland to ensure the effective functioning of the Zion-
ist movement in Germany in its efforts to organize the slow process of
emigration from Germany to Palestine. The ZV{D was encouraged by
the Foreign Office, the Interior Ministry and the Gestapo to send
delegates to the Eighteenth Zionist Congress in Prague in August—
September, 1933, and to the Nineteenth Congress in Lucerne two
years later.!* In both cases, the motive was to use German Zionists in
an effort to dampen the recurring anti-German boycott and propa-
ganda tendencies abroad. At both congresses, resolutions that were
militantly anti-German, calling for new boycott measures and, at
Lucerne, for an end to the Haavara agreement, were rejected.’® In a
report on the Lucerne proceedings to the Foreign Office in Berlin in
August, 1935, the German Zionist delegates who had attended the
congress described their tactics: “In these efforts we were supported
by a large number of other Zionists who, like us, are of the opinion
that Zionism must concern itself exclusively with the building of
the National Home in Palestine, and cannot afford to take political
positions toward individual states.” "’

The Zionist option followed by the Foreign Office found support
in the Ministry of Justice and in the Ministry of the Interior, the lat-
ter being the agency responsible for the actual process of emigration
through its Reichstelle fiir das Auswanderungswesen (Office of Emi-
gration). Dr. Hans Frank, the Bavarian minister of justice, indicated
his support for the Zionist option as a solution to the Jewish ques-
tion in Germany in a speech at the Reichsparteitag at Niirnberg in
September, 1933.!* Dr. Bernhard Lésener, director of the Judenreferat
(Department of Jewish Affairs) in the Interior Ministry, was an avid
supporter of the Zionist option. In an article published in the Reichs-
verwaltungsblatt on November 23, 1935, Losener reasoned:

If the Jews already had their own state in which the greater
part of their people were settled, then the Jewish question
could be considered completely resolved today, also for the
Jews themselves. The least amount of opposition to the under-
lying ideas of the Niirnberg Laws has been raised by Zionists,
because they know at once that these laws represent the only
correct solution for the Jewish people as well. For each nation
must have its own state as the outward form of appearance of
its particular nationhood."
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In Biilow-Schwante’s circular of February 28, 1934, emphasis was
placed on the apparent community of interests between the Na-
tional Socialist Jewish policy and the Zionist movement, or at least
what was perceived at that time by many government and Party offi-
cials to be a community of interests. Biilow-Schwante noted the Zi-
onist willingness to promote the dissimilation of German Jews and
their eventual removal from Germany to Palestine. Implicit in his
observations was the intention to encourage the Zionist ideal among
German Jews so that the traditionally liberal/assimilationist Jew-
ish community in Germany would eventually accept a new defini-
tion of its national and cultural identity. In September, 1935, Bilow-
Schwante again pointed to the advantages of encouraging the Zionists
in Germany: “On the basis of German Jewish policy and its for-
eign policy implications, there exists no reason to paralyze Zionist
tendencies in Germany because Zionism does not contradict the
National Socialist goal of gradually eliminating the Jews from
Germany.”’

Zionist and other Jewish organizations were regulated and con-
trolled by the police apparatus, which fell under Himmler’s $S.** It
must be remembered that the SS did not begin to assume control
over Jewish policy in general, and emigration policy in particular,
until after 1938. With the decline of the SA in 1934, however, the SS
had become the chief instrument in the execution and enforcement
of the Jewish policy of the Hitler regime. While SA tactics had in-
cluded boycotts and pogrom-style violence against the Jewish com-
munity, the SS sought a solution to the Jewish question through
various forms of controlled emigration from Germany.?? Of course,
this was the policy pursued by the Foreign Office and other govern-
ment agencies throughout the 1930s.2

As the racial elite of the Nazi system and the organization most
concerned with vélkisch purity, it was natural that the SS should
play the key role in the practical execution of Jewish policy. More-
over, as the legitimate police authority, and the chief instrument of
force outside of the army, the SS was the natural executioner of Jew-
ish policy between 1933 and 1945. Its police power gave it a natural
advantage over Party rivals such as the SA, Goebbels, Rosenberg and
others in the struggle for control over Jewish policy during the 1930s.

The first indication of active SS participation in Jewish policy
was a secret position paper prepared in June, 1934, warning that the
German public might begin to feel that the Jewish question in Ger-
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many had been solved with the April 1 anti-Jewish boycott and sub-
sequent anti-Jewish legislation of the previous year.* It also pointed
out the potential dangers of the international anti-German boy-
cott. It recommended the promotion of mass Jewish emigration and
warned of the difficulty of pursuading the strongly assimilationist
Jews of Germany to leave. The paper also proposed a positive effort
by the government and Party to encourage Zionist efforts in Ger-
many designed to instill a sense of Jewish consciousness and iden-
tity in German Jews and to promote emigration to Palestine. Jewish
schools, athletic groups, institutions and culture—in short, all Jew-
ish organizations and activities promoting Jewish self-awareness—
were to be encouraged. These efforts, along with the Umschulungs-
lager, occupational retraining centers established by the Zionists
throughout Germany for Jewish emigrants going to Palestine, were
to be favorably treated by the SS. The report concluded that, even if
Palestine should prove to be too small to absorb all of Germany'’s
Jews, the rest might be settled in French-controlled Syria.>

Subsequent police practice under SS direction left little doubt
that the goal was a speedy and efficient emigration of Jews from Ger-
many. This was demonstrated in the preferential treatment directly
and indirectly accorded to Jewish organizations promoting Jewish
emigration, as opposed to the treatment accorded to liberal/assimi-
lationist groups.? In January, 1935, the Bavarian political police or-
dered preferential treatment for all Zionist-affiliated organizations
because of their efforts to facilitate Jewish emigration from Ger-
many to Palestine.” The difference in treatment is most evident in
the police regulation of Jewish meetings and activities after 1934.
On February 10, 1935, Heydrich ordered the prohibition of speeches
and activities that counseled Jews to remain in Germany.* Through-
out 1935, the Sicherheitsdienst (Security Service, SD) of the SS was
in the business of attending and regulating the content of Jewish
gatherings and meetings. It censored speeches and banned anything
that advocated a continued Jewish presence in Germany; on the
other hand, it encouraged the propaganda activities of the Zionists.*
A general ban on all meetings and speeches of Jewish organizations
in Germany was issued by the Gestapo on May 31, 1935, although
local Jewish cultural and sports activities, as well as the activities of
the Zionist organizations, were exempt.*

There was some cooperation between the SS and the Revisionist
Zionists, or Staatszionisten, during those years.’’ The question of
uniforms for Jewish youth organizations, in itself a matter of little
consequence, is indicative of the appeal that Zionism held for the SS.
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This is evident in the reasoning behind an April, 1935, decision by
the police authorities to permit members of the Betar, the militant
Revisionist youth organization, to wear uniforms at their meetings,
exempting them from the December 12, 1934, police regulation that
prohibited members of Jewish youth organizations from wearing
uniforms or uniformlike dress (uniformdhnliche Kleidungsstiicke).*
This decision was based on the conviction that the Revisionist Zion-
ist movement had proven itself to be vigorously pursuing Jewish em-
igration from Germany to Palestine, as well as on the hope that uni-
forms might attract more Jewish youths to its ranks. An ambiguous
relationship between the Gestapo and the Staatszionisten lasted un-
til 1938, when the movement was banned.* Its strategy had been
based on an absolute acceptance, for practical as well as ideological
reasons, of the reality that there was no place for Jews in the new
Germany. In an interview with a reporter from the Goebbels news-
paper Der Angriff, Georg Kareski of the Staatszionisten expressed
his approval of the Niirnberg racial laws of September, 1935:

For many years I have considered a clear separation of the cul-
tural affairs of two peoples living together in one society as
necessary for peaceful coexistence and have for a long time
supported such a separation, which is based on respect for the
alien culture. The Niirnberg Laws of 15 September, 1935, apart
from their constitutional provisions, seem to me to lie entirely
in the direction of just such a mutual respect for the sepa-
rateness of each people. The interruption of the process of
dissolution in many Jewish communities, which had been pro-
moted through mixed marriages, is from a Jewish point of
view entirely welcome. For the establishment of a Jewish na-
tional existence in Palestine, these factors, religion and family,
have a decisive significance.*

Finally, in an article in the SS newspaper Das Schwarze Korps in
May, 1935, Reinhard Heydrich again outlined the position of the SS
regarding the Zionists and their efforts to prepare German Jews for a
new life in Palestine.** He divided the Jewish community in Ger-
many into two groups, the Zionists and the assimilationists.* He
noted that the Zionists adhered to a strict racial position and that,
through emigration to Palestine, they were in the process of building
up their own Jewish homeland, while the assimilationist organiza-
tions were simply trying to deny their own race. Another article ap-
peared in the September 26 issue, in which the following position
was reiterated:
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In the context of its Weltanschauung, National Socialism has
no intention of attacking the Jewish people in any way. On the
contrary, the recognition of Jewry as a racial community based
on blood, and not as a religious one, leads the German govern-
ment to guarantee the racial separateness of this community
without any limitations. The government finds itself in com-
plete agreement with the great spiritual movement within
Jewry itself, the so-called Zionism, with its recognition of the
solidarity of Jewry throughout the world and the rejection of
all assimilationist ideas. On this basis, Germany undertakes
measures that will surely play a significant role in the future in
the handling of the Jewish problem around the world.*

In the middle of May, 1935, the Gestapo decided to dissolve lib-
eral/assimilationist organizations such as the Centralverein and the
Verband nationaldeutscher Juden (League of German Jews). This
move was in keeping with the Niirnberg laws of September, 1935,
according to which all German Jews were formally placed beyond the
pale of German citizenship.*® With the eventual dissolution of the
liberal/assimilationist groups later that year, Zionist groups were
the only ones of a political nature that were allowed to continue
functioning.

By 1935, the Hitler regime had opted for the emigration solu-
tion, and Palestine had become the central factor. The pogrom ap-
proach of the SA had been shelved in 1934 and 1935 and would re-
main so until the events of November, 1938. Hitler’s directive in
August, 1935, prohibiting all individual acts against Jews and Jewish
organizations, can be seen both as an indication of the pursuit of the
emigration option and as Na~' propaganda preparations for the 1936
Olympics; it might also be viewed as an attempt to enforce a more
unified approach in the execution of Jewish policy.* At a ministerial
conference on December 17, 1935, the representative of the Reichs-
kanzlei announced that Hitler had decided to encourage Jewish emi-
gration and ‘‘to open possibilities for them that will encourage volun-
tary emigration.”* It was resolved that this might be accomplished
through the abetment of the German Zionist movement. Dr. Hans
Friedenthal, former chairman of the ZVfD, summarized the support
of SS agencies for the Zionist cause in an interview with Dr. Kurt
Jacob Ball-Kaduri in March, 1957: “The Gestapo did everything in
those days to promote emigration, particularly to Palestine. We often
received their help when we required anything from other authori-
ties regarding preparations for emigration. This position remained
constant and uniform the entire time, until the year 1938.”74
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The Umschulungslager

The occupational retraining of German Jews going to Palestine was
taken up seriously by German Zionists almost immediately after
Hitler’s appointment as chancellor in 1933. By 1936, an extensive
system of retraining centers, run by the Hechaluz and sponsored by
various Zionist groups and relief agencies, was functioning through-
out Germany.” The regime and the Zionist organization felt that
retraining programs would greatly facilitate the resettlement of Ger-
man Jews in Palestine. SS encouragement of Zionist retraining pro-
grams, already mentioned in its position paper of June, 1934, was re-
iterated by the Bavarian Political Police on January 28, 1935: “The
activities of Zionist-oriented Jewish youth organizations, which
carry out the retraining of Jews as farmers and craftsmen before their
emigration to Palestine, are compatible with the policies of the Na-
tional Socialist leadership.”“ The Palestinian economy needed agri-
cultural workers and artisans; the social, economic and occupational
level of most German Jews meant that they were probably the immi-
grants least prepared for a new life in Palestine. Thus, these rigorous
retraining programs were certain to receive the approval of the police
authorities. They were designed primarily for Jewish youth who had
not yet gone into business or the professions, in order to teach them
the necessary agricultural and occupational skills in demand in
Palestine.

Referat-D and the Ministry of the Interior expressed their sup-
port for the retraining activities of the Zionists in the summer of
1933, provided they took place within the borders of Germany and
thus remained under German control. Retraining facilities in Ger-
many were not sufficiently developed in 1933 to handle the sudden
increase in demand, as relatively few German Jews contemplated
leaving Germany for Palestine before 1933. As a result, the ZV{fD
sought permission to send young German Zionists to retraining sites
in Denmark, Poland and Czechoslovakia to prepare for Palestine.
Both the Foreign Office and the Ministry of the Interior rejected the
request, mainly out of fear that the trainees would be exposed to the
intense anti-German propaganda campaigns being waged by the Jew-
ish communities and their non-Jewish supporters in those coun-
tries. In a note to the Interior Ministry on this subject in August,
1933, Biillow-Schwante observed that, while Jewish emigration to
Palestine was to be pursued by all possible means, particularly
through the retraining of emigrating Jews, the retraining activities
had to be carried out within Germany so that some control could be
maintained.*
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The idea of retraining German Jews was encouraged by German
authorities with a view toward facilitating Jewish resettlement in
countries other than Palestine as well. Business people, academics
and other professionals were not in short supply in the developed
countries of the west, which, with the exception of Palestine, held a
virtual monopoly on Jewish immigration from Germany during the
1930s. This was emphasized in a note from the Interior Ministry to
the Ministry of Agriculture on June 13, 1934.*° The Interior Min-
istry lamented the lack of manual or agricultural skills of most
German Jews; it saw this as an obstacle to the smooth and speedy
emigration of Jews from Germany and praised the retraining efforts
of the Umschulungslager as conducive to German and Jewish in-
terests alike.

Other government ministries were also involved in the overall
support and encouragement afforded Zionist retraining efforts. After
initial opposition to the agricultural retraining of Jews, based on
fears that retrained Jews would end up staying in Germany and thus
aggravate an already depressed agricultural labor market, the Minis-
try of Agriculture eventually accepted the idea with the encourage-
ment of the Interior Ministry and came to support the expansion of
the program throughout 1934 and 1935.* In a note to the Interior
Ministry in September, 1935, the Ministry of Labor expressed its un-
qualified support for the Umschulung concept and referred favorably
to the support already given to the retraining program by Hitler and
the Gestapo.” Observing that the retraining of young Jews was a
useful way of facilitating Jewish emigration, the note concluded that
it was not primarily a labor matter but rather one that involved the
resolution of the Jewish question in Germany through the promo-
tion of Jewish emigration.

Zionist retraining efforts also enjoyed the encouragement of
the British Embassy in Berlin. A British Embassy memorandum of
April 3, 1936, asserted that the Umschulungslager run by the Hecha-
luz enabled the Jewish Agency to select suitable candidates for ad-
mission to Palestine, better prepared for absorption into the eco-
nomic life of the country.* British encouragement of the retraining
process could only have been viewed favorably by the German gov-
ernment, given its singular enthusiasm for emigration as the solu-
tion to the Jewish question. _

Throughout 1935 and 1936, German police authorities permit-
ted the Jewish Agency to send instructors from Palestine to Ger-
many to help prepare Jewish emigrants for resettlement in Palestine.
Many of the instructors were teachers of the Hebrew language, as
well as people specially trained to prepare adolescents and children
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for their new country. They were usually granted visas for one year;
the Gestapo in Germany and the German Consulate-General in Jeru-
salem appear to have been most accommodating in bringing Jewish
Agency instructors to Germany.* Although Heydrich did at times
prohibit the use of Hebrew at Zionist meetings while Gestapo agents
were in attendance, he encouraged its use at most functions in the
conviction that this would facilitate Jewish emigration.*

The retraining process was also undertaken outside of the Um-
schulungslager, in the daily lives of German Jews during the 1930s.
Zionists were encouraged to take their message to the Jewish com-
munity, to collect money, to show films on Palestine and generally to
educate German Jews about Palestine. There was considerable pres-
sure to teach Jews in Germany to cease identifying themselves as
Germans and to awaken a new Jewish national identity in them.*
While gradually removing Jewish children from state schools, the re-
gime encouraged and even subsidized Jewish schools, continuing to
pay Jewish teachers’ pensions until 1939. There was little if any in-
terference in the way in which the Jewish school system was run.*
Perhaps the most symbolic gesture in the entire process of reeduca-
tion was embodied in the Niirnberg laws of 1935. While officially
prohibiting the display of the German flag by Jews, the laws did per-
mit them to display the blue and white Jewish national flag, later to
become the flag of the state of Israel.*

Abteilung I1/112 and Palestine

There can be little doubt that the above-mentioned efforts by Party
and government agencies to promote the Zionist cause in Germany
were slowly having the desired effect. The liberal/assimilationist or-
ganizations were discredited and finally dissolved, and, although a
substantial number of Jews tried to hold on and accept a drastically
altered status in Germany, these tended to be among the older gener-
ation, who saw little sense in leaving.** On the other hand, the Zion-
ist movement grew rapidly, especially among the young, and soon be-
came the dominant force among German Jewry during the 1930s.5° It
is not my intention to suggest here that government and Party coop-
eration with and encouragement for the Zionist cause was indicative
of a real concern or sympathy for Zionist work in Palestine and its
eventual success.* Neither the possibility of its success nor that of
its failure seems to have been considered by government or Party
officials prior to the debate generated by the Peel Partition Plan in
1937. Until then, there seems to have been an almost blind utiliza-
tion of Zionist ideology and the movement for the promotion of
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purely German domestic and economic ends, with little or no con-
cern for the effect that policy was having on the situation in Pales-
tine itself.

It cannot be said that responsible officials in Berlin were totally
unconcerned about Zionist efforts outside of Germany, particularly
in Palestine itself. The SD began to take an active interest in Zionist
affairs abroad after 1934. SS-Untersturmfiihrer von Mildenstein of
Abteilung II/112—3 was sent to observe the Nineteenth Zionist
Congress in Lucerne in the summer of 1935, attached to the German
Jewish delegation. SS-Hauptscharfithrer Eichmann, also of Abtei-
lung I/ 112 -3, was sent to observe the Twentieth Congressin 1937.5
Both von Mildenstein and Eichmann felt they had accumulated
valuable information on international Zionism that would be useful
in the formulation of policies toward the Zionist movement in Ger-
many. The anti-boycott success of the German delegation and its al-
lies at the Lucerne Congress strengthened the relatively positive atti-
tude of cooperation with Zionism on the part of the SD.

In his memoirs, Joachim von Ribbentrop complained of growing
SD activity overseas and the resulting conflicts between himself and
Himmler.*® These activities had begun before Ribbentrop became
foreign minister and included a network of informers and confidants,
Germans as well as host country nationals. Their task was to collect
information on the host countries and German officials in those
countries and forward it to SD headquarters in Berlin without being
subject to Foreign Office knowledge or control.

SD activities in Palestine began to pick up after 193 5. The results
were of little consequence, a fact that befits the amateur attempts
of II/112—3 and II/B—4 to play the role of intelligence-gathering
agencies in addition to their domestic police functions. The SD
utilized correspondents of the German overseas news service, the
Deutsches Nachrichtenbiiro (DNB) as agents. This necessitated a
certain amount of cooperation with the Ministry of Propaganda, to
which the DNB was responsible. The DNB correspondent in Jerusa-
lem, Dr. Franz Reichert, began working closely with Consul-General
Wolff in 1934. Wolff asserted that Reichert was a firm supporter of a
pro-Zionist policy and the Haavara agreement.® Throughout 1936,
however, Reichert was engaged in a feud with Wolff’s successor,
Wilhelm Déhle, and the Orient-Abteilung in the Foreign Office in
Berlin, over whether Reichert’s reports to the DNB in Berlin, which
went via Foreign Office post, were to be given special confidential
treatment.* Déhle and the Foreign Office were willing to give Reich-
ert’s reports the same confidential treatment as their own reports and
correspondence, but this apparently did not satisfy Reichert. He in-
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sisted that his reports be free of Foreign Office scrutiny, most likely
because he wanted to conceal his ties to the SD and Gestapo—the
information he was relaying back to them as well as their attempts
at diplomacy and intelligence gathering outside the usual channels.*

According to a [I/112 situation report of October, 1937, Reich-
ert’s activities included “reporting on the problems of political Zion-
ism and associated questions of policy in the Middle East.”** He had
several others working under him, including the DNB representative
in Cairo (Herr Gentz), and Feivel Polkes of the underground Jewish
intelligence service in Palestine, the Hagana.** Reichert used Polkes
as a source of information for both Jewish and Arab plans in Pales-
tine and considered him an extremely well-informed contact on all
matters relating to Jewish and Arab affairs.* Reichert’s enthusi-
asm over his Hagana contact led him to arrange a meeting between
Polkes and SD and Gestapo officials in Berlin, which took place
between February 26 and March 2, 1937.%

The meetings with Polkes in Berlin were conducted by Eich-
mann of II/112—3, and the SD assumed the costs of Polkes’s stay in
the German capital. From the beginning, Polkes made his political
aims and motivations clear; he was working for massive Jewish im-
migration into Palestine and the creation of a strong Jewish majority
and state. Furthermore, he asserted that his anti-British, anti-Arab
and anti-Communist inclinations were representative of the Hagana
as a whole. He revealed that he had contacts with the French, British
and Italian intelligence services and was providing all of them with
information in return for any support they might render the Zionist
struggle. The II/112 memorandum of June 17, 1937, further de-
scribed Polkes’s offer to bring Germany into this network: “He also
declared himself ready to gather information for Germany that did
not conflict with his own political ends. Among other things, he
would vigorously support German foreign policy interests in the
Middle East and use his influence to secure sources of oil for the
German Reich that would not touch upon Britain’s spheres of influ-
ence if German foreign currency regulations for Jews emigrating to
Palestine would be relaxed.”

The SD was interested in Polkes’s proposition, not to achieve
special advantages for Germany in the Middle East or to acquire oil
concessions, but rather to obtain information on alleged Jewish plans
to assassinate German officials, including Hitler.* It was also trying
to get more information on the murder of Wilhelm Gustloff, the
Nazi Gauleiter in Switzerland, by a Jewish youth in February, 1936,
as well as an attempted assassination of the Sudetan German leader
Konrad Henlein. According to II/112, there were numerous assassina-
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tion threats and plans against Hitler by Jewish groups around the
world, and it was believed that the contact with Polkes would provide
valuable intelligence for the German police authorities.®’ Therefore,
Eichmann was assigned the task of developing the Polkes contact; he
accepted an invitation from Polkes to visit Jewish settlements in
Palestine later that year.%

The June 17 memorandum further summarized what II/112 was
prepared to do for Polkes in return:

Pressure will be exerted on the Reichsvertretung der Juden in
Deutschland to oblige Jews who emigrate from Germany to go
exclusively to Palestine, and not to other countries. A measure
such as this is certainly in the German interest, and will be
undertaken by the Gestapo. With this, Polkes’s plans to build a
Jewish majority in Palestine would at the same time be pro-
moted. . . . Besides this, cash payments can be made to Polkes
for his news gathering activities.

Of course, the suggestion to force Jews to emigrate exclusively to
Palestine was one that II/112 would not be able to implement. The
object of emigration policy was to move Jews as speedily as possible
out of the country, and this depended in large measure on many re-
ceiver countries taking in as many German Jews as possible. Elimi-
nating all but one would be counterproductive, especially in light of
Palestine’s limited size and absorptive capacity. Moreover, German
authorities had little control over the ultimate destination of most
emigrants once they left Germany. At the same time, Palestine was
already becoming less attractive as a destination as a result of the
Arab revolt of 1936 and the consequent restrictions on Jewish immi-
gration imposed by British authorities. Finally, serious discontent
began to surface in Party and government agencies late in 1936 and
early in 1937 over the entire Palestine question, particularly over
Germany'’s relationship to it. The possibility of the creation of an in-
dependent Jewish state began to raise serious doubts about past emi-
gration policies that had encouraged Jews to go to Palestine. Even the
SD was among those voicing concern by early 1937 over the possible
creation of a Jewish state, should the Royal Commission so decide.*

An interesting episode involving the Hagana and Germany dur-
ing the 1930s emerges from the documents on the Polkes visit to
Berlin in 1937. In his conversations with Eichmann, Polkes referred
to Mauser pistols that the Hagana had earlier received from Ger-
many, observing that they had rendered valuable service to the Ha-
gana during the recent unrest in Palestine.” In a study of Hagana in-
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telligence activities, E. Dekel, a former Hagana officer, revealed that,
between 1933 and 1935, some 300 barrels of cement were shipped
from a fictitious exporter in Belgium to a fictitious importer in Jaffa,
in reality the Hagana.” According to Dekel, about half the barrels
contained, in addition to cement, 100-lb. containers filled with Mau-
ser pistols and ammunition. He did not indicate the exact source of
the pistols, although it would seem that they originated in Germany,
as indicated in the Polkes-Eichmann conversations in Berlin early in
1937. The source within Germany remains a mystery. The Mauser-
Jagdwaffen GmbH has informed me that, although most of their
records were destroyed during the war, the firm did provide the Min-
istry of the Interior with large quantities of model Cg6, which ap-
peared in 1932.2 It is known from Dekel'’s study that Hagana agents
were actively seeking arms and ammunition all over Europe during
the 1930s and from the SS records on Polkes that Hagana agents were
active in Germany at that time.”® While it cannot be determined at
this point exactly who provided the pistols to the Hagana, it is cer-
tain that someone in Germany did and that the police authorities
were aware of it.

The efforts of II/112 of the SD to involve itself in the Middle
East by establishing its own intelligence network there, the Polkes
visit to Berlin in early 1937 and the subsequent Middle East trip by
Eichmann were of very little consequence in the end. The SD and
Gestapo remained throughout little more than instruments of the
domestic police apparatus, executing Jewish policy inside Germany
as formulated by the various government agencies and authorities.
As the Polkes and Reichert contacts seem to indicate, II/112 was
more interested in obtaining information on assassinations and al-
leged conspiracies in Germany and Europe, as well as a degree of sur-
veillance on German representatives abroad, than in securing an ac-
curate picture of the state of affairs in Palestine.

Other Interested Agencies

Mention should be made of two other agencies that were to some de-
gree involved in the formulation of Jewish policy during the 1930s
and in the National Socialist approach to Zionism and the Palestine
question in particular. Neither the Aussenpolitisches Amt (Foreign
Policy Office, APA) of the NSDAP under Rosenberg nor the Propa-
ganda Ministry under Goebbels was instrumental in the formulation
of policy toward the Zionists before 1937. Both seem to have gone
along with the pro-Zionist line pursued by the other agencies dis-
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cussed thus far; both were to become more vocal in the whole Pales-
tine question after 1937.

The attitude of the Propaganda Ministry toward Zionism before
1936—-1937 is evident in articles that appeared in Der Angriff during
the early years of the Hitler regime. On September 29, 1934, an ar-
ticle by Schwarz van Berk, the editor-in-chief of the paper, appeared,
arguing that “Jewry in Germany is not assimilable. . . . the Jew is for
a]l time excluded from the German Schicksalsbahn [destiny]. He
might for example look for a new homeland in Palestine. We have
always supported that. . . . Jews living among themselves—we have
not had anything against that.”’* Another article in Der Angriff on
October 9 of the same year called for a Jewish return to Palestine and
the creation of a binational state in all of Palestine, including
Transjordan.”

Alfred Rosenberg’s Aussenpolitisches Amt in the NSDAP never
amounted to much more than an insignificant Party department,
“which justified its mean existence by accumulating vast news-
paper-clipping files, sponsoring occasional beer parties for visiting
dignitaries, indulging in fanciful projects from time to time, and in-
flating its insignificant undertakings in lavish reports prepared for
the Chancellor.” ¢ Its occasional ventures into the field of foreign af-
fairs were complete failures, due to the continuing role of the For-
eign Office and Hitler’s basic reliance on the traditional foreign pol-
icy apparatus, at least until 1938.”” The insignificance of the APA
throughout the 1930s and Hitler’s opting for the Foreign Office, and
eventually von Ribbentrop, are also indicative of the extent of Rosen-
berg’s drop in the National Socialist hierarchy since the early days of
the movement.

Rosenberg’s early ideological opposition to Zionism has already
been outlined above. It was based on the theory of a Jewish world
conspiracy, with Zionism as one of its instruments. On the other
hand, Rosenberg had indicated that Zionism, if not exactly what its
proponents said it was, might nevertheless be utilized for the short-
term practical aim of removing Jews from Germany. Before 1937, he
had little to say about policy toward Zionism or Palestine, perhaps
because he had said it all in his many published works. In an inter-
view with M. Raymond Cartier of Echo de Paris on May 3, 1935,
Rosenberg again outlined his dual approach toward Zionism: “The
Zionist movement has the advantage that it emphasizes Judentum
[Jewry], and views all assimilationist efforts as futile. In general,
however, Jewry has remained unchanged, for it does not really intend
solely or entirely to return to Palestine.”’® True to his earlier theo-
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ries of a Jewish world conspiracy through the twin instruments of
Bolshevism and Zionism, he argued in an article in the Vélkischer
Beobachter in 1934 that the Zionists had joined forces with all those
who oppose the new Germany, particularly the Communists.”

Zionism and Palestine played key roles in the Jewish policy of
the Hitler regime from 1933 to 1937. The Zionist movement was
used as an instrument of domestic Jewish policy to promote the dis-
similation and emigration of German Jews; it also became a vehicle
for the promotion of German exports to Palestine and the Middle
East. There appears to have been something approaching unanimity
among the many responsible Party and government agencies with re-
gard to Zionism and Palestine. However, the events of 1936 and
1937—namely, the Arab revolt and the subsequent partition plan
proposed by the Royal Commission—appear to have destroyed the
consensus. In the end, they did not really alter German policy. Before
considering the debate in Germany over Palestine in 1937 and 1938,
it is necessary to examine the role of Great Britain and of Arab na-
tionalism in German policy calculations through 1937 and their re-
lationship to the Zionist movement in the strategic and ideological
considerations of the Hitler regime.



5. The Role of England in Hitler’s
Foreign Policy Plans

Theories on Hitler’s Englandpolitik

There are two schools of thought on the role of England in Hitler’s
foreign policy calculations before and after 1933. Both schools pro-
ceed on the assumption that Hitler’s attitudes and policy toward
England remained consistent from about 1924 until 1945 and that
England was the key element in his geopolitical strategy. Yet funda-
mental differences exist between the two groups in terms of the
complexity of Hitler’s motivations and strategy, as well as the final
role to be played by England in his long-term planning. The differ-
ences in interpretation hinge on whether Lebensraum in eastern Eu-
rope and the domination of the European continent was Hitler’s ulti-
mate goal or merely the first step toward a subsequent Weltpolitik in
which Germany would use its European base to dominate the world.
The former option involved conflict with Russia, but not with Brit-
ain; the latter involved the possibility of an eventual conflict with
Britain or an alliance between Britain and Germany against the
United States.

The first school limits Hitler’s geopolitical goals to the winning
of Lebensraum in the east and the domination of the European con-
tinent and explains Hitler’s strategy within the context of alliances
with Great Britain and Italy to achieve these ends.! According to this
theory, Hitler would have settled for a partition of the world with
Great Britain, Italy and Japan, with Britain maintaining its overseas
empire and Germany exercising control over the European continent
from the North Sea to the Urals. Italian aims in the Mediterranean
and Africa were to be supported so long as they did not conflict with
British imperial interests and could be satisfied largely at the ex-
pense of France.

The second school views Hitler’s foreign policy aims and strat-
egy as a more complex and comprehensive phenomenon.? Hitler’s
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geopolitical ambitions were global, not limited to the European con-
tinent; ideologically, the racial doctrines of National Socialism, spe-
cifically its anti-Semitism, were to be applied on a worldwide basis.
England’s role in these plans was to evolve in two stages: the first was
to be essentially that prescribed by the first school, namely, support
for or at least acquiescence in German domination of Europe; the
second stage would involve either an eventual conflict with Britain
and America for world supremacy or an Anglo-German alliance
against the United States, with the British Empire subordinate to
the new German superpower in Europe.

National Socialist foreign policy can be viewed as a synthesis of
traditional conservative goals, which include some measure of Ger-
man supremacy in Europe, and revolutionary-ideological ends,
whereby Europe and perhaps the rest of the world would be domi-
nated by a Germanic master race under the leadership of a Greater
Germany.® Initially, peaceful relations with the rest of Europe were
needed so that the position of Hitler and the NSDAP might be con-
solidated. To this end, it was essential to promote the concept of a
National Socialist Volksgemeinschaft based on Nazi racial prin-
ciples and a rearmament program to enable the Volk to achieve its
ends in Europe.* Moreover, British acquiescence in—if not support
for—this mission, at least through 1937, was considered essential in
the face of certain French and Russian resistance.

The differences between the two schools regarding Hitler’s En-
glandpolitik have little direct bearing on this study, since both recog-
nize the quest for an English alliance prior to 1939. Hitler’s foreign
policy calculations during this period depended to a large degree on
the position of Great Britain within the framework of his geopoliti-
cal plans. His Englandpolitik went through some distinct phases be-
tween 1933 and 1939; throughout, an underlying desire for an al-
liance or understanding with Britain was maintained. These phases
ranged from an active bid for an Anglo-German alliance from 1933
to 1937 to the slow realization between 1935 and 1937 that active
British support was neither likely nor necessary for the realization of
his plans in Europe and finally to the contingency plans after late
1937 that German goals might have to be achieved even in the face of
British opposition. Throughout these stages, Hitler continued to
hope for an Anglo-German understanding and refrained from any
policy aimed at undermining the security of the British Empire or at
provoking its hostility. The attitudes and policy of the Hitler regime
toward Britain and the British Empire around the world were crucial
factors in its approach to the Palestine problem and to the Middle
East in general.
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The Formulation of Hitler’s Englandpolitik to 1933

It would appear that when Hitler became chancellor on January 30,
1933, he already possessed what Axel Kuhn describes as a “fest um-
rissenes aussenpolitisches Programm’’ (clearly outlined foreign pol-
icy program).® In numerous speeches after 1920, as well as in Mein
Kampf and his Secret Book, Hitler developed a comprehensive for-
eign policy that was considerably more ambitious than the relatively
limited goals outlined in the Party Program of February, 1920. The 25
Points were utilized in the public speeches of various Party officials,
who tended to concentrate their propaganda on domestic concerns
and those foreign policy questions involving a revision of the Ver-
sailles settlement.¢ Within the Party, however, there was no dearth of
intellectual activity in the formulation of a truly National Socialist
foreign policy for the future.

As in other areas of political life, the NSDAP demonstrated a
high degree of anarchy in the formulation of its foreign policy pro-
gram during the Weimar years.” Klaus Hildebrand has isolated three
distinct trends in the evolution of National Socialist foreign policy
during the 1920s.®* The “"Wilhelmine Imperialists” represented the
right wing of the Party; they were former officers, members of the
upper classes, Pan-Germans and former members of the Navy League
and the colonial societies. Led by men such as Ritter von Epp and
Hermann Goéring, this group hoped to restore the old Reich bound-
aries and to recover Germany'’s overseas colonies, by war if necessary.
The “Revolutionary Socialists,” led by the Strasser brothers, pre-
ferred German consolidation in central Europe and, at least in the
early years, opposed colonial expansion. Some even tried to preach
German solidarity with the colonial peoples of the world in their
struggles against the western colonial powers. Finally, the “Agrarian
Radicals,” led by Walter Darré and Alfred Rosenberg, were com-
mitted to the racial-ideological approach of Blut und Boden (Blood
and Soil), which rejected overseas colonies and called for a vast conti-
nental empire in central and eastern Europe at Russia’s expense in
alliance with Great Britain.

Hitler did not belong to any of these groups. In the end, he was
able to exploit their differences and mutual hostilities, which pre-
cluded the formation of any anti-Hitler combinations. Elements of
both the first and third trends are visible in the foreign policy line
developed by Hitler during the 1920s, the third becoming particu-
larly evident in Mein Kampf and in the Secret Book. Prior to 1922,
Hitler’s foreign policy conformed for the most part to the ideas of the
Wilhelmine Imperialists. In speeches and newspaper articles, Hit-
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ler’s arguments were essentially revisionist, calling for the restora-
tion of the prewar boundaries and former colonies and the unity of
all ethnic Germans in one Reich and contending that Britain and
France remained Germany’s enemies.’ The concept of Lebensraum
in the east was not yet a part of Hitler’s geopolitical calculations;
when he did talk of the east during those years, he was referring to
former German territory lost as a result of Versailles. England and
France were viewed as Germany’s hereditary enemies, denying Ger-
many its unity and economic stability.'® At times, Hitler even la-
mented the kaiser’s choice of Austria-Hungary over Russia as an ally
during the war and hinted that Bolshevik-Jewish control over Russia
at that time was the only obstacle to Russian-German friendship."!
In those days, Hitler considered Britain to be hopelessly under the
control of world Jewry."

It is difficult to pinpoint exactly when Hitler’s attitudes toward
England and Russia changed. It appears that he began to consider the
benefits of a future Anglo-German alliance before he developed his
schemes for Lebensraum in the east.”® In 1932, Hitler claimed to
have favored the English alliance for approximately twelve years,
which would put its inception back to 1920 or 1921." Kurt Luedecke
asserted that he had discussed the English option with Hitler as
early as 1921.' There was also the influence of Alfred Rosenberg on
Hitler during the early 1920s and the success of the Bolsheviks in
the Russian civil war by 1921. Rosenberg’s foreign policy principles
were based on the premises that world Jewry was responsible for the
Bolshevik revolution in Russia and that Bolshevik Russia was the ir-
reconcilable enemy of Germany. Furthermore, he believed that Ger-
many’s future lay in expansion to the east, not in overseas colonies,
and that, to achieve these ends, Germany’s alliance needs had to be
fulfilled first and foremost by Great Britain.'¢

The reparations crisis of 1922, and the subsequent Ruhr crisis of
1923, acted as a catalyst in the transformation of Hitler’s attitude
toward England and its role in his alliance plans.'” London’s refusal to
support the contention of the Reparations Commission in early
1923 that Germany was in arrears in reparations deliveries, as well as
British criticism of the Ruhr occupation, made a profound impres-
sion on Hitler. Hostility toward France appears to have been the
chief motive for Hitler’s initial inclination for both a British and an
Italian alliance, and not the ideological impulses of Lebensraum in
the east, the struggle against “Jewish Bolshevism’ or the idea of
ideological solidarity with Italian Fascism.'® Ideological considera-
tions, including the role of England in Hitler’s mythical Germanic
master race, gained importance in Hitler’s later calculations. In the
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early years, however, he stressed the inherent Franco-British and
Franco-Italian rivalries, the exploitation of which held many poten-
tial benefits for a revisionist and expansionist Germany."

With the publication of Mein Kampf in July, 1925, Hitler’s geo-
political plans for the future had reached maturity, and the National
Socialist movement possessed a comprehensive foreign policy pro-
gram that was pursued relentlessly between 1933 and 1945. Taking
advantage of Anglo-French and Italian-French colonial rivalries, Ger-
many would seek an alliance with Britain and Italy based on a com-
mon distrust and hostility toward France.* In doing this, Germany
would renounce, for the time being, the Weltpolitik of Wilhelmine
Germany, and with it the quest for naval power and an overseas colo-
nial empire.?! Hitler further demonstrated his acceptance of the Blut
und Boden principles of the Darré-Rosenberg group and the premise
that German expansion should be pursued primarily in eastern Eu-
rope, at Russian expense, and not overseas.> He went on to reason
that Britain would come to accept German domination of Europe; he
argued that Britain would not oppose German hegemony in Europe
as it had opposed French hegemony in the past because Germany
would remain a continental power, while French power in Europe
had simply augmented France’s position as a world power.* He hoped
to convince England that German power would be confined to Eu-
rope and that Germany would not compete on the level of Weltpoli-
tik as France had traditionally done. He would seek the elimination
of French power in Europe, the destruction of Bolshevik Russia and
the establishment of German hegemony over Europe, to be achieved
through active cooperation with Great Britain.*

There is evidence that Hitler’s ultimate aim was not the domi-
nation of Europe, but that he viewed it as a first stage toward a re-
newal of Weltpolitik. In both Mein Kampf and his Secret Book, he
alluded to a second stage that would begin after a long interval of
consolidation in Europe. Germany would eventually receive an over-
seas colonial empire at the expense of France and Belgium,; this
could involve a struggle either against England or in alliance with it
against the potential enemy of both, the United States:

All the kinship connections, however, could not prevent a cer-
tain feeling of envious concern in England for the growth of
the American Union in all fields of international economic and
power politics. A new mistress of the world seemed to be grow-
ing out of the former colonial country, the child of the great
mother. It is understandable if England today re-examines her
former alliances in anxious disquiet and if British statecraft
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stares with dread toward a time when it will no longer be said:
“England overseas,” but “the seas for the Union."”

On this point Hitler differed with the Darré-Rosenberg line, which
did not accept the possibility of war with England or the necessity of
a large colonial empire overseas.

The Quest for Alliance, 1933-1937

At the cabinet meeting called by Hitler on April 7, 1933, to review
German foreign policy, it was agreed that good relations with Great
Britain and Italy were essential, that any sort of understanding with
France was impossible and that war was to be avoided at least until
Germany was strong enough to sustain it.* These decisions provided
the basis of German policy aims between 1933 and 1939; their suc-
cess or failure depended in large measure on the outcome of his
Englandpolitik.

Initially, Hitler planned to limit the growth of the German navy
in his overall rearmament program in order to avoid the sort of fric-
tion that characterized Anglo-German relations prior to World War L.
In his memoirs, Admiral Erich Raeder described a meeting he had
with Hitler in February, 1933, during which Hitler asserted that the
German navy was to be rebuilt for purely continental European
tasks so that war with England, Italy and Japan might never occur.”
Raeder noted that Hitler intended from the beginning to pursue
some sort of naval agreement with Britain that would fix the relative
strengths of both navies, ensuring Britain about a three-to-one ad-
vantage. Raeder also characterized Hitler’s naval policy toward En-
gland as indicative of the Fihrer’s intended Kontinentalpolitik, and a
rejection of Weltpolitik, at least for the time being.?* This early pol-
icy resulted in the Anglo-German Naval Pact of June 18, 1935, which
Hitler considered a crowning achievement in his efforts to secure the
cooperation and support of Great Britain.?

Colonial policy was not such an easy matter because of Ger-
many’s ever-precarious economic position and chronic shortage of
raw materials. Hitler had asserted in Mein Kampf that Germany’s
destiny lay in eastern Europe and that an aggressive overseas colo-
nial policy such as that pursued before the war was not in Germany'’s
political or economic interest.® It is also true that, during the first
two years of his regime, Hitler either ignored the question of colonial
revision, as demonstrated in his many talks with British ambas-
sadors Rumbold and Phipps, or simply expressed German disinterest
in the matter. In an interview granted to Sir John Foster Fraser of the
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Daily Telegraph on May 2, 1933, Hitler is reported to have argued: “’I
have given up the idea of German expansion beyond the seas. We do
not want to enter into competition with England in naval strength.
Our fate is not bound up with coasts or with dominions, but with
the east of our frontier.””*! Hitler’s strategy to win over Britain to his
idea of an Anglo-German alliance was to offer German guarantees
for the security of the British Empire.*

Hitler was by no means willing to give up the hope of at least
some revision in the colonial question. He first began to urge revi-
sion in Germany’s favor in the spring of 1935. In March, British For-
eign Secretary Sir John Simon, accompanied by Anthony Eden, met
with Hitler in Berlin to discuss Anglo-German relations.* Hitler ar-
gued that with 68 million inhabitants, Germany was crowded into a
mere 460,000 square kilometers and thus had insufficient economic
living space. He went on to suggest that this critical situation would
have to be remedied if there were to be true peace in Europe, and that
Britain would have to help achieve a solution. While he did not men-
tion specific alterations in the map of Europe, or in the colonial sta-
tus quo, his statements implied changes in both areas. He concluded
by suggesting that Britain should recognize the community of inter-
ests between Germany and England and that a special relationship
based on mutual cooperation, defense and security be developed
immediately.

Several theories attempt to explain Hitler’s tactical change on
the colonial question in 1935 and 1936 and the beginning of his
rather moderate campaign to win colonial concessions from London.
This should certainly not be viewed as a move away from the idea of
an Anglo-German alliance. In the first place, it is doubtful that Hit-
ler’s renunciation of colonies in Mein Kampf was meant to be perma-
nent. It is also reasonable to assume that, for economic reasons,
Hitler was interested in the return of some former German colonies
as cheap sources of desperately needed raw materials. Schacht had
always been an ardent supporter of colonial revision. He pressured
Hitler to pursue a moderate, peaceful colonial policy in the hope
that England would return at least some of Germany’s former colo-
nies. In this way, he hoped partially to relieve Germany’s chronic
shortage of raw materials and at the same time to dissuade Hitler
from pursuing his plans for expansion in the east.** Others argue
that after two years of unanswered overtures to England, Hitler began
to use the colonial question in 1935 and 1936 as a purely tactical
weapon to pressure Britain into a more responsive and cooperative
attitude toward his European plans.3

The theme of colonial revision became a popular one in Hitler’s
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speeches in 1936 and 193 7. In his famous “peace speech” of March 7,
1936, after the occupation of the Rhineland, Hitler demanded the re-
turn of the former German colonies.* At the Reichsparteitag in
Niirnberg in September of that year, he again called for the return of
German colonies, citing economic necessity and the need for food
and raw material sources.?” At the same time, Hitler continued to
press for an Anglo-German alliance. This is evident in his instruc-
tions to Ritter von Epp, chief of the Kolonialpolitisches Amt (Colo-
nial Office) of the NSDAP, on November 25, 1935, in which Hitler
ordered removal from circulation of a pamphlet entitled “Koloniale
Vorkimpfer Heraus” (Colonial Champions Come Forth), which ad-
vocated war if necessary to win back German colonies.*®* Moreover,
he emphasized the delicacy of relations with England and cautioned
von Epp to adapt the general propaganda for German colonial aims to
the foreign policy lines of his regime.

Hitler’s appointment of Ribbentrop as German ambassador to
Great Britain in 1936 was part of a further attempt to reach an under-
standing with the British government.* As Hitler’s personal foreign
affairs adviser, Ribbentrop had been a staunch advocate of an Anglo-
German connection. He had negotiated the Anglo-German naval
agreement in 1935 and is supposed to have developed many contacts
in England in his capacity as chief of Dienststelle Ribbentrop, an-
other foreign affairs agency of the NSDAP. According to Ribbentrop,
he was instructed by Hitler to do everything in his power to secure
an Anglo-German alliance.® He claimed, “The Fiihrer told me that he
would be ready to put twelve divisions at the disposal of England for
the purpose of maintaining the integrity of its Empire, wherever this
should be necessary.” ¢

Rosenberg’s Aussenpolitisches Amt, the Party’s other foreign af-
fairs agency, was also committed to the idea of an Anglo-German al-
liance.** The Blut und Boden ideological current of the 1920s postu-
lated that Germany’s only enemy was Jewish-Bolshevik Russia. With
the exception of a colony or two as sources of raw materials, Rosen-
berg favored an alliance with England for racial and strategic reasons
and maintained that Weltpolitik was not in Germany’s interest. Ac-
cording to Rosenberg, Germany’s destiny lay in eastern Europe, and
its aims in this area would best be secured through English support.

Another indication of the importance Hitler attached to an En-
glish alliance is the comparative worth to him of the English and
Italian connections. In both Mein Kampf and his Secret Book, Hitler
considered Italy and England natural allies of Germany. He asserted
that neither had points of conflict with Germany and that both were,
like Germany, natural enemies of France. He appears to have thought
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that Britain and Italy were also natural allies without areas of con-
flicting interests; this error was to become painfully evident to him
after the 1935 Ethiopian crisis. Nevertheless, he reasoned that the
Mediterranean was Italy’s natural sphere of influence, maintaining
that Italian-French rivalry in the area was beneficial to Germany,
while Anglo-Italian rivalry was to be avoided.** Hitler would support
Italian ambitions in the Mediterranean and Africa, even when they
conflicted with French interests, but not to the point of conflict with
the imperial interests of Great Britain.“

Hitler’s efforts between 1933 and 1936 to reach an understand-
ing with England were not matched by similar efforts toward Italy. In
fact, German-Italian relations during the first three years of Hitler’s
regime were not always friendly, as a result of the Austrian question
and commercial rivalry in southeastern Europe.* Nevertheless, Hit-
ler’s long-range geopolitical plans envisioned alliances with both,
and the conflicts that arose during the 1930s between Germany'’s
would-be allies confronted Hitler with the possibility of having to
choose between the two.

There is evidence that, in such a situation, Hitler would have
opted for England, had the British government been more amenable
to his alliance plans. Germany’s move toward primary reliance on an
Italian alliance, beginning with the Ethiopian crisis in late 1935 and
the Rome-Berlin Axis in 1936, was pursued with some reluctance in
spite of British indifference to Hitler’s previous alliance overtures
and British appeasement during the Ethiopian and Spanish con-
flicts.* The Ethiopian crisis of October, 1935, sheds light on the
relative importance of Italy and England in Hitler’s alliance strategy.
According to Fritz Wiedemann, then Hitler’s adjutant, the Fiihrer
predicted Italian failure and defeat if England should resist Italian ac-
tions in eastern Africa.”’ Wiedemann maintained that, given the
choice between Mussolini and the British, Hitler told him that he
would opt for the latter, in spite of ideological affinities to the for-
mer. Ribbentrop also alluded to Hitler’s preferences for England as an
ally over Italy.*® But almost three years of British indifference to his
alliance overtures and London’s weak reaction to Italian aggression in
Ethiopia created a dilemma of strategic and ideological proportions
in Hitler’s attitudes toward Britain. Albert Speer described Hitler’s
troubled reaction to the events of the fall of 1935 by quoting him as
follows: “I really don’t know what I should do. It is a terribly difficult
decision. I would by far prefer to join the English. But how often in
history the English have proved perfidious. If I go with them, then
everything is over for good between Italy and us. Afterward the En-
glish will drop me, and we’ll sit between two stools.”
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Speer also confirmed that England’s refusal to take a strong stand
against the Italian challenge in an area of the world deemed vital to
the security of the British Empire prompted Hitler to begin a gradual
reassessment of his alliance strategy and to proceed with the Rome-
Berlin Axis and a closer relationship with Italy.* This is not to say
that Hitler had decided to drop the English option in favor of support
for Italy in the event of an Anglo-Italian war. The goal of an under-
standing, if not an alliance, with Great Britain remained a major con-
cern in Hitler’s foreign policy calculations through the rest of the
decade. This is evident in a Foreign Office memorandum of State
Secretary von Weizsicker in December, 1937:

Under no circumstances should the connection between Berlin
and London be permitted to break entirely. We will have to
adapt ourselves in all probability for the next several years to
cool relations with England. But time will eventually produce
conditions conducive to an improvement in German-English
relations. Therefore the Rome-Berlin Axis is at this time useful
and tactically appropriate. However, it will be of no use in the
long run if it has a negative impact on German-English rela-
tions. . . . The Foreign Office will pursue every opportunity to
promote German-English relations.

What changed for Hitler during the years 1935 —1937 was not the de-
sirability of an alliance with England, but the likelihood of such an
alliance materializing. Hitler began to adjust his plans accordingly
and prepared for a future course of action not with England, and still
not against it, but without a preliminary Anglo-German alliance.
For purposes of this study, the significance of this policy shift lies in
Hitler’s continued avoidance of an aggressively hostile position
against England through 1937 and thereafter. While he would pursue
his aims in Europe without prior British support, Hitler continued
to hope for an Anglo-German understanding, as he told Neurath in
May, 1937: “Ishall try once, and if that is not successful, I shall try it
again; and should I again fail, I shall try a third time. I am most de-
termined in this.”*?

The Tactical Change: Without England, 1935-1937

The basis for Hitler’s strategy changes regarding England between
1935 and 1937 lay chiefly in his growing realization that England
would not lend its support to his plans for European hegemony.* His
dreams of an Anglo-German alliance after 1924 are indicative of a
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general National Socialist ignorance of the outside world and a par-
ticular set of misconceptions about England, its government and
people. It is doubtful that Hitler ever recognized the fundamental ir-
reconcilability of the National Socialist and English political phi-
losophies and systems and their conflicting foreign policy interests,
strategies and goals. Hitler was interested in German continental he-
gemony, while Britain was willing to accept only minor revisions in
Germany’s favor in central Europe, including Austria and the Sude-
tenland—and this only in the name of national self-determination
and German unity. Hitler wanted to achieve his ends through bilat-
eral Anglo-German and German-Italian agreements, preferably in
the form of active alliances, while Britain insisted upon working
within the framework of multilateral agreements and collective se-
curity.* The Anglo-German Naval Pact was not the success Hitler
thought it would be. It proved to be a shallow accomplishment, for it
was not followed by the expected British support for his plans to re-
draw the map of central and eastern Europe.

From the beginning of Hitler’s regime, there cannot have been
much doubt in government and Party circles regarding British dis-
trust, disapproval and, in many cases, hostility for the new German
regime and its domestic policies in particular. The German ambas-
sador in London, Hoesch, filed a lengthy report in August, 1933, on
the state of Anglo-German relations and the causes of Britain’s gen-
erally negative stance toward the Hitler regime.** The two factors
cited as causing the most anti-German feeling in England were the
anti-Jewish measures of the government and the general political re-
pression meted out to the political and ““racial” opponents of the re-
gime. Hoesch concluded that there was no reason at that time to ex-
pect a friendly attitude toward Germany from the various English
political parties and groups. The British aversion to the new regime
in Germany had also manifested itself during Alfred Rosenberg'’s
visit to London in May, 193 3. The visit was a fiasco that had to be cut
short because high government officials refused to see Rosenberg.
Hoesch'’s report on the Rosenberg trip provides a good description of
British attitudes:

Rosenberg’s visit has not brought about an improvement in the
atmosphere here; rather, it has further intensified the negative
attitude of England against the new Germany. It has nothing to
do with Rosenberg himself, who in my judgment has repre-
sented the position of the new Germany with as much mod-
eration as conviction. . . . rather it is indicative of the fact
that. . . . English criticism saw in Rosenberg’s presence the in-
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carnation of the new Germany in England itself, which caused
a storm of opposition to erupt.>

By the fall of 1934, the German position in England had deterio-
rated further. In a report to the Foreign Office in Berlin on September
12, 1934, the German Embassy in London noted that the events in
Germany of June 30, the Austrian question and the murder of Doll-
fuss, German rearmament and the failure of the disarmament confer-
ence and the Jewish question and political repression in Germany
had all become critical impediments to any improvement in Anglo-
German relations.’” But Hitler was unwilling to give up the very
things that stood in the way of closer ties to England, goals that were
considered essential to the National Socialist revolution. Besides the
oft-repeated guarantees for the security and defense of the British
Empire, guarantees that were of little practical value to the British,
the only other move that Hitler was prepared to make in order to win
British sympathies was to prohibit any ties to the two British Fascist
movements.*®* The German rearmament program was essential to
Hitler’s foreign policy objectives; he could not do away with the au-
thoritarian nature and terror tactics of his government, nor was he
prepared to make the Jewish question in Germany a subject for dis-
cussion between Germany and Britain or any other foreign power.*

Despite the importance Hitler attached to the English alliance
throughout the 1930s, he was prepared almost from the beginning to
achieve his goals in Europe without, or even against, Britain, should
circumstances so dictate. In talks with his generals on February 28,
1934, Hitler outlined his plans for Lebensraum in the east.®® After
stressing the desirability of an English alliance, Hitler ordered his
generals to prepare for any eventuality, including English opposition
to German moves, and to be able to counter British refusal with
“quick decisive blows to the west, and then to the east.” The impact
of the Ethiopian crisis on Hitler’s alliance calculations has been
mentioned. There is general agreement that British acquiescence to
Italian moves in 1935 was an important factor in Hitler’s decision to
march into the Rhineland in March, 1936.¢ If England sat idly by
while its imperial interests in eastern Africa were directly threat-
ened, Hitler assumed it would not counter a German move into the
Rhineland, where no British interests were at stake. Moreover, Brit-
ish failure to act decisively in the face of Italian and German inter-
vention in the Spanish civil war, together with Britain’s sympathetic
attitude toward the Loyalists, convinced Hitler that the alliance with
Britain would not materialize for ideological reasons and that it did
not matter in the end, since the western powers had demonstrated
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their unwillingness to oppose Axis moves.®* Hence, British passivity
was viewed as an acceptable alternative to an active Anglo-German
alliance.

Ribbentrop’s failure to secure the coveted British alliance during
his term as ambassador to Britain worked in the same direction. In
late 1936, Ribbentrop reported to Hitler that he had been unable to
win over the British government to some form of Anglo-German
understanding.®® Hildebrand characterizes the Ribbentrop mission
between 1936 and 1938 as "die endgiiltige Klirung gegeniber Gross-
britannien” (the final clarification regarding Great Britain).* It was a
period during which Hitler made his final effort to secure an alliance
with England, chiefly through Ribbentrop in London, and planned for
the attainment of German goals in the event of an English refusal.

Hitler’s “Denkschrift zum Vierjahresplan” (Memorandum on
the Four-Year Plan) of August, 1936, was another indication of his
frustration with Great Britain and his intention to proceed without
the British alliance.® After reaffirming the need for Lebensraum and
the necessity of war against Bolshevism, Hitler decreed that the
army and the economy had to be ready for war within four years.
Without mentioning England, he stressed the need for a German-
Italian-Japanese alliance and that only Japan and Italy could be relied
upon as future allies. Nevertheless, he said nothing about a future
conflict with England, still something to be avoided at that point.

Hitler continued to make alliance overtures to England until the
summer of 1937. Two notable examples are his offers to Lloyd George
in Berlin on September 4, 1936, and to Lord Lothian in Berlin in May,
1937.% In both instances Hitler proposed an alliance based on spheres
of interest, with Britain supporting German hegemony over Europe
and Germany guaranteeing the British Empire. As in the past, Brit-
ain could not seriously consider sanctioning a German conquest of
Europe. It appears that by the summer of 1937, in view of Britain’s
unchanging attitudes and persistent rejections of his overtures of
friendship and strategic cooperation, Hitler concluded it was no
longer worth the effort to continue actively pursuing an Anglo-
German alliance.¥’

The last half of 1937 was characterized by a new determination
on Hitler’s part to achieve his objective without British support and,
if necessary, even against British resistance. Hitler’s gradual change
in tactics reached the turning point about the same time that the
more conciliatory government of Neville Chamberlain took office
in London in May, 1937. On May 28, the new British government
invited Neurath to come to London to discuss Spain and other Euro-
pean problems. The German government initially accepted the invi-
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tation, and discussions were set for June 23 in London. Unexpect-
edly, Hitler canceled the Neurath trip at the last minute, using the
excuse that the German cruiser Leipzig had been torpedoed in Span-
ish waters by an unidentified submarine. The real reasons for the
cancellation appear to have been twofold: Hitler’s general distrust
and frustration over past British refusal to cooperate and Italy’s fears
of the possibility of an Anglo-German deal on Spain at Italy’s ex-
pense.® The cancellation of Neurath’s mission in the summer of
1937 was the first time Hitler refused to utilize an opportunity to
improve Anglo-German relations. It also appears that, with Britain
consistently refusing to join Germany in an alliance, Hitler felt he
could no longer afford to alienate his potential ally Mussolini, who
had demonstrated his growing support for and dependence upon his
ties to Germany by 1937.

The fruition of Hitler’s tactical change to a course without En-
gland became apparent at the now famous meeting at the Reichskanz-
lei on November 5, 1937, attended by Hitler, his adjutant Colonel
Hossbach, General Blomberg and General Fritsch, Admiral Raeder,
Field Marshal Goring and Foreign Minister Neurath.® Hitler said
nothing new at the meeting when he stated that he would seek Ger-
man Lebensraum in the east by war; he had said as much in his ad-
dress to the Reichswehr generals on February 3, 1933, and again on
February 28, 1934. However, he implied that he would proceed with
his plans in central Europe without the English alliance he had pre-
viously thought would be a prerequisite. For the first time, he put
England in the same category with France, labeling both as hated
enemies, trying to deny Germany its rightful place in the sun. He
argued that England would be more cooperative in colonial questions
when confronted with a strong, well-armed Germany, asserting that
the British Empire had demonstrated its weakness in the face of Ital-
ian moves in Africa and Japanese power in Asia and predicting its
eventual demise. He concluded that Britain and France had neither
the will nor the capacity to intervene against German moves in Eu-
rope. Nevertheless, Hossbach’s notes recorded no inclination on
Hitler’s part to go to war against England or otherwise to undermine
Britain’s imperial interests. His lengthy description of Britain’s weak-
nesses seems designed to dampen his advisers’ fears of Anglo-French
resistance to his immediate plans for central Europe. Hitler had
come to believe that he could achieve his ends in Europe without
England and then win it over with a fait accompli.”

Hitler’s conversations with Lord Halifax at Berchtesgaden on
November 19, 1937, reveal both the continuing gap between German
and English strategy and ends and Hitler’s new tactics toward En-
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gland.” Halifax talked throughout of peaceful changes in central Eu-
rope through multilateral agreements and a system of collective se-
curity for eastern Europe. The Chamberlain government was more
willing than previous British governments to accept changes in Aus-
tria, Czechoslovakia and perhaps Danzig. This was, of course, not
‘nearly enough to satisfy the long-range goals of Hitler’s foreign pol-
icy. Halifax’s willingness to sanction peaceful revision in Austria and
Czechoslovakia was not what Hitler ultimately had in mind regard-
ing Germany’s Lebensraum in Europe. Nor was Halifax forthcoming
in the colonial question, promising only to seek creation of a Ger-
man colony or two somewhere in Asia or Africa.”? Finally, one senses
a feeling of resentment and frustration on Hitler’s part in his talks
with Halifax. Hitler dwelt on his past offers to Britain of friendship
and cooperation and on having been generally ostracized by Britain
and the western powers since 1933. Halifax himself observed after
his meeting with Hitler that the Fithrer presented his case with a
sense of confidence in Germany’s strength and independence and
that it became clear to him that Hitler would no longer run after
England.”™

Hitler’s new tactical approach toward England did not mean that
his overall Englandpolitik had undergone a fundamental alteration.
In spite of a gradual two-year transformation, the concept of Anglo-
German collaboration remained desirable in Hitler’s foreign policy
calculations, even beyond 1939.”* He had resolved to achieve his
goals in Europe, while a weak, passive England watched helplessly
from the outside. Once German hegemony was established on the
continent, Hitler would possess the power to force the British Em-
pire into a German-dominated alliance. There is no evidence that
Hitler intended to attack or undermine the interests of the British
Empire. None of his objectives during the 1930s, including the de-
mands for colonial revision in Africa, were to be achieved at the ex-
pense of British imperial interests. Hossbach’s memorandum and the
summary of Hitler’s conversations with Halifax indicate that Hitler
was willing to accept colonial compensation elsewhere in Africa if
Britain should be unable to return the former colonies in eastern and
southwestern Africa. Even in the summer of 1940, when Hitler had
reached the pinnacle of success and England the depths of despair,
Hitler maintained his basic support for the position of the British
Empire. In June, 1940, Hitler told Mussolini in Munich that the Brit-
ish Empire had to be preserved as an important factor in the world
balance of power.” In a discussion on July 13, 1940, Hitler asserted:
“If we defeat England, the British Empire will collapse. But Germany
has nothing to gain from that. We would achieve with German blood
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something from which only Japan, America and others would derive
benefits.”’ 7

The Racial Factor

Some attention must be paid to the racial motivations underlying
Hitler’s attitudes and policies toward England. Clearly, ideology and
power politics were inseparable elements in the motivation and goals
of National Socialist foreign policy. This is especially evident in
Hitler’s approach to England. The strategic advantages of an active
British alliance or simple British acquiescence notwithstanding,
Hitler’s strong desire for Anglo-German collaboration was also based
on his racial Weltanschauung. It involved not merely the drive to-
ward German domination of Europe, but an implicit faith in the per-
petual domination of the world by white Europeans. As Britain had
succeeded in conquering much of the world, Hitler considered po-
litical and ideological support for the British Empire to be natural
and in the German interest. The Anglo-Saxons were, after all, part of
the Germanic master race, and the British Empire could be seen as
living proof of Germanic superiority and the confirmation of Nazi
racial doctrine. Hitler’s offers during the 1933—-1937 period to com-
mit Germany to the defense of the British Empire were not based
merely on a quid pro quo approach in order to receive British sup-
port for his plans; they can also be viewed as a positive gesture of
racial solidarity, fully in keeping with the National Socialist racial
Weltanschauung.

Hitler’s early admiration and respect for the power and size of
the British Empire is well documented. In a speech at the Hofbrau-
haus in Munich on April 17, 1920, Hitler attributed Britain’s success
overseas to, among other things, the racial superiority of the British
over their colonial subjects and to the British policy of racially segre-
gating themselves from those subjects.” He observed that “the En-
glishman has always understood the necessity of being lord and not
brother.” He often referred to British domination of India with un-
concealed enthusiasm, expressing amazement that a small country
like Great Britain was able to rule over India and a far-flung empire
through sheer force.” In Mein Kampf, he referred to the strength and
determination of British rule in India and to the utterly unthinkable
notion that a colonial people could ever throw off British control:

And if anybody flatters himself that England will let India go
without risking her last drop of blood, that is simply a bad sign
of the absolute failure to learn from the World War and the
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complete misunderstanding and ignorance of Anglo-Saxon de-
termination. It is, furthermore, a proof of the German’s total
lack of any notion of the whole method of British penetration
and administration of this empire. England will lose India only
if it either falls victim to racial degeneration within its own
administrative machinery, or if it is compelled to by the sword
of a powerful enemy. Indian rebels will, however, never achieve
this. We Germans have learned well enough how hard it is to
force England. Entirely aside from the fact that, as a German, I
would, despite everything, still far rather see India under En-
glish rule than under some other rule.”

He also described the futility of Egyptian efforts to achieve indepen-
dence from England and concluded with the following racial justi-
fication for the existence of the British Empire and German support
for it: “It is simply an impossibility for a coalition of cripples to
storm a powerful state determined, if need be, to risk the last drop of
blood for its existence. As a folkish man, who estimates the value of
humanity on racial bases, I may not, simply because of my knowl-
edge of their racial inferiority, link my own nation’s fate with that of
these so-called ‘oppressed nations.’”® Alfred Rosenberg was also
concerned with the question of European racial solidarity in the face
of what he called growing African and Asian independence move-
ments and the need for joint German, British, French and Italian re-
sistance to them.® Moreover, Ribbentrop persistently stressed the
theme of Anglo-German racial ties as the cornerstone for the al-
liance he was seeking during his term as ambassador to England.®
Finally, Hitler made a public speech before a Nazi student rally in
Munich in January, 1936, in which he made the following call for
continued white domination of the world: “. . . and when we con-
sider this peculiar historical picture today, then we can only compre-
hend it if we are determined to employ the eternal Organisations-
drang [organizational drive] of the white race, that is, this natural
conviction that this white race has been ordained to govern, to lead
and to rule the rest of the world.”*

Hitler's Englandpolitik during the 1930s was the single most
important factor that influenced the attitudes and policy of his re-
gime toward the Arab world in general and Arab aspirations in Pales-
tine in particular. For reasons of both power politics and racial ide-
ology, Hitler was not prepared to support the Arab cause in Palestine.
To do so would have alienated England and undermined his efforts to
secure an Anglo-German alliance; at the same time, National So-
cialist racial principles would have been violated by supporting an
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inferior race against European domination. Palestine was of crucial
strategic importance to the British Empire and of little significance
in Hitler’s geopolitical calculations; any meddling there would ob-
viously have damaged the already fragile relations between Britain
and Germany. For Hitler, it was unthinkable that the peoples of what
we today call the Third World could ever throw off the yoke of colo-
nial rule and achieve independence, and this attitude was naturally
applied to the Arabs in Palestine as well.



6. The Rejection of an Arab
Connection, 1933-1937

The Arab Response in Palestine to the Hitler Regime

After more than a decade of frustration and increasing hostility to-
ward the British Mandate and an expanding Zionist presence, many
Arabs in Palestine and elsewhere in the Middle East greeted the new
regime in Germany with enthusiasm.' Unlike Britain, France and
Italy, Germany had not become an object of suspicion and distrust in
the Arab world during the post—World War I period. Many Arabs
were inclined to identify themselves with some of the elements of
National Socialism; they perceived Germany no longer as a neutral,
disinterested outsider but as a potential source of active support
against western imperialism and Zionism. The nationalist fervor of
the Nazis and their determination to eliminate the inequities of the
postwar settlement held considerable appeal for some Arab leaders
who considered the Mandate system and the Balfour Declaration
part of the injustice of that settlement. There was also considerable
enthusiasm for the anti-Jewish program of the Hitler regime as a re-
sult of the conflict in Palestine since the end of the war. Most Arabs
never realized that the Nazis would consider them racially inferior
as well and that Germany had no intention of undermining British
authority in the Middle East. Moreover, there was little recognition
that the new Germany they admired so much was directly respon-
sible for the dramatic increase in Jewish immigration to Palestine
after 1933.

Palestinian Arab leaders lost little time in making known their
positive assessment of events in Germany in 1933.2 The views of the
Grand Mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin el-Husseini, were conveyed to
Berlin by Consul-General Wolff in a telegram on March 31, 1933.°
The Mufti informed Wolff that Muslims in Palestine and elsewhere
were enthusiastic about the new regime in Germany and looked for-
ward to the spread of Fascism throughout the region. Wolff also re-
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layed the Mufti’s support for the aims of Nazi Jewish policy, particu-
larly the anti-Jewish boycott in Germany, and a pledge of similar
efforts against the Jews throughout the Islamic world. Wolff again
met with the Mufti and other sheiks from Palestine one month later
at Nebi Musa in the desert mountains near the Dead Sea. After pro-
claiming their admiration for the new Germany, the Mufti and the
assembled sheiks expressed their approval of anti-Jewish policies in
Germany, asking only that German Jews not be sent to Palestine.*
Thus, there seems to have been some awareness among Arabs in Pal-
estine that Germany might in fact be a source of their problems, as
Wolff reported again in October, 1933.° Nevertheless, Wolff con-
cluded in his annual report for the year 1933 that the Arabs were too
politically naive to recognize and fully accept the link between Ger-
man Jewish policy and their problems in Palestine.®* He concluded
that Hitler and the new Germany were accorded a high degree of
public enthusiasm and support.

Reports reaching the Foreign Office and other government agen-
cies in Berlin indicate a similar enthusiasm for the National So-
cialist regime elsewhere in the Arab world. The German Consulate
in Beirut and the German Embassy in Baghdad received letters from
Syrian and Iraqi citizens expressing their admiration for Hitler and
their support for the new Germany, as well as proposals for closer
ties between Germany and the Arab world.” The Propaganda Minis-
try also received reports from its sources in the Middle East on the
extent of pro-German feeling. One report, of unknown authorship,
outlined Germany’s favorable position and the positive propaganda
potential throughout the Middle East:

I have been able to discern with happiness in all the countries
of the Middle East that, with the exception of the Jews, all the
people are following events in the new Germany with much
sympathy and enthusiasm. Especially among the youth, na-
tional Fascist units are being established against England and
France as the oppressors. Everywhere people wish for a man
and leader such as our great Adolf Hitler. German newspapers
are read with keen excitement, and there is a demand for more
propaganda material and newspapers in French and English, as
only a few speak German. Good propaganda in these countries
can be useful to Germany.*

Among German diplomats in the Middle East, there appears to
have been a consensus that Arab enthusiasm for National Socialist
Germany was devoid of any real understanding of the substance of
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National Socialism, the goals of the movement and the significance
of Adolf Hitler. Timotheus Wurst, the German consul in Jaffa, effec-
tively summarized this prevailing attitude in 193 5, observing that the
Arab attitude was conditioned primarily by the anti-Jewish policies of
the Hitler regime and to some degree by the disciplined, militaristic
and intensely nationalistic posture of the NSDAP.” He further noted
that many Arabs hoped to pursue the aims of Arab nationalism in
Palestine and elsewhere by creating a movement based on the Na-
tional Socialist model and experience.

The Rejection of Arab Overtures to 1936

Expressions of enthusiasm and friendship for the new Germany were
quickly followed by efforts to secure some measure of German sup-
port for the Arab cause in Palestine and throughout the Middle East.
Prior to the Arab revolt of 1936, these efforts were usually intended
to generate assistance in two areas—namely, German diplomatic
support against the British and French Mandates—and in the crea-
tion of Arab National Socialist parties in the Middle East. In a few
instances, financial and military assistance was also requested be-
fore 1936. In Jerusalem, the pro-Zionist German Consul-General
Wolff was the constant and disapproving target of such initiatives, as
was his successor after 1935, Wilhelm Dohle.

Wolff’s avid support for Zionist aims in Palestine was reinforced
by a contemptuous view of the Arabs as a people and the aims of
Arab nationalism in Palestine. This is evident in his rejection of
Arab requests for money and arms for use against the French in Syria
in the summer of 1933. In reporting the request to Berlin, Wolff ob-
served: “In such situations, I always remember a conversation be-
tween the Lawrence of world war fame and the recently murdered
Dr. Arlossoroff, which the latter described to me, and in which Law-
rence had talked about the Arabs in the following way: I don’t know
how one can take the Arabs seriously at all, I know them well. It is
not worth the effort.” '° Wolff’s meetings with the Amir Abdullah of
Transjordan are indicative of his personal dislike of both the Arabs
and their cause, as well as the policy of restraint being followed by
the German government regarding Palestine. The situation in Pales-
tine since the unrest of 1928 -1929 had been tense and volatile, and
German consular officials were doing everything to avoid entangle-
ment in the Arab-Jewish conflict. Prior to his departure for London
in early June, 1934, Abdullah requested a meeting with Wolff, which
the latter politely declined for fear that it would arouse British suspi-
cions.'! Wolff did meet with some of Abdullah’s subordinates shortly
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thereafter. After singing the usual praises for the new Germany, the
Arab officials pressed Wolff for German diplomatic support for the
political objectives of the Arab movement in Palestine.’>? Wolff de-
scribed his polite but firm rejection of these overtures:

In the face of such requests, I always declare that, in its present
economic and political situation, Germany cannot consider
material support—Dby this I mean support with money or mate-
rials such as weapons, etc.—but that the Arab question, the
strengthening of the Arab people, its economic development
are of considerable interest to us, that Germany has great sym-
pathy and moral support for the Arabs and their interests and
that hopefully the day is near when the freedom that Germany
seeks for itself will also be achieved by the Arabs.

In the same report, Wolff outlined his personal misgivings over any
form of support for the Arab cause in Palestine and simply dismissed
the Arabs as weak, vain, corruptible and incapable of sustained po-
litical and military action.

Wolff’s personal opinions were also a reflection of official views
in the German government. On a number of occasions, both the Ger-
man Foreign Office and the Reichskanzlei addressed themselves in a
similar way to Arab overtures for German assistance. An example of
official German indifference to Arab nationalism occurred during
the visit to Berlin of Amir Shakib Arslan in November, 1934. Arslan
lived in Geneva and was the editor of the newspaper La Nation
Arabe, which was published there. He was a fierce Arab nationalist
and one of the few spokesmen in Europe for the Arab cause.” As a
Syrian, he was especially hostile toward France and sought to exploit
Franco-German and Franco-Italian friction in order to win both Ger-
many and Italy for the Arab cause.

Arslan went to Berlin hoping to see Hitler, but was unable to get
past Priifer of the Orient-Abteilung. During his talks with Priifer,
Arslan suggested that Germany, inits inevitable struggle with France,
would eventually have to align itself with the Arab world.!* He said
that Syria, Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia, countries under French
control, would be Germany’s natural allies. Priifer warned Arslan
that his suggestions were dangerous and that the kind of collabo-
ration he was proposing could involve Germany in a war for which
it was neither inclined nor prepared. In his memorandum on the
Arslan visit, which was circulated in the Foreign Office on Novem-
ber 7, 1934, Prifer made the following conclusions on German-Arab
relations:
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In an emergency, Germany could support the Arabs with nei-
ther money nor weapons. . . . The conflict with France, which
the Amir fears for us, could be precipitated by the existence of
a German-Arab cooperative agreement. . . . The experience of
the war has shown that in spite of our alliance with the leading
Islamic power and in spite of an intensive propaganda effort in
the Mohammedan countries, we were not able to kindle the so-
called “holy war” among the Mohammedans, especially among
the Arabs. Therefore, I don’t believe that it would serve any
practical purpose to act on the suggestion of the Amir.'s

Priifer’s memorandum was approved by Foreign Minister von Neu-
rath, who agreed with Priifer’s suggestion that Arslan be denied an
audience with high government officials and with Hitler. The Reichs-
kanzlei in turn concurred with the opinions of Neurath and Priifer
that Arslan should be denied access to Hitler.'

The Arab national movement contained a variety of currents
with a corresponding variety of ends. Much of the initiative during
the 1930s was provided by Syrians and Palestinians. Since Egypt and
Iraq had achieved nominal independence from England in 1922 and
1930, respectively, and Saudi Arabia had retained its independence
after the war, Syria and Palestine (including Transjordan) remained
the only territories still under Mandate authority. The Syrian and
Palestinian movements against continued French and British rule
under the Mandate system were part of a larger Pan-Arab national-
ism that grew in intensity during the interwar period.'” While Pan-
Arab nationalists to this day have been unable to agree on the sub-
stance and conditions of Arab unity, the movement during the 1920s
and 1930s was fueled by the continued domination of the area by
Britain and France, as well as by Zionist activity in Palestine. When
Anglo-French power was irrevocably shattered during World War II,
and the former masters of the Middle East began to retreat, an impor-
tant stimulus for Arab unity disappeared with them and Arab lead-
ers increasingly fell back on the national boundaries drawn by their
colonial masters.

A Pan-Arab Committee was established in Baghdad in the spring
of 1933. Almost two years later, a group of Syrian and Palestinian
representatives of the Committee approached Fritz Grobba, the Ger-
man ambassador to Iraq, and proposed mutual cooperation between
Germany and the Pan-Arab movement.'* They proposed cooperative
efforts in propaganda, diplomatic support and “bei spiteren etwa er-
forderlichen Aktionen durch aktive Unterstiitzung” (in later possi-
bly necessary activities through active support). Grobba expressed
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the usual German sympathy for Arab efforts to achieve unity and in-
dependence, but rejected any form of direct German support for or
participation in the Arab movement. Furthermore, he was instructed
by the Foreign Office on the 12th of February 12, 1935, to avoid any
connection with the Baghdad group and its representatives, as Ger-
many wanted nothing to do with these efforts.'

Similar advice was proffered by the German Consulate in Beirut
that same year. Syrian nationalists had been making overtures to
Consul Seiler since 1933 for German support. In a report to Berlin in
April, 1935, Seiler warned that the political situation in Syria was
ripe for a new round of violence and rebellion against French rule and
that French authorities in Syria had become suspicious and fearful of
German intentions.? Popular enthusiasm for Germany had probably
led French authorities to suspect German intervention when there
was none. Seiler’s advice was the same as Grobba’s; he urged the For-
eign Office to follow a policy that would avoid all contact, and pre-
clude even the suspicion of contact, with Pan-Islamic nationalists in
Syria and elsewhere.

After 1933, there were attempts in the Arab world to establish
political parties based on Fascist or National Socialist principles and
organization. Both Grobba and Wolff were approached in 1933 by in-
dividuals with plans to create National Socialist parties in Iraq and
Palestine, respectively. The Palestine correspondent of the news-
paper Al-Ahram, Joseph Francis, represented a group of Palestinian
Arabs who were interested in establishing such a party. Francis wrote
to Wolff in April, 1933, requesting the help of the Consulate-General
in this endeavor.?' In Baghdad, a similar overture was made to Fritz
Grobba by Abdul Ghaffur el-Bedri, publisher of the newspaper Isti-
qlal, and a group of his supporters.? Wolff’s strong opposition to any
sort of German encouragement or support for an Arab Nazi party in
Palestine was conveyed in a note to the Foreign Office in Berlin in
June, 1933, in which he argued:

Because the strengthening of the prestige and the international
position of the Reich . . . is understandably the first task of its
official representatives abroad, it would seem to be dangerous if
I were to incur even the suspicion of meddling in the internal
affairs of my Amtsbezirk [jurisdiction] as a result of promoting
a party with purely internal, Palestinian tendencies. The confi-
dence of the Mandate government in me, which is essential for
my work to be effective, could be gravely endangered as a result
of even the smallest indiscretion, since it would be viewed as
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promoting the activist, nationalist Arab tendencies that are, in
the final analysis, directed against that government and its po-
litical tasks.?

In Berlin, the Foreign Office concurred with Wolff’s opposition to
Arab efforts to involve Germany in the creation of an Arab National
Socialist party in Palestine. An unsigned memorandum, originating
in the Orient-Abteilung in early July, provided the rationale behind
the instructions issued to Wolff on the matter later that month.

The objections that Herr Wolff has raised against the promo-
tion of an Arab National Socialist movement by official Ger-
man representatives are fully supported here. Given the no-
torious political unreliability of the Arabs, one must surely
assume that, as a result of Arab indiscretion, such ties would
soon become known not only in Palestine and the Near East,
but also in London and Paris. Since the end of the war, our
efforts in the eastern countries have had the objective of
German economic and cultural expansion through political
neutrality. A change in this policy through meddling in the in-
ternal political affairs of these countries by our official repre-
sentatives would likely result not only in economic setbacks,
but, because of the preeminent strategic positions of Britain
and France in the east, would also have adverse consequences
for Germany'’s policy in Europe.*

Wolff was instructed to discourage contact between pro-Nazi Arabs
and the various Ortsgruppen (local branches) of the NSDAP in Pales-
tine, to which many Palistinadeutsche were beginning to flock.** He
was told to prevent any contacts between Francis and the Consulate-
General, as well as between Francis and the local NSDAP organiza-
tion of the German Christian communities, for the reasons outlined
in the above memorandum of the Orient-Abteilung.

Moreover, Arab membership in the existing NSDAP organiza-
tion for Germans in Palestine was further precluded by a decree is-
sued by Ernst Bohle of the Auslandsorganisation (Overseas Organi-
zation) of the NSDAP in June, 1934.2 According to this decree, Party
membership abroad was to be denied to foreigners and reserved ex-
clusively for German citizens so that “‘any appearance of meddling in
the internal affairs of foreign countries can be scrupulously avoided.”
Thus, the activities of the NSDAP in Palestine were restricted to the
German Christian communities alone, and every effort was made to
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avoid contact with politically motivated Arabs in order to retain the
goodwill of the British administration toward German consular rep-
resentatives and toward the German Christian communities.

The NSDAP and the Palistinadeutsche

Beginning in 1933, the National Socialist regime pursued a policy of
Gleichschaltung (coordination) of German citizens living abroad. It
was appropriate that the Nazis should show a greater interest in the
Auslandsdeutsche (overseas Germans) and their ties to the father-
land than had been the case before 1933. The concept of a German
racial community transcended existing state boundaries, and an im-
plicit faith in the common destiny of that community necessitated
its ideological education. The racial foundations of National So-
cialism made the Auslandsdeutsche an integral part of the new Ger-
many. At the same time, the totalitarian nature of the Nazi political
system demanded their political mobilization under the leadership
of the NSDAP.

The cabinet meeting on foreign policy of April 7, 1933, is the
first indication of the intentions of the new regime with regard to
the Auslandsdeutsche. The following policy was adopted at that
meeting: “The cultivation and preservation of Deutschtum [German
nationality] abroad must in the first instance be promoted, even
through the use of considerable means. We must pursue a harmo-
nious Anschluss [union] of the German minorities abroad to the na-
tional movement in Germany.”? A little over a year later, Hitler
spoke to a group of German citizens from abroad in Kiel on the im-
portance and obligations of the Auslandsdeutsche to the new Ger-
many. He concluded: “I hope that the Auslandsdeutschtum [German
nationality overseas] will attach itself ever more firmly to the new
Reich. For Germany to be able to continue its economic rise, which
will benefit all people, each overseas German must perform his duty.
Germany’s equality among the nations must be accomplished over-
seas as well.”? In the same year, Ernst Bohle of the Auslandsorgani-
sation warned that the National Socialist movement was summon-
ing all Germans abroad to support the new Germany.? He warned
that those who considered themselves German could not ignore this
responsibility, urged overseas Germans to join their local cells of the
NSDAP and argued that to be German one had to be a National
Socialist.®

The NSDAP-Reichsleitung (NSDAP Directorate) in Munich
strictly prohibited involvement by overseas Party cells in the do-
mestic affairs of their host countries. Regulations were enacted that



Rejection of an Arab Connection 93

governed the conduct of the individual Party member abroad and spe-
cifically banned the public display of swastikas and the wearing
of uniforms outside of closed meetings. On March 30, 1933, the
NSDAP-Reichsleitung instructed the Abteilung fiir Deutsche im
Ausland (Department for Germans Overseas) that the most impor-
tant guideline for every Party member was to refrain from action that
might create difficulties or complications for Germany abroad.*' In a
circular to all overseas branches of the NSDAP on October 3, Bohle
asserted that National Socialism was not an exportable commodity.*
After warning of the dangers of political involvement in the internal
affairs of host countries, he noted that the Auslandsabteilung (Over-
seas Section) was not interested in influencing foreigners in the di-
rection of National Socialism and threatened punishment to any
Party member who violated these guidelines. Finally, Rudolf Hess re-
iterated this policy in April, 1935, as noted in a memorandum circu-
lated by Dr. Conrad Roediger of the Kultur-Abteilung (Cultural Sec-
tion) in the Foreign Office.*® Meddling in the domestic affairs of
foreign countries was punishable under German law. An AO memo-
randum of October 5, 1937, outlined the specific laws in Germany
that prohibited such activities, as well as the possibility of punish-
ment for noncompliance with these laws.*

A complete history of the German Christian communities in
Palestine after 1918 has yet to be written. Their relations with the
Jewish and Arab communities and with the British Mandate authori-
ties, as well as their response to National Socialism in Germany,
have been treated for the most part in a cursory manner.** However,
an examination of these relations, and the particularly difficult posi-
tion of the German communities in Palestine after 1933, provides
valuable insight into the policy of the Hitler regime toward Palestine
and the Middle East during the 1930s.

The Palidstinadeutsche encountered political realities at the end
of World War I quite different from those that had prevailed before
the war. They had to rebuild their communities in a postwar society
torn by the bitter hostility and violence generated by the conflicting
aims of Jewish and Arab nationalism. Moreover, they had to adjust
to the watchful authority of a suspicious British administration. In
order to survive, the German communities had to pursue the almost
impossible task of maintaining strict neutrality between Arabs and
Jews, as well as loyalty to and support for the British Mandate.

The ability of these communities to survive in this delicate and
dangerous situation was dealt a severe blow by the National Socialist
assumption of power in Germany in 1933. Of the approximately
1,800 non-Jewish Germans still living as permanent residents in Pal-
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estine in 1933, most were members of the Temple Society, while the
remainder were affiliated with various Protestant and Catholic reli-
gious and welfare institutions.* As Germans, they incurred the hos-
tility of the Jewish community in Palestine because of the anti-
Semitism of the Hitler regime and its anti-Jewish measures after
1933. The Arabs were inclined to view them as potential allies in a
common struggle against Zionism and the British Mandate, while
some British officials suspected a real or potential Nazi Fifth Col-
umn among the German residents of Palestine.

Among the Palistinadeutsche, the reaction to events in Ger-
many in late 1932 and early 1933 was on the whole favorable. Ac-
cording to Dr. Richard Hoffmann of the Temple Society of Australia,
the national awakening in Germany generated by the National So-
cialist movement had considerable impact on the German commu-
nities in Palestine.’” He noted that ties to the Weimar Republic were
virtually nonexistent and that there was little regret over its demise.
He also stressed that while almost every Palestinian German had
some doubts about specific elements of National Socialist policy,
there was overall satisfaction with the course of events in Germany.
It is also apparent that the situation in Germany tended to politicize
the Palistinadeutsche as never before. An article in the Temple So-
ciety newspaper, Die Warte des Tempels, pointed to this reality at
the end of 1933 and reflected a positive assessment of the Hitler re-
gime that prevailed among Palestinian Germans: “Under these cir-
cumstances it is understandable that a considerable politicization
among our people has occurred. . . . This is certainly not to be re-
gretted, but on the contrary is very welcome, and no discerning non-
German will be able to reproach us that as Germans we are proud of
the great national effort of Hitler that has eliminated the unfortu-
nate Party and class disorder and has protected our fatherland in the
final hour from Communism, and that we recognize the ideas of Na-
tional Socialism as completely correct.”* This view of the new or-
der in Germany would appear to be an extension of the prevailing
attitudes and public opinion in Germany during the early years of
the Hitler regime.

Skepticism and sincere misgivings about National Socialism
and the policies of the Hitler regime were also to be found among the
Palestinian Germans.*” Some rejected National Socialism altogether,
while many leaders of the Temple Society settlements, village may-
ors, pastors, councillors, bank and factory directors, shipping mer-
chants and importers were fearful of political polarization within
the German communities and of antagonizing the Jewish commu-
nity and the British administration in Palestine.* In the same De-
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cember 15, 1933, edition, Die Warte des Tempels called attention to
the potential dangers created by the National Socialist movement for
the peace and security of the German communities in Palestine. The
newspaper warned its readers that they were in a non-German coun-
try, living in the midst of a non-German majority, and that they
could not afford the kind of political activity advocated by the more
militant Nazis: “We must never forget that we live in a non-German
country in the midst of non-German people, and that our task here
in Palestine can never be a political one. It would also be wrong if
those among us who more or less accept the ideas of National So-
cialism should come to scorn those who still have reservations.
There can be no doubt whatever that all of us are and always have
been good, patriotic Germans.”

The racial tenets of National Socialism were the most contro-
versial issue that confronted the German Christian communities in
Palestine during the 1930s. The Templers were a religious com-
munity, and most of the remaining Catholics and Lutherans in Pales-
tine were involved in church-related work such as religious orders,
schools, orphanages and hospitals. The racial philosophy and poli-
cies of the Hitler regime generated severe ethical conflicts with the
strong spirit of Christianity that motivated most Palistinadeutsche.
Moreover, there was the immediate problem of increasing suspicion
and hostility among Jews in Palestine toward the German commu-
nities, as the latter were identified with the racism of the new
Germany.

An article entitled “Volk und Rasse,” which appeared in Die
Warte des Tempels in August 1935, addressed this particular prob-
lem.*! The article referred to the traditional inclination of the Temple
Society to preserve its exclusively German national character, thus
asserting that the Society and its traditions were in keeping with the
racial foundations of National Socialism: “The unconditional main-
tenance in Palestine of the purity of our German national character,
on which we have placed the highest value since the founding of our
colonies and of which today we are rightly proud, demonstrates
clearly that we have in practice approached the question of race com-
pletely along National Socialist lines.” However, the article also
points to the serious ethical and moral dilemma for many Templers
posed by Nazi racial policy and its obvious conflict with Christian
principles: “However, there still emerge all sorts of misgivings about
National Socialist theory among some Palestinian Germans, par-
ticularly misgivings of a religious nature. One cannot reconcile the
superiority of one race with one’s belief in God the Father of all
men.” The article concluded that the Temple Society could never ac-
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cept the Social Darwinist notion of racial superiority and claimed
that its desire to retain the German character of the Society and its
settlements was not based on such a concept.

Whatever anti-Semitic tendencies there were among the Palis-
tinadeutsche were neutralized by moral conflicts and perhaps even
more so by the reality of an exposed position in Palestine. Their dis-
tance from Germany and their minority status in an increasingly
Jewish environment made the anti-Semitic propaganda of the Hitler
regime seem particularly dangerous and out of place in Palestine.*
Nazi racial doctrine and policy had little to do, therefore, with the
attraction of many Germans in Palestine to the NSDAP. There had
always been a strong inclination toward the old loyalties and tradi-
tions of imperial Germany before World War I; it is within this con-
text that the NSDAP was able to become an important force among
the Palestinian Germans during the 1930s.

A cell of the NSDAP was first established in Palestine in 1932
with 6 members, although membership dropped to 5 by the time
Hitler took office.** By mid-1937, membership increased to just under
300, consisting of local branches Sarona/Jaffa with 108 members,
Haifa with 9o members and Jerusalem with 66 members, with 25
members in Wilhelma and 19 in Betlehem/Waldheim.* The process
of Gleichschaltung was pursued actively by the NSDAP headquarters
in Germany and the NSDAP leadership in Palestine, thus strength-
ening the links between Germany and the Party organization in Pal-
estine. An ambitious information campaign was undertaken by the
Auslandsorganisation and the NSDAP organization in Palestine,
which included courses, propaganda literature and organized excur-
sions to Germany for conferences and rallies. The radio linkup was
improved, and German news service bulletins were prominently dis-
played.** Some communal libraries were purged, and stocked with
Nazi literature, while the AO in Berlin slowly gained control over all
teachers in German overseas schools by requiring the oath of loyalty
to Hitler in 1935 and pressing them into the Nationalsozialistisches
Lehrerbund (National Socialist Teachers’ Alliance) by early 1938.4
The Hitler Youth established camps and enlisted most German chil-
dren in Palestine.*” The German Labor Front opened branches in Pal-
estine in 1936, and the Party in Palestine enjoyed the full coopera-
tion and support of the new consul-general, Wilhelm Dohle, who,
unlike his predecessor, was an avid National Socialist.*

Several factors made the efforts of the Party in Palestine some-
what easier. Besides the nationalistic and patriotic appeal of the Na-
tional Socialist movement, there were specific factors peculiar to the
Palistinadeutsche that aided the Nazi Gleichschaltung in Palestine.
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The country consisted of autonomous religious, cultural and ethnic
communities, each isolated from the others and living according to
its own customs, traditions and laws. Palestine was not a nation
state, with a common loyalty and identity. There was little like-
lihood of a common Palestinian national consciousness developing,
because of the exclusiveness and irreconcilability of Arab and Jewish
nationalism. In Turkish times, all of the groups in Palestine had been
submerged under the weight of Ottoman rule; to some extent, all
were considered Ottoman subjects. After the war, both Jewish and
Arab nationalism exploded under the more liberal rule of the British
Mandate. The Ottoman identity, tenuous as it was, disappeared and
was not replaced by any other common loyalty. After the war, one
was Jewish, Arab or German and nothing else. The only common de-
nominator was the authority of the British Mandate, which was by
definition temporary. The Jewish and Arab communities were locked
in a struggle, each attempting to impose its own national conscious-
ness on the entire country. The Palistinadeutsche were a compara-
tively small and isolated group, and their weakness and vulnerability
amidst the violence of the Arab-Jewish struggle made them depen-
dent on the protection and goodwill of the British authorities.

The NSDAP in Palestine was able to take advantage of these
feelings of isolation, weakness and vulnerability in its efforts to en-
list the German communities in Palestine for the new Germany. The
Party offered the psychological comfort of being able to identify with
a young, dynamic movement and a strong fatherland. While the
small Catholic community, composed mainly of members of reli-
gious orders, was not susceptible to this kind of appeal, the Lutheran
laity and the Templers were. The Temple Society did not possess a
strong, organized church and clergy to provide them with an intel-
lectual and spiritual leadership capable of neutralizing the Nazi ap-
peal.* Thus, the cultural and social isolation of the German commu-
nities in Palestine made many Palestinian Germans receptive to the
political, social and cultural identity offered by the NSDAP. At the
same time, it generated a fear of the social ostracism that usually oc-
curred when an individual openly worked against the Nazis.*

A majority of Templers favored active participation in the local
Party organization in order to secure some degree of control over
Party policy in Palestine and to be in a position to neutralize policies
that they deemed disadvantageous and dangerous.® Dr. Hoffmann
also claimed that the Templers wanted to avoid forfeiting Party leader-
ship to the Lutherans, with whom they had never enjoyed a satis-
factory relationship.’? In any case, the Temple Society raised no
objections to Party membership for individual Templers, although it
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refused to enter the Party as a whole. According to Dr. Hoffmann,
the Temple Society’s position on the question of membership in the
NSDAP was as follows: “It is not the task of a religious community
to bind its members to a political party, for that is a purely secular
question which is subject to the conscience of the individual mem-
ber. The Temple Society would neither enter the Party nor prevent
its members from doing so. If a member believed it was right to en-
ter, then the Temple Society would not exclude him from its com-
munity because of that.”*

In Palestine, the NSDAP pursued a policy that was in keeping
with the foreign policy objectives of the Hitler regime, the only real-
istic policy under the circumstances. The survival of the German
communities in Palestine depended primarily on the protection and
goodwill of British authorities, which was available only on condi-
tion of strict nonintervention in the internal affairs of Palestine and
restriction of all Nazi activities to the German communities. This
was accepted by the Foreign Office and the Party in Germany, as well
as on the local Party level in Palestine throughout the 1930s. More-
over, Hitler’s hopes for an understanding with England precluded any
involvement in the Arab-Jewish conflict. Support for one side would
have exposed the small, isolated German communities to retaliation
from the other side, as well as from the British administration.

The Party organization in Palestine tried to maintain a low pro-
file for itself and the entire German Christian population. Party
members were forbidden to wear or otherwise display swastikas in
order to avoid provoking the Jewish community or British authori-
ties, while all incoming German tourists were placed under the same
restrictions. In 1937, Arab demonstrators displayed hundreds of
German flags and pictures of Hitler at a festival. Consul-General
Dohle expressed his angry disapproval in a note to the Foreign Office
in Berlin, remarking that the demonstration was indicative of the in-
tensity of Arab hostility toward the Jews and the British and that
such manifestations of enthusiasm for Germany were harmful to
German interests in Palestine.”* He also described his repeated
pledges to British authorities that Germans had nothing to do with
the demonstration, that it had been a purely Arab affair and that Ger-
mans in Palestine had not provided the Arab demonstrators with
German flags or pictures of Hitler. The Propaganda Ministry had re-
frained from sending anti-Jewish propaganda materials to the Ger-
man communities in Palestine, fearing that such material, if discov-
ered, might incite Jews against the vulnerable German settlements.*

The remnants of the files of the NSDAP/Landesgruppe-Palis-
tina indicate that the local Party organization concerned itself mainly
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with the Nazification of Germans in Palestine and with the promo-
tion of German trade. There exists a great deal of correspondence be-
tween Cornelius Schwarz, the Landeskreisleiter (regional leader) in
Palestine, and the Aussenhandelsamt der Auslandsorganisation (For-
eign Trade Office of the Overseas Organization) of the NSDAP on
trade matters between Germany and Palestine.’” The records also
indicate that the local Party organization usually had an empty trea-
sury because its income, mainly from membership dues, was sent to
AO headquarters in Germany.**

British authorities were satisfied that the activities of the
NSDAP in Palestine were being conducted exclusively within the
German communities and that the Palestinian Germans were not
engaged in subversive activities. This is evident in a House of Com-
mons debate on the subject in June, 1934. The German ambassador
in London, Hoesch, followed the debate and reported to Berlin that
the British government was satisfied with the loyalty of Germans in
Palestine, and that rumors of Nazi assistance to the Arabs were un-
founded.® A Palestine police report of June, 1936, concluded that
German propaganda interest in Palestine was negligible and observed
that the object of the Nazis in Palestine was to Nazify German set-
tlers, not Arabs.® The same report stated, “It is understood that
members are forbidden to interfere in local politics, to wear uni-
forms, or to display badges, and, although lectures may be attended
by other than Germans, non-Germans have not so far been admitted
as members.” The refusal of the NSDAP in Palestine to involve itself
in domestic politics and British satisfaction with this policy are re-
ferred to in a letter from the local branch leader for Haifa, Friedrich
Wagner, to Cornelius Schwarz in January, 1937. Wagner observed
that when the Arab revolt broke out the year before, British authori-
ties in Palestine had communicated to German consular officials
their satisfaction that the German communities, particularly the
NSDAP, had not been involved.

The Arab Revolt of 1936

In 1936, a number of apparently unconnected Arab attacks on Jews,
followed in some cases by Jewish reprisals, culminated in a serious
riot in Jaffa on April 19.¢ These disorders were followed by the proc-
lamation of an Arab general strike by the Higher Committee and by
the Arab National Committees that were set up in the principal
towns. The Higher Committee, consisting of ten men under the
presidency of the Mufti, was established after the outbreak of vio-
lence, and it assumed control over the National Committees, the or-
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ganization of the general strike and the general direction of the Arab
cause.® The Higher Committee announced that the strike would
continue until the British administration agreed to suspend Jewish
immigration as a sign of its intention to implement the demands
submitted by the Arab delegation in November, 1935.%

Armed Arab bands began to form throughout the country. At
first, they were under the control of the local National Committees,
but later they became virtually independent units. Initially, they
concentrated on mining and barricading roads, cutting telegraph
wires, derailing trains and cutting the oil pipeline running across
northern Palestine to Haifa. The attention of neighboring Arab states
was drawn into the conflict, as so-called Committees for the De-
fense of Palestine were established in Damascus, Baghdad, Beirut
and Amman. Volunteers from Syria and Iraq arrived to join the Arab
revolt, and Palestine soon became the focus and symbol of Arab na-
tionalism and its struggle against Anglo-French imperialism and
Zionism.

For most observers, the immediate cause of the revolt was the
dramatic increase in Jewish immigration to Palestine as a result of
events in Germany.* In 1930, 4,944 Jews immigrated to Palestine,
followed by 4,075 in 1931. In 1932, the figure rose to 9,553, after
which it increased dramatically to 30,327 in 1933, 42,356 in 1934,
and 61,458 in 1935.% This put the National Home beyond the point
of no return and brought the Arab community to the realization that
drastic action was necessary in order to compel the Mandatory power
to limit or prevent further Jewish immigration.” The Jewish popula-
tion in Palestine, which had numbered only about 55,000 in 1919,
had increased to 160,000 by 1929, and to almost 400,000 by 1937.%®
Moreover, the increase in Jewish immigration meant an increase in
Jewish land purchases that, according to the Arab leadership, threat-
ened to undermine the economic basis of Palestinian Arab existence.
In short, the Arabs of Palestine viewed their position as being gradu-
ally reduced to that of an impotent minority and felt that they were
slowly becoming foreigners in their own land under the sway of an
alien people whose intellectual, political and financial resources
were superior to their own.*

Events in other parts of the Arab world added to the difficulty of
maintaining a Palestinian peace. Britain and France made several at-
tempts during the 1920s and 1930s to placate Arab nationalism and
its frustrated goal of independence. Britain granted nominal forms of
independence to Egypt in 1922 and again in 1936, as well as to Trans-
jordan in 1928 and Iraq in 1930, while France granted limited self-
government to Syria in 1932 and to the new Lebanese Republic in
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1936. In each of these countries, Britain and France retained control
over defense and foreign affairs. By 1936, the Arabs of Palestine found
themselves in the humiliating position of being the only Arab com-
munity without any vestige of self-rule, except in municipal affairs.”

In Germany the Arab revolt was greeted with almost total indif-
ference. The press tended to be mildly critical of past British policy,
although probably no more so than many British newspapers and
certainly without any intention of lending moral support to the Arab
cause. Reports from the British Embassy in Berlin during the spring
and summer of 1936 indicate that the German press refrained from
taking an anti-British, pro-Arab position. In a note to the British For-
eign Office on May 27, British Ambassador Phipps described the cov-
erage of the revolt by Der Angriff, the Berliner Tageblatt, the Bérsen
Zeitung and the Deutsche Diplomatisch-Politische Korrespondenz.”
He noted that the press in Germany attempted to contrast the disor-
ders in other parts of the world, including Palestine, with the peace
and stability prevailing in Germany. He observed that many news-
papers in Germany blamed the Soviet Union for abetting the revolt
and, at the same time, called on Britain to do everything to reconcile
Jews and Arabs. An article by Alfred Rosenberg appeared in the Vélk-
ischer Beobachter in June, 1936, in which he criticized the hitherto
one-sided support that Great Britain had been giving to the Zionists
and the neglect of legitimate Arab demands.” Rosenberg argued that
Britain could be more sensitive to Arab wishes and still remain loyal
to the spirit of the Balfour Declaration, which, he argued, was sup-
posed to be the basis of a Jewish national homeland in Palestine and
not the pretext for transforming Palestine into an exclusively Jewish
state. Rosenberg’s arguments reflected the overall German policy on
the Palestine question during the 1930s; a Jewish minority in a
British-governed and Arab-dominated Palestine was the status quo
that the Hitler regime sought to maintain.

There does not appear to have been much discussion or debate
in German government circles over the Arab revolt and general strike.
The attempts of Arab leaders to secure German weapons for the Pal-
estinian insurgents and Germany'’s refusal to grant such assistance,
as well as the strict neutrality of the Paliastinadeutsche in the con-
flict, indicate that Germany maintained a policy of noninvolvement
in Palestinian affairs. Fritz Grobba, the German ambassador in Iragq,
received requests from Arab sources during the early months of the
revolt in 1936 for weapons and other supplies for Arab insurgents in
Palestine. One such plea for assistance came in December, 1936,
from Fauzi Kaoukji, a former officer in the Iraqi army who com-
manded Arab units in Palestine during the revolt.” Kaoukji requested
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large amounts of German weapons, to be purchased on credit and
eventually paid for by the Mufti’s Higher Committee and by wealthy
Arab businessmen. Grobba dealt with this request as he had dealt
with previous Arab requests for German arms assistance. After ex-
pressing Germany’s sympathy for Arab self-determination in Pales-
tine, he stated that Germany wished to maintain friendly relations
with Great-Britain and that material assistance to the Arab rebel-
lion in Palestine would have a negative impact on Anglo-German
relations.

Early in January, 1937, Grobba was visited by members of the
Mufti’s Higher Committee who hoped to secure German arms and
money for future efforts in Palestine.” Although the Peel Commis-
sion had not yet finished its deliberations in Palestine, and its rec-
ommendations were not published until six months later, there was
anticipation in the Middle East and in Europe that the Commission
would recommend the creation of an independent Jewish state in at
least part of Mandatory Palestine. This was evident in the way in
which the representatives of the Higher Committee presented their
appeal to Grobba. They repeatedly emphasized that an independent
Jewish state in Palestine would not be in Germany’s interest, as it
would be Germany’s natural enemy, while an independent Arab state
in all of Palestine would be Germany’s natural ally. After observing
that Germany was the only Great Power in which the Arab world
could place its trust, they requested financial and arms assistance.
Grobba replied that Germany, while sympathizing with the Arab
position in Palestine, wished above all to have good relations with
Great Britain and therefore could not actively support the Arab re-
volt against British authority.” In Berlin, the Foreign Office concurred
with the position Grobba had been taking throughout the months of
violence in Palestine. In its telegram to Grobba on January s, 1937,
the Orient-Abteilung conveyed the following instructions:

Moreover, your point of view, which you have already expressed
to Fauzi Kaoukji, is endorsed here entirely. We cannot become
involved in the current conflict. Any form of official German
support cannot, therefore, be approved. Should the matter be
brought to you again, we ask you to take the same position, in
the same careful manner, as in the past, but with the usual
expressions of sympathy for their cause.”

It is difficult to trace the origin of the weapons used by Arab in-
surgents in Palestine during the first phase of the revolt in 1936 and
during the subsequent unrest and violence in 1937, 1938 and 1939.
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The most likely and immediate sources of weapons and financial as-
sistance were neighboring Arab states. According to H. P. Rice, the
deputy inspector-general in Palestine in 1936, large sums of money
had been collected in Egypt, Lebanon and Syria by the Mufti’s Cen-
tral Relief Committee for the Arab cause in Palestine.” In August,
1936, Consul-General Dohle reported to Berlin that weapons and
ammunition were coming into Palestine from neighboring Trans-
jordan, in spite of Amir Abdullah’s efforts to mediate between the
rebels and British authorities.” In October, Grobba reported from
Baghdad that, according to his information, the Palestinian rebels
were well armed with Belgian and English weapons.” He noted that
the weapons had originally been procured by an Anglo-Belgian con-
sortium for the Ethiopian government in its war against Italy, but
that one ship had been diverted to Saudi Arabia after the Italian vic-
tory and that the Saudi government had transferred the weapons to
Palestine via Transjordan.

Britain suspected Italian and Soviet assistance to the Arabs. Ac-
cording to a German Embassy report from London in June, 1936,
there had been a prolonged debate on Palestine in the House of Com-
mons on June 16, during which the government had alluded to sus-
pected Italian and Soviet assistance to the Arabs in Palestine.® Déhle
was also convinced that many of the weapons used by Palestinian
Arabs were Russian in origin, although he did not indicate exactly
what led him to this conclusion.®! In early 1937, he again reported to
Berlin on his suspicions about Russian assistance to the Arabs of Pal-
estine and forwarded a report from an unnamed agent to support his
contention.®* The report referred to the Mufti and his organization
and provided the following unsubstantiated information:

The elite units of the said Arab terror organization are moving
more and more under Russian influence. With Russian help,
the Arab guerrillas have come to possess good, modern weap-
ons by now. . . . After the recent visit of a Soviet Russian trade
representative in Jaffa, the possibilities of Russian weapons de-
liveries for the Arabs via the southern Palestine coast have
been discussed. In view of the intense supervision of Greek
ships, which played a role in weapons smuggling during the
recent unrest, agreements were concluded for the use of Egyp-
tian sailboats.

It seems certain that Italy provided at least financial assistance
to the Palestinian Arabs during and after the outbreak of the 1936
revolt. According to a British Colonial Office report, in July, 1936,



104 Rejection of an Arab Connection

the British government had reason to suspect that Italian consular
authorities in Palestine and elsewhere in the Middle East were pro-
viding money and arms to the Arab rebels in Palestine.* These sus-
picions were expressed by the British chargé d’affairs in Rome during
discussions with Ciano in September, 1936.* Ciano denied these al-
legations. Grobba also suspected Italian activity in Palestine and
mentioned the subject during his conversations with Fauzi Kaoukji
in Baghdad in December, 1936.* Although Fauzi denied receiving
Italian help, he did admit that such assistance had been offered to
him, but said he had refused to take it because of traditional Arab
distrust of Italy.

In 1934, Mussolini began a campaign to improve the image of
Italy in the Arab world in preparation for his forthcoming adventure
in Ethiopia. Previous repressive policies in Libya were scrapped, and
a new public works program, which included the building of schools
and hospitals, was initiated. Mussolini was interested in winning
Arab sympathy for Italy at the expense of Britain and France. His
chief concern was to neutralize Arab ties to England, Italy’s chief
rival in the eastern Mediterranean and eastern Africa. The Palestin-
ian turmoil provided him with an opportunity to do this and to tie
England down while he waged war against Ethiopia. In 1934, the Ital-
ian radio station at Bari in southern Italy began broadcasting daily
Arabic-language programs with a decidedly anti-British propaganda
line. This was intensified during the revolt in 1936, and the propa-
ganda war in the Mediterranean became one of the major points of
friction in Anglo-Italian relations during the late 1930s.* Relations
were cultivated with Shakib Arslan, the Syrian nationalist in Ge-
neva referred to above. There is also evidence that the Mufti did re-
ceive money from Italy throughout the late 1930s. In September,
1940, Ciano told the German ambassador in Rome that he had main-
tained relations with the Mufti for years and had provided the Mufti
with substantial financial aid from one of his secret funds.?’ In April,
1939, Ciano told Goring that Italian money had been paying for
arms that were being smuggled into Palestine from Syria.®®

This study is not an attempt to establish definitively the scope
of alleged Italian and Russian involvement in the Palestinian revolt.
However, it can be demonstrated with reasonable certainty that Ger-
many was not involved in the Palestine conflict in 1936 and 1937.
There is evidence of limited financial aid to the Mufti from Canaris’s
Abwehr (Counterintelligence) briefly in late 1938 and in 1939, a
matter discussed below. For this chapter, it is sufficient to demon-
strate that Germany refused to provide money and weapons to the
Arab rebels in Palestine in 1936 and 1937.
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It would be useful here to consider German policy on arms ex-
ports during the 1930s. German law prohibited the export of arms
until the end of 193 5. According to the Gesetz iiber Kriegsgerit (Law
on War Material) of July 27, 1927, import and export of weapons was
forbidden.® The Gesetz liber Aus- und Einfuhr von Kriegsgerit (Law
on Export and Import of War Material) of November 6, 1935, legal-
ized and regulated the export of German arms.* Paragraphs 1 and 2
of the law delegated responsibility for the export of arms in the fol-
lowing way:

§1: The export and import of war materials (weapons, muni-
tions and other equipment) is allowable only with special
permission, which the Reichskommissar fiir Aus- und Ein-
fuhrbewilligung [Commissioner for Export and Import Allow-
ance), in agreement with the Reichskriegsminister [Minister of
War|, grants.

§2: The Reichskommissar fiir Aus- und Einfuhrbewilligung
will publish in the Deutscher Reichsanzeiger and the Preu-
ssischer Staatsanzeiger a list of war materials that only with
his permission will be made available for export and import.

Paragraph 3 contained a provision for the punishment of anyone at-
tempting to sell weapons abroad, outside of established channels.
Thus, the new law ruled out private deals in the world arms trade
and specified that all arms transactions had to go through the appro-
priate agencies of the government.*

According to the statistics of the Handelspolitische Abteilung
(Commercial Policy Department) of the German Foreign Office, Ger-
many exported relatively few weapons to Arab countries in the
Middle East between 1936 and 1939.” The statistics also show that
Palestine received a small quantity of rifle and machine-gun am-
munition in 1936 and 1937. In keeping with the noninvolvement
policy of 1936 and 1937, it is unlikely that the ammunition was con-
traband intended for the Arab insurgents. Yemen was the only Arab
country to receive a sizable amount of small arms and ammunition
from Germany in 1936 and 1937, and it is possible that some of this
material eventually ended up in Palestine.” These statistics, and the
overall German arms trade in the Middle East from 1937 to 1939, are
discussed in greater detail below. It is sufficient to note here that
Germany refrained from providing financial or military assistance to
the Arab revolt in 1936 and 1937; this was in keeping with its policy
of noninvolvement in the Palestinian conflict, general aloofness
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from the Arab cause and continuing desire to avoid antagonizing
Great Britain.*

Finally, it is necessary to examine briefly the position of the Pa-
listinadeutsche during the violence of 1936. As observed above, the
German communities in Palestine were caught in the middle of
Arab-Jewish hostilities, and they were vulnerable to pressures from
both sides. The dilemma was described in an article in Die Warte
des Tempels in June, 1936:

In a sense, the Germans in Palestine find themselves at the
moment in an especially difficult position. Although they are
in no way involved in the political conflicts of the British,
Arabs and Jews, they are nevertheless carefully scrutinized by
all sides for their behavior and their sympathies and antipa-
thies. The course of events during the last several years has
generated a very lively sympathy among Palestinian Arabs for
German National Socialism, which repeatedly manifests itself
during the current unrest, so that cars with passengers who are
recognized as Germans, even in the most remote regions and
communities, remain unmolested and, beyond that, are cause
for joyful demonstrations with cries such as "long live Ger-
many,” "“long live Adolf Hitler,” etc., which understandably if
also completely incorrectly serves as evidence for the Jewish
side for the “correctness” of the widespread but completely
senseless opinion that Germany has its hand in the Palestinian
game. On the other hand, there is the fact that in the current
unrest, German disregard of the anti-Jewish boycott efforts of
the Arabs by selling vegetables and eggs to Jews is considered
wrong by the Arabs and a form of partisanship in favor of the
Jews. In the face of such conceptions, it appears necessary
again to establish that the position of the Germans in Palestine
can only be one of complete neutrality toward all political
questions in the country, in the future as it has been in the
past.”

The personal sympathies of most Palistinadeutsche were no
doubt on the side of the Arabs.* They shared with their Arab neigh-
bors the fear that continued Jewish immigration ultimately threat-
ened their existence in Palestine. A Jewish-dominated Palestine
would pose considerable problems for a German minority, at least as
long as National Socialism prevailed in Germany. The forced emigra-
tion of Jews from Germany might be countered by a similar removal
of Germans from a future Jewish Palestine. However, German con-
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sular authorities and NSDAP officials in Palestine were in complete
agreement that the strict neutrality of the German communities in
Palestine was essential. In a note to Berlin on July 7, 1936, Déhle
referred to an understanding he had reached with Cornelius Schwarz,
the NSDAP-Landeskreisleiter in Palestine, to this effect.”” In the
same report, Dohle told of repeated Arab attempts to secure money
and weapons through the German Consulate-General, overtures he
politely rejected. He concluded with further assurances that all Ger-
mans in Palestine would continue to avoid Arab gestures of friend-
ship in order not to arouse British suspicions.

The article in Die Warte des Tempels alluded to the problems
that neutrality created for the Palistinadeutsche. While relations
with the Jewish community since 1933 had deteriorated signifi-
cantly because of events in Germany, neutrality also led to friction
in Arab-German relations. At times, the Arabs tried to pressure the
Templers into making financial contributions or providing German
land for bases of operations or for hiding weapons and wounded in-
surgents. In many cases, the German settlers found it difficult to re-
fuse. The agricultural produce of the German settlements, in some
areas already subjected to a general Jewish boycott, could have been
boycotted by the Arabs, thus damaging the livelihood of the Templer
settlements further. The dependence of German farmers on Arab la-
bor made them vulnerable to Arab pressure through strikes. In May,
1936, members of the Arab Strike Committee of Nazareth visited
the nearby Templer colony of Betlehem and asked for contributions
to the Arab strike fund. The Templers refused, explaining that they
were neutral in the conflict. In retaliation, the Arab workers on the
Templer farms in Betlehem went on strike. The situation became
tense, and relations between the German colonists at Betlehem and
their Arab neighbors deteriorated. The local NSDAP leaders went to
the district police to request police protection for the colony after a
German settler was attacked by an Arab worker with a knife. A com-
promise was reached when the Templers agreed to donate £pal 6o to
an Arab charity, which enabled them to maintain their official policy
of neutrality.*®

Similar difficulties arose for the Temple settlement of Sarona
near Jaffa, where colonists were also forced to seek police protec-
tion.” Consul-General Dohle supported the pleas for increased po-
lice protection for the German colonies for security reasons as well
as to demonstrate to the British administration that the Palastina-
deutsche were trying to be neutral in the conflict. Nevertheless, he
regretted that special police protection tended to identify the Ger-
man communities even more closely with the British administra-
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tion and thus intensify Arab suspicions of German collaboration
with the British and the Zionists.!” The German dilemma was to
prove to British authorities that they were not actively supporting
the Arab rebellion and to the Arabs that they were not in league with
the Zionists and the British. In the midst of this situation, the eco-
nomic well-being of the German settlements was deteriorating as a
result of pressures, strikes and boycotts from one side or the other.!!

The recommendations of the Peel Commission in July, 1937, set
off a debate within government and Party circles in Berlin over past
attitudes and policies toward the Palestine question. The possibility
of an independent Jewish state generated a full-scale reevaluation of
the previous support for the Zionist option as part of the regime’s
Jewish policy. At the same time, the intensity of the Arab revolt in
Palestine since 1936, coupled with the general unrest and discontent
throughout the Arab world, led to a reassessment of the policy of in-
difference toward the Arab national movement in Palestine and else-
where in the Middle East. Some feared that Germany was needlessly
incurring the enmity of the entire Arab world for its indifference to
the aims of Arab nationalism, reluctance to oppose Anglo-French
domination in the Middle East and tacit support and abetment of
Zionist immigration into Palestine.



7. The Peel Partition Plan and the
Question of a Jewish State

The Peel Commission Report of July, 1937

The Royal Commission arrived in Palestine on November 11, 1936,
and finished its work there on January 17, 1937.! It had been ap-
pointed on August 7, 1936, and charged with the following tasks:

To ascertain the underlying causes of the disturbances which
broke out in Palestine in the middle of April; to inquire into
the manner in which the Mandate for Palestine is being imple-
mented in relation to the obligations of the Mandatory toward
the Arabs and the Jews respectively; and to ascertain whether,
upon a proper construction of the terms of the Mandate, either
the Arabs or the Jews have any legitimate grievances upon ac-
count of the way in which the Mandate has been or is being
implemented; and if the Commission is satisfied that any such
grievances are well-founded, to make recommendations for
their removal and for the prevention of their recurrence.?

In Palestine, the Commission heard sixty witnesses at thirty public
sessions and fifty-three witnesses at forty private sessions.* No Arab
witnesses testified before the Commission until after the Mufti’s
Higher Committee ended its boycott of the Commission on Janu-
ary 6, 1937. Upon its return to London in late January, the Commis-
sion held further sessions, at which persons holding official posi-
tions or high offices of state appeared as witnesses. On July 7, 1937,
the findings and recommendations of the Commission were pub-
lished in London.

Since the Arabs had rejected the postwar status quo in Palestine
and had rebelled in 1936, the Peel Commission was more interested
in the evidence given by the Arab side. The Commission summa-
rized the Arab position as follows: “They deny the validity of the
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Balfour Declaration. They have never admitted the right of the Powers
to entrust a Mandate to Great Britain. They hold that the authority
exercised by the Mandatory is inconsistent with the Covenant of the
League of Nations and with the principle of self-determination em-
bodied in that Covenant.”* The Arab witnesses maintained that the
rights and position of Arabs in Palestine had been prejudiced by the
fall in their numerical proportions from about 90% in 1922 to about
70% in 1936. They argued that their aspirations to self-rule and na-
tional independence had been frustrated by the Mandate system and
that implementation of the Balfour Declaration threatened their na-
tional existence through the massive immigration of an alien people.
The Commission report concluded that the two basic postwar facts
of life in Palestine, namely, the British Mandate and the Balfour Dec-
laration, were the underlying causes of the Arab revolt in 1936 and of
the previous disturbances of 1920, 1921, 1929 and 1933. The desire
of the Arabs of Palestine for national independence and their hatred
and fear of the creation of a Jewish National Home were incompati-
ble with those two postwar realities.®

While Arab grievances stemmed from the Mandate system in
which the Balfour Declaration was embodied, Jewish grievances
were based on a conviction that the Mandate system was not being
faithfully carried out and that British authorities were obstructing
the establishment of the National Home.® It was charged that British
officials displayed pro-Arab proclivities and that the administration
tolerated subversive activities, especially those of the Mufti of Jeru-
salem. Furthermore, British authorities were criticized for not mak-
ing more land available to Jewish development, for not facilitating
Jewish immigration, for not opening up Transjordan for Jewish set-
tlement and for generally failing to ensure public security.

The Commission report concluded that the irreconcilability of
Arab and Jewish nationalism, and of Arab nationalism and continued
British rule, necessitated a drastic revision of the postwar settlement
in Palestine. This conclusion was based in part on the realization
that the wartime promises to Arabs and Jews had been contradictory
and that neither the Jewish nor the Arab community was prepared to
accept minority status in an independent Palestine. The report
opined:

Nor do we suggest that the obligations Britain undertook to-
wards the Arabs and the Jews some twenty years ago have lost
in moral or legal weight through what has happened since.
The trouble is that they have proved irreconcilable; and, as far
ahead as we can see, they must continue to conflict. To put it
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in one sentence, we cannot—in Palestine as it now is—both
concede the Arab claim to self-government and secure the es-
tablishment of the Jewish National Home. Manifestly the prob-
lem cannot be solved by giving the Arabs or the Jews all they
want. The answer to the question “Which of them in the end
will govern Palestine?’”” must surely be “Neither.” We do not
think that any fairminded statesman would suppose, now that
the hope of harmony between the races has proved untenable,
that Britain ought either to hand over to Arab rule 400,000
Jews; or that, if the Jews should become majority, a million or
so of Arabs should be handed over to their rule. But, while nei-
ther race can justly rule all Palestine, we see no reason why, if
it were practicable, each race should not rule part of it.”

The Commission report recommended the termination of the
British Mandate over Palestine on the basis of a plan of partition. A
new British Mandate was to be established over the area surrounding
Jerusalem and Bethlehem, with access to the sea provided by a cor-
ridor to Jaffa. Small enclaves around the cities of Haifa, Safad, Naza-
reth, Acre and Tiberias in the north and along the Gulf of Aqaba in
the south would be included in the new Mandate. An independent
Jewish state was to be created where most Jewish settlements ex-
isted. It was to include the fertile coastal plain and most of Galilee in
the north. The rest of the country was to be united with Transjordan
to form a large, independent Arab state. Treaties of alliance, similar
to the Anglo-Iraqi and the Franco-Syrian examples, were to be nego-
tiated between Britain and the Arab and Jewish states.

The partition scheme generated little support among the inter-
ested parties.® The Arabs in Palestine and the neighboring Arab states
rejected the plan almost immediately, although Amir Abdullah and
some of the followers of the Nashashibi party in Palestine were will-
ing at one point to accept the plan.® The Zionist Congress, meeting
at Ziirich in August, 1937, approved the principle of partition, but
rejected as inadequate the borders proposed in the Commission re-
port. In London, Parliament showed little enthusiasm for partition,
and government support for the plan was weak and temporary. Both
Houses of Parliament debated on July 20 and 21 and, after much op-
position, agreed to put the plan before the Mandates Commission of
the League of Nations. The League began its deliberations over the
partition plan on July 30 and adopted it on August 18. Moreover, op-
position to partition was prevalent within the British administration
in Palestine.

The Arab revolt broke out once again almost immediately after
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the publication of the Peel report in July. In December, the British
government made public a statement to the high commissioner in
Palestine that they did not consider themselves bound to a policy of
partition.”® A technical commission under Sir John Woodhead was
appointed by London in late February, 1938, and dispatched to Pales-
tine a month later. Its task was to work out the details of a practical
partition scheme that would be acceptable to all parties concerned.
In its report of October, 1938, the Woodhead Commission was un-
able to recommend a workable partition plan. One month later, Brit-
ain officially dropped the idea of partition.' In reality, partition as a
solution to the Palestine conflict had for all practical purposes been
scrapped by the end of 1937, only to be revived again ten years later
by the United Nations.

The German Foreign Office and the Question of a Jewish State

As the Peel Commission conducted its investigations in Palestine in
late 1936 and early 1937, German policy was still geared to the pro-
motion of Jewish emigration, with Palestine as a preferred destina-
tion. This policy is evident in discussions on the Jewish question
that took place at the Ministry of the Interior on September 29,
1936.'> The meeting was attended by representatives of the Interior
Ministry, the Ministry of Economics, and the office of the Stellver-
treter des Fiihrers (Deputy of the Fiihrer). Sommer, head of the office
of the Stellvertreter des Fiihrers, opened the discussions with a state-
ment reiterating the goal of National Socialist policy of removing all
Jews from Germany. State Secretary Dr. Stuckart of the Interior Min-
istry agreed with Sommer’s statement and noted that restlose Aus-
wanderung (total emigration) was the goal his Ministry was pursu-
ing and that all efforts in the area of Jewish policy had to be directed
toward this end. The representatives of the Ministry of Economics
argued that, to achieve these ends, the economic livelihood of Ger-
many’s Jews had to be maintained so that they would be eligible for
admission to other countries. All of the representatives at the meet-
ing expressed support for the efforts of the Zionist Umschulungsla-
ger to retrain and prepare German Jews for emigration.

The discussions turned to the question of destination countries
for German Jewish emigrants. Stuckart suggested that it was neces-
sary to determine which receiver countries were best in terms of
overall German interests. He touched upon a question of policy that
was to be central to the Palestine debate in Germany in 1937. It
would have to be determined whether Germany’s interests were best
served by the dispersion of German Jews throughout the world or
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whether they should be concentrated as much as possible in one
or several areas. There was little that Germany could do to direct
the flow of Jewish emigrants to any particular part of the world. As
Stuckart noted, Palestine was the only destination over which Ger-
many possessed some degree of control, due primarily to the Haavara
agreement. He summarized previous emigration policy and the im-
portance of Palestine in that policy:

It must be made clear in which direction the stream of Jewish
emigration should be steered. In this context, it must be re-
membered that German Jews generally will be more advanced
than the inhabitants of destination countries; this is particu-
larly so in the South American countries. Therefore, we cannot
exclude the possibility that the Jews, once in those countries,
will soon rise to positions of influence and establish there an
economic class hostile toward Germany. For this reason, the
past emigration of Jews in the first instance to Palestine has
been promoted.

Dr. Blome of the office of the Stellvertreter des Fiihrers observed
that Jewish emigration was of paramount importance and that, for
this reason, emigration policy should not be wholly dependent upon
Palestine as a destination. All of the representatives at the meeting
agreed that emigration had to be promoted by all means available
and concluded that this could be most effectively done without re-
gard to the Zielland (destination country) of the emigrants. Thus,
the removal of Jews from Germany was of greater importance than
their eventual destination. Germany would take advantage of immi-
gration possibilities for German Jews wherever they existed. This
also meant that Zerstreuung (dispersion) rather than Konzentration
(concentration) would be the result of this strategy in Jewish emigra-
tion policy.

During the deliberations of the Peel Commission, there was
much speculation in Europe and the Middle East about the future of
Palestine in light of the conflicting claims and goals of Arab and Jew-
ish nationalism. There was little doubt that significant changes were
in the offing due to the breakdown of order in 1936 and the apparent
improbability of arriving at a solution based on the status quo. Al-
though the recommendations of the Peel Commission were not made
public until July, 1937, there appeared to be a consensus by January
that a future settlement might include an independent Jewish state
in at least part of Mandatory Palestine. The German Foreign Office
was aware of this possibility as early as January 9, when Walther
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Hinrichs of Referat Deutschland sent a memorandum to the office of
the state secretary, warning him that a recommendation for an inde-
pendent Jewish state might emerge from the deliberations of the Peel
Commission." Hinrichs noted that the political solidarity, and there-
fore influence, of world Jewry had grown considerably in the recent
past, which, coupled with the course of the recent World Jewish
Congress and the deliberations of the British Royal Commission,
demonstrated that the idea of a Jewish state was being promoted
with great energy and that its realization was being carefully pre-
pared. He went on to criticize past indifference in the Foreign Office
to the possibility of an independent Jewish state in Palestine and
concluded by suggesting that government and Party agencies be
made aware of the strategic and ideological dangers posed by an inde-
pendent Jewish state, which he summarized as follows: “In this con-
nection it must be observed that a Jewish state in Palestine would
strengthen Jewish influence throughout the world to unpredictable
heights. Just as Moscow is the center for the Comintern, Jerusalem
would become the center of a Jewish world organization that could
work through diplomatic channels, as Moscow does.” He concluded
that previous policies of encouraging Jewish emigration to Palestine,
in particular the Haavara agreement, should be reexamined in light
of the new realities in Palestine and that the government of Great
Britain should be informed of German misgivings about a possible
Jewish state in Palestine.

Implicit in Hinrichs’s remarks was the established ideological
doctrine of a Jewish world conspiracy and the resulting National So-
cialist aversion to Zionism and the idea of an independent Jewish
state. According to Nazi logic, international conspiracies are di-
rected from political power bases; a Zionist state in Palestine was
seen as such a base for the alleged Jewish conspiracy, just as Moscow
was the center for international Bolshevism and the Vatican for po-
litical Catholicism. On the other hand, purely strategic considera-
tions necessitated German opposition to an independent Jewish
state. The official anti-Semitism of the National Socialist regime and
the racial foundations of the new Germany would automatically
make an independent Jewish state a natural enemy in international
politics. Biilow-Schwante of Referat Deutschland argued that an in-
dependent Jewish state would be admitted to the League of Nations
and would attach itself to the coalition of states hostile to the new
Germany.*

On January 16, the Ministry of the Interior informed the Foreign
Office that it intended to promote Jewish emigration by all possible
means, but without specifically favoring Palestine as had been done
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in the past.!* This had been agreed upon at the meeting at the Minis-
try of the Interior on September 29, 1936, in the hope that the an-
nual rate of emigration would be increased. There is no indication
that the Interior Ministry was in any way influenced by the delibera-
tions of the Peel Commission or by speculation over a possible Jew-
ish state in Palestine. Nor was there any inclination to reduce Jewish
emigration to Palestine. The chief concern of the Ministry of the In-
terior as the chief authority in emigration matters was to secure the
fastest, most efficient emigration of Jews from Germany through the
utilization of as many receiver countries as possible.

This policy was approved by the Foreign Office, where concern
over the outcome of the Peel Commission deliberations was grow-
ing. Biilow-Schwante reacted favorably to the Interior Ministry note
of January 16, while warning at the same time against too large a
transfer of Jews to Palestine: “The Foreign Office also considers it
necessary to promote the emigration of Jews from Germany, but not
exclusively to Palestine. Therefore, the decisive consideration must
be that it is not in the German interest to contribute to the growth of
Jewish influence in Palestine, through the promotion of the emigra-
tion of highly civilized Jews from Germany, to a level that would
necessarily accelerate the establishment of a Jewish national state or
‘National Home’ under a British Protectorate in Palestine.” '* Biilow-
Schwante further argued that the dispersion of German Jews through-
out the world, and not their concentration in Palestine, should be-
come an essential part of German foreign policy. He reasoned that
Germany must do everything possible to prevent the creation of an
independent Jewish state in Palestine, one that would possess the
diplomatic means to damage German interests in the world. Thus,
while the Ministry of the Interior viewed emigration policy as an
element of domestic Jewish policy, the Foreign Office was naturally
concerned about the consequences of Jewish emigration on German
foreign policy.

The Orient-Abteilung (Pol. VII) in the Foreign Office shared Re-
ferat-D’s opposition to the creation of an independent Jewish state in
Palestine, albeit with some reservations. First, Pol. VII distinguished
between a Jewish National Home under British control, which had
been accepted by Germany in the past, and an independent Jewish
state as advocated in international Zionist circles and proposed by
the Peel Commission in July, 1937. Referring to Biilow-Schwante’s
January 21 note to the Interior Ministry, Pol. VII took a position on
January 22 that made the distinction clear.!” This position defended
previous policies based on an acceptance of the provisions of the Bal-
four Declaration, namely, the establishment of a Jewish National
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Home in Palestine under British administration, while at the same
time rejecting as dangerous to German interests the possibility of
changing the status quo by creating an independent Jewish state.
Second, Pol. VII concluded that the alarm expressed by Referat-D was
premature and that it was unlikely that the British government would
accept the establishment of a Jewish state in the face of Arab opposi-
tion in Palestine and throughout the Middle East. While recognizing
the danger that large-scale Jewish immigration into Palestine might
contribute to the establishment of a Jewish state in the future, Pol.
VII rejected Biilow-Schwante’s suggestion that Germany conduct an
active diplomatic and propaganda campaign against Zionist efforts to
create a Jewish state, arguing that this would only provide Jewish
propaganda with still more ammunition and thus contribute to the
goal of a Jewish state. Finally, Pol. VII recommended a reexamination
of overall Jewish policy in Germany only if the much talked about
Jewish state should materialize.

In Jerusalem, Consul-General Déhle was as uncertain as Pol. VII
about the outcome of the Peel Commission deliberations and its fu-
ture recommendations. He did not yet share Referat-D’s alarm that a
Jewish state would be included in the recommendations of the Peel
Commission. His reluctance to predict what might happen is evi-
dent in his note to the Foreign Office in Berlin on January 25, in
which he seemed to lean toward the retention of the status quo as
Britain'’s only realistic option.' By the end of March, however, he had
become increasingly concerned about the situation in Palestine and
the possibility of a Jewish state emerging from the recommendations
of the Royal Commission. On March 22, Déhle sent to Berlin a com-
prehensive report on Palestine, including his assessment of past Ger-
man policy, the current situation, the possible recommendations of
the Peel Commission and their potential effect on German interests
and policy."” He began by summarizing German policy up to that
point: “In all of our previous measures, the primary consideration
was the promotion of Jewish emigration from Germany and the
settlement of the emigrating Jews in Palestine.” Doéhle also criti-
cized the Haavara agreement for placing Germany’s trade with Pales-
tine in Jewish hands and lamented the fact that German exports to
Palestine through Haavara did not earn their full value in foreign
currency that the German economy desperately needed. Moreover,
Haavara and the policy of openly encouraging Zionist emigration
from Germany to Palestine were viewed as rousing Arab opinion
against Germany. He noted that Germany had done precious little to
cultivate the strong sympathy in the Arab world for the new Ger-
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many, and German support for Zionist efforts would in the end turn
the Arabs into enemies of Germany.

Dohle also mentioned the negative impact of increased Jewish
immigration to Palestine and the possibility of a Jewish state on the
security and well-being of the Palistinadeutsche. He noted that a
Jewish state would deny both Arabs and Germans a normal life in
Palestine. Reiterating that Germans would be held responsible by
the Arab community for a Jewish state, and thus become targets for
Arab hostility, he also pointed to the dangerous reality that most of
the German settlements were in areas with large Jewish populations
and would eventually be included in any territory that might be re-
served for the Jewish state that could emerge from the Peel Commis-
sion recommendations. He concluded that a Jewish state would
probably mean an end to the existence of some or all of the German
colonies and institutions in Palestine. He also pointed to the dangers
of political and economic competition that an independent Jewish
state would pose for Germany in the world and questioned whether
the domestic goal of rapid Jewish emigration from Germany was
worth the sacrifice of important foreign policy interests: “Thus, in
our policy toward Palestine until now, we have consciously sacrificed
all of the elements, which in other countries are essential for the
protection of German interests, in favor of the attempt to implement
a policy of promoting Jewish emigration from Germany and the
settlement of the emigrating Jews in Palestine.”

Nevertheless, D6hle was still not entirely convinced that Brit-
ain would risk another Arab rebellion and further alienation of the
Arab world by supporting a recommendation to establish a Jewish
state in Palestine. His uncertainty remained evident in his admis-
sion that either an Arab solution or a compromise solution that re-
tained the status quo with some restrictions on Jewish immigration
would have a negative impact on Jewish emigration from Germany.
Moreover, he shared the opinion of Pol. VII that Referat-D’s sugges-
tion to press Britain to limit Jewish immigration into Palestine and
to prevent the establishment of a Jewish state was undesirable and
unnecessary. He recommended a reassessment of Germany’s priori-
ties in the Jewish question so that legitimate foreign policy interests
would no longer be sacrificed to the process of Jewish emigration to
Palestine. Dohle did not recommend an end to Jewish emigration
from Germany to Palestine. He was merely suggesting the same line
agreed upon at the Interior Ministry on September 29, 1936, and en-
dorsed by Pol. VII and Referat-D, that less emphasis be placed on Pal-
estine as a preferred destination for emigrating Jews and that Ger-
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man Jews be dispersed throughout the world. This would reduce the
flow of German Jews to Palestine, while making the likelihood of a
Jewish state in Palestine more remote.

Déhle also suggested a change of attitude toward the Arabs of
Palestine, short of direct material assistance. He argued that the ex-
isting Arab sympathy for the new Germany and its Fithrer should be
cultivated not through active involvement in Arab politics, but
through the strict avoidance of the appearance of supporting or in
any way contributing to the development of the Jewish National
Home. He insisted that active support for the Arabs was undesirable
and unnecessary because of the dangerous implications it would
pose for relations with England. He reasoned that an end to overt
German encouragement of Zionist efforts in Palestine, such as sig-
nificant changes in the Haavara system, would be enough to ensure
continued Arab sympathy for Germany. At the same time, changes in
Haavara would enable Germany better to protect German settle-
ments and institutions in Palestine and would generally retard jew-
ish efforts to create a viable economic and political base in the
country.

Referat-D wanted to pursue the question of German relations
with the Arab movement in Palestine, beyond the moral support and
reduced cooperation with Zionism proposed by Déhle and Pol. VIL
In a note to Foreign Minister von Neurath in February, 1937, Emil
Schumburg of Referat-D referred to repeated Arab attempts to secure
diplomatic and material assistance from German consular represen-
tatives in the Middle East and called for a review of German policy
toward the Arabs: “In the view of Referat-D the question of whether
it is in the German interest to support in some way (money) the
Arabs in order to create a counterweight to the growing Jewish influ-
ence in Palestine needs further clarification.”* In a note to the Pro-
paganda Ministry one month later, Referat-D praised Mussolini’s
efforts to woo the Arab world and described them as advantageous to
the Rome-Berlin Axis.?* Thus, Referat-D was more inclined to be-
come actively involved on the Arab side in Palestine, and run the
risk of damaging relations with Great Britain, than were the respon-
sible sections in the Politische Abteilung. Both Pol. VII and Pol. VI
(Southeast Europe, including Italy) penciled out all references to
German support for close Italian-Arab collaboration in their copies
of the note to the Propaganda Ministry.

Grobba'’s position on German-Arab relations has already been
outlined above. He opposed the kind of direct support for the Arabs
that Referat-D was considering at the time, and his position on the
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine was generally in agree-
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ment with the views of Dohle, Pol. VIl and Referat-D. He too opposed
the creation of an independent Jewish state in all or part of Palestine.
In April, 1937, during discussions in Baghdad with the British com-
mander-in-chief in Palestine on the crisis in Palestine, Grobba sug-
gested that England’s only solution was to be found in the strict in-
terpretation of the Balfour Declaration and the position that any
implied Jewish state in the promise of a National Home for the Jews
in Palestine could only be a symbolic entity, something similar to
the Vatican in Rome, in which Tel Aviv and the surrounding area
would be given to the Jews as the center of such a symbolic state.?

Two other departments in the Foreign Office were connected
with emigration policy and Palestine. The Auslandsorganisation, in-
corporated into the Foreign Office by Hitler on January 30, 1937, and
representing the interests of the Palistinadeutsche, adamantly op-
posed any increase in Zionist strength in Palestine and the establish-
ment of a Jewish state.* It shared Do6hle’s fears for the future exis-
tence of German colonies and institutions if a Jewish state should be
established in Palestine and considered the Haavara agreement noth-
ing more than a tool for the building up of the National Home and
the ultimate creation of a Jewish state.?* At one point, the AO even
suggested an end to Jewish emigration from Germany altogether so
as to ensure that German interests abroad would not be compro-
mised by hostile German Jews.*

On the other hand, the Handelspolitische Abteilung strongly
supported Jewish emigration to and concentration in Palestine, as
well as the continuation of the Haavara arrangement and its positive
impact on German exports to Palestine and the Middle East. Deputy
Director Carl Clodius outlined the position of his department in a
note to Referat-D on June 11°

As in the past, I am of the opinion that, from an economic
standpoint, the emigration of Jews from Germany, insofar as it
is taking place and must take place, to Palestine is much less
dangerous than the fragmentation of that emigration to a
whole series of countries. The economic damage that Jewish
emigration to Palestine can cause Germany is relatively insig-
nificant; all the more so since the purchase of German goods
by Jewish circles in Palestine will cease at the very moment
that the advantages provided by the Haavara agreement, or a
similar vehicle, no longer exist.

In the same note, Clodius used the same economic arguments in
favor of concentration in Palestine that had been used four years ear-
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lier to justify the Haavara accord. He argued that German Jews in
countries other than Palestine would ardently support the economic
boycott against Germany and would be most effective in doing this,
as the majority of German Jews are involved in business and the
economy. Thus, the Handelspolitische Abteilung and the Ministry
of Economics, as the responsible economic authorities in the ques-
tion of emigration policy, were less concerned about the strategic and
ideological consequences of a Jewish state and desirous of maintain-
ing the increasing flow of German exports to Palestine through Jew-
ish emigration. They wished to continue previous policies without
any changes.

By the end of April, 1937, Referat-D began calling for a unified
policy on the question of a Jewish state in Palestine.” In late April,
Ministry Director von Weizsicker circulated guidelines on future
Palestine policy among the responsible departments in the Foreign
Office.”® He began by reaffirming Germany’s primary interest in pro-
moting Jewish emigration. He added that it was necessary to avoid
concentrating Jews in Palestine, as this would facilitate the creation
of an independent Jewish state, to which all departments were op-
posed at that time. He shared the opinion of Referat-D that the Jews
should be dispersed throughout the world in order to prevent the es-
tablishment of a power base for world Jewry. This would best be
achieved by directing the flow of Jewish emigrants from Germany to
destinations other than Palestine. Finally, he cautioned against tak-
ing any formal diplomatic initiatives with England on the issue.

In spite of rumors that the Peel Commission would recommend
a Jewish state, uncertainty prevailed in Berlin over the outcome of
the Commission’s deliberations. Only Referat-D was inclined to be-
lieve that the Commission would recommend a Jewish state. On
May 24, a meeting was held at the Foreign Office and attended by
representatives of Referat-D, Pol. VII, the Handelspolitische Abtei-
lung and the AO. It was decided that policy guidelines would be is-
sued to the German Embassies in London, Rome and Baghdad and
the German Consulate-General in Jerusalem.” The guidelines were
to be based essentially on those of Weizsacker, but to avoid the spe-
cifics of emigration policy, which would be resolved when the rec-
ommendations of the Peel Commission were made public. There
was an awareness that the complex question of Jewish emigration
policy would require a comprehensive reexamination with the par-
ticipation of other interested ministries and agencies and decisions
from the highest authorities, including Hitler himself. The Ministry
of the Interior, which still controlled the emigration process, and the
Ministry of Economics, which was involved in emigration proce-
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dures through its role in the financial aspects of Jewish emigration
and the Haavara system, would be important factors in future dis-
cussions. The SD, which at that time was beginning to clamor for a
centralization of authority in Jewish policy as well as a greater role
for itself in the formulation of that policy, would also have to be
considered.*

On June 1, Foreign Minister von Neurath issued the following
policy guidelines to the German Embassies in London and Baghdad
and to the German Consulate-General in Jerusalem:

1. The establishment of a Jewish state or a Jewish-controlled
Staatsgebilde [state organization| under British Mandate au-
thority is not in the German interest, for a Palestine state
could not absorb world Jewry, but would provide instead an
additional, internationally recognized power base for inter-
national Jewry, rather like the Vatican state for political Ca-
tholicism or Moscow for the Comintern.

2. There exists a German interest in strengthening the Arabs
as a counterweight against the constantly growing power of
Jewry.

3. It cannot be assumed that a direct German intervention
would substantially influence the development of the Pales-
tine question. All the same, it is recommended that inter-
ested foreign governments not be completely left in the dark
about our views.*!

The guidelines contained supplementary instructions for each of the
three consular missions. The Embassy in London was instructed to
inform the British government that Germany'’s past support for Jew-
ish emigration to Palestine was not intended to facilitate the crea-
tion of an independent Jewish state.’? In Baghdad, Grobba was cau-
tioned that a new attitude toward the Arab cause did not mean
material assistance or specific commitments of other active support
for the Arab cause in Palestine or elsewhere. Finally, Dohle was in-
formed that the points brought up in his lengthy report of March 22
would serve as a basis for a comprehensive reexamination of emigra-
tion policies and the Haavara agreement in the near future.

An indication of the issues that were to be raised in the forth-
coming policy review was provided by a Foreign Office circular dis-
tributed to all consular missions abroad on June 22, 1937.* The cir-
cular was prepared by Biillow-Schwante of Referat-D. It contained
background information on the Palestine problem, the Peel Com-
mission, Zionist aspirations and Arab resistance, relations with Brit-
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ain and the attitudes and policies of France and Italy as interested
Mediterranean powers. The circular noted that these factors had led
the Foreign Office to begin a reassessment of previous German pol-
icy on Palestine:

Until now, the primary goal of German Jewish policy was to
promote the emigration of Jews from Germany by all possible
means. To this end, even foreign currency sacrifices were made.
Through the conclusion of a transfer agreement with Palestine
(the so-called Haavara Treaty) it is possible for Jews emigrating
to Palestine to use a portion of their assets in the form of Ger-
man exports to Palestine to build a new existence there. This
German position, dictated entirely by domestic considerations,
which in practice promotes the consolidation of Jewry in Pales-
tine, and thus facilitates the building of a Jewish state, could
lead one to the conclusion that Germany favors the establish-
ment of a Jewish state in Palestine.

According to the circular, the Jewish question, with its emphasis on
the speedy removal of Jews from Germany, had always been treated
as a purely domestic issue. It questioned the wisdom of placing the
emphasis on the emigration of German Jews rather than their desti-
nation, or simply on the domestic rather than the foreign policy im-
plications. Moreover, the circular warned that it was not enough to
make Germany judenrein, for the Jewish question could not be con-
sidered solved when the last Jew left Germany:

In reality there exists a greater interest in maintaining the dis-
persion of world Jewry. For the Jewish question will not be re-
solved for Germany when there are no longer any Jews in Ger-
many. Rather, developments in recent years have shown us that
internationally Jewry will inevitably be the weltanschauliche
and political opponent of National Socialist Germany. The Jew-
ish question is therefore at the same time one of the most im-
portant problems in German foreign policy. There exists,
therefore, a considerable German interest in the developments
in Palestine. For a Palestine state would not absorb Jewry, but
would instead create for it—along the lines of the Vatican
state—an additional internationally recognized power base,
which could have disastrous consequences for German foreign
policy.
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Thus, the Foreign Office called for a reevaluation of Jewish pol-
icy in Germany with due consideration of its impact on the position
of National Socialist Germany in a hostile world. It reflected real-
istic strategic considerations as well as the ideological foundations
of National Socialism. The former included the recognition of pro-
German sympathies in the Arab world and the potential benefits of
cultivating that sympathy, the negative impact of overt German sup-
port for Zionist efforts on German-Arab relations and the dangers of
an independent Jewish state joining the emerging coalition of states
hostile to the new Germany, while the latter reflected the ideologi-
cal premise of a Jewish world conspiracy. The Neurath guidelines of
June 1 were included in the circular, as well as instructions to all
consular missions to report on Zionist efforts to rally support around
the world for a Jewish state in Palestine.

The Rejection of Diplomatic Initiatives against the Partition Plan

With the publication of the Peel Commission report on July 7, and
its recommendation for an independent Jewish state in part of Pal-
estine, the German government faced several domestic and foreign
policy options in formulating a response. It had become clear even
before July 7 that Germany would refuse to participate in any inter-
national discussions dealing with the partition plan, no doubt out of
fear of making Jewish policy in Germany the subject of debate in any
international conference on Palestine. This was certainly clear in
the Neurath guidelines of June 1. On July 17, Grobba relayed from
Baghdad a request from the Iraqi prime minister for a public state-
ment against the Peel Commission recommendations from a high
official in the German government.** Neurath made the following
marginal comment on the Grobba note: “That is out of the question.
We want to stay out of this discussion.”

Nor was serious consideration given to influencing events in
Palestine through active assistance to the Arab cause. On July 15,
Dohle told the Mufti that too close an identity with the Arab posi-
tion on partition on the part of Germany could have undesirable con-
sequences for both Germany and the Arab cause.** On July 30, Neu-
rath informed Grobba that Arab disunity on the partition question
was another reason for Germany to keep its distance.* Both Weiz-
sicker and Hentig, the new director of Pol. VII, were opposed to the
visit to Berlin by Musa al Alami, a Palestine Arab politician and law-
yer with ties to the Mufti, in August, 1937.*” The visit had been ar-
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ranged by Déhle, and al Alami, who was visiting Germany anyway,
was granted an interview with Hentig on August 26. Although there
are no records of this meeting, one can reasonably assume that Hen-
tig discouraged any efforts al Alami might have made to secure Ger-
man participation in the Arab campaign against the partition scheme.
An unsigned memorandum, probably by Hentig, was circulated in
Pol. VII on August 7 and listed some of the options Germany might
pursue in order to counter the efforts to establish a Jewish state.*®
These included cooperation with other European governments that
might also oppose a Jewish state and financial and military support
for the Arabs in Palestine and elsewhere in the Arab world, notably
Iraq. However, the author warned against the latter course because
of the damage it would cause to Anglo-German relations and be-
cause of what he described as “the notorious political unreliability
of the Arabs.” In a marginal note, Weizsiacker indicated his opposi-
tion to using the Arab cause as a weapon against the proposed Jewish
state.* Finally, Referat-D also indicated its opposition at least to ma-
terial assistance to the Arabs as a means of preventing the Jewish
state. In a memorandum of August 7, Emil Schumburg observed that
Germany could not afford the damage to its relations with Great
Britain that such support would cause.* However, Schumburg did
suggest joint German-Italian diplomatic support for Arab efforts
against the partition plan. He reasoned that a joint initiative could
be undertaken in such a way that British suspicions would not be
aroused and even proposed joint Anglo-German-Italian discussions
on the problem.

Germany did embark on a press campaign in the summer and
autumn of 1937 against the partition plan and the proposed creation
of aJewish state in Palestine.* The German press had already adopted
a more critical attitude toward Great Britain in 1937 as a result of
Hitler’s changing attitudes on Anglo-German relations.** Articles in
the Vélkischer Beobachter blamed the partition plan for renewed
Arab unrest in the summer and autumn of 1937. Britain was criti-
cized for allowing itself to be hurried into a policy that made the sit-
uation more volatile and the solution of the Palestine conflict more
unlikely. The German press expressed much sympathy for Arab re-
sistance to partition and asserted that the Arabs had an incontesta-
ble moral right to protect their country and its Arab character. In
August, the German Consulate-General in Jerusalem reported that
the German press campaign against partition had been enthusi-
astically greeted by the Mufti and Arab public opinion in Palestine.*
On October 26, Neurath received British Ambassador Henderson,
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who complained about the anti-British press campaign over Pales-
tine then raging in Germany.*

Germany was not willing to pressure anti-Semitic governments
in eastern Europe to change their unconditional support for Zionist
emigration to Palestine. Poland and Rumania, the two countries in
eastern Europe outside of the Soviet Union with the largest Jewish
populations, had been ardent supporters of Zionist emigration to
Palestine since the end of World War I. The Polish delegation at the
League of Nations had consistently supported the Zionist cause
throughout the 1920s and 1930s and had periodically applied pres-
sure on Great Britain to allow more Jews into Palestine and to open
up Transjordan for Jewish settlement.** Besides Palestine, the Polish
government was interested in finding other parts of the world ca-
pable of taking in large numbers of Polish and other eastern Euro-
pean Jews, as it was obvious that Palestine was much too small to
absorb more than a small percentage of eastern European Jewry.“
While pressing for maximum Jewish immigration into Palestine, the
Polish government also tried to obtain overseas colonies to serve as
sources of raw materials and as destinations for Jewish emigrants
from Poland.*” In 1937, Poland entered into negotiations with France
in an attempt to secure French approval for a plan to send thousands
of Polish Jews to Madagascar.*

The partition plan of July, 1937, disappointed the Polish and
Rumanian governments. On July 5, two days before the publication
of the plan, the Deutsches Nachrichtenbiiro reported that the Polish
government, already aware of what the Peel report would contain,
approved the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, but was
critical of the relatively small area it would occupy.* The report also
outlined the Polish view that Palestine was a major factor in the so-
lution of the Polish Jewish question. It described the support of the
government for a plan of the New Zionist organization (Revisionist)
of Poland to send 150,000 Polish Jews annually to Palestine. Later
that month, the German Embassy in Bucharest reported the disap-
pointment of the Rumanian government with the small size of the
proposed Jewish state.*® Throughout the summer of 1937, the Polish
government tried to pressure Rumania into joining its efforts to per-
suade Britain to enlarge the proposed Jewish state and to increase
Jewish immigration into Palestine.*!

There does not appear to have been a German effort to persuade
Poland and Rumania to alter their support of mass Jewish emigration
to Palestine and the creation of an independent Jewish state.*? In July,
the German Embassy in Bucharest outlined the German position on
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the partition scheme to officials in the Rumanian Foreign Ministry
and some right-wing politicians.> The German position was met
with little enthusiasm, as evident in the July 28 Embassy report.
In Jerusalem, the Mufti expressed Arab concern to German Vice-
Consul Dittmann over Polish and Rumanian support for a Jewish
state in Palestine and asked for German intervention with both
countries to dissuade them from such support.* Dittmann promised
to relay the information to Berlin, where Referat-D was already try-
ing to organize a diplomatic démarche on the matter vis-a-vis Poland
and Rumania. In a note to the Interior Ministry on August 17, Biillow-
Schwante argued:

It seems to me necessary to dissuade the Polish government,
and especially the Rumanian government, whose foreign min-
ister is currently a reporting member of the Mandates Com-
mission of the League of Nations, from promoting the establish-
ment of a Jewish state out of their single interest in further
settlement possibilities for Jews in Palestine. In my view, it

is even more in the German interest, in cooperation with the
Polish and Rumanian governments, which, like the German
government, have a special interest in the Jewish emigration
problem, to steer Jewish emigration to countries other than
Palestine so as at least not to promote the establishment of a
Jewish state in Palestine.**

Two days later, Referat-D urged Pol. VII to seek Polish cooperation
through the German Embassy in Warsaw in finding destinations
other than Palestine to which Jewish emigrants could be directed.*
Hentig’s marginal notes on Schumburg’s memorandum to Pol. VIl in-
dicate that Hentig opposed putting pressure on the Polish and Ruma-
nian governments in the matter of Jewish emigration to Palestine.
He noted that it would be impossible to dissuade those governments
from their current policies and that Germany should remain inde-
pendent on the issue.” On August 24, Referat-D again urged Pol. VII
to seek Polish cooperation in the question of Jewish emigration to
Palestine.*® However, there does not appear to be any documentary
evidence that Germany made any formal diplomatic moves to secure
Polish and Rumanian policy changes.*

Emigration Policy and the Haavara Debate

There was little that Germany could do to prevent the establishment
of a Jewish state in Palestine. Initiatives that might have had some
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impact on events in Palestine, such as participation in international
discussions, diplomatic and material assistance to the Arab cause
and diplomatic pressure on Poland and Rumania regarding their emi-
gration policies, were not taken. Instead, emigration policy in Ger-
many and the Haavara agreement became the focus of debate in gov-
ernment and Party circles through the second half of 1937 and early
1938. The extent to which Jewish emigration from Germany to Pal-
estine and the transfer of Jewish assets via Haavara facilitated Zion-
ist efforts to build an independent Jewish state was the immediate
issue upon which the debate centered. It is doubtful that anyone in
the German government believed that events in Palestine could be
decisively influenced by changes in emigration policy or termina-
tion of the Haavara agreement. German Jews comprised only about
22% of the total Jewish immigration to Palestine between 1933 and
1937 and formed a much lower percentage of the total Jewish popula-
tion of the country.® The success or failure of the National Home
and Zionist aspirations for an independent state depended to a much
greater degree upon the masses of Jewish immigrants arriving in Pal-
estine from the ghettos of eastern Europe. Germany could not have a
decisive impact on the level of Jewish immigration to Palestine,
upon which the hopes for a Jewish state ultimately rested. Any de-
cline in the number of immigrants from Germany would be offset by
increases in the number from eastern Europe. Thus, an attempt to
reduce or suspend Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine
could never be fatal to the ultimate Zionist aim of a Jewish state.
Yet the debate over emigration to Palestine and Haavara went on
as if the success or failure of the Jewish state depended on its out-
come. Jewish emigration from Germany remained the cardinal prin-
ciple and chief goal of German Jewish policy at that time. This is evi-
dent from the meeting at the Interior Ministry in September, 1936,
the Déhle report of March, 1937, the Weizsiacker guidelines of April,
the Neurath guidelines of June 1 and the Foreign Office circular of
June 22, 1937. To be resolved, however, was the question of whether
Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine and the transfer of
Jewish assets via Haavara should be altered or terminated in view of
the Peel Commission recommendations. There was general agree-
ment among the interested sections and representatives of the Ger-
man Foreign Office that previous emigration policies, specifically,
the terms of the Haavara agreement, contributed to Zionist strength
in Palestine and thereby facilitated Zionist efforts to establish a Jew-
ish state; and with the exception of the Handelspolitische Abteilung,
they viewed this with varying degrees of alarm. This position was
summarized in a memorandum from the Auslandsorganisation to
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Referat-D on June s, to which both Referat-D and Pol. VII gave their
approval:

The Haavara treaty with the Zionist organizations subordi-
nates the entire German export trade with Palestine to the
transfer of capital of emigrating Jews, or those Jews intending
to emigrate, from Germany to Palestine. It also ensures that
the Aryan and non-Jewish customers who import German
goods into Palestine are forced to support Jewish immigration.
The Haavara transfer signifies in an economic sense an outflow
of goods without any economic return, be it in the form of
foreign currency or goods. Politically it means a valuable sup-
port for the establishment of a Jewish national state with the
help of German capital. . . . Therefore the Aussenhandelsamt
[Foreign Trade Office] of the AO proposes, on the basis of past
experience, a revision of the Haavara treaty that
1. results in the outflow of goods from Germany without any
return in the form of foreign currency or goods.
2. forces the non-Jewish element in Palestine to finance Jewish
immigration.
3. facilitates the establishment of a Jewish national state with
the help of German capital.*

There seemed to be a consensus that some alteration of the terms of
the Haavara agreement might perhaps have a desirable impact on
events in Palestine. Refusal to lend active support to the Arabs and
reluctance to pressure eastern European governments into temporiz-
ing their ardent support for Zionist efforts left Haavara and emigra-
tion procedures in Germany as the only possible areas for action
against the proposed Jewish state.

According to the AO memorandum of May 26, and the June §
variation, the Auslandsorganisation had begun its campaign against
the Haavara agreement two years before, only to have those efforts
blocked by the Ministry of Economics and by Heinrich Wolff, the
former German consul-general in Jerusalem. The May 26 version
also referred to the long-standing criticism of Wolff’s successor,
Wilhelm Doéhle. Dohle’s criticism of Haavara had been expressed as
early as January, 1936, in a note to the Foreign Office in Berlin, in
which he warned that Haavara’s monopoly over German trade with
Palestine was contrary to German interests.*> During the Arab revolt
of 1936, D6hle became fearful that the existence of Haavara might
turn Arab opinion against Germany. Not only was it an obvious ex-
ample of German collaboration with Zionist immigration into Pales-
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tine, but it made the purchase of German goods there dependent on
Jewish businesses and the Haavara. Furthermore, it was felt that
Haavara monopoly over German trade with Palestine might have an
adverse effect on German imports into the country. German goods
came in through the Jewish-controlled Haavara, and many of these
goods were then sold to Arab buyers. However, an Arab boycott of
Jewish businesses accompanied the revolt and general strike in 1936
and thus threatened to cut off German goods from the Arab market
in the future.®

In September, 1936, the Arab Chamber of Commerce of Jerusa-
lem made an appeal to the German Consulate-General for revision
of the Haavara agreement.* The Chamber of Commerce pointed out
that Haavara had worked satisfactorily for German exports to Pales-
tine, inasmuch as Jews were able to sell German products to Arab
consumers on a large scale. However, the letter went on to warn: “At
present and for the future, we believe that the Jews will not be able to
continue to sell to Arabs to the same extent, as it is strongly antici-
pated that the Arab consumers will refuse to buy anything from Jews
irrespective of the origin of the commodities due to a boycott which
has been put into effect since the beginning of the present distur-
bances.” It was also suggested that Germany would do better to con-
centrate on trade with the Arab majority rather than with the Jewish
minority. Yet the letter did not call for an end to Haavara, but pro-
posed instead that direct trade links between German suppliers and
Arab importers be established, independent of Haavara. In this way,
cash from Arab buyers would go directly to Germany, bringing in
much-needed foreign currency, and German exports to Palestine
would be secure if the Jewish boycott against German goods should
ever take root in Palestine. As for Haavara, the Chamber of Com-
merce noted, ““The Arab Chamber of Commerce does not wish to un-
dermine the policy adopted by, and the agreement entered into be-
tween the ‘Haavara’ and the German government.”

The Arab arguments were the basis of Dohle’s early calls for re-
vision of Haavara. In November, 1936, he responded to the Arab
Chamber of Commerce in the following way: “I know that the aims
of the Arab Chamber of Commerce are tending to liberate the Arab
market from Jewish mediation. I understand your purpose and I have
consequently called the attention of the offices in Germany and the
German merchants upon the matter.”’ ¢ Neither the Arabcommunity
nor Déhle demanded an end to Haavara in 1936. Even the lengthy cri-
tique of the Haavara system included in Déhle’s report of March 22,
1937, recommended changes in, not the abolition of, the Haavara
agreement.
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Both Dohle and the AO were also motivated by the impact of
Haavara on the Palistinadeutsche. The complaint of the German
communities was essentially the same as that of the Arabs. Im-
ported goods from Germany were purchased through Haavara Ltd. in
Palestine. With the increasingly unfriendly relations between Jews
and non-Jewish Germans in Palestine, including Jewish boycotts of
the agricultural products of the Temple colonies, reliance upon the
Haavara system for imported goods from Germany created an un-
favorable situation for the Palistinadeutsche.* Dohle asked for spe-
cial arrangements whereby Palestinian Germans could import goods
from Germany at favorable prices without depending upon Haavara.

In March, 1936, negotiations were initiated by the Foreign Office,
the Reichsbank and the Ministry of Economics with representatives
of Haavara Ltd. The German side asked Haavara officials to use their
influence to halt the Jewish boycott of the products of the Temple
Society settlements and to ensure that German importers in Palestine
would not be discriminated against by Haavara when they bought
German goods.®’” The Haavara officials agreed to work for an end to
the Jewish boycott of German agricultural products in Palestine and
to ensure equal access to German imports for the Paldstinadeutsche.

This did not satisfy the demands of Déhle and the AO for a revi-
sion of the Haavara system to include separate arrangements for
Arab and German importers. The Haavara system on the German
end had been under the control of the Ministry of Economics and its
foreign currency section, the Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaf-
tung, and the Reichsbank since its inception in 1933, and the eco-
nomic authorities in 1936 were not willing to alter the system to
suit the demands of D6hle and the AO. The AO’s frustration and dis-
approval over the government’s refusal to make the desired changes
is evident in its note to the Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaftung
on April 6, 1936.% Later that year, the Ministry of Economics reiter-
ated its objection to major revisions in the Haavara system. In a note
to the Foreign Office in November, the Reichsstelle fiir Devisen-
bewirtschaftung observed that the establishment of additional pro-
cedures for Arabs and Germans to import German goods into Pales-
tine outside of Haavara would inevitably have a disturbing impact on
the entire market for German goods.*

By the spring of 1937, the campaign against Haavara had been
given new impetus by the Peel Commission and the growing con-
cern and debate over a possible Jewish state in Palestine. Previous
arguments concerning the Haavara monopoly over German trade
with Palestine and its impact on Arab and German importers had
not been able to generate enough opposition within the German gov-
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ernment to have the Haavara agreement altered. However, the possi-
bility of an independent Jewish state in Palestine, and Haavara’s con-
tributory role, did result in substantially more criticism of Haavara,
especially in the Foreign Office. Dohle and the AO were joined by
Referat-D and Pol. VII (under Pilger} in calling for a complete revi-
sion of the Haavara system.

As in the past, the Ministry of Economics was opposed to major
changes in the Haavara system. The AO memoranda of May 26 and
June 5 refer with regret to the continuing support for Haavara by the
Ministry of Economics and the Handelspolitische Abteilung of the
Foreign Office.” However, the Ministry of Economics had begun its
own reassessment of Haavara amid the growing controversy in the
spring of 1937 over the possibility of a Jewish state in Palestine. In
late March, the Ministry sent Assessor Wilmanns, the adviser for
Haavara in the Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaftung, on a two-
month trip to the Middle East, which included a lengthy stay in Pales-
tine. In Palestine, Wilmanns held discussions with Dohle, Cornelius
Schwarz of the NSDAP/Landesgruppe-Palistina, representatives of
the Bank of the Tempelgesellschaft and other German businessmen,
as well as with Arab businessmen and various Haavara and Zionist
officials. He also visited Jewish settlements in an effort to ascertain
the results of almost four years of Haavara. It is not known how
Déhle reacted to the activities of Wilmanns in Palestine, although it
is reasonable to assume that the consul-general was not pleased.
Landeskreisleiter Schwarz was very critical of Wilmanns and his ac-
tivities in Palestine. In a letter to Gauleiter Bohle of the AO in
Berlin, Schwarz complained that Wilmanns was too supportive of
Haavara, Zionism and Jews in general.” He further complained that
Wilmanns had spent most of his time on Jewish settlements and had
even accepted an invitation to dine with Jews in Tel Aviv on Hitler’s
birthday. He concluded that Wilmanns was unqualified to report on
the situation in Palestine because he was so one-sidedly supportive
of Germany’s worst enemies and because his activities had severely
damaged Germany'’s position in Palestine.

In early May, shortly after his return to Berlin, Wilmanns put to-
gether several reports on his stay in Palestine that are indicative of
his and his Ministry’s disagreement with Déhle, Referat-D, Pol. VII
and the AO on the matter of Haavara.” In one report, entitled “Die
handelspolitische Behandlung des arabischen Bevolkerungsteiles”
(The Trade Policy Treatment of the Arab Population Segment), Wil-
manns argued that the Haavara system was not damaging Arab atti-
tudes toward Germany and Arab-German relations. He noted that
the Arab boycott of Jewish businesses should not be taken seriously
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because many Arabs were still buying from Jews. He also observed
that many Arabs continued to sell land to Jewish interests, which
indicated again how much business and how little Palestinian na-
tionalism meant to them. Although he admitted that most Arab
businessmen would prefer to do business with Germany outside of
the Haavara system, he noted that they would in fact continue to do
business through Haavara if they were assured fair prices and equal
treatment. He concluded that Arab friendship for Germany remained
strong and did not appear to be undermined by the obvious facilita-
tion of Jewish immigration into Palestine by the Haavara agreement.

Wilmanns did arrange for the Tempelbank, the only non-Jewish
institution participating in the Haavara system on the Palestine end,
to deal with all Arab complaints against Haavara and to handle more
Arab business transactions within the Haavara system. It was hoped
that this would also enhance the role of the Tempelbank in the over-
all Haavara operation. He also rejected Dohle’s March 22 assessment
of the Haavara agreement and its impact on Arab-German relations
and cautioned against acting on Déhle’s hypotheses until the situa-
tion in Palestine was clarified by the publication of the Peel Com-
mission recommendations.

The anti-Haavara forces suffered a setback in July when Werner-
Otto von Hentig replaced Hans Pilger as head of Pol. VII in the For-
eign Office. Under Pilger, Pol. VII had generally supported the argu-
ments of Referat-D, Dohle and the AO with regard to emigration
policy (the need to disperse German Jews throughout the world), Pal-
estine and Haavara. Although Hentig’s personal views on the estab-
lishment of an independent Jewish state in Palestine appear to have
been uncertain, he did favor continued Jewish emigration from Ger-
many to Palestine and the retention of Haavara as a means to that
end. He supported a policy of concentrating Jews in Palestine, and
their autonomy in a Palestinian state with an Arab majority, as Ger-
many'’s response to the recommendations of the Peel Commission.”
In an undated memorandum, most likely composed during the de-
bate over Haavara in the autumn of 1937, Hentig reviewed the op-
position of Referat-D and others to the agreement and their desire for
major changes.”* He observed that Hitler’s overriding goal of rapid
Jewish emigration from Germany would be compromised by funda-
mental changes in the Haavara system, which had in the past so suc-
cessfully facilitated the emigration process. In further defending
Haavara and the position of the Ministry of Economics, he argued
that Haavara had cost Germany very little and that it had the poten-
tial for expansion, thus further facilitating rapid Jewish emigration
from Germany. Hentig concluded by addressing himself to the ques-
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tion of Zersplitterung vs. Konzentration as the basis of emigration
policy, and the related question of a Jewish state in Palestine:

In Palestine, the Jews live among themselves. There they face
difficult political and economic problems. Even under the most
favorable conditions, the territory allotted to the Jews by the
partition plan can absorb only two million Jews. They find
themselves in a small corner of the Mediterranean where they
do not in any way cross paths with vital German interests.
Militarily they are and will remain insignificant as far as we
are concerned. For us, the concentration of Jews in Palestine, as
my discussions with individual Jews have already indicated, is
politically and economically more advantageous than the exis-
tence of many separate settlement areas in, let us say, Russia,
Madagascar or Equador, or in others that are currently being
discussed. Moreover, I am convinced that a Jewish state must
become the center of a more responsible policy than the scat-
tering of Jewish influence over the entire world and its govern-
ments. . . . For these reasons, I consider it politically correct to
continue promoting emigration to Palestine as the best solu-
tion to the Jewish problem, albeit with whatever limits to
Haavara deemed necessary.

The first ministerial conference on the Palestine question was
held at the Foreign Office in Berlin on July 29, three weeks after the
publication of the Peel Commission report.” Besides the interested
departments within the Foreign Office, the meeting was attended
by representatives of the office of the Stellvertreter des Fiihrers,
the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Economics and the
Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaftung, the Reichsbankdirekto-
rium and Rosenberg’s Aussenpolitisches Amt. A notable absentee
was Consul-General Déhle, who was unable to leave Jerusalem at
that time. The Haavara issue was discussed within the context of
three policy questions: Jewish emigration from Germany, the eco-
nomic consequences of Haavara and Germany’s Arab policy. During
the deliberations three options in emigration policy were outlined:
the emigration of Jews could be stopped entirely and German Jews
held under the strict control of ““innerdeutsche Stellen mit allen sich
daraus ergebenden Einwirkungsmoglichkeiten” (internal German
authorities with all of the possible resulting influences); emigration
could be promoted with a view toward avoiding concentration in Pal-
estine and dispersing German Jewry throughout the world; or Jewish
emigration could be directed principally toward Palestine, with the
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advantage that concentrating Jews in one area would enable the
Reich more easily to neutralize the Jewish world conspiracy. At that
time, nobody supported the first option, the one adopted in 1941 in
preparation for the “final solution.”

A representative from the Ministry of the Interior asserted that
Hitler had carefully weighed the options in emigration policy and
had decided in favor of the third, namely, continued emigration to
and concentration in Palestine. The Interior Ministry concluded that
any resolution of the Haavara issue that hindered further Jewish emi-
gration in any way was, therefore, out of the question. Hitler’s appar-
ent approval of continued Jewish emigration from Germany to Pales-
tine by no means settled the Haavara debate. Still at issue were the
economic pros and cons of the Haavara system and the relationship
of Arab and German importers in Palestine to that system. Neither
of these questions was settled at the July 29 meeting, and their reso-
lution was postponed for two months in order to give the partici-
pants in the debate an opportunity to purge the Haavara system of its
negative aspects. As of July 29, the Haavara system was still in opera-
tion as before, with the general agreement that changes in the proce-
dures for German and Arab importers in Palestine would be worked
out within the system.”

The Haavara discussions resumed at the Foreign Office on Sep-
tember 21, and at the Ministry of Economics on September 22. The
tenor of the discussions was somewhat different from those held on
July 29. By September, there was no question that Jewish emigration
from Germany to Palestine would continue, probably as a result of
Hitler’s directive that Jewish emigration continue by all possible
means. Therefore, the priority of all-out Jewish emigration was to be
the most important consideration in resolving the Haavara question,
which is clearly evident in the September meetings.” There was
some question about the accuracy of the Interior Ministry statement
in July claiming that Hitler had decided in favor of concentrating
German Jews in Palestine. At the September 21 meetingin the Foreign
Office, a representative of the Ministry of the Interior attempted to
clarify his Ministry’s statement on Hitler’s position on Jewish emi-
gration to Palestine.” It was noted that Hitler’s decision in July had
been a general one in favor of continued Jewish emigration from Ger-
many by all possible means and that he had said nothing specifically
about directing the emigration process to Palestine. The Interior
Ministry again stressed the position that any revision of the Haavara
agreement, or reduction in the volume of its transactions, should not
be allowed to have an adverse affect on the total Jewish emigration
from Germany.



Peel Partition Plan 135

If Hitler did not single out Palestine as a preferred destination,
neither did he exclude it as an important Zielland in the emigration
process. This is apparent in the course of the September discussions
on Haavara. Statements made by the traditional critics of Haavara re-
flected the impact of Hitler’s July directive on emigration. Even Con-
sul-General Dohle, one of the earliest and most persistent critics of
Haavara, emphasized his wish to retain the system, albeit in revised
form, as an instrument for promoting Jewish emigration from Ger-
many in accordance with Hitler’s instructions.”

The discussions continued on the following day at the Ministry
of Economics. An interim solution to the problem of Arab and Ger-
man importers in Palestine was reached whereby the Tempelbank, in
accordance with Wilmanns'’s suggestions of May and June, would
handle all transactions involving German and Arab importers in Pal-
estine within the Haavara system.®* The Ministry of Economics had
again successfully prevented a major revision of the Haavara. At-
tempts by Dohle and the AO to take Palestinian Arab and German
importers out of the Haavara system had been frustrated, at least for
the time being. The Ministry of Economics did agree that some cate-
gories of German goods, which normally were not made available for
export via Haavara, would become available to German importers in
Palestine.®' The critics and the supporters of Haavara appear to have
reached a degree of consensus by the end of the deliberations, which
is evident in an AO memorandum of September 23 describing the
course of the September meetings.®? The memorandum concluded:
" Although the results of the meetings of the twenty first and twenty
second of this month do not meet the wishes of the AO 100%, it also
appears that the Ministry of Economics is no longer an obstacle to
some legitimate changes in the Haavara accords. Moreover, Consul-
General Dohle and Landesgruppenleiter Schwarz appear to be satis-
fied with the results of the negotiations.”

The debate over Haavara was touched off again in October by the
Ministry of the Interior. Its position on Haavara had been based
solely upon the impact of Haavara and Jewish immigration to Pales-
tine on the total volume of Jewish emigration from Germany. So long
as Palestine and Haavara provided an effective outlet for Jewish emi-
grants, the Interior Ministry gave its support to Zionist efforts in
Germany. At the conferences in July and September, the position
of the Ministry had been that decisions on Haavara and Palestine
would have to be made within the context of Hitler’s July directive
on emigration.

By the autumn of 1937, the Interior Ministry had begun to react
to events in Palestine and their impact on the emigration process in
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Germany. Total Jewish immigration into Palestine had fallen off con-
siderably in 1936 and 1937 due to the violence of the Arab revolt and
the general political uncertainty surrounding the Peel Commission.
After the publication of the Commission’s recommendations in July,
1937, the Arab revolt broke out again with renewed vigor; by mid-
October, violence surpassing the level of the previous year raged
throughout the country. This resulted in a substantial decrease in
Jewish immigration to Palestine, and with it a decrease in the level
of Jewish emigration from Germany to that country.* The argument
so successfully utilized in the past by the Ministry of Economics and
others that the Haavara system and Jewish emigration from Ger-
many to Palestine were essential elements in the process of making
Germany judenrein was being undermined by events in Palestine.
On October 7, the Interior Ministry invited representatives of
the office of the Stellvertreter des Fihrers, the Foreign Office, the
Ministry of Economics and the Sicherheitsdienst of the SS to a meet-
ing later that month for further discussions on Haavara and overall
emigration policies. The Interior Ministry outlined the following
reasons for calling the meeting: “Developments in Palestine have led
to the conclusion that the Haavara agreement can no longer fulfill its
original task, namely, the promotion of Jewish emigration from Ger-
many to Palestine, in desirable numbers from the standpoint of do-
mestic Jewish policy. Therefore, I consider it necessary to raise the
question of whether the agreement should be maintained in the
future, and what other possibilities exist for promoting Jewish emi-
gration from Germany.”* The meeting was called for October 18. On
October 14, the Interior Ministry asked the Ministry of Economics
to postpone the implementation of the interim agreement on
Haavara reached in September, since the Haavara agreement would
once again be the subject of debate and its maintenance appeared to
be no longer justified.® Thus, the anti-Haavara forces received a new
ally. The Interior Ministry’s criticism of the Haavara agreement was
not based upon the difficulties of Arab and German importers in Pal-
estine in the face of the Haavara monopoly, or the unavailability of
certain categories of German goods to those importers, or the fact
that exports to Palestine through Haavara did not earn their full
value in much-needed foreign currency or Haavara’s contributory
role in the possible establishment of a Jewish state; rather, it con-
cluded that the Haavara arrangement was no longer able to fulfill its
intended task of effectively contributing to Jewish emigration from
Germany. It appeared to the Ministry of the Interior that Palestine
would no longer be able to absorb large numbers of Jews from Ger-
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many because of the continuing unrest and the consequent restric-
tive immigration policies of the British Mandatory government.

During the October 18 meeting, the representative from the
Reichsstelle fiir das Auswanderungswesen {Reich Office for Emigra-
tion Affairs) in the Ministry of the Interior noted with alarm the
decline in overall Jewish emigration from Germany in 1937.% The
reasons given for the decline were the growing reluctance of most
countries to accept Jewish immigrants; the unrest in Palestine,
which discouraged prospective Jewish immigrants; the increasing
number of German goods that did not qualify for export through
Haavara; and improved economic conditions in Germany that en-
couraged Jews to stay. The representative of the Reichsstelle fir
Devisenbewirtschaftung offered the usual defense of the Haavara
system, which was countered with Interior Ministry arguments urg-
ing termination of the agreement. Bernhard Losener of the Interior
Ministry summarized his Ministry’s position in the following way:
“The exhaustive debate has led to the conclusion that, with the con-
siderable decline in Jewish emigration to Palestine, the disadvan-
tages of the agreement so far outweigh its advantages that, from the
standpoint of domestic Jewish policy, there no longer exists an inter-
est in the agreement, and it no longer seems justifiable to maintain
it.”® Losener’s views were accepted by the representatives of the
office of the Stellvertreter des Fiithrers and the Foreign Office, while
the Ministry of Economics continued to insist that the Haavara sys-
tem was still the cheapest way to promote Jewish emigration from
Germany.

The Interior Ministry’s proposal to terminate the Haavara ac-
cords was not an attempt to end Jewish emigration from Germany to
Palestine. Lésener noted that Hitler’s directive for all-out Jewish
emigration, as well as the new realities in Palestine, had neutralized
the effectiveness of Haavara, but that Palestine would continue to
be an important destination for Jewish emigrants from Germany.*
Moreover, there was complete agreement among the participants at
the October 18 meeting that the Umschulungslager and other re-
training programs for Jews emigrating to Palestine should continue
to function.

The traditional opponents of Haavara were quick to add the rea-
soning of the Ministry of the Interior to their own in an effort to
have the agreement ended. To the argument that the Haavara system
should be abolished because it no longer effectively contributed to
Jewish emigration from Germany was added the old argument that
Haavara contributed to Jewish economic strength in Palestine, thus
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facilitating Zionist efforts to build an independent Jewish state. The
opponents of Haavara were able to stress both the undesirability of
transferring Jewish capital to Palestine and the growing incapacity of
Haavara to contribute to Jewish emigration from Germany. These
arguments were summarized in an AO memorandum at the end of
October, 1937, as the basis for another call for the termination of
Haavara: “One thing is clear, the Haavara agreement is no longer ca-
pable of promoting the emigration of Jews to Palestine. Beyond that
is the decision of the Reichsaussenminister [Foreign Minister] that
the strengthening of Jewry in Palestine is for political reasons un-
desirable. It is therefore necessary that the Haavara agreement be ter-
minated immediately.” *

The Ministry of Economics continued its efforts to save the
Haavara agreement in the waning months of 1937. In late October,
the Ministry prepared counterarguments to those set forth by the
Ministry of the Interior a few weeks before. On October 29, a memo-
randum on the Haavara question was sent to the Foreign Office, the
office of the Stellvertreter des Fiihrers, the Beauftragter fiir den Vier-
jahresplan (Plenipotentiary for the Four-Year Plan), the AO, the
Reichsbank-Direktorium and the Ministry of the Interior warning
against termination of the Haavara pact.” It was argued that an end
to the Haavara system would result in a new Jewish boycott in Pal-
estine and elsewhere. Moreover, the memorandum contained the
usual assertion of the Ministry of Economics that an end to Haavara
would have a negative impact on Hitler’s plans for all-out Jewish em-
igration. The Ministry conceded that some revision was necessary,
whereby less well-to-do emigrants might have greater opportunity to
utilize the system and Arab and German importers in Palestine
might be granted greater independence.

In early December, the Reichsstelle fiir Devisenbewirtschaftung
proposed measures it hoped would shield Haavara from the problems
of the emigration process.” It was suggested that retraining oppor-
tunities be made available to more prospective emigrants and that
the economic status of Jews still in Germany be protected so that
they would not become too poor to be eligible for immigration to
other countries. It was also proposed that foreign currency brought
into Germany by immigrating Auslandsdeutsche be sold to emigrat-
ing Jews for twice its value in Reichsmarks. Other suggestions for
making more foreign currency available to Jewish emigrants were
made. They involved for the most part a greater utilization of the as-
sets of well-to-do Jews in order to provide poorer Jews with the finan-
cial means to emigrate. The December proposals also counted heav-
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ily on a change in the political situation in Palestine that might
reverse the decline in Jewish immigration to that country.

The Ministry of Economics was joined by Werner-Otto von
Hentig in its efforts to save the Haavara agreement. Both could have
argued that an independent Jewish state in Palestine, free from Arab
resistance and British restrictions, would open the gates to greater
numbers of Jewish immigrants and thereby have a positive impact on
Jewish emigration from Germany. They realized, however, that this
was contrary to German policy as outlined by the Foreign Office in
June, 1937, and to National Socialist ideology. Basing their support of
Haavara on the desirability of an independent Jewish state in Pales-
tine would be counterproductive. Haavara could only be justified in
terms of its capacity to promote Jewish emigration from Germany,
while at the same time avoiding any significant contribution to the
establishment of a Jewish state.

Hentig attempted to support Haavara by stressing the improba-
bility of a Jewish state in Palestine, regardless of the level of Jewish
immigration and the Haavara system. In an undated memoran-
dum, composed in late 1937 or early 1938, he made the following
observations:

The fear of promoting the establishment of a sovereign Jewish
state has led to the suggestion that Jewish emigration to Pales-
tine be terminated. A half year after the appearance of the Peel
Plan, the situation is such that in the British Cabinet, with the
exception of Ormsby-Gore, there is no inclination to carry out
the Peel Plan and its proposed partition of Palestine. In Jewish
and Arab circles, resistance to the plan has become so strong
that the chances for the establishment of the Jewish state in
the foreseeable future must be viewed as very slim.”

Hentig further argued that even if the Peel recommendations were
carried through, and there was the likelihood of a Jewish state in the
near future, an end to Haavara or to Jewish emigration from Ger-
many to Palestine would have little if any impact on developments
there. He noted that any decline in the numbers of Jews from Ger-
many would easily be offset by immigrants from eastern Europe who
would probably be even more hostile toward Germany than German
Jews. Hentig’s observations on the unlikelihood of a Jewish state at
that time were shared by Consul-General Dohle, the Handelspoli-
tische Abteilung and the Politische Leitung in the Foreign Office. In
December, 1937, and January, 1938, Carl Clodius of the Handels-
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politische Abteilung, Otto von Bismarck and Ernst von Weizsicker
of the Politische Leitung and Consul-General Déhle in Jerusalem
had all expressed their conviction that it was unlikely that Britain
would implement the partition recommendation of the Peel Com-
mission for the reasons already outlined by von Hentig.”

Hitler’s Intervention and the Continuation of Jewish Emigration to
Palestine

By the end of 1937, the Haavara debate had still not been resolved.
The fate of Haavara had been effectively separated from the question
of Jewish emigration to Palestine since Hitler’s July directive on Jew-
ish emigration. In the subsequent discussions of September and Oc-
tober, it was understood that emigration to Palestine would continue
as part of the general emigration process. After the October confer-
ence at the Ministry of the Interior, the Haavara system was judged
more in terms of its growing incapacity to contribute to Jewish emi-
gration from Germany than in terms of its role in strengthening the
Zionist position in Palestine. Moreover, much of the debate over
Haavara had concerned revision of the agreement rather than its ter-
mination. Throughout the debate during the summer and autumn of
1937, there was never any doubt that Jews would continue to emi-
grate from Germany to Palestine regardless of changes in or even ter-
mination of the Haavara agreement. Indicative of this is the permis-
sion granted to the Adriatica-Societa Anonima de Navigazione of
Venice in late November to promote in Germany Jewish emigration
to Palestine via Italian harbors.*

Hitler’s role in the debate over emigration policy, Palestine and
the Haavara agreement is difficult to assess, as is his role in all as-
pects of National Socialist Jewish policy. The debate over emigration
to Palestine and Haavara in 1937 amply demonstrated his aloofness,
as well as some of the confusion in policy making that resulted from
the multiplicity of authorities and agencies dealing with the Jewish
question. Yet no important aspect of Jewish policy is likely to have
been adopted without Hitler’s prior approval. He seems to have pro-
vided the general policy goals and to have intervened periodically in
the debates among the many Party and government agencies over the
best means of achieving those goals. In this way, the question of Jew-
ish emigration to Palestine was resolved in 1937 and 1938.

The available evidence indicates that Hitler opted for continued
Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine, in spite of the parti-
tion plan and the possible creation of an independent Jewish state.
Had Palestine been excluded from the emigration process in his July
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directive, there would have been no need for further debate over
Haavara and Jewish emigration to Palestine. Yet Hitler left the
Haavara question open in July for further discussion, and it is clear
from the tenor of the September and October discussions on Haavara
that emigration to Palestine would continue regardless of the pro-
posed Jewish state, if necessary without Haavara.

Sometime in January, 1938, Hitler again intervened in the ongo-
ing debate over Haavara and Jewish emigration to Palestine. In con-
trast to his directive of July, 1937, Hitler made a specific commit-
ment in January, 1938, to continued Jewish emigration to Palestine.
In the Foreign Office, Carl Clodius of the Handelspolitische Abtei-
lung referred to Hitler’s decision in a summary of German policy
contained in a lengthy memorandum to Referat Deutschland.”
Clodius noted the general consensus among all interested agencies
that revision of the Haavara agreement must not compromise Jewish
emigration from Germany to Palestine, since Hitler’s July directive
on Jewish emigration could not be carried out if Palestine “in dieser
Beziehung ausgeschaltet wird” (is excluded in this respect). He also
observed that Germany’s firm and unequivocal stand against an inde-
pendent Jewish state in Palestine did not preclude continued Jewish
emigration from Germany to Palestine, since the Peel recommenda-
tions had proven impossible to implement. Finally, Clodius referred
to Hitler’s decision that month that Jewish emigration to Palestine
must continue unhindered.

Ernst von Weizsicker made reference to Hitler’s decision in a
note to the Aussenpolitisches Amt of the NSDAP sometime in Janu-
ary, 1938.% He briefly reviewed the debates and discussions over
Haavara and Jewish emigration to Palestine during the past year and
noted that, according to a recent decision by Hitler, Jewish emigra-
tion to Palestine should continue as before. Moreover, a note from
the Aussenhandelsamt of the AO to the director of the AO in the
Foreign Office on February 1 verified Hitler’s decision in the following
way: “. . . in a recent decision, the Fiihrer, after consultations with
Reichsleiter Rosenberg, has decided that Jewish emigration from Ger-
many should continue to be promoted with all possible means, and
that it should be directed in the first instance to Palestine.”*’

Former Zionist officials have also verified Hitler’s January, 1938,
decision on Palestine. The late Dr. Ernst Marcus stated in his article
that he was informed by von Hentig in early 1938 that Hitler had
made an affirmative decision on Haavara and Jewish emigration
to Palestine and that all obstacles to this emigration had been re-
moved.”® At the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem in 1961, the late Dr.
Benno Cohen, the last chairman of the Zionistische Vereinigung fiir
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Deutschland, testified that after differences of opinion on the Ger-
man side regarding Haavara, a decision had come down from above
that the program should go on and that German Jews should con-
tinue to emigrate to Palestine.” Reference to this decision is also
made in Werner Feilchenfeld’s study on the Haavara agreement.'®
Feilchenfeld also relates evidence of Hitler’s continued support for
Haavara and Jewish emigration to Palestine as late as July, 1939.In a
report to Haavara Ltd. on his talks with von Hentig and others in the
German Foreign Office from July 2 to 9, 1939, Feilchenfeld notes that
von Hentig told him of a discussion with Hitler at the Obersalzberg
some three weeks before, during which Hitler told von Hentig that he
desired continued Jewish emigration to Palestine.'® Further evi-
dence can be obtained from two Gestapo memoranda of February
and March, 1938, respectively, that allude to the “erwiinschte weitere
Abwanderung deutscher Juden nach Palistina” (desired further mi-
gration of German Jews to Palestine).!®?

Gestapo actions beginning in February, 1938, reflect Hitler’s de-
cision of the previous month. Dr. Hans Friedenthal of the Zionis-
tische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland was empowered to negotiate di-
rectly with the British Embassy in Berlin and the Colonial Office in
London in an effort to secure greater immigration opportunities for
German Jews in Palestine.'® In July, the Gestapo permitted represen-
tatives of the Vienna Palistinaamt (Palestine Office) and the Vienna
Israelitische Kultusgemeinde (Israelite Religious Community) to go
to London to seek an increase in immigration certificates for Ger-
man Jews to enter Palestine.'™ Moreover, exceptions to the tight
restrictions on Jews entering Germany continued to be made for
Zionist officials on business in Germany.'%

The diaries of retired general Gerhard Engel, one of Hitler’s for-
mer adjutants, might provide further evidence on Hitler’s attitude to-
ward Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine. According to
Engel, Hitler mentioned in 1939, and again in 1941, a plan he had
devised in 1937 to send Germany’s remaining Jewish population to
Palestine. Engel described the plan in the following manner:

At the time it occurred to him to get rid of the 600,000 Ger-
man Jews through a business transaction, and he took his plan
to offer the British the half million Jews as laborers for Pales-
tine very seriously. But the plan was not well received by the
English or by other states. The British made it clear to him in a
note that they already had their hands full with this problem
and did not wish to add to the unrest.'*
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Engel has also informed me that, although Hitler was skeptical about
Zionism and opposed the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine, he
did not reject the Zionist option in German Jewish policy.’’ The for-
mer adjutant asserted that Hitler came to favor Konzentration over
Zerstreuung, preferably in the more remote areas of the world so as
to isolate and thus exclude German Jews from the world political
mainstream. He claimed that Palestine and other parts of the British
and French empires were increasingly viewed as likely areas in which
German and later European Jews might be concentrated and thus re-
moved from the political stage. In the same letter, Engel maintained
that feelers were first put out to England at the 1936 Olympic games
in Berlin, but that the British showed no interest.'® He claimed fur-
ther that the 1937 offer was made through British Ambassador Nevile
Henderson in Berlin, and again through Hjalmar Schacht during a
visit to London that year and that Schacht was Hitler’s negotiator for
this plan. England is said to have rejected this overture as well.

It is possible that Hitler himself was an inaccurate source and
that Engel simply took down what Hitler had said in 1939 and 1941.
We know that Hitler did concern himself with the question of Jewish
emigration and Palestine in 1937 and 1938 and that he decided then
in favor of continued Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine.
We also know that the basic thrust of German emigration policy
from 1938 to 1940 was Konzentration of German and later European
Jewry, whether in Palestine, Madagascar or elsewhere, a matter con-
sidered below. It may be, however, that the idea of offering German
Jews to Britain as laborers for Palestine never went beyond the con-
fines of Hitler’s imagination and table talk, but that it is still indica-
tive of his concerns and decisions at that time. He may simply have
talked about desires and intentions as if they were facts.'®

It is difficult to assess the reasons for Hitler’s intervention in
favor of continued Jewish emigration to Palestine. It does not appear
likely that he was affected by factors specifically related to the con-
flict in Palestine itself or the arguments of those involved in the Pal-
estine debate in Germany. He may have come to discount the like-
lihood of a Jewish state ever being established in Palestine in the face
of Arab resistance and British reluctance. I have found no evidence
that he was moved in this instance by the traditional anti-Semitic
thesis that the Jews were racially, culturally and historically in-
capable of building their own state. On the other hand, he may have
concluded that Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine had
little effect on the course of events there and that a Jewish state
would emerge in Palestine regardless of Germany’s Jewish and emi-
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gration policies. It would perhaps be more fruitful to seek an expla-
nation within the framework of Hitler’s overall foreign policy ini-
tiatives and plans for war after late 1937, considered below.

The fate of Haavara was not settled by Hitler’s decisions in early
1938. The events of late 1937 and early 1938 severed the connection
between Jewish emigration to Palestine and the Haavara agreement
in future German policy. The former would continue as before, while
the continued existence of the latter remained uncertain and increas-
ingly irrelevant. The debate over the Haavara system continued with
waning interest and immediacy until the autumn of 1939, when the
agreement lapsed as a result of the outbreak of war.!"® The orderly
but slow and time-consuming Haavara process was becoming in-
appropriate to the changing needs and demands of Germany’s domes-
tic Jewish policy after 1938. Haavara was no longer able to fit in with
the harsh economic conditions imposed on German Jews in 1938
and the mass deportation procedures adopted by the SS after 1938.



8. Continuation of the Zionist Option

War Plans and Racial Policy

Hitler’s initiatives in 1937 and early 1938 in the questions of Jewish
emigration and Palestine can best be understood in terms of Uwe
Dietrich Adam’s phrase ‘“Hitlers Verkniipfung von Kriegsplanung
und Rassenpolitik” (Hitler’s linking of war planning and race pol-
icy).! It does not appear that Hitler troubled himself to any extent
with the theories and arguments of the interested government and
Party agencies in the Palestine question from 1933 to 1937. There is
no evidence that he expected an independent Jewish state to emerge
as a result of the recommendations of the Peel Commission or that
he believed German emigration policy affected the course of events
in Palestine one way or the other. There can be little doubt, however,
that his initiatives in all aspects of Jewish policy were prompted by
the ideological requirements of a National Socialist Weltanschauung
that made racial doctrine the ultimate basis of German foreign pol-
icy.? That foreign policy was geared toward an eventual war for the
achievement of a new racial order in Europe. Its prerequisite was a
new racial order in Germany that, by early 1938, had not yet been
accomplished. The decision to continue pushing German Jews to
Palestine was part of the broader efforts in 1938 and 1939 to com-
plete the new racial order in Germany before the planned war for
Lebensraum. These included the final elimination of Jewish par-
ticipation in the German economy and the new forced emigration
schemes of the SS. A Foreign Office circular entitled “Die Judenfrage
als Faktor der Aussenpolitik im Jahre 1938" (The Jewish Question as
a Factor of Foreign Policy in 1938}, issued by Referat Deutschland on
January 25, 1939, emphasized the connection between Germany’s
foreign policy initiatives and those undertaken in domestic Jewish
policy in 1938:



146 Continuation of the Zionist Option

It is certainly no accident that the year of destiny 1938 has
brought the Jewish question nearer to its solution simultane-
ously with the realization of the Greater German idea. For Jew-
ish policy was both the precondition and the consequence of
the events of the year 1938. Perhaps more than the power-
political opposition of the former enemy alliance of the world
war, the pressure of Jewish influence and the undermining Jew-
ish spirit in politics, the economy and culture has crippled the
strength and the will of the German people to rise again. The
cure for this sickness of the Volkskorper [body politic| was,
therefore, one of the most important preconditions for the ap-
plication of power that in 1938, against the will of the world,
forced the union of the Greater German Reich.?

Hitler had expressed his intention to wage war on several occasions
after 1933. Besides his above-mentioned speech before the Reichs-
wehr generals on February 3, 1933, he addressed an assembly of
Gauleiter and other Party officials in Munich in September, 1935,
announcing his intention to wage war after a preparation period of
four years.* His memorandum announcing the Four-Year Plan in Au-
gust, 1936, outlined plans to make the economy and the army ready
for war within four years.® He also reiterated his aims in central and
eastern Europe, and his intention to achieve those aims by war, at
the Reichskanzlei meeting on November 5, 1937.¢ Moreover, person-
nel changes in late 1937 and early 1938 may be presumed to have
been designed to remove opposition to those plans from within the
government and the military. Schacht went on leave of absence from
the Ministry of Economics in September, 1937, and resigned on
December 8 of that year.” In January and February, 1938, Hitler se-
cured the removal of the minister of war and commander-in-chief of
the armed forces, Field Marshal Werner von Blomberg, and of the
commander-in-chief of the army, General Werner Baron von Fritsch.?
Both men had expressed their reservations about Hitler’s plans for
war at the Reichskanzlei meeting of November 5, 1937, and at subse-
quent meetings with Hitler. After Blomberg’s dismissal, Hitler took
over the post of commander-in-chief of the armed forces. Finally,
Freiherr von Neurath, who had also expressed his reservations about
risking war with the west, was eased out of his post as foreign minis-
ter and replaced by the more amenable Ribbentrop.® Within the
space of three months, Hitler had effectively neutralized the army,
the Foreign Office and the Ministry of Economics as impediments to
his plans for war and had brought them more firmly under the con-
trol of himself and the Party.
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From the beginning of his political career, Hitler had stressed
the unity of domestic and foreign policy questions and goals. In an
article in the April, 1924, edition of Deutschlands Erneuerung,
Hitler asserted that only “nach dem inneren Sieg” (after inner vic-
tory) would Germany be in a position to break die eiserne Fessel
seines dusseren Feindes” (the iron fetter of its external enemy)."”
The Jewish question was at once an issue of domestic and foreign
policy for National Socialism; the theory of a Jewish world conspir-
acy depicted the individual Jew, regardless of nationality, as an agent
of that conspiracy, working against Germany from within and from
without, on the national and international levels. In his speech at
the Hofbriuhaus on April 27, 1920, Hitler had described Germany'’s
struggle against world Jewry as one fought on two fronts; he charac-
terized the world war as waged by world Jewry against Germany and
promised at the same time to continue Germany’s counterstruggle
against the Jews on the domestic front.!' In his Secret Book, he de-
scribed the racial foundations of National Socialist foreign policy
objectives in central and eastern Europe, as well as the domestic pre-
requisites for the success of that foreign policy: “Even in the future
the enlargement of the people’s living space for the winning of bread
will require staking the whole strength of the people. It is the task of
domestic policy to prepare this commitment of the people’s strength;
the task of a foreign policy is to wield this strength in such a manner
that the highest possible success seems assured.”'> On January 30,
1937, Hitler told the Reichstag that the necessary domestic prere-
quisites for Germany’s future political and military objectives had
been largely achieved.' He alluded to the removal of Jews from most
aspects of German life as a new element of strength in the German
people and asserted that the securing of the internal life of the Ger-
man people must lead to securing their external relations. He con-
cluded, “The internal order of the German people provided me with
the necessary precondition for rebuilding the German armed forces,
and from both of these realities emerges the possibility of breaking
the shackles that we have borne as the deepest shame ever inflicted
on a people.” Finally, on March 29, 1938, in a speech at the Hansea-
tenhalle in Hamburg, Hitler attributed the success of the recent Aus-
trian Anschluss to the domestic consolidation of the Nazi state.'

Hitler was wont to attribute the outbreak and course of World
War I to the machinations of a world Jewry aiming for the destruc-
tion of Germany and the rest of Europe. The Jews of Germany were
condemned as traitors who sabotaged Germany’s war effort, fomented
revolution in 1918-1919, established the hated republic and ac-
cepted the Versailles Treaty.'s After 1933, Nazi propaganda depicted



148 Continuation of the Zionist Option

the Jews of the world as international crusaders against the new Ger-
many. Again, German Jews were alleged to be part of this conspiracy,
seeking to undermine and destroy Germany from within. Anticipat-
ing the future in a speech at the Hofbrauhaus in Munich on February
24, 1938, Hitler alluded to imagined gains reaped from past wars by
world Jewry and promised that the Jews of Germany would never
again be in a position to support the conspiracy from within.'¢

By early 1938, the Jews of Germany had already been removed
from the political, social and cultural life of the nation as a result of
legislation between 1933 and 1935."” Yet, with some restrictions,
Jewish participation in the German economy continued to be toler-
ated through 1937.'® Furthermore, there were still some 350,000 Jews
in Germany by the end of 1937, although more than 130,000 had emi-
grated by early 1938." In short, the so-called Jewish question had not
yet been resolved after five years of Nazi rule in Germany; this fact
was evident to the Nazi leadership as it prepared for a war that would
dramatically transform the scope of that question. The issues of Jew-
ish participation in the economic life of the country and emigration
policy were to be resolved as part of Germany’s domestic preparation
for war. This fact was emphasized in two articles in the SS news-
paper Das Schwarze Korps in November, 1938, by which time the SS
had assumed a leading role in the formulation of Jewish emigration
policy.® The articles implied that a continued Jewish presence in
Germany was incompatible with German security in the event of
war. They noted that the new Germany was determined to under-
take a total solution of the Jewish question in Germany through
elimination of Jews from the economy and their complete removal
from Germany. It was asserted that Germany finally possessed the
military strength to bring the Jewish question to its total solution.
In a few prophetic sentences, the newspaper warned that if war
should break out before the last Jew left Germany, the fate of those
remaining would be Vernichtung (annihilation). The destiny of Ger-
many’s Jews was tied to Nazi plans for war.

The Economic Ausschaltung

Until 1938, Jewish emigration had been almost exclusively under
the control of the old nationalist-conservative bureaucrats of the For-
eign Office, the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Econom-
ics.* Some modicum of legality and restraint characterized the im-
plementation of German emigration policy during those years.?
Hitler’s preparations for war included the elimination of the tradi-
tional conservative leadership and its replacement with reliable Na-
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tional Socialists.” In Jewish policy, this meant Schacht'’s replacement
by Géring in economic affairs and the centralization of authority in
Jewish emigration under the SS. As early as September, 1935, Hitler
had openly hinted at future changes in the conduct of Jewish policy,
according to which the Party would assume full control. At the
Niirnberg Party rally, Hitler observed that the struggle against the in-
ternal enemies of the nation would never be allowed to falter as a
result of the incapacity of the state bureaucracy to lead it.>* He con-
cluded: “What the state is not in a position to resolve will be re-
solved by the movement. For the state too is merely one of the orga-
nizational forms of national life, driven and controlled, however, by
the direct expression of the national will to life, the Party, the Na-
tional Socialist movement.”

Helmut Genschel characterizes the period 1933—-1937 as one of
“schleichende Judenverfolgung” (insidious persecution of the Jews)
in economic affairs, and the period from 1938 until the war as the
“offene Ausschaltung aus der Wirtschaft” (open elimination from
the economy).? It has been observed above that Hitler, however re-
luctantly, had realized before 1938 that a frontal attack on Jewish
participation in the economy threatened German economic recovery
and therefore the security and plans of the National Socialist regime.
Some Aryanization of Jewish businesses had occurred between 1933
and 1937, although much of it involved voluntary sales by Jews
wishing to emigrate.? Anti-Jewish legislation during those years was
directed against Jewish professionals and civil servants rather than
those engaged in economic activities. By late 1937, less than 25% of
Jewish business had been Aryanized, and by April 1, 1938, there still
existed some 40,000 Jewish enterprises in the Altreich (Old Reich),
many of them active in rearmament and in the import-export trade.”’

The elimination of the Jews from the economic life of Germany
had always been a major goal of the National Socialist movement. It
was implied in the 25 Point Program of the NSDAP, published in Feb-
ruary, 1920.2® The seventh point recognized the duty of the state to
promote the industry and livelihood only of citizens of the state;
since point 4 excluded the Jews from the category of citizens, their
role in the economy would be expendable. In his speech at the Hof-
briuhaus in Munich on August 13, 1920, Hitler talked about the ne-
cessity of eliminating the Jews from economic activity.”” Although
expediency dictated a continuing role for Jews in the German econ-
omy during the first five years of the Nazi regime, that role was to be
temporary, in view of the pressures for complete physical removal of
the Jews from Germany in the late 1930s.

The promulgation of the Four-Year Plan in 1936 was the first in-
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dication that changes in the economic status of German Jewry were
in the offing. The plan, coupled with the rearmament program al-
ready under way and the reintroduction of conscription, provided the
first signs of economic expansion since the beginning of the Hitler
regime; moreover, it resulted in the gradual elimination of some of
the problems that had prevented a direct attack on the Jewish posi-
tion in the economy.*® An expansionist economy would be able to
absorb disruptions that would result from the removal of German
Jews from economic activity; furthermore, the autarkical measures
adopted in 193§ and 1936 resulted in a decline in German trade with
the west and a slight lessening of overall dependence on foreign
trade.* In short, by 1937, the regime felt more secure politically and
economically on both the domestic and international levels. More-
over, the decline in German trade with the west, as well as the rela-
tive success of the Haavara system, had generally neutralized the
dangers of the worldwide Jewish boycott of German goods.*

In his memorandum of August, 1936, outlining the tasks of the
Four-Year Plan, Hitler proposed that a law be enacted that would
make the Jews of Germany responsible ‘“for all damages that, through
individual acts of criminality, are perpetrated on the German econ-
omy and thus on the German people.”* This proposal reflected the
extent to which war plans and Jewish policy were related in Hitler’s
mind, for the plan was designed to prepare Germany economically
and militarily for war. The step-by-step measures against the Jews in
the economic sphere in 1938, the billion-mark levy imposed after
the Kristallnacht (Night of the Broken Glass), and the continuing
process of economic expropriation in 1939 were the fruits of Hitler’s
proposal.

This study does not analyze the various anti-Jewish economic
measures enacted by the National Socialist regimein 1938 and 1939.3
With Schacht’s demise in the fall of 1937, the way was cleared for the
final assault on German Jewry’s last stake in German society. Be-
sides satisfying Nazi fantasies of internal security and the unity of
the racial community, the expropriation of Jewish assets provided
the regime with an added source of income with which to pay for the
preparations for war. Hitler might also have hoped that further pres-
sure would induce the remaining Jews in Germany to emigrate. Ma-
jor Engel’s diary contains the following entry for August 13, 1938,
about alleged observations made by Hitler at the time:

The Fithrer spoke today before a small circle about the
Niirnberg Laws and their results. When he thinks about these
laws in retrospect, they seem to have in fact been too humane.
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The Jews were deprived of certain rights, and were removed
from the Staatsleben |(life of the state]; but there still remains
their activity and work in the free economy, and that is of
course exactly what is most suitable for the Jew. . . . He will
now have to consider, as a result of additional laws leading to
the further restriction of Jewish life in Germany, that the mass
of the Jewish population in Germany simply will not want to
remain. That would be the best way to get rid of them.*

The SS and the Centralization of Emigration Policy

That the SS had relatively little influence on the formulation of Jew-
ish policy through 1937 is particularly evident in the debate over
Haavara and Palestine during that year. Neither the SD nor the Ge-
stapo played any significant role. The meeting between Eichmann
and Feivel Polkes in Berlin in February, 1937, and Eichmann’s trip to
the Middle East later that year apparently were not connected with
the policy debate over Palestine.

The peripheral position of the SS was certainly not self-imposed.
By early 1937, disenchantment was growing within the SD and Ge-
stapo over the chaotic manner of policy formulation and over the
multiplicity of competing and conflicting authorities and policies in
Jewish affairs. In January, 1937, a comprehensive report on the Jewish
question in Germany was compiled by Department II/112 of the
SD.% The report emphasized that rapid Jewish emigration from Ger-
many should be the keynote of all efforts in the Jewish question and
that past efforts to this end had not been very effective. The causes of
the recent decline in Jewish emigration from Germany were listed as
general complacency about the Jewish question on the part of gov-
ernment authorities, continued Jewish participation in the economy,
growing difficulties in emigration to Palestine and elsewhere due to
political unrest, quota restrictions and the loss of capital in the emi-
gration process. The report recommended the elimination of Jews
from the economy, a significant increase in political and legal pres-
sure on Jews to leave Germany and the establishment of radically
new procedures to further Jewish emigration from Germany.

The report concentrated on the emigration process and the prob-
lems of promoting a more rapid departure of Jews from Germany.
Contrary to the positions of Referat-D in the Foreign Office, the
Ministry of the Interior, the AO and others, II/112 argued that emi-
gration policy should aim for Konzentration rather than Zersplit-
terung of German Jewry abroad.* “Jewish emigration from the ter-
ritory of the Reich is so urgent that an absolute Zielstrebigkeit
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[resoluteness] should not be overlooked in the process. In particular,
it must be realized that Jewish emigration should be concentrated,
that is, it must be directed only toward particular countries in order
to avoid in a number of countries the creation of a hostile element
that will constantly stir up the populace of these countries against
Germany.” The report went on to recommend the utilization of three
South American countries and the continued utilization of Palestine
as areas in which Jews from Germany should be concentrated. More-
over, the report was critical of the attempts of the AO and others to
turn Germany toward a greater support for the Arab national move-
ment in Palestine: “Encouraging an anti-Jewish attitude among Arabs
in Palestine by members of the AO of the NSDAP is to be avoided.
The stirring up of Arabs against Jewish immigrants is harmful to the
Reich in the end, because unrest will severely curtail emigration ac-
tivity, which was especially evident during the unrest of 1936.”
Finally, the report recommended technical changes and im-
provements in the formulation and conduct of Jewish policy in order
to hasten the removal of Jews from Germany. It called for the com-
plete centralization of the emigration process under one agency—
namely, the SS—whose task it would be to run the entire domestic
operation of the emigration process. This would include selecting
suitable areas to which the stream of Jewish emigration would be di-
rected, conducting negotiations with diplomatic representatives of
countries willing to accept Jews, finding new methods for the trans-
fer of Jewish capital and, above all, carrying out the solution of the
entire problem in the National Socialist sense. Department II/112
was proposing the transfer of control over Jewish emigration from
the responsible government ministries to the SS, something that was
to occur in 1938 and 1939. The advocacy of Konzentration, con-
tinued emigration to Palestine and utilization of the assets of well-
to-do Jews to cover the emigration costs of the poor were to become
cornerstones of SS emigration policy during those years.
Department II/112 continued its campaign in the spring of 1937
to strengthen its role in the formulation and conduct of overall
Jewish policy, particularly in matters of emigration. On April 7,
SS-Hauptscharfiihrer Dieter Wisliceny of II/112 circulated a memo-
randum calling for SD participation in all matters relating to Jewish
emigration.”® He argued that II/112 should be included in the delib-
erations of the Ministry of Economics and other government minis-
tries concerning emigration policy, including the question of Zionist
emigration to Palestine. On April 21, another Wisliceny memoran-
dum was circulated in II/112 that stressed the importance of Zionist
emigration to Palestine in the overall solution of the Jewish ques-
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tion, as well as the key role the SD should play in that process.*
Although his view that the solution of the Jewish question in Ger-
many depended primarily on Zionist emigration to Palestine was not
shared by many in the SD or elsewhere, his observations reflect con-
sistent S$ espousal of rapid emigration to specific areas of concentra-
tion, which included Palestine, as well as the efforts of the SS to as-
sume ultimate control over Jewish policy in Germany.

The Anschluss of Austria in March, 1938, finally afforded the
SD an opportunity to put its recommendations to work. On March
16, Adolf Eichmann was assigned to Vienna with the task of heading
a branch office of II/112.%° The persistent complaining of Eichmann,
Wisliceny and others in II/112 must have found a receptive audience
in Himmler and Heydrich. It is also significant that Eichmann had
been in charge of II/112-3, the section responsible for Zionism and
emigration, prior to his assignment to Vienna. He was given free rein
to organize and carry out the emigration of Jews from Austria ac-
cording to his own recommendations of the previous year. In short,
the SS assumed immediate and total control over emigration policy
in Austria at a time when the various government and Party agencies
were still competing for control in the Altreich.

All other aspects of Jewish policy in Austria were subordinated
to the aim of rapid Jewish emigration. In accordance with the 1937
recommendations of Eichmann and Wisliceny, a Zentralstelle fiir ji-
dische Auswanderung (Central Office for Jewish Emigration} was
opened in Vienna.*' The emigration process in Germany had been
characterized by factors that limited the number of emigrants each
year; these were for the most part eliminated in Austria. What would
have taken weeks or months of running from one agency to another
was accomplished in one day by Eichmann’s Zentralstelle. The in-
voluntary nature of Eichmann’s emigration system made the term
“deportation” more appropriate.> In spite of pogroms, disenfran-
chisement and expropriation, emigration had remained technically
voluntary in the Altreich through 1938. In Austria, on the other
hand, Jews were slowly concentrated in Vienna, interned in con-
centration camps and eventually forced through the Zentralstelle,
where they were stripped of their assets and received in a matter of
hours the stamps, papers, visas and passports necessary for leaving
the country.® Unlike the situation in the Altreich, where Jews still
retained much control over their assets until 1938 as long as they
remained in Germany, the Eichmann system simply confiscated
most of what the emigrants possessed; the standing principle of
II/112 that the rich must pay for the emigration of the poor so that
all would be able to leave was applied assiduously.* Finally, whereas
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the departure of the emigrant from the Altreich had usually de-
pended upon the possession of an immigration visa to another coun-
try, the Austrian emigrant was often expelled without a valid visa or
with papers that the SD authorities knew to be illegal.*

The SD was also brought into the formulation and conduct of
Jewish policy in the Altreich in early 1938. Hitler’s initiative in 1937
and early 1938 had given top priority to emigration in Jewish policy,
and there is evidence that the SD had managed to secure an impor-
tant role in the emigration process by that time. In its mid-year re-
port in July, 1938, II/112 was able to note with satisfaction that it
had been brought into the economic preparation of Jewish emigra-
tion, which had previously been subject to the competing claims
and influence of numerous government agencies.* According to
Bernhard Losener of the Ministry of the Interior, a process had be-
gun in which his ministry was increasingly eliminated from the for-
mulation and implementation of policy.*’” Unlike its experience in
Austria, the SD faced stiff competition from other Party agencies in
Germany for control over Jewish policy in 1938.® The personnel
changes in the Economics Ministry and the Foreign Office in late
1937 and early 1938 had removed the moderating influence of Schacht
and Neurath in Jewish policy. Goring accumulated considerable
power and authority in Jewish affairs after his victory over Schacht,
while Ribbentrop’s position was anything but moderate. Goring’s
power in economic affairs and his leading role in the drive to remove
the Jews from the economy made him the dominant authority in the
Jewish question by late 1938. Goebbels too sought a leading role,
and, along with the SA and Julius Streicher, favored pogrom-style vio-
lence against Germany'’s remaining Jewish population.* The SS, bol-
stered by its position in Austria and the “success” of its emigration
procedures there, was urging a similar formula for the Altreich.*

The events surrounding the Kristallnacht in November, 1938,
did result in greater centralization of Jewish policy and a dominant
role in the emigration process for the SS. There is general agreement
that Goring, Himmler and Heydrich had opposed the unbridled vio-
lence of November 9, 1938.%' Goring was in the process of expropriat-
ing Jewish assets as a way of raising more capital to pay the enormous
costs of military preparations. The destruction of Jewish property
represented a loss of potential income. The SS, which had always op-
posed the pogrom approach, feared that the violence and destruction
would have a negative impact on the emigration process. Himmler,
Heydrich and others appealed to Hitler to have the destruction halted
and sought in vain to have Goebbels removed from his position.*? In
a meeting with Hitler and Goebbels on November 10, Géring was
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able to have the violence stopped.® He also emerged from the meet-
ing with supreme authority in Jewish affairs and orders to carry out
the complete removal of Jews from the economy.

Goring’s authority manifested itself in the remaining weeks of
1938 and early 1939. He was authorized by Hitler to call a meeting of
all interested agencies and officials on November 12 to plan the final
elimination of the Jews from the economy and, above all, to promote
the all-out emigration of Jews from Germany under the authority of
the SS.* Among those present were Goebbels, Heydrich, Interior
Minister Frick, Economics Minister Funk, a representative of the
German insurance companies and an observer from the Foreign Min-
istry. At the meeting, Goring denounced the violence and destruc-
tion of the Kristallnacht on the grounds that it only harmed the Ger-
man economy in the end. The levy of 1 billion marks imposed on the
German Jewish community is indicative of Goring’s desperate need
for added revenue in view of what he was to call six days later ““die
kritische Lage der Reichsfinanzen” (the critical situation of Reich fi-
nances).>* Besides the ideological connection between war and Jew-
ish policy, there was for Goring the practical necessity of finding ad-
ditional means with which to pay for a future war. It was resolved at
the November 12 meeting that the total elimination of the Jews from
the economic life of the country would be pursued with greater in-
tensity and that these efforts would be geared toward the rapid emi-
gration of Jews from Greater Germany. Although it was clear that
Jewish policy was to be centralized under Goring’s authority, con-
tinued rivalries among government and Party agencies in late 1938
forced Goring to circulate the following reminder on December 14:

In order to assure the necessary unity in the handling of the
Jewish question, which strongly affects the entire economic
situation, I request that all decrees and other important in-
structions that pertain to the Jewish question be directed to me
before their release, and that they receive my approval. I re-
quest that you instruct all departments and authorities in your
Dienstbereich [service area] that every independent action in
the Jewish question is to cease.%

At the November 12 meeting, Goring also empowered the SD to
organize Jewish emigration according to its own plans and proce-
dures. On November 15, the SD, conscious of its newly acquired au-
thority in emigration matters, informed the Foreign Office of its in-
tention to set up a Reichszentrale fiir jlidische Auswanderung (Reich
Central Office for Jewish Emigration) in Berlin, along the lines of its
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earlier counterpart in Vienna.*” SS-Oberfiihrer Rudolf Likus was told
by close associates of Goring that Goring and Himmler were in com-
plete agreement on the future conduct of Jewish policy.*® In its year-
end report for 1938, II/112 was able to note with satisfaction the cen-
tralization process that had taken place during the second half of the
year and the department’s new authority in the emigration process.*
In the same report, II/112 indicated its intention to exert its au-
thority in all aspects of emigration policy, including those related to
German foreign policy, such as the question of suitable countries or
regions of the world to which Jewish emigrants should be directed, a
central issue in the Palestine debate of 1937.

On January 24, 1939, in a note to the minister of the interior,
Goring reported his appointment of Reinhard Heydrich of the SD to
organize Jewish emigration from Germany according to the proce-
dures established by Eichmann in Vienna.®* Goéring authorized the
creation in the Interior Ministry of a Reichszentrale fiir jidische
Auswanderung, to be directed by Heydrich as head of the SD. He
noted that Jewish emigration from Germany was to be promoted by
all possible means and that the entire process would henceforth be
directed by this new centralized authority. Goring also reiterated his
position as the chief authority after Hitler in the Jewish question.

Heydrich wasted little time in organizing the Reichszentrale in
Berlin and in asserting the dominant role of the SD in emigration
matters. In a note of February 11, 1939, to various government min-
istries, Heydrich outlined the organization of the Reichszentrale and
left little doubt of his intention to put the SD in full control.®' After
almost a year in Vienna, Eichmann was brought to Berlin in February
and placed under Heinrich Miiller, then head of the Gestapo, who
was put in charge of the Reichszentrale. The Zentralstelle in Vienna
as well as the one set up later in Prague became branches of the
Berlin operation.® Thus, the SS achieved full control of the emigra-
tion process, responsible only to Goring and ultimately to Hitler.
The various government ministries were subordinated to the overall
authority of Goring and to the authority of Heydrich in all domestic
and international aspects of Jewish emigration. Therefore, the Pales-
tine debate was officially over. Goéring’s January 24 note to the Inte-
rior Ministry gave Heydrich the authority to determine which parts
of the world were the most suitable destinations for Jewish emi-
grants. The SS had consistently favored Jewish emigration to Pales-
tine and would continue to do so with its enhanced authority in emi-
gration policy.
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The Limits of the Legal Immigration System

While efforts to increase Jewish emigration were under way in Ger-
many and Austria in 1938, immigration opportunities to other coun-
tries for German and Austrian Jews were gradually declining. The
number of entry visas available was never sufficient for those who
wanted to leave Germany, and some available visas were for countries
where settlement was hazardous for many middle-aged, middle-
class urban Jews.* Entry into Palestine had also become tightly con-
trolled. Not only did Britain limit the number of immigration cer-
tificates, but the Zionist movement itself set up rigid standards for
prospective immigrants prior to 1938.) It sought young people in
good health, with some training for agricultural work or manual
trades; moreover, persons with capital were preferred immigrants at
a time when the needs and interests of Palestine took Eréeference over
the problem of rescuing Jews from Nazi persecution.® |The unrest
and violence in Palestine from 1936 to 1938 had résullted in fur-
ther British restrictions on Jewish immigration, while the countries
of the western world demonstrated their reluctance after 1937 to
raise immigration quotas in order to meet the growing Jewish refu-
gee crisis.*

By the summer of 1938, Eichmann’s emigration operation in Vi-
enna was beginning to have an adverse effect on an already acute
international refugee problem. A High Commission for Refugees
from Germany had been created by the League of Nations in 1935,
but had proved ineffective.®’ In July, 1938, on the initiative of Presi-
dent Roosevelt, an international conference designed to find solu-
tions to the Jewish refugee problem was convened at Evian, France.*
Thirty-two nations from Europe, North and South America and the
British Dominions, as well as representatives of Jewish relief agen-
cies and other organizations, assembled in an effort to find new
homes for the growing flood of refugees from central as well as east-
ern Europe. The conference lasted for a week and established a per-
manent committee that tried in vain through the rest of 1938 and
early 1939 to reach an agreement with the German government on
Jewish emigration. The efforts of the committee failed because of
the contradictions in the policies of the Evian nations and Germany.
While calling on the German government to cooperate in the speedy
and orderly emigration of German Jews and the transfer of at least
some Jewish assets, most of the Evian countries either refused to
increase their immigration quotas or actually sought further restric-
tions on Jewish immigration. Not even the United States was pre-
pared to increase its annual German immigration quota signifi-
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cantly.® On the German side, both Goring and Schacht demonstrated
some interest in cooperating with the Evian committee, in spite of
the fierce opposition of Goebbels and Ribbentrop. In the end, how-
ever, Germany was prepared neither to permit the removal of signifi-
cant amounts of Jewish capital to other countries nor to admit
foreigners into the conduct of domestic Jewish policy. Ribbentrop’s
reasoning, which became the basis of the German position, was out-
lined by Weizsicker in a note to the German Embassy in London in
July, 1938.7° According to Weizsicker, Ribbentrop considered the
Jewish question in Germany to be a domestic German problem that
could not be subject to foreign intervention and opposed the transfer
of Jewish capital from Germany or any form of cooperation with the
Evian conference.

Germany could not cooperate in an international solution to
the Jewish question that was motivated by sympathy for the plight of
the Jews in central Europe. The Foreign Office circular to all German
consular missions of January 25, 1939, rejected the notion that Jew-
ish assets might be removed from Germany and condemned the hy-
pocrisy of the Evian countries for their reluctance to admit more
Jewish immigrants.” The circular went on to advocate the Zersplit-
terung of German Jews overseas, dismissing SS arguments that this
would create new elements in many countries that would incite the
populace of those countries against Germany and thus keeping alive
the debate between the proponents of Konzentration and those of
Zersplitterung in emigration policy. The circular concluded that
Germany was not opposed to international solutions of the Jewish
problem, but favored participation in an international effort based on
premises radically different from those of the Evian conference. It as-
serted that any international effort should not be based on a ““false
sympathy for the ‘persecuted Jewish religious minority,’ but on the
premise dictated by the recognition of all people of the danger that
Jewry poses for the volkischen Bestand [racial stock] of nations.”

Cooperation with the Evian nations might have given the Hitler
regime some influence in determining the destinations of Jewish
emigrants from Germany. Although most of the Evian nations were
reluctant to admit greater numbers of Jewish refugees, it was still a
reasonable assumption at the time that large numbers of German
Jews would have ended up in the countries of western and northern
Europe and North America. However, this was not compatible with
the aims of SS emigration policy, which advocated the concentration
of German Jews in a few isolated areas, mainly in Palestine and
South America, and opposed the scattering of German Jews through-
out the western world, where, it was felt, they would be in a position
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to damage German interests. In June, 1938, SD headquarters in Berlin
ordered Eichmann in Vienna henceforth to prevent the emigration of
Jews from Austria to other countries in Europe.™

A difference in emphasis rather than in actual policy in the ques-
tion of Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine existed between
the SD and the Foreign Office in 1938 and 1939. During those years,
the views of Referat-D on the question of emigration and Palestine
appear to have prevailed over those of the Orient-Abteilung (Pol. VII}
within the Foreign Office, no doubt due to Neurath’s replacement by
Ribbentrop as Reichsaussenminister. The Foreign Office continued
to stress the dangers of a Jewish state, even after Britain had dropped
the partition plan and had substantially reduced Jewish immigration
to Palestine.” On the other hand, much of its opposition to the con-
tinued reliance on Palestine as an outlet for Jewish emigration from
Germany was based on the limited capacity of the country to absorb
the masses of European Jewry in the future. The Foreign Office cir-
cular of January 25, 1939, noted Palestine’s limited absorptive capac-
ity while viewing the Jewish question no longer as a purely German
phenomenon, but rather in terms of its European dimensions, in
which millions of Jews would be driven from Europe and a new Eu-
ropean racial order established.

The Foreign Office never advocated the suspension of Jewish emi-
gration to Palestine, while the SD had also been mindful throughout
of the dangers an independent Jewish state would pose for Germany
and had accepted the arguments upon which the Foreign Office and
others had based their views. In a position paper circulated in II/112
by Herbert Hagen in early 1939, it was clearly stated that Germany
could never accept a decision by Britain to satisfy Jewish ambitions
for an independent state in Palestine.” Yet the SD tended to stress
Palestine’s role as a favorable dumping ground for Jews from central
Europe and was clearly less alarmed than the Foreign Office over the
possibility of a Jewish state ever being established in Palestine. In
September, 1938, II/112 took the position that Germany would
strongly oppose any British decision to partition Palestine and per-
mit the establishment of an independent Jewish state, but that Pales-
tine would continue to serve as a useful outlet for Jewish emigration
from Germany so long as England did not pursue that policy option.”

The Promotion of Illegal Immigration to Palestine

Britain’s restrictive immigration policy rather than the spectre of a
Jewish state was the major obstacle to the Palestine policy of the SD
as it assumed control over Jewish emigration in Germany. This re-
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sulted in SD/Gestapo participation in the organization and opera-
tion of illegal immigration of Jewish refugees into Palestine in 1938
and 1939.” At Goring’s conference on November 12, 1938, Heydrich
admitted SD complicity in illegal immigration schemes originating
in Austria.”” On February 11, 1939, at the first meeting of the direct-
ing committee of the newly formed Reichszentrale fiir die jiidische
Auswanderung in Berlin, Heydrich indicated his wish to continue
utilizing the illegal transport of Jews from central Europe to Pales-
tine: “SS-Gruppenfiihrer Heydrich brought up the question of the il-
legal emigration of Jews to Palestine. He pointed out that he was es-
sentially opposed to all illegal emigration. However, in the case of
Palestine, the situation was such that, at that time, illegal transports
were proceeding from many other European countries that them-
selves were only Durchgangslinder [transit countries], and that
under these circumstances this opportunity could be made use of by
Germany as well, albeit without official participation.”’ The For-
eign Office lent its support to the SD for the promotion of the illegal
immigration of Jews to Palestine.

Immediately after the Kristallnacht in November, 1938, all Jew-
ish political organizations, including the Zionistische Vereinigung
fiir Deutschland and the Centralverein were dissolved, and all Jew-
ish newspapers with the exception of the nonpolitical Jiidisches
Nachrichtenblatt were forbidden to publish.” The violence of that
evening had also resulted in the destruction of the Palistinaamt on
Meineckestrasse in Berlin. After the violence had passed, and Géring
and the SS were in firm control of Jewish policy, Zionist functions
resumed throughout Germany, albeit under the altered circumstances
dictated by the new emigration procedures of the SD. Ahron Walter
Lindenstraus, a former employee at the Palistinaamt in Berlin, testi-
fied at the Eichmann trial that the SS helped to restore the working
operation of the Amt immediately after the Kristallnacht pogrom.*
He further testified that the SS helped the Palistinaamt recover im-
migration certificates that had already been granted by British au-
thorities for a group of German Jews to go to Palestine. In Berlin and
Vienna, the SS ordered the release from jail of all Jews arrested dur-
ing the Kristallnacht who were in any way connected with the
Palistinaamt.®

In 1937, a group of Jewish labor leaders and Hagana officials in
Palestine set up the Mossad le Aliyah Bet (Committee for Illegal Im-
migration); later that year, the Mossad established a base in Paris
from which to direct the illegal immigration of Jews into Palestine.®
Three agents in Paris, Yehuda Ragin, Ze'ev Shind and Zvi Yehieli,
formed the nucleus of the Mossad operation, which soon had agents
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spread throughout Europe and the Middle East and was able to trans-
port well over 100,000 Jews illegally to the shores and frontiers of
Palestine between 1938 and 1948. Mossad agents were assigned to
Berlin and Vienna in 1938, with instructions to establish a working
relationship with the SD and the Gestapo in organizing the clan-
destine immigration to Palestine.*® Their tasks included coordinat-
ing transports in Germany and Austria, selecting and organizing
those Jews wishing to leave via the illegal route and cooperating
with Nazi authorities, without whom there would be no emigration.
Mossad agents operated independently from the official Zionist or-
ganization and the Jewish Agency for Palestine prior to the Kristall-
nacht in November, 1938, because both had opposed illegal immi-
gration into Palestine before that time.* In his account of the illegal
immigration to Palestine, Ehud Avriel, a former Mossad agent in Vi-
enna, characterized the attitude of German authorities in Vienna
as follows: “In prewar Germany, these operations were neither il-
legal nor secret: the Gestapo office directly across the street from
our town knew exactly where we were and what we were doing;
the illegality began only at the shores of Palestine with the British
blockade.”®

The SD and the Gestapo were receptive to the Mossad’s ini-
tiatives for cooperation. After November, 1938, Mossad agents in
Berlin, Vienna and later Prague dominated the Palestine offices in
each of those cities. They were provided with farms and other facili-
ties to set up vocational training camps for prospective immigrants.®
Mossad agents in Vienna worked through Wolfgang Karthaus, a high-
ranking Austrian Nazi who was sympathetic to the Jewish plight, to
secure the cooperation of Gauleiter Josef Biirckel and Gestapo agents
Lange and Kuchmann.®” Through them, Yugoslav transit visas were
obtained, enabling Austrian Jews to make their way to Palestine via
Mossad ships that took on illegal immigrants in Yugoslav ports.
Eichmann soon brought the Mossad operation under his control and
urged the movement of greater numbers of illegal emigrants out of
Austria.® Jews were also smuggled down the Danube, through Black
Sea ports in Rumania and Bulgaria and through Greece to Palestine.®
In 1939, the SD put pressure on Mossad agents in Berlin and Prague
to move large numbers of Jews out of the Reich, with Heydrich de-
manding that 400 Jews per week be prepared and sent off from Berlin
alone.” In the summer of 1939, Mossad agent Pino Ginzburg con-
cluded an agreement in Berlin with the Gestapo to move 10,000 Jews
by ship from the ports of Emden and Hamburg to Palestine. The out-
break of war in September forced the abandonment of the operation.

Although Nazi authorities tried to conceal their complicity in
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the illegal transport of Jews to Palestine, both the British and the
American governments were aware of SS and Gestapo involvement
in 1938 and 1939. As early as the summer of 1938, the American
Consulate in Vienna reported to Washington that its information
confirmed the collaboration of German authorities in the illegal
movement of Jews from central Europe to Palestine.” Britain’s aware-
ness was evident in reports from the British Consulate in Vienna in
the summer and autumn of 1938 and in debates in the House of
Commons in London in July, 1939.”

It would be difficult to determine exactly how many “illegals”
were brought out of central Europe to Palestine in 1938, 1939 and
1940. The estimates that are available cover the total illegal immi-
gration into Palestine, which included large numbers of eastern Eu-
ropean Jews not yet under Nazi control. The governments of Poland
and Rumania were also enthusiastic about any schemes, legal or
otherwise, that would foster Jewish emigration from their coun-
tries.”® It must be assumed that the proportion of “illegals” from
Greater Germany in the total illegal immigration was not insignifi-
cant. The American Consulate in Jerusalem reported in August,
1938, that Jewish authorities in Palestine were themselves not cer-
tain as to how many Jews were entering the country illegally at that
time.** The Consulate did report that the consensus of Jewish opin-
ion was that some 500 “illegals” were entering the country each
month, and that the assistant commissioner for migration, N.I
Mindel, estimated that over 25,000 illegal immigrants were resident
in Palestine by August, 1938. British estimates also varied. Malcolm
MacDonald, the secretary of state for colonies, claimed that some
4,000 illegal immigrants had entered Palestine during the first six
months of 1939.” The British Foreign Office and Colonial Office es-
timated that over 11,000 illegal immigrants successfully entered Pal-
estine during the six months from April to September, 1939.” Jon
and David Kimche assert that more than 1,000 illegals per month
were entering Palestine by the end of 1938.%

German authorities continued to pursue both legal and illegal
emigration of Jews from Greater Germany to Palestine in 1938 and
1939. In 1938, the Gestapo approved a request by Jewish leaders in
Germany to petition foreign embassies for more immigration visas
for Jewish emigrants.”® At the Eichmann trial, Dr. David Paul Me-
retz, a former Zionist official in Germany, testified that the Gestapo
approved a request to permit a delegation of German Zionists to at-
tend the forthcoming Twenty-First Zionist Congress at Geneva in
September, 1939.” Meretz stated that the delegation intended to
seek more legal immigration certificates, as well as to explore ways
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to stimulate illegal immigration into Palestine. Moreover, in the
spring of 1938, the SD and the Ministry of Economics agreed that,
for the time being, the Haavara system would continue to func-
tion and that funds provided by Jewish relief agencies abroad for emi-
gration purposes would be placed in full at the disposal of the
emigrants.'®

In the Foreign Office, support for SS emigration policy was usu-
ally forthcoming. Referat Deutschland continued to express its mis-
givings about concentrating too many Jews in Palestine and about
the future possibility of a Jewish state.' On the other hand, most in
the Foreign Office recognized that there was little likelihood of a
Jewish state ever being established in Palestine. From Jerusalem,
Consul-General Déhle reported that Britain had given up the idea of
partition and that a Jewish state was unlikely as a result.'® In Pol.
VII, Werner-Otto von Hentig argued that, as a result of Britain’s fail-
ure to implement the partition plan, there was no real danger of a
Jewish state in Palestine and that Jewish emigration to Palestine
could proceed.'® From London, German Ambassador Dirksen re-
ported that Britain had not only given up on partition and an inde-
pendent Jewish state, but was also moving toward an Arab solution
to the problem.'*

The new forced emigration procedures adopted in 1938 and
1939 did result in a significant rise in the number of Jews forced out
of Greater Germany in 1939. In the four-month period from Febru-
ary 1 to May 31, 1939, 34,000 Jews were forced out of the Altreich
and another 34,300 out of Austria.'® Emigration to Palestine was up
considerably as well. The figures on legal immigration to Palestine
show a dramatic increase in the number of German Jews entering
Palestine in 1938 and 1939. These figures would certainly be higher
if illegals were included.

Toward the Final Solution

The emigration procedures established by the SD in 1938 and 1939
were continued during the first two years of the war, albeit with di-
minishing success.'® Immigration possibilities to other countries,
already severely restricted in 1938 and 1939, were limited even more
by the adverse conditions of war. Moreover, Germany’s conquests in
1939 and 1940 brought millions of Jews under Nazi control, making
it impossible to remove such large numbers of Jews from Europe,
even with the methods perfected by Eichmann in Vienna in 1938.
Still, in 1939 and 1940, the SS continued to promote Jewish emigra-
tion to Palestine, using both legal and illegal channels. Retraining
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programs for Jews in Germany seeking to emigrate to Palestine con-
tinued to receive the support of the SS, the Foreign Office and the
Ministry of the Interior. Throughout 1940 and much of 1941, Ger-
man authorities in eastern Europe did nothing to prevent the steady
if chaotic flow of Jewish refugees to Palestine and in some cases en-
couraged it.'”” At his trial in Jerusalem in 1961, Adolf Eichmann tes-
tified, “Until receipt of the orders stopping emigration, I did not have
any instructions to stop emigration to Palestine, even during the
first years of the war.”” 1%

Schumburg’s circular of January 25, 1939, observed that the Jew-
ish problem would not be solved for Germany merely by the depar-
ture of the last Jew from German soil. Besides fearing the possible
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, Referat Deutschland re-
jected Palestine as a key element in the solution of the Jewish ques-
tion because of its size. In 1938, Schumburg and others had already
begun to view the Jewish question in its European rather than its
German dimensions as plans for war materialized. It was no longer a
matter of simply removing half a million Jews from Germany; for
National Socialism, the Jewish question was ultimately a European
one, in view of its plans for a new order in Europe, and involved the
disposal of some 10 or 11 million Jews from the North Sea to the
Urals. As Schumburg observed in his January 2§ circular, Palestine
would never be able to absorb more than a fraction of that number.'”
It is also significant that in his speech to the Reichstag five days
later, Hitler also alluded to the European dimensions of the Jewish
question within the context of a new racial order in Europe.''®

The initial German conquest of much of Poland and about a
million and a half Polish Jews in September, 1939, radically trans-
formed the scope of Nazi Jewish policy. Moreover, changes in the
terms of the Nazi-Soviet Pact later that month were to bring more
Polish territory and an enormous increase in the number of Polish
Jews under German control. Since 1938, SS emigration policy had
been designed to concentrate Jews from Greater Germany in Pales-
tine, South America and other non-European areas; however, Pales-
tine’s size and limited absorptive capacity, as well as the fluctuating
willingness of South American and other governments to accept
Jewish immigrants, necessitated new and more suitable points of
concentration for the millions of Jews soon to be driven from Eu-
rope. Therefore, between 1938 and 1940, the Hitler regime consid-
ered Madagascar and other similarly remote areas of the world much
larger alternatives to Palestine, capable of absorbing the millions of
Jews destined to be forced from Europe.'!!

It has already been noted that Poland had sought an agreement
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with France in 1936 and 1937 whereby much of Poland’s Jewish pop-
ulation would be sent to Madagascar. In April, 1938, the British Co-
lonial Office asked the British Foreign Office to approach France
about immigration possibilities for European Jews in Madagascar.'?
Like Poland, but for different reasons, Britain was seeking alterna-
tives to Palestine for Jewish refugees. In the Colonial Office, William
Ormsby-Gore wrote:

Could you ask him [M. Bonnet] if France could do anything to
permit Jewish refugees to settle in Madagascar, especially from
Austria? To please the Foreign Office I have agreed to drastic
cutting down of the number I personally would like to see al-
lowed to go to Palestine—but if the Foreign Office object to
Jewish refugees going to Palestine in order to try and placate
the Arabs, at least we ought in view of the Balfour Declaration
to use any influence we can to find them havens of refuge from
religious and racial persecution elsewhere. Madagascar is large,
healthy, undeveloped and sparsely populated.

In late 1938, France agreed to consider Jewish settlement on the is-
land of Madagascar provided Britain and the United States made
similar efforts with some of their own territories.!'* Prime Minister
Chamberlain proposed Jewish settlement in Tanganyika in eastern
Africa and British Guyana on the northern coast of South America.''
Germany took a keen interest in Poland’s initiatives on Mada-
gascar. Like Britain and Poland, Nazi authorities were concerned
about alternative outlets for mass Jewish emigration due to the re-
strictions on Jewish immigration to Palestine. In January, 1938, the
Polish foreign minister received a sympathetic hearing from German
Foreign Minister von Neurath on Polish efforts to secure Jewish emi-
gration to Madagascar.'® Julius Streicher was an early advocate of
mass Jewish emigration to Madagascar. Editorials in Der Stiirmer in
January and May, 1938, claimed that the newspaper had proposed
such a solution to the Jewish question several years earlier and that
Poland’s recent initiatives warranted favorable consideration.''* The
SS newspaper Das Schwarze Korps carried an article in February,
1938, that criticized the western democracies for not making parts
of their empires available for Jewish immigration.'” The article also
criticized France for not acting more quickly on the Polish initia-
tives on Madagascar and concluded that only forceful resettlement
of Jews outside of Europe would solve the Jewish question. Felix Ker-
sten, Himmler’s personal physician, claimed that Himmler had sug-
gested to Hitler in 1934 that Jewish emigration from Germany to
Madagascar be promoted.!** At his trial, Adolf Eichmann testified
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that he “played with the idea of Madagascar” shortly after his arrival
in Vienna in early 1938.""" In March, 1938, II/112 began serious con-
sideration of Madagascar as a possible alternative to Palestine in the
future solution of the Jewish question. On March 5, Herbert Hagen
requested Eichmann’s section (II/112—-3) to begin assembling infor-
mation on Madagascar and its potential as a solution to the Jewish
question and referred to previous Franco-Polish negotiations as a
positive step.'?®

In early 1939, Alfred Rosenberg wrote and spoke on several oc-
casions in favor of the Madagascar option. He, too, stressed the Euro-
pean dimensions of the Jewish question and the need for a strong,
united, German-led front of anti-Semitic states to drive the Jews
from Europe. He supported the concentration of European Jewry on
Madagascar or in Guyana, dismissing Palestine as too small to play
an effective role in the solution of the Jewish question. He asserted
that Germany could never tolerate an independent Jewish state in
Palestine or elsewhere and envisaged an arrangement for Madagascar
or Guyana that would create a reservation (Reservat) in which the
Jews of Europe would be concentrated, with the western democ-
racies retaining control.'* At Goring’s conference on November 12,
1938, the topic of Madagascar was brought up briefly. According to
Ernst Woermann of the Foreign Office, G6ring reacted favorably to
the Madagascar option during the discussions and claimed that Hit-
ler was also favorably inclined.'?* Hitler had already expressed his
support for an understanding among the anti-Semitic regimes of
Germany, Poland, Hungary and Rumania aimed at securing the re-
moval of millions of Jews from Europe to Madagascar. The former
Polish ambassador to Germany, Josef Lipski, sent the following note
to Foreign Minister Beck in Warsaw after a meeting with Hitler at
the Obersalzberg on September 20, 1938: “He has in his mind an
idea for settling the Jewish problem by way of emigration to the
colonies [Madagascar] in accordance with an understanding with Po-
land, Hungary and possibly also Rumania (at which point I told him
that if he finds such a solution we will erect him a beautiful monu-
ment in Warsaw).””'®

While there was considerable talk in Germany about Madagas-
carin 1938 and 1939, there were no formal plans or diplomatic prepa-
rations for the deportation of Jews to that island or to Guyana or
other similarly remote parts of the world until after the German con-
quest of much of Europe in 1940 and 1941. The detailed proposals of
Referat Deutschland in the Foreign Office and those of the SS in
1940, when the German conquest of France and Britain’s anticipated
surrender made the Madagascar scheme appear feasible, are consid-
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ered elsewhere.'* It is important to note here that Palestine was still
considered a desirable destination for Jewish emigrants by German
authorities between the outbreak of the war in 1939 and the evolu-
tion of the final solution in 1941. Correspondence between the SS
and the Foreign Office in 1939 and 1940 indicates that existing pat-
terns of emigration were to continue for Jews still in Greater Ger-
many, while new proposals for concentrating masses of Jews in east-
ern Poland (the so-called Lublin Reservation) and Madagascar were
to be considered as possible solutions to the overall Jewish question
in Europe.'” There appears to be some continuity in Nazi emigration
policy between 1933 and 1940, from Palestine and South America to
the Lublin Reservation and Madagascar. That policy generally sought
to concentrate Europe’s Jewish population in remote areas outside of
Europe, preferably in reservations under the strict supervision and
control of a European power. Whereas Palestine would serve as a res-
ervation for German Jews under British authority after 1933, Mada-
gascar would become a much larger reservation for a much larger un-
dertaking under French or German control.



9. Germany, Palestine and the
Middle East, 1938—1939

Shifting Patterns in Hitler’s Englandpolitik

The successful implementation of Hitler’s timetable for war in 1938
and 1939 depended on Britain’s attitude toward the isolated wars he
planned to wage against Germany'’s eastern neighbors. His efforts to
secure an Anglo-German understanding between 1933 and 1937,
based upon mutually recognized spheres of domination, had failed
to rouse the interest of the British government. After 1935, it had
become increasingly apparent to Hitler that Great Britain would con-
tinue to oppose German domination of Europe. On the other hand,
the war in Ethiopia and the occupation of the Rhineland had led
Hitler to conclude that Britain would not go to war for the sake of
central and eastern Europe. What Josef Henke describes as Hitler’s
ohne England Kurs (course without England) after 1937 was based
on the assumption that Britain would neither support German ex-
pansion beyond the incorporation of Austrian and Sudeten Germans
into the Reich nor go to war against Germany in defense of Hitler’s
future victims in eastern Europe.

The Austrian Anschluss was not really a test of the efficacy of
Hitler’s ohne England Kurs because Britain had come to accept the
peaceful union of Germany and Austria by 1938.! As noted above,
Lord Halifax had expressed the willingness of the British govern-
ment to endorse necessary changes in Austria and the Sudetenland
in the name of national self-determination during his visit to Berlin
in November, 1937. Thus, it appears certain that Hitler expected
little opposition from Britain to the annexation of Austria in March,
1938.2 Ribbentrop was in London in early March, 1938, and reported
to Hitler on several occasions that Britain would not go to war over
Austria, even if the Anschluss had to be accomplished by force.? The
ohne England Kurs would not be tested until Germany threatened
some action on the European continent in conflict with British in-
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terests against which the British government was prepared to act
with force.

The crisis over Czechoslovakia in 1938 exposed the flaws in the
ohne England Kurs, with British pressure forcing Hitler temporarily
to accept an international solution that fell short of his intended
goal. At the now famous Reichskanzlei meeting of November s,
1937, the aim of German policy was clearly defined as the complete
destruction of Czechoslovakia, not merely the union of the Sudeten
Germans with the Reich.* The Sudeten German question was merely
a pretext for a war against Czechoslovakia as a necessary step in the
systematic expansion of German Lebensraum in central and eastern
Europe.® Hitler’s directive of May 30, 1938, to the commanders of the
army, the navy and the air force ordered immediate preparations for
the invasion of Czechoslovakia and the destruction of the Czecho-
slovak state.®

Britain was prepared to cooperate in a solution to the Sudeten
German problem that would have satisfied German demands for the
national self-determination of the Sudetendeutsche.” However, the
British government also made clear its opposition to a German inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia as the means of resolving the problem. On
May 11, 1938, British Ambassador Henderson delivered a note to
Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop that made a clear distinction be-
tween Britain’s position on peaceful change in the status of the Su-
deten Germans and its position in the event of a German invasion of
Czechoslovakia.* Henderson warned that a conflict between Ger-
many and Czechoslovakia could develop into a larger European war
in which Britain could not remain disinterested. During the May cri-
sis of 1938, the British government again indicated that it could not
stand idly by in the event of a German invasion of Czechoslovakia.®

Whether Britain would have gone to war over Czechoslovakia in
May or September, 1938, is beyond the scope of this study. It is im-
portant here to gauge Hitler’s reaction to British threats of interven-
tion during the crisis and his actions in view of the possibility of war
with Great Britain in 1938. The ohne England Kurs assumed that, in
spite of objections and protests, Britain would not intervene in the
process of German expansion in central and eastern Europe. If Berlin
concluded that the attainment of its objectives in 1938 was impos-
sible without a full-scale war in the west, then the ohne England
Kurs would prove itself a failure. Certainly, the quest for an Anglo-
German alliance from 1933 to 1937 and the ohne England Kurs
thereafter precluded war with England.

British threats in the May crisis forced Hitler to consider the
possibility of war with the west before the complete conquest of
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Lebensraum in the east.'® In late May, he ordered measures to be
taken to strengthen Germany’s western defenses and instructed the
German armed forces to prepare for a possible conflict with the west.
These measures, coupled with his visit to Italy in early May, might
have been an attempt to discourage England from risking war over
Czechoslovakia rather than a definite resolve to achieve his ends re-
gardless of the cost. In April, Hitler had stated at the Obersalzberg
that the anticipated move against Czechoslovakia should commence
only when Italy was firmly allied to Germany and that the resulting
pressure on Britain and France would dissuade them from interven-
ing.!' However, he was unable to get a commitment from Mussolini
in 1938 to enter a war that might result from Germany’s campaign
for Lebensraum in central and eastern Europe.' It is also clear that
the German military feared a war against the west in 1938 and there-
fore opposed the planned invasion of Czechoslovakia. On June 18,
Hitler’s General Staff submitted to him a revised draft of the May 30
directive for Fall Griin (Operation Green) that would make military
action against Czechoslovakia conditional on absolute assurances
that the western powers would not intervene.'

It is not known what immediate effect if any this initiative from
the military had on Hitler’s calculations during the summer of 1938.
It would appear from the events of the summer and autumn of that
year that Hitler was dissuaded from risking war with England to ac-
complish the destruction of Czechoslovakia. He made further at-
tempts in the summer of 1938 to convince Britain and France that
each of the Great Powers had its separate spheres of influence and
power and that each should be free to act within its own sphere with-
out interference.'* The concept of Great Power spheres of influence
precluded negotiations over Czechoslovakia or any other question
considered part of the German sphere, just as it would preclude in-
ternational action on problems within the British and French impe-
rial spheres. Hitler was interested neither in British mediation in the
Sudeten crisis nor in an international solution to the problem.*

Any doubts that the British government might have had regard-
ing Hitler’s true intentions in Czechoslovakia disappeared during
the Hitler-Chamberlain talks at Bad Godesberg in late September.
Hitler demanded not only incorporation of the Sudetenland into the
Reich, but also immediate evacuation of Czech troops and entry of
German troops into the areas to be ceded. All of this was to occur
before the terms of the transfer could be worked out.'* Having al-
ready agreed to the cession of the Sudetenland, the Czech govern-
ment would also be forced to yield the country’s carefully prepared
defenses before the organization of a new posture. The immediate
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entry of the German army into the Sudetenland would deprive a
truncated Czech state of every safeguard for its national existence.
Chamberlain could not agree to Hitler’s new conditions for a settle-
ment and accused the German side at Bad Godesberg of deliberately
moving toward war."’

By the last week in September, the crisis over Czechoslovakia
had reached the breaking point. The government in Prague had ac-
cepted all of the German demands with the exception of the imme-
diate entry of German troops into the Sudetenland. Britain and
France, having urged the Czech government to accept the cession of
territory, refused to urge compliance with the German military oc-
cupation of the Sudetenland. On the German side, Fall Griin was to
commence on October 1 on the basis of Prague’s refusal to accept
Hitler’s latest demand. The original plans and orders for Fall Griin of
April and May, 1938, had stipulated that unacceptable demands be
made on the Czech government to provide a pretext for military
action.

It appears that sufficient doubt had developed in Hitler’s mind
about British intentions to compel him to cancel Fall Griin, to toler-
ate foreign intervention at Munich in a matter within the German
sphere and to accept a settlement that fell short of his aim. He was
confronted with a choice that he had always hoped to avoid, namely,
between the destruction of Germany’s eastern neighbors and peace
with Great Britain. His ohne England Kurs had failed at least tempo-
rarily, because the two components of that policy appeared to be in-
compatible in 1938. One had to be sacrificed for the other; peace
with England was maintained for the time being at the expense of
the destruction of Czechoslovakia.

On September 26, Hitler met with Sir Horace Wilson, a close ad-
viser to Chamberlain, in Berlin. Wilson warned Hitler that Britain
would stand by France in any Franco-German war arising from the
Sudeten crisis.'® In a report to Berlin on September 28, the German
Embassy in London concluded that England would intervene if Ger-
many marched on Prague.'” On the same day, the British fleet was
mobilized in a further effort to dissuade Hitler from launching an
attack on Czechoslovakia.””

There were other factors that must have restrained Hitler and
increased his own sense of isolation. The most important of these
was Italy’s reluctance to encourage any action that might lead to a
general European war. The Italian attitude was apparent in Mus-
solini’s appeal for further negotiations on the Czech problem and his
suggestion for a four-power conference to resolve the issue.? The
Hungarian government was reluctant to risk a general European war
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in spite of its ambitions for Czechoslovakian territory.?? Finally, the
negative reaction of the citizens of Berlin to a late September show of
German military strength along the Wilhelmstrasse might also have
been a restraint.? Clearly the threat of British intervention was the
crucial factor that prompted Hitler’s sudden retreat from war. He
would not have needed the active participation of Italy and Hungary
or the support of the German populace to wage war against an iso-
lated Czechoslovakia.

Hitler appears tohave regretted his decision not toinvade Czecho-
slovakia almost immediately after the Munich conference.** He re-
sented western intervention in central Europe and a settlement that
deprived him of his war of conquest over Czechoslovakia. Moreover,
Munich delayed his timetable for the conquest of Lebensraum in
eastern Europe. During the months following Munich, he came to
the realization that the agreement merely gave England the extra
time it was seeking to complete its rearmament and preparations for
a future war.”® He concluded that Britain had been bluffing in Sep-
tember and would not have gone to war against Germany over the
issue of Czech survival. His anger was fed by the uncomfortable
thought that his decision to meet with the western powers at Mu-
nich was neither necessary nor strategically sound.

In speeches delivered at Saarbriicken on October 9, at Weimar on
November 6 and at Munich on November 8, Hitler declared that Ger-
many would no longer tolerate British intervention in Germany'’s
European sphere.? He further asserted that the protection and reali-
zation of Germany'’s legitimate rights would no longer be sacrificed
through negotiations with outside powers and that Germany would
not shy away from war to realize its aims in the future. In a speech
before the members of the German press in Munich on November 10,
he expressed his concern about German public opinion and the peace
euphoria that followed the Munich conference.?”

He called on the press to prepare the public for war and admitted
that it had been necessary in the past to pursue German foreign pol-
icy aims within the framework of repeated assurances of Germany’s
peaceful intentions. He further admitted that his promises of Ger-
man satisfaction after the solution of the Austrian and Sudeten
questions were part of the previous peace propaganda. He asserted
that nothing could be further from the truth than the assumption
that Germany was, after the Munich episode, a saturated power;
rather, he concluded that Germany stood at the beginning of monu-
mental developments that confronted the nation with important
new foreign policy tasks.

By the end of 1938, Hitler was prepared to pursue his aims in
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central and eastern Europe, even if it meant war with Great Britain.?
The events of 1938 had brought him to the realization that war
against the west might be necessary before Germany achieved conti-
nental hegemony. This meant that the previous timetable, based on
the attainment of continental dominance before any conflict with
England, would have to be altered. Hitler had to begin planning a
possible western campaign as a contingency, forced upon him by
Great Britain, to precede the eventual assault on the Soviet Union.?
At the Reichskanzlei conference of November 5, 1937, Hitler had not
dismissed the possibility of conflict with the west over Austria and
Czechoslovakia. During the May crisis of 1938, he had again been
forced to consider the possibility of war with the west as a prelimi-
nary step in his conquest of eastern Europe.

Although he had not lost his long-standing desire to come to
terms with England on the basis of spheres of influence, by early
1939, Hitler was prepared to force such an arrangement on England
through war. He did not have in mind the destruction of the British
Empire, but wanted instead to remove British power from the Euro-
pean continent.* In this way, he hoped to force Britain into accepting
the kind of Anglo-German partnership he had favored since Mein
Kampf.

On November 26, 1938, a position paper was prepared by the
Oberkommando der Wehrmacht (High Command of the Armed
Forces, OKW), on Hitler’s orders, to serve as the basis for forthcom-
ing military discussions with Italy.> It envisioned a potential war be-
tween the Axis and Great Britain and France in which England would
be expelled from the continent and ultimately forced to acquiesce in
Germany’s conquest of Lebensraum. There does not seem to have
been any intention to wage all-out war on Britain and its empire.
Hitler's strategy was to crush France, something he planned in Mein
Kampf, and thus deny Britain a foothold on the continent. Germany
could then turn its attention to the east for the onslaught against the
Soviet Union.

On May 23, 1939, Hitler met with his military commanders at
the Reichskanzlei.’* What was said at the meeting provides a clear
picture of Hitler’s strategy and goals regarding England in the months
ahead. The conquest of living space in the east was emphasized as
Germany’s major geopolitical aim. It was decided that Poland would
be invaded at the first favorable opportunity and that the likelihood
of fulfilling this task without provoking a war with the west was
minimal. At this meeting, the first reference was made to the possi-
bility of a temporary change in relations with the Soviet Union dur-
ing a Zwischenstufe (intermediate stage) of conflict with the west.*



174 Germany, Palestine and the Middle East, 1938—1939

Finally, while the discussions produced plans for the defeat and oc-
cupation of the Netherlands, Belgium and France, there were no
similar plans for Great Britain and the British Empire. Air and naval
attacks against Britain would be carried out from airfields and ports
along the channel and North Sea until England accepted German he-
gemony over the European continent.

The events of the summer of 1939 demonstrate Hitler’s continu-
ing preference for an understanding with England. The only change
in Hitler's Englandpolitik after Munich was that he was prepared to
go to war rather than give up or postpone any element of his plans for
Lebensraum. This did not mean that his hopes for Anglo-German
cooperation had disappeared. His failure to secure the voluntary
nonintervention of the western powers had forced him to reach a
temporary accommodation with the Soviet Union and to proceed ac-
cording to the guidelines established at the May 23 Reichskanzlei
meeting. He still wanted to avoid war with England in spite of the
developing Soviet option. He made this clear in a conversation with
Carl Burckhart, the League of Nations commissioner for Danzig, on
August 11.* During last minute talks with British Ambassador Hen-
derson on August 24 and 25, in an effort to avoid Anglo-German hos-
tilities over Poland, Hitler reviewed his past attempts to reach an
understanding with England and lamented Britain’s failure to re-
ciprocate.® He further told Henderson that Germany intended to
solve the problems of Danzig and the Corridor, boasted of Germany’s
accommodation with the Soviet Union and warned that Germany
no longer faced the disadvantage of a two-front war.* Finally, he reit-
erated his long-standing desire for an Anglo-German understanding
based on mutual guarantees and support.

The crisis days of August and the threat of war with Great Brit-
ain did not dissuade Hitler, as had been the case a year earlier. He
was prepared to proceed with his so-called Zwischenstufe, pro-
tected by his pact with Stalin.*” When he thought he had accom-
plished this by the summer of 1940, Hitler hoped at long last to be
able to achieve the elusive accommodation with England that would
permit him to turn on the USSR and complete the drive for living
space in eastern Europe.®

German Propaganda and Italian Middle East Policy

Hitler’s efforts to pressure England into acquiescing in his plans for
expansion in central and eastern Europe in 1938 and 1939 were aug-
mented by an intense anti-British propaganda campaign.*® The aim
of the campaign was twofold: to impress upon the British govern-
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ment Germany'’s determination to achieve its aims in Europe by war
if necessary and to distract the British from Europe by periodically
attacking the conduct of British imperial policy. Much of the am-
munition for this campaign was provided by the always volatile sit-
uation in the Middle East, particularly in Palestine following the
publication of the recommendations of the Peel Commission.* Early
in 1938, moreover, Germany began broadcasting in Arabic to the
Middle East from a transmitter at Zeesen.* The broadcasts stressed
Arab-German friendship and were critical of British and French pol-
icy in the Middle East. Palestine was a particularly convenient source
for anti-British propaganda, although the attacks on British policy
that appeared in the German press and on German radio never called
for the elimination of British power in the eastern Mediterranean.
Vague references to the legitimate national aspirations of the Arab
people were not an advocacy of an end to British power and influence
in the Middle East. By late 1938, the British Foreign Office was satis-
fied that German propaganda against Britain regarding Palestine and
the Middle East was intended to maintain and increase the pressures
on Britain in the Levant and thus turn it away from the issues at
stake in Europe.?

On several occasions, Hitler took advantage of the unrest in Pal-
estine in an attempt to embarrass the British government and to
press his notion of mutually agreed upon spheres of interest. In his
Reichstag speech of February 20, 1938, he attacked the British Parlia-
ment and the British press for their persistent criticism of political
and racial persecution in Germany.® He referred to the harsh sen-
tences given to Arab rebels by British military courts in Palestine
and argued:

I advise the members of the English House of Commons to
concern themselves with the judgments of British military
courts in Jerusalem, and not with the judgments of German
courts of justice. . . . I would never allow members of the Ger-
man Reichstag to concern themselves with matters of English
justice. The interests of the British world empire are surely
very great, and they are also recognized as such by us. But the
German Reichstag and I as representative of the Reichstag, and
not a delegation of English letter writers, decide what is in the
best interest of the German people and empire.

On September 12, 1938, at the closing session of the Niirnberg Party
congress, Hitler compared the Sudeten Germans with the Arabs of
Palestine and warned:
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My task, and the task of us all, my fellow Germans, is to en-
sure that hier nicht aus Recht Unrecht wird |here wrong does
not come from right]. For it concerns fellow-Germans. I am in
no way willing to allow a second Palestine to emerge here in
the heart of Germany through the cleverness of other states-
men. The poor Arabs are defenseless and perhaps forgotten.
The Germans in Czechoslovakia are neither defenseless nor are
they forgotten.*

In his October 9 speech at Saarbriicken, Hitler again demanded Brit-
ish acceptance of German freedom of action in central Europe in re-
turn for German support for Great Britain in Palestine and elsewhere
in the British Empire.** He continued in the same vein on November
8 at the Biirgerbriaukeller in Munich:

The English Parliamentarians are surely very much at home in
the British world empire, but they are not in central Europe.
Here they lack any knowledge of the circumstances, events
and relationships. They must not take this assessment as an
insult, for we do not know our way around so well in India, or
in Egypt or even in Palestine. I would consider it correct if
these gentlemen would concentrate the enormous knowledge
they possess and their unfailing wisdom at this moment on—
let us say—Palestine. They could do wonderful things there.
For what is happening there smells a lot like force, and very
little like democracy. But I am only presenting that as an ex-
ample, and in no way as criticism, for I am only the represen-
tative of my German people, and not the advocate of others.
Therein lies the difference between myself and Mr. Churchill
and Mr. Eden, who pose as advocates of the whole world.*

Finally, in a speech at Wilhelmshaven on April 1, 1939, Hitler again
pursued the same line of argument to counter British protests over
Germany'’s incorporation of Bohemia and Moravia into the Reich:
““When a British statesman demands today that every problem within
the German sphere of interest must first be discussed with England,
then I could demand equally that every British problem first be dis-
cussed with us. Certainly these Englishmen would respond to me:
the Germans have no business in Palestine! We don’t want anything
to do with Palestine. Just as we Germans have no business in Pales-
tine, so, too, England has no business in our German living space.”*

Just as the German propaganda campaign against England was
not an attempt to undermine Britain’s position in Palestine or
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throughout the Middle East, Germany'’s relationship with Italy dur-
ing the prewar years was in no way intended to alter the status quo in
the eastern Mediterranean. It has been observed above that, through-
out the 1920s and early 1930s, Hitler had expressed his disinterest in
the entire Mediterranean area and had recognized it as Italy’s natural
sphere of interest and expansion. The evidence also indicates that he
neither favored an Anglo-Italian conflict in the Mediterranean nor
supported any existing or potential Italian claims against British ter-
ritory in the Middle East during the years before World War II.

On several occasions during the late 1930s, Germany reiterated
its disinterest in the Mediterranean and its support for a strong Ital-
ian position in the area.** On a visit to Italy in September, 1936,
Hans Frank told Mussolini that Hitler regarded the Mediterranean
as an Italian sea in which Italy had the right to exercise a dominant
role.® During Mussolini’s visit to Germany in September, 1937, it
was agreed that Germany would continue to support Italian interests
in the Mediterranean, while Italy would recognize Germany’s domi-
nant role in Austria.*® It was also agreed that each would endeavor to
seek advantages for the other in any improvement in relations with
Great Britain. In March, 1939, German Ambassador von Mackensen
told Ciano that Hitler’s policy was still to regard the Mediterranean
as an Italian sea and that Germany had no territorial ambitions in
the area.®® On March 25, Ribbentrop circulated a memorandum to
various government ministries and Party agencies that concluded
that German policy in the Mediterranean would reflect Italian needs
and ambitions.’? By November, 1938, Consul-General Dohle was
able to report from Jerusalem that Germany was faithfully observing
the unwritten agreement of the Rome-Berlin Axis, according to
which German support for It-lian policies in the Mediterranean and
Middle East would be forthcoming.*

Italian disappointment with the peace settlement of 1919, which
had considerably strengthened British and French domination of the
Mediterranean area, fueled the revisionist sentiment of Fascist Italy
after 1922. Mussolini’s concept of the entire Mediterranean Sea as
mare nostrum emerged as a rather general, ill-defined aim even-
tually to replace Britain and France as the dominant force in the
Mediterranean and in the Red Sea.** However, Italy posited no spe-
cific claims against Britain in the Middle East, with the exception of
a desire to share in the control and operation of the Suez Canal.
While anxious to protect and promote its own prestige and influence
in Palestine, Italy did not seek to replace Britain as the Mandate
power. In the 1920s, Mussolini came to accept the British need for a
link with India through Palestine and Transjordan and did not dis-
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pute British control of those territories; on the other hand, Italy did
on occasion express an interest in succeeding France as the Man-
datory for Syria.** Syria, Albania, Tunis, Corsica and Nice were the
major aims of Italian revisionism in the Mediterranean area during
the interwar years, while Anglo-Italian friction stemmed from com-
petition in the area of Ethiopia, Somalia and the Red Sea, as well as
the British presence on Malta.*

Mussolini was mildly supportive of the aims of the Zionist
movement and the idea of a Jewish National Home in Palestine dur-
ing the 1920s and the early 1930s.°” He, too, was once of the opinion
that Great Power influence in Palestine and the Middle East was best
promoted through the support of Zionism, although both Britain
and Italy came to the realization by the late 1930s that support for
the Arab side might be more fruitful. Until 1935, Mussolini pursued
a cooperative policy toward Britain and France, hoping that he would
receive their support for the planned conquest of Ethiopia. His stand
on Austria in 1934 and participation in the so-called Stresa Front
against Germany are indicative of this policy.*® The Ethiopian war in
1935, followed by the Spanish civil war in 1936, forced Mussolini to
conclude that his aims could only be achieved in the face of Anglo-
French opposition. As a result, Italy began an intense anti-English
campaign in the Middle East and a program of financial support for
Arab insurgents in Palestine. Italy’s efforts to woo Arab opinion after
1936 were designed more to put pressure on Britain to accept the
Italian conquest of Ethiopia and some measure of equality in eastern
Africa and the Red Sea than seriously to undermine British power in
the Levant.

Hitler had always wished to avoid an Anglo-Italian conflict in
the Mediterranean and Africa because of his desire to make both En-
gland and Italy allies of Germany. It is demonstrated below that
Hitler saw a great deal of value in utilizing Britain’s overseas troubles
to pressure it into a more compliant attitude toward Germany’s
plans for central and eastern Europe. Both Hitler and Mussolini
could benefit from Britain’s difficulties in Palestine after 1937. They
sought not to destroy Britain’s position in Palestine, but rather to in-
crease the pressure on Britain to acquiesce in Italian expansion in
Africa and German expansion in Europe. In November, 1937, British
Ambassador Henderson sent the following assessment from Berlin
of the value of Italian policy in the Mediterranean to German aims
in Europe:

If an Anglo-German understanding proves impossible of ac-
complishment, it is likely that the German government will
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seek in the first place to realize its aims not by an act of ag-
gression against Great Britain, but by a policy of pressure in
other parts of the world. The ties with Italy and Japan will af-
ford Germany a good opportunity for exploiting her own nui-
sance value and it may be expected that the German
government will more or less actively assist Italy in causing us
trouble in the whole of the Mediterranean basin.*

One can appreciate the limited scope of German efforts to exac-
erbate Britain’s difficulties in the Middle East through an under-
standing of the German position on Anglo-Italian relations. While
Italian efforts to encourage anti-British feeling in the Arab world
were to Germany'’s advantage, Hitler also encouraged measures that
would prevent an Anglo-Italian conflict in the Mediterranean and
Red Sea areas. He approved of the Anglo-Italian “Gentlemen’s Agree-
ment” of January, 1937, according to which Britain and Italy were
supposed to take steps to end their propaganda war in the Middle
East.® Although this agreement failed to generate an improvement
in Anglo-Italian relations, it was a step toward the more comprehen-
sive Anglo-Italian understanding of early 1938. In the summer and
autumn of 1937, Britain had tried to enlist Italian support for the
Peel Partition Plan in the face of Arab and Jewish resistance and to
reach an agreement whereby Italy would cease supporting anti-
British forces in Palestine, both Arab and Jewish.®' Germany’s strong
opposition to the idea of partition and an independent Jewish state
notwithstanding, the Foreign Office in Berlin instructed its Embassy
in Rome on August 23, 1937, to refrain from any attempt to influ-
ence Italian policy or the Italian negotiating position with England.*
The August 23 telegram did instruct the German Embassy in Rome
to make known to the Italian government Germany’s views on the
situation in Palestine and to attempt to find out what Italy’s position
on Palestine and the partition plan would be in future negotiations
with England.

An Anglo-Italian accord was signed on April 16, 1938, according
to which both sides agreed to preserve the status quo in the eastern
Mediterranean and the Red Sea.® In return for British acceptance of
the Italian conquest of Ethiopia and a preponderant role in Yemen,
Italy agreed to end its anti-British propaganda in the Middle East and
to respect the status quo in Palestine and in the rest of the Middle
East. The German Foreign Office was enthusiastic about the agree-
ment, especially since the question of partition and a Jewish state
had become dead issues. In a telegram to the German Embassy in
Prague on April 19, Weizsiacker observed that the elimination of An-
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glo-Italian friction was advantageous for Germany.* An unsigned
memorandum dated April 27, found in Weizsicker’s files, concluded
that, from the standpoint of German interests and policy, the Anglo-
Italian agreement was a definite strategic advantage.* It referred to
the dangers for Germany posed by any conflict between Great Brit-
ain and Italy and to the precedent of this bilateral agreement on
spheres of interest, precisely the approach taken by Germany as the
basis of its relationship with Great Britain.

There is no evidence that Hitler favored a conflict in the Medi-
terranean between his Italian ally and either Britain or France before
August, 1939. It appears that he wanted to avoid any difficulties in
the Mediterranean that might involve material support for Italy and
thus detract from Germany'’s objectives in Europe. Henke rightly ob-
serves that during the political and military discussions between
Germany and Italy in the spring of 1939, Germany concerned itself
with a possible war against Britain and France in Europe only and
ignored the matter of Italian ambitions in the Mediterranean basin.%
Moreover, Weizsicker claimed that the German government was
pleased with Italy’s position in the spring and summer of 1939 that it
would not be ready for war for several years.*” In March, 1939, Hitler
told Italian Ambassador Attolico that the Axis would need from
eighteen months to two years to prepare for war against Britain and
France.® He reiterated his general support for Italy but said nothing
about Italian ambitions in the Mediterranean. It is likely that Hitler
wanted to prevent any unilateral action by Italy against France or
Britain, especially while Germany was engaged in its campaign
against Poland.* Italy’s repeated warnings that it could not contem-
plate war until 1942—-1943 at the earliest were accepted by Goring
during his talks with Mussolini in Rome on April 15 and 16 and by
Ribbentrop during his talks with Ciano in Milan on May 6 and 7. It
seems clear that Germany and Italy agreed on the necessity of avoid-
ing a conflict between Italy and the western democracies, at least
until such time as Germany was ready for its onslaught against the
west.

Germany and the Arab World, 1938-1939

It has been concluded above that German attitudes toward Arab na-
tionalism through 1937 were conditioned by the strategic and racial
considerations of Hitler’s Englandpolitik. Before the summer of
1937, the German government refrained from giving any encourage-
ment or moral support to the Arab national movement in Palestine
or elsewhere in the Middle East, in spite of the efforts of Déhle in
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Jerusalem, Grobba in Baghdad, the AO in Berlin and a few others to
promote a more sympathetic response from Germany. Hitler’s hopes
for an understanding with Britain precluded even the mildest form of
moral support for an Arab nationalism aimed at loosening Britain’s
grip on its share of the Levant. The German position was altered
somewhat in June, 1937, in view of the forthcoming recommenda-
tions of the Peel Commission. Neurath’s circular of June 1 proposed
a more sympathetic attitude toward the Arabs of Palestine as a means
of combating the partition plan and the recommendation for an in-
dependent Jewish state in Palestine. However, it has been demon-
strated that the German government had no intention of becoming
involved in the matter and that there was overall agreement in Berlin
that the new approach to the Arabs would certainly not involve ma-
terial assistance or anything beyond the brief anti-partition propa-
ganda campaign in the German press in the summer and autumn of
1937. The German effort was an attack on partition and the creation
of a Jewish state, not an endorsement of Arab independence and an
end to the Anglo-French Mandates in the Levant.

Germany continued to reject Arab requests for material assis-
tance for the Arab revolt in Palestine during the months immedi-
ately following publication of the Peel report. This policy continued
through the first half of 1938; with the growing realization that the
partition scheme would not be implemented, there was less reason
to risk alienating Britain through active support of the Arab cause in
Palestine. At that point, Hitler’s ohne England Kurs did not neces-
sarily require increased British preoccupation with its own imperial
problems. Thus, Germany saw no need to contribute to Britain’s dif-
ficulties in Palestine and in the Middle East as a whole. On October
8, 1937, Hentig informed the German Consulate in Beirut that Ger-
many would not provide weapons or munitions to the Arab cause in
Palestine.”” On November 9, Grobba told Sheik Yussuf Yassin al-
Hud, Ibn-Saud’s private secretary, that Germany desired friendly re-
lations with Great Britain and was therefore unable to provide the
Palestinian Arabs with the support they wished.” On January 7,
1938, Grobba reported that he had rejected a request for weapons
from a group conspiring against King Ibn-Saud, claiming that it was
not Germany's policy to become involved in purely Arab matters.”
By the end of March, 1938, Lord Perth, the British ambassador in
Rome, reported his conviction that Germany was not interested in
anything other than commercial activity in the eastern Mediterra-
nean, either alone or in conjunction with Italy.” Moreover, Perth ob-
served that the Italian government did not want German involve-
ment in the Mediterranean area at that time.
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Part of Germany’s commercial activity in the Middle East dur-
ing the late 1930s involved the sale of weapons to nominally inde-
pendent countries as Germany began exporting weapons again in
1936. A consortium of German corporations was formed to cooper-
ate with the government in the sale of German weapons abroad. This
consortium, known as the Reichsgruppe Industrie: Ausfuhrgemein-
schaft fiir Kriegsgerit (Reich Industrial Group: Export Cooperative
for War Material), consisted of some of Germany’s leading arms man-
ufacturers;’® moreover, it reflected the government’s desire to in-
crease Germany'’s exports and thereby earn much-needed foreign ex-
change through the sale of German arms to overseas buyers.”® In
most cases, Germany demanded full payment in foreign currency or
raw materials; only in rare instances did it grant long-term credit ar-
rangements.” One result of this policy was that most German weap-
ons exports went primarily to European and South American coun-
tries, while sale to the Middle East and South Asia made up a very
small proportion of total weapons exports.”™

Opportunities for exporting arms to areas outside of Europe and
South America were considerably restricted by the conditions of co-
lonial rule in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia. The absence of
fully independent governments and the almost total political, eco-
nomic and military domination of those areas by Britain, France and
others precluded free access to existing and potential arms markets.
This was certainly true in the Middle East, where, with the exception
of Palestine, states had achieved varying degrees of independence
from Britain and France. Although Saudi Arabia, Iran and Afghani-
stan were not directly under British colonial rule, their freedom of
action was limited by British power and influence. This was espe-
cially so in the case of Saudi Arabia. Egypt, Iraq and Transjordan, in
spite of nominal independence, were still subject to a continuing
British military presence and overwhelming political, economic and
military dominance by Great Britain. Syria and Lebanon were per-
haps even more closely tied to France. Moreover, if these countries
had the need, desire and complete freedom to purchase large amounts
of arms from Germany, they still lacked the financial means to do so.
During the 1930s, the Middle East was still one of the smaller oil-
producing areas of the world; both the price and the demand for
Middle East oil were comparatively low, and those countries that did
produce significant amounts of oil did not have the kind of purchas-
ing power they have today.

Afghanistan and Iran were the only two countries in the area in
which Germany actively sought to strengthen its political influence
during the 1930s. There is a temptation to attribute this to racial fac-
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tors, with both countries populated by peoples who distinguish
themselves as Aryans from their Semitic Arab neighbors to the west.
Another reason might be that there was less likelihood of running
into British opposition, because direct British power and influence
were somewhat weaker than in the Arab world. In October, 1936,
Hitler ordered the promotion of close economic ties between Ger-
many and both Iran and Afghanistan, and Germany’s political and
economic position in those two countries was considerably enhanced
between 1936 and 1939.” Alfred Rosenberg’s Aussenpolitisches Amt
in the NSDAP was an important proponent of German penetration
of Afghanistan.®* While the Foreign Office favored economic penetra-
tion, it was reluctant to support the APA wish to train and equip the
Afghan army.*! By 1939, Germany had become the chief supplier of
imports into Afghanistan. Moreover, it did undertake to train and
equip the Afghan army and police and achieved a position of consid-
erable prestige and influence in both Afghanistan and Iran by 1939.%2
There does not appear to have been any British opposition to Ger-
man activities in either Afghanistan or Iran. One might speculate in
the absence of further evidence that Britain was more fearful of a
Russian than a German threat in South Asia. Afghanistan and Iran,
both of which shared long borders with the Soviet Union, were natu-
ral bridges for Soviet expansion toward India.

Germany also demonstrated an interest in Iraq as a market for
weapons exports in 1936 and 1937. Unlike Iran and Afghanistan,
however, Iraq had been a British Mandate until 1932 and was a vital
link in Britain’s overland communications with India. The terms of
Iraqi independence provided for the retention of a strong British
military presence in the country, as well as in the entire Persian
Gulf. The Anglo-Iraqi treaty of June 30, 1930, was designed to regu-
late the relations between the two countries by terminating the
Mandate, providing for Iraqi independence and admission into the
League of Nations, and by establishing a close military alliance be-
tween them.® Provisions were worked out whereby British military
installations in Iraq would continue to function and Britain would
play a crucial role in the defense of the country. Included in the
agreement was the understanding that Iraq would purchase its mili-
tary necessities from Britain and look elsewhere only when Britain
was unable to provide the desired equipment.

On October 29, 1936, a coup d’état was staged in Baghdad by
Bakr Sidqi, the chief of the Iraqi General Staff, and Hikmat Sulayman,
who became prime minister.* The new regime wished to lessen Iraq’s
political and military dependence on Britain and sought closer ties
with Germany.** Since Britain, due to its own rearmament needs,
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was unable to supply some of the weapons Iraq had been seeking, the
new Iraqi government turned to Grobba for assistance. At the end of
1936, a German General Staff officer, Colonel R. Heins, posing as a
geologist, came to Baghdad to assess the Iraqi requests.* In March,
1937, Grobba reported that the new Iraqi government had received
permission from the British government to look elsewhere to satisfy
some of its weapons requirements.?” The Iraqi government was inter-
ested in artillery, antiaircraft pieces, machine guns, trucks, fighter
aircraft and bombs.?® Problems arose, however, over the British re-
quirement that all weapons purchased from other countries, with
the exception of antiaircraft batteries and antitank weapons, be of
the same caliber as those in the British arsenal. On April 3, the
Reichskriegsministerium (Reich Ministry of War) notified the For-
eign Office in Berlin that most of the weapons requested by Iraq
could not be delivered because of the cost and production problems
involved in changing the standard German calibers and because of
Germany’s own rearmament needs.*

The German Ministry of Economics was especially keen on ex-
porting arms to Iraq as a means of earning foreign currency, while the
Foreign Office was less than enthusiastic about the matter for fear of
complicating relations with England.” Grobba did not want to pur-
sue a weapons deal with Iraq if it resulted in a confrontation with
England, as indicated in his telegram from Baghdad to the Foreign
Office in Berlin on May 12, 1937.%! By late June, Grobba reported that
Britain was beginning to have reservations about the possible sale of
German arms to Iraq.” He noted that the intense negotiations under-
taken by Krupp and Rheinmetall with Iraqi authorities for the deliv-
ery of relatively modest amounts of German weapons to Iraq was
causing concern among British officials there. According to Grobba,
British reservations were based on Iraq’s role in the Palestine conflict
and Iraqi purchases of Italian arms in spite of British objections.*
Iraq had become the most outspoken critic of the Peel Partition Plan
in Palestine and vowed to use its resources to prevent its implemen-
tation. Nevertheless, Grobba did advise Berlin to proceed with the
plan to sell weapons to Iraq in spite of British reservations, because
he was convinced that Britain would acquiesce in the end, just as it
had when the Iraqi government purchased Italian arms.

The consortium of German firms formed in 1937 under the lead-
ership of Rheinmetall-Borsig to negotiate with the Iraqi government
was able to sign its first weapons deal with Baghdad on December 9,
1937. It amounted to a good deal less than what Iraq had previously
requested and apparently did not encounter British objections. The
Iraqi army was to receive eighteen 2cm antiaircraft pieces with am-
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munition for the total price of £Strlg 92,082.> Representatives of
Rheinmetall-Borsig had visited London in October in an effort to se-
cure British approval for this transaction, as well as future German
sales in the Middle East.” The representatives told British officials
that German authorities, especially in the Reichskriegsministe-
rium, preferred to work with Britain rather than against it in the
matter of German arms sales in the Middle East. While British au-
thorities did express their reservations about German arms sales to
Iraq, they agreed to permit the Iraqi purchase of some German weap-
ons that Britain itself was unable to supply.

Only two other major arms transactions were concluded be-
tween Germany and Iraq before the war. In September, 1938, the
Iraqi government purchased eighteen 2cm machine guns with am-
munition, and in April, 1939, eighteen 2cm antiaircraft pieces with
ammunition.” Germany had, therefore, considerably less success in
Iraq than in Afghanistan and Iran.

Even after the summer of 1938, when events in Europe provided
Hitler with a pretext for contributing to Britain’s difficulties in the
Middle East, Germany made only sporadic, halfhearted attempts to
utilize Arab discontent and unrest to its advantage. There is ample
evidence that Hitler did attempt to take advantage of the unrest in
Palestine to distract Britain from the crisis over Czechoslovakia and
thus discourage British intervention. Hitler held a secret conference
in mid-July, 1938, attended by Goéring, Keitel, Goebbels, Himmler
and others, during which he ordered the timing of the planned attack
on Czechoslovakia to coincide with any period of heightened con-
flict in Palestine.” The evidence also indicates that, by the summer
of 1938, Germany was prepared to abet the conflict in Palestine to
this end. For the first time, Germany embarked upon a policy of lim-
ited intervention in Palestine, not to undermine and eliminate the
British position in Palestine or to promote the cause of Arab inde-
pendence, but simply to contribute to pressures that might dissuade
Britain from intervening in central Europe.” In the absence of evi-
dence, it would seem likely that consideration was also given to the
impact of continued Jewish emigration to Palestine on the violence
raging in the country and consequently on the difficulty of Britain’s
position.

The vehicles for the new German effort in Palestine were Admi-
ral Canaris’s Abwehr (Counterintelligence Service) and Ambassador
Grobba in Baghdad. In his diaries, former Abwehr officer Helmuth
Groscurth made the following entry for August 29, 1938: “Discussion
with Ambassador Grobba from Baghdad. Arab movement should
be activated immediately.”* Canaris had met the Mufti earlier in
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1938 when traveling incognito to Beirut.'® An Abwehr report of
early 1939 also mentioned the financial aid that had been provided
to the Mufti and his operations in Beirut.'*' Fritz Grobba was used on
at least one occasion to deliver money to the Mufti. According to
Grobba, he once met Musa al Alami, who had fled Palestine for exile
in Syria, in Damascus and turned over to him £Strlg 800, which,
Grobba said, “was entrusted to me in Berlin for this purpose.’”’'®* The
Abwehr also attempted to have small quantities of German weapons
delivered to Arab insurgents in Palestine via Saudi Arabia and Iraq in
1938, albeit unsuccessfully. According to von Hentig, arrangements
had been made by the Abwehr, the assistant foreign minister of
Saudi Arabia and the Iraqi prime minister to smuggle German weap-
ons into Palestine via Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf, but the
whole scheme had to be canceled because Fuad Hamza, the assistant
foreign minister of Saudi Arabia, was also working for the British.'®
It does appear, however, that the Abwehr had earlier provided Fuad
Hamza with money for the Arab cause in Palestine. In a note to
Ernst Woermann in May, 1939, Fritz Grobba referred to money that
Germany had sent to the Arab movement in Palestine via Saudi
Arabia: “On behalf of King Ibn-Saud, I was asked confidentially by
his adviser, Sheik Yussuf Yassin, about our relations with Fuad
Hamza, and further, if we had given him money for the Palestinian
matter, and, when I answered that we had, I was given to understand
that we should discuss matters regarding Palestine only with people
whom the Grand Mufti designates as his agents.” '**

In 1938 and early 1939, Britain suspected but was never quite
certain that some German money was going to the Mufti for the
Arab movement in Palestine.'® The United States was convinced by
October of 1938 that German money was involved in the Arab un-
rest in Palestine that continued without interruption throughout
1938 and the first half of 1939.'% During 1938, rumors were rampant
that German money and arms were flowing into Palestine, although
British authorities were satisfied that Germany was not sending
weapons into the country.'”” Nor is there any documentary evidence
that the German Foreign Office approved of the Abwehr’s financial
support for the Mufti and the Arab cause in Palestine. Although the
documents contain no comments on the matter, favorable or other-
wise, from Ribbentrop, Weizsicker, Woermann, Hentig and others, it
is not likely that there was much support for the endeavor in the For-
eign Office. It is known that Hentig, Weizsiacker and Woermann were
generally opposed to a major German involvement in the Middle
East, while Ribbentrop appears to have been completely uncon-
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cerned about the region. Grobba was the prime mover in Iraq and
joined with the APA in 1938 in urging closer ties between Germany
and Saudi Arabia. In the case of Saudi Arabia, the responsible author-
ities in the Foreign Office were again cool to the idea of deeper politi-
cal and economic involvement.

In 1937, Ibn-Saud had sent his personal physician, Dr. Medhat
Sheik el-Ardh, to Berlin to sound out German government, Party and
business circles about supplying weapons to Saudi Arabia.!®® Ibn-
Saud’s initiative occurred at about the time that the APA began to
take an interest in the Middle East. Later in the year, Sheik Yussuf
Yassin al-Hud, Ibn-Saud’s personal secretary, approached represen-
tatives of the German firm Otto Wolff in Baghdad and requested
15,000 German rifles and long-term credits with which to pay for the
weapons.'® Neither of these initiatives met with success, although
they did encourage the APA about future prospects for Germany in
Saudi Arabia. In March, 1938, al-Hud was sent to Berlin by Ibn-Saud
at the instigation of the APA and Grobba for the purpose of negotiat-
ing closer political and economic ties with Germany."'° The visit in-
cluded another Saudi request for German military assistance, in-
cluding 25,000 rifles with ammunition. The APA supported the
Saudi request and was enthusiastic about the prospect of increasing
German influence on the Arabian peninsula, as outlined in a memo-
randum on July 23, 1938.!!! The same memorandum complained of
strong opposition from the responsible ministries to closer political
and economic ties with Saudi Arabia. Both the Ministry of Econom-
ics and the Economics section (W-III) in the Foreign Office were op-
posed to any deals with Saudi Arabia, whether for weapons or other
goods, because of Saudi inability to pay with cash."'? Hentig and
Woermann in the Foreign Office opposed weapons transactions with
Saudi Arabia for economic and political reasons. In a note to the APA
in the autumn of 1938, Hentig outlined his reasons for opposing
arms sales to Saudi Arabia.'’* He argued that even the Saudis ac-
knowledged that they could never act against Great Britain and
under certain circumstances would be forced to side with the Brit-
ish. Therefore, he concluded that the political preconditions for Ger-
man military assistance to Saudi Arabia were completely lacking.
The weapons deal was successfully blocked by Hentig and the eco-
nomic authorities. The only accomplishment of the APA and Grobba
was establishment of diplomatic relations between the two coun-
tries, with Grobba being accredited to Saudi Arabia in addition to his
post in Baghdad.

Grobba did not entirely disagree with Hentig's reasons for op-
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posing the sale of arms to Saudi Arabia. Grobba told Luigi Sillitti,
the Italian ambassador to Saudi Arabia, that in the event of war, Ibn-
Saud would side with Great Britain, because only Britain had the
power to ensure the delivery of foodstuffs upon which Saudi Arabia
depended.''* Nevertheless, he did favor meeting some of the Saudi re-
quests for German arms and developing German-Saudi economic re-
lations. In a note to Woermann on February 18, 1939, Grobba recog-
nized that not all of the Saudi requests could be met; however, he
advocated some declaration by the German government supporting
Arab independence in general, as well as the open provision of a few
weapons to preserve Saudi goodwill toward Germany.''®

According to Hentig, Ferrostaal A.G., the company with which
al-Hud had negotiated for arms during his Berlin visit in 1938, was
not very enthusiastic about selling weapons to Saudi Arabia for both
political and economic reasons.''* Nor was the OKW inclined to sup-
port the sale of arms to Saudi Arabia and the forging of closer politi-
cal and military ties after the Abwehr’s aborted attempt to smuggle
weapons into Palestine via Saudi Arabia. The OKW considered the
Saudi government unreliable and remained cool to the idea of provid-
ing weapons to Ibn-Saud as a result.!'” Finally, an unsigned memoran-
dum of the APA’s Amt fiir Vorderasien (Office for the Near East) of
June, 1939, referred to Hentig’s previous success in persuading Rib-
bentrop against arms deliveries to Saudi Arabia.''®

Events in Europe and the Middle East in the late spring of 1939
led to a change in the German position on supplying weapons to
Saudi Arabia. By the end of May, Grobba had succeeded in convinc-
ing Woermann and even Hentig that a German move in Saudi Arabia
was desirable. The most important factor in this change was proba-
bly Hitler’s acceptance by late May of the risk of war with England
over Poland. This appears to have been the case in the thinking of the
German Foreign Office as well. Early in May, Grobba renewed his ap-
peal to Woermann to reconsider his position on military assistance
to Saudi Arabia.'"” Grobba argued that Germany would soon be at
war with England and that closer ties with Saudi Arabia were neces-
sary to ensure a benevolent Saudi neutrality, a goal he considered to
be in Germany’s strategic interest. In his memorandum to Ribben-
trop of May 22, Hentig outlined the reasons for his change of posi-
tion on relations with Saudi Arabia.'* While he did not mention the
possibility of war in Europe, it is implied throughout his comments
with a definite sense of urgency. Moreover, he outlined the political
and economic changes in the Middle East in recent months that, in
his opinion, made a move in Saudi Arabia desirable in view of the
European situation:
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For recent months have proven, 1. that Egypt has moved com-
pletely to the British side, 2. the resistance in Palestine is
clearly subsiding, 3. Syrid is not in a position to conduct an
independent policy, 4. a threat from the flank via Turkey to
British overland communications has been eliminated, 5. King
Ibn-Saud had been regularly earning a good income in the past
year from the oil fields on the Persian Gulf, and 6. there is a
growing distrust of Italy in the Arab world. . . .

Thus, by the early summer of 1939, the German Foreign Office
had concluded that most of the countries in the Middle East, includ-
ing Turkey, would side with England either as allies or as friendly
neutrals.'? Moreover, the British white paper on Palestine of May,
1939, effectively neutralized the Arab rebellion,; it officially rejected
partition and the creation of an independent Jewish state, drastically
reduced Jewish immigration and required Arab consent for future
Jewish immigration.'?? Although the white paper did not meet the
Arab demand for immediate independence, it did remove the most
immediate source of anti-English feeling in the country. Arab unrest
waned after the publication of the white paper, thus depriving Ger-
many of a convenient point of British vulnerability in the Middle
East. It appeared to Hentig that opportunities in the Middle East
for distracting Britain were suddenly disappearing at a moment
when they were needed most. At the same time, Saudi Arabia’s small
but growing oil revenues after 1938 eliminated the economic argu-
ments against extending military and economic aid to Ibn-Saud'’s
government.

In the middle of May, al-Hud returned to Berlin for another at-
tempt at securing German weapons. He met with a much more re-
ceptive German Foreign Office and was not forced to waste his time
with the APA as he had been forced to do a year earlier. On June 8,
al-Hud was received by Ribbentrop, who gave his assent to al-Hud’s
request for a large quantity of German rifles and the construction of
a munitions factory in Saudi Arabia.'* On June 17, Hitler received
al-Hud at the Berghof and gave his approval for the sale of 8,000 rifles
with 8 million rounds of ammunition, the construction of a small
munitions factory in Saudi Arabia and the sale of antiaircraft guns
and tanks in the more distant future.'* Italy had come to favor a
greater German involvement in Saudi Arabia because of its own un-
popularity on the Arabian peninsula and needed German support to
offset the British advantage in the Red Sea.’? Negotiations between
al-Hud, the Foreign Office and the OKW on a weapons package and
the terms of payment continued until an agreement was reached in
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July.'*s The package, which included 4,000 rifles, ammunition, anti-
aircraft guns and the munitions factory, was never delivered due to
the outbreak of war in September.

Hentig’s earlier fears about Saudi unreliability and susceptibil-
ity to British pressure had not disappeared entirely during the sum-
mer of 1939. There remained a sense of hopelessness throughout the
German Foreign Office regarding the German position in the Middle
East in the event of war. Hentig’s memorandum of May 22 to Ribben-
trop had described the disappearance of opportunities in Egypt, Pal-
estine, Syria, Turkey and Iraq, with Saudi Arabia representing the
last opportunity for exploiting British vulnerabilities in the Middle
East. Yet the suspicions about Saudi Arabia seemed to linger despite
al-Hud’s meetings with Ribbentrop and Hitler in June, 1939. It is
possible that the German government had no intention of delivering
the arms and other assistance promised to al-Hud in June, hoping
instead to use the threat of German involvement in Saudi Arabia
to pressure Britain about Poland. On July 11, the OKW informed
the Foreign Office in Berlin of the following instructions from Hit-
ler: “On July 11, 1939, the Fiihrer, through his adjutant, informed us
that he disapproves of weapons deliveries to hostile countries, or to
states whose position in a war would be doubtful. Weapons should be
delivered where they can help us, or at least where they cannot
harm us, for example, to South America, the Baltic states and Bul-
garia.”’'” The list of German arms exports to the Middle East for the
spring and summer of 1939 reflects reluctance to send weapons to
countries other than Iran and Afghanistan. While arms exports to
these countries increased considerably, those to Arab states all but
disappeared.'?®

In his memoirs, Fritz Grobba summarized Germany’s overall
Middle East policy during the 1930s as one of wasted opportuni-
ties.'” He observed that Germany failed to take advantage of Arab
hostility toward Britain and France and sympathy for Germany to
promote German political and economic influence in the area and
attributed this failure to several factors: Hitler’s racism, which was
directed against Arabs as well as Jews; his basic disinterest in the
Middle East; his deference to British and Italian interests in the
Mediterranean area; and a disinclination on his part to see British
power eliminated from the Middle East. Grobba concluded that the
Hitler regime was never willing to lend its support to the concept of
Arab independence and national self-determination. Because of his
racial Weltanschauung and geopolitical strategy, and the signifi-
cance of first England and then Italy in that strategy, Hitler would
never have committed Germany to the cause of Arab independence.
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General Franz Halder, the chief of the General Staff of the Ger-
man Army between 1938 and 1942, concurred with Grobba'’s obser-
vations in his foreword to a study of German involvement with Arab
nationalist movements, prepared for the U.S. Army by two former
German officers involved in the Middle East during World War II.'*
Referring to the years before and after 1939, Halder observed:

German efforts to exploit the Arab nationalist movements
against Britain lacked a solid foundation. Occupied by other
problems more closely akin to his nature, Hitler expended too
little interest on the political and psychological currents preva-
lent in the Arab world. . . . In the diplomatic, propaganda and
military fields, Germany had neglected to prepare the ground
for a serious threat to Britain in the area of that country’s im-
portant land communication route between the Mediterranean
Sea and the Indian Ocean. . . . No uniformly thought out plan
was developed for the exploitation of the Arab nationalist
movements.

Until the outbreak of World War II in September, 1939, Ger-
many’s overall policy toward the Middle East remained subordinate
to the course of Hitler’s relations with England and the question of
German expansion in Europe. The belated and halfhearted involve-
ment in Palestine in 1938 and 1939 was an attempt to influence
events in Europe, not to change the status quo in Palestine. There
seemed to be a realization that Axis power had its limits in the east-
ern Mediterranean.'* Moreover, German Middle East policy, particu-
larly with regard to Palestine, was also dependent on the needs of
domestic Jewish policy, namely, rapid Jewish emigration from Ger-
many. During his talks with al-Hud in Berlin in June, 1939, Hitler
refused to act on al-Hud’s criticism of German emigration policy.'** In
January, 1938, Déhle had reported from Jerusalem that Arab sym-
pathy for Germany was declining as a result of Germany’s continued
promotion of Jewish emigration to Palestine.'** He also coupled this
point with the fact that persistent refusal to contribute diplomati-
cally or materially to the Arab struggle against Britain and Zionism
was undermining Arab friendship for Germany. Grobba warned of
the same problem facing Germany in Iraq in late 1938."** Arab dissat-
isfaction with German emigration policy continued through the
summer of 1939. In June and July, both Hentig of Pol. VII and Hin-
richs of Referat-D described the growing hostility in the Arab world
over the question of Germany’s role in the process of illegal Jewish
immigration to Palestine.’*® In March, 1939, Grobba also pointed
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to Arab disappointment and frustration with Germany’s deference
to Italian ambitions throughout the Mediterranean, especially in
Syria."*¢ Thus, Jewish policy on the domestic front, coupled with the
role of Britain and Italy in Hitler’s geopolitical calculations, condi-
tioned Germany’s approach to Palestine and the Middle East. The
Arab cause in Palestine, at best a convenient tool to influence events
in Europe briefly in 1938 and 1939, remained apart from the inter-
ests of National Socialist Germany.



10. Conclusions

The Palestine policy of National Socialist Germany during the 1930s
was firmly rooted in the ideological development of the National
Socialist movement during its early years. Hitler’s attitudes toward
Zionism and world Jewry, Great Britain and, indirectly, the Arab
world emerged from his speeches and writings during those years
and remained consistent through the 1930s. Hitler accepted Alfred
Rosenberg’s premise that the Zionist movement was an arm of an
international Jewish conspiracy. He believed that Zionism did not
merely seek the creation of a refuge for persecuted Jews, but that it
hoped instead to establish an independent power base from which to
conduct the conspiracy against Germany and the rest of the Aryan
world. All Jews, whether Zionist, non-Zionist or anti-Zionist, were
viewed as part of this conspiracy. On the other hand, there emerged a
willingness to use Zionism to reverse the assimilationist tendencies
of the German Jewish community and to promote the rapid emigra-
tion of Jews from Germany. This is especially evident in Rosenberg
and to a lesser extent in Hitler during the early years.

Hitler’s admiration for the British Empire and his desire for an
Anglo-German understanding were also evident during the early
years of the movement and would remain so throughout the 1930s. It
is clear that he pursued British support for German expansion in Eu-
rope and for at least a share in Europe’s domination over the rest of
the world. His racist Weltanschauung precluded any sympathy or
support for the national liberation and self-determination of the
peoples of Africa and Asia. He believed not only in the necessity and
inevitability of German hegemony in Europe, but in the perpetual
hegemony of white Europeans over the world as a whole as well.
Scholars may debate the question of whether Hitler ultimately in-
tended to replace the Anglo-French world empires with a German
version or whether he intended to secure a share of that domination
for Germany in partnership with Britain. It is certain that he did not



194 Conclusions

seek the destruction of British imperial power by the budding na-
tionalisms of Africa and Asia. To have encouraged Arab ambitions
for national self-determination in Palestine and throughout the
Middle East would have disrupted his plans for an Anglo-German
understanding on Europe and would have violated the racial tenets of
National Socialism.

The policies toward the Zionist movement pursued by govern-
ment and Party agencies in Germany between 1933 and 1937 have
been outlined in detail. While these policies do stem from the ear-
lier willingness of Hitler and Rosenberg to use Zionism as a means
of encouraging Jewish emigration from Germany, they were also the
result of economic realities that confronted the new regime in Ger-
many in 1933. Moreover, Zionism held a certain appeal for many
anti-Semites. Its volkisch concept of nationhood was at least related
to the traditional German equivalent, a nationalist alternative to the
nineteenth-century liberal ideal of a pluralistic society held by the
great majority of Jews in Germany. It offered to assist in efforts to
remove Jews from the political, social and cultural fabric of German
society and to encourage their departure from Germany.

Almost unanimous support for Zionist emigration to Palestine
was the rule between 1933 and 1937 in the agencies of the German
government and the Nazi party. The responsible authorities in the
German Foreign Office, including the German Consulate-General in
Jerusalem, the Orient-Abteilung, Referat Deutschland and the Han-
delspolitische Abteilung, lent their support and encouragement to
Zionist efforts. As the agency responsible for the implementation of
emigration policy and procedures, the Ministry of the Interior en-
couraged orderly Zionist emigration from Germany, while the Min-
istry of Economics and the Reichsbank were responsible for the
Haavara agreement and the economics of large-scale Jewish emigra-
tion from Germany to Palestine. Moreover, the responsible agencies
within the SS police establishment accorded the German Zionist
movement preferential treatment over the various non-Zionist and
anti-Zionist liberal/assimilationist organizations. Zionist occupa-
tional retraining centers ( Umschulungslager) were encouraged, while
Zionist officials and teachers from Palestine and elsewhere were
usually granted entry visas by German authorities in order to facili-
tate the efforts of the German Zionist movement.

Economic factors also underlay German support for the Zionist
option. Besides the ideological imperatives of National Socialism
that considered all Jewish property in one way or another as stolen,
Germany'’s precarious economic position made it impossible for Jew-
ish emigrants to take even a modest portion of their assets abroad to
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meet the usually strict immigration requirements of most destina-
tion countries. Hitler’s early economic policies, inspired by Schacht,
sought to find new markets for German manufactured goods and
to redirect Germany’s foreign trade away from its industrial com-
petitors toward the less industrialized parts of Europe and the rest
of the world, where German goods would meet less competition.
The overall effort to promote German exports was threatened by the
international boycott against German goods that resulted from the
anti-Jewish legislation in Germany in 1933. Zionist emigration to
Palestine provided a useful means to lessen the negative impact of
these factors to some extent. The Haavara transfer agreement of
1933 partially resolved the problem of removing Jewish assets from
Germany by enabling Jewish emigrants to transfer a small portion of
those assets to Palestine in the form of German goods to be sold on
the Palestine market. German exports to Palestine and to the rest of
the Middle East were substantially increased as a result of Haavara.
Although this amounted to very little in Germany’s overall export
trade, it did represent a contribution to Schacht’s economic aims.
Finally, Haavara helped to neutralize the international anti-German
boycott. Already beset with a variety of problems in organization
and coordination, the boycott leaders also had to contend with the
adverse example of Palestine as the Jewish National Home importing
large quantities of German goods.

Between 1933 and 1937, Palestine remained the preferred desti-
nation in Nazi emigration policy. This is not to say that the Zionist
goal of a Jewish majority and state in Palestine was acceptable to the
Hitler regime or that relations between Nazi officials and the Ger-
man Zionist movement approached even a modicum of cordiality.
The racial policies of the Hitler regime created a situation in which
both German and Zionist authorities reluctantly recognized more
advantage than disadvantage in a relatively high degree of coopera-
tion. For the Hitler regime, the foundations for a Jewish National
Home in Palestine, laid by the Balfour Declaration in 1917 and sub-
sequent Anglo-Zionist efforts, were used as an instrument in its pur-
suit of a “racially healthy” Volksgemeinschaft in Germany. The re-
alization in 1937 that those efforts might lead to the creation of an
independent Jewish state in Palestine revived the old anti-Semitic
bogey of an international Jewish conspiracy and generated consider-
able debate in German government and Party circles over Germany’s
past and future relationship to the Zionist movement.

German attitudes and policies toward the other two elements in
the Palestine triangle, Britain and Arab nationalism, have also been
considered in detail. The consensus among scholars is that Hitler
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based his geopolitical strategy and hopes from the early 1920s until
the late 1930s on some form of Anglo-German understanding, be it
an alliance or simply passive British acquiescence to his aims in Eu-
rope. This study does not address itself to the debate over the exis-
tence or nonexistence of German plans for world domination after
the attainment of continental hegemony. In either case, the needs
and scope of Hitler’s foreign policy during the 1930s would have been
essentially the same. On the other hand, his attitudes and policy to-
ward Arab nationalism and the Middle East were conditioned in
large measure by his Englandpolitik.

Between 1933 and 1937, Hitler sought an accommodation
whereby he would provide German guarantees for the security of the
British Empire in return for British approval of German expansion in
central and eastern Europe. Although he did demand the return of at
least one of Germany’s former colonies in Africa as a source for raw
materials, he was prepared to renounce for the time being the Welt-
politik of the imperial era. Nor would he sanction any Italian impe-
rial claims against the British Empire. Clearly, the English alliance
was more important to him than the Italian before 1937. As his
dream of an Anglo-German alliance failed to materialize, Hitler be-
gan to revise the tactics of his Englandpolitik. England’s reaction to
events in Ethiopia, Spain and the Rhineland in 1935 and 1936 con-
vinced him that he could achieve his aims in central and eastern Eu-
rope without an English alliance, free of English intervention. He
would continue to pursue the elusive understanding, but at the same
time prepare to achieve his aims without it.

Germany’s Arab policy was clearly influenced to a considerable
extent by Hitler’s Englandpolitik as a result of the importance of the
English factor for his plans in Europe. It was also the result of the
international dimensions of his racial Weltanschauung. Repeated
Arab attempts throughout the 1930s to secure German diplomatic,
financial and material assistance against the Zionists and the British
in Palestine were rejected. The documents reveal a consensus in the
German Foreign Office that friendly relations with Great Britain
were essential and precluded the kind of assistance requested by
Arab leaders. The NSDAP/Landesgruppe-Palistina confined its work
to the German Christian communities that remained neutral in the
Arab-Jewish conflict and loyal to the British administration. Rela-
tions with the other nominally independent Arab states were such
that Germany refrained from actions that might have been con-
strued by British authorities as detrimental to British security in the
strategically vital Middle East. Arab frustration over the continuing
British presence in Palestine and elsewhere generated little or no
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sympathy from the German leadership before 1937. The strategic and
ideological goals of National Socialist foreign policy necessitated
aloofness from the Arab national movement. For Hitler, Britain held
the key to the successful pursuit of German aims in Europe; overt
support for Arab national self-determination would have worked
against the attainment of those ends. Moreover, the racial philosophy
of National Socialism precluded support for Arab efforts to achieve
independence at the expense of British power in the Middle East.

By mid-1937, Germany'’s relationship to all three factors in the
Palestine triangle had come under serious question in government
and Party circles in Berlin. The Peel Partition Plan of July, 1937, and
its recommendations for separate Arab and Jewish states in Palestine
raised doubts about the wisdom of continued support of Zionist em-
_ igration to Palestine and past rejection of Arab overtures for assis-
tance. Moreover, it appears from the conversations at the famous
Reichskanzlei meeting in November, 1937, that Hitler was prepared
seriously to consider war against England if necessary to achieve his
aims in Europe.

There was nearly unanimous opposition within the government
and Party leadership to the creation of an independent Jewish state in
Palestine, regardless of individual political and ideological predilec-
tions. Adherence to the Jewish conspiracy theory was not necessary
for a German case against an independent Jewish state. The anti-
Semitic policies of the Hitler regime would make a Jewish state a
natural enemy of the Reich and a dangerous addition to the growing
coalition of nations hostile to the new Germany. This strategic real-
ity blended well with the old conspiracy theories of the nineteenth
century, and of Nazi ideologues, enabling them and the conservative
civil servants in the Foreign Office to share a common aversion to
the Peel Partition Plan of 1937. Foreign Minister von Neurath’s cir-
cular of June 1, 1937, embodied this combination in its warning that
Palestine could become a base for the alleged international Jewish
conspiracy against Germany, much as the Vatican was for political
Catholicism and Moscow for the Comintern.

The debate within the government and the Party over Palestine
during the second half of 1937 was centered on German emigration
policies, specifically, the question of destination countries for Jews
emigrating from Germany. Even the most ardent critics of previous
policy did not advocate an end to Jewish emigration from Germany
to Palestine. Grobba, Dohle, Referat Deutschland and the Auslands-
organisation favored a greatly reduced role for Palestine in the pro-
cess of Jewish emigration. Grobba and Déhle were alarmed at the
negative impact that support for German Zionism was having on
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Germany's prestige among the Arabs, while Referat-D and the AO
supported those fears and added their own belief that an independent
Jewish state would contribute to the international Jewish campaign
to destroy the new Germany. They also proposed a major revision of
the Haavara agreement that would lessen its contribution to the
growing strength of the Zionist position in Palestine. They did not
propose a complete end to Jewish emigration from Germany to Pal-
estine, nor to the use of Haavara to promote it. They argued that emi-
gration policy should seek to scatter German Jews around the world,
rather than to concentrate them in Palestine, where they would cer-
tainly facilitate the creation of a Jewish state. These individuals and
agencies also favored closer ties to the Arabs in Palestine and else-
where, short of material assistance, fearing that German support for
Zionist emigration to Palestine was needlessly costing Germany the
natural sympathy of the Arab world. On the other hand, Pol. VII and
the economic authorities in the Foreign Office and the Ministry of
Economics favored continued use of Palestine as the primary desti-
nation for Jewish emigration from Germany. They argued that Ger-
man Jews scattered abroad would actively contribute to anti-German
sentiment and policies in their new countries, while concentrating
them in Palestine would enable Germany to deal with them effec-
tively as a unit. They strongly favored the retention of the Haavara
system, although they were willing to make some changes in order
to satisfy its critics.

The ministerial meeting on Palestine held on July 29, 1937, was
under instructions from Hitler to effect the rapid emigration of Jews
from Germany with all means available. He neither singled out Pales-
tine as a preferred destination nor excluded it. At subsequent meet-
ings on Palestine in September and October, there was no question
that Palestine would continue to play an important role in the emi-
gration process. The only question still subject to debate was the
efficacy of Haavara and the matter of its alteration or outright aboli-
tion. Those meetings indicate that Palestine’s usefulness as a Ziel-
land had come to be questioned not so much out of fears of an inde-
pendent Jewish state as out of the realization that Palestine’s capacity
to absorb increasing numbers of Jewish immigrants was increasingly
limited due to violent unrest between Arabs and Jews and conse-
quent British immigration restrictions. By the end of 1937, Hentig
and others could argue, in support for the maintenance of previous
policies, that Britain would never be able to implement the partition
plan in the face of Arab opposition and that a Jewish state in Pales-
tine was an unlikely prospect for the future. In January, 1938, Hitler
again called for rapid mass Jewish emigration from Germany and
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made specific reference to Palestine as a desirable destination in the
emigration process.

The debate in 1937 had also raised the question of German atti-
tudes toward the Arab national movement in Palestine. In the spring
of 1937, D6hle had urged a more sympathetic response, short of ma-
terial assistance, to the Arab overtures of friendship for Germany.
Neurath’s June 1 circular had also called for a more sympathetic posi-
tion on Arab nationalism, although it did not recommend material
assistance or even overt diplomatic support. In the end, the sugges-
tions of Déhle, Neurath, Grobba and others changed nothing; Ger-
many continued for the most part to ignore the Arab world and soon
consigned the entire Mediterranean area to the Italian sphere of
interest.

German reluctance to take full advantage of the volatile situa-
tion in Palestine and elsewhere in the Arab Middle East in order to
pressure Britain on the issues of Austria, Czechoslovakia and Poland
reflected Hitler’s ongoing wish to avoid provoking England and thus
ensure at least British acquiescence in German expansion. The ex-
ception to this occurred during the developing crisis over Czechoslo-
vakia in 1938. The small amounts of money relayed from Canaris’s
Abwehr via Grobba to the Mufti in Beirut in the summer and au-
tumn of 1938 represented a brief attempt to contribute to Britain’s
troubles in Palestine and thereby influence British policy in the cri-
sis in central Europe. It is not certain that Hitler had authorized Ca-
naris’s effort, and one should not construe this example of German
intervention in Palestine as an attempt to promote the success of the
Arab cause in Palestine or otherwise to threaten Britain’s position in
the Middle East. Apart from this, there were no serious efforts to
take advantage of Arab nationalism to further German interests or
undermine British imperialism. The export of insignificant quan-
tities of weapons to the Arab countries where British influence was
dominant was done with the knowledge and consent of England.
German arms were never provided to Arab insurgents in Palestine
during the years of violence, although the Abwehr had planned to
send arms to Palestinian insurgents via Saudi Arabia and Iraq. The
shipments were never sent, and the fact that Germany made no other
attempts to send arms to Palestine reflected the limits to the degree
of difficulty the German government wished to create for Britain in
Palestine. Nor did Germany encourage Italian aims in the eastern
Mediterranean that might have conflicted with British interests. On
the contrary, the German government approved of Anglo-Italian ef-
forts in 1937 and 1938 to settle their problems peacefully. Thus, the
Hitler regime continued to ignore the Arab factor in 1938 and 1939.
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Germany and Italy had no interest in the achievement of true Arab
independence, nor was there any interest on Germany’s part in un-
dermining or eliminating the British position in the Levant.

It is unlikely that Hitler’s intervention in January, 1938, in favor
of continued Jewish emigration to Palestine was motivated by fac-
tors specifically related to the arguments of those Party and govern-
ment officials involved in the Palestine debate in Germany. It would
seem that Hitler linked Jewish policy in general, and the changes in
the organization and operation of German emigration policy in 1938
and 1939 in particular, to his timetable for war. He believed that a
Reich completely free of Jewish influence and a Jewish presence was
a prerequisite for embarking on his campaign for Lebensraum in Eu-
rope. By early 1938, Jewish participation in the German economy
was still considerable, while past emigration procedures had not
been able to remove even half of Germany’s 1933 Jewish population.
Measures were initiated in 1938 and 1939 to strip Germany’s remain-
ing Jewish population of its role in the economy, arbitrarily to confis-
cate what was left of Jewish assets and to centralize the emigration
process under the SS. The new emigration procedures followed by
the SS were designed to remove the maximum number of Jews from
Greater Germany in the shortest period of time. The relative merits
of the various destination countries appear to have been of little con-
sequence to Hitler, although countries outside of Europe had always
been the preferred destinations since 1933. The only aim of emigra-
tion measures after 1938 was to complete the removal of Jews from
Germany as rapidly as possible; as long as Palestine was capable of
absorbing Jewish refugees from Germany, all means, legal and illegal,
were used to that end. Moreover, in spite of an overall reduction in
the numbers of Jews entering Palestine in 1938 and 1939, there was a
substantial increase in the number of Jews entering from Germany.
Finally, the SD and the Gestapo, in control of the emigration process
after 1938, cooperated with Zionist organizations in the effort to
move illegal immigrants to Palestine past Britain’s restrictive quotas
and blockade.

German plans for war in 1938 and 1939 affected emigration pol-
icy in other ways as well. The Foreign Office circular of January 25,
1939, asserted that the Jewish question would not be solved for Ger-
many when the last Jew left German soil. The implications of this
view were evident in Hitler’s speech to the Reichstag on January 30
of that year. He argued that the Jewish question was a European one
and that peace would never come to Europe until it was resolved.
Clearly, the Jewish question was a central factor in Germany’s do-
mestic preparations for war in 1938 and 1939 as well as in the plans
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for the creation of a new European order under National Socialism. It
assumed its natural new dimension in German strategy in 1938 and
1939 with the prospect of German conquests in the east.

Some opponents of Zionist emigration to Palestine had long ar-
gued that Palestine was not a suitable destination over the long term
because of its size, political unrest and the immigration restrictions
imposed by British authorities. These arguments had little bearing
on the matter of Jewish emigration from Germany. However, the im-
minence of war in 1938 and 1939 and the Nazi leadership’s increas-
ing interest in the European dimensions of Germany’s "’Jewish prob-
lem” prompted serious consideration of radically new solutions.
The old emigration procedures had been geared to the relatively
small German Jewish community and would not be applicable to the
millions of Jews living in Germany’s new Lebensraum in eastern Eu-
rope, especially under the adverse conditions of war. Thus, the idea
of shipping millions of European Jews to Madagascar became more
popular among elements of the Nazi leadership, including Hitler
himself. The ideas and plans that emerged between 1938 and 1941 in
Germany envisioned a huge Reservat on Madagascar for the Jews of
Europe, at first under European, then, after 1940, under German con-
trol. This was essentially the kind of solution that had been pursued
for the German Jewish question through the promotion of Zionist
emigration from Germany to Palestine between 1933 and 1940. Pal-
estine had been viewed as one of several Reservate for German and
other European Jews; an independent Jewish state in Palestine was
no more likely or acceptable than it would have been on Madagascar.
In both instances, the Jewish people were to remain under the con-
trol of a European power; in the case of Palestine, that control was
exercised by Germany'’s potential ally, Great Britain.

Germany'’s Palestine policy between 1933 and 1940 was based on
a fundamental acceptance of the post—World War I status quo in the
Middle East. For different reasons, the Hitler regime continued in the
footsteps of the various Weimar governments by identifying German
interests with the postwar settlement in Palestine. That settlement
embodied a growing Jewish presence and homeland in Palestine, as
well as the establishment of British imperial power over Palestine
and much of the Middle East. It also represented a denial of Arab
claims to national self-determination and independence in Palestine
and throughout the Middle East. Between 1933 and 1940, German
policy encouraged and actively promoted Jewish emigration to Pales-
tine, recognized and respected Britain’s imperial interests through-
out the Middle East and remained largely indifferent to the ideals
and aims of Arab nationalism.






Appendix 1.

German Institutions in Palestine during the
Interwar Years, Excluding the Settlements of the
Temple Society

A. Deutsch-evangelische Institutionen:

I.

Jerusalemstiftung (Berlin-Charlottenburg 2, Marckstrasse 2)
—Erloserkirche und Muristanhospiz/Jerusalem

—Propstei und deutsch-evangelische Schule/Jerusalem
Jerusalemverein (Berlin-Halensee, Paulsbornerstrasse 86)
—Kirche, Schule und Diakonissenstation/Bethlehem
—Schulen in Beth-Djala und Beth-Sahur

. Olbergsverein (Potsdam, Augustastrasse 18/19)

—Kaiserin Augusta-Viktoriastiftung auf dem Olberg, Hospiz-
gebiude

Diakonissen-Anstalt Kaiserswerth am Rhein

—Deutsches Hospital/Jerusalem

—Maidchenerziehungsanstalt Talitha-Kumi/Jerusalem

. Balley Brandenburg des Johanniter Ordens (Berlin W5, Schone-

bergufer 19)

—]Johanniter-Ordens-Hospiz/Jerusalem

Verein fiir das Syrische Waisenhaus (K6ln-Marienburg, Ulmen-
allee 86)

—Waisenhaus mit Schule und Werkstitten/Jerusalem
—Zweigstation fir Landwirtschaft in Bir-Salem bei Ramleh
—G@Galildisches Waisenhaus in Nazareth

. Evangelische Karmelmission (Thiemendorf, Oberlausitz)

—Hospiz auf dem Karmelberge/Haifa
—Missionstation und Schule/Haifa
—Schule in El-Bassa

soURCE: PA: Biiro des Reichsaussenministers, “Palistina,” Ubersicht tiber die
deutschen Institutionen in Palistina, Stand vom 1937.
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B. Deutsch-katholische Institutionen:

I.

Deutscher Verein vom Heiligen Lande (K6ln, Steinfelder-Gasse

17)

—Deutsche Benediktinerabtei/Jerusalem

—St. Paulus Hospiz und Gorresheim/Jerusalem

—Schmidt’s Girls School/Jerusalem

—Hospiz in El-Kubebe (Emmaus)

—Hospiz und Ausgrabungstitte in Tabgha/Genezarethsee

Barmherzige Schwestern vom HI. Carl Borromius (General-

mutterhaus in Trebnitz, Schlesien)

—Provinzial-Mutterhaus mit Hospiz und St. Karlsschule/
Jerusalem

—Deutsches Hospital und Hospiz/Haifa

—Hospiz auf dem Berge Karmel/Haifa

—Schule/Haifa

—Genesungsheim in El-Kubebe (Emmaus)



Appendix 2.

German Schools in Palestine during the Interwar
Years with Sources of Support

9.

I0.

II.
I2.

13.

14.
15.

. Schule der deutschen evangelischen Gemeinde/Jerusalem: Deut-

sche evangelische Gemeinde, Jerusalem

. Talitha Kumi/Jerusalem: Diakonissen Anstalt, Kaiserswerth
. Katholische Midchenschule des Vereins vom Heiligen Lande,

genannt Schmidt’s Girls School/Jerusalem: Deutscher Verein
vom Heiligen Lande, K6ln

. St. Karls Schule/Jerusalem: Orientmission der barmherzigen

Schwestern vom heiligen Karl Borromius

. Deutsche Realschule/Jaffa: Tempelgemeinde und Evangelische

Gemeinde, Jaffa

. Schule der Tempelgemeinde/Wilhelma: Tempelgemeinde, Wil-

helma

. Deutsche Schule/Haifa: Tempelgemeinde und Evangelische Ge-

meinde, Haifa

. Armenschule der Karmelmission/Haifa: Evangelische Karmel-

mission, Haifa

St. Karls Schule /Haifa: Orientmission der barmherzigen Schwes-
tern vom heiligen Karl Borromius

Schule des Syrischen Waisenhauses/Jerusalem: Evangelischer
Verein fiir das Syrische Waisenhaus, Koln

Lyceum Tempelstift/Jerusalem: Tempelgemeinde, Jerusalem
Schule der Tempelgemeinde/Sarona: Tempelgemeinde, Sarona
Evangelische Gemeindeschule/Waldheim: Biirgerliche Gemeinde,
Waldheim

Deutsche Schule/Betlehem: Tempelgemeinde, Betlehem
Deutsche Schule/Nazareth: Elterngemeinschaft, Nazareth, Ti-
berias

sOURCE: ISA: Deutsches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1358.
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Settlements of the Temple Society in Palestine

{

Sarona {1871}

Jaffa-Walhalla {1869, 1892 ® Wilhelma (1903}

.Ierusal m {1875)

SOURCE: ISA: Deutsches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1383. Nazareth and
Tiberias were not Templer colonies, but a few Templer families did live in both cities.
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German Trade Balance with Palestine,
1924—-1932

Year Imports from Germany Exports to Germany
(in £pal) (in £pal)
1924 5§74,066 19,525
192§ 954,329 20,708
1926 734,305 54,053
1927 557,617 90,009
1928 667,218 69,025
1929 743,656 117,356
1930 762,075 203,549
1931 638,185 201,730
1932 775,104 332,819

SOURCE: ISA: Deutsches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1272.
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Major German Imports into Palestine and
Ranking Compared to Other Countries
as of 1927

ON AWV & W N

23.
24.
2§.
26.
27.

. earthenware and porcelain {4th)

. glassware, mirrors, glass for lamps (2nd)
. cement (1st)

. wrought iron {2nd)

. bedsteads (2nd)

. steel girders (1st)

. kitchen utensils (2nd)

. nails, screws, brackets (2nd)

. iron plates (1st)

. safes (4th)

. iron pipes (2nd)

. aluminum (1st)

. brass products, copper plates (1st)
. lead products (2nd)

. pewter products (3rd)

. watches (1st)

. knives (2nd)

. agricultural tools (2nd)

. scientific equipment (2nd)

. photographic equipment (1st)

. agricultural machinery (1st)

. machines of all kinds, electric machines, sewing machines, elec-

trical equipment (1st)

cotton products (4th)

carpets and wool products (3rd)

wool covers (2nd)

artificial silk and rayon products (2nd)
linen (2nd)

SOURCE: PA: Pol.Abt.IlI—Wirtschaft, Palastina, Handel 11, Bd.1, DGK/Jerusalem
an AA/Berlin, JN s41/27, 9. Mir.1927.



28.
29.
30.
3L,
32.
33.
34.
35.
. roofing felt (1st)
37.
38.
39.
40.

Appendixes

hats (2nd)

women's stockings (2nd)
carbonic acid (1st)
lubricating oil (5th)
soap (2nd)

leather (1st)

wrapping paper (2nd)
paper for printing (2nd)

silver-plated products (3rd)
jewelers’ equipment (2nd)
gramophones (2nd)
perfume (2nd)
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Appendix 6.

Officers of the Deutsches Pro-Paldstina Komitee
as of March, 1929

1. Ehrenausschuss:
Preussischer Kultusminister Prof. Dr. Becker
Preussischer Ministerpriasident Dr. h.c. Otto Braun
Professor Dr. Albert Einstein
Geh. Regierungsrat L. Kastl, Mitglied der Permanenten Mandats-
kommission des Volkerbundes
Generalkonsul Eugen Landau
Reichstagsprasident Paul Lobe
Staatssekretir in der Reichskanzlei Dr. Piinder
Staatssekretir des Auswirtigen Amts Dr. von Schubert
Direktor der Deutschen Bank Oscar Wassermann
Staatssekretir des Preussischen Staatsministerium Dr. Weismann
2. Priasidium:
Botschafter a.D. Graf Bernstorff, Vorsitzender
Ministerialdirektor Dr. H. Badt
Rabbiner Dr. Leo Baeck
Prof. D. Dr. Dr. J. V. Bredt, M.d.R.
Dr. R. Breitscheid, M.d.R.
Kurt Blumenfeld, Vorsitzender der Zionistischen Vereinigung fir
Deutschland
Regierungspriasident Dr. H. Haussmann
Prof. Dr. O. Hoetzsch, M.d.R.
Freiherr von Richthofen, Ministerialdirigent im Auswirtigen Amt
Geh. Konsistorialrat Prof. D. Dr. Sellin
Legationsrat Prof. Dr. M. Sobernheim
Kommerzienrat Konsul Dr. W. Sobernheim

SOURCE: PA: Pol.Abt.IIl, Politik 2 a—Palistina, Bd. 1, “Titigkeitsberichtdes D.K.P.P.
zur Forderung derjiidischen Palistinasiedlung fiir die Zeit vom 1.11.28-31.1.29.”
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Other Members Who Joined during the 1920s:

Eduard Bernstein, M.d.R.

Prof. Dr. Blanchenhorn

Geh. Regierungsrat Cleinow

Reichsminister a.D. Dr.
Demburg

Dr. A. Grabowsky

Prof. Dr. Jickh

Thomas Mann -

Reichskanzler a.D. Hermann
Miiller

Generalkonsul Priifer

Oberregierungsrat Dr. Simons



Appendix 7.

Jewish Legal Immigration to Palestine,
1933-1940

Jewish Immigration Jewish
Total Jewish from Germany Immigration
Year Immigration Number % of Total from Austria
1933 30,300 7,600 2§
1934 42,400 9,800 23
193§ 61,900 8,600 14
1936 29,700 8,700 29
1937 10,500 3,700 35
1938 12,900 4,800 37 2,200
1939 16,400 8,500 52 1,700
1940 4,500 900 20 200

soURCE: Feilchenfeld et al., Haavara-Transfer, p. 0.



Appendix 8.

The Haavara Transfer, 1933—1939

Year Total Amount Transferred in RM
1933 1,254,955.96
1934 8,895,038.75
1935 17,103,153.93
1936 19,958,645.50
1937 31,407,501.30
1938 18,853,913.63
1939 8,197,033.99

soURrcek: Feilchenfeld et al., Haavara-Transfer, p. 75. See also ISA: Deut-
sches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1254, Trust & Transfer Haavara Ltd.,
Monatstransfer-Bericht per 28.11.39.



Appendix 9.

A List of Goods Transferred to Palestine through

the Haavara Agreement

O~N AW & W N~

13.
14.
I§.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

. beer

. tiles

. marble works

. empty bottles and jars
. porcelain

. sanitary ware

. iron bars

. iron girders

. iron black sheets

. nails

. stoves

. iron tubes, pipes and fittings

thereof

wire and wire nettings

iron and steel manufactures
aluminum manufactures
brass and copper
manufactures

tin bars

printer’s types

blades for safety razors
cutlery

photographic apparatus
tools

dental, medical, optical and
veterinary instruments and
appliances

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.
29,
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

electric cable, wire and
insulated pipes for electric
cable and wire

electric glowlamps
electric accumulators, mo-
tors and generators
printing and bookbinding
machinery

pumps

sewing machines
woodworking machinery
cotton piece goods

cotton manufactures
woolen tissues, velvets and
embroidery

boots and shoes

braces, suspenders and belts
stockings

drugs, medicines and
chemical manufactures
paints, colors and lacquers
paper and stationery

toys

toilet preparations

lamps

goldsmith’s ware

tractors and motor cars

SOURCE: ISA: Deutsches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1252.
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The Zionist and Affiliated Organizations under
the Supervision of Section II/112—-3 of the
Sicherheitsdienst

1. Zionistische-politische Organisationen:
—Zionistische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland
—Misrachi
—Staatszionistische Vereinigung
—Brith Hechajal

2. Umschulungsorganisationen:
—Hechaluz
—Haschomer Hazair
—Werkleute
—Makkabi-Hachscharah
—Brith Chaluzim
—Brith Haschomrim

3. Institutionen zum Palistina-Aufbau:
—Palistinaamt der Jewish Agency
—Keren Hajessod
—XKeren Kajemet Lejisroel
—Keren Tora Wa Awoda
—Keren Hamenorah

4. Jugend- und Sportorganisationen:
—Habonim noar Chaluzim
—Zeire Misrachi
—Brith Hanoar schel Zeire Misrachi
—Jidisch-nationale Jugend “Herzlia”
—Deutscher Makkabi-Kreis
—Makkabi Hazair

5. Zionistische Frauenorganisationen

6. Zionistische Organisationen im Auslande:
—Jidische Weltkongress

SOURCE: BA: R/ 58—-1242, Richtlinien fiir die Postauszeichnung, 11.Jun.1937.
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—Komité des Délégations Juives

—American Joint Distribution Committee

—Amerikanischer jiidischer Kongress

—Zionistenkongress
Sowie simtliche anderen jiidischen Organisationen im Ausland und
deren Nachrichtendienste wie Haganah, Jidische Telegraphenagen-
tur, usw.
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Locations of the Zionist Retraining Centers in

Germany
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Appendix 12.

The Organization and Leadership of the
NSDAP/Landesgruppe-Paldstina

Stand von 1935:
1. Landesgruppenleiter: Cornelius Schwarz, Jaffa.
2. Kommissarischer Landesvertrauensmann: Sam Hoffmann,
Sarona.
3. Landes-Film- und Funkwart: Matthias Haigis, Jerusalem.
4. Ortsgruppen bezw. Stiitzpunkte:
—Jerusalem (Ortsgruppe): Ludwig Buchhalter.
—Haifa (Ortsgruppe): Friedrich Wagner.
—Sarona/Jaffa (Ortsgruppe): Sam Hoffmann.
—Wilhelma (Stitzpunkt): Alfred Honig.
—Betlehem (Stiitzpunkt): Hans Sus.

sOURCE: ISA: Deutsches General-Konsulat/Jerusalem, 67/1362.



Appendix 13.

German Weapons Exports to the Middle East,
1936-1939

1936 Januar
Arabien: 13 Pistolen u. Revolver; 2 500 Pist. Revolv. Muni-
tion; 1 700 Gewehr, Karab. Munition.

Jemen: 1 Gewehre, Karabiner.

Midrz

Arabien: 4 ooo Gewehr, Karab. MG Munition.

Jemen: 1 Flugzeug.

April

Iran: 500 Maschinenpistolen.

Palidstina: 200 Gewehr-Karab. MG Munition.

Juli

Arabien: 1 Maschinenpistol.

Jemen: 55 Maschinenpistolen; 2 500 Gewehre, Karabiner;

10 ool 042 Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Iran: 3 ooo ooo Pulver, Sprengladungen, Ziindladungen.

September

Iran: 3 Maschinenpistolen; 8 coo 0ooo Pulver, Sprengladun-
gen, Ziindladungen.

Jemen: 2 coo Gewehre u. Karabiner; 7 006 ocoo Gewehr-Ka-

rabiner MG Munition.

Oktober

Arabien: 1 Gewehr-Karabiner.

Irak: 40 Pistolenmunition; 30 Gewehr-Karabiner MG
Munition.

Dezember

Irak: 40 Pistolenmunition; 60 Gewehr-Karabiner MG
Munition.

sOURCE: PA: Geheim-Akten 1920-1936, II FK.33: Kriegsgerit Allgemeines,
Geheimsachen, “Statistik iber K. G. Ausfuhr’’; and HaPol Abt.: Kriegsgerit
(Geheim), Handel mit Kriegsgerit, Allgemeines, Bde. 1—4.



220

1937

1938

Appendixes

Januar

Irak: 1 Gewehre u. Karabiner.

Jemen: 1 0oo 0oo Gewehr-Karabiner Munition.

April

Palistina: 210 Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Mai

Britisch-Indien: 300 Gewehre, Karabiner.

Dezember

Arabien: 1 Gewehr-Karabiner.

Britisch-Indien: 150 Gewehr-Karabiner.

Irak: 18 2cm Maschinenkanonen u. Munition.

Iran: 4 Einheitsbussolen—Richtkreise m. Zub.

Jemen: § ooo Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Januar

Arabien: 1 ooo Gewehr-Patronen.

Brit.-Indien: § ooo Gewehr-Patronen.

Jemen: 2 ooo Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Februar

Agypten: 1 Maschinenpistole.

Brit.-Indien: 65 Gewehre u. Karabiner; 5 coo Gewehr-Kara-
biner MG Munition.

Marz

Arabien: 1 Maschinenpistole; 500 Pistolen-Munition.

April

Arabien: 10 ooo Kilo Pulver, Sprengladungen, Ziind-

ladungen.

Jemen: 20 ooo Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Mai

Agypten: 1 Maschinenpistole.

Iran: 2 500 0oo Gewehr-Karabiner MG Munition.

Juni

Brit.-Indien: 168 Gewehre u. Karabiner.

Iran: 20 000 000 Gewehr-Karabiner Munition.

Juli

Iran: 9 500 ooo Gewehr-Karabiner Munition.

August

Afghanistan: 36 81mm Minenwerfer; 10 8oo F1Mx Minen-
werfer Gesch.; 18 T Mess u. Zielgerite.

September

Irak: 18 2cm Masch. Gewehre; 7 200 2cm Munition.

Iran: 50 M.Karab. 7,9 (Stand. Gew.); 25 coo Gewehr-Karab.

MG Munition; 16 B.Rh. Mess u. Zielgerite.
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November
Afghanistan: 10 848 Pulver, Sprengladungen,
Zindladungen; 66 ooo Artillerie Geschose;
3 600 Minenwerfergesch.
Iran: 1 000 000 Pistolen Munition.
Dezember
Afghanistan: 36 Tankabwehrkanonen; 12 Fliegerabwehr-
kanonen.
Agypten: 1 Maschinenpistole.
Januar
Irak: 100 Patr. Lee Enfielt.
Februar
Afghanistan: Exerziermunition.
Mairz
Agypten: 1 Schnellfeuerpistole.
April
Agypten: 1 Schnellfeuerpistole.
Irak: 18 2cm Maschinenkanonen u. Munition.
Mai
Afghanistan: 32 7,5cm Geschiitze; 15 ooo Flak-Munition;
25 Kisten Exerziermunition; § coo Artillerie
Munition.
Agypten: 1 Maschinenpistole.
Juni
Afghanistan: 16 7,5cm Geb. Geschiitze; 5§88 Beschirrg.
) f. Tragtiersattel f. 24 7,5cm Gesch.
Agypten: 1 Maschinenpistole.
Juli
Afghanistan: 12 7,5cm Geb. Geschiitze; 490 Beschirrg.
f. Tragt. f. 24 7,5cm G.G.L/22 Satz.; 15 000
Sprengr. . 7,5cm Geb. Gesch.
August
Afghanistan: 3 Schnellfeuerpistolen u. Munition; § ooo Auf-
schlaggranaten 1osmm.
Iran: 15 binok. Beobachtgs, Fernrohre; 60 coo Mauserge-
wehre, Kal. 7,92mm; 10 0oo Karabiner Kal. 7,92mm,;
40 Maschinengewehre Kal. 1 smm; 35 Flugzeug- MG
m. Zubehor; 4 Flugzeug- MG iran. Modell m. Zubehor;
1 ooo Inf. Patronen SS Kal. 7,92mm; 20 000 1§mm
Flak Patronen; 7 920 15mm Durchschlag-Patronen;
9 ooo 15mm Flak-Patronen.






Notes

Abbreviations Used

1. Archival

BA: Bundesarchiv/Koblenz

CAH]JP: Central Archives for the History of the Jewish People, Hebrew Uni-
versity/Jerusalem

CDJC: Centre de Documentation Juive Contemporaine /Paris

CZA: Central Zionist Archives/Jerusalem

IfZ: Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte/Miinchen

ISA: Israel State Archives/Jerusalem

LBI: Leo Baeck Institute/ New York

NA: National Archives/Washington, D.C.

PA: Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts/Bonn

PRO: Public Record Office/London

SD-DF: State Department Decimal Files at the National Archives/Washing-
ton, D.C.

TG: Tempelgesellschaft fiir Deutschland/Stuttgart-Degerloch

YV: Yad Vashem/Jerusalem

2. Published Documents

ADAP: Akten zur Deutschen Auswidrtigen Politik 1918—1945
DBFP: Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939
IMT: International Military Tribunal

3. Ministries, Agencies, Consular Missions

AA: Auswirtiges Amt

AO: Auslandsorganisation der NSDAP

APA: Aussenpolitisches Amt der NSDAP

DB: Deutsche Botschaft

DG: Deutsche Gesandtschaft

DGK: Deutsches General-Konsulat

Promi/RMVP: Reichsministerium fiir Volksaufklirung und Propaganda
RAM: Reichsaussenminister
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RFM: Reichsfinanzministerium

RIM: Reichsministerium des Innern

RWM: Reichswirtschaftsministerium

St.S: Staatssekretir

USt.S: Unterstaatssekretir

ZVSD: Zionistische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland

1. Imperial and Weimar Precedents

1. Isaiah Friedman, Germany, Turkey and Zionism, 1897—1918,
pPP-3—4.

2. The following works offer a comprehensive account of the politi-
cal, ideological and spiritual cleavages within the world Jewish community
among Zionists, non-Zionists and anti-Zionists; Adolf Bohm, Die Zio-
nistische Bewegung, 2 vols.; Ben Halpern, The Idea of a Jewish State; Walter
Laqueur, History of Zionism; Nahum Sokolov, History of Zionism, 1600—
1918, 2 vols.; David Vital, The Origins of Zionism, and Zionism: The For-
mative Years.

For the specific question of German Jewry and Zionism, see the numer-
ous appropriate essays in the following publications of the Leo Baeck Insti-
tute: Werner E. Mosse and Arnold Paucker, eds., Juden im Wilhelminischen
Deutschland 1890-1914, Deutsches Judentum in Krieg und Revolution
1916—1923, and Entscheidungsjahr 1932: Zur Judenfrage in der Endphase
der Weimarer Republik; Yearbook of the Leo Baeck Institute, vols. 1-30,
1956—1985. See also H. G. Adler, Die Juden in Deutschland von der Auf-
kldrung bis zum Nationalsozialismus; Kurt Jacob Ball-Kaduri, Das Leben
der Juden in Deutschland; Kurt Blumenfeld, Erlebte Judenfrage: Ein Vier-
teljahrhundert deutscher Zionismus; Richard Lichtheim, Die Geschichte
des deutschen Zionismus, and Riickkehr: Lebenserinnerungen aus der
Friihzeit des deutschen Zionismus; Donald Niewyk, The Jews in Weimar
Germany; Amold Paucker, Der jiidische Abwehrkampf gegen Antisemitis-
mus und Nationalsozialismus in der letzten Jahren der Weimarer Repub-
lik; Stephen Poppel, Zionism in Germany, 1897—1933: The Shaping of a
Jewish Identity; Jehuda Reinharz, Fatherland or Promised Land: The Di-
lemma of the German Jew, 1893—1914; Martin Rosenbluth, Go Forth and
Serve: Early Years and Public Life; Ismar Schorsch, Jewish Reactions to
German Anti-Semitism, 1870-1914.

3. Herzl’s efforts and their outcome are examined in detail in Fried-
man, Germany, chaps. 4-5; Lichtheim, Riickkehr, p.242; Saadia Welt-
mann, “Germany, Turkey and the Zionist Movement, 1914—1918,” Review
of Politics 23 (1961), 258; Egmont Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik und die Ju-
den im ersten Weltkrieg, pp. 290—291.

4. Friedman, Germany, pp. 5—6, 65—68.

5. For an account of the kaiser’s attitude toward Jews, see Lamar Cecil,
“Wilhelm II. und die Juden,” in Juden im Wilhelminischen Deutschland
1890-1914, ed. W. E. Mosse and Armold Paucker, pp. 313-347.

6. Friedman, Germany, p. s.

7. Neither Chancellor Hohenlohe nor State Secretary von Biillow was
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sympathetic toward Zionism, Herzl'’s efforts to enlist the kaiser’s support or
the kaiser’s approach to the sultan on Herzl’s behalf (see Zechlin, Die deut-
sche Politik, pp. 292f.).

8. For more on Germany'’s relationship with the Ottoman Empire be-
fore and during World War I, but excluding for the most part the Zionist ques-
tion, see Gregor Schoéllgen, Imperialismus und Gleichgewicht: Deutsch-
land, England und die orientalische Frage 1871—1914; Ulrich Trumpener,
Germany and the Ottoman Empire, 1914—-1918.

Additional treatment of all aspects of German-Zionist-Ottoman diplo-
macy before the war is provided by Alex Carmel, ”Die deutsche Palistina-
politik, 1871—1914,” Jahrbuch des Instituts fiir Deutsche Geschichte 4
(1975); Friedman, Germany; Klaus Herrmann, ‘“Political Response to the
Balfour Declaration in Imperial Germany: German Judaism,” Middle East
Journal 19 (1965); Weltmann, "Germany’’; Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik,
chaps. 17—-22. Other sources include Ball-Kaduri, Das Leben, p. 173; Bohm,
Zionistische Bewegung, vol. 1, p. 405; Lichtheim, Riickkehr, pp. 242—-252;
Rosenbluth, Go Forth and Serve, pp. 176££.

9. Lichtheim, Riickkehr, pp. 242—278.

10. Leonard Stein, The Balfour Declaration, p. §39.

11. A good documentary account of Britain’s wartime policy toward Zi-
onism and the events leading to the Balfour Declaration can be found in
Doreen Ingrams, ed., Palestine Papers, 1917—1922: Seeds of Conflict, pp. 7—
18. See also Stein, Balfour Declaration, chaps. 20—21; Christopher Sykes,
Crossroads to Israel, chap. 1.

12. Lichtheim, Riickkehr, pp. 366ff.

13. Stein, Balfour Declaration, pp. 533—535.

14. See Friedman, Germany, pp. 382ff.; Herrmann, “Political Re-
sponse,” pp.313-314; Weltmann, Germany, pp. 262—269; Zechlin, Die
deutsche Politik, pp. 413—419.

15. Ingrams, Palestine Papers, p. 19.

16. Ibid.

17. Ibid.

18. Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik, pp. 419—420.

19. See J. H. Graf von Bernstorff, Memoirs of Count Bernstorff, p. 172;
Herrmann, "Political Response,” pp. 313—318; Lichtheim, Riickkehr, p. 376;
Stein, Balfour Declaration, p. 602; Weltmann, "Germany,” pp. 262—269;
Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik, pp. 420—-426. The Ottoman government did
not have much to lose, since most of Palestine had already fallen to the Brit-
ish under General Allenby. The Ottoman declaration of December 12 ap-
proved Jewish settlement in Palestine, which would, in theory, be returned
to Ottoman sovereignty in any peace settlement.

20. Jiidische Rundschau, March 2, 1934.

21. Membership included Jews and gentiles, Conservatives, Liberals
and Socialists, Philosemites and anti-Semites, as well as key government
personalities, academicians and writers. Among them were Philipp Scheide-
mann, Gustav Noske and Max Cohen-Reuss of the Social Democratic party,
Matthias Erzberger, leader of the Catholic Center party, and Count Kuno
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von Westarp of the Conservatives. Others included Reichstag president
Konstantin Fehrenbach and such scholars and publishers as Otto Auhagen,
Georg Cleinow, Hans Delbriick, Adolf Grabowsky, Otto Hoetzsch, Emst
Jackh, Karl Meinhoff, Max Weber and Werner Sombart.

22. Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik, p. 435.

23. Ibid,, p. 434.

24. For a comprehensive account of the beginnings and development of
the Temple Society and its settlement in Palestine during the nineteenth
century, see Alex Carmel, Die Siedlungen der wiirttembergischen Templer
in Paldstina 1868—-1918. A dated but useful work is Hans Seibt, “Modemne
Kolonisation in Palidstina.” See also Paul Sauer, Beilharz-Chronik: Die Ge-
schichte eines Schwarzwilder Bauern- und Handwerkergeschlechts vom
15. Jahrhundert bis Heute in Deutschland, Paldstina und Australien. For a
complete list of German institutions and Temple settlements in Palestine
during the interwar years, see appendices 1-3.

25. PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Innere Verwaltung 14—Palistina, Aufzeichnung
(author unknown), 23.Sept.1920; and Politik 16—Palistina, Jahresbericht
iber die Verhiltnisse der deutsch-evangelischen Gemeinde zu Jerusalem
1922/1923, Il 0 3167/23, 10.0kt.1923.

26. The only detailed account of the policies of Weimar Germany to-
ward the Palestine question is Francis R. Nicosia, “Weimar Germany and the
Palestine Question,” Yearbook of the Leo Baeck Institute 24 (1979).

27. PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2—Palistina, Bd.1, Aufzeichnung von Schu-
berts, 2.Sept.1920.

28. PA: Gesandtschaft Bern, Palistina, 1922—1937, Aufzeichnung des
AA uber die Lage in Palistina, Nr. IIb 245, 8.Mai 1922.

29. See appendices 4—5.

30. See Nicosia, “Weimar,” p. 326.

31. PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Politik §—Palistina, Bd.1, Aufzeichnung Sobern-
heims, Il 0 844, 8.Dez.1924.

Until 1936, Politische Abteilung IlI-2 (Orient) in the German Foreign
Office was responsible for the Middle East and South Asia. Two offices
within this department dealt directly with Palestine, one responsible for
Egypt, the Sudan, Arabia, Palestine, Syria, Iraq and Abyssinia, and the other
for Jewish Affairs under Sobernheim. The Jewish Affairs section was estab-
lished early in 1918 as part of the last-minute efforts of the German govern-
ment to counter the impact of the Balfour Declaration on Jewish opinion in
Europe and to help secure continued Jewish goodwill for Germany. It was
eliminated in 1933. Professor Sobernheim, a renowned Orientalist, did not
officially belong to the German Zionist movement, although his Zionist
sympathies are certainly clear; see Lichtheim, Riickkehr, p. 377; Paucker,
Der jiidische Abwehrkampf, p. 282.

32. PA: Botschaft Ankara, Politik 3—Palistina, 1924-1938, “Bericht
uiber meine Reise nach Palistina im Marz und April 1925,” Il 0 1269.

33. For the complete text of the Palestine Mandate and of article 22 of
the League of Nations Covenant, see J. C. Hurewitz, ed., Diplomacy in the
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Near and Middle East: A Documentary Record, 1914—-1955, vol. 2, pp. 61—
62, 106—111.

34. See Niewyk, The Jews, chap. 6; Paucker, “Zur Problematik einer
judischen Abwehrstrategie in der deutschen Gesellschaft,” in Juden im
Wilhelminischen Deutschland 1890—1914, ed. W.E. Mosse and Arnold
Paucker, pp. s91ff.; Schorsch, Jewish Reactions, pp. 179ff.; Zechlin, Die
deutsche Politik, p. 307.

35. See Blumenfeld, Erlebte Judenfrage, pp. 180—181; Paucker, Der jii-
dische Abwehrkampf; Reinharz, Fatherland, chap. s.

36. See Nicosia, “Weimar,” pp. 328—-335; Josef Walk, “Das Deutsche
Komitee Pro-Palistina, 1926—1933,” Bulletin des Leo Baeck Instituts 15
(1976), 162—-193.

37. Twelve members from the original Pro-Palistina Komitee became
members of the new organization. They were Otto Auhagen, Georg Bern-
hard, Robert Breuer, Otto Eberhard, Adolf Grabowsky, Otto Hoetzsch, Emnst
Jackh, Karl Meinhof, Lothar Meyer, Werner Sombart, Ludwig Stein and Os-
kar von Truppel; see Walk, “Das Deutsche Komitee,” p. 165, n. 12.

38. PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Nachlass Sobernheim: Jiidische Angelegenheiten,
Deutsches Komitee Pro-Palistina.

39. PA: Pol.Abt.I1l, Politik 2a—Palistina, Bd.1, Bernstorff an Mecklen-
burg, 3.0kt.1927. German Foreign Office support for Bernstorff’s position
had been communicated to the German Consulate General in Jerusalem in
February of the same year; see PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Politik 2a—Palistina, Bd.1,
AA /Berlin an DGK/Jerusalem, III o 807, 22.Feb.1927.

40. See Nicosia, “Weimar,” pp. 331ff.; Walk, “Das Deutsche Komitee,”
pp. 168—178.

41. See PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2a—Palistina, Bd.1, Preussischer Kul-
tusminister Becker an die Vereinigung fiir das liberale Judentum e.V., IIl o
676, s.Jan.1927; Nachlass Sobernheim: Jiid. Angelegenheiten, Deutsches
Komitee Pro-Palistina, Bd.1, Der St.S. in der Reichskanzlei an die Verein-
igung fiir das liberale Judentum e.V, 30.Dez.1926; Politik 2a—Palastina,
Bd.1, AA/Berlin an DGK/Jerusalem, Il 0 287, 27.Jan.1927. See also Nicosia,
“Weimar,” pp. 333—334; Hermann Piinder, Von Preussen nach Europa: Le-
benserinnerungen, pp. 125—126, 138.

42. See PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Jid. Angelegenheiten: Jiid.Pol.1—Allg., Bd.6,
Aufzeichnung des AA, Ille 39, 29.Dez.1924; and Aufzeichnung Sobern-
heims, Il 0 1191, 3.Jun.1925.

During an earlier visit to Berlin in 1921, Chaim Weizmann had stressed
the strong community of interests, especially in the economic sphere, be-
tween Germany and the Zionist movement. He placed orders for over RM 1
million worth of goods for Palestine and promised to use his influence in
London to help remedy the economic difficulties in postwar Germany (see
PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Politik 1—Palistina, Bd.1, Aufzeichnung des AA, Ille 65,
10.Jan.1922).

43. PA: Pol.Abt.Ill, Politik 6—Palistina, Bd.1, DB/London an AA/
Berlin, K.Nr. 69, 1.Sept.1921.
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44. See Francis R. Nicosia, ‘“Arab Nationalism and National Socialist
Germany, 1933-1939: Ideological and Strategic Incompatibility,” Interna-
tional Journal of Middle East Studies 12 (1980}, 352.

45. See also PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik 2—Syrien, Bd.1, Aufzeichnung des
AA, zu Ill T.1478 (no date); Geheim-Akten, 1920—1936, Politik 2—Syrien,
DGK/Jerusalem an AA/Berlin, JN 145/27, 24.Jan.1927.

46. PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik s—Palistina, Bd.3, Aufzeichnung Ziemkes,
A.O. 6577, 23.Dez.1929.

47. See Nicosia, “Weimar,” pp. 342—344.

48. PA: Pol.Abt.IlI, Politik 3—Linder—England, Bd.2, Aufzeichnung
des AA (author unknown), IIl 0 6430, 30.Dez.1929.

49. PA: Pol.Abt.III, Politik s—Palistina, Bd.3, Aufzeichnung Ziemkes
zulll 0 2110/ 30, 9.Mai 1930.

A commission under Sir Walter Shaw was sent to Palestine in 1929 to
investigate the Wailing Wall riots of 1928 and the subsequent disturbances in
1929 (see Sykes, Crossroads, pp. 141ff.).

2. Early National Socialist Attitudes toward Zionism

1. See Robert Cecil, The Myth of the Master Race: Alfred Rosenberg
and Nazi Ideology, p. 65; Martin Broszat, Der Nationalsozialismus: Weltan-
schauung, Programm und Wirklichkeit, p. 25; Eberhard Jickel, Hitlers Welt-
anschauung: Entwurf einer Herrschaft, pp. 66—67; Emst Nolte, “Eine frithe
Quelle zu Hitlers Antisemitismus,” Historische Zeitschrift 192 (1961),
584—606. On the tie between the German concept of nationality and racial
anti-Semitism, see Karl Schleunes, The Twisted Road to Auschwitz: Nazi
Policy toward German Jews, 1933—1939, chap. 1; Emst Nolte, Three Faces
of Fascism, trans. Leila Vennewitz, p. 480.

2. See Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism; Norman
Cohn, Warrant for Genocide: The Myth of the Jewish World Conspiracy
and the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion”’; Jacob Katz, From Prejudice to De-
struction: Anti-Semitism, 1700—1933; Paul Massing, Rehearsal for De-
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