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Document A: “A History of Israel,”  
Howard Sachar (1976)  

 
Although sorely tried, the British were not entirely bereft of local support in 
the Middle East. The Jews proved loyal. Faced by a common Axis menace, 
they could hardly have been otherwise. Four days before the outbreak of 
war, Weizmann assured Chamberlain by letter of the Jews’ determination 
to stand by Britain, of their willingness to enter into immediate 
arrangements for placing their manpower and technical ability at Britain’s 
disposal. “The Jewish Agency has recently had differences in the political 
field with the Mandatory Power,” Weizmann added, with some 
understatement. “We would like these differences to give way before the 
greater and more pressing necessities of the time. We ask you to accept 
this declaration in the spirit in which it is made.” The prime minister’s 
response was noncommittal. “You will not expect me to say more at this 
stage,” he remarked, “than that your public-spirited assurances are 
welcome and will be kept in mind.” … 
 
The Jewish Agency forthwith mobilized the Yishuv’s resources for wartime 
agricultural and industrial purposes. Soil under tillage was expanded by 70 
percent. Two thousand Palestine Jewish factories were operating when the 
war broke out. Within the next year, four hundred new ones were built, 
essentially related to British military needs, and the number tripled by 1945. 
Indeed, the Yishuv’s economy overall was progressively linked to Britain’s 
defense effort. Among the equipment produced were antitank mines, 
weapons’ components, tank engines and treads, light naval craft, machine 
tools and uniforms. Guns, ships, and machinery were repaired; specialized 
scientific apparatus, optical instruments, medical supplies, and vaccines 
and pharmaceuticals were manufactured. By 1943, 63 percent of the total 
Jewish work force was employed in occupations immediately connected 
with defense needs. It was a supportive effort that, not incidentally, laid the 
basis for an expanded postwar Jewish economy in Palestine.  
 
The Yishuv’s identification with Britain’s cause assumed other, equally 
tangible forms. In the first month of the war, the Va’ad Le’umi announced 
the registration of volunteers for national service. Within five days, 136,000 
men and women enrolled. Their motivation was not simply an 
understandable desire for battle against the Nazis, but the expectation that 
an armed and active Jewish force would obligate Britain to reconsider the 
Zionist case. Additionally, military skills acquired during the war could be 



WAR AND STATEHOOD/ ZIONISM 101 2 

 

put to good use later. It was the Jewish Agency’s hope, meanwhile, to 
organize these troops as a separate force under its own flag, something 
akin to the Jewish Legion of World War I. But from the outset the idea was 
opposed by British military and civilian officials in the Middle East. General 
Sir Evelyn Barker, the British army commander in Palestine, warned 
London that the establishment of a Jewish fighting unit in the region would 
provoke a renewed Arab uprising. Accordingly, the war secretary, Leslie 
Hore-Belisha (himself a Jew), vetoed the idea of a Jewish legion “for the 
time being.” Instructions simultaneously went out to Lord Lothian, Britain’s 
ambassador in Washington, to avoid commitments of any kind to American 
Zionists. Jewish support in the war was needed, but “there must be no 
misunderstandings as to the possibility of rewards, whether in the form of 
further immigration to Palestine or otherwise.”  
 
It was the Allied collapse in Europe that raised the possibility of a more 
forthcoming approach. In the spring of 1940, the Chamberlain government 
was replaced. Winston Churchill assumed the prime ministry. Lord Lloyd 
succeeded Malcolm MacDonald as colonial secretary. Anthony Eden 
replaced Hore-Belisha at the War Office. Thereupon Weizmann again 
requested permission for the Jews to be trained in their own military units. 
With the growing Axis threat to the Middle East, he observed, it was the 
“elementary human right” of the Jews “to go down fighting.” Lord Lloyd was 
impressed by this argument. So was the vice-chief of the imperial general 
staff, General Sir Robert Haining, who promised to authorize the training of 
Jewish cadres. Yet once again the Zionists faced disappointment when 
Lloyd, alerted by General Wavell, reconsidered the matter. For the time 
being, the cautionary views of the Middle East army commanders were 
respected.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: A History of Israel: From the Rise of Zionism to Our Time, Howard M. Sachar, 
Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 2007 (First Published 1976), p. 230-231. 
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Document B: “Chaim Weizmann”, Norman Rose (1986)  
 

On 29 May 1940 [Weizmann] forwarded to Churchill a comprehensive 
programme outlining how the Jews could contribute to the British war effort. 
Point by point he elaborated the same proposal that Chamberlain had cold-
shouldered at the beginning of the war. Promising to mobilize ‘the 
economic, military, political and technical resources of the Jewish people in 
Palestine and elsewhere for the British cause’, he singled out supplies, 
economic warfare, and propaganda for special mention. Regarding military 
aid, he proposed: 
 
“(a) We can raise several divisions in Palestine and elsewhere for service 
with the British army. We have in Palestine about 30,000 men who have 
had some training either as auxiliaries to the British Force there or in 
European armies. (b) We can organize an Air Force unit (squadron) … (c) 
We can help with Military Intelligence.” 
 
For every Zionist, the right of the Jews to arm and defend themselves, to 
raise an independent Jewish fighting force in a war against their most 
vicious persecutor, was axiomatic. ‘If we have to go down,’ Weizmann 
clarified to Lord Moyne, ‘we are entitled to go down fighting, and the 
Mandatory Power is in duty bound to grant us this elementary right.’ 
Chamberlain’s initial response to this, which had left Weizmann bitter and 
frustrated, was the beginning of a protracted and dreary controversy that 
did not change with the advent of Churchill; indeed, it lasted until the final 
stages of the war. … 
 
On the face of it, Weizmann’s programme was an extremely attractive one. 
If acted upon it would have released tens of thousands of British soldiers 
for duty elsewhere and would also have established in an area of vital 
strategic importance, an industrial arms complex of inestimable value to the 
war effort. Yet, despite the gravity of the situation, in early September, Hore 
Belisha, Secretary of State for War, vetoed the formation of independent 
Jewish units, explaining to Weizmann that Britain’s real problem was lack 
of equipment, not men. … 
 
With the passing of time it became abundantly apparent that the British 
were moved mainly by political motives. Any obligations incurred to the 
Jews would unquestionably provoke the hostility of the Arab, perhaps 
Muslim world, while the political implications of maintaining a Jewish force, 



WAR AND STATEHOOD/ ZIONISM 101 4 

 

commanded by its own officer corps, were too radical for the government to 
sanction. It was General Barker, commander of British forces in Palestine, 
who voiced this attitude most violently. He informed Ben Gurion that the 
Haganah ‘were preparing for rebellion against Great Britain’ and that ‘he 
felt it his duty to smash that organization’.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Chaim Weizmann: A Biography, Norman Rose, Elisabeth Sifton Books, Viking 
Penguin Inc., New York, 1986, p. 362-365. 



WAR AND STATEHOOD/ ZIONISM 101 5 

 

Document C: “Trial and Error”, Chaim Weizmann, (1949)  
 
The paradox which was revealed with the opening of the war deepened 
with the passing of the months. In the fight against the Nazi monster no one 
could have had a deeper stake, no one could have been more fanatically 
eager to contribute to the common cause, than the Jews. At the same time 
England, then the leader of the anti-Nazi coalition, was keeping the gates 
of Palestine closed against the unhappy thousands of men, women and 
children who were making the last desperate effort to reach the safety of 
the National Home. It had been our hope that when at last there was no 
longer the ignominious need to appease Nazis and Arab leaders, there 
would be a relaxation of the anti-immigration rulings for Palestine. Nothing 
of the sort happened. The coffin boats continued to wander over the 
Mediterranean, unable to discharge their human cargoes. The pressure 
within Europe intensified. And yet we were determined to place all our 
manpower, all our facilities in Palestine, at the disposal of England and her 
Allies. What else was there for us to do?  
 
Perhaps the bitterest touch of irony in the situation was the failure of certain 
British circles to understand how inevitably, White Paper or no White 
Paper, we had to work for the victory of Britain and her Allies. Either that, or 
else those sections of the Government would rather forego the not 
inconsiderable assistance we could offer than let the Jews acquire “credits” 
for what they had done during the war!  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Trial and Error, Chaim Weizmann, Harper & Brothers Publishers, New York, 
1949, p. 417. 
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Document D: “Chaim Weizmann”, Norman Rose (1986)  
 
On 9 May 1942, an Extraordinary Zionist Conference opened at the 
Biltmore Hotel, New York City. It resolved ‘that the gates of Palestine be 
opened; that the Jewish Agency be invested with control of immigration … 
and that Palestine be established as a Jewish Commonwealth integrated in 
the structure of the new democratic world’. This platform was broad enough 
to encompass the mainstream of Zionist thought. Before the year had 
passed, the three major forces of world Zionism – American and British 
Jewry and the Yishuv – were committed to the Biltmore programme.  
 
The genesis of the programme can now hardly be disputed. It was drafted 
by Meyer Weisgal and Louis Lipsky, Weizmann’s trusted aides, and 
embodied, in more ‘solemn terms’, the essential points of a well-known 
article written by Weizmann and published in Foreign Affairs in February 
1942. Weizmann had called for a Jewish state in unequivocal terms, but his 
formulation of its eventual boundaries and constitution was sufficiently 
ambiguous to leave several options open. He wrote of ‘a Jewish Palestine’ 
and ‘a Jewish State in Palestine’: at times he envisaged a completely 
independent state, unencumbered by association with the mandatory 
power; at others he toyed with the idea of ‘the inclusion of the Jewish State 
within the British Commonwealth of Nations’ or even of its being linked with 
an Arab federation. As to Weizmann’s own preference, he would surely 
have preferred a Jewish state in all of western Palestine, in some form of 
close association with the British Empire. Whether he believed this goal to 
be attainable or not in existing circumstances is another matter. This was a 
maximalist aim: he would settle for less – an improved Peel line if no other 
feasible alternative presented itself. The Biltmore programme reflected, in 
appropriate conference jargon, views he had been formulating since 1937.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Chaim Weizmann: A Biography, Norman Rose, Elisabeth Sifton Books, Viking 
Penguin Inc., New York, 1986, p. 376-377. 
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Document E: “Trial and Error”, Chaim Weizmann, (1949)  
 
The period immediately following the war was, for the Jewish people and 
the Zionist movement, one of intense disappointment. True, ours was not 
the only disillusionment; but there were few demands as well founded as 
ours, and fewer still which represented so bare a minimum of sheer need. 
All that we asked for was simply the opportunity to save, by our own efforts, 
the remnant of our people. This was the sum total of our hopes. … 
 
It was on November 13, 1945, that the Labor Government officially 
repudiated the promises of the Labor party and offered us, instead of the 
abrogation of the White Paper, and relief for the Jews in the detention 
camps – a new Commission of Inquiry. The extraordinary spirit in which this 
declaration of policy was conceived may be understood from the opening. 
The British Government “would not accept the view that the Jews should be 
driven out of Europe or that they should not be permitted to live again in 
these countries without discrimination, contributing their ability and talent 
toward rebuilding the prosperity of Europe.” The British Government, in 
other words, refused to accept the view that six million Jews had been 
done to death in Europe by various scientific mass methods, and that 
European anti-Semitism was as viciously alive as ever. The British 
Government wanted the Jews to stay on and contribute their talents (as I 
afterward told the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine) toward 
the rebuilding of Germany, so that the Germans might have another 
chance of destroying the last remnants of the Jewish people.  
 
With such an exordium, the rest of the document can easily be guessed at. 
Instead of the mass movement of Jews into Palestine which the British 
Labor party had repeatedly promised, there was an offer of a trickle of 
fifteen hundred refugees a month; instead of the generous recognition of 
the original purposes of the Balfour Declaration, a reversion to the old, 
shifty double emphasis on the obligation toward the Arabs of Palestine as 
having equal weight with the promise of the Homeland to the Jews. The 
letdown was complete.  
Mr. Bevin, who, as the new Foreign Secretary, issued the declaration of 
policy on behalf of the Labor Government, was apparently determined to 
make it clear that, at any rate as far as he was concerned, no doubts 
should be entertained anywhere as to his personal agreement with the 
worst implications of the declaration. At a press conference following the 
issue of the declaration, he said, apparently apropos of our demand for the 
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fulfillment of the Balfour Declaration and the promises of the Labor party: “If 
the Jews, with all their suffering, want to get too much at the head of the 
queue, you will have the danger of another anti-Semitic reaction through it 
all.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vocabulary 
   
Exordium: the beginning or introductory part, especially of a discourse or 
treatise.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Trial and Error, Chaim Weizmann, Harper & Brothers Publishers, New York, 
1949, p. 434-440. 
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Document F: “Terror Out of Zion”, J. Bowyer Bell, (1977)  
 
On August 25 [1945], the Colonial Office informed Weizmann that the 
immigrant quota of 1,500 would not be increased, Weizmann’s Anglo-
centric policy was devastated. In Palestine the hopes had been so high that 
this disappointment, which most accepted as a foretaste of worse, 
embittered all but the most unswerving Anglophiles.  
 
The Jewish Agency had to reconsider future prospects. Bevin seemed 
immune to persuasion. Increasingly, the militants within the Haganah urged 
a policy of pressure, a demonstration to Bevin and the British that they 
could not continue to ignore Zionist demands. More distressing, there 
began to be leakage from the Haganah. Herut noted that twenty-five 
Palmach men had resigned to come over to the Irgun. … A truce was 
arranged, and Agency spokesmen suggested an amalgamation with the 
Haganah and a campaign to pressure the British into concessions. … The 
result was the Tenuat Hameri, the united resistance movement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Terror Out of Zion: Irgun Zvai Leumi, LEHI, and the Palestine Underground, 
1929-1949, J. Bowyer Bell, St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1977, p. 142-146. 
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Document G: “Speech to 22nd Zionist Congress, Chaim 
Weizmann (Dec. 16, 1946)  

 
And if you have lost your faith that better times may come, and wish to 
secure redemption through means which are not Jewish, means which do 
not accord with Jewish morale, with Jewish ethics or Jewish history, I say 
to you that you are worshipping false gods. And you endanger everything 
we have built up. Do not be dazzled. Would that my tongue were tipped 
with flame, and my soul touched with the strength of our great prophets, 
when they warned against following the paths of Babylon and Egypt which 
always led Jewry to failure. I fear that we stand before such dangers today. 
… Go and re-read Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and test that which we do 
and wish to do in the light of the teachings of our great prophets and wise 
men. … Zion will be redeemed through righteousness – and not by any 
other means. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Chaim Weizmann: A Biography, Norman Rose, Elisabeth Sifton Books, Viking 
Penguin Inc., New York, 1986, p. 421. 
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Document H: “Chaim Weizmann”, Norman Rose (1986)  
 

In the age of mass politics, Weizmann’s reliance on personal contacts, his 
emphasis on the special rapport he forged with leading politicians, had 
seemed faintly anachronistic. Yet his unique qualities could not so easily be 
consigned to the pages of a political-science textbook. Only Weizmann, the 
pundits held, could persuade Truman to countermand the anti-Zionist bias 
of his administration.  
 
To arrange a meeting with Truman proved more difficult than anticipated. 
… Truman had left strict instructions that he was not to be approached by 
‘spokesmen of the extreme Zionist cause’. So annoyed was he at their 
belligerent methods that he also put off Weizmann.  
 
At this moment, fate intervened in the improbable figure of a haberdasher 
from Kansas City, Eddie Jacobson, Truman’s former business partner. … 
Although not a Zionist, Jacobson regarded Weizmann with awe and 
reverence, and he responded without hesitation. He flew to Washington 
and saw Truman on 13 March. … Truman listened in silence, gazing 
through the windows at the Rose Garden as he contemplated the words of 
his friend. Suddenly, he turned to Jacobson. “You win, you baldheaded son 
of a bitch. I will see him. Tell Matt [Connelly, his personal secretary] to 
arrange the meeting as soon as possible.”  
 
Weizmann arrived at the White House on 18 March. …  
 
By the time they parted they had reached a full understanding. Weizmann 
left convinced that Truman remained personally committed to partition. But 
the following day, ‘Black Friday’, the American representative to the United 
Nations, Warren Austin, threw a bombshell: he informed the Security 
Council that his country now supported a United Nations trusteeship for 
Palestine – partition had been jettisoned.  
 
Truman was the first to express astonishment at this amazing volte-face. 
‘How could this have happened?’ he questioned one of his assistants. ‘I 
assured Chaim Weizmann that we were for partition and would stick to it. 
He must think I am a plain liar. Find out how this could have happened.’ 
There was a ready explanation, for he later described in his memoirs the 
overtly hostile attitude of certain State Department officials which, at times, 
he believed inclined to anti-semitism. 
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Source: Chaim Weizmann: A Biography, Norman Rose, Elisabeth Sifton Books, Viking 
Penguin Inc., New York, 1986, p. 434-437. 
 


