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This thesis concentrates on two discrete contexts in which Jewish and imperial concern:
converged: the Boer War and the British Mandate for Palestine. For Britain’s Jews, the
Boer War represented a rare—and uncomfortable—moment in which the Jewist
Question achieved relative prominence. However the war also generated a different se
of ‘Jewish questions’, leading the Anglo-Jewish establishment to refine its owr
understanding of patriotic and imperial duty. The case of Palestine, by contrast
produced less straightforward and predictable outcomes. Ottoman entry into World Wa
I, which prompted both British and Zionist considerations into the merits of a Jewist
homeland as part of the imperial system, created an acute conflict for British Jewry”
communal leadership. Although not negating the advantages of a British-Jewist
Palestine either to the Empire or to Jews in need of refuge, its decision to oppose the
Balfour Declaration privileged—at some cost—a distinctive reading of Jewish interest:
over a more obvious synthesis of national and sectarian goals.

Despite continued objections to Zionism’s ideological outlook and its pursuit o
statehood, the Anglo-Jewish establishment located in the interwar development of :
British-Jewish Palestine a means to advance both Jewish communal and imperia
agendas. As the alliance between the Zionists and Britain unravelled in the final decad:
of the Mandate, British Jews—eager to safeguard their position as well as their vision o
Palestine’s future—would persist in defending this relationship.

In its exploration of the evolution of Anglo-Jewish attitudes towards Britain, the Empir
and Mandatory Palestine, this thesis aims to address both thematic and chronologicz
gaps in the historiography of Anglo-Jewry. By drawing attention to the uniqueness ¢
Anglo-Jewry’s imperial connection to Palestine and to the domestic impact of Britis|
involvement, my work also contributes to scholarship on Zionism and the Mandate
Finally, it offers a framework for considering the impact of, and relationship to, Empir
of minority groups residing in Britain.
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The dates which bookend this thesis—1899 and 1948—were both notable low points ir
British imperial history. The first is indelibly associated with Britain’s humiliating—anc
surprising—losses to the Boers in South Africa, the latter with the nation’s ignominious
retreat from its Mandate for Palestine. Yet the half-century which passed betweer
‘Black December’ and the literal abandonment of the ‘keys to the castle’ in Jerusalem
was one in which Great Britain defied predictions of decline by reshaping and reasserting
its imperial presence in Asia, Africa and the Middle East. Not only did the map stay rec
(in fact, the expanse of British ruled territory was at its zenith following World War 1),
but the Empire remained central to military strategy and commercial networks, as wel

as to notions of national ideology, mission and status.

Patriotism and national loyalty were not necessarily coterminous with an imperially:
minded outlook. That questions related to Empire were—with few notable exceptions—
rarely subject to partisan or electoral contestation suggests that the means and method:
of Britain’s rule were of limited public interest. Articulations of British imperial identity
while abundant, likewise lacked specificity. However, underpinning that rhetoric, anc
informing those sentiments, was an intricate web of associations and experiences. The
promotion of Christian missionary work, the opportunities which scores pursued as civi

servants, soldiers or professionals in the dependent empire (and which thousands mor«



sought in emigrating to the dominions), the educational system and popular culture
(particularly the new technologies of radio and cinema) all offered an outlet for the
expression of imperial instincts and helped to draw Britain’s populace closer to its distant
and diverse component parts. In the personal and communal spheres, Empire fed
appetites for religion, fortune, adventure and knowledge. On a much broader scale, it
unified its subjects—in Britain and far beyond—under the aegis of shared values, goals

and loyalties.

For a group understandably concerned about how, where and even if it belonged in the
majority society, it should come as no surprise that imperial loyalty constituted an
important element in Anglo-Jewry’s synthesis of British and Jewish identities. Support
for Empire functioned both as a ‘cultural code’ for expressing and embodying
‘Britishness’ and as a mechanism for laying claims to that status before an external
audience. In part, the heterogeneity and plurality which the Empire embodied was a far
more attractive and viable foundation for Jewish inclusion than an English identity
premised purely on descent and religion. Yet this imperial patriotism also reflected
Anglo-Jewry’s genuine affinity towards what it believed to be a progressive imperial

mission.

Even before 1917 and the Balfour Declaration, British Jews understood their relationship
to the Empire as one which furthered national interests while at the same time
addressing specifically Jewish concerns. Thus, during the Boer War, clergy and
communal leaders argued that the extension of British rule across South Africa

safeguarded Britain’s vital political, strategic and economic concerns in the region. They



also asserted that in its introduction of liberal values and institutions (including civil
equality for all non-indigenous populations), Britain was acting in harmony with core
Jewish values of freedom and justice. With Britain’s assumption of a Mandate for
Palestine following World War I, the claim of a consonance of interests and aspirations
took on a new meaning. For the Anglo-Jewish establishment in particular, attachment
to a British-Jewish Palestine became a uniquely compelling and effective means of
asserting both ‘Anglo’ and ‘Jewish’ identities, easily trumping the competing claims of a

more narrowly defined Jewish nationalism.

If the Empire operated as an ongoing influence and point of reference throughout the
period, this seeming constancy not only complicated assessments of its impact but
largely limited the need for such introspection. It was at times of crisis and change that
considerations of Britain’s imperial present and future acquired immediacy. For Britain’s
Jews, questions of identity and status were rarely absent. Yet here too, tension—
whether external or existential—heightened individual and communal self-awareness
and prompted the articulation of competing viewpoints. In seeking to understand how
British Jews conceived of and positioned themselves as imperial citizens, I have
therefore chosen to concentrate on two discrete contexts in which Jewish and imperial

concerns converged.

For Britain’s Jews, the Boer War represented a rare—and uncomfortable—moment in
which the Jewish Question achieved relative prominence. However, the war also
generated a different set of ‘Jewish questions’, leading the Anglo-Jewish establishment

to refine its own understanding of patriotic and imperial duty. The case of Palestine, by



contrast, produced less straightforward and predictable outcomes. In the opening years
of the twentieth century, the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s objections to Zionism—a
direct result of its commitment to Enlightenment values—placed it at odds with
proposals for a British sponsored Jewish colony in the Sinai or East Africa. On this
occasion, Zionists’ rejection of an extra-Palestinian alternative obviated the immediate
need for British Jews to reconcile British imperial goals with their own particular
conception of Jewish interests. Ottoman entry into the war, which prompted both
British and Zionist investigations into the merits of a Jewish homeland as part of the
imperial system, created an acute and far more profound conflict for British Jewry’s
communal leadership. Although not negating the advantages of a British-Jewish
Palestine either to the Empire or to Jews in need of refuge, its decision to oppose the
Balfour Declaration privileged—at some cost—this same, distinctive reading of Jewish

interests over a more obvious synthesis of national and sectarian goals.

The Balfour Declaration would prove something of a Rubicon. Despite continued
objections to both Zionism'’s ideological outlook and its pursuit of statehood, the Anglo-
Jewish establishment located in the development of a British-Jewish Palestine a means
to advance both Jewish communal and imperial agendas. As the alliance between the
Zionists and Britain unravelled in the final decade of the Mandate, British Jews—eager to
safeguard their position as well as their vision of Palestine’s future—would persist in

defending this now abandoned relationship.

In its exploration of the evolution of Anglo-Jewish attitudes towards Britain, the Empire

and Mandatory Palestine, this thesis aims to address both thematic and chronological



gaps in the historiography of Anglo-Jewry. By drawing attention to the uniqueness of
Anglo-Jewry’s imperial connection to Palestine and to the domestic impact of British
involvement, my work also contributes to scholarship on Zionism and the Mandate.
Finally, it offers a framework for considering the impact of, and relationship to, Empire

of minority groups residing in Britain.

Key Sources

The Jewish Chronicles breadth and depth of coverage—particularly with regards to
Anglo-Jewish communal politics—make it a critical source for a study of this nature. The
JC is, moreover, the only publication spanning the entirety of the time period (1899-
1948) examined in my thesis. However, in order to broaden my perspective and to
compensate for the JCs biases, I have also relied on a number of additional Anglo-
Jewish publications. They include the Jewish World and Jewish Guardian (the latter of
which is the subject of sustained analysis in Chapter Five) as well as more short-lived
and targeted publications: Palestina—the monthly newsletter of the 1890s Chovevei Zion
Association; Young Israe/—a turn-of-the-century magazine for children; Palestine—
advocacy from the World War I era British Palestine Committee; the anti-Zionist League
of British Jews’ Jewish Opinion (1918); and three post-World War II journals, the Jewish
Monthly, Jewish Outlook and Jewish Forum. With the exception of the Jewish World

none have, to my knowledge, been utilised extensively by other scholars.

These published sources have been used alongside wide-ranging archival material
obtained from research in England, Israel and the United States. Collections of

particular relevance included those held at the Central Zionist Archive in Jerusalem



(holdings for the Chovevei Zion Association and the personal papers of Lucien Wolf,
Israel Zangwill, Leopold Greenberg and Claude Montefiore), the records of the Board of
Deputies, housed at the London Metropolitan Archive, and of the Anglo-Jewish
Association, which form part of the Anglo-Jewish Archives at the University of
Southampton. Leonard Stein’s papers at the University of Oxford—comprising over one
hundred boxes—formed a cornerstone of my research for Chapters Four through Six. (A

smaller though still significant collection of Stein’s correspondence resides in Jerusalem.)

Printed matter—reports, collated (and in some cases edited) letters and sermons and
contemporary articles from the non-Jewish press—has been used to supplement
material obtained from archives and Jewish publications. In instances where the
primary source did not survive in its original form—i.e., clerical sermons from the Boer
War—I have relied on later published collections. I have also adopted this approach in
instances where the material in question—such as Chaim Weizmann’s correspondence—

was not sufficiently central to my research to justify recourse to manuscripts.

Structure

The thesis is divided in three chronically and thematically contiguous sections, each
containing two chapters. Part I concentrates on the Boer War (1899-1902), Part II on
the consequences for the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s identity of the turn-of-the-
century emergence of Jewish nationalism and the 1917 Balfour Declaration, Part III on
the inter-war emergence of an imperial outlook premised on the ideal of a British-Jewish

partnership in Palestine and the post-World War II reconstruction of Anglo-Jewish



loyalties as that much-vaunted collaboration dissolved. An overview of each chapter

follows:

Beginning with a description of Jewish celebrations of the Queen’s eightieth birthday,
Chapter One turns quickly to the emerging conflict in South Africa. Employing the
evidence of wartime sermons, it considers how the Anglo-Jewish clergy’s rhetoric of
shared values and imperial patriotism was used to justify both Britain’s military
engagement and the community’s place within the nation. Chapter Two takes a broader
perspective, evaluating how the communal press, philanthropy, enlistment campaigns
and Anglicising youth groups acted as agents in the fulfilment of British Jewry’s wartime

duties and the vindication of its honour.

Herzl's 1895 arrival in London prompted no immediate outcry from the Anglo-Jewish
establishment. Yet the movement which he helped to found would soon pose a direct
challenge to the latter’s outlook and sense of security. After opening with an overview
of British Jewry’s ties to Palestine in the decades preceding political Zionism, Chapter
Three examines the reasons for the leadership’s rejection of ‘Herzlism’ in the closing
years of the nineteenth century. It concludes by investigating why ‘territorialism’—the
Zionist movement’s short-lived effort to establish a colony outside Palestine, a cause
revived in 1905 by Israel Zangwill and his Jewish Territorial Organisation—failed to

harness British Jewry’s abundant patriotic and imperial zeal.

During World War I, the establishment’s continued resistance to an autonomous Jewish

homeland took on new significance in the context of potential British backing for the



Palestine project. Chapter Four details the build-up to the 1917 Balfour Declaration,
concentrating on the pro-imperial arguments made by Anglo-Zionists and the

philosophical and political objections raised by their integrationist counterparts.

The fait accompli of Balfour, military occupation and, by 1920, Mandatory control,
demanded a revision of Anglo-Jewry’s previously obstructionist ways. Now implicated in
Palestine’s future on another level—as British and imperial citizens— members of the
Anglo-Jewish establishment would ultimately become vigorous advocates for their own
particular type of (non-Zionist) collaboration. Adopting a case study approach, Chapter
Five explores the development and expression of this distinctive inter-war outlook,
highlighting the role of the Jewish Guardian (1918-1931), business investment and

institutional and individual philanthropy.

By the end of World War II, rising violence, overwhelming economic burdens and a
pervasive sense of failure had undermined Britain’s residual commitment to remain in
Palestine. Chapter Six examines the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s final, unsuccessful
efforts to defend the Mandate’s British-Jewish partnership. Using the example of the
Anglo-Jewish Association, it charts the impact of the displaced persons crisis, Jewish
terrorism in Palestine and the growing incidence of anti-Semitism at home in bringing

about a reluctant acceptance of partition and independence.
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Introduction

The dates which bookend this thesis—1899 and 1948—were both notable low points in
British imperial history. The first is indelibly associated with Britain’s humiliating—and
surprising—losses to the Boers in South Africa, the latter with the nation’s ignominious
retreat from its Mandate for Palestine. Yet the half-century which passed between
‘Black December’ and the literal abandonment of the ‘keys to the castle’ in Jerusalem
was one in which Great Britain defied predictions of decline by reshaping and
reasserting its imperial presence in Asia, Africa and the Middle East. Not only did the
map stay red (in fact, the expanse of British territory was at its zenith following World
War I), but the Empire remained central to military strategy and commercial networks,

as well as to notions of national ideology, mission and status.

Patriotism and national loyalty were not necessarily coterminous with an imperially-
minded outlook. That questions related to Empire were—with few notable
exceptions—rarely subject to partisan or electoral contestation suggests that the means
and methods of Britain’s rule were of limited public interest. Articulations of British
imperial identity, while abundant, likewise lacked specificity. However, underpinning
that rhetoric, and informing those sentiments, was an intricate web of associations and
experiences. The promotion of Christian missionary work, the opportunities which
scores pursued as civil servants, soldiers or professionals in the dependent empire (and
which thousands more sought in emigrating to the dominions), the educational system
and popular culture (particularly the new technologies of radio and cinema) all offered

an outlet for the expression of imperial instincts and helped to draw Britain’s populace

1 Exceptional cases during this period include the Boer War—on which the Liberal Party was divided—and the question
of imperial preference, which split the Unionists in 1903. On the role and influence of imperial pressure groups see A.
Thompson, Imperial Britain: The Empire in British Politics c. 1880-1932 (Harlow, 2000), 38-60.



closer to its distant and diverse component parts.> In the personal and communal
spheres, Empire fed appetites for religion, fortune, adventure and knowledge. On a
much broader scale, it unified its subjects—in Britain and far beyond—under the aegis

of shared values, goals and loyalties.

For a group understandably concerned about how, where and even if it belonged in the
majority society, it should come as no surprise that imperial loyalty constituted an
important element in Anglo-Jewry’s synthesis of British and Jewish identities. Support
for Empire functioned both as a ‘cultural code’ for expressing and embodying
‘Britishness’ and as a mechanism for laying claims to that status before an external
audience. In part, the heterogeneity and plurality which the Empire embodied was a
far more attractive and viable foundation for Jewish inclusion than an English identity
premised purely on descent and religion. Yet this imperial patriotism also reflected
Anglo-Jewry’s genuine affinity towards what it believed to be a progressive imperial

mission.

Even before 1917 and the Balfour Declaration, British Jews understood their
relationship to the Empire as one which furthered national interests while at the same
time addressing specifically Jewish concerns. Thus, during the Boer War, clergy and
communal leaders argued that the extension of British rule across South Africa
safeguarded Britain’s vital political, strategic and economic concerns in the region.
They also asserted that in its introduction of liberal values and institutions (including
civil equality for all non-indigenous populations), Britain was acting in harmony with

core Jewish values of freedom and justice. With Britain’s assumption of a Mandate for

2 g, Stanley, The Bible and the Flag: Protestant Missions and British Imperialism in the Nineteenth and Twentieth
Centuries (Leicester, 1990), 133-74; R. Heussler, Yesterday’s Rulers: The Making of the British Colonial Service
(Syracuse, 1963); S. Constantine, (ed.), Emigrants and Empire: British Settlement in the Dominions Between the Wars
(Manchester, 1990); J.A. Mangan, (ed.), Benefits Bestowed?: Education and British Imperialism (London, 1988).

J. MacKenzie, (ed.), Imperialism and Popular Culture (Manchester, 1986); J. Richards, Visions of Yesterday (London,
1973).



Palestine following World War I, the claim of a consonance of interests and aspirations
took on a new meaning. For the Anglo-Jewish establishment in particular, attachment
to a British-Jewish Palestine became a uniquely compelling and effective means of
asserting both ‘Anglo’ and ‘Jewish’ identities, easily trumping the competing claims of a

more narrowly defined Jewish nationalism.

If the Empire operated as an ongoing influence and point of reference throughout the
period, this seeming constancy not only complicated assessments of its impact but
limited the need for such introspection. It was at times of crisis and change that
considerations of Britain’s imperial present and future acquired immediacy. For
Britain’s Jews, questions of identity and status were rarely absent. Yet here too,
tension—whether external or existential—heightened individual and communal self-
awareness and prompted the articulation of competing viewpoints. In seeking to
understand how British Jews conceived of and positioned themselves as imperial
citizens, I have therefore chosen to concentrate on two discrete contexts in which

Jewish and imperial concerns converged.

For Britain’s Jews, the Boer War represented a rare—and uncomfortable—moment in
which the Jewish Question achieved relative prominence. However, the war also
generated a different set of *Jewish questions’, leading the Anglo-Jewish establishment
to refine its own understanding of patriotic and imperial duty. The case of Palestine, by
contrast, produced less straightforward and predictable outcomes. In the opening
years of the twentieth century, the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s objections to
Zionism—a direct result of its commitment to Enlightenment values—placed it at odds
with proposals for a British sponsored Jewish colony in the Sinai or East Africa. On this

occasion, Zionists’ rejection of an extra-Palestinian alternative obviated the immediate



need for British Jews to reconcile imperial goals with their own particular conception of
Jewish interests. Ottoman entry into the war, which prompted both British and Zionist
investigations into the merits of a Jewish homeland as part of the imperial system,
created an acute and far more profound conflict for British Jewry’s communal
leadership.®> Although not negating the advantages of a British-Jewish Palestine either
to the Empire or to Jews in need of refuge, its decision to oppose the Balfour
Declaration privileged—at some cost—this same, distinctive reading of Jewish interests

over a more obvious synthesis of national and sectarian goals.

The Balfour Declaration would prove something of a Rubicon. Despite continued
objections to both Zionism’s ideological outlook and its pursuit of statehood, the Anglo-
Jewish establishment located in the development of a British-Jewish Palestine a means
to advance both Jewish communal and imperial agendas. As the alliance between the
Zionists and Britain unravelled in the final decade of the Mandate, British Jews—eager
to safeguard their position as well as their vision of Palestine’s future—would persist in

defending this now abandoned relationship.

In its exploration of the evolution of Anglo-Jewish attitudes towards Britain, the Empire
and Mandatory Palestine, this thesis aims to address both thematic and chronological
gaps in the historiography of Anglo-Jewry. By drawing attention to the uniqueness of
Anglo-Jewry’s imperial connection to Palestine and to the domestic impact of British
involvement, my work also contributes to scholarship on Zionism and the Mandate.
Finally, it offers a framework for considering the impact of, and relationship to, Empire

of minority groups residing in Britain.

3 Because Of its status as a Mandate, Palestine is frequently excluded from the study of imperial history. However, the
extensive record of informal British involvement prior to 1917, Palestine’s functional existence as an administered British
colony from 1920 to 1948, its powerful emotional and religious hold over both Jewish and non-Jewish Britons and the
disproportionate quantity of media attention it received throughout this period all justify its inclusion—in this thesis and
in future studies—as legitimate subject matter for historians of Empire.



Recent Anglo-Jewish Historiography

This work is intended principally as a contribution to the history of British Jews. In the
nearly twenty years since David Cannadine commented that the subject was neither
very interesting nor very important, the pace of research on England’s post-
emancipation Jewish population has quickened enormously.® Most attention has thus
far focused on three broad topics of inquiry: immigration and its social, economic and
political impact,” the community in war® and the incidence and effects of anti-
Semitism.” In the past fifteen years, three synthetic studies—the first to be published
since Cecil Roth’s 1941 volume, A History of the Jews in England—have also been
completed.® Given the relatively recent upsurge in interest and the continued neglect
of Anglo-Jewish history by scholars outside the United Kingdom, it is unsurprising that
a number of topics still await comparable attention. To date, the history of British Jews
during the 1920s and 1930s (excluding the aforementioned studies on refugees and

anti-Semitism) and the aftermath of World War II has been largely overlooked.

“‘Cousinhood’, London Review of Books 27/7/89 10-11.

5 1, Green, Social History of the Jewish East End in London, 1914-1939: A Study of Life, Labour, and Liturgy (Lewiston,
1991); B. Braber, ‘Integration of Jewish Immigrants in Glasgow, 1880-1939" (Ph.D. thesis, Glasgow Univ., 1992); E.R.
Smith, ‘East End Jews in Politics, 1918-1939: A Study in Class and Ethnicity’ (Ph.D. thesis, University of Leicester, 1990);
B. Lammers, ‘A Superior Kind of English: Jewish Ethnicity and English Identity in London’s East End, 1905-1939' (Ph.D.
diss., Rutgers Univ., 1997); S. Tananbaum, ‘Generations of Change: The Anglicization of Russian-Jewish Immigrant
Women in London, 1880-1939’ (Ph.D. diss., Brandeis Univ., 1991); A. Hochberg-Severin, ‘The Jewish Community and
the Aliens Question in Great Britain, 1881-1917’ (Ph.D. diss., New York Univ., 1989); M. Rozin, ‘The Rich and the Poor:
Jewish Philanthropy and Social Control in Nineteenth Century London’ (Ph.D. thesis, University of Kent, 1996).

§ R. Bolchover, British Jewry and the Holocaust (2™ edn., Oxford, 2003); M. Levene, War, Jews and the New Europe:
The Diplomacy of Lucien Wolf, 1914-1919 (Oxford, 1992); S. Kadish, Bolsheviks and British Jews: Anglo-Jewish
Community, Britain and the Russian Revolution (London, 1992); Louise London, Whitehall and the Jews 1933-1948:
British Immigration Policy, Jewish Refugees and the Holocaust (Cambridge, 2000); C. Tomlin, “Protest and Prayer”:
Rabbi Dr. Solomon Schonfeld and Orthodox Jewish Responses in Britain to the Nazi Persecution of Europe’s Jews, 1942-
1945’ (Ph.D. thesis, University of Southampton, 2003); P. Hill, ‘Anglo-Jewry and the Refugee Children, 1938-1945
(Ph.D. thesis, Royal Holloway, 2002).

7 H.M. Defries, ‘The Attitude of the Conservative Party towards the Jews c. 1900-1948’ (Ph.D. thesis, UC London, 1998);
T. Kushner and N. Valman, (eds.), Remembering Cable Street: Fascism and Anti-Fascism in British Society (London,
2000); Kushner, The Persistence of Prejudice: Anti-Semitism in British Society During the Second World War
(Manchester, 1989).

8 Slightly revised editions were printed in 1949 and 1964. G. Aiderman, Modern British Jewry (Oxford, 1992); W.D.
Rubinstein, A History of the Jews in the English-Speaking World: Great Britain (Basingstoke, 1996); T. Endelman, 7he
Jews of Britain, 1656-2000 (Berkeley, 2002). Although neither is positioned as a survey, the broad scope of David
Feldman’s Englishmen and Jews: Social Relations and Political Culture 1840-1914 (New Haven, 1994) and Eugene
Black’s The Social Politics of Anglo-Jewry 1880-1920 (Oxford, 1988) places them in a somewhat different category than
the more subject-specific texts listed above.



Further attention to questions of gender and economic activity’ and a social history

focused on the middle classes would also be welcome.

As the date range specified in my title indicates, this dissertation encompasses several
periods which have not hitherto been studied in particular detail. It also engages with
overlooked themes and events. For example, my final two chapters concentrate
exclusively on developments in the inter-war years and the immediate aftermath
(defined here as 1945-1948) of World War II. By focusing on the evolution of the
Anglo-Jewish establishment’s relationship to Mandatory Palestine—and the impact of
British withdrawal on that community’s outlook—these chapters not only fill in a
chronological lacuna but help to illuminate a critical period of development and

transition in British Jewry’s history.

The decades immediately preceding World War I are—for good reason—a key
destination for scholars of Anglo-Jewish history. Yet while topics related to the mass
immigration of Eastern European Jews (including Jewish and non-Jewish responses,
attitudes towards Anglicisation and the development of Jewish institutional networks)
are now reasonably well understood, a key event in national—and thus Jewish—
history has received only passing mention. Accusations of its culpability for the Boer
War (1899-1902) undoubtedly directed unwanted attention towards the Jewish
community. However, these charges, and the fact that the war provided British Jews
with their first real opportunity to contribute to national and imperial defence, also
enabled the conceptualisation and articulation of a unique brand of Anglo-Jewish

imperial patriotism.

9 A notable exception is D. Gutwein, The Divided Elite: Economics, Politics and Anglo-Jewry 18682-1917 (Leiden, 1992).



The final theme which this dissertation hopes to introduce into the Anglo-Jewish
scholarly lexicon is that of Empire. Although the initial case for further research was
made nearly thirty years ago—in an article by Robert Huttenback!>—the only
scholarship to date has been biographical.'! Considerations of time and space have
prevented me from engaging with either of the following: the institutional and informal
relationships between the Empire’s Jewish metropolis (London) and the periphery (the
Jewish communities established in Canada, South Africa, Australia and New Zealand
and, secondarily, the resident expatriate communities in colonies such as India) and
the question of Anglo-Jewish involvement in Empire—whether via settlement,
commercial engagements and civil or military service. What this thesis does do is to
consider how British Jews conceived of and positioned themselves as imperial citizens
with reference to two significant and contrasting examples: the Boer War and the

Palestine Mandate.

From 1982 onwards, when Stuart Cohen published English Zionists and British Jews.
The Communal Politics of Anglo-Jewry, 1895-1920, the history of Anglo-Jewry’s
relationship to, and involvement in, the Zionist movement, has engaged at least a few
scholars. Theses by David Cesarani and Stephan Wendehorst extended the
chronological scope of Cohen'’s coverage through the Peel Commission Report (1936)
and the Sinai campaign (1956), respectively.’> In a series of articles, Gideon Shimoni

has also charted Zionism'’s fate at Anglo-Jewry’s leading communal institutions.’* With

10 The Patrician Jew and the British Ethos in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries’, Jewish Social Studjes 40:1
(1978), 49-62.

11 Wasserstein, Herbert Samuel: A Political Life (Oxford, 1992); P. Stansky, Sassoons: The World of Philip and Sybil
(New Haven, 2003).

12 Cesarani, ‘Zionism in England’ (D.Phil. thesis, Oxford Univ., 1986); Wendehorst, ‘British Jewry, Zionism and the Jewish
State, 1936-1956’ (D.Phil. thesis, Oxford Univ., 1997).

13 'From Anti-Zionism to Non-Zionism in Anglo-Jewry, 1917-1937’, Jewish Journal of Sociology 28:1 (1986), 19-47; ‘The
Non-Zionists in Anglo-Jewry, 1937-1948’, JJS 28:2 (1986), 89-115; *Selig Brodetsky and the Ascendancy of Zionism in
Anglo-Jewry (1939-1945), J1J5 22:2 (1980), 125-61.



the partial exception of Wendehorst, who interprets his findings through the theoretical
lens of supplemental nationalism (Hugh Seton-Watson and Benedict Anderson figure
prominently), these authors generally exemplify what Evyatar Friesel has termed
‘locally oriented’—as distinct from Palestinocentric—Zionist history.!* In other words,
their primary interest is in the indigenous factors governing the relationship of British
Jews to Zionism, Palestine and, in the case of Wendehorst, the State of Israel.
‘External’ stimuli—Zionist diplomacy, British policy decisions and events in Palestine and
beyond—are therefore assessed in terms of their effect on domestic attitudes and

behaviours.

In this thesis, I also adopt a ‘locally-oriented’ approach. My subject matter, however,
differs from that of the historians discussed above. The Anglo-Jewish establishment’s
evolving relationship to Jewish nationalism—which on the whole took the form of
ideologically charged anti-Zionism in the twenty years preceding the Balfour
Declaration, pragmatic non-Zionism in the 1920s and 1930s and non-statist Zionism
from the late 1930s through 1948—is a central, though not exclusive, focus in Chapters
Three, Four, Five and Six. But in contrast to Cohen, Shimoni and Wendehorst, for
whom the discussion of Zionism is an end unto itself (and whose focus therefore rests
on a somewhat different population), my intent is to use this material in order to
illuminate how British Jewry’s elite conceptualised and expressed its relationship to the

nation, the Empire and, /nter alia, Palestine.

14 \Criteria and Conception in the Historiography of German and American Zionism', Zionism: An International Journal of
Social, Political and Intellectual History 1:2 (1980), 285-302.



Scholarship on Zionism and the British Mandate

A further category in which this thesis can be placed is that of scholarship on Jewish
nationalism and the British Mandate. Studies of Zionism—of which there are too many
to make any fair accounting here—have explored ideological concerns, the course of
Zionist high politics and the mechanics of building the Jewish national home. A parallel
track, more relevant to my own work, has examined the fate of Zionism amongst
Jewish populations in the diaspora.®> Although this dissertation is not a study of
Zionism as such, its emphasis on Anglo-Jewry’s distinct modes of relation to Palestine—
imperial patriotism and its inter-war offshoot, non-Zionism—nonetheless offers a new
perspective on the complex connection between Jews and their Holy Land. A further,
more modest, contribution can be found in my discussion (Chapter Five) on Anglo-
Jewish philanthropic and investment activities in Mandate Palestine. While the content
of these sections is on the whole anecdotal and descriptive, the material helps to form
a fuller picture of the scope, scale and motivations of such work—in Britain and

elsewhere—and calls attention to the opportunities for further research.

Just as the historiography of Zionism has been shaped by the political agendas of some
of its scholars, scholarship on the British Mandate is not wholly divorced from partisan
concerns. The decisions of London’s policy-makers (and the beliefs, calculations and
pressures which underpinned them) and their counterparts in Palestine have come
under close and unrelenting scrutiny.’® Yet while the course of events—if not their

meaning—is now agreed upon, attention to diplomacy has often obscured low politics.

15 Most have focused on a single nation, as in the case of J. Reinharz, Fatherland or Promised Land (Ann Arbor, 1975);
N.W. Cohen, The Americanization of Zionism, 1897-1948 (Hanover, 2003); E. Mendelsohn, Zionism in Poland: The
Formative Years, 1915-1926 (New Haven, 1981). Michael Berkowitz's monographs, which nominally encompass
‘Western Jewry’, are weighted heavily towards Germany and the United States. Berkowitz, Zionist Culture and West
European Jewry Before the First World War (Chapel Hill, 1993); Western Jewry and the Zionist Project, 1914-1933
(Cambridge, 1997).

16 T, Segev, One Palestine Complete: Jews and Arabs Under the British Mandate, tr. H. Watzman (New York, 1999);
Wasserstein, The British in Palestine: the Mandatory Government and the Arab-Jewish Conflict, 1917-1929 (London,
1978); H.M. Sachar, A History of Israel from the Rise of Zionism to Our Time (2™ edn., New York, 1996).



This thesis does not argue that the Anglo-Jewish establishment was successful (either
in popular campaigns or in high-level intercessions) in influencing its government'’s
policy in Palestine. Rather, it suggests the value of examining the intersection of
foreign policy and domestic political ideals. As my final chapter details, British Jewry’s
commitment to a joint Anglo-Jewish project in Palestine was far stronger than that of
national political leaders or—we may only assume—the non-Jewish majority. Yet
insofar as Britain’s policy decisions vis-a-vis the Mandate exercised a profound impact
on this population, it is worth considering—as I do below—how research of this sort

may fit into a broader definition of political and imperial history.

New Departures in the History of Empire

One of the first, and certainly the most emphatic, cases for a domestic history of
Empire was made by John M. MacKenzie. In his introduction to Imperialism and
Popular Culture MacKenzie argues that ‘the centrifugal effects of imperialism have
come in for much more attention than the centripetal.””” This 1986 volume, and
several dozen others that have clustered under the Studies in Imperialism banner, have
compensated for prior oversight and exclusion with a (largely) sociocultural emphasis
drawing attention to, amongst other subjects, the ‘imperial game’ of cricket, the African
memoirs of Victorian travellers and the resonance of Empire on British stage and
screen.'® In recent years, strides have also been made in re-connecting a domestic

perspective on Empire with politics and diplomacy.*®

17 (Manchester, 1986), 2.

18 The series concentrates on the British Empire. B. Stoddart and K.A.P. Sandiford, (eds.), The Imperial Game: Cricket,
Culture and Society (Manchester, 1998); T. Youngs, 7ravellers in Africa: British Travelogues, 1850-1900 (Manchester,
1994); 1.S. Bratton et al., Acts of Supremacy: The British Empire and the Stage, 1790-1930 (Manchester, 1991);
Richards, Imperialism and Music: Britain, 1876-1953 (Manchester, 2001); S. Ward, (ed.), British Culture and the End of
Empire (Manchester, 2001).

19 Thompson, Imperial Britain.
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To date, no studies of this kind have focused on Palestine during the Mandatory
period.”® The notion and content of a minority perspective on Empire is similarly
unexplored. Finally, while the rhetoric with which the Empire was described and the
mechanisms by which it was defended have received some attention—most notably in
MacKenzie's own work, Propaganda and Empire: the Manipulation of British Public
Opinion, 1880-1960, and Andrew Thompson’s more recent monograph—research into
this area is still in its early stages.”> In its attention to British Palestine and the
construction of Anglo-Jewry’s own ‘brand’ of imperial patriotism this thesis therefore

serves as a modest scholarly contribution.

Key Sources

The Jewish Chroniclés breadth and depth of coverage—particularly with regards to
Anglo-Jewish communal politics—make it a critical source for a study of this nature.
The JC is, moreover, the only publication spanning the entirety of the time period
(1899-1948) examined in my thesis. However, in order to broaden my perspective and
to compensate for the JC's biases, I have also relied on a number of additional Anglo-
Jewish publications. They include the Jewish World and Jewish Guardian (the latter of
which is the subject of sustained analysis in Chapter Five) as well as more short-lived
and targeted publications: Palestina—the monthly newsletter of the 1890s Chovevei
Zion Association; Young Israel—a turn-of-the-century magazine for children;
Palestine—advocacy from the World War I era British Palestine Committee; the anti-
Zionist League of British Jews’ Jewish Opinion (1918); and three post-World War II

journals, the Jewish Monthly, Jewish Outlook and Jewish Forum. With the exception of

20 Fitan Bar-Yosef’s recent monograph has investigated Palestine’s imprint on Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian
literature. The Holy Land in English Culture 1799-1917 (Oxford, 2005).
2 Thompson, Imperial Britain.
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the Jewish World none have, to my knowledge, been utilised extensively by other

scholars.

These published sources have been used alongside archival material obtained from
research in England, Israel and the United States. Collections of particular relevance
included those held at the Central Zionist Archive in Jerusalem (records of the Chovevei
Zion Association and the personal papers of Lucien Wolf,?* Israel Zangwill, Leopold
Greenberg and Claude Montefiore), the records of the Board of Deputies, housed at the
London Metropolitan Archive, and of the Anglo-Jewish Association, which form part of
the Anglo-Jewish Archives at the University of Southampton. Leonard Stein’s papers at
Oxford University—comprising over one hundred boxes—formed a cornerstone of my
research for Chapters Four through Six. (A smaller though still significant collection of

Stein’s correspondence was consulted in Jerusalem.)

Printed matter—reports, collated (and in some cases edited) letters and sermons and
contemporary articles from the non-Jewish press—has been used to supplement
material obtained from archives and Jewish publications. In instances where the
primary source did not survive in its original form—i.e., clerical sermons from the Boer
War—I have relied on later published collections. I have also adopted this approach in
instances where the material in question—such as Chaim Weizmann's
correspondence—was not sufficiently central to my research to justify recourse to

manuscripts.

22 1 have also utilised Wolf's paper at New York’s YIVO Institute.
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Structure

The thesis is divided in three chronically and thematically contiguous sections, each
containing two chapters. Part I concentrates on the Boer War (1899-1902), Part II on
the consequences for the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s identity of the turn-of-the-
century emergence of Jewish nationalism and the 1917 Balfour Declaration, Part III on
the inter-war emergence of an imperial outlook premised on the ideal of a British-
Jewish partnership in Palestine and the post-World War II reconstruction of Anglo-
Jewish loyalties as that much-vaunted collaboration dissolved. An overview of each

chapter follows:

Beginning with a description of Jewish celebrations of the Queen’s eightieth birthday,
Chapter One turns quickly to the emerging conflict in South Africa. Employing the
evidence of wartime sermons, it considers how the Anglo-Jewish clergy’s rhetoric of
shared values and imperial patriotism was used to justify both Britain’s military
engagement and the community’s place within the nation. Chapter Two takes a
broader perspective, evaluating how the communal press, philanthropy, enlistment
campaigns and Anglicising youth groups acted as agents in the fulfilment of British

Jewry’s wartime duties and the vindication of its honour.

Herzl's 1895 arrival in London prompted no immediate outcry from the Anglo-Jewish
establishment. Yet the movement which he helped to found would soon pose a direct
challenge to the latter’s outlook and sense of security. After opening with an overview
of British Jewry’s ties to Palestine in the decades preceding political Zionism, Chapter
Three examines the reasons for the leadership’s rejection of ‘Herzlism’ in the closing
years of the nineteenth century. It concludes by investigating why ‘territorialism'—the

Zionist movement’s short-lived effort to establish a colony outside Palestine, a cause
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revived in 1905 by Israel Zangwill and his Jewish Territorial Organisation—failed to

harness British Jewry’s abundant patriotic and imperial zeal.

During World War I, the establishment’s continued resistance to an autonomous Jewish
homeland took on new significance in the context of potential British backing for the
Palestine project. Chapter Four details the build-up to the 1917 Balfour Declaration,
concentrating on the pro-imperial arguments made by Anglo-Zionists and the

philosophical and political objections raised by their integrationist counterparts.

The fait accompli of Balfour, military occupation and, by 1920, Mandatory control,
demanded a revision of Anglo-Jewry’s previously obstructionist ways. Now implicated
in Palestine’s future on another level—as British and imperial citizens— members of the
Anglo-Jewish establishment would ultimately become vigorous advocates for their own
particular type of (non-Zionist) collaboration. Adopting a case study approach, Chapter
Five explores the development and expression of this distinctive inter-war outlook,
highlighting the role of the Jewish Guardian (1918-1931), business investment and

institutional and individual philanthropy.

By the end of World War II, rising violence, overwhelming economic burdens and a
pervasive sense of failure had undermined Britain’s residual commitment to remain in
Palestine. Chapter Six examines the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s final, unsuccessful
efforts to defend the Mandate’s British-Jewish partnership. Using the example of the
Anglo-Jewish Association, it charts the impact of the displaced persons crisis, Jewish
terrorism in Palestine and the growing incidence of anti-Semitism at home in bringing

about a reluctant acceptance of partition and independence.
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*‘No Conflict of Principle’: The Anglo-Jewish Clergy and the South
African War, 1899-1902

Britain and the Empire celebrated the eightieth birthday of their monarch, Queen
Victoria, on 24 May 1899. The occasion provided Anglo-Jewry with opportunity for
both celebration and reflection. Some of London society’s most prominent Jewish
members took part in a commemorative banquet sponsored by the Queen’s Birthday
Committee.! Across town in Spitalfields, the teachers of the Jews’ Free School gave a
résumé of Her Majesty’s reign, followed by the singing of the national anthem, three
cheers for the Queen and an afternoon excursion to the Royal Military Tournament.
Not to be outdone, the festivities organised for the residents of the Jews’ Hospital and
Orphan Asylum in West Norwood featured a brass and reed band and an enthusiastic

parade.?

Sermons preached that Sabbath took a more solemn tone, but were no less emphatic

in the enthusiasm they expressed for the Queen. Reverend Hermann Gollancz of the

Bayswater Synagogue expressed his congregation’s emotions through a special prayer.

‘This day’, he declared,
our hearts overflow with gratitude unto Thee, for having preserved Her Majesty
....In the political influence which she wields ...not only at home but abroad, in the
moral influence which her lofty and unsullied example wields in the distant regions
of the earth ...we have an illustration of the ...greatness of the British nation in the
Victorian era ....May, O Lord! the Sun of this Empire never set, and may the most
glorious name in its history never fade!’

Victoria’s birthday, and the consciousness that the age to which she had given her

name was approaching its end, prompted leading British Jews to consider her legacy.*

! Sir Philip Magnus, M.H. Spielmann, Israel Gollancz and Israel Zangwill.

2 Jewish Chronicle 26/5/99 10, 9/6/99 24.

3 JC2/6/99 24.

4 Despite a development of the ideas of 'Britishness’ (as distinct from ‘Englishness’) and the 'British race’ during this
period, the Anglo-Jewish elite appears to have used the terms ‘English’ and 'British’ interchangeably. This reflected the
fact that most British Jews resided in England as well as England’s political, economic, and demographic dominance
within the British Isles. T. Endelman, The Jews of Britain, 1656-2000 (Berkeley, 2002), 12.
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What these various articles and speeches held in common—beyond a reliance on
remarkably florid prose—was the belief that the Victorian period had enhanced their
own status both as Jews and as Englishmen. To borrow the famous phrase from the
Passover Hagaddah, Victoria’s beneficent rule had brought about the passage from

avaut I'berut, from ‘political bondage to unchallenged freedom’.?

As was noted, not only did Anglo-Jewry achieve civic equality during the Queen’s reign,
but it now also enjoyed unlimited opportunity to thrive in commerce, education,
political leadership and imperial service.® The Empire’s remarkable expansion during
the last half of the nineteenth century—described by one commentator as an ‘all-
conquering march of British ideas and civilisation'—had extended these same benefits
to far corners of the globe.” As the century closed, Anglo-Jewry now stood together
with Victoria’s millions of citizens—representing all races and creeds—in veneration and

devotion.

Proclaiming allegiance to the holy trinity of nation, monarch and Empire, the Anglo-
Jewish elite rededicated itself to what it understood to be a positive British mission at
home and overseas. Some Anglo-Jewish leaders even maintained that their unique
heritage endowed them with a singular ability to fulfil the destiny of the British race.
They were, as Disraeli had once declared, ‘twice-born Brahmin—created once as a Jew

and again as an Englishman. Members of an aristocracy twice over’, the modern Jew

5 JC26/5/99 Editorial 16. See also 14/7/99 22. These themes were also emphasised during the Queen’s Jubilee,
celebrated two years earlier. Young Israel 4/97 35-6, 6/97 83, 99-114, 116, 127, 7/97 138.

§ Emancipation was achieved via piecemeal legislation from 1825-1858. Since Anglo-Jewry had never suffered from
systemic residential or occupational discrimination, attention focused largely on the efimination of negative disabilities
impeding municipal and national political participation. The final barrier to elite social inclusion—entry to Oxford and
Cambridge—was removed in 1871. Although the functional impact of emancipation was limited, its symbolic import for
British Jews was arguably far more extensive. A. Gilam, 7he Emancipation of the Jews in England (New York, 1982);
M.C.N. Salbstein, 7he Emancipation of the Jews in Britain: the Question of the Admission of the Jews to Parliament
1828-1860 (Rutherford, 1982). On emancipation’s communal impact see D. Feldman, Englishmen and Jews: Social
Relations and Political Culture, 1840-1914 (New Haven, 1994), particularly 72-93 and 121-37.

7 JC26/5/99 Ed 16.
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had been selected by Britain for a special task, just as Britain had itself been chosen as

the tide-bearer of liberty and civilisation.®

Viewed in the contemporary context of Dreyfus, Central European blood libels and
Russian pogroms, the advantages enjoyed by fin de siécle Anglo-Jewry should not be
discounted. Britain’s prevailing milieu of tolerance contrasted sharply not only with the
state of affairs in Eastern Europe, where hopes for Jewish emancipation remained
unrealised, but also with the situation of Western and Central European Jewry—where
concessions on political rights had been accompanied by significant assimilatory
pressures. Whether measured in religious, political, economic or social terms, the
safeguards and opportunities afforded to Britain’s Jewish population were real and,
with the exception of the United States, practically unique.” Nowhere else could Jews

so fully combine commitment to their religion with patriotic citizenship.

This favourable situation had resulted from several distinctive attributes of British state
and society. Of particular importance were embedded popular and governmental
support for liberalism (albeit one which was in practice increasingly interventionist
rather than classically /aissez-faire) and the embrace of a relatively broad and pluralistic
conception of nationhood (in contrast with the more exclusive notions of Vo/k gaining a
following on the Continent 11 While these factors were certainly critical, a further

feature also seems likely to have played a role. Britain’s Empire, in its symbol and

8 R.A. Huttenback, ‘The Patrician Jew and the British Ethos in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries’, Jewish Social
Studies 40:1 (1978), 52-3.

9 The case for viewing the Anglophone Jewish experience as the paradigmatic model of Jewish modernisation is made
by W.D. Rubinstein, A History of the Jews in the English-Speaking World: Great Britain (Basingstoke, 1996).

10 Jewish ritual observance certainly waned over the course of the nineteenth century. Yet the correlation between
conversion and enhanced political, economic or social standing was insubstantial relative to both earlier points in British
history and to the contemporaneous situation in Central Europe. Endelman, Radical Assimilation in English Jewish
History, 1656-1945 (Bloomington, 1990), 73-113.

11 Endelman, ‘The Englishness of Jewish Modernity in England’, in J. Katz, (ed.), Toward Modernity: The European
Jewish Model (New Brunswick, 1987), 225-46; R. Colls, ‘Englishness and Political Culture’, in id. and P. Dodd, (eds.),
Englishness: Politics and Culture, 1880-1920 (London, 1986), 29-61; G.L. Mosse, Germans and Jews: The Right, the
Left, and the Search for a 'Third Force’ in Pre-Nazi Germany (New York, 1970), 3-60; L. Greenfield, Nationalism. Five
Roads to Modernity (Cambridge, Mass., 1992), 27-88, 275-351.

17



substance, provided Anglo-Jewry a comfortable and flexible arena in which to pursue
its interests.’? It was therefore not mere wishful thinking that propelled so many
British Jews to express their unity of interest with the nation’s imperial future. Britain
and its Empire were to many of them a true Promised Land—a haven from persecution
and a bastion of religious equality, freedom and justice, with its diverse elements

bound together by imperial citizenship and monarchical loyalty.*?

In the celebratory atmosphere of that spring, Chief Rabbi Hermann Adler was virtually
alone in calling attention to the sobering obligations which Anglo-Jewry’s position
entailed.!*  Speaking to congregants of the Hammersmith Synagogue, Adler
admonished that ‘loyalty was enjoined by Judaism as a cardinal duty, and that no crime
was viewed with more utter loathing than treachery.”® It may have seemed as if he
were preaching to the converted. But, as Adler intimated, responsibility and even
vulnerability coexisted alongside privilege and comfort. British Jews needed to prove

that they were worthy of their place in the nation and the Empire.

Adler's warning was a general one, but its timing proved unexpectedly prescient. In

October 1899, just several months later, Britain entered into hostilities with the Boers'’

12 O the need to consider the history of Britain and its Empire as an interactive social and political entity see D.
Cannadine, Ornamentalism. How the British Saw Their Empire (London, 2001), Preface, Chapter 1, particularly xvii-xviii;
J. MacKenzie, (ed.), Imperialism and Popular Culture (Manchester, 1986), Introduction.

13 See for example S. Singer, Sermons to Children, ed. 1. Abrahams (London, 1908), 50-3.

14 pdler’s full title was Chief Rabbi of the United Hebrew Congregations of the British Empire. Established in 1842, the
office of the Chief Rabbi was designed to operate as a Jewish equivalent to the Archbishop of Canterbury. C. Roth, ‘The
Chief Rabbinate of England’, in id., Essays and Portraits in Anglo-Jewish History (Philadelphia, 1962), 250-61; E. Black,
*The Anglicization of Orthodoxy: The Adlers, Father and Son’, in F. Malino and D. Sorkin, (eds.), Profiles in Diversity:
Jews in a Changing Europe, 1750-1870 (Detroit, 1998), 295-325; S. Sharot, ‘Religious Change in Native Orthodoxy in
London, 1870-1914: Rabbinate and Clergy’, Jewish Journal of Sociology 15:2 (1973), 167-87.

15 JC9/6/99 27.

16 JC31/3/99 19. o
17 Also known as the Cape Dutch or Afrikaners, these were Europeans of Dutch origin who began settling in the

southern African Cape during the seventeenth century.
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in South Africa.’® While the government claimed that it was merely protecting the
rights of British citizens in the Boer administered Transvaal territory, its critics saw
things rather differently. The war’s true aim, they charged, was not the vindication of
Britain’s sacred principles, but the control of South Africa’s mineral wealth. Moreover,
the prime beneficiaries of British intervention—and, it was therefore assumed, the

driving force behind it—were the Jewish financiers who had invested in the mines.

Over the following thirty-two months, Anglo-Jewry would find itself the target of
attacks from Left and Right alike.’® Worryingly, much of the vitriol came from well
outside the boundaries of the dependably anti-Jewish camp. Implicated in the
warmongering of international finance, suspected of dodging armed service, Anglo-
Jewry’s leaders nonetheless hoped to disarm their critics through conspicuous
demonstration of the community’s loyalty. This defensive posture indelibly shaped
both the style and content of the establishment’s wartime agenda. Replete with
ceremony, propaganda and philanthropy, this was not merely a display of patriotism,

but an effort to vindicate Jewish honour.

It would nonetheless be a mistake to leave the story here. Without question, any
consideration of organised Jewry’s response to the war must take into account the
nature and impact of the charges made against them. However, this immediate
context provides only a partial explanation for communal leaders’ behaviour. It is

therefore necessary to assess the impact of a wider set of developments and

18 The literature on the Boer War—now more commonly referred to as the South African War—is extensive. The classic
scholarly text is T. Pakenham, 7he Boer War (London, 1979). More recent works include G. Cuthbertson and A.
Grundlingh et al. (eds.), Writing a Wider War: Rethinking Gender, Race and Identity in the South African War, 1899-
1902 (Athens, 2002) and A. Porter, ‘The South African War (1899-1902): Context and Motive Reconsidered’, Journal of
African History 31:1 (1990), 43-57.

19 The former, closely associated with opposition to the war, was far more prevalent. C. Hirschfield, ‘The British Left and
the "Jewish Conspiracy”: A Case Study of Modern Antisemitism’, JS543:2 (1981), 619-31. One scholar who argues for
the importance of the latter is S. Bayme, “Jewish Leadership and Anti-Semitism in Britain, 1898-1918’ (Ph.D. diss.,
Columbia Univ., 1977), 83-8. On anti-Semitism and the 1900 general election see J. Schneer, London 1900: The
Imperial Metropolis (New Haven, 1999), 229-63. The best of the texts on British anti-Semitism in this period is C.
Holmes, Anti-Semitism in British Society, 1876-1939 (New York, 1979), 1-120.
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changes—in the shape of the Anglo-Jewish community, the status of Jews on the
Continent and the tenor of domestic political discourse. Foremost among these was
the influx of Eastern European Jews to Britain during the previous two decades.?
Totalling as many as 100,000 by some estimates, their arrival had not only altered
dramatically the demographic make-up of the nation’s Jewish population, but strained
communal resources, provoked friction over education and religious standards and

generated a fair degree of ambivalence—even antipathy—on the part of the ‘native’

establishment.?!

This sentiment was amplified in non-Jewish appraisals of the new arrivals. By the mid
1890s, ethnic prejudice and fear of economic competition had coalesced into a small
but increasingly powerful restrictionist movement.?? Although some British Jewish
leaders did support limits on immigration, they were understandably troubled by the
tendency of anti-alien rhetoric to become entangled with a broader critique of the
Jewish position in England. If dislike of the ‘foreign Jew’ became dislike of the ‘Jew as

23 would not be safe from attack.

foreigner’, even Anglo-Jewry’s ‘poshocracy
Ongoing manifestations of Continental anti-Semitism had a disquieting impact as well.
Despite its eagerness to believe that anti-Jewish sentiment (at least outside the
Russian Empire) was in decisive retreat, events such as the re-emergence of ritual

murder accusations in Germany, the election of the popular and anti-Semitic Karl

2 | loyd Gartner's The Jewish Immigrant in England, 1870-1914 (London, 1960) remains unsurpassed. Studies of a more
limited scope include J. Buckman, Immigrants and the Class Struggle: The Jewish Immigrants in Leeds, 1880-1914
(Manchester, 1983) and W. Fishman, £ast £nd Jewish Radicals, 1875-1914 (London, 1975). On ‘native’ responses to
Jewish immigration see Black, 7he Social Politics of Anglo-Jewry, 1880-1920 (Oxford, 1988); Feldman, ‘Englishmen,
Jews, and Immigrants in London, 1865-1914: Modernization, Social Control, and the Paths to Englishness’, in R.
Dotterer et al. (eds.), Jewish Settlement and Community in the Modern Western World (London, 1991), 101-3; Larissa
Douglas, ‘Defining the Alien: Responses to Russo-Jewish Immigration and the Creation of Cultural and Political Identities
in England and Canada, 1881-1907' (M.A. thesis, McMaster Univ., 1999).

2 Endelman, Jews of Britain, 127; G. Alderman, Modern British Jewry (Oxford, 1992), 110.

2 g, Gainer, The Alien Invasion: The Origins of the Aliens Act of 1905 (New York, 1972); J.A. Garrard, The English and
Immigration: A Comparative Study of the Jewish Influx, 1880-1910 (London, 1971); Holmes, Anti-Semitism, Part 1.

3 The phrase—which did not refer to Anglo-Jewry specifically—belongs to Christopher Isherwood.
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Lueger as Vienna’s mayor and, most dramatically, Dreyfus’s show-trial, did at some
level cast doubt upon the establishment’s sunny prognosis.>* It would seem that few
believed that what took place across the Channel would be repeated on their own
doorsteps. Nonetheless, the counsel of one leading cleric (issued only weeks before
the outbreak of war) that the anti-Jewish crowds in Paris should serve as a reminder
‘to be more cautious and more circumspect than ever before’, suggests that the home

front was not seen to be entirely invulnerable.?

With the exception of immigration, mainstream political debate within Britain did not
concern itself with so-called ‘Jewish problems’. Yet the questions which were at the
fore of public attention also affected—if less directly—the outlook of the Jewish
establishment. One particularly prominent concern during the last decade of the
nineteenth century related to Britain’s economic future. Despite its status as the
progenitor of the Industrial Revolution and its previously unchallenged hold on
international economic leadership, the nation was losing ground to Germany and the
United States.”® Another key issue was the apparent failure of Victorian prosperity to
alleviate the often wretched conditions in the big cities. Middle-class anxiety about
overcrowding, poor health standards and crime generated a flurry of reports and calls
for government intervention.”’ The state of the Empire also came under new, if
limited, scrutiny. Even the Radical Liberals, who would soon attack Britain’s war
against the Boers as immoral, did not challenge the popular and governmental

consensus linking the maintenance of Britain’s international position to a strong Empire.

24 p.), Pulzer, The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism in Germany and Austria (Rev. edn., Cambridge, Mass., 1988), 27-183;
A.S. Lindemann, The Jew Accused: Three Anti-Semitic Affairs (Dreyfus, Beilis, Frank) 1894-1915 (Cambridge, 1991), 57-
173; ).D. Klier and S. Lambroza, (eds.), Pogroms: Anti-Jewish Violence in Modern Russian Jewry (Cambridge, 1992),
Parts I, II and IIIL.

% Cited in Endelman, Jews of Britain, 162.

% A, Orde, The Eclipse of Great Britain: the United States and British Imperial Decline, 1895-1956 (Basingstoke, 1996);
R.C. Floud, ‘Britain 1860-1914: A Survey’, in id. and D. McCloskey, (eds.), The Economic History of Britain since 1700, ii.
1860s to the 1970s (Cambridge, 1981), 1-26. P.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkins, ‘Gentlemanly Capitalism and British Expansion
Overseas II: New Imperialism, 1850-1945', Fconomic History Review NS40:1 (1987), 1-26.

7 G. Stedman Jones, Outcast London (Oxford, 1971), Part III.
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Nonetheless, anxiety about the difficulty (and cost)®® of holding the Empire predated

the debacle in South Africa.?

One consequence of these developments was renewed attention to the nature and
content of ‘Britishness’. Interest in history, tradition and ritual intensified as the public
and politicians alike sought ways to make sense of a rapidly changing environment and
to reproduce social cohesion. Behind these new foci lay an attempt to define what it
meant to belong—and, at some level, who could belong—to the British nation.® Was it
defined by religion—broadly Christian, or more narrowly Protestant? Was it based
around shared adherence to a set of political ideals, laws and institutions? Was its
imperial nature key to its self-understanding? If, so, how broadly did membership in
this cultural and political community extend? Could one become British, or was it
exclusively a privilege of birth? Anglo-Jewish leaders could not help but take a keen
interest in this collective process of self-definition. The future of their own position,
and that of British Jews as a whole, was to a large extent dependent upon the
vindication of a liberal, inclusive and tolerant definition of Britain and British

peoplehood.

The outbreak of war in South Africa forced the Jewish establishment to confront
troubling accusations regarding its place in the nation. Yet the more philosophically

minded saw an opportunity to turn this to their advantage: the war experience could

28 For two contrasting views see L.E. Davis and Huttenback, Mammon and the Pursuit of Empire: The Poljtical Economy
of British Imperialism, 1860-1912 (Cambridge, 1986) and A. Offer, ‘The British Empire, 1870-1914: A Waste of Money?’,
Economic History Review, NS46:2 (1993), 215-38.

2 D, Judd, Empire: The British Imperial Experience from 1765 to the Present (London, 1996), 130-53. One evocative
expression of this pessimism is Rudyard Kipling’s 1897 Jubilee poem, ‘Recessional’. E. Boehmer, Empire Writing: An
Anthology of Colonial Literature, 1870-1918 (Oxford, 1998), 272.

3 Colls, ‘Englishness and National Culture’, in Englishness, 1-28; Dodds, ‘Englishness and the Political Culture’, in
Englishness, 29-61; H. Cunningham, ‘The Language of Patriotism, 1750-1914’, History Workshop Journal 12 (Autumn,
1981), 8-33; E. Hobsbawn and T. Ranger, (eds.), The Invention of Tradition (2™ edn., Cambridge, 1992), Introduction;
K. Robbins, Nineteenth-Century Britain: Integration and Diversity (Oxford, 1995), 1-28, 183-5; Robbins, Great Britain:
Identities, Institutions and the Idea of Britishness (London, 1997), particularly 206-25, 277-93. A. Thompson, Imperial
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itself be an instrument of Jewish integration. If successful, this effort would provide a
stinging report to the allegations of disloyalty and allay the community’s own concerns
about its current and future inclusion. The battlefields of South Africa—and the home
front in Britain—would serve as the physical crucible in which Anglo-Jewry could
permanently meld its fortune with Britain and the Empire. This was, to borrow David

Feldman'’s apt phrase, a response shaped by both faith and fear.!

Because of the lack of any substantive prior scholarship on Anglo-Jewish responses to
the South African War, my exploration of this subject will extend over two closely
linked chapters.®? I begin with a discussion of methodology and historical context. Key
themes in the Anglo-Jewish establishment’s response to the war are then set out
through a homiletical study. Since Anglo-Jewish sermons remained ideologically
consistent throughout the war, this analysis is structured around three central tropes.
In the first section, I analyse clerical arguments regarding the compatibility of British
and Jewish values and consider how this evidence was employed to defend both the
war and Anglo-Jewry’s place within the nation. The following section investigates the
content and function of the clergy’s patriotic rhetoric, in particular its idealised vision of
Victoria, Britain and the Empire. In the final section of this chapter I consider accounts
of Anglo-Jewry’s past civic and military contributions and preachers’ attempts to

engage their congregants in the current war effort.

The second chapter takes a broader perspective, examining how the Anglo-Jewish

establishment (and, to a lesser degree, the immigrant Jewish population) responded to

31 Feldman, Englishmen and Jews, Introduction, Chapter 3. While Feldman'’s book covers the period of the Boer War, he
devotes very little attention to the topic.

32 R, Mendelsohn, ‘The Jewish Soldier: Anglo-Jewry at War, 1899-1902', Jewish Affairs 54:3 (1999), 11-18. Also
published under the title ‘The Jewish War: Anglo-Jewry and the South African War’, in Cuthbertson and Grundlingh et al.
(eds.), Writing a Wider War, 247-65. Although Stephen Bayme includes a brief overview of communal responses in his
dissertation, ‘Jewish Leadership’ (89-100), his primary interest is in anti-Semitism.
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the war and participated in the war effort. Topics discussed here include the role of
the Jewish press in engaging the home front, the development of institutional and
individual philanthropy (including benefits, appeals and individual gifts) and the Jewish
presence in the military campaign. Offering up Jewish men, subsiding hospital care for
injured soldiers or sending small luxuries to the forces was in some sense simply a
question of doing one’s duty in a time of national need. Yet, as I will argue, these
activities were also driven by a much more particularistic concern: the perceived

obligation to provide evidence of Anglo-Jewish loyalty.

My final section will focus on the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, an elite instrument of
Anglicisation and militarism that was frequently utilised during the war for communal
propaganda. While the Brigade was founded in the mid 1890s, its first major
successes—not coincidentally, I suggest—were achieved during the war vyears.
Moreover, the Brigade's ethos and activities were seen to perpetuate and publicise

communal commitment to imperial patriotism, muscular Judaism and military service.

In these chapters I do not aim to produce a comprehensive survey of the wartime
Jewish community(ies) of Great Britain. Rather, I concentrate on the attitudes of a
largely native-born and London based elite which chose to affiliate with the organised
community.® This group was composed of the self-appointed communal leaders
(including, but not limited to, the Cousinhood—the accepted descriptor for London’s
great and intermingled Jewish families®®), the clergy and a less prominent but
increasingly numerous and prosperous Jewish middle and upper middle class. The

composition of the ultra-elite was virtually fixed, with lineage, duration of settlement in

33 This definition is taken from D. Gutwein, 7he Divided Elite: Economics, Politics and Anglo-Jewry, 1882-1917 (Leiden,
1992), 6-10. Both Gutwein and I exclude those born to Jewish parents who were consciously estranged from the Jewish
community. Though their Jewishness may not have been incidental to their critics, they did not wish to speak for Anglo-
Jewry, nor did they wish it to speak for them.

34 C. Bermant, 7he Cousinhood: The Anglo-Jewish Gentry (London, 1971).
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Britain, philanthropic commitments and positions of authority and wealth in the non-
Jewish world all according privileged status and leadership in the Jewish community.
The latter two groups, although lacking the economic or political cachet of their more
prestigious counterparts, nonetheless embodied and expressed a similar set of values.
During a period in which there was a rapidly growing number of Jews residing in
Britain, these groups believed themselves to embody fully the label Englishmen of the
Jewish faith. This ‘cultural orientation’ transcended party divisions and precise
occupations in producing nearly unanimous backing of the war.3® Support derived from
a particular understanding of what it meant to be English and Jewish, rather than from

simpler political or economic affiliation.

Re-presentation on the Public Stage

Before beginning this analysis, a certain question of judgment must be settled. Faced
what appears to be copious evidence—both word and deed—of Anglo-Jewish
patriotism and loyalty, how critical should we be of the motivations underlying these
sentiments and actions? Several options exist. The first—and most obvious—is to
accept them at face value, discounting discomfort with overwritten prose or highly
managed events as a product of contemporary sensibilities. This approach, however, is
obviously inadequate, as it requires the sensitive reader to bury ambiguities and
conflicts within these sermons, speeches and newspaper reports. Second, we can
hone in on the note of pleading found in remarks of community leaders as proof that
these occasions were mere facades, designed explicitly for maximum impact on a

watchful, non-Jewish public. To paraphrase the playwright, do they protest too much?

35 This phrase is used by historian Stuart Cohen in describing the basis of the Anglo-Jewish elite’s anti-Zionism. His idea
of a broadly accepted world-view influencing outlook on both Jewish and national political concerns _would also seem to
apply here. ‘Ideological Components in Anglo-Jewish Opposition to Zionism Before and During the First World War: A
Restatement’, 7ransactions of the Jewish Historical Society of England NS30 (1987-1988), 151-2.
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Amongst historians of the Empire, James (Jan) Morris, argues for a healthy dose of
scepticism in his description of Victoria’s 1897 Jubilee. In Pax Britannica he asserts
that the Jubilee ‘was mostly froth, whipped up for the occasion by press and
publications’.’®* Morris’s statement suggests the need to examine the motivations of
key actors as well as to recognise these individuals’ power to project supposedly
consensual images upon the public stage. Yet while he is correct to demand analysis
of the layers of meaning behind such events, this critique should not undercut either
the reality of sincere imperial sentiment (which was evident in virtually every segment
of British public life—both Jewish and non—during this period®”) or the significance of
this type of evidence in forming a picture of Anglo-Jewry at the end of the Victorian

era.

David Cannadine and Mark Looker have also examined the imperial celebrations of
1897 in light of this concern.3® Cannadine’s jointly authored study of Jubilee
commemorations in Cambridge takes a behind-the-scenes approach in order to explore
‘tensions and strains’ regarding the substance and style of planned events.® Yet while
Cannadine concludes that the festivities’ apparent conformity masked underlying
conflict, he also sees the very fact of these disputes as evidence of the Jubilee’s real—if
contested—public meaning. Similarly, Looker’s article on the religious press points to
the ‘myth-making’ opportunity, particularly for minority groups (he focuses on
Catholics, who were by far the largest non-Anglican faith community), provided by the
Jubilee.”® He argues that for those ill at ease about their place in society, these

national celebrations were ideal opportunities to ‘mint protestations of loyalty ...into the

36 pax Britannica: the Climax of an Empire (2" edn., London, 1975), 441.

%7 3, MacKenzie, (ed.), Imperialism and Popular Culture (Manchester, 1986); A. Thompson, Imperial Britain: The Empire
in British Politics c. 1880-1932 (Harlow, 2000), 15-37.

38 £, Hammerton and D. Cannadine, ‘Conflict and Consensus on a Ceremonial Occasion: The Diamond Jubilee in
Cambridge in 1897, Historical Journal 24:1 (1981), 111-46; Looker, ™God Save the Queen”: Victoria’s Jubilees and the
Religious Press’, Victorian Periodicals Review 21:3 (1988), 115-19.

3% Hammerton and Cannadine, ‘Conflict and Consensus’, 115.

0 | ooker, ‘Victoria's Jubilees’, 115.
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coin of true “Englishness™.*' Although Looker views much of this Jubilee inspired

rhetoric as ‘merely the orchestration of platitudes’, he acknowledges that it was
motivated by the sincere desire of vulnerable groups to identify more closely with the
nation at large.*> The idealised images projected by Anglo-Jewry, among others, did
reflect an underlying defensiveness. They also anticipated a future of complete and

unquestioned inclusion.

Arthur (Aryeh) Goren has investigated Jewish self-portrayal in his recent study of turn-
of-the-century American Jewry. He argues that communal events such as the 1905
celebrations of American Jewry’s 250" birthday not only offered ‘didactic opportunities’
for re-presentation, but also had had an important function in shaping the identity of
the Jewish population.”® Blending self-affirmation and apologetics, the organisers of
these public proceeding sought to ‘activate, uplift and educate’ the maximum numbers
of Jews as well as to ‘win the sympathy and respect’ of the non-Jewish public by

parading Jewish values and accomplishments.*

It would appear that the fin de siécle Anglo-Jewish elite shared a similar agenda.
Whether celebrating the Jubilee, expressing support for the British troops in South
Africa or welcoming the new King,® it was engaged in a genuine effort to formulate
and express British-Jewish ideals. Yet particularly during the South African War, these

‘didactic opportunities’—imperatives, even—were not to be taken for granted.

“1 | ooker, ‘Victoria’s Jubilees’, 116.

2 Looker, ‘Victoria's Jubilees’, 115.

3 The Politics and Public Culture of American Jews (Bloomington, 1999), 55.
4 Goren, Politics and Public Culture, 46.

4 JCEd 3/5/01 17, 10/5/01 10-11.
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Charges of Jewish Culpability

Britain’s first major conflict since the Crimea, the Boer War was the product of long-
standing competition for land and resources (mainly gold and diamonds) in South
Africa. Yet the importance which came to be placed on regional domination
underscores that the path to war was also shaped by Britain’s reinvigorated pursuit of
Empire during the 1880s and 1890s. Others have pointed to the influence of jingoistic
nationalism and propaganda in stirring up public support for a final defeat of the

Boers.*

While a detailed discussion either of the war’s causes or the range of public reactions
to it (despite the initial wave of popular enthusiasm, it also provoked sharp moral
outrage and, as victory appeared elusive, introspection and anxiety) is outside the
scope of this dissertation, there is one obvious exception to this rule. Allegations of
Jewish responsibility for the South African conflict not only formed the backbone of
Liberal and socialist anti-war critiques but also stimulated a temporary rise in domestic
anti-Semitism. In order to contextualise establishment responses to this threat, the
following pages will summarise the arguments made by J.A. Hobson and others and

consider the history of Jewish involvement in South Africa.

Justifying the decision to go to war, the Conservative-Unionist government of Lord
Salisbury argued that conflict had been made inevitable by the Boers’ failure to grant
political equality to the Uitlanders, foreigners—mainly British—who had migrated to the

Transvaal following the 1886 discovery of gold. A rather different explanation came

46 T concur with Andrew Porter that cruder theories of economic imperialism remain unconvincing. Additional factors
relevant to a multi-causal explanation include the influence of the metropolis, great power rivalries, ‘peripheral’
problems, ‘personality and accident’ and the assumptions of imperial policy-makers. Porter, ‘South African War’, 42-57.
A concise but thorough consideration of historiography and key themes can be found in Judd, £Empire, 117-70; L.R.
Smith, ‘A Century of Controversy over Origins’, in D. Lowry, (ed.), The South African War Reappraised (Manchester,

2000), 23-49.
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from Reynolds Newspaper, a socialist weekly with a working-class constituency. ‘At the
bottom of the war’, the paper wrote, ‘are the Jewish syndicates and millionaires
...counting the chickens shortly to be hatched’.*” Within the House of Commons,
opposition members asserted that the German-Jewish associates of Cecil Rhodes
(former Governor of the British ruled Cape® and the premier mining magnate) were
forcing Britain’s hand for selfish ends. The future Prime Minister, David Lloyd George,

then a Welsh Liberal Party backbencher, decried ‘fighting for men of that type!"®

What degree of social permeation did such views achieve? Both anti-imperialist and
anti-capitalist arguments—from which these anti-Semitic variants derived—had a
limited following. Not only were the Liberals divided on the war question, but many of
those who did oppose Conservative policy attached no credence to the idea of a Jewish
conspiracy.’® Matters were perhaps otherwise within the trade union movement and
the Left's more radical fringes.” Yet even here, the strident anti-Semitic ranting of the
Social Democratic Federation leader, Henry Hyndman, or that of John Burns, a Lib-Lab
MP obsessed with the ‘financial Jew’, failed to galvanise this sector of the British
public.’> (Probable factors include British discomfort with explicit anti-Semitism,>? the
war’s popularity amongst the working and lower middle classes and the failure, as
evidenced by the Conservative victory in the 1900 ‘Khaki’ election, to form a Commons

coalition of war opponents.)

7 Cited in Hirschfield, ‘Jewish Conspiracy’, 623.
8 Britain annexed the territory in 1806 as a strategic safeguard for the Indian and Far Eastern sea route. What lay
inland, to the north, was seen to be of little value until the 1869 diamond rush.

* Hirschfield, ‘Jewish Conspiracy’, 625.
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Where many of these ideas found both a respectable face and a prolonged lease on life
were in the writings of the Manchester Guardian correspondent and Radical Liberal
activist, J.A. Hobson.>® Hobson’s argument, developed during an extended trip to
South Africa in 1899 (and therefore appearing to be based on first-hand evidence
rather than abstract theory), was that South African Jewish capitalists had forced
Britain into war in order to maintain their domination over the economy. Aided by a
cabal of Jewish press lords and influential London financiers, they had twisted the arms
of Cabinet members and exploited the British public’s jingoism. To Hobson, this
relentless pursuit of an agenda that was at odds with, and detrimental to, the British

nation constituted a betrayal of the highest order.>

Hobson'’s critique undoubtedly distorted the magnates’ political power, the closeness of
their relationships with London financiers and the ultimate influence of either group
over Whitehall’s South Africa policy. (The writer acknowledged as much by dropping
the Jewish conspiracy idea altogether in his 1902 study of British imperialism.*®) It also
exaggerated the extent to which the Rand’s coterie was dominated by Jews, or to
which a Jewish consensus existed. Instead, ‘Jewburg’ served as a one-word signifier
for all that was disagreeable about the South African situation. Yet without accepting
the overall validity of such claims, it must be noted that amongst the Randiords Hobson
so despised were indeed a fair number of Jews (or individuals born to Jewish parents,

though such a distinction was infrequently made).”” Moreover, with few exceptions,

54 3. Allett, *New Liberalism, Old Prejudices: J.A. Hobson and the “Jewish Question™, J5569:2 (1987), 99-114; Holmes,
'J.A. Hobson and the Jews’, in id., (ed.), Immigrants and Minorities in British Society (London, 1978), 137-42.

S5 The War in South Africa: Its Causes and Effects (London, 1900), 189-90, 197, 217.

56 Imperialism: A Study (London, 1902).

57 One such figure was Alfred Beit. Second-in-command to the (non-Jewish) Cecil Rhodes and in charge of the latter's
London operations, Beit came from a family of Hamburg merchants. In 1875, at the age of twenty-two, he had been
sent to Kimberly (the site of diamond discoveries, this was, after some dispute, annexed by the British) as the
representative of a German-Jewish trading firm. He achieved early successes, met Rhodes in 1879 and created a
partnership with him. During this period, he also converted to Christianity. Rhodes' rival, Barney Barnato, was perhaps
the most colourful of the Jewish Randlords. Born Barnett Isaacs, this grandson of a rabbi and erstwhile conjurer’s
assistant, street hustler and prize-fighter arrived in South Africa in 1872. Within two years, he had established Barnato
Brothers, where he soon became known for remarkable earnings and dubious business practices. He was also unusual
amongst the Jewish magnates in being British; the vast majority were, like Beit, from German backgrounds. (On the
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the Randlords did—as Hobson asserted—wish to rid the Transvaal of Boer rule, even

going so far as to back an 1895 coup attempt, the Jameson Raid.*®

For the second part of his story, Hobson looked closer to home, contending that
through their undue influence in Westminster (in a period without high taxation, public
revenue was often supplemented by privately backed bonds and loans), Jewish
bankers had been able to pressure the government into going to war. Here again,
Hobson'’s argument was superficially convincing. The Rothschilds in particular did have
substantial investments in South Africa, both with Rhodes’ De Beers company and in
gold extraction.”® Moreover, by the late 1890s they were firmly in the Conservative
camp, having broken with the party that had first enabled their entry into political life.°
Yet although the greatest Jewish banking house did have sympathy for the idea of a
greater British South Africa, it wished to avoid force. As an international business, with
major offices in Paris and Frankfurt (once again, Hobson’s sneer of internationalist was
fundamentally correct, though he did not grasp the implications in this case), it was
imprudent to support a British policy which, at the very least, was likely to have a

damaging effect on Anglo-German relations.

In pursuit of a peaceful resolution, Natty Rothschild, an MP and head of the family’s
London offices, even made a last-minute appeal to Kruger (via a South African Jewish
associate, Sammy Marks) for franchise concessions. This was done without the prior

approval of either the Prime Minister or the Colonial Secretary, Joseph Chamberlain.®*

whole, South African Jews came from Lithuania.) G. Wheatcroft. 7he Randlords: The Men who Made South Africa
(London, 1985). More generally, M. Shain and Mendelsohn, (eds.), Memories, Realities and Dreams: Aspects of the
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60 The Rothschilds left the Liberals in 1886, when the party split over Irish Home Rule. Those opposed to the radical
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Such an audacious—and inconveniently timed—measure was not appreciated by
certain persons in Whitehall (who had spent the last several years trying to build
momentum for a final settlement of the Transvaal question) and may have resulted in
the family’s failure to secure its usual monopoly on war financing.®* As for Rothschild,
the outbreak of war produced the expected philanthropic gestures and patriotic
rhetoric from this ‘de facto temporal chief’ of Anglo-Jewry.®® He was, like most Jewish

leaders, both British and not, peace-loving until the first shot was fired.

Natty Rothschild’s strenuous efforts to prevent British-Boer violence, coupled with his
swift about-face in October 1899, suggest that he was well aware of the problems
which such a war could bring—not only for his company, but for his community. At a
time when immigration and urban problems had already directed unwanted and
unfavourable attention to Jews in Britain, anything which would cast further doubt on
Anglo-Jewry’s position was to be strenuously avoided. The alleged circumstances of
the conflict—the seeming linkage amongst the Randlords, London’s bankers and
Whitehall, and the accusations situating Jewry at the centre of an international political

and financial plot—served to heighten anxieties still further.

Although ‘rich Jew’ anti-Semitism would acquire a fair degree of social respectability,
many of its proponents continued to operate well outside the political mainstream.
Furthermore, the intensity of anti-Jewish rhetoric was both short-lived and directly
correlated to Britain’s military progress. Jewish conspiracy theories therefore had
particular political currency during the winter of 1899-1900, when the campaign was

going poorly. By the end of 1900, following British victories at Kimberley,

82 Ferguson, Rothschild, 366-7.
83 Ferguson, Rothschild, 365-6. Posts held included the presidency of the United Synagogue and the Jews’ Free School.
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Johannesburg, Ladysmith and Mafeking and the effective end of conventional military

engagement,®® recourse to such arguments became far less frequent.

In the end, Britain’s wartime flirtation with anti-Semitism would appear to have been
far less severe than contemporaneous Continental Judenhetze. However, it should
come as little surprise that the Anglo-Jewish establishment refused to remain passive in
the face of this offensive. With its reputation seemingly in the balance, a vigorous

display of patriotism was now required.

The Anglo-Jewish Clergy and the Wartime Pulpit

Unlike their Talmudic predecessors, a late medieval German rabbi noted, today’s rabbis
were ‘not accustomed to preaching’.®® Within the Ashkenazic world (there was an
active tradition of preaching in Moorish Spain and the post-expuision Sephardic
communities of Italy, Turkey and the Netherlands), sermons did not begin to appear as
a regular part of Sabbath and festival services until the mid eighteenth century. From
that point onwards, development—in rhetoric, function and significance—appears to
have been rapid. By 1832, the history of Jewish preaching was deemed important
enough to merit a full-length monograph by Leopold Zunz, one of the founders of the

Wissenschaft des Judentums (Science of Judaism) movement.

The precise reasons behind this shift are unclear. Sermons may well have come to be
viewed as an effective means of imparting Jewish wisdom to less well-educated

members. They also appear to have enabled rabbis to frame issues of temporal

84 British victory was now virtually assured. However, the Boers’ switch to a policy of attrition meant that low-grade
conflict (characterised by guerrilla tactics and British retribution against the civilian population) would continue for a
further seventeen months. Pakenham, Boer War, 470-571.

% Cited in M. Saperstein, ‘War and Patriotism in Sermons to Central European Jews: 1756-1815’, Leo Baeck Institute
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33



concern through a religious lens. This interpretation is corroborated by Marc
Saperstein’s observation that the increasing frequency of sermon delivery was also
matched by thematic changes. He points to sermons delivered in both England and
Prussia during the Seven Years War (1756-1763) as evidence that, ‘[n]Jow for the first
time, Jews began to be included in public mourning and celebration for events
concerning the nations in which they lived.”” Whether or not this goal was achieved, it
is nonetheless clear that sermons, like communal proclamations and prayers for the
leader, could function both as a means of enhancing identification with the nation and
as a collective statement of loyalty. Bart Wallet echoes these themes in his discussion
of the role of vernacular in nineteenth century Dutch-Jewish homiletics.®® According to
Wallet, vernacular preaching reflected a conscious intent to align the Jewish community
with the host society. It also signified an effort to underplay the perceived
‘foreignness’ of Judaic teaching and practice. Finally, it was a pragmatic concession to

the fact that many in the congregation may not have understood a Jewish language.

Though still overlooked by Jewish history scholars as a means of insight into the
preoccupations of the Jewish community-at-large (as opposed to more narrowly
defined theological concerns), sermons are in fact a remarkably expressive and
illustrative primary source. Those delivered by Anglo-Jewish preachers during the Boer
War are no exception. On the whole, they possess rhetorical, if not literary, value and
are exceptionally effective at capturing the tone of discourse of the Anglo-Jewish elite.
In addition, despite their carefully crafted form, these sermons also preserve the
community’s search for solutions during a period of acute crisis.®® During the Boer

War, preachers stood in front of their congregations as interpreters, counsellors and, in

67 Saperstein, ‘War and Patriotism’, 5-6. See also ‘British Jewish Preachers in Time of War (1800-1918), Journal of

Modern Jewish Studies 4:3 (2005), 255-71.

68 'Religious Oratory and the Improvement of Congregants: Dutch-Jewish Preaching in the First Half of the Nineteenth
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‘preacher’ dilemma of Victorian Anglo-Jewish congregations see Sharot, ‘Religious Change’, 176-80.
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some ways, politicians. In addition to teaching and consoling their congregants,

therefore, they also hoped to influence their outlook and actions.

Anglo-Jewish wartime sermons not only reflected the questions of the day but
attempted to contextualise those concerns within the framework of Jewish values and
history. Accordingly, preachers commonly relied on Biblical and Talmudic materials to
draw lessons for the present out of the Jewish past. Moreover, sources were employed
in such a way that the sermons could be appreciated by those with differing levels of
Jewish knowledge and intellectual sophistication; stories, parables, anecdotes and

other literary devices therefore helped to dramatise and simplify more involved themes.

The chances of any sermon making a lasting impression depended in large part on the
oratorical skills displayed in its delivery.”® Yet the intended audience for many sermons
extended beyond those congregants present when it was first delivered. Most notably,
the Jewish Chronicle—the largest and best-known Jewish newspaper, and therefore the
semi-official voice of the institutional and elite community—and the Jewish World—a
similar but somewhat cheaper newspaper aimed at a less affluent but still Anglicised
market—often selected several sermons for publication in full in their weekly editions.
Less frequent provincial, organisational and literary Jewish publications also transcribed
and summarised sermons of note. In addition, sermons by leading preachers were
sometimes printed in pamphlet form by private presses.”’ There are no known sources

about who purchased these pamphlets; one can only speculate that they were read

7 Saperstein, ‘The Sermon as Oral Performance’, in Y. Elman and 1. Gershoni, (eds.,) 7ransmitting Jewish Traditions:
Orality, Textuality, and Cultural Diffusion (New Haven, 2000), 248-77.

7! For example, the Chief Rabbi’s 4/11/99 sermon, ‘Judaism and War’, was the twelfth pamphlet to be printed under the
imprint of The North London Pulpit: A Special Series of Sermons Delivered at the North London Synagogue.
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largely, if not exclusively, by Jews. Finally, non-Jewish national broadsheets also took

occasional note of Jewish sermons.’?

Only on the rarest occasions, then, would the wider public have heard or read Anglo-
Jewish sermons. Yet while preachers were primarily addressing their own congregants,
their messages were often calibrated for another set of ears and eyes. In defending
the government’s decision to fight or ésserting Jewish willingness to join the British
forces, clergy were in no way disingenuous. The Anglo-Jewish establishment was
indeed staunchly loyal to Britain and its Empire. Equally, it identified sincerely with the
values which Britain was purporting to defend in South Africa. And it was—for a
number of reasons—responsive to the national call to arms. However, just as they
sought to inspire their congregants, clergy members were also attempting to advance a

particular image of the community which they served and represented.

The consistency of pro-war sentiments in Anglo-Jewish sermons, while striking, is not
by itself proof of unanimous community opinion. Yet there are several reasons to
believe that divergences of outlook—if they existed—would have been most likely to
emerge within individual congregations. At the time of the Boer War, and, in many
ways, for fifty years thereafter, Anglo-Jewish communal politics were conducted in a
highly centralised and often autocratic manner. Synagogues operated with relative
autonomy and would therefore have been—at least in principle—a haven for minority
sentiments.”> Moreover, the old adage of two Jews and three synagogues did seem to

hold true in late Victorian London.

72 The Times 4/12/99 7, 29/1/01 3, 12/6/02 12. According to the Jewish World ((8/12/99 179), the Manchester Evening
Chronicle printed a pamphlet of a sermon given at the city’s Great Synagogue. On Jewish sermons appearing in the
Daily Chronicle and Daily News see JCEd 8/12/99 19.

73 With minor exceptions, the native clergy were trained as pastors and preachers—usually at Jews College—rather than
as rabbinic scholars. Authority over questions of Jewish law therefore resided with the more rigorously educated Chief
Rabbi. Sharot, ‘Religious Change’, 169-70, 174-5.
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The Ashkenazic Jewish elite affiliated with a relatively large number of congregations.
This was a consequence of several factors: firstly, Jewish residential expansion into
North and West London led to the opening of new congregations in these
neighbourhoods. (For example, the Bayswater Synagogue was founded in 1863; a
Hampstead congregation followed in 1892.) Another contributor was the development,
beginning in the 1840s, of Liberal Judaism.” Drawing inspiration from
contemporaneous German and American-Jewish efforts at religious reform as well as
from liberal Christian theologians like Balliol College’s Benjamin Jowett, this new
approach to theology, liturgy and ritual had produced a split from the Anglo-Orthodox
mainstream and its organising body, the United Synagogue.””  Finally, the
congregational affiliations of the Anglo-Jewish establishment were influenced as much
by personal affinities and familial traditions as by geographic and doctrinal concerns.
(This Balkanisation did not occur within London’s smaller and more acculturated

Sephardic population, which continued to affiliate with the Bevis Marks Synagogue.)

With this degree of institutional fragmentation, it is particularly striking that London’s
Jewish pulpits appear to have produced a consistent wartime message. One can
clearly point to the constraints circumscribing dissent, in particular fear of anti-Semitic
backlash and desire for inclusion. However, the most compelling interpretation seems
to be that preachers actually believed that both patriotic obligation and Jewish tradition
dictated communal support for Britain’s effort in South Africa. Taking as their starting

point the rabbinic dictate dina d'malkhuta dina (the law of the land is the law’), the

74 A.). Kershen and J. A. Romain, Tradition and Change: A History of Reform Judaism in Britain, 1840-1995 (London,
1995), 3-127.

& M.)Freud-KandeI, ‘An Ideology Forsaken: Theological Developments in Anglo-Jewish Orthodoxy since 1913, (Ph.D.
thesis, Cambridge Univ., 2001), 13; A. Newman, 7he United Synagogue (London, 1950). The United Synagogue was
founded in 1870 as means of producing an Anglican style hierarchy over Jewish religious life. Presenting itself as the
sole religious spokesperson—and ‘Anglo-Orthodoxy’ as the official denomination--it also sought a monopoly in
interpreting Jewish law.
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Anglo-Jewish clergy proffered a theological defence of the war and attempted to spur

their congregants to action.

Before turning to the sermons themselves, several methodological concerns should be
considered. Scholars utilising homiletic sources have acknowledged the difficulty of
ascertaining whether preachers’ sermons are representative of broader opinion.
Saperstein responds to this challenge by arguing that the preacher’s direct, face-to-
face contact with his audience, both during the sermon and after—which he contrasts
to the distance and anonymity enjoyed by a writer—discouraged the presentation of a
oppositional stance. In addition, despite the preacher’s status as spiritual leader, he
also functioned as an employee of a lay-directed synagogue. A congregation could
therefore threaten to terminate the employment of a rabbi who expressed controversial
opinions, as Bevis Marks in fact did when it was displeased with the Zionist
pronouncements of its Chief Rabbi, or Haham, Moses Gaster.”® Keeping this in mind, it
is important to note that there are no known incidents of dispute between a preacher
and his congregation over the question of the war. In this instance, employee and

employer were most likely aligned.

A second problem which must be taken into account is the relationship between the
sermon heard by congregants and that encountered on paper by contemporaries or
later scholars.”” The transition from oral to written communication and the mediation
of a transcriber or editor do change the context and, to some extent, the content of
these sermons. To give one example, sermon transmissions cannot take into account

nuances of delivery; readers therefore encounter the text without these interpretive

78 See Cohen, English Zionists and British Jews: The Communal Politics of Anglo-Jewry, 1895-1920 (Princeton, 1982),
48, 145; S. Jackson, The Sassoons: Portrait of a Dynasty (London, 1968), 113. When the congregation dismissed Gaster
in 1918, some contended that this was as a result of his Zionist affiliations (JC4/4/19 12).

77 Saperstein, *Oral Performance’, 248-77.
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clues. The sermons utilised in this chapter are not in manuscript form; those which
form the basis of my analysis were published in the Jewish press, usually the Jewish
Chronicle, or, in a few instances, in later compilations.”® It is therefore possible that
some have been shortened, polished or similarly altered. However, while these
variations create shortcomings for close literary analysis, there is every reason to
believe that any substantive later version would have preserved the original’s overall
theme, structure and rhetorical devices. Stephen Yeo confirms this assertion, noting
that late Victorian and Edwardian newspapers tended to print verbatim accounts of
sermons, lectures and meetings.” Therefore, while we still should guestion when and
why such items are included in coverage—and, similarly, what fails to appear—this type
of reportage lends itself to fewer acute problems of representation and authorial

viewpoint.%

A final consideration is the question of audience. Late Victorian clergy and lay persons
alike expressed concern about flagging attendance at churches and synagogues. The
findings of the 1903 Dajly Mail census of London congregations would suggest that the
Anglo-Jewish elite was not immune from this increasing irreligiosity.8! Although it is
impossible to ascertain the size and make-up of the congregation at a given Sabbath,
festival or special service, it does appear that extraordinary occasions, like national
prayer days, memorial services and, to a lesser extent, prominent guest preachers

drew unusually large crowds.

78 Neither the archival records of individual synagogues (which in some cases include preachers’ personal papers) nor
those of the United Synagogue contain original sermons from this period.

7 Religious and Voluntary Organisations in Crisis (London, 1976), Preface.

% The compilations which I have located each focus on the work of a single rabbi. All include sermons on a wide range
of topics and cover a number of years. None has a thematic introduction.

8 Endelman, Radical Assimilation, 95. On the first day of Passover, the Mail’s data collectors found that the number of
male worshippers in many synagogues did not exceed the number of permanent seat holders. This was more likely to
be the case in congregations whose membership was drawn from the native-born middle classes, like the Borough
Synagogue in Southwark, than those with particular wealthy attendees, such as the New West End Synagogue, located
at St. Petersburgh Place, W1.
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Defining Anglo-Jewish Values

Well before the outbreak of the South African War, Victoria’s Jewish subjects had
exhibited a persistent anxiety regarding their ability to make ‘common cause’ with the
British nation. Civic pride was thus intermingled with both fear and anticipation of
what one leading cleric described as the ‘sterner duties that m[ight] one day be
demanded of them as Englishmen and Israelites’.?? The ‘sterner duties’ to which the
Reverend Hermann Gollancz had referred in his 1897 sermon soon became apparent.
For Anglo-Jewish soldiers, the conflict with the Boers enabled them to ‘give practical
proof’ of their devotion and loyalty.?® The clergy faced a different test: to disprove
claims that Jews were foreigners. The Reverend G.). Emanuel’s evidence, although
delivered several months before the war, was nonetheless defiant. ‘We are Englishmen
as much as our next door neighbours, the Browns and the Smiths,’ he declared. ‘We
are bound by all an Englishman’s obligations. We are entitled to all an Englishman’s
privileges. We claim all the rights and honours of British subjects—among them the

right to worship God as we please.”®*

According to Emanuel, the fact that British Jews held ‘certain religious dogmas’ and
performed ‘special religious rites’ in no way compromised their claim to complete
equality. Nor did he believe that Jewish religious distinctiveness conflicted with the full
exercise of ‘an Englishman’s obligations’ and privileges. Emanuel was far from alone in
holding this view. The Anglo-Jewish clergy’s wartime sermons would proffer a vigorous

defence of the compatibility of Jewish and British values.

82 H. Gollancz, ‘Queen Victoria: Her Diamond Jubilee (June, 1897), in Sermons and Addresses (New York, 1909), 280.
On this theme see B. Williams, ‘The Anti-Semitism of Tolerance: Middie-Class Manchester and the Jews 1870-1900', in
A.J. Kidd and K.W. Roberts, (eds.), Gity, Class and Culture: Studies of Social Policy and Cultural Production in Victorian
Manchester (Manchester, 1985), 74-102; Feldman, Englishmen and Jews, 72-137.

8 Gollancz, Sermons and Addresses, 280-1.

8 JC31/3/99 19.
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The first step taken by the clergy—led by Adler—was the composition and recitation of
a special prayer for the protection and success of British arms.®® (A prayer for the
safeguarding of the monarch and Royal Family was already included in weekday and
Sabbath services.) This was duly adopted by most congregations® and offered either
at the end of a sermon or following the reading of the weekly portions from the 7orah
and prophetic books.”” The prayer was also delivered on public occasions such as
services for the military. Similar versions were recited by congregations across the
Empire. A vigorously worded version, praising Britain’s battle for freedom and calling
for its adversaries to be subdued, was even drafted by the Ashkenazic synagogue in
Jerusalem. (Its Jewish population, although under Ottoman jurisdiction, had enjoyed

protection from Britain since the mid nineteenth century.)®

If this was the bare minimum required of the clergy, save the Sabbath of prayer set
aside by the Queen in early January 1900, most unsurprisingly went much further. A
few weeks into the conflict, Moses Gaster issued the following dictum during a visit to
the Lauderdale Road Synagogue. ‘We are now equally called upon’, Gaster stated, ‘to
do our duty as patriots and as Jews. I have purposely mentioned these two duties, not
that they clash against the other, but because they supplement one another. As
patriots we must stand by our country, not even questioning the right or wrong of the
case.” Gaster’s instructions were clear. In reaching a position on the war, both British
and Jewish values should be taken into account. Yet as he explained, the Jewish

tradition’s emphasis on allegiance to temporal authority ensured that there was no

85 _JC27/10/99 11. Adapting the standard formula, it called for the Divine to watch over British troops, shield them with
His right hand and ‘[g]ird them with victory, so that the war may be speedily ended’. It also sought blessings for those
who aided the wounded, strength for those who prayed for 'their absent kinfolk’ and solace to those who suffered a
loss.

8 A controversy arose at Bevis Marks, which while in alignment with the sentiments of the prayer, refused to allow any
alterations to the service order. Members of the Jewish public, feeling that such unnecessary inflexibility would prejudice
non-Jewish opinion against them, spoke out in dozens of letters. JW 1/12/99 155; JC24/11/99 8.

8 Jw 12/1/99 256. The Chief Rabbi determined in October 1900 that recitation could be discontinued since large-scale
hostilities were coming to an end (JC12/10/00 10).

8 JC?2/2/00 12.
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necessary conflict between these two value systems. Indeed, these patriotic

obligations even superseded (individual or collective) ethical judgement; duty prevailed

even if the ruler or government was unjust.

However, Gaster continued, the ‘loftiest conceptions of morality’ could be satisfied by
praying for Britain’s military victory.®®* ‘We Jews must fully appreciate the
righteousness of the cause for which England has drawn the sword. The old Biblical
maxim ...that there should be one law for the inhabitant and the stranger, is the
watchword of this great nation.” With his use of a Biblical prooftext, Gaster neatly
linked British and Jewish responsibilities in the Transvaal. Britain’s commitment to
justice and liberal values obliged it to relieve Uitlander disabilities. For Jews, who since
ancient times had suffered inferior treatment, the historical parallel between the

Uitlander experience and their own also presented an obvious ethical imperative.*

The claim that Judaism both sanctioned and mandated support for the war was echoed
at a North London children’s service. ‘Our holy religion wishes us [to] ...do all we can
for the honour of our country and Queen,’ the Reverend Gouldstein explained.” Yet
aligning British and Jewish ideals was not always so straightforward. In his widely
disseminated sermon, ‘Judaism and War’, the Chief Rabbi commenced by asserting that
the love of peace was a core Jewish principle. This, however, was immediately
followed by a caveat; ‘the inevitability of certain wars’, Adler explained, was reflected in

the Bible’s descriptions of battles and military heroes. With the exception made, Adler

8 A similar point was argued by M. Hyamson: ‘If the prophet of the exile exhorted his brethren to pray for the peace of
the Empire that had subjugated them, how much more ought we to implore Heaven for the prosperity of this happy
Empire, with whose welfare our own is intimately bound up[?]’ JC1/12/99 27.

% 717/11/99 12. There is perhaps also a third dimension in Gaster’s argument. The verse cited in his sermon refers to
the Israelite law mandating fair treatment for strangers (gerim) residing in the land. While this was an explicit reference
to the plight of the Uitlanders, it can also be seen as an implicit reference to Britain’s treatment of its own gerim,
immigrant Jews.

W 1/12/99 157.
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continued on, comparing the ancient Israelites, who fought only when their cause
received divine sanction, and the British government which, while also desiring peace,
recognised that ‘of all policies none is more dangerous, none more calculated to sap a
nation’s greatness than the advocacy of peace at any price.” If the European powers
were to believe that England had abandoned its ‘sons in distant lands’, all would be

lost. War was therefore the only available means of restoring just government to the

Transvaal and vindicating England’s honour.

Adler cemented his argument through a reference to the forty-sixth Psalm. He urged
his congregation to remember its message that ‘God is the sure defence of those who
uphold the cause of justice and righteousness.’ Britains recent military setbacks (Adler
was referring to ‘Black Week’, a series of British routs in late December 1899) should

only ‘enkindle their devotion and ...strengthen their resolve’.”

While many members of the clergy were no doubt eager to draw attention to Anglo-
Jewry’s martial fervour, others defended the war in terms that appeared to be more in
keeping with traditional religious ideals. One example can be found in a sermon
delivered by the preacher at the Berkeley Street Synagogue, Morris Joseph, in which he
noted that Jews and non-Jews were being drawn together by their acts of mercy.
Their common sympathy with suffering was knitting the Empire together and displaying
to the world this ‘common virtue of the Englishman and the Israelite’.® Claude
Montefiore, a founder and leading theologian of Liberal Judaism, also considered the

compatibility of patriotism and religion with greater circumspection.>*  Yet he too

2 7010/11/99 12. Also published as ‘Jews and War’, North London Pulpit 12 (London, 1899).

3 jC12/1/00 22. See also JC16/2/00 21.

% \Nation or Religious Community?’, Jewish Quarterly Review 12 (1/00), 177-94; ‘Liberal Judaism in England: Its
Difficulties and Its Duties’, JOR 12 (7/00), 618-50. D.R. Langton, Claude Montefiore: His Life and Thought (London,
2002), Introduction, Part 1.
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reached similar conclusions. While acknowledging that previous alliances between
national and sectarian ideals had weakened both value systems, he hoped that the
lessons of the past had been learned, and that ‘patriotism need not be dissociated from
religion.” This new alliance, Montefiore asserted, was based in pure motives, because

the Empire which they fought to preserve stood for liberty, progress and peace.

To Montefiore, the introduction of religion purified love of the nation and of Empire.
For this reason he could—with an apparently clear conscience—encourage his
congregation to respond to the question, ‘Is this war a righteous war?’ in the
affirmative. The prayer which concludes his sermon, while engaging with the war’s
potential ethical ambiguities, underscores Montefiore’s conviction that the union of
religious and civic values could in fact produce a higher moral order. Speaking on
behalf of his congregation, Montefiore expressed the hope that
the spirit in which we have entered upon this war, the purpose for which we wage
it, be pleasing unto Him, the Infinite Spirit of Righteousness. May He give us victory
that we may put victory to noble uses. May He grant that our foes of to-day become
our friends in a not distant morrow, and that we are they be united together in a
single Empire which shall work for righteousness and peace.®
The contrasting tone of Montefiore’s and Adler’s sermons demonstrates that the clergy
did not share an identical understanding of Anglo-Jewish values. But if their starting

points were somewhat different, their conclusions were not. Anglo-Jewish support for

the war was not only a duty, but in keeping with Jewish tradition.

A Vision of Britain

As I have suggested, some Jewish clergy members believed that their civic obligations

preceded any consideration of Britain’s virtues. This reflexive patriotism—captured by

% JC 26/1/00 14.



the slogan ‘My Nation, Right or Wrong—was hardly the exclusive province of British
Jews. Yet Jewish (over)eagerness to proclaim the nation’s virtues barely concealed a
more complex set of motivations. Through patriotic rhetoric, preachers sought
inclusion in the broader outpouring of sentiment taking place across the nation and

Empire. Their sermons also advanced a particular vision of Britain.

For Anglo-Jewry, Queen Victoria and her Empire were potent symbols of Britain’s
greatness. Indeed, as has recently been argued, the image of each was mutually
reinforcing. The development of the Empire was seen to be inextricably linked to the
Queen’s reign, while the image of progress associated with the later Victorian era was
itself a product of the Empire’s newfound potency.*® Clergy’s reflections on the 1897
Diamond Jubilee, the aforementioned eightieth birthday celebrations and the Queen’s
funeral, which took place on 2 February 1901, all attest to the special bond which
British Jews felt with their Royal family, the long-reigning monarch in particular.”’” As
one preacher told his young congregants at a special children’s memorial service, ‘That
is something for you to remember ....You will be able to say ...I lived under the reign of
Queen Victoria the Good.”® While she had won the hearts and minds of millions
‘throughout the length and breadth of the Empire’, British Jews felt the loss of the

Queen particularly keenly, another noted.*

Anglo-Jewish sermons on the monarch emphasised two themes: Victoria’s influence on
the status of Jews in Britain and her contributions to imperial expansion and

enhancement. Speaking on the occasion of the Queen’s visit to Ireland in April 1900, a

% R. Williams, 7he Contentious Crown: Public Discussion of the British Monarchy in the Reign of Queen Victoria

(Aldershot, 1997), 153-89.
7 adler, Anglo-Jewish Memories (London, 1909), 95-103, 117-23; JC 26/5/99 10, 2/6/99 24, 8/12/99 24-5, 27/4/00 20,

1/2/01 20-5, 8/2/01 20-6.
%8 Singer, Sermons to Children, 52-3.
® JC1/2/01 24.
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Belfast preacher reminded those assembled that during ‘Her Majesty’s illustrious reign
the many disabilities from which we previously suffered [were] ...entirely removed'.
British Jews had repaid this kindness, he added, by ‘devot[ing] themselves with zeal
and success to the service of the Queen’.!® A London colleague corroborated this
sentiment, asserting that 'six decades had accomplished what the previous six
centuries had not been equal to.” Recent advances in civil and religious liberty were
due in the large part to the Queen’s conviction ‘that distinctions that had no foundation

in justice or in reason ought to cease’.!%!

Victoria’'s most enduring legacy, however, was the British Empire, whose size and
power had increased enormously during her years on the throne. As one sermon
noted, the Queen had presided over ‘the mightiest and grandest Empire ever set up by
God’.! Yet her Empire was distinguished not only by its unrivalled magnitude,
preachers asserted, but also in the loyalty of its citizens. A mother to all her subjects,
Victoria had united England and her colonies under the banner of freedom and
justice.’®® Francis Cohen elaborated on this idea, explaining that even as they faced
the hardships of war, the Empire’s members were bound together in a ‘great spirit of
brotherhood ....0ld countries and colonies, white, black, red and yellow men, Christian,
Jew, Moslem and Heathen,” each loyally assumed ‘the responsibilities as well as the
privileges of citizenship, and proudly acknowledge[d] his share in the great British

commonwealth.2%*

100 ;27/4/00 20. See also Gollancz, Sermons and Addresses, 279-81.

101 3€1/2/01 21. See also 25/1/01 12.

192 3 1/2/01 25.

103 JC25/5/00 27, 1/2/01 22, 23, 25, 8/2/01 22-3, 25.

104 jC 12/1/00 25. Although the first contemporary reference dates to 1884, when Lord Rosebery described the Empire
as a ‘commonwealth of nations’, the term did not achieve widespread popularity until after World War 1. Thompson,
Imperial Britain, 168-9; S.R. Mehrotra, ‘On the Use of the Term “Commonwealth™, Journal of Commonwealth Political
Studiies 2:1 (1963), 1-16.
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It seems hardly coincidental that wartime Jewish sermons endorsed the whiggish ideal
of a catholic Empire. Not only did this vision validate explicitly the presence and
acceptance of Britain’s Anglo-Jewish population, but it also suggested that, despite the
difficulties Anglo-Jewry currently faced, liberalism, tolerance and pluralism would in the
end win out against less British virtues. Some even went a bit further, arguing that
Britain's embrace of diversity was crucial in differentiating it from its imperial
neighbours and, as such, was a key to its international successes.'®® The defence of
Britain’s unique national values could therefore be tied directly to the continuing

acceptance of its Jewish population. Or, put another way, if Britain were true to itself,

it would necessarily do well by its Jewish citizens.

While freedom and justice are traditionally associated with the pursuit of peace,
preachers contended that Britain’s unstinting commitment to those virtues now
required it to bear arms. Simeon Singer, spiritual leader of the New West End
Synagogue (and chaplain to the Jewish Lads’ Brigade), declared that Britain’s
forbearance in declaring war was due in large part to its ‘love of right ....If anything
had been made clear in the course of modern history’, it was that Great Britain had
been called by destiny to be ‘the mother of free communities; to be the chief
disseminator of the principle of law and justice in the world ...to set the example and to
give the impulse, wherever she had prevailed, to ordered liberty.®® Facing a direct

challenge to those values, Britain now had no choice but to pursue its ‘just quarrel’.

Singer’s argument would be reiterated frequently over the coming months. This was
particularly true around the time of the Jewish festival of Hanukkah, when

commemoration of the ancient Maccabees’ victory against the tyrannical Greeks

105 ;~31/3/99 19, 12/1/00 26.
106 720/10/99 11.
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provided the clergy with an apposite parallel for Britain’s defence of the Uitlanders.'%’
Speaking at the West London Synagogue, Isidore Harris opined that ‘[fJor a nation
whose Government was the most beneficent the world had ever seen to be false to its
ideals of justice would be a great calamity to the world, a more terrible blow to
civilisation, than war itself.”® The Chief Rabbi endorsed the new orthodoxy as well,
predicting that Britain’s victory would yield moral benefits of the highest order.!®® A
similar message was sounded outside the capital. According to a Swansea preacher,
the Reverend S. Fyne, every nation was given a mission on earth to fulfil. Providence

had charged Britain with the responsibility to bring about the equality of the races and

the brotherhood of men.!!?

Just as preachers found ethical lessons in the Hanukkah story, they also drew upon
other thematically relevant Biblical episodes.!’! One compared Britain’s current
situation with that of the Jews under the prophet Nehemiah. Confronted by the
jealous Samaritans, who conspired against them and attacked their capital, Jerusalem,
Nehemiah had gathered his people together in order to repel the invasion. According
to the preacher, Nehemiah's story demonstrated that the defence of an earthly
Jerusalem was both a necessary and a positive goal. In fact, he concluded, the very
foundations of a state depended on such exhibitions of courage.'*? If the image of
saving Jerusalem left little to the imagination, the Dalston Congregation’s leader
offered an equally arresting metaphor. He reflected on the bravery of Moses, who

spoke in God’s name to demand freedom for his enslaved people, and whose request

197 3¢ 8/12/99 24-5. See also 1/12/00 27-9, 21/12/00 12; JW 1/12/99 157, 8/12/99 169-70, 15/12/99 194. Although
annual military services (held to coincide with Hanukkah) featured on the Jewish communal calendar prior to 1899, their
heightened wartime importance is suggested by the reports of extra provincial services and inadequate provision for all
those who wished to attend. JC8/12/99 28, 8/12/99 Ed 19, 25.

108 5£29/12/99 10.

109 7€ 12/1/00 22.

10 7£12/1/00 26.

111 praccabees 1-1V is conventionally placed in a group of non-canonical texts known as Apocrypha.

12 ;3¢12/1/00 23.
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was scornfully refused by the Egyptian tyrant. So too, the reply to England’s
reasonable demands had been ‘the flinging down of the gage of war.’ Like the Hebrew
slaves who had to win their freedom from Egypt, Britain’s sacrifices on the veldf were

the premium demanded for the Empire’s security.'™>

The Anglo-Jewish clergy certainly had no monopoly on such sentiments. During the
fall of 1899 and the winter of 1900, the call to preserve freedom and justice also
resounded in churches and meeting halls across Britain.!'* Nevertheless, Jewish
preachers saw themselves as being particularly well-placed to substantiate Britain’s
moral claims. They also had a particular incentive to do so. By demonstrating that
Britain was fighting not for gold and glory, but in defence of its sacred principles, they
could strike a blow against their attackers and underscore Jewish devotion to the

national cause.!’®

Anglo-Jewish preachers insisted that the values at stake in South Africa were the same
as those which ensured religious equality and toleration at home. Emphasis on this
continuity may have allowed clergy members to present the conflict in terms
particularly relevant to their congregations. It also enabled them to stress the urgency
of the current struggle. As one leading clerical figure put it, none *ha[d] more reason
than we Jews to pray and labour and strive for England’s success’.'’® This point was
amplified by evoking the exceptional nature of Jewry’s position in Britain. For the

leader of Liverpool’s largest synagogue, the message was clear. ‘We who have

13 3€12/1/00 24-5.

114 This was particularly true of Anglican congregations. Amongst Nonconformists, the Wesleyan Methodists—a relatively
large body—took a pro-imperialist stance. Baptists and Congregationalists were divided, while Quaker groups were
uniformly pacifist. M. Blunden, ‘The Anglican Church during the War’, in P. Warwick, (ed.), 7he South African War: The
Anglo-Boer War 1899-1902 (Harlow, 1980), 279-91; Cuthbertson, ‘Pricking the “Nonconformist Conscience”: Religion
against the South African War’, in South African War Reappraised, 169-87.

15 3C17/11/99 12, 25/5/00 27, 8/6/00 22.

18 ;12/1/00 22.
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suffered, whose kin are suffering ...who receive fair treatment at the hand of no other

European power, we can testify to England’s justice, and will continue to do so.”"’

Such comments were not unusual. Clergy members regularly discussed the ongoing ill-
treatment of Jews on the Continent, contrasting this with the privileges afforded to
British Jews.!® They also expressed gratitude that the nation continued to function as
an ‘asylum of refuge’ for Jews fleeing persecution.!’® Some, like Claude Montefiore,

even asserted that British Jews lived in a land with no anti-Semitism.%°

If the last example was intentionally hyperbolic, it nonetheless helps to demonstrate an
important point. These sermons were all delivered at a time when anti-Semitic ideas
were receiving an unusual degree of mainstream attention—in the press, the House of
Commons and on the campaign trail.'?! It is therefore necessary to account for the
disjunction between that reality and the forcefully optimistic picture presented to
Anglo-Jewish congregations. One possible explanation is as follows. Aithough the
appearance of anti-Jewish war rhetoric was a source of concern, Anglo-Jewish leaders
nonetheless recognised that their current situation was neither permanent nor terribly
severe. Consequently, an overt rebuttal was simply unnecessary. However, a more
convincing explanation for the phenomenon which I have just described can be found

by returning briefly to David Feldman'’s dialectic of faith and fear.

As I have suggested, the clergy believed that the war offered Anglo-Jewry an unrivalled

opportunity to guarantee its place within the nation. Preachers also wished to

17 3€16/2/00 21. See also 17/11/99 12.

18 j-12/1/00 24, 21/12/00 12, 25/1/01 12; JW 12/1/00 254-6.

19 JC12/1/00 26.

120 7¢26/1/00 13-4. o
121 Iy the 1900 election campaign, anti-Jewish rhetoric focused on the ‘Jew as foreigner’ and gained currency in districts
which perceived themselves to be under threat from Jewish immigration. Schneer, London 1900, 229-63. P. Readman,
*The Conservative Party, Patriotism, and British Politics: The Case of the General Election of 1900, JBS 40:1 (2001),

107-145.
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demonstrate gratitude for the fair treatment their communities had received at Britain's
hands. Confidence that the Jewish position would continue to improve in a more
moderate post-war climate therefore prevented clerics from taking a more forceful
stance on recent trends, worrying though they were. Desire to speak out was also
tempered by concern that such statements would further inflame non-Jewish opinion.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, clergy’s faith in Britain’s reason and good will

encouraged the belief that increased evidence of Jewish patriotism would in fact silence

criticism.

Two further priorities emerged from this: explication of the Jewry’s current duties and
the compilation of a record of Jewish contributions (particularly military) to the nation
and the Empire. The chapter’s final section will consider the clergy’s role in these

areas.

Anglo-Jewish Duties and Contributions

As he concluded his eulogy for the Queen, Simeon Singer offered the following
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