“Zionist-Nazi Collaboration” Refuted

Lenni Brenner’s Trickery Exposed

he anti-Tsracl, anti-Zionist 1l

press these days las published ve
views ol and allusions o a recent hook
that is designed to support an anti-
Israel position. Lenni Brenmer's Zion-
ism in the Age of Dictators (Lawrence
Hill and Co., Westport, Conn., 1983,
277 pages, indexed, $7.95 paper) has
deeply impressed these reviewers and
letter-writers as a scholarly and well-
documented demonstration of the
“racist” character of Zionism and of
the Zionist movement’s “collabora-
tion” with Nazism. The book was fa-
vorably reviewed ‘in Izvestia under
the title, “Zionist Collaborationists: A
Journalist Unmasks Dirty Deal with
Nazi Chiefs.” Indeed, it requires a

great deal of alertness to avoid being

taken in by the show of documenta-
tion in this book, one of the trickiest,
most plausible bits of special pleading
I have ever encountered.

Nearly all the several hundred ref-
erences in the book are to sources in
English. The reason, the author ex-
plains, is that “the reader may verify
the research apparatus relied upon.”
But is this book the “scrupu]ous}y re-
searched polemic against Jewish na-
tionalism, as Daniel Lazare, a regular
contributor to In These Times, charac-
terized it (Dee. 23, 1983), though he
wisely added, “so far as 1 can tell’?
We shall see what happens to this
scrupulosity if one accepts Brenner's
invitation to verify his research.

Brenner's intense polemic tries to
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show that the Zionist movement was
not ab all interested in rescue of Jews
from the Holocaust and even “collabo-
rated” with the Nazis. Although he
singles out some individual Zionists
for heroic rescue efforts, he passes to-
tally negative judgment on nearly all
Zionists except, at certain times, the

Revisionists, the extreme rightwing of

the Zionist movement, which became
a reservoir for Jewish terrorism in
Palestine and was finally voted into
power in Israel in 1977. This does not
mean that Brenner himself was a Re-
visionist. On the contrary, he is a self-
professed “independent Trotskyist”
and a bitter enemy of the State of Tsra-
el and of Zionism. His approval of Re-
visionists extends only to what he re-
gards as their “militant” efforts toward
rescue in the 19405 but he exposes the
fascist tendencies and connections
among them.

Brenner explores the response of Zion-
ism in Germany to Nazism more than
in any other place since German Jews
were for years in the eye of the Nazi
storm and bore the brunt of Nazism's
plans for the Jews. But he also briefly
discusses the response of the Zionists
in Austiia, Poland, Central Europe
and other parts of the world. He gives
on the whole unfriendly attention fo
the rescue work of U.S. Zionists.
What Brenner has in effect done in
this book is to stack the case against
the Zionist movement. He largely iy,
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nores relevant and indeed essential
aspects of the Jewish situation during
the Nazi period in order to make out
the most negative case. One does nol
have to be a Zionist to criticize the fal-
laciousness of such treatment of histo-

ry.
To take one of the most obvious in-
stances — nowhere does he seem to
recognize as a form of rescue the Zion-
ist  promotion of emigration to
Palestine from Nazi Germany, since
for Brenner Zionism is indifferent to
rescue. Brenner does not wish to con-
taminate the mind of the reader with
the notion that Chaim Weizmann
ever thought about saving Jews. Even
in a passage from Nahum Goldmann’s
autobiography quoted by Brenner,
Nahum Goldmann was critical of
Weizinann's exclusive preoccupation
with Palestine. But Goldmann never-
theless added that Weizmann “did
take an interest in saving Jews in the
first years of Nazism” (p. 16).%
Brenner uses two methods to make
a case for Zionist “collaboration” — se-
lective quotation and snide character-
ization. Totally absent is any consider-
ation of the murderous pressures un-
der which German Jews were
operating. The centerpiece of
Brenner's charge is a memorandum
which the Zionist Federation of
Germany sent to the Nazis on June
21, 1933. This is mentioned by
Joachim Prinz, then a young leader of
German Zionism who had recently
left Cermany, in an article, “Zionism
under the Nazi Government.” Origi-
nally published in The New Palestine,
the article was reprinted in the Nov.,
1937 issue of the London Young Zion-
ist, which is Brenner's source. The
memorandum asks the Nazis for a
meeting to work out a modus vivendi

I —
# T wish to thank Carel Joclmowitz for provid-
ing me with the [ull texts of some of the sources
from which Brenner quotes.
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with German Zionism. Brenner
writes that this document “remained
buried until 1962”7 (p. 48), even
though Prinz had ulreatﬁy discussed it
a quarter of a century earlier. Brenner
waxes ironic at Prinz's description of
this document’s tone as one of “pride”
and “dignity” that addressed the Na-
zis, as phrased by Brenner, “very po-
litely.” Did Brenner think it prefera-
ble to address the Nazi bullies
uncivilly?

The meeting was requested, Prinz
wrote, to consider “the new status of
German Jewry” (Prinz, p. 18). The
memorandum further noted the com-
mon aim of Zionism and Nazism to
“solve” the Jewish Question (the “Fi-
nal Solution” had not vet been enun-
ciated), even though, said the docu-
ment, the Zionists recognized that the
Nazis were a government “fundamen-
tally hostile to Jews” (Brenner, p. 49).
There is much in this document with
which non-Zionists or even some Zi-
onists might disagree. But if we keep
in mind the Zionist aim to promote
emigration to Palestine, this docu-
ment was one step in the direction of
rescue.

Prinz goes on in his article to report
that no reply was ever received. “The
Nazi attitude toward the Zionists,”
Prinz goes on, “was only a facade. In
reality Zionists werc and are misera-
bly treated. . . . In brief, the seeming
pro-Zionist attitude of the German
Governmenl is not an expression of,
and should not be confused with,
cooperation on the part of one side or
the other” {Prinz, pages 18-19). Of
course Brenner does not quote this
part of Prinz’s article.

Under strong pressure from the Zi-
onists and other German Jewish or-
ganizations, the World Zionist Con-
gress opposed a boycott of the Nazis,
as did the organizations of wealthy
U.S. Jews, the American Jewish
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Committee and the B'nai B'rith, and
also the Board of Deputies of British
Tews for their own quietistic reasons.
1930s led Jewish efforts to boycott as
did the American Jewish Congress in-
termittently, the Jewish War Veter-
ans, the Jewish Labor Committee and
the Jewish Left and Communists, Not
all Zionists agreed with the anti-
boyeott position, but it finally pre
vailed, One can understand the Ger
man fews' lear of reprisals from the
boveott, but this writer must agree
that the acyuiescence of Gernan Zi-
onists urging upon world Jewry to re-
ject the hoveott should not have been
heeded. On the other hand, it must
be admitted that German Jewish re-
jection of the boyeott did help facili-
tate emigration,

Of greater importance, however,
was the Ha'avura, the Trade Transfer
agreement between the Nazis and the
Jewish Agency, with British acquies-
cence. Under it wealthy German Jews
could deposit from one to four thou-
sand British pounds in German banks;
this money would purchase agricul-
tural equipment and other commaodi-
ties in Germany which were then
shipped to Palestine; the Cerman
Jewish participants would then be ad-
mitted to Palestine over and above
the quota. When the goods were sold
in Palestine, emigrants would then re-
claim their money.

The deal was finally signed in June,
1933, by the voung Labor Zionist
leader Chaim Arlosoroff, one of the
leading advocates of Arab-Jewish rap-
prochement.. Brenner reports that
16,529 German Jews entered above
quota by this deal and that the capital
acquired thus by the Palestinian
economy was $40,419,000, which,
writes Brenner, “generated a hoom”
there, comprising “some 60% of all
capital invested in Palestine” between
1933 and 1939 (Brenner, p. 65). Thus,
not only were 16,529 more Jews ena-
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bled to emigrate, but Palestine itself

was placed in a better position to ab-
sorb additional emigrants through its
enlarged economy.

Brenner sneeringly refers to these

emigrants as “capitalists” and, as if

sueh Jews were not worthy of rescuc,
coldiv adds that they were an “addi
tional sonree of innigean s, s well oy
an eeonomic laevest for Zionism”™ (p.
650 Soch wranzements led to charges
al “eollaboration,” For German Jews,
fowever, the prospect of emigration
through the Zionists caused the num-
ber ol Zionists, heretofore a small mi-
nority of German Jews, to swell. The
ensuing emigration in effect helped
thwart Hitler's genocidal plans by
removing thousands of Jews from the
Reich.

Many Jews outside of Germany were
distressed by such arrangements. In
Sept., 1933, Rabbi Stephen 5. Wise
eried out in disapproval, “I- think I
speak the minds of Jews everywhere
when 1 say we hold in abhorrence any
Jew, whether in or out of Palestine,
who undertakes to make any commer-
cial arrangements with the Nazi gov-
ernment for any reason whatsoever”
(p. 67). But not all Zionists felt this
way. Joachim Prinz, in his article cited
above and quoted by Brenner, makes a
case against any charge ot “collabora-
tion.” When the full text of the article
is examined, it turns out to convey the
opposite meaning to that given to it by
Breuner. Prinz wrote, and Brenner
quotes him (on p. 88) as follows: “1t was
morally disturbing to seem to be con-
sidered as the favored children of the
Nazi Goverment, particularly when it
dissolved the anti-Zionist vouth
groups, and seemed in other wavs to
prefer the Zionists. The Nazis asked
tor a ‘more Zionist behavior’™ (Pring,
p. 18, emphasis added). Prinz conched
his coneern in conditional terms: the
Zionists “seemed to be considered,”
the Nazis “seemed . . . to prefer the
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Zionists.” In other words, Prinz is
emphasizing that he was disturbed at
what other people thought about Zion-
ist behavior toward the Nazis, which
he knew to be erroneous from his own
experience. He knew in fact that Zion-
ists were badly treated and he finally
realized, after no reply came to their
memorandum, that “the only attitude”
of the Cerman Government toward
Jews “was one of humiliation, degrada-
tion and the spirit of the Stuermer”
(Prinz, p. 18). He concludes that “the
seeming pro-Zionist atiitude of the
German Government is not an expres-
sion of, and should not be confused
with, cooperation on the part of one
side or the other” (Prinz, p. 19).
Brenner does not, of course, pay any
attention to this passage, which con-
veys the opposite to the impression
left by his earlier quotation on being
“morally disturbed.”

Another quotation used by Brenner
to shore up his charge of collaboration
comes from the Congress Bulletin, or-
gan of the American Jewish Congress,
for Jan. 24, 1936, Brenner quotes the
following passage from the editorial:
“Hitlerism is Satan’s nationalism. The
determination to rid the German na-
tional body of the Jewish element,
however, led Hitlerism to discover its
‘kinship” with Zionism, the Jewish na-
tionalism of liberation. Therefore Zi-
onism became the only other party le-
galized in the Reich, the Zionist flag
the only other flag permitted to fly in
Nazi-land. It was a painful distinction
for Zionism to be singled out for favors
and privileges by its Satanic counter-
part” (Brenner, pages 85-86; Bulletin,
p- 2). But when the entire editorial is
read, it becomes clear that the Bulletin
is not here criticizing Zionism but
rather the “kinship” forced upon Zion-
ism. The Zionists were thereby
permitted to pursue emigration, that
is, rescue. But does this compulsory
“kinship” imply collaboration?
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The Bulletin is far from argning this
in the editorial. On the contrary, it
goes on to show two things: first,
where real Jewish collaboration took
place; and second, Zionist resistance
to collaboration. At that time in
Germany there was a classic Jewish
collaborationist, Georg, Kareski. This
{ewish Quisling was a banker, an ad-
herent of the Catholic Center Party
and leader of the German Revisionists
in 1933. In Nazi fashion he attempted
a putsch to take over the Berlin Jew-
ish Center, and when that failed he
organized the “Jewish State Party” as
the Jewish counterpart of the Nazi
Party. In 1937 he was implicated in a
bank scandal and had to flee to Haifa,
where some German Jews spotted
him on the streets and ran after him
until he had to be rescued by the po-
lice. This was the man whom the Na-
zis tried to foist on the Jews as a
leader to carry out their plans for the
Jews.

When the Nazis promulgated the
Nuremberg Laws in 1935, says the
Bulletin  editorial, “the Nazis had
imposed on the Jews . . . the cultural
dictatorship of Georg Kareski.” But
the Zionist Federation of Germany
demanded that it be given “full juris-
diction” over Jewish cultural life, an
“open defiance” of the Nazis’ Jew,
Kareski. The journal adds that Kareski
was “the Jew who made Hitlerism his
Jewish nationalist faith” and was “en-
trusted with implementating  the
Nazi-made cultural autonomy for
Jews.” If the Zionist Federation were
to “submit to his dictatorship,” the
Bulletin continues, “it would indirect-
ly subscribe to the Kareski-Goebbels-
Hinkel interpretation of Zionism. It
would do so under duress. . . . The
demand for full jurisdiction [emphasis
in original] over Jewish matters car-
ries the daring implication that no
Kareski patronage is acceptable,”
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which is a display of “courage and de-
termination.”

Thus the passage which Brenmer
quotes to demonstrate collaboration
turns out, when the entire context is
examined, to show just the opposite
— resistance by the Zionist Federa-
tion to the Nazis' real collaborator,
Kareski. Joachim Prinz, too, in the
1937 article cited above, pays his re-
spects to Kareski, who had played a
“devilish role in Germany.” The
newspaper edited by Kareski, adds
Prinz, is “written in the style of the
Angriff’  (Goebbels’  newspaper)
(Prinz, p. 19).

Zionists made their mistakes during
this terrible period, like everyone
else. Brenner, however, 50 years
later, is full of advice for the Zionists
of the 1920s and 1930s. He quotes

Jewish survival itself
was a form of resist-
ance, since it de-
feated Nazi
genocidal aims.

from the Prinz article as warning in
1932 of dangers of “an anti-Semitic to-
talitarian regime.” Then Brenner goes
on to minimize Zionist warnings (p.
29)! But in fact, in the same article of
1937, Prinz writes how from 1918 on-
ward “official Jewry was against us,”
the German Zionists. “We could do
nothing but warn” in the face of
increasing anti-Semitic propaganda
and overt action. In 1930, Prinz him-
self, he writes, enraged a German
Jewish audience by warning against
“the Nazis as coming rulers of
Germany” (Prinz, pages 17-18).
Brenuer is anxious to show that the
then leader of German Zionisin, Kurt
Blumentfeld, was passive in the face of
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Nazism. But Walter Lagueur writes
in his History of Zionism that in 1932
“Blumentfeld had played Cassandra for
a long time,” and that Weizmann for a
long time chided him not to make
“such dire predictions.” Weizmann
was so disturbed by Blumenfeld's
warnings that he set up an alternative
Zionist center in Germany to offset
Blumenfeld's “ultra-pessimistic
views” (Laqueur, p. 499).

It is true that the German Zionists
agitated in the German Jewish com-
munity and to the Central Union of
Citizens of Jewish TFaith, the
thoroughly assimilationist organiza-
tion of the majority of German Jews,
to abandon their assimilationist views,
Against their insistence that they
were Germans, the Central Union’s
first line of defense, the Zionists ad-
vanced their doctrine that anti-
Semitism was inevitable and ineradi-
cable and therefore that a Palestinian
home was the only solution to the
Jewish problem. However much one
may disagree with this basic Zionist
dogma, it has turned out as a practical
matter that emigration was the only
solution for Jews under Nazism.

Yet the actual predicament of Ger-
man Jews presents no difficult prob-
lems for Brenner: “anti-Nazism” is his
only answer. But was not the Zionists’
activity for emigration to Palestine, as
we now may see, also one mode of
rescue of thousands of Jews, against
whom Nazis had lethal intentions?
Again, one does not have to be a Zion-
ist to recognize that the durability and
the perniciousness of anti-Semitism
has turned out to be more intense and
long-lasting, even 50 vyears after the
Holocaust, in light of the incredible
development of anti-Semitism in the
Soviet Union and in many other parts
of the world. But Brenner’s sectarian
inflexibility does not permit him to
modify classic Left attitudes which
events have forced us to revise. He
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construes “rescue” in the narrowest
terms.

In order to give the problem a
broader and more real setting than
Brenner has done, we need to make
some distinctions. The ostensible op-
posite ta collaboration is overt resist-
ance. From the time of Nazi power to
its defeat, many people, as T myself
did, totally identified resistance with
overt anti-Nazi action. But in the per-
spective of the years since, we have
gained an awareness of the great vari-
ety of ways in which people coped
with Nazism and the Holocaust, and
active resistance was not the sole
laudable method. Any actions which
tended to frustrate Nazi aims in the
long or short runs were also forms of
resistance. Jewish survival itself was
one such form, since it defeated Nazi
genocidal aims.

Not all Jews, or everyone opposed
to Nazism in all lands, were either in a
position to or capable of offering that
confrontational resistance for which
we honor so many, by inflicting phys-
ical, tactical or strategic damage on
the Nazis, Were not the archival ac-
tivities of an Emanuel Ringelblum
and the many memoirists who wrote
to inform the future about Jewish life
under the Nazi reality; or the refusal
of a Janusz Korczuk to abandon the
children under his care on their death
journey; or escape from the Nazis by
any method, including bribery, or
successfully  remaining  concealed
from the Nazis; or surviving the death
camps — were these not also forms of
resistance?

Of course immediate saving of Jew-
ish lives was one extremely important
form of resistance. But the concept of
saving lives is broader than that of res-
cue, which means removal from an
imminent life-threatening situation of
place of danger. Rescue, it seems, is
Brenner’s sole concern. But this op-
tion was not available to the millions
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of Jews under the Nazi heel. Moreo-
ver, emigration from Germany under
Zionist auspices seems somehow less
eligible to Brenner because it was
tainted with the Zionist and Palestine
connection. Nazism demonstrated to
the world, if proof were needed, the
urgent need of a haven for Jews to es-
cape chronic anti-Semitism; Palestine
served as this haven for many thou-
sands who fled from genocide. Yet
emigration to Palestine receives only
snide treatment from Brenner,

Brenner charges Zionism with “rac-
ism” from its beginnings. His second
chapter is entitled, in part, “The
Roots of Zionist Racism.” He does not
explicitly make the connection with
the infamous United Nations General
Assembly resolution, “Zionism is a
form of racism,” but his emphasis on
Zionist “racism” in various parts of the
book makes the connection inescap-
able to any informed reader.

Among the “documentation” to
support his view is his quotation (p.
51) of German Jewish statements in
their journal, Judische Rundschau, in
1933. German Jews, said the journal,
“have to respect racial consciousness
and racial consciousness of the Ger-
man people absolutely.” In the afore-
mentioned memorandum that the
German Zionists sent the Nazis re-
questing a conference, one reads: “On
the foundation of the new state, which
has established the principle of race,
we wish 5o to fit our community into
the total structure so that for us too, in
the sphere assigned to us, fruitful ac-
tivity for the Fatherland is possible.
... We believe in the possibility of an
honest relationship of loyalty between
a group-conscious Jewry and the Ger-
man state” (Brenner, pp. 48-49),
Joachim Prinz, who in 1963 walked
alongside Martin Luther King, Jr., in
the great 1963 anti-racist Washington
demonstration, wrote in his early

(Continued on page 28)



Camp evolkes passion and commit-
ment. In this vear of Orwell, if
Kinderland no longer has the high
Yiddish content which salted our pro-
gram in 1952, it still imparts timeless
values in the observance of Holocaust
Day, Workers Day, Kasrilevke Day,
Hiroshima Day, and the Peace Olym-
pics. Camp sports teach the joy of par-
ticipation rather than the ecstasy of
winning and the agony of defeat.
Sharing, caring, and daring to be dif-
ferent, Kinderland survives. Thread-
ing the educational needle and
weaving verbal magic like an African
griot, Chaika Klebansky Moran
imparts “culture” through stories, My
children enjoy these tales just as they
love Camp, immensely. Indeed, the
most effective behavior madilication
in the Dorinson household is the pa-
rental threat of no Kinderland.

Two years ago in June, I delivered a
scholarly paper at Hunter College. 1
later joined the largest peace march
ever. As I entered the womb of Cen-
tral Park in the midst of nearly a mil-
lion peace advocates, all God’s chil-
dren, which gallant band of marchers
did 1 encounter first? Fittingly if not
miraculously, I linked arms with my
Kinderland comrades. Emes!

Whether two or 32 years ago,
whenever T conjure memories of the
Kinderland experience, 1 yield to
shmaltzy sentiment. The blood races.
Visions dance, Shimmering Sylvan
waters, athletic heroics, rites of
passage, flaming youth, summer love,
joyvous song all stream into conscious-
ness. Bven as [ view the current
scene through a glass darkly, the
Kinderland spirit and core of values
provide a constant source of inspira-
tion.

What, after all, is the key that un-
locks the magic of Kinderland? It is
found, I submit, in these words of
John Dos Passos: “In times of change
and danger when there is a quicksand
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(Continued from page 9)

vears in Germany in 1933, “A state
which is consltructed on the principle
of the purity of nation and race can
only have respect for Jews who see
themselves in the same way” (Bren-
ner, p. 52).

In conclusion, therefore, Brenner
asserts that the German Zionists “con-
vineced themselves that because they,
too, were racists, against mixed mar-
riage — the Jews were allies in
Germany . . .° (Brenner, 89). But no-
where does Brenner quote the Zion-
ists as calling themselves “racists,”
and with good reason. The term is so
new that the Second Edition of the
unabridged Webster Dictionary does
not even contain the word in the body
of the book, but only among the spe-
cial section on “New Words,” “added
in 1939.” There “racist” is the adjecti-
val form of “racism,” defined as “de-
scription of inherent racial superiori-
ty” or “the purity and superiority of
certain races, and the consequent dis-
crimination against other races.”

How far this concept is from the Zi-
onists’ is clear from Brenner's own
paraphrase of some Blut und Boden
articles which were reprinted in the
Rundschau in 1933 from their original

of fear under men’s reasoning, a sense
of continuity with generations gone
before can stretch like a lifeline across
the scary present.” Stretching over
four generations, starting its seventh
decade, Kinderland extends to us,
across the seary present, a lifeline, Te-
naciously, we eling to it, for in the cul-
tural wasteland and political swamp
that constitute Reagan’s America,
Camp Kinderland gives us the
strength to be different. Happy Birth-
day! Biz hundert un tzvontzik — 120
and beyond! H
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appearance before 1914, Brenner
comments, “But although these mim-
ics of the Nazis were confirmed rac-
ists, they were not chauvinists. They
did not think they were racially supe-
rior to the Arabs” (p. 52). Going on to
summarize their views, Brenner says
that “the journal indicated that the
races could live in harmony. Jews
were warned: now that they were to
become racists, they should not be-
come chauvinists; ‘above race is inhu-
manity’” (p. 52). A most unorthodox,
not to mention un-Nazi, form of “rac-
ism.”

Brenner's application of “racism” to
Zionism can thus be seen to be se-
mantic trickery. First he shows that
earlv Zionists such as Herzl, Martin
Buber and even the young Einstein
hefore World War 1 referred to the
Jews as a “race.” At that time “racial”
theories were common coin and intel-
lectually fashionable. Buber even ad-
vanced the mystical notion of Jewish
Blut und Boden {Blood and Land).
But Buber and Einstein and others
soon outgrew this mischievous theory
(Buber was a leading advocate of
Arab-Jewish rapprochiment for years),
and could hardly be said to concur in
the Nazis' racist theories. Some Zion-
ists in 1933 did recall earlier race the-
ories in a desperate defense against
the Nazi assault. But this does not
make the German Zionists “racists” in
the same sense in which this term is
used today. The special feature of to-
day’s usage must include belief in the
inherent superiority of one race over
another, as Webster and experience
tell us.

“Race” in the past century has
undergone a l)ewi{dering variety of
meanings. “Race” is described in the
International Encyclopedia of the So-
cial Sciences, vol. 13 (1968), as fol-
lows: “The term ‘race,” or its various
ethnosemantic glosses, is applied in
vernacular contexts to human popula-
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tions organized along an astonishing
variety of principles” (emphasis
added). The fact that German Zion-
ists, along with Nazis, may have al-
Inded to their respective “popula-
tions” as “races” does not make the Zi-
onists “racists.”

Another count in Brenner’s indictiment
is that Zionism assigned highest prior-
ity to building Palestine rdther than to
rescue. In some ways the decision-
mukers of the Zionist movement were
in a similar dilemma as confronted
those Judenrat ghetto leaders dedic-
ated to resistance (there were some)
or inmate camp leaders who were
compelled from time to time to sub-
mit lists of the next Nazi murder vic-
tims. Should they have had a princi-
ple of selection or made random selec-
tions? What principle of selection, if
any, should they have followed? If
they were Zionists, to what sort of
persons should they have given pref-
erence for emigration?

The dilemma for the Zionist offi-
cials was that in the 1930s only a limit-
ed number of emigrants from Nazism
was permitted. The evidence is that
insofar as they were able, Zionist
leaders chose the young, the strong,
those best equipped to build up an
economically undeveloped country.
In the 1930s, the Italian Labor Zionist
leader Enrico Sereni, who was Zionist
emissary to the Nazis to assign 1,000
certificates for emigration of German
Jews to Palestine, said, “We must al-
lot most of the 1,000 emigration certif-
icates to pioneers. . . . This may seem
cruel. . . . Let the young people go,
for even if they suffer less than the
older ones, they are better fitted for
the task in Palestine, Children can
bring their parents, but not the other
way around (p. 144). A relentless re-
ality necessitated a cruel logic.

Among the targets of Brenner’s in-
tense criticism is the American Zionist
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leadership for having done what
Brenner considered almost nothing to
save Jews. Yet, it is a fact that some
American Zionist leaders, like Rabbi
Stephen S. Wise and the then
preeminent Rabbi Abba Hille! Silver,
were among the most militant anti-
Nazi influences in the Jewish commu-
nity, and among the most persistent
in ?lessing., for a boycott. They had to
endure severe pressure from the most
powerful Jewish organizations and
others like them, to soft-pedal their
public anti-Nazi activity.

The fact that Rabbi Wise was some-
times ambivalent about some meas-
ures like the boycott, or was reined in
by his estimate of the hazards to the
Jews in the domestic situation of the
1930s and was weighed down by the
heavy responsibility he assumed for
Jewish welfare in the U.S. during this
period, gives Brenner a target for crit-
icism. This is so especially in relation
to the Revisionist campaign in the
U.S. 1942-1944, led by, among oth-
ers, several Revisionists who enlisted
Ben Hecht as chief propagandist. It is
true, in retrospect, that the wide-
spread excitement caused by their
panoramic theatrical presentations
and newspaper advertisements signed
by numerous theater celebrities did
help prepare the ground for ereation
of the War Refugee Board in 1944,

But in Brenner’s indictment of the
failure of the Zionist — or any — Jew-
ish leadership to save Jews, he fails to
give anything like an adequate ac-
count of the domestic context in
which such efforts were made. No one
rnaintains that the Jewish leadership
did nearly as much as it could have
done to rescue Jews [rom the Nauzis.
They could have done more to bring
public opinion to bear on our govern-
ment to do something. Yet Morris U.
Schappes has indicated with precise
factual evidence (see Jewish Currents,
Sept., 1983, pages 28-33) the obsta-
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FROM ELSINORE, CALIF.
we received on March 12 a dona-
tion of $1,250, sent by the Jewish
Cultural Club, Paul ]. Mundel,
treasurer. Mr. Mundel added,
“You may publicize it in your mag-
azine for others to follow our
example.”

The Management Committee
deeply appreciates this act of soli-
darity with our progressive Jewish
cause. Who \VIJF follow this
example?

cles in the way of action for rescue and
a boycott, zmci how unfavorable condi-
tions were for success. One cannot as-
sume, in the face of the ineluctible
facts he brings to bear, what course of
action had any chance of suceess with-
out also doing injury to U.S. Jews in
the process in the prevailing atinos-
phere.

Brenner's prejudiced pleading is
manifest in his failure to place the
problems connected with rescue in
their full historical context. Nor is he
justified in his tricky application to Zi-
onism of the term “racism,” as we
have shown, nor does he give consid-
eration to the extremity in which Ger-
man Jews found themselves. Surely
severe criticism is in order in many
places, including the Zionist move-
ment. But from the security of our
lives as Jews in the U.S. today, 50
vears after the event, some compas-
sionate regard for that extreme situa-
tion is in order, too. A much fuller ex-
amination of the total situation, which
is not to be found in Brenner’s book,
is required before historieal judgment
is passed.

REMEMBERING
Normar: Finkelstein, Leo Torgov,
Rudy Haber, Larry Friedman,
Bill Schuliz, others, dead
in Spain, March, 1938

46 years!
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