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James G. McDonald
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis was to explore the origins, formulation, course and
outcome of the Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees mé¢leétigr
known as the Evian Conference) of July 1938. Special emphasis was placed on
contemporary and later historical assessments of this assembly efniekanted the first
international cooperative attempt to solve an acute refugee crisis. Algevew
followed by a more detailed evaluation was made of existing official arudficral
accounts of the meeting utilizing both public records, private diaries, books, nergspape
journals and other periodicals for the period of January 1, 1938 through December 31,
1939. This data was supplemented by later recollections of conferenceppatsi@s
well as post-Holocaust historical scholarship.

Various appraisals have been made of the motivations behind the summit and its
ultimate success or failure. Franklin Roosevelt has particularly come uitoésrarby
scholars who believed that his Administration had “abandoned” the Jews to their fate.
The President’s supporters, on the other hand, declared that FDR did everything possible
given the existing political, economic and social conditions of the late 1930’snt is
conclusion that although Roosevelt may have been sympathetic to the plight of Central
European Jewish refugees their resettlement and ultimate destingchaelower priority
given his focus upon rebuilding the national economy and defense. The President clearly
recognized the looming threat of Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan but wasngiwill

expend political capital on an issue that faced domestic and political oppositiothet fur



maintain that the conference was set up to fail while providing propaganda vale for t
participating democracies.

The hypocritical rhetoric and actions of the delegates and the ineffezdwef
the conference’s sole creation, the Intergovernmental Committee for &dlatugees,
was clearly recognized by Nazi Germany and ultimately influenceahitslewish
policies. Thus, it is not a coincidence that the pogrom of November K838&lInacht,
occurred only four months later. The avoidance of dealing with the Jewish refugee
problem was further highlighted in the futile Wagner-Rogers Bill of 1939, émnidgs
bill of 1940 and especially the Bermuda Conference of 1943, a time in which the details
of mass murder of Jews and other groups was already well known within officiasc
Further work needs to be done on the diverse responses of the Jewish community both

within the United States and abroad to the peril facing their co-religionists



“A Refugee’s Prayer”
Representative James, J. Davis, Penn. entered the prayer of Martin Marden, a 16-
year-old German refugee, which had been “recommended for reading by evergamer
by the superintendent of New York City Schools, Harold G. Campbell. We may all be
proud that we live in a land where, as this lad says, ‘the youth of all races have a
tomorrow.’” Despite the unemployment here, the problems of the depression, the
difficulties of the stock market, and the war clouds which loom ever closer, who among

us does not respond enthusiastically to these radiant words?”

One day in the year should be reserved for prayfeitsanksgiving in which we
give thanks for something that has been grantetbukaving been saved from
some great destruction caused by nature or

man.

I am thankful that | have been given an opportutitbe educated in the United
States of America.

I am thankful that | live in a land where, regasi of race, everyone may take
part in national ceremonies.

I am thankful that | live in a land where a persoay sing the National Anthem
without having someone tell him that he may notose of his race.

I am thankful that | live in a country governeddymocracy rather than force.

I am thankful that | live in a country where osenbt persecuted.

I am thankful that | live in a land where there geople who have real
sympathy for refugees from European countries whe flgone through horrible
experiences.

I am thankful that | have been given the oppotiutd enjoy the many
privileges that are unheard of in European cousitrie

| am thankful that | shall be able to realize mybdtions, which would have
been impossible had | remained in my native land.

I am thankful that | live in a land where the figiseems bright and hopeful
rather than dark and hopeless.

I am thankful that | live in a land where the ylouf all races have a tomorrow,
rather than in my native

land, where the youth of the race is without admow.

I am thankful that | have been permitted to tellipf the troubles in European
lands in order that you may develop a real symp#ihthe oppressed of the
earth. | am thankful that | am happy and ftee.

Martin Mardin, “A Refugee’s Prayer,” Washington tdkt, March 31, 1938 cited in Congressional
Record Appendix, Seventy-Fifth Congresd,séss., vol. 10, April 1, 1938 (Washington, D.CRG
1938), 1269. He left Germany during 1935 withdigter and rejoined his widowed mother, Mrs. Betty
Mardin, who had emigrated to the U.S. a year aarlie

Vi



INTRODUCTION

On Rosh Hashanabh it is written,
On Yom Kippur it is sealed:
How many shall pass on, how many shall come to be;
Who shall live and who shall die;
Who shall see ripe age and who shall not;
Who shall perish by fire and who by water;
Why by sword and who by beast;
Who by hunger and who by thirst;
Why by earthquake and who by plague;
Who by strangling and who by stoning;
Who shall be secure and who shall be driven;
Who shall be tranquil and who shall be troubled;
Who shall be poor and who shall be rich;
Who shall be humbled and who exalted.
But REPENTENCE, PRAYER and CHARITY
temper judgment’s severe decfee.

1938 was a portentous year in the history of German and Austrian Jewry and
ultimately for the Jews of Europe. TAaschlusor annexation of Austria by Nazi
Germany on March 12 signaled to the world that Jews could no longer survive within the
German community. Faced with an existential threat and unable to adopt the time
honored stratagem of accepting the status of a protected but second class and subordinat
minority, the Jews of Germany were once more forced upon the road of the wanderer
seeking sanctuary and resettlement.

The American President, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, seemed to offer such

salvation through his call for the creation of an international conference to itle#his/

Central Conference of American Rablates of Repentance: The New Union Prayerbookhr t
Days of AwgNew York: Central Conference of American Rabbid &mion of Liberal and Progressive
Synagogues, 1978), 313-314.



refugee crisis. The meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee fitlic®dRefugees
(better known as the Evian Conference, held in France during July 1938 and attended by
thirty two nations), raised expectations that a solution would be found to the problem of
forced emigration but such hope proved to be ill-founded. Faced with a humanitarian
crisis of immense proportions democratic governments sought a workable sauhien t
problem but in a half-hearted, constrained and hypocritical fashion. While gfferin
expressions of sympathy, each delegation, with few exceptions, justifiedbtbty to
admit the displaced and oftentimes impoverished refugees.

The decisive failure of the meeting and the inadequacy of its sole construation, t
Intergovernmental Committee established in London, filled the victims ofqueice
with despair and their persecutors with a sense of impunity. It demonstrated to a
emboldened German leadership that the strategy of compulsory emigration éthd dail
to the resistance of other nations to offer havens to involuntary, statelesstindede
refugees. Consequently, a far more radical approach would be required. liacgndze
that the Evian disappointment and the abandonment of Czechoslovakia during the
Munich Crisis encouraged the Nazis to carrykustallnacht the November 1938
pogrom that swept Germany and Austria. It was not a coincidence thatl Gligstia
occurred only four months after the conclusion of the Evian Conference. The liturgy of
the “Days of Awe,” the Jewish High Holidays, declares that on Rosh Hashentdte
of man is written and on Yom Kippur it is sealed. The destiny of Central European Jewr
was written on the day of tienschlussind sealed oKristallnacht Eventually, the
cover of European war would provide the most radical solution to the problem of the

Jews.



The Evian Conference, the Wagner-Rogers bill of 1939, the Hennings Bill of
1940 and the Bermuda Conference of 1943 illustrate the diverse attitudes and approaches
adopted by President Franklin D. Roosevelt, his Administration, Congress and the
American public as well as the global community in dealing with Europeaigiration
and refugee issuésWhereas the Evian Conference and Wagner-Rogers bill were
regarded as a measure primarily favoring German and Austrian Jewsa$edsently
failed, the Hennings bill was an attempt to rescue British Christiageefchildren
(although not refugees in the true sense—not fleeing persecution but potential bombing)
that, after receiving widespread puldicd governmental support, successfully made its
way through Congress and was written into law. The sentiments and actions of the
American public, Roosevelt, the departments of his Administration and the lggislat
branch and their international counterparts demonstrated similarities dutahy
contradictions and inconsistencies during these 1938-1940 events. These differences
have led to disparate and controversial perceptions of the adequacy of the Anratican a
worldwide response and the assessment of responsibility during the ydeaepad-tvar
period and the Holocaust.

Various opinions have been offered regarding the reactions of Roosevelt and the

democratic nations to this humanitarian calamity. Some writers havéedstat FDR
could have done more to aid the refugees but instead abandoned them to their collective

fate. Others claim that given the economic, social and political contextiaradecbf the

*The Wagner-Rogers Bill called for the entry of ZM@ewish and non-Aryan children into the United
States outside of the annual quota from Germanyfastia (27,370)—210,000 in 1939 and 10,000 in
1940. The Hennings Bill offered an Amendment & Meutrality Act allowing American “mercy” ships to
transport British Christian children, in unlimitedmbers outside the quota to the United Statesiglari
time of war. The Bermuda Conference of April 1948 convened by the United States and the United
Kingdom ostensibly to consider the issue of wartileerish refugees at a time the Allies were awatbef
Final Solution but it too, like its Evian predecassvas set up to fail.
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time the President did everything that was possible to resolve the problem. Thigs author
however, contends that the Jewish Question was a matter of low priority to a Chief
Executive whose major focus was upon domestic economic and political recovery and the
strengthening of national defense. Little political capital would be expended mipon a

issue that lacked widespread public support. Furthermore, it will be demongiedted t

the invitation to and the framing of the Evian Conference was primarily a thurdgd

publicity ploy that was set up to fail; a move clearly recognized bycpsating countries

and by the Nazi regime. The London based Intergovernmental Committee wasdikew

an illusion, an operation of smoke and mirrors, designed to demonstrate official action

but in reality geared to accomplish little.

This thesis will focus in detail upon the initiation, planning, execution, reactions
to and the aftermath of the Evian Conference which affected future internatiowg@ee
policies during the critical inter-war years of 1938 and 1939 and, following thesalgtbr
of hostilities on September 1, 1939, the fate of European Jewry itself. The paper is
divided into sections that will examine pre-war Austria andAthgchlussthe origins,
construction, course, results and consequences of the Evian Conference and
contemporary and later historical assessments of the actions of Roosevieét and t
convention participants. A general review followed by a more detailed evalua®on w
made of official and un-official accounts of the meeting utilizing public recprdsate
diaries, books, newspapers, journals and other periodicals for the period of January 1,
1938 through December 31, 1939. This data was supplemented by later writings and

statements of conference participants as well as post-Holocaustchaissaholarship.



Part |, “The Gathering Storm,” includes Chapter 1-4. Chapter 1 provides
information regarding the Austrian Jewish community prior toAthechluss Jewish
emigration from Germany, beginning with the ascension to power of Adolf Hsler, i
broken down into four distinct phases. Chapter 2 describesehlusstself and the
Jewish and international reactions to what many regarded as a violation ofshél&&
Treaty. The specter of forced emigration from the Eastern European coohtfeland,
Hungary and Rumania appears on the horizon as a potential and greater threat and will
influence the formation and scope of the Evian Conference. The immigrationgoficie
various countries are touched upon and the positive actions of Bolivia and a Chinese
diplomat, Feng Shan Ho are highlighted. Warnings about the dangers of miagsmig
are broached by such journalists as Dorothy Thompson and are influential in the
American decision to convoke an international refugee conference. Chapter 8€xplor
the failure and successes of the League of Nations in dealing with rehadgees and
frames the United States Department of State official invitationeéadthe meeting
which will be held in Evian, France. Initial reactions for and against the meeéng
discussed and greater details of national immigration policies are provitiedominous
threat of the Eastern countries is again addressed to a greater degrdestimk
excluded from discussion as a site of possible refuge. Chapter 4 delves morerdeeply i
the reactions of the American and foreign press, politicians and Jewish and Muslim
communities towards the convocation of the conference. The Presidential Advisory
Committee for Political Refugees, created by Roosevelt and headed byntlee Fagh
Commissioner for Refugees from Germany, James G. McDonald makes its appearanc

on the scene.



Part Il, “Hope Ascending,” includes Chapters 5-10. Chapter 5 describes the
planning of the Evian Conference and the creation of two technical sub-coesmittee
panels were established to hear testimony from refugee organizations and obtai
confidential information regarding each nation’s immigration policiesvahitigness to
accept involuntary immigrants. Palestine is secretly excluded from cat®gdedue to
British pressure and Myron C. Taylor, the chief American delegate, annount#utetha
annual immigration quota of Germans and Austrians would be combined. This
consolidation marked the limits of action on the part of the United States and would have
profound ramifications on the policies of the other participants as well as on Gierman
itself. Day One began with opening statements from Henri Bérenger, &id-odnch
representative, Taylor and Lord Winterton, his British counterpart. The tksexfal he
Netherlands, Belgium, Australia, Canada, Argentina and Brazil expressedroom
theme that would run throughout the conference and, with few exceptions, would be
echoed by the subsequent speakers. Each nation was sympathetic to the pligandf real
potential Jewish refugees but domestic conditions precluded mass immigration. Further
analysis of the immigration rules and regulations of the attendees are providgder Cha
6 opens with Day Four of the Conference; two days were spent in electirog Tayl
President of the meeting. Statements are made by a number of Latic@mretions,
Denmark and Haiti and continue the premise “we are sympathetic but...” The sole
exception is the Dominican Republic which, for a variety of reasons that will beeal,tl
agreed to receive one hundred thousand refugees.

Chapter 7 discusses the activities of the Technical Sub-Committees and the

testimony provided by Jewish and non-Jewish refugee organizations as \uell as t



League High Commissioner Sir Neill Malcolm. The organizations offer foigilples
approaches to solving the emigration impasse. Chapter 8 reports the activitggscof D
in which Sweden, Ireland, Switzerland, Paraguay and Central American esuntri
continue the sympathetic but hollow rhetoric. Behind the scenes, however, the Swiss
diplomat is secretly negotiating with the German Government to blocknaile
immigration into Switzerland. Chapters 9 and 10 analyze the reports of the Béchnic
Sub-Committees and include the closing statements of Taylor, Béremgéfiaterton.
The latter, for the first time, openly addresses the issue of Palestisg@asia
resettlement but discounts it as a site of relocation. The question of the retention of
Jewish capital to facilitate migration is raised and will become thermanfounding
factor ensuring the failure of the Conference. Chapter 11 described the rolestinBal
and Jewish attitudes towards Zionism and its interaction with the meeting.

Part Ill, “Hopes Dashed,” includes chapters 11 and 12. Chapter 11 discusses the
initial assessments and criticisms of the Evian Conference. Italy nowarappethe
scene as a possible additional source of forced Jewish emigration due to enactment of
Aryan racial policies. The role of Jewish disunity and the failure to provide eduniint
at the Conference is analyzed as are differing opinions regarding the Raesfine.
German Nazi reaction to and criticism of the lack of success of the meetiascribed;
a disappointment that will affect subsequent dealings with the Reich authandiessult
in a profound change in the tenor of German policies towards its Jewish population.
Chapter 12 discusses the sole creation of the conference, the Intergovernmental
Committee for Political Refugees, based in London and its attempts to negtatiee

Germans to facilitate orderly migration.



Part IV, “Appraisals,” includes chapters 13 and 14. Chapter 13 analyzes the role
played by Roosevelt and lays out the arguments regarding Presidential antions
inactions during this critical time in Jewish history. Chapter 14 concludes the mbrk a
continues the discussion of the effect of the Conference on German as welltas Polis
policies. It also offers a link to future refugee problems.

The Evian Conference marked the first global attempt to resolve an interhationa
refugee crisis through diplomacy. Its success hinged on the interplay betaressl
economic, social, political, racial and ideological factors that came intbat@rfd
eventually resulted in the “Perfect Storm.” The destiny of Continenta ded of the
world itself was ultimately affected by the decisions (or lack theddf)e meeting of
the Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees held in the cowfirres

luxurious hotel on the shores of a scenic and serene lake.



PART 1.
GATHERING STORM
Chapter 1

“Heaviest of Blows”

“The world seems to be divided into two parts—thabkere the Jews could not
live and those where they could not erter.

“The emigration problem is therefore for all praatipurposes insoluble.?”

The rise of Nazism to the central stage of domestic politics and authority
threatened and eventually revoked the rights and privileges granted to Jewm{pthe
Emancipation of the Nineteenth Century. Jews who had considered themselves Germans
first and practitioners of the Judaic faith second found themselves in a position of
increasing social, political and economic isolation and disenfranchisement. The
application of state sponsored violence and arbitrary imprisonment eventuallgczmhvi
the majority of German Jews that continued existence within the borders ofryamas
no longer a viable or realistic possibility. Consequently, forced migratiomieeitee

primary modus of survival.

'Chaim WeizmannVanchester GuardiarMay 23, 1936 cited in A.J. Shermdsiand Refuge: Britain
and Refugees from the Third Reich 1933-1@3%tland Oregon: Frank Cass, 1994), 112. Weizmesa
British Zionist leader, chemist and first Presidefithe State of Israel.

2Joachim von Ribbentrop, “The Jewish Question aaadf in Foreign Policy in 1938,” Foreign
Ministry Circular January 25, 1939 available from
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?geddeh4aY QrNIAJ:www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jso
urce/Holocaust/forpol.html+%22The+Jewisy+QuestiaHaar Factor+in+Foreign+Policy+in+1938%22&c
d=1&hl=ené&ct=clnk&gl=us Internet; accessed May 29, 2010.




The period of Twentieth Century Jewish emigration from Germany (and later
Austria) can be demarcated into four well-defined phases. The first stagevadgthe
ascension of Adolf Hitler to national power in January 1933 and ended with the
enactment of the Nuremberg Racial Laws in 1935. A limited degree of flightred
during September 1930 when 107 National Socialists gained seats in the Reichstag but
the overwhelming majority of Jews continued to maintain a sense of persanélysec
within the new Nazi State. This self assurance, however, dramaticallyechang
following the destruction of the national parliament buildiRgithstagon February 27
and the subsequent proclamation of the “Decree of the Reich President for goéidirot
of the People and State” on February 28, 1933. This edict, purportedly issued to prevent
further “Communist acts of violence” against the State, indefinitely sdggea number
of the Articles of the Weimar ConstitutidrStrict limitations were placed on civil
liberties granted by law such as the freedoms of expression and of the preght tbie ri
free association and assembly, the privacy of personal and business communicdtions a
the sanctity of the home and property. The central government assumed powers
originally allocated to the Federal States and could issue draconian punisfanents

offenses that previously warranted life imprisonnfefine Reichstagon March 23,

*The “Decree of the Reich President for the Pradeatif the People and Staté/drordnung des
Reichsprasidenten zum Schutz von Volk und )Staest also known ashe Reichstag Fire Decree. The
Weimar Constitution was signed on August 11, 1@l@Wing the collapse of the German Empire. It
provided for universal suffrage and a nationalgcétd parliament but ultimately proved unable to
withstand economic collapse, rising nationalism eofflicting ideologies. For a delineation of thetiéles
of the document see “The Constitution of the Gerfegeration of August 11, 1919” cited in H.
OppenheirmerThe Constitution of the German Repulai@ilable from
http://web.jjay.cuny.edu/~jobrien/reference/ob18ihinternet; accessed October 8, 2010.

“Decree of the Reich President for the Protectibine People and State of 28 February 1933” cited i
United States Chief Counsel for the ProsecutioAxi$ Criminality, Nazi Conspiracy and Aggressiorol.
lll, (Washington, D.C.: United States Governmernhting Office, 1946), Document 1390-PS, 968-970.

10



1933, approved the Enabling Act or the “Law to Remedy the Distress of the People and
the Empire” which granted Hitler dictatorial powers under the veneer oftiegdhe

Reich Chancellor was empowered to issue laws without the consent or participation of
the members of thReichstag Subsequently, on July 14, 1933 the Government enacted
the “Law against the Establishment of Parties” which effectively ntezl®&lational

Socialist Party the only legally sanctioned political party.

The adoption of dictatorial powers and the escalating hegemony of the Nazi Party
over the operations of the State and society led to the relentless implementation of
increasingly severe anti-Jewish and anti-non-Aryan policies. Theseeretéonmulated
to disenfranchise and separate the Jews and non-Aryans from the heartiarat fabr
German society and the economy. Random and orchestrated psychological terror,
physical violence, arrest and the ominous threat of the concentration camp baecame
increasingly commomodus operandiesigned to create a fearful atmosphere in which
Jews would be forced to emigrate, providing a solution to the “Jewish Question” in

Germany’. However, by the fall of 1933 it was clear to many in the German Jewish

*Law to Remove the Distress of the People and th&eeS(The Enabling Act oErmachtigungsgesétz
reprinted in U.S. Department of State, DivisiorEofropean AffairsNational Socialism. Basic Principles,
their Application by the Nazi Party’s Foreign Orgaations and the Use of Germans Abroad for NazisAim
(Washington, DC: United States Government Prin@ffice, 1943), Appendix, Document 11, 217-18.

®|_aw against the Establishment of Parties” July 1933 cited in Jeremy Noakes and Geoffrey
Pridham, edsDocuments on Nazism, 1919-194%ndon: Cape Publishing, 1974), 200. Articld@ ke
National Socialist German Workers Party (NSDAP) wes“only political party” and Article Il: Anyone
who sought to continue an existing or create a p&sty faced a three year term of “penal servituddéss
the offense mandated a “heavier penalty.”

"Dachau was the first concentration camp officiaiyablished by the fledgling Nazi regime in March
1933 and was initially utilized primarily for Sotiaemocrats, Communists, trade unionists and other
political prisoners. Gradually, Dachau and oth@raentration camps began to house additional groups
considered inimical to the Reich such as the Ramlagvah’s Witnesses, homosexuals and Jews. The use
of the camps as a weapon of terror against thesbgvapulation rapidly accelerated following the

11



community that the Enlightenment strategy of “accomodationist secularistriiatia
promoted the assimilation of Jews into the dominant culture of Germany would no longer
provide security.Consequently, many German Jews resorted to the age old formula of
survival, utilized in previous periods of persecution, in which second class status was
accepted with the hope that conditions would improve in the future. As a result, the
number of Jews seeking to emigrate with the help of the Aid Association of Gezman J
(Hilsverein der Deutschen Judethe Palestine Office and other relief and resettlement
organizations dramatically fell. During April-July 1933 four hundred to five hundred
Jews per day sought emigration assistance decreasing to one hundred to two hundred per
day in the autumn of the year and to ten to twenty per day in early’1934.

Such Jewish sentiments were facilitated by some Government offitidés
others sought the institution of more discriminatory, punitive and ultimatelyagegpa
policies. This reflected the contradictory nature of the anti-Jewish paradigpted by
the Nazi regime; a conflict between those who opted for a conservative dndlgra
approach to exclusion and disenfranchisement and those who sought a more radical
resolution. The Wurttemberg Minister of Economics, for example, banned on November

24, 1933 any acts of discrimination against Jewish and other non-Aryan artisansgsusine

AnschlusandKristallnachtduring which Jews faced mass arrest. If a Jewddind the wherewithal to
emigrate abroad he would be released from incaioara

®Bernard Susser and Charles S. Liebn@tmosing Survival: Strategies for a Jewish Fut(®eford:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 123.

®Mark Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration from Germar§88-1938,"Jewish Social Studiex no. 1
(January 1940): 26-27. The mission of the Palegiiffice was to facilitate Jewish immigration irke
British Mandate of PalestineHilfsverein der Deutschen Judéishoah Resource Center available from
http://www1.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Wi2D-%206371.pdfinternet; accessed October
1, 2010; “Palestine Office” Jewish Virtual Libramgvailable from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/judaiegud 0002 0015 0 15348.htnlinternet; accessed
October 1, 2010.
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owners and laborers and offered police protection to skilled craftsmen ldtiosand
marketst’ The Reich Minister of Labor, Franz Seldte, decreed on the same date that
Jewish workers were to enjoy the same privileges and legal protectidvesrasryan
counterparts! The Reich Minister of the Interior Wilhelm Frick issued an order to the
Governors of the German States that Jewish businesses were not to be harmeah by Ary
rules and regulations.

Dr. Loewenstein, President of the Union of Jewish Front Fighflisbund
judischer Frontsoldateyy declared in their official publicatiohe ShieldDas Schild,
that the “solution of the Jewish question within our homeland” is obtainable provided
“racial differentiation” did not connote “racial defamation” which the Jewish wa
veterans would denounce on the “grounds of our equal-born achieveriehe’sons of
such veterans would be allowed, according to Prussian Minister of Education Bernhard
Rust, to take their final exams in schbbllews who had fought in the post-Great War
period in the Baltic and Upper Silesia or against the Spartacist, Communist and
Separatists revolutions would also be considered “front fighters” and would betexem

from the “Aryan clause™ The President of thdilsvereindeclared on May 27, 1934,

®Harry Schneiderman, edlheAmerican Jewish Year Book 5695 September 10, 16gt@ber 27,
1935 vol. 36 (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication i8tcof America, 1934), 168 available from
http://www.ajcarchives.org/AJC_DATA/Files/Vol_36_934 1935.pdfInternet; accessed October 8,
2010.

1 Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 27.

“Ibid., 27.

*SchneidermanThe American Jewish Year Book 56%81.
“Ibid., 187.

Bibid., 192.
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and again on June 18, 1935, that German Jews sought to remain within “their homeland,
Germany, whose future was their own.” Jews would seek to emigrate only for economic
reasons or for the education of their children who were excluded from mainstream
schools and universities. The February 4, 1934 issue @f.theZeitungthe publication

of the Central Association of German Citizens of Jewish F@iémtfalverein Deutscher
Staatsbirger Judischen Glaubgnsommented that German Jewry cannot and would not
“surrender the values which German culture and nature have given to us.” It did,
however, acknowledge the right of the “German nation to decide,” with theijpatita

of the Jewish community, “the limits and the extent of our scope of activity anarthe f

and content of our co-operation” within German soci@ty.

Overall, the League High Commissioner for Refugees from Germany, fames
McDonald, noted that by 1935 more than eighty thousand people had emigrated from the
Reich of whom fifteen to twenty percent were non-Aryan or Aryan Christians appmse
Nazism and its anti-theological starfé&hirty thousand immigrated to France from
which twenty thousand departed for other destinations. 5,263 refugees found haven in

The Netherlands and more than five thousand entered Czechosf§vakia.

®Die Arbeit des Hilfsvereins der Juden in DeutscHla834-35Berlin: 1935), 6, 11 cited in
Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 27, 28.

"McDonald letter of resignation to the Secretary-&ahof the League of Nations, December 27, 1935
cited in Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 26.

¥bid. Supplementary sites of potential immigratituring 1933-1935 , in addition to Palestine,
included: Canada, United States, Mexico, Costa;Rizmtemala, Nicaragua, Honduras, Salvador, Cuba,
Dominican Republic, Haiti, Argentina, Brazil, Chilolombia, Ecuador, Peru, Uruguay, Paraguay,
Venezuela, Egypt, Algeria, Tunis, Morocco, Kenyaut® African Union, South-West Africa, Southern
Rhodesia, Angola, China, Manchukuo, India, Siam,Rhilippines, Persia, Netherland India, Syria,
Turkey, Cyprus, Australia, and New Zealand.
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The second phase of emigration was initiated by the adoption of the Nuremberg
Racial Laws of September 15, 1985The loss of German citizenship and the gradually
expanding pool of anti-Semitic rules and regulations finally convinced manya@erm
Jews that continued existence within the homeland was no longer a plausible proposition.
Only emigration with its potential for resettlement and the re-estaldishof normalcy
in their lives offered a viable solution. More than two hundred potential refugees
approached thelilsvereinin Berlin every day for emigration assistafiténcreasing
British and Arab resistance and concerns about the absorptive capacitysthPale

however, diverted the quest for resettlement to other locations:

Emigration Palestine Other Locations
1933-35 12,871 3,615
1936-37 5,879 1,106

German Jews belonging to the Reich Association of German Jews
(Reichsvertretung der deutschen Jud@owever, maintained their belief that continued

Jewish existence within Germany was practicAbldthough the Laws dealt the

*The Nuremberg Race Laws were officially announcetng a Nazi Party Rally on September 15,
1935. The “Law for the Protection of German Bla@ydl Honor” banned marriages and sexual relations
between Jews and Aryans. Jews were barred frornfoging Aryan women as domestic servants and
could not display the German flag. Violations ittlaw would be punishable by imprisonment andihar
labor. “The Reich Citizenship Law” defined the gaweters of citizenship granted to persons livintiwi
the Reich and annulled Jewish citizenship in then@@a State. A citizen was defined as a “subjedt ish
of German or kindred blood” who demonstrated “thais both desirous and fit to serve the German
people and Reich faithfully.” Only officially recaged citizens would be granted “full political higs.”
Both laws provided a legal basis for further disgnation and isolation of German Jews and were late
applied to Austria following th&nschluss Noakes and PridharBocuments on Nazism63-467.

“ischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 29.
“Reports of the Reich Association of Jews in Gernetegd in Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 29.
“TheReichsvertretung der deutschen Judeplaced the earlidReichsvertretungnd represented a

unification of the State Association of the Jew@&mmunities, large Jewish private organizations and
major Jewish population centers. This reorderiag i response to the recognition that German bewis
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“heaviest of blows” to the Jewish community it was still possible, it assumeckate @
“tolerable relationship” between the Aryans and the Jewish minority pibtideregime
ended “defamation and boycott.” The creation of an “autonomous Jewish leadership”
headed by thReichvertretungould accomplish this goal. Emigration would depend
upon “large-scale planning” with a focus on young adults who required instruction in the
necessary skills and professions for resettlement. REighvertretungvould attempt to
safeguard “the existing means of livelihood” as well as provide necessamydmic
aid."*®

More than ten thousand potential refugees underwent occupational training for
new pursuits during 1938 and 19%However, unemployment rose as Jewish owned
enterprises declined and hiring preference was given to Afy&@msequently, demand
for the opportunity to emigrate escalated but was countered by increasigm for
nationalism and greater admission selectivity that limited the number ofipbtent

permanent sites of resettlement. For example, the South African Aliensf Rebruary

1, 1937 based admission on the likelihood of assimilability into the dominant European

survival depended upon “unity and cooperation.”rrien Jews, it was felt, needed to speak through one
voice and structure in order to “struggle for eveght, for every place, for every opportunity ntinue

to exist.” Failure to comply with such a designuibbe regarded as a “wrong [committed] against the
vital needs of the German Jews.” The leadershiadée by Rabbi Leo Baeck, Otto Hirsch and others,
“hope[d] for the understanding assistance” of teiNGovernment and the “respect of our gentilefell
citizens, who we join in love and loyalty to Gerngdn“Proclamation of The (NewReichsvertreturigin

the Juedische Rundschamo. 78, September 29, 1933, available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Holocstifiproc.htm] Internet; accessed October 8, 2010.

#%German Jewish Response to the Nuremberg Laws ¢8ter 24, 1935) available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Holocstjewnurm.html Internet; accessed October 1, 2010.

*Rudolph Stahl, “Vocational Retraining of Jews inZNGermany 1933-1938Jewish Social Studieis
(April 1939): 169-194.

Wischnitzer, “Jewish Emigration,” 30.
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derived population. An Immigrants Selection Board was empowered to admit or bar
entry to any immigrant who was not of British or Irish extraction. While 3,6Xth&®
Jews entered the Union of South Africa during 1933-1936, following the enactment of
this bill only 1,900 managed to gain entrance during 1937-1%86izure of Jewish
passports by the German Government also led to greater pressures (arabkiegézs
preventing migration) upon Jews to leave the country.

The period of March-November1938 has been described as a “crucial milestone”
in the history of Central European Jewry and represented the third stage iatiemigr
from the Reich. (The fourth phase of emigration, commencingKuighallnacht will
not be considered within the context of this paper.) It marked the catharticrniome
time when a majority of German (and later Austrian and Czech) Jews i@daghized
that their continued existence within the bounds of the Reich was no longer tenable.
Involuntary emigration, oftentimes to points unknown, became the only alternative to
potential “annihilation.” 1938 also represented for the German leadership a major
turning point because the official policy of forcibly exiling Jews and non-Aryass
proceeding too slowly. Involuntary migration was hampered in large part by the Nazi
seizure of financial assets and businesses that increasingly disersiearaid ultimately
impoverished the would-be émigrés, thus diminishing their value as desirableami®ig

and potential citizens. The barriers to both exit and entry proliferated cragiow of

*Richard S. Levy, edAnti-Semitism: A Historical Encyclopedia of Prejegliand Persecutigrvol. 2,
(Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, Inc., 2005), 672.
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stateless refugees dependent upon the inadequate resources of Jewish aad Ehasti
organizations, the charity of others and the whims and rhetoric of goverfiment.
Following the enactment of the Nuremberg Laws the German Jewish l@aders
estimated ten years would be required to complete an orderly mass migratewsof
from Germany at a rate of twenty thousand to twenty five thousand per year.
Approximately 135,000 German Jews had already left the Reich by December 1937 of
whom 43,000 had entered Palestine. AfterAhschlusshe impetus to emigrate
accelerated and one hundred thousand Jews departed GéfrAargdditional 128,000
refugees quit Vienna between March 1938 and mid-November 1941 when S.S. leader
Heinrich Himmler blocked further emigratiéh.Overall, between March 1938 and
August 1939, prior to the outbreak of the German invasion of Poland, roughly 380,000
Jews had fled Germany, Austria and the Protectorate of Bohemia and M8rasiwill
be seen in the next chapter the events of March 12, 1938 was a wakeup call for the

majority of Jews of Greater Germany but was it simply too late?

?"Joseph Tenenbaum, “The Crucial Yeafdd Vashem Studi@s(1958): 49
sjr John Hope Simpsoithe Refugee Proble(®xford: Oxford University Press, 1939), 142, 148.

Wilhelm Krell, “La Communauté Culturelle Israelite de Vieririees Juifs en Europe, 1939-1946.
8 (Centre de documentation juive contemporaine: PA#i49), 191-192.

% Tenenbaum, “The Crucial Year,” 49-50. Destinagiofthe 128,000 Jews who left Vienna: 85,000
Europe, 28,000 North America, 11,580 South Ameaitd 9,195 in Palestine. Sir John Hope Simpson was
a Liberal MP and Vice-President of the Refugeel&agtnt Commission which was created to resettle
Greek refugees following its war with post-Ottoniamkey.
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Chapter 2

ANSCHLUSS: “The Leader is Coming”

“And thus it is all over Germany; wherever the Leadoes there is rejoicing,
gigantic crowds; all want to be where he is, totbeel eader. One sees their
eyes shine, particularly those of youth; one sedkair boundless gratitude
crowds of men and women reach a state borderiregstasy; like an electric
current the news passes through the teeming masshse-Leader is
coming!...And the German people know that the lonfmdand inspired leader
is Adolf Hitler!*

The post-Great War independence of Austria under Chancellor Kurt von
Schuschnigg ended at daybreak on March 12, 1938 when the German Army crossed the
Austrian border in violation of Article 80 of the Treaty of Versailles and Axri&8 of the
Treaty of St. Germain which guaranteed the sovereignty of Ads#iplebiscite would
be held on April 10, 1938 among eligible voters (those twenty years of age and older who
were not Jewish or of Jewish background) to ratify this unificaticknschlussThis
was seen as a “mere formality” or legal facade since 99.7% of the Austriaatmpol
4.287 million voters out of an eligible pool of 4.3 million votidfor union which

became formalized via the Federal Constitutional Law Regarding thedReami

'Hermann Goeringzermany Rebor(Strand, W.C.2, UK: Elkin Mathews & Marrot LTD: 39), 87,
89.

“The Versailles Treaty June 28, 1919: Part Ill."€TAvalon Project available from
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/partiii.asimternet; accessed March 8, 2010; “Treaty of Bdmtween the
Allied and Associated Powers and Austria; Protobei¢claration and Special Declaration,” September 10
1919, available fromhttp://www.austlii.edu.au/au/other/dfat/treatie2@8.htm| Internet; accessed March
8, 2010.
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Germany and Austria. The ballot asked the voter: “Do you acknowledge Adolf Hitler as
our Fuehrer, and acknowledge the reunion of Austria with the German Reich which was
effected on March 13, 19387?” Sirens signaled German and Austrian residents and road
traffic on the day of the vote to come to a halt for two minutes while planesigiater

head dropped leaflets calling upon the public to vote yes for dnidose who had
votedJawere awarded a pin and opponents, who had voted agaidgtshBluss

received nothing, making the dissenters readily identifiable in the public eye.

The Archbishop of Vienna, Cardinal Theodore Innitzer, ordered the bells to be
rung and swastikas flown from all Catholic Churches within the’diystrian Catholic
bishops had come out publicly in favor of unification with Germany prompting a rebuke
from the Vatican. A “solemn declaration” had been issued in all Catholic Churches
calling upon the faithful to votgain the plebiscite. The bishops issued “this appeal
without apprehension” because they had been assured that Hitler’s policiégwiced
by the words, ‘Render unto God that which is God’s and unto Caesar that which is
Caesars.” A Vatican City radio broadcast warned, however, that anyhcbifictal who

made “declarations of a political or economic nature” was accountable fozacltbof

*The Glasgow Heraldlarch 14, 1938, 14. Preliminary results of thebjsleite (combining German
and Austrian voters) were reported on April 11,8 88theEvening Pos{Wellington, New Zealand) April
12,1938, 11.

Electorate: 49,546,950
Total votes: 49,326,791
Votes for union: 48,799,269
Votes against union: 452,180
Invalid votes: 75,342

Percentage in favor of union:  99.08
* The Straits TimedApril 10, 1938, 1.
® The Jewish CriterionApril 15, 1938, 20.

® lan KershawHitler 1936-1945: Nemesig\Y: W.W. Norton & Company, 2000), 81.
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trust and loyalty.” Such actions represented “political Catholicism” hwvias to be

reviled. Consequently, any true Austrian Catholic was not morally bound to follow the
dictates of their bishops who had demonstrated themselves to be “cowards [who did] not
[recognize] the wolf in sheep’s clothing [and] were unworthy to carry on the strigygl
Christ.”

Although there was an atmosphere of intimidation during this vote many
Austrians viewed this national merger as a means of ending the political ihstztithe
First Republic, an opportunity for economic revitalization, fulfilment of a parm@eic
ideology and the creation of a relationship to Germany that would resembleligre ear
Dual Monarchy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. However, reality soon sdtan Dr.
Artur Seyss von Inquart addressed Hitler in Vienna: “As the last head of th@Aus
State, | announce the legal execution of the German nation’s will. Austoavia
Federal State of the Reich. A century-old dream has come®trimstead of becoming
co-equal with Germany Austria became @&mark a province of the Greater German
Reich. Egbert Krispyn has argued that for HitlerAlnschlusgpossessed potent “private
[and] emotional significance” as it represented an “act of revenge” onthis na
homeland for its failure to appreciate and recognize “his genius.” Consequently,
planning for annexation began soon after the Nazi accession to bower.

Observers noted that the German Army was warmly received by the bulk of the

Austrian population who bore flowers and waved Nazi flags. One soldier, Ludwig

"Evening PostApril 4, 1938, 11.

8The Sydney Morning Heralarch 16, 1938, 17. Seyss-Inquart was namedstinbf the Interior
and Director of Public Security and Dr. Guido Sctihsissumed the position of Foreign Minister.

°Egbert KrispynAnti-Nazi Writers in ExiléAthens, GA: University of Georgia Press, 1978, 6
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Sertorius, viewed thAnschlusss the fulfillment of “ancient German longings” in which

a “great German people’s Reich” was created. German soldiers entergd Aotsas
combatants or conquerors but as “representatives of a general...will” tohmiBerman
Nation through ties of “brotherhood”; an emotion reciprocated by their Ausuissirs.
There was a “spontaneous [connection linking] heart to heart.” It simply wasdiove

first sight.™® Hermann Goering described Hitler's reception by the Austrian populace as
a scene of “overwhelming joy” coupled with “absolute [and] complete enthusiasm

the National Socialist ideology. The entire “affair,” to his surprise, hadtaltized into

a march of joy.**

Hitler returned to the land of his birth with a grand entrance, like a “modern
Caesar,” that absolved the personal failings of his youth, the obscurity ofistis arork
and his life as a penniless house painter. Standing erect with an outstretched arm i
large black open Mercedes Benz he received a tumultuous “royal” welcome in his
hometown of Linz with cries of “today Germany is ours!” and “tomorrow the whole
world!”*? A “million shouting, flag-waving Viennese in a state of mad frenzy” tgate
the Fuehrer as he coursed through the city streets. Storefronts werealasitinrfeowers

and placards acclaimed “Welcome to our Fuehtétivlasses of shouting, singing, flag-

waving Viennese” paraded and drove through the streets uttering “Seig(Hail!

9 udwig SartoriusMit den deutschen Soldaten im befreiten OstenréMvith German Soldiers in
Liberated Austria”)Die Wehrmacht2, no. 6 (1938) 4-5, German Propaganda Archiadlase from
http://www.calvin.edu/academic/cas/gpa/wehr01;Hnternet; accessed March 8, 2010. Sertorius late
served as Hitler’s favorite radio correspondenttifier German Transocean News Service.

YRobert E. Conotjustice at Nurember(NY: Carroll & Graf Publishers, Inc. 2000), 145.
2 Time March 21, 1938, 18-22

¥ Tampa Daily TimedMarch 14, 1938.
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Victory!) and “One Reich, One People, One Fuehtér&n Austrian, Susi Seitz,
recalled the warm sentiments elicited by Hitler’s arrival. As ong ¢taéled upon the
Leader to “get us to the German country, get us to Germany, let us be withyou.”
Women street vendors sold flowers, metal swastika pins and homemade fldgs. Hit
proclaimed from the balcony of the Imperial Hotel that “no force on earth can’shake
resolve of the Greater Germany. “The German Reich as it stands todaplhle. No
one can shatter itt® “An eternal historic bond” linking Germany and Austria was
restored following its disruption in the aftermath of the Great War.

Following theAnschlusshe Austrian Federal Army was placed under the control
of the Reich and its officers, as well as Aryan public officials, were retjtoreake a
personal oath of allegiance to “Hitler, Fuehrer of the German Reich aptePeJewish
officials were excluded. The assets of the Austrian National Bank veeisfdrred to the
Reichsbank and 21-year-old men were ordered to report for active militaigeseA
decree issued by Hitler and the German Minister of the Interior, Wilhelmnic F
applied the Reich laws, including the Nuremberg Racial Laws of 1935, @stheark

Opposition of the other European powers to the annexation of Austria was
limited. Hitler obtained Mussolini’'s acquiescence in return for the taiggention of
South Tirol. The United Kingdom, following a policy of appeasement under Prime

Minister Neville Chamberlain, would not take up arms over Austrian independence and

“Washington PosMarch 14, 1938, 7.
*aurence Reeghe Nazis: A Warning from Histotizondon: New Presd4997), 110.
*Tampa TribungMarch 15, 1938, 1.

"The Montreal GazettMarch 14, 1938, 11.
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France, scarred by memories of the 1914-1918 war, was unable to act unilatetally
would remain in a defensive posture.

Preceding thé&nschlusghe Habsburg Statute of 1890 had granted the Austrian
Jewish communityKultursgemeindgreligious autonomy. Although there were only
190,000 Jews (three percent of the total population) residing within Austria, primarily
Vienna (ten percent of the city population), the community was quite diverse wigh mor
than 440 synagogues (Sephardic and Ashkenazic), museums, libraries, schootd, medic
clinics and hospitals, orphanages, theaters, sports associations, political groups
newspapers, journals and the Jewish Great War Veterans Association. Jewledant
significant percentage of the textile industry and were heavilysepted within
academia, the arts, medical and legal professions, industry, newspapers &mkthe s
market®

The Anschlussnarkedthe major turning point in the lot of Jews and non-Aryans

residing within Greater Germany.Prior to March 1938 German anti-Jewish laws and

18«The Austrian Jewish Community before the Anschjti§he Claims Conference on Jewish Material
Claims Against Germany available frdittp://www.claimscon.org/index.asp?url=austria/beftnternet;
accessed March 12, 2009; Robert S. Wistligiyoratory for World Destruction: Germans and Jaws
Central EuropgVidal Sassoon International Center for the Stofljntisemitism: Jerusalem, 2007), 62.

Anti-Semitic actions and edicts did occur under$suschnigg regime although not to the same
extreme as the Nazi program. The Ministers ofidestnd Social Welfare banned doctors from prawici
medicine (July 1937) unless they had worked fdeast one year in an Austrian hospital; an oppdstun
denied Jewish physicians since 1933. The Fe@mait voided the Austrian nationality of the chddrof
naturalized citizens unless the children had betaralized at the same time as their parents, palign
affecting hundreds of Jews. During July 1937 tlewé€nment barred the establishment of a sociegjctto
Russian Jews on the grounds that such an orgamaatuld create an “influx” of Russian Jews into
Austria. In September 1937 the Government intredube “Aryan paragraph” which defined membership
in the Association of Blind Musicians and Piano &m(an act refused by the Association). Jewish
students began to be segregated from their ChrisGanterparts during October. On the other htred,
Chancellor appointed several Jewish professorsitetsity posts and donated 10,000 schillings to a
Jewish winter relief fund. Anti-Semitic activitiesd the proliferation of anti-Jewish groups, hogrev
increased in number and frequency as pressurerfechAusgyained momentum. Schneiderman, ed.,
American Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 5538-208.
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regulations had been introduced slowly and incrementally due to concerns about adverse
domestic and foreign public opinion. The Government also feared that the sudden
expulsion of Jews from the national economy would have disruptive effects on German
economic recovery from the Depression and Hitler’s plans for militarynegaent.

Between 1933 and 1937 135 anti-Jewish laws were enacted, marked especially by the
1935 Nuremberg Racial Laws. Many Jews, as noted earlier, hoped that the latter
promulgations would lead to an inferior but stable position within German society; a
situation reminiscent of previous events in Jewish history. Hitler, however, had &ssue
warning during a 1935 speech in Nuremberg that if this arrangement for &atsepa
secular solution” collapsed then it would become necessary to grant to the NalisSoci
Party the legal authority to devise a “final solution” to the Jewish Quetion.

Hitler undoubtedly had long hoped for the failure of such a “secular” solution.
Reflections withinMein Kampf as well as a discussion held with a journalist and retired
Major, Josef Hell, in 1922, revealed that the would-be Fuehrer predicted the slaughter of
German Jewry if he acquired the reins of national authority. His “firstaachost task”
would be the “annihilation” of Jews by public hanging. Jews would be executed
“indiscriminately...until the last Jews in Munich has been exterminated.” Such a
program would continue until the Fatherland had “been entirely cleansed of{jews.”

Anti-Jewish laws and regulations were enacted rapidly within Austriatbge

course of two to three months. The seizure of Jewish monies and other assets were

“Max Domarus, edHitler: Reden und Proklamationen 1932-@8irzburg, 1962), | 537nstitut fir
ZeigeschichteMunich, cited in Paul Johnsof,History ofthe JewgLondon: Weidenfeld & Nicolson,
1987), 483, 484-5.

“Josef Hell Aufzeichnung1922, ZS 640, 9nstitut fiir Zeitgeschichteited in Gerald Fleminglitler
and the Final SolutioBerkeley, CA: University of California Press, 19847.
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followed by a policy of forced emigration. Jews were ordered on April 27, 1938 to
register with the Government all resources exceeding $2,000 (personal, bank or saving
accounts, stocks and bonds, insurance policies, pension payments and other forms of
revenue and wealth); a cumulative sum estimated to be worth $800,000,000. The amount
of money that could be withdrawn from bank accounts per week (except for the payment
of wages or business expenses) was severely limited in order to prevent thelifggmugg
of ‘Jewish capital™ out of the counti’?. All postal packages leaving Austria would be
subject to search and seizure. Such a program was to be carried out in an ordeny fashi
to avoid economic disruptions.

The French Police reported in April 1938 that the speed and rigor with which anti-
Semitic policies were enacted within Austria far surpassed that of Geiitealf. “The
misery that has overtaken Vienna's Jewish population is indescribabéaws in Austria
constituted three percent of the population as compared to one percent in thé/igesch.
than six hundred thousand “half-Jews” or roughly ten percent of the Austrian population
would fall victim to the racial clauses of the Nuremberg Laws of 1935 which were
instituted during May 1938

Unification allowed legitimization and expression of Austria’s own antigem
as well as the proliferation and dissemination of German anti-Jewish pol\dasy

Catholic, rural and conservative Austrians resented and felt threatened Wy ideoass

*The TimesMarch 15, 1938, 14.

“police report, Information: La Situation des juifs & Vienhdpril 13, 1938, Archives Préfecture de
Police Paris (APP) BA 269P 163-300-C cited in Vicki Qardneasy Asylum: France and the Jewish
Refugee Crisis, 1933-1943tanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999.17

#New RepublicMarch 30, 1938, 212.
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into the economic, cultural and political spheres of Austrian life, especidieicapital
of Vienna, in which the majority of Jews in 1938 resided. Whereas the Socialists and
Communists were the first victims of Hitler's accession to power, in Vidnmas the
Jews who bore the “brunt of the Nazis revolutionary fire,” facing mass ,grhestler,
impoverishment and the fury of the mob.

The Central Office for Jewish EmigratioAgntralamt jidischeAuswanderung
or ZJA) was established in March 1938 in Vienna by Adolf Eichmann of the
Sicherheitsdiengtr S.D. (in the former Rothschild palace at 20-22 Prinz-Eugen-Strasse)
to systematize and expedite the emigration process and the transfer bfchitisl. He
compared the process to that of a factory conveyor belt: “The initial applicaticalla
the rest of the required papers are put in at one end, and the passport falls off at the othe
end.”®Eichmann informed his superior in the Gestapo Department of Jewish Affairs,
Herbert Hagen, on May 8, 1938 that he had “demanded” that twenty thousand Jews
“without means” emigrate from Austria during the period April 1, 1938-May 1, 1939 and
received assurances from the Jewish community and Zionist groups “that they would
keep to this.*

Eichmann and many other Nazi ideologues viewed the Jews as the “eternal” and

“most dangerous enemy” of National Socialism. Germany had to beligteareinor

*Statement given by Eichmann during his trial iruatem in 1962cited in Debérah Dwork and Robert
Jan van Peltdolocaust: A HistoryNew York: W.W. Norton, 2002), 121.

%3aul Friedlandefazi Germany and the Jews: The Years of Perseqtitis8-1939vol. 1 (New
York: Harper Collins, 1999), 244. For a fuller anot of Eichmann’s recollection of this period iimé see
“The Trial of Adolf Eichmann Session 18 (Part 569f available from
http://www.nizkor.org/hweb/people/e/eichmann-adoifiscripts/Sessions/Session-018-05.htmternet;
accessed March 12, 2010. Eichmann and Hagen &eslled to Palestine in 1937 to assess the
possibilities of mass German Jewish emigration.
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free of Jewdy forced emigration based on financial, social and political
disenfranchisement. However, such resettlement could not threaten Germestsraed
should be focused on the “backward” regions in Palestine, Africa, Asia and South
America?’ This pro-Zionist view of Palestine as a potential haven was, according to
Hanna Arendt, an “indisputable” component of the early phase of German anti-Jewish
policy. Eichmann’s success served as the model for the management of Jfaivssima
Berlin and later in Prague following the creation of the Protectorate @remiia and
Moravia as well as the forced deportation of Jews and Poles during 1939-40 from regions
of occupied Poland and their replacement by ethnic Germangptksdeutsché®

Fear rapidly engulfed the Jewish community as the Nazis assumed power in
Austria, accelerated by the rapid enactment of anti-Semitic laws cowfitea one week
long pogrom. Hundreds and later thousands of terrified Jews would besiege foreign
consulates seeking visas that would aid their escape from the Reich. Jewistdmen a
women were randomly assaulted on the streets and Jewish owned stores and businesses
were ransacked and destroyed. Jews tried to hide themselves within thescointinesr
homes located in the Leopoldstadt suburb of Vienna in which one-third of the city’s Jews

resided. This area, allocated to the Jews by Emperor Ferdinand Il in the Edict of

?’Eichmann outlined the aims and methodologies oftiie in a training paper, “The Jewish Problem,”
during early 1937. WildtDie Judenpolitik des S®5-105 cited in David CesaraBiecoming Eichmann
Rethinking the Life, Crimes, and Trial of a “Deskiiderer” (Cambridge, MA: Da Capo Press, 2006), 51.
Following a trip to Palestine Eichmann and Hagemctided that Palestinian resettlement would only
strengthen Judaism in the Middle East and theioreaf an independent Jewish State needed to be
prevented.

“Hannah ArendtEichmann in Jerusalem—The Banality of Ekibndon: Penguin Books, 1994), 58.
During the period of December 1939 and March 1920,@0 Jews and Poles were forcibly deported.
Eichmann attempted during October 1939 the firstsmieportation of Jews to a reservation near Lublin
Poland in the unsuccessful Nisko project but lats promoted to the directorship of the Centrald@ff
for Jewish Emigration for the entire Reich.

28



Privileges in 1624 as a ghetto and later known as District I, was situdted thie heart
of the capital, and formed, together with Brigittenal"(B@strict), a large island
bounded by the Danube River and the Danube Canal. Jews comprised 38.5 percent of the
population in 1923 and consequently the region was nickndaedesinsebr “Matzoh
Island.”® By March 14, 1938 approximately 191,000 Jews (ten percent of the city’s
population) lived within Vienna, making it, after Warsaw and Budapest, the thgesta
community of Jews in Continental Eurofle.

Following theAnschlussll Austrian Jews were ordered to relocate to Vienna and
eventually into Leopoldstadt itself. The “relentless tramp of Nazi staopérs’ boots
on the stairs and the knocks of rifle butts” on the doors of Jewish residences signaled
impending arrest or the plundering of their businesses. Members of the idtir Y
(Hitler Jugend rousted Jewish merchants living in the Jew’s Alldydengassgeand
compelled them to open their stores from which goods were plundered. Jewish coffee
houses were forcibly closed or turned over to new Aryan manigeais were forced to
their knees to scrub Schuschnigg crosses (placed by the Fatherland Front, two weeks
earlier in support of an anfinschlus$lebiscite) from the pavement and were serenaded

by the gathering crowd with the shouts of “Perish Jewry”, “Out with the Javas™&ho

29| eopoldstadt, Vienna” available frorhttp://www.fact-index.com/l/le/leopoldstadt__vienmiml;
Internet; accessed March 13, 2010.

*Debérah Dwork and Robert Jan PElight from the Reich: Refugee Jews, 1933-10d&w York:
W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 2009), 97.

#\Washington PosMarch 15, 1938, 4
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has found work for the Jews? Adolf Hitlel"Stores that were not marked by a swastika,
the inscription “Aryan Store” or other sign of Aryan ownership were highlightesreg
paintedJude Many cafés posted notices that “Jewish customers [were] not deSired.”
Jewish businesses were to be boycotted by Aryan custéfnéte ultimate goal was the
Aryanization of Jewish holdings at the lowest financial costs. The Reich Governor or
Statthalter Dr. Seyss-Inquart, decreed that a “trustee manager” would be appointed to
take over the operation of a Jewish business concern if the owner disappeared, was
incarcerated, unable to conduct business or posed a threat to smuggle assets out of
Austria®® Jews were conscripted by Nazi brownshirts (S.AStarmabteilunyfor
forced labor in “cleaning brigades” so that Jews would “learn what real ilaboa
means.®®

Field Marshal Herman Wilhelm Goering warned that Jews no longer had a place
in Austrian society and must emigrate. He warned that Vienna would “becerma®
again. The Jew must know we do not care to live with him. He must'd¢¢e”also

announced that the Government would begin the process of “legally and quietly”

¥New York TimesMarch 16, 1938, 8. The Fatherland Froviaierlandische Fronor Patriotic Front)
was a right-wing fascist organization founded i33®y the Austrian Chancellor Engelbert Dollfusgim
attempt to create a one-party state linking Austriationalism with Catholicism.

%The TimesMarch 17, 1938, 14.
3 «_etter by a German Official to Goering,” March,2B38,Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression Military

Trials Nurembergvol. 5 (Washington, 1946), 275-276 available from
http://www.nizkor.org/ftp.py?imt/nca/nca-06//nca-8677-ps Internet; accessed March 16, 2010.

*The TimesMarch 31, 1938, 13.
%Tampa TribuneMarch 20, 1938, 4.

$\Washington PosMarch 27, 1938, 1.
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converting Jewish firms into Aryan enterpris€s1,000-1,500 Jews besieged the
American Consulate in Vienna per day in their quest for immigration visasviolj the
Reich Marshal’s speech and warnifig.

Dr. Leo Lauterbach, the London based Director of the World Zionist Organization
(WZO) and a secretary of the Zionist Executive, reported from Vienna tocdeeittve
of the WZO on April 29, 1938 that the new policies within Austria appeared to be
“essentially different from that adopted in Germany” and threatened dneptete
annihilation of Austrian Jewry” by their exclusion from “economic life,” the oigpion
of “all their financial resources” and their ultimate starvation orddrexpulsion
“without means,” dependent upon Jewish charity and the “help of such countries as may
be willing to receive them® A petition was submitted to the Executive Council of the
League of Nations in Geneva calling for an end to the “martyrdom of Austriaf degvs
warned that failure to intervene would result in suicides.

The international press reported that “plunderings, beatings, arrests and
dispossessions were only a forerunner of a more drastic persecution” t&’ctBnetal
terrorism” awaited every Austrian regardless of “class or creéd’stood for national

independence. The Jews in Austria were destined to be subjected to “unrelenting

#Miami Herald March 27, 1938, 1.
*\Washington PosMarch 29, 1938, 10.

“OLeo Lauterbach, “The Situation of the Jews in AastApril, 1938,” London Zionist Archives, S5/653
available fromhttp://www1.yadvashem.org/about_holocaust/docunteattl/doc43.htmlinternet;
accessed October 8, 2010. Lauterbach was oime @ionist co-founders of the post-Great War Polish
Zionist student movemenm\gudat Herzl He was an attorney and later general secrefahedeadership
committee of the World Zionist Organization andedior of its organizational committee.

“Tampa TribuneMarch 23, 1938, 1.

“AWashington PosMarch 15, 1938, 4.
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persecution” but without knowing where Hitler would “strike next” how could theskrewi
victims “find certain sanctuary® The British muted acceptance of #heschlussvas
criticized as “sheer boot-licking” while the League of Nations refuseattept the
ltalian seizure of Abyssini¥.One Jewish editorialist observed that the fate of Austrian
Jewry was clear. “Hitler's brown-shirted executioners [werelaaly at work” and their
labors would not cease “until the destruction of the Jewish community in Austria is
complete.*®

TheNew York Timesoting that the daily Jewish suicide rate in Vienna had
dramatically increased, commented that “death [had become to the Jews] the kindes
gift”; a means of avoiding the “great gates of the central prison” whicimaory, marked
the “first stage of [perhaps the final] journey to the concentration ¢&mpstria had
been transformed into a “vast prison from which there is no outlet and with which all
chance of a livelihood is dead.” Jewish leaders noted that the number of suicides was
“increasing by the hour” but such acts were viewed with an air of complacenicg by t
Gestapd. The Viennese police reported that between March 12 and 21 approximately
one hundred suicides had been reported, averaging four to five p&iispyortedly a

“suicide epidemic” was rampant among Jewish students and youth who were expelled

“3prescott Evening CourieMarch 12, 1938, 3.

44 Evening PostApril 6, 1938, 10.

“*Norton Belth, “The Fate of Austrian Jewryihe SentinelMarch 24, 1938, 6.

“°G.E.R. Gedye, “Old Vienna is Dead: A Nazi Vienn®n,” New York TimesMarch 20, 1938, 61.
“"Washington PosMarch 17, 1938, 1.

“8The TimesMarch 24, 1938, 14. By the end of April 1938 teevish Telegraphic Agency reported

that at least 2,000 Jews had committed suicidbin&derman, edAmerican Jewish Year Book Review of
the Year 5698214.
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from academic institutions and who only had bleakness on their hofzbtisister of
Propaganda Joseph Goebbels noted in his diary entry of March 23, 1938 that increasing
numbers of Jews were taking their lives in the Austrian capital. “Previotngy,”
claimed, “Germans committed suicide. Now it is the other way roth@bebbels
declared before an Austrian crowd of 25,000, that it was impossible for the ae$horit
“protect every Viennese Jew with a special policeman” to prevent suroitle f
occurring®*

Putting it more clearly into human terms it was reported from Vienna that the
suicide of a Jewish eighteen-year-old musician, Gertrude Wolkner, markeditioti@x
of three generations; her entire twenty two member family. All had takerotheilives
with the exception of a brother who died in a concentration camp. Prior to ending her
short and unfilled existence Gertrude left a message requesting thgieagsave marker
be placed over the burials of all of the fallen WolkréiSuicides were not limited to
Germany or Austria. Liesel Wolfe, a thirty seven year old woman froom&wey, leapt
to her death from a window on the fifth floor of the Do Hirsch Residence Hall for Young
Women in New York. Unable to provide immigration authorities proof that she would
not become a public charge she was due to be deported back to the Reich on the

following day?>

“9Jewish Criterion April 8, 1938, 4. Sources within Germany “relipbéported Jewish suicides are still
averaging 25 daily,The SentinelApril 7, 1938, 33.

%0 Christian GoescheSuicide in Nazi Germanyxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 100-101.
*Time April 11, 1938, 19.
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Israel Cohen, another representative of the WZO in Vienna, noted that rising
levels of “despair” drove “thousands of Jews” to besiege the Embassies anth@sns
of different Governments in frantic efforts to obtain visddt was estimated that by the
end of April twelve thousand Jews had been arrested and an additional one thousand were
charged during May with violation of the Nuremberg Racial Purity Lawe#s
continued for the next two months with many prisoners dispatched to concentration
camps, especially Dach&uConditions within Germany and Austria thus drove Jews to
seek legal and illegal means of escape to other nations.

European countries enacted special precautions at their borders to prevent a flood
of Jewish refugees. Switzerland ordered reinforcement of its customs antydecces
along the Austrian frontier and the placement of barbed wire to block an invasion of
Jewish and non-Aryan refuge®sThe Dutch Government decreed on May 7, 1938 that
The Netherlands would no longer accept forced émigrés. Instead, all mityvahin
future be considered persona non grata...an undesirable foreigner” who must be
“expelled” or barred from entr¥/. Dutch Jews were also concerned about the incursion of
refugees into their country. R.H. Eitje, one of the two primary assistanesvtd Dohen,

the head of the Amsterdam based Committee for Jewish Refi@medd voor Joodsche

*|srael CohenTravels In Jewry{NY: Dutton, 1953), 42cited in Ronald Sand&hpres of Refuge A
Hundred Years of Jewish Emigratidilew York: Henry Holt and Company, 1988), 436-4@8hen had
served for more than thirty years in the secretafithe Central Office of the WZO.

®Schneidermammerican Jewish Year Bodteview of the Yed698, 208-2009.

*Swiss Disturbed: Reinforce Bordem\ew York TimesMarch 13, 1938, 36; “Swiss Bars Refugees
with Barbed Wire,"New York TimesAugust 31, 1938, 3.

*Circular of the Minister of Justice, May 7, 1938chive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Hague,

A-185, box 508 cited in Dan Michman, “The Commitfee Jewish Refugees in Holland (1933-1940),”
Yad Vashem Studidg (1981), 213.
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Vluchtelingem, claimed that the organization had prevented the admission of more Jews
into Holland than the entire “police and Government put together” by advising their
“contacts” within the Reich “as we still do today” that the “flood of regjanto the
country must be preventé&d.

Edouard Daladier assumed the mantle of French Prime Minister again on April
10, 1938 marking the rise to power of a center-right political coalition that would
disavow the liberal immigration policies of the Popular Front under Léon Blum. A
Decree of May 2 legally differentiated between prior groups of polititajees and the
new wave of forced émigrés. Russians and Armenians who had entered France during
the 1920s were granted permanent residence but Spanish, German and other more recent
entrants were obligated to apply for increasingly more restricted tenppesidency
permits. In addition, security forces on the frontiers were allocatecegeéhority to
block the entry of refuge&8. Daladier advised Justin Godart, president of the
Committee for the Defense of Jews in Central and Eastern Europe, that “humane
suggestions might be entertained” regarding Spanish and German refugesselft
temporary or permanent havens could not be assured due to the potential threat bf conflic
with neighboring Fascist countri&s,

British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain addressed the House of Commons on

March 14, 1938 and noted that both England and Germany were signatories to treaties

*®Eitje to G. van den Bergh, March 23, 1938, Archigéthe Jewish Relief Committee, file 5 in
Michman, “The Committee,” 219.

* Timothy P. Maga, “Closing the Door: The French &mment and Refugee Policy, 1933-1939,”
French Historical Studie42, no. 3 (Spring 1982): 435.

®Daladier to Godart and Godart to Myron C. TaylogyV24, 1938, Box 9 of the Papers of Myron C.
Taylor, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Parky Nited in Maga, “Closing the Door,” 436.
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which guaranteed the independence of Austria and required the approval of the Council
of the League of Nations for any union with the Reich. Ahschlusgalled for the
“severest condemnation” of an act that threatened the preservation of “Bupsaea”
and the policy of appeasement. However, the British Nation had to face the “hard fact
that Germany would have only been deterred by force and any response offered by th
United Kingdom or other nations would have to be tempered by “cool judgment” and a
review of national defengé Many in the press viewed British acquiescence as a sign of a
“new realistic [diplomatic] policy” or recognition that a German confatinh with
Austria represented a “danger point” that threatened stability on the Coffiher
editorialists predicted that anoth®nschlusswill be only a question of time,” most
likely against Czechoslovakfd.On March 12 the Foreign Office did, however, send a
memo to Vienna describing the “Desire of his Majesty’s Government to Ptiotedews
and Socialists in Austria” and articulated “considerable anxiety” for tightpf these
minority groups*

Major Herwald Ramsbotham, the Minister of Pensions and a Conservative
government spokesman, asserted that it is one thing to proselytize about the ganctity

international treaties, brotherhood, minority rights and the rule of law but st feakd

®INeville Chamberlain statement on theschluss Foreign Affairs (Austria) House of Commons
Debate, March 14, 1938, vol. 333 cc 45-169 avhl&dom
http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1938im&oreign-affairs-
austria#S5CV0333P0 19380314 HOC 2nternet; accessed October 7, 2010.
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®public Records Office, Foreign Office (PRO FO) 22B17, R2907/137/3 March 12, 1938 cited in

Gemma Romain, “The Anschluss: the British Respémske Refugee CrisisThe Journal of Holocaust
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with a struggle with “cold, hardheaded, ruthless [and] determined men” acknowledged
that the British people cannot save Europe by acting like a “knight-errantngscui
damsels in distress.” It was not the Nation’s role to act as “our brothepsiKee an
“amiable Don Quixote®® Some Home Office officials suggested that a prime motivating
factor behind the Nazi anti-Semitic policies was to create a forcegtagian dilemma

that would create for the United Kingdom a domestic “Jewish probi&rstich

sentiments were, of course, applicable to all of the Western nations.

Home Office Assistant Under-Secretary Courtenay D.C. Robinson advised Sir
Neville Bland, British Minister to The Hague, that German annexation of thgi&us
Republic mandated that the Royal Government revisit its policies allowing tiyeoént
“aliens” possessing “Austrian passports. who may seek admission” into the United
Kingdom. These emigrants would in all probability, Robinson believed, have the status
of stateless refugees and consequently, it would become “impossible” to @ctpel s
people once they gained admittande. addition, despite the 1933 written assurances to
the Home Office from the leaders of the British Jewish community tha¢waish
refugees would be financially provided for by private sources and thus avoid going on the
public dole, by 1938 the scope of the new refugee crisis prevented Jewish relief
organizations from bearing the economic costs of resettlement and agsmilat
Therefore, Robinson concluded, the Government needed to institute stricter passport

controls that would severely curtail the numbers of foreigners admittechentmtintry.

®Time April 4, 1938, 18.

®*PRO FO 372/3282, T3517/3272/378, March 15, 1938¢4fion of Admission to the United Kingdom
of Aliens holding Austrian Passports.” The Memaham noted that “the latest information is such that
pressure is already intensified as a matter obdsdite policy, with the express purpose of creaidgwish
refugee problem in this country and stimulatingaziNeaction” cited in Romain, “The Anschluss,” 97.
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Visas would be required of all refugees possessing Austrian or German f=¥sfoe
“potential threat” of the admission of “enemy agents” among the Jewisheesfueps
also touted as a rationale for restricting immigrafforsimilar fears would greatly
influence immigration policies of the United States following the outbreak of the
European War in September 1939 and would be used as justification by the
Administration for severely limiting the entry of aliens from Germamy Austria.

Sir Andrew Noble, an expert on artillery and explosives, observed that the Home
Office regarded the “visa system as more humane than a scheme of unabntrolle
immigration” as it would be less likely that emigrants would be barred frarng at their
port of call®® The Government would be spared the “ultimate” embarrassment of
returning a refugee to the Reich who faced the real possibility of imprisonntbint thie
concentration camp systefh.The press echoed such sentiments warning that an open
door policy would create selection problems for the immigration authoritiestict! |
“hardships” on all who had undertaken “fruitless journeys across the contihahig”
Foreign Office did attempt to achieve some form of balance between humarstaria

the British historical tradition of admitting forced exiles and the inter@sthe nation

and viewed it “extremely undesirable to restrict more than absolutely ngctssa

SPRO Kew, FO372/3282, T3398/3272/378, Robinson &m&) March 14, 1938 cited in Romain “The
Anschluss,” 89, 90.

®pRO FO 371/22317, R2907/137/3 A. Noble March 2B8l16ited in Romain, “The Anschluss,” 97.
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immigration of Austrian refugees at the present tifieHlowever, emphasis was placed
on the provision of temporary havens with a view to future migration to a place of
permanent resettlemefitThe Foreign Office stressed that the United Kingdom was not
an “immigration country” due to its “being an old country...highly industrialized, very
densely populated” suffering from high domestic unemployni&i8uch rationalizations
would be utilized by Britain as well as other nations during the Evian Conference as
justification for containing Jewish immigration.

Austrian Jewish refugees attempting to enter Britain without suffiéisnds to
support themselves without the public dole were barred from En®gtween March 13
and 20 the Home Office reported that 422 applications for landing had been received but
61 were denied. Fourteen thousand Austrians were already residing in theé Unite
Kingdom but naturalization law required the alien to reside within the Dominionyéor fi
out of the prior eight years, of which one must have been spent in Bfiféire Labor
Party introduced into the House of Commons a bill that would grant unlimited and

unrestricted admission and British citizenship to Austrian refugees but feasedeby a

?PRO FO 372/3282, T3272/378, Director of the Cerftaopean Department of the Foreign Office
William Strang to Holderness, March 12, 1938 cite®omain, “The Anschluss,” 90.

David Cesarani, edT,he Making of Modern Anglo-Jew@xford: Blackwell, 1990), 90. A number of
refugee organizations agreed with this policy afvidting only temporary refuge with the ultimate oa
emigration overseas. Claudena M. SkRefugees in Inter-War Europe: The Emergence ofganfe
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 221.
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vote of 210 to 1437 The Labor Member of Parliament (MP) for Newcastle-under-Lyme,
Colonel Wedgwood, asserted, in his motion concerning “Austrian Refugees Imomgrat
and Naturalization,” that British honor would suffer if German and Austrian@efig
were prohibited from entry. The United Kingdom could not be perceived as being “less
generous than the French” and the “voice and spirit of Cromwell, of Palmerston, of
Gladstone” must be preserved. During the Nineteenth Century the British had provided
aid and succor for the “negro slaves.” Failure to act similarly for theq@eed of
Central Europe would “destroy the traditions of our race and sacrifice tortinywears
the honor of England’®

Major Sir George Davies, Conservative MP from Yeovil, asserted, in the debate
over Wedgwood’s motion, that the refugee community should be viewed as a whole,
composed of both Jews and non-Jews, and special consideration could not be granted to
one group over another “when the conditions that appeal to the hearts of all of us may be
the same in many other countrié$ Davies was not, however, averse to using late
Nineteenth Century negative imagery of Eastern European Jewish immigramisctha
been utilized in anti-alien debates:

Think of the difficulty after their landing, afténeir spreading amongst
the population, of the police department, the gadepartment of this
country, which has to see that our own people sotepted against

""/New York TimeMarch 23, 1938.

"®House of Commons Debates March 22, 1938, PRO F&¥3382 cited in Romaine, “The Anschluss,”
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those who might quite easily slip in—drug traffickewhite slave trade
traffickers, people with criminal recordd.

C.B. McAlpine and others feared that the admission of sizeable numbers of
Jewish refugees would create a domestic Jewish Question and its attendantrtisk of a
Semitic hostility. The United Kingdom had “benefited greatly” by theiasion of
talented and resourceful Jews but such progress “may be too dearly bought aethe pric
of unbridled immigratiorf* Similar concerns were presented in the press. DHiilg
Expresswvarned that increased Austrian and German Jewish immigration would foster
home grown anti-Semitism and garner support for the “extreme left.” A liaénaission
policy could also prompt the Eastern European countries of Poland, Rumania and
Hungary to forcibly expel their own Jewish population. Would Britain, they asked, be
obligated to “admit them too? Because we DON'T want anti-Jewish uproar Wwe DO
insist upon the application of “common sense in not admitting all applicénts.”

Home Secretary Samuel Hoare acknowledged that Britain had a long standing
policy of granting sanctuary to victims of political, racial and politicatpeution but
concerns about the domestic economy and unemployment would, by necessity, temper
such a compassionate policy. He warned that while he was willing to be supportive in
aiding refugees “there was a good deal of feeling growing up in this counfeeley

which was reflected in Parliament—against the admission of Jews tdBeitigory.”

8bid., 96.
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Consequently, the decision to admit a refugee would have to be individualized but the
Government would attempt to maintain its “traditional policy...of offeringuasylwith
the greatest latitud&.As early as 1933 the Home Office was dismissive of a “right of
asylum... [for] political refugees.” The granting of entry into the country daok be
based upon strict humanitarian concerns but whether or not the alien would serve “the
public interest®* Parameters were established by the Government that would gauge the
admissibility and desirability of prospective emigrants. The absencdficient
“resources” and the lack of “definite prospects” for self sufficiehey tvould potentially
place the refugee on the public dole served as grounds for automatic exclusion. The Nazi
appropriation of Jewish funds and its resultant impoverishment severely limited the
number of desirable émigrés. Other groups were labelgutiasa‘facieunsuitable” due
to the risk of competition with local lab8t. Once again, similar themes would resonate
throughout the dialectic of the Evian Conference.

Fears of escalating immigration of non-Anglo-Saxon stock driven by poltichl

ethnic instabilities within Eastern Europe and the Czarist Empire couped@mestic
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possessed familial or friendship connections whddoffer “hospitality” and the guarantee of “suppo
while arrangements are made for [their] future.”
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economic, labor, social and racial concerns had led the British Governmentdp earli
embark on a policy of increasingly restrictive immigration controls. Betwi905 and
1920 Parliament enacted four series of progressively stringent neagaiast the entry
of aliens which would remain operative until the outbreak of war in 1939 and beyond.
The 1905 Aliens Act was written in reaction to the mass migration of Eastern Buropea
and Russian Jews and introduced a system of admission controls at approved ports of
entry. The poorest of the émigrés were obliged to undergo official inspection by
immigration officials who were authorized to deny admittance to refugessidered
undesirable for health, psychiatric, criminal or economic reasons (unable dosteste
the ability to provide for themselves and their dependents). Exceptions would be made
for those who feared persecution for religious or political reasons should theytcetur
their country of origirf°

With the outbreak of the Great War in August 1914 the Government issued the
Aliens Restriction Act which obligated all foreign émigrés to regisith the police and
reside within specified areas. The Home Secretary was granted thetpdaeor deport
any refugee; such individuals were denied the right of appeal. Thirty two thouiesisd a
were interned during the conflict and 28,744 were dep8fféd wartime Restriction

Act was formulated to be a temporary measure that would be rescinded with thg comi

8 ouise LondonWhitehall and the Jews 1933-19¢Bambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000),
16; B. Wasserstein, “The British Government andGeeman Immigration 1933-1945" in Gerhard
Hirschfeld,Exile in Great Britain: Refugees from Hitler's Geany (London: Berg Publishers, 1984), 64;
Louise London, “British Immigration Control Proceds and Jewish Refugees 1933-1939,” in Werner E.
Mosse,Second Chance: Two Centuries of German-Speaking idetlve United Kingdor(irtibingen:

Mohr, 1991), 489.

87Colin Holmes, “The Myth of Fairness: Racial Violenin Britain 1911-1919,History Today 35, no.
10 (October 1, 1985): 43.
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of peace but Parliament annually renewed this policy until 1971, while adding more
stringent control§® The subsequent Aliens Restriction Act of 1919 and the Aliens Order
of 1920 decreed that every immigrant (except those entering on a tempora)yiasi
lacked sufficient means of support or a work permit from the Ministry of Labor would be
barred from landing. Any right of appeal to the Home Secretary was @wgaigated and
the traditional claim of asylum was revok8dhe Government would selectively admit
refugees on the basis of national need but in the “rhetoric of debate on refugemguesti
the tradition of asylum was accorded quasi-constitutional santity.”

French Interior Minister Albert Sarraut sent reinforcements to theeb®to
prevent Jews without proper documentation from entering France. The Government was
opposed to the admission of any new refugees and informed the German Government
that France would no longer tolerate the dumping of German and Austrian sefugee
across the border onto French territory. A decree was issued on May 2, 1938 that
categorized potential immigrants as “desirable” or “undesirable.”a@gustified this
edict by claiming that “the ever-growing number of foreigners” that hasked into
France posed an internal threat to the economy and national security. Thénefore
granting of permission to enter and reside within French territory would haveaméec
highly selective, differentiating between the “foreigner[s] of good faithd w

demonstrated “an absolutely correct attitude vis-a-vis the Republic andittgimss”

#paul Gordon., Policingmmigration: Britain's Internal Control§London: Pluto Press Ltd., 1985), 9.
®Hirschfeld,Exile, 64-65.

®London, “British Immigration Control Procedures 89t
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and those “clandestine’ foreigners, irregular guests...unworthy of living osalir
who would be forcibly expelled.

The 1920s marked a shift in French immigration policies which previously had
been very liberal in its scope. The growth rate of the French population during the time
span 1836-1936 had been relatively flat increasing from thirty six million to thivey
million. A steadily declining birth rate coupled with the male casualtidseoGreat
War, an aging population and a need for manpower to reestablish and expand the
domestic economy and military led France to adopt an open door policy for émigreés.
During the Nineteenth Century France had received the greatest numbengfantsin
Europe and, prior to August 1914, the majority of aliens originated in Belgium, ftdly a
Spain?® Following the War many Russians sought refuge in the wake of the November
Revolution?®

As national recovery progressed, however, the demand for foreign labor
diminished. Thus, the French Government began to adopt more restrictive measures
(applied to the immigrant population as a whole) during the late 1920s in an attempt to
stem the tide of immigration that threatened the employment of Frenamnsitiz
Unemployed foreign workers were deported and residency permits were not¢addioe

aliens working in sectors in which French laborers remained idle. Laboacisnivith

Iprefect, Gironde, to the Prefect, Bas-Rhin, Junel938, ADBR D 391/19 (dos. 182), HICEM report,
“Note sur I'état actuel de I'émigration d’AllmagneddAutriche” from Oungre to George Rublee,
September 7, 1938, 3, AN 14 (13/56) cited in Catdnmgasy Asylumr4, 181.

2Jean Pierre Dormoighe French Economy in the Twentieth Cen{@sgmbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004), 2, 4.

%Maga, “Closing the Door,” 425.
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foreign workers were discouraged and pressure was exerted upon employengetder
these agreements.

1931 marked the high water mark of French immigration with an estimated three
million alien laborers and their dependents residing within the ReptiBic1932-1933
the Government attempted to limit the number of immigrants, differentiatingebe
political refugees and economic migrants. Nazi persecution of its Jewish tpmpulas
initially seen as a transient phenomenon but the realization of the scope, magrdtude a
probable permanence of this humanitarian problem drove the French authorities to adopt
a harsher immigration doctrine. The implementation of accords dealing with the
problems of Russian refugees in 1922 and Armenian refugees in 1924 elevated the issue
of the care and protection of refugees onto the international*t@gasequently, France
would view its moral obligations towards German and Austrian refugees as a burde
be shared by the international community as a whole.

Bolivia was one of the few nations in the world to accept Jewish refugees
following the Anschlussalthough primarily as a temporary haven, later known as “Hotel
Bolivia.” Prior to Hitler assuming the mantle of the Reich Chancellor and Fuekse
than one hundred Jews had immigrated to Bolivia. However, beginning in the mid-
1930’s thousands of refugees, Jews and non-Aryan political exiles, from Central Europe
found shelter in this Latin American nation. Betwé&gistallnachtand the end of 1939

approximately twenty thousand refugees from Germany and Austria haeldetiiisr

%Greg Burgess, “France and the German Refugee ©figi833,”French History 16, no. 2 (June 1,
2002): 213.

®*Dormois, The French Economy.

“Burgess, “France and the German Refugee Crisid,” 21
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republic; a number exceeding Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, Indiacaretl€
combined. Most of the immigrants settled in the area of La Paz and smalleaara
agricultural communitie¥’

Feng Shan Ho (1901-1997) served as the Consul General of China in Vienna
during the period of thAnschluss A political economist with a Ph.D. from the
University of Munich in 1932, he observed that the persecution of Austrian Jews by
“Hitler’s devils” was increasing on a daily basis prompting him to mairgadmet
contacts with American charitable and religious organizations involved igeefuork.
He recalled that he “spared no effort in using any possible means” to resoumérable
Jews” by adhering to a “liberal” policy of granting visas to Shanghai t@adall who
requested one. This Chinese port city, however, was then under Japanese occupation and
thus outside of sovereign Chinese control and authority. Although an entry permit was
not required for admission into this coastal city it served as proof of destinatine
German authorities and opened the door to escape to Shanghai and other locations. The
Shanghai visas also served as a means of release of Jewish inmatesciam dveal
other prisons. The Chinese Ambassador to Berlin and Ho’s superior, Chen Jie, viewed
the granting of visas to Jews as an impediment to friendly German-Chineseatiplom
relations but was unable to curtail the Consul’s activities. Chang Kai-Shelg faar
on two fronts with the Chinese Communists and Japanese, depended upon German
weapons and military advisors. His son, educated in Germany, became a second
lieutenant in the German 98aeger Regiment and took part in the takeover of Austria.

When asked years later why he was willing to intervene and rescue thefléustria

% eo Spitzer, “Rootless Nostalgia: Vienna in La RazPaz in Elsewhere3hofar: An
Interdisciplinary Journal of Jewish Studi&6.3 (2001): 6-17.
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Ho responded that “I thought it only natural to feel compassion and to want to help.

From the standpoint of humanity, that is the way it should be.” The number of visas
granted by Ho remains a matter of speculation but by October 1938 1,900 visas had been
issued and by the time of the outbreak of war in September 1939 more than eighteen
thousand European Jewish refugees had immigrated to Sh&hghai.

Prior to theAnschlussnany Americans in their private, professional and official
capacities condemned Nazi policies of persecution. The U.S. Ambassador to Berlin,
William E. Dodd, resigned from his position on December 7, 1937 and was replaced by
Hugh R. Wilson on January 7, 1938. On January 8 Dodd condemned the German record
of anti-Semitism, rearmament and violations of the terms of the Treaty sdiles. He
believed that it was the responsibility of American diplomats to remind tHd wfothe
“significance of democratic civilization for which peoples have struggled sivece
sixteenth century.” Speaking on January 13 Dodd denounced the tenets of Aryanism and
accused the Reich Chancellor, Adolf Hitler, of murdering “more personal esémifive
years than Charles Il of England did in twenty years” precipitating anabfprotest
from the German Ambassador to Washington, Dr. Hans Dieckhoff. During February the
Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America and the Universal Christian Counci
for Life and Work held a dinner in New York City honoring Dodd. One of the speakers,

Dr. Ernst Wilhelm Meyer, who until May 1937 had been a career German diplomat and

%Eric Saul, “Response to the Article by Joan R. DefdaRebuttal to the Claims Made by the
Organization Visas for Life™ available from
http://www.chgs.umn.edu/museum/exhibitions/resdeeicsSaul.html Internet; (Last update October 22,
2009); accessed March 19, 2010; “Feng Shan HolenBéscue of Austrian Jews” Visas for Life Project
available fromhttp://isurvived.org/4Debates/Exhibit-RickshawOR&i§ShanHo-bio-Eric.htmlinternet;
accessed March 19, 2010; “The Angel of AustriaissTeby Mark O’Neil South China Morning Post
available fromhttp://journeyeast.tripod.com/angel_of austria wsjbtml; Internet; accessed March 20,
2010.

48



first secretary of the Embassy in Washington, expressed harstsorio€Hitler and his
regime, categorizing them as betrayers of the “lasting interests Getinean
Fatherland...[and] the foe of so many things | had been taught Germany stands for.”
One could not serve the Reich, he argued, if it was necessary to abandon “monal law a
loyalty to the true Germany” while supporting false doctrines of Aryaersuity.

Meyer condemned Nazi anti-Semitism and declared that the German Jew hgd alwa
been a “devoted and useful citizen” and to claim otherwise represented “iggnoranc
lying.”

The American Association for the Advancement of Science meeting, held in
Indianapolis during late December 1937, denounced the suppression of “intellectual
freedom” as “intolerable forms of tyranny.” An earlier resolution, introduged b
physicist Dr. Robert A. Millikan and astronomer Dr. Henry Norris Russefl, wa
reaffirmed and viewed the “suppression of independent thought and its free expression as
a major crime against civilization itself.” Scientists and all shatkers were duty
bound to rebuke “all such nations as intolerable forms of tyranny” with whom
compromise was inherently impossible.

On January 17, 1938 a large percentage of leading American publishers
announced that they would withdraw from the annual Leipzig International Gsrajre
Book Publishers. Such participation, it was felt, would represent a “contradictioa of t
very essence of our function as publishers.” They criticized the censorship, banging
criminalization of the possession of ninety percent of the works of modern German
writers whose works had been translated into English. The German Publishers

Association planned to introduce into the Congress a resolution calling for interhationa
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cooperation in preventing the publication of all works “libeling the head of a State or the
sacred institutions of a State through misrepresentation of history.” Sudidioes
was declared unsupportable by the American publishers and represented a source of
“humiliation.”®®

American political and popular reaction to theschlussvas mixed. President
Roosevelt ended the preferential tariff treatment of Austria and Secoétatgte Cordell
Hull advised the German Government that the American Administration held the Reic
responsible for the payment of Austrian financial debts to the United Statds-adbioins
signaling American acquiescence to the annexation of Ad&tridull directed U.S.
Ambassador to Berlin Hugh Wilson to protest the persecution of Jewish American
citizens and the confiscation or the destruction of their property. The Reich Gomernme
granted in return limited concessions: American Jews would not have to compligevith t
mandatory registration of their property unless they were living within &®yrar
Austria or had been German citizens who emigrated after £433.

A survey of newspaper editorials on the Austrian situation noted that fifty three

percent favored isolationism while forty seven percent believed that a sttomgaha

defense and a willingness to fight would ensure the p8asenator Elbert D. Thomas

%Schneiderman, edymerican Jewish Year Book Review of the €& 89-93. The American
publishers included John Day Co., E.P Dutton and Earrar and Rinehart, Harcourt, Brace and Co.,
Harper and Bros., Macmillan Co., and the Harvandp@l and Yale University Presses.

10«Aystria Removed from Preferential U.S. Tariff t,isTampa TribungApril 8, 1938, 6.

19Sheldon Spear, “The United States and the Persecotithe Jews in Germany, 1933-193%Wwish
Social Studie80, no. 4 (October 1968): 221-222. Followkagstallnacht however, these concessions
were ended as new anti-Semitic policies calledHertotal disenfranchisement of all Jews, foreigd a
domestic, from the German economy.

192ys NewsMarch 21, 1938The TimesMarch 23, 1938, 15.

50



argued that the failure of the Great War victors to contest German vislafidine Treaty

of Versailles proved that war was a futile means of resolving internationé8licts. He
anticipated the abolition of freedom of religion, speech and the press in Austria and
predicted future Hitlerian expansion into Central and Eastern Europe. Recesthadnt
demonstrated that the European War had failed to preserve democracy on the Continent
and consequently, American attention and resources needed to remain focused at
home!®® This theme that the United States should avoid foreign entanglements and focus
its resources on the needs of the American citizen would echo throughout the future
debates on national defense and immigration policies.

Washington Representative John M. Coffee addressed the National Jewish Unity
Conference at the Mecca Temple in New York City on March 12 and claimed\hsi Je
persecution was not a unique phenomenon but rather the “Jewish problem” needed to be
viewed in its economic and social milieu. “Never in history have the ‘chosen people’
alone been chosen for oppression.” The destiny of the Jews was “inseparaltleefrom
fate of all the common peoples of the world...The future of the Jews is the future of
democracy.” The “Jewish problem” would be forever solved if the problems of food,

shelter, jobs, clothing and freedom were elimindtéd.

1%3congressional Record AppendMarch 15, 1938, Seventy-Fifth Congress, Third $essiol. 9,
1016-1017. Senator Thomas: June 17, 1883-Febilary953; Democratic Senator from Utah, 1933-
1951. A critic of Nazi anti-Semitic policies andgapporter of American rearmament he called for the
rescue of European Jews during the Second World Wi the first time in history that the phyaic
extermination of a whole people—the Jewish peoplas#ecome declared policy, in fact, one of the
major policies and war aims, of a powerful aggnessiation.” The rescue of Jews and creation @véash
homeland in Palestine was “the last question orchvhie can afford to be silent or evasive.” Novembe
1942, “Senator Elbert D. Thomas: A Courageous Va@nst the Holocaust” available from
http://www.wymaninstitute.org/education/Elbert%20df. ; Internet; last update 2004, accessed March 14,
2010.

%congressional Record AppengdMarch 15, 1938, Seventy-Fifth Congress, Third Sessioh,9
1036-1037.
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The National Conference of Jews and Christians issued a declaration of
principles, co-signed by ninety-nine leading Jewish, Protestant and Caltieolicgians,
predicting that Nazi policies would be “relentlessly furthered in Aaisénd that all of
the religious faiths were obligated to unite in the defense of universal “hughénand
liberties.™  Dr. Cyrus Adler expressed in a statement, issued iNémeYork Journal
andAmerican(among other Hearst papers), that only force could alter the ideological
path of Hitler as there were “no forum or bar to which decent world opinion can appeal
from the unconscionable assaults of Nazi Germany.” Adler called on Aanelaws to
“steel themselves” in order to provide aid to their beleaguered co-refitgonihe
Executive Committee of the Federal Council of the Churches of Christ inidenpassed
a resolution critical of the “extension to Austria of the [German policy of] irdmm
persecution of the Jews” which threatened “our Christian brethren in Austria, both
Catholic and Protestant, whose religious liberty is destroyed with the lossrof the
political independence.” The Women'’s Division of the American Jewish Congress on
March 30 condemned thnschlussnd its resultant persecution of religious minorities,
Jew and non-Jew?

Herbert Feis, a Jewish economic advisor in the State Department and a supporter

of New Deal policies, called for American engagement in the refugeg andinoted

1%The signers of this declaration included Presitheriry Sloane Coffin of the Union Theological
Seminary; Dr. Robert J. Cannon, President of Fardbaiversity; Dr. Cyrus Adler, President of the
American Jewish Committee; Dr. Stephen S. WisesiBeat of the American Jewish Congress, and Dr.
Edgar de Witt Jones, President of the Federal Gbahthe Churches of Christ in America.

1%%schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 586986.
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FDR'’s receptiveness to such an id&aHe viewed Under Secretary of State George S.
Messersmith (considered the State Department’s authority on the Reighfluignce
over the Visa Division) as a possible impediment to any refugee rescue pian. Fe
believed Messersmith was “slow to recognize the inadequacy” of Amennraigration
practices and was hampered by the “fear [of] any new though wholly rédsamal
justified flexibility in our laws.*®

Foreign correspondent and Berlin bureau chief folNe York PostDorothy
Thompson, observed that tAeschlussvas an international incident of the “first order”
that threatened to generate an uncontrollable cascade of events that would result in
American entrapment in foreign affairs, war or the “utter capitulationh@fvorld’s
democracies. The drama being played out on the streets of Austria—the beatings,
terrorization, imprisonment and economic disenfranchisement—had been predicted by
the earlier events within Germany itself. The world had already beerdpdowith a
“blueprint” of fascist plans and the ultimate question was whether or not “wes&teral li
culture can indefinitely tolerate the aggrandizement upon it, step by step,rbbadra
revolution!” Democracies were not threatened by nation-states but byrf@ational
revolutionary movements” of which fascism posed the greatest danger. The algasycr
although endowed with “enormous wealth and power”, were “totally paralyzed” and

unable to see the ideological peril. Isolationists were “blind and worse than folind”

9%Breitman,American Refugee Policg6.

1% erbert Feis to Felix Frankfurter, March 22, 1988rbert Feis Papers, Box 33, Library of Congress
cited in BreitmanAmerican Refugee Polic$7.
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awareness of that danger is the first true line of deféisehompson also warned that

the forced expulsion of unwanted minorities threatened international order withyanar

If involuntary émigrés were not provided with the means to reestablish themaglves
productive citizens then they would “become [an unwanted] burden upon their hosts.” As
a result, the immigrants and receiving nations faced potential “catastrddres”

migration, she believed, was no longer solely a matter of humanitarian concerrubtit “m
now be regarded as a problem of international polifits.”

Consequently, she called upon the Roosevelt Administration to enter into
discussions with the German Government to devise a rescue scheme along thehaes of t
earlierHa’avarah Agreement which coupled Jewish immigration into Palestine with
increased German foreign trade; a process that allowed émigrés to retpiatadgeonies
to facilitate resettlement and assimilation into a new homéfar&he believed that only

the United States, with its “faith in the democratic principles,” could lead amatienal

1%%0n the Record Wake Up and Live!” by Dorothy Thorapsn Congressional Record Appendix
March 16, 1938, Seventy-Fifth Congress, Third $essiol. 9, 1046-1047. Thompson was the Berlin
bureau chief for thdlew York Posand in 1934 she became the first journalist teXyelled by order of
the Fuehrer from Germany because of her criticifhitter and the Nazi Government.

“9Dorothy Thompson, “Refugees: A World Problergreign Affairs 16 (1938): 377.

MTheHa’avarahor Transfer Agreement was an accord arranged gld883 between the Jewish
Agency for Palestine, the German Zionist Federaaioth the Reich Ministry of Economics. The plan
allowed those Jews who were immigrating to Paledtirtransfer a portion of their wealth and propert
the form of German trade goods purchased withinm@ay. Subsequently, such merchandise, equipment,
etc. could be resold in the Mandate for Palestigiamency. The nature of this exchange of Jewslids
for German wares was kept confidential due todéteptial controversy until it was revealed in 193%he
Nazi regime was motivated by the significant effefcthe world wide economic boycott of Germany in
1933. Jews who supported this arrangement weresgpipto such an embargo although, in the view of
many contemporaries and later historians, the owyeal the loss of foreign exchange could haveeidre
the collapse of Nazi rule. “The Transfer Agreemamd the Boycott Movement: A Jewish Dilemma on the
Eve of the Holocaust” by Yf'aat Weiss, Shoah Reseuenter, available from
http://www1.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Weir2D-%203231.pdfinternet; accessed October
7, 2010. For a more detailed analysis of this eaed the marked divergence of opinion within the
international Jewish community see Edwin Blatke Transfer Agreeme(iflew York: Carroll and Graf
Publishers), 2001.
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rescue effort; a project based not on “pity for the exiles” but as a symbediififmation
of our own [core] beliefs**? Thompson argued that any solution to the refugee crisis
would require multinational cooperation and the creation of an organization that would
have the proper amount of expertise, influence and finances. The European refugee
situation, however, created a potential “trap” for the United States and therkiVest
European nations. Any failure to act could “make them complicit” in HitlertisJewish
policies and “discredit them before their own publics” or “force them into inetéct
action divisive of their domestic public opiniott*

Richard Breitman and Alan M. Kraut have suggested that Feis and Thompson
were the sources of “four key proposals” adopted by the U.S. Governmentgpribaeh
to the refugee problem. Feis argued for the consolidation of the annual German and
Austrian immigration quotas; “streamlining” the mechanism of obtaining anddang
“affidavits of support” from American sponsors and the creation of the Presidentia
Advisory Committee for Political Refugees. Thompson’s primary focus was on the
creation of an international refugee organization to deal with forced migrataomaki-
national effort:** Some historians, as will be described, have asserted that it was
Thompson'’s public criticism of the Administration for its official inaction hampted

FDR to call for a refugee summit

Y2rhompson, “Refugees,” 387.

3Conrad BlackFranklin Delano Roosevelt Champion of Freedom RutMiew York: Public Affairs,
2003), 487.

1% Herbert Feis to Felix Frankfurter, March 22, 1988is to Cordell Hull, March 22, 1938, Feis Papers,

Box 33, Library of Congress; Moffat Diary, March,1838, Moffat Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard
University cited in BreitmanAmerican Refugee Polic$7.
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Chapter 3

Flight: “A Problem of Growing Gravity and Complexity”

Austrian refugees in Bolivia: “Visas! We begariit@ visas day and
night. When we were awake we are obsessed by. Vi¥astalked
about them all the time. Exit visas. Transit gis&ntrance visas.
Where could we go? During the day, we tried totigetproper
documents, approvals, visas. At night, in bedfagsed about and
dreamed about long lines, officials, visas.”

The world is closing in on the Jews as Fascismiuaphing over
democracy. The Jews as Jews seem powerless toythoray about it.
Only the voice of Secretary Hull has been liftedting the
governments to give the refugee problem immediatepaactical
attention’

The goal of the first phase of Nazi anti-Jewish policy was to make Greater
GermanyJudenreinor cleansed of Jews by means of forced emigration, the seizure of
their assets and property, the elimination of Jews from the workforce and usetiog
terror. 525,000 Jews resided primarily within the urban areas of Germany when Hitl
assumed the Chancellorship in January 1933 (one percent of the total population with
one-third of Jews living within Berlin) and two hundred thousand dwelled in Austria at
the time of theAnschluss.Seventy percent, or four hundred thousand Jews, resided
within municipal communities with half located within the ten largest Germes Ci
Four hundred thousand Jews (eighty percent) living within Germany held German

citizenship and the remainder were primarily of Polish origin; the majooity in

! Leo SpitzerHotel Bolivia: The Culture of Memory in a Refugemt Nazism(NY: Hill and Wang,
1999), 35.

“The Southern Israelité\pril 29, 1938, 20.
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Germany who had been granted permanent resident alien status. Table 1 desaonstrat
that the majority of Jews were of non-agricultural backgrounds; a defycteat would
greatly hinder resettlement.

TABLE 1: Jewish Occupations in Germany in 1933 Census

Occupations Percentage
Agriculture 1.0
Industry and handicraft 19.1
Trade, insurance, communications and

Transportation 52.5
Public service and professions 10.7
Domestic service 0.7
Independent; no occupation 16.7

Die Glaubensjuden im deutschen Re@h cited in Tartakower, “The Jewish
Refugees,” 332-333.

Hitler’s rise to power led 37,000-38,000 Jews to move to neighboring European
countries, primarily France, Belgium, The Netherlands, Denmark, Switdesiad
Czechoslovakia. “Stabilization of the domestic political situation” and incigas
resistance of the United States and other nations to accept refugees, himddoea,
decline in the number of migrants seeking refuge. The passage of the 1935 Ngrembe
Racial Laws did not significantly accelerate the emigration psoc&s,000-135,000
Jews left Germany between 1933 and 1937 of whom 42,000 entered Palestine, 48,000

migrated overseas and 25,000 returned to their countries of drigin.

%*Memorandum of the Jewish Agency, Palestine, tofitian Conference” The Central Zionist Archive
S7/693 available fronhttp://www.zupdom.com/icons-
multimedia/ClientsArea/HoH/LIBARC/ARCHIVE/Chaptef&ror/RefugeeP/Memoranl.htnihternet;
accessed May 15, 2010; “Germany: Jewish Popul#id®33,” Holocaust Encyclopedia available from
http://www.ushmm.org/wlic/en/article.php?Moduleld8D3276 Internet; accessed June 12, 2010.
According to the 1922 Census 168,000 Jews or 4&teofotal population lived in the capital Berlintkvi
26,000 in Frankfurt am Main, 20,000 in Breslau,00D,in Hamburg, 15,000 in Cologne, 13,000 in
Hanover and 12,000 in Leipzig. Approximately 1@0®@ed in the Free City of Danzig. During 1933 20%
of Jews lived in smaller town. An estimated 178,06ws lived in the Austrian capital Vienna and)88,
in Prague.
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TheAnschlusgandKTristallnachf) clearly revealed the fragility and the precarious
situation of the German Jewish community. State sponsored terror genefided af
visa applications.” The initial émigrés in 1933 were able to retain sefigatgercent of
their assets but expanded anti-Semitic measures, Aryanization of &asprises,
economic disenfranchisement and the pre-Nazi era Flight TRriohsfluchtsteuer
reduced their resources to ten percent with the balance seized by the Nazningmiér
Following Kristallnachtand the enactment of the Atonement Fine Jews were able to
retain only terReichmarkgper person. The ultimate impoverishment of the real and
potential refugees would prove to be onghefcritical factors complicating resettlement
efforts. It was the plight of these Jews and non-Aryans and fears of involunsgy ma
migrations from other European locales that led to calls for an internationabsdb
this refugee crisis.

Eventually, 36,000 Jews managed to leave Germany and Austria during 1938 and
77,000 in1939. The latter year marked the first time that the entire American annual
guota for Germany and Austria was filled (including the annexed portions of
Czechoslovakia following the Munich AgreemehtR05,000 Jews and non-Aryans had
filed applications for approximately 27,000 visas by June 30, 1939. Prior to the onset of
hostilities in September 1939 282,000 Jews had emigrated from Germany and 117,000
from Austria of which 95,000 entered the U.S, 60,000 Palestine, 40,000 the United

Kingdom, 75,000 Central and South America (primarily Argentina, Brazil, Chile and

“The TimesJuly 6, 1938, 15.
*The Munich Agreement of 1938 that ceded the Sudhdrto Germany, the establishment of the

Hlinka Autonomists, the pro-Nazi and anti-Semiggime of Slovakia and the return of the Free City o
Danzig to the Reich led to a significant worserdfighe Central European refugee crisis.
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Bolivia) and 18,000 to the port of Shanghai, China. By the end of 1939 202,000 Jews
remained within Germany and 57,000 within Austria. Further emigration was blogked b
order of the S.SReichsfuehreHeinrich Himmler in October 1941Table 2 and 3

provides a detailed breakdown of the numbers and destinations of Jews who were able to
flee Greater Germany.

TABLE 2: Emigration of Jews from Austria and Germany
April 1933-May 1939

us 63,000
Palestine 55,000
UK 40,000
France 30,000
Argentina 25,000
Brazil 13,000
South Africa 5,500
Italy 5,0p0
Other European countries 25,000
Other South American countries 20,000
Far Eastern Countries 15,000
Other 8,000
Total 304,000

110,000 fled to neighboring countries only to fall under German control during the war.
“Jews in Germany 05: Third Reich 1933-193Byicyclopedia Judaicél971), vol. 7,

col. 491, available fromhttp://www.geschichteinchronologie.ch/eu/D/EndJud_juden-in-
Deutschland-05-3R-1933-1939-ENGL.hiririternet; accessed March 12, 2008.

%German-Jewish Refugees, 1933-1939,” Holocaust Elnpgdia, available from
http://www.ushmm.org/wlc/article.php?lang=en&Modde1 0005468 Internet; accessed January 6, 2008.
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TABLE 3: Austrian Jewish Emigration, 1933-1945

NO. OF AUSTRIAN JEWS

Europe 69,390
United Kingdom 31,050
Switzerland 5,800
France 4,800
Czechoslovakia 4,100
North America 29,942
United States 29,860
Palestine 15,200
Asia 7,190
Shanghai 6,220
South America 6,845
Argentina 1,690
Bolivia 940
Africa 1,125
South Africa 332
Australia 1,050

Jonny MoserDemographie der jidischen Bevokerung Osterreichs 1938; 1949V,
Vienna, 1999, in “The Austrian Jewish Community beforeAhschluss Claims
Conference The Conference on Jewish Material Claims Against Germany.
Consequently, on March 25, 1938, the U.S. State Department issued a press
release announcing that the President and the American Government had rddbgnize
“urgency” of the refugee crisis (ninety percent of real and potentizjjees were Jews;
remainder were primarily non-Aryan Christians or political dissideartid)sought to
establish a “special committee” of European and Western Hemisphere nattunding
New Zealand and Australia, that would meet in Europe with the goal of tééicifj the
[orderly] emigration from Austria, and presumably from Germany, of palitefugees.”
Invitations were to be limited to those nations that could be categorized asitrgcei
States,” i.e., those countries that had already received or could potentiafiy/facced
emigrants. Special emphasis was placed on the countries of Latin Ambrota it was
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anticipated (and which proved to be a wrong assumption), could be coerced into
accepting European Jewish refugees. The British Dominions and Colonieslswere
regarded as likely sites of resettlemeérfollowing Secretary of State Cordell Hull's
advice Germany was not invited as Hull felt that it was improper to “neguotititehe
felon about his misdeed§.”

It was hoped that a form of international passport would be granted to these
stateless refugees along withbermis de sejoufresidence permit) arermis de travalil
(work permit)? Officially, the Conference was to deal with all refugees coming from
Germany and Austria but it was blatantly clear that the vast majority vbeuwewish.

The United States Government had not communicated diplomatically with the German

Government (nor the League of Nations or High Commissioner for Refugees from

"It was assumed by the American and European plami¢he Evian Conference that the readiness of
Latin American countries to receive immigrants dgrearlier periods of migration would translateian
acquiescence to accept Jewish refugees, espanidllgentina and Brazil. However, it was cleartttige
Jewishness of the potential émigrés would playitecakrole in opening (or closing) the doors to
immigration. A high level Brazilian official obsezd that “all the South American Republics madsear
at Evian that they were repulsed by Jewish immigngand would never] receive these subversive
elements who bring social disorder.” Others wairthed such charity would lead members of the domesti
German minorities into the ranks of an enemy fiftfiumn threatening national security. Brazil was
viewed as the Latin American nation with the gregpotential for receiving refugees and was speadlfi
“targeted.” However, the existence of domestic [dedional Socialist or anti-refugee groups was iguor
by the U.S. State Department. It was believedttiat'similarity of outlook and traditional close
collaboration” between the two large Western Hetmisjz states would bridge such gaps and gain
Brazilian cooperation. Jeff Less&¥elcoming the Undesirables: Brazil and the Jewisiegion(Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1995), 112, 1842, 199

®Henry L. FeingoldThe Politics of Rescue The Roosevelt Administratiahthe
Holocaust, 1938-194fRutgers, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1970)327,
Ultimately, the Latin American countries introduagdchanged existing laws to severely limit or bar
completely Jewish immigration. Myron Taylor to @ell Hull, August 5, 1938Foreign Relations of the
United States1938, vol. 1, 760.

*The TimesJuly 6, 1938, 15.
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Germany) regarding aid to refugees and it became apparent that the&eiarities first
became aware of the Conference planning following the Hull announcé&hment.

The terms of the American invitation set the hypocritical tone for camfere
provided an official basis for inaction and helped to guarantee its failure:

UNITED STATES PROPOSAL FOR AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL CONFERER
ON REFUGEES:

The government has become so impressed with tlencygf the
problem of political refugees that it has inquitdda number of
governments in Europe and in this hemisphere whéiieg would be
willing to cooperate in setting up a special conbeatfor the purpose of
facilitating the emigration from Austria, and presably from
Germany, of political refugees. Our idea is thatrdas such
representatives would be designated by the goveartsneencerned,
any financing of the emergency emigration refeteedould be
undertaken by private organizations with the repecountries.
Furthermore, it should be understood that no cgumtuld be
expected or asked to receive a greater numbermafgrants than is
permitted by its existing legislation... It has beeompted to make its
proposal because of the urgency of the problem witich the world is
faced and the necessity of speedy cooperativet effaer
governmental supervision if widespread human siffeis to be
averted:'

It appeared that the plan had been promoted by the President without prior
consultations with foreign governments and without formulation of specific goals and
proposals. It followed upon the heels of earlier refugee organizations whicHihnia
degree of success such as the Nansen International Office for Refutpalts(es] by
the League of Nations in 1931 and scheduled to be closed in 1938) and the Migration
Bureau of the International Labor Office. The High Commission for RefugeesnGomi
from Germany was launched on October 11, 1933 by the League Secretariat to provide

for the political and legal protection of forced refugees. It was accountatble fifteen

°The Deseret Timeduly 1, 1938, 36.

YDepartment of Stat®ress ReleaseXVIIl, March 26, 1938.
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nations Governing Body under the leadership of the American, James Grdvenaid

(October 1933-December 1935) and his successor, Major General Sir Neill M&colm.
More than one million Russian refugees had sought shelter in European countries

following the November Revolution of 1917, the Russian Civil War and the famine of

1921. This led the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to demand that the

League of Nations provide relief to these now stateless refugees. The tE&ARRY,

Gustave Ador, noted that this particular group of émigrés lacked “legal fowatéc

clearly delineated “legal status” or “any legal means of subsisteniceréfbre, an

“obligation of international justice” necessitated the appointment of a High

Commissioner for Russian Refugéé€onsequently, the League named Fridjhof Nansen

as the first High Commissioner for Russian Refugees. He introduced a fornspdipas

that officially recognized these migrants who were granted thetaghtwelve month

period of foreign travel. This system was later expanded to include Turkish, Armenia

2The League Assembly meeting of September 30, 188&led to replace the Nansen Office and the
High Commission for Refugees from Germany with & eganization, the Office of High Commissioner
for Refugees under the Protection of the Leagueadions, headed by Sir Herbert Emerson (commencing
on January 1, 1939). Emerson would later assumédithctorship of the Intergovernmental Commitiae f
Political Refugees following the resignation of GgRublee (who had been chosen by the
Intergovernmental Committee to negotiate with Gerynand nations of potential refuge). McDonald had
been the president of the Foreign Policy Assoaiagind a professor of political science and histoky.
High Commissioner he dealt with the issues of partsptravel and identification documentation and
permits granting the right of residence and wdde also sought sites of permanent resettlementdbro
aided by less restrictive German policies on thadfer of capital and foreign exchange. After fwars of
ineffectual work, coupled with a paucity of suppwam the League, McDonald resigned on December 20,
1935. He called for the League and its constitnegnbers to utilize their “moral authority” to peasie
the German Government, for the sake of “humanity@frthe principles of the public law of Europey” t
end its policies which created international “uti@sd perplexity” by the forced emigration of Jeavsl
other refugees. He argued that proactive actiost imeitaken and “considerations of diplomatic
correctness must yield to those of common humdriitgague Aid Asked by McDonald to End Nazi
Persecution,New York Timg®December 30, 1935, 1, 12.

¥Gustave Ador to the League of Nations, “The QuestibRussian Refugees, League of Nations
Official Journal, Annex 2, 1921 (February 20, 1921): 228.
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and Chaldean refugees and by 1924 the documents were accepted by more than fifty
governmentg?

The Commission centrale pour I'étude de la condition des réfugiés russes et
arméniansattempted to codify the rights of these refugees through international
agreements but it was not until 1928 that the “Arrangement on Russian and Armenian
Refugees” was adopted. This document allowed nations to grant non-statutory consent
conceding the refugees the right to work, access to the judicial system audiqnot
from deportatiort> The 1933 Convention Relating to the International Status of Refugees
expanded the terms and scope of the 1928 agreement to include social welfareyreducati
and labor condition¥’

The Great Depression, with its mass unemployment among native workers,
created domestic hostility towards foreign laborers. Consequently, the host nations

adopted policies of restriction, limitation of privileges aefbulement”’ Critically, the

MCircular Letter from the League of Nations Secrgt@eneral August 14, 1928fficial Journal
(1929): 323. The White Russians fleeing the Saalktover were granted by the League of Nations a
special form of papers: the Nansen passport, naftedFridtjof Nansen. Nansen was appointed Leagu
High Commissioner for Refugees in 1922. This padspas granted to other stateless refugees and was
recognized by 52 nations. Approximately 450,000 been granted.

1%James Hathawaif,he Rights of Refugees under International I(@ambridgeCambridge
University Press, 2005), 86.

'®Article 3 of the Convention pledged each signagower “not to remove or keep from its territory
by application of police measures, such as expulsicmon-admittance at the frontieefoulemeny,
refugees who have been authorized to reside thgrdarly,” unless they represented a threat toidnat
security or public order.” Refugees must not beiet entry “at the frontier of their countries afgin.”
The “Contracting Parties” retained the right tdizéi necessary “internal measures” for those redage
“expelled for reasons of national security or pelolider [who] are unable to leave its territory’lack the
necessary papers or official permission to relotasmother country. Nine nations, including theited
Kingdom and France ratified the agreement but Britissavowed the right to deny entry at the border.
Gilbert Jaeger, “On the History of the InternatibReotection of Refugeeslhternational Review of the
Red CrosgIRRC) 83, no. 843 (September 2001): 727-736.

YHathaway The Rights of Refugeeds.
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1933 Convention on Refugees restricted legal safeguards to earlier groups and
individuals who had already been subsumed under the rubric of “refugee.” The flight of
German Jews and non-Aryans from Hitler's Germany, in essence, cresedctass of
statelessefugees who were devoid of legal status and protections, contradicting
Nansen’s 1926 belief that the international refugee problem would remain limited in
scope and soluble by international agreem&Bly 1933 the willingness of host nations
to accept additional refugees became increasingly constrained by adoacestbomic and
political conditions as well as rising nationali$hhe League, in a half-hearted attempt
to solve this new refugee crisis, created the High Commissioner for Refuyeaes
Germany under the chairmanship of James G. McDonald in October 1933 but, in contrast
to the support offered to the Nansen Office High Commissioner for Russian Refligees, a
funding for the new establishment had to be derived from private sources as a means of
placating German hostility towards the League and its activfties.

The checkered past of prior attempts at international cooperation for the
resettlement of refugees led Franklin Roosevelt to believe that an organiepioate
and distinct from the League of Nations was necessary if a solution to the pofblem
German refugees was to be found. The High Commission for Refugees Coming from
Germany encountered much resistance and many obstacles to theifecditat
immigration and did not achieve any meaningful results. The primary tadkes idfgh

Commissioners were to facilitate and coordinate the resettlementadéssatefugees and

¥Marrus, The Unwanted109.
Simpson;The Refugee Problerhi39.

% ouise Wilhelmine Holbom, Philip Chartrand and RithartrandRefugees: A Problem of Our Time
vol. 1 (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1975), 14.
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to conduct negotiations with foreign governments to provide temporary or permanent
havens.

Although James G. McDonald was named to this position by the League his
salary and expenses were funded by non-governmental private Jewish organizations
Secretary-General Joseph Avenol informed McDonald that the initial 25,000 &ames f
provided by the League to the High Commission was to be regarded merely as a loan to
fund and establish operations that would have to be repaid within ong jreaddition,
McDonald would report directly to a special Governing Body composed of natians t
were deemed likely to accept refugees rather than to the Leagusbdgss a wholé?

With the exceptions of French Senator Henry Bérenger, the American Joseph
Chamberlain and the British Sir Robert Cecil the Governing Board was compdeed of
level professional diplomats assigned to the League in Geneva, who, according to
Norman Bentwich, “knew little, cared little, and wanted to do as little aslpesgiout

the cause.® The democratic European powers had, by this time, concluded that
oversaturation mandated resettlement beyond the borders of Europe, fundedtby priva
sources. Bérenger countered Chamberlain’s justification of the tigstigeiota system

of the United States by noting that “hard times were universal, so was the

problem...Whereas, France was caring for nearly half the refugeddntted

“IClaudena M. Skran, "Profiles of the First Two Corssipners'Journal of Refugee Studigsno. 3/4
(1988): 277-95.

2’Simpson;The Refugee Probleri16; Barbara McDonald Stewaltnited States Government Policy on
Refugees from Nazism, 1933-19MY: Garland Publishing, 1962), 99.

“Norman BentwichMy 77 Years: An Account of My Life and Times, 18880(London: Routledge,
1962), 131.
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States...had scarcely taken afiy.”The Roosevelt Administration had announced, in
March 1938, the consolidation of the annual German and Austrian immigration quota but
would not liberalize it policies to admit larger numbers; a stance that wesddate
throughout the Evian Conference.

Consequently, the Governing Board accomplished very little prompting
McDonald to resign his position during December 1935. His resignation letteelgever
criticized the League for its “diplomatic correctness” that prewktite rescue of Jews
who faced “demoralization and exile.” “Common humanity,” he believed, expressed
through the actions of the League Assembly, member states and global public opinion
would “avert the existing and impending tragedies.” The separation of the High
Commission from the body of the League had fatally weakened the effessvainas
office.? Therefore, the catastrophic conditions facing the refugees from Germany
mandated “reconsideration by the League...of the entire situatitrHe"acknowledged
that the League and private relief organizations could “only mitigate a problem of
growing gravity and complexity.” Since European nations would only acceptdimite

numbers of stateless refugees the solution of the problem could only be “tackded at i

AStewart,United States Government Polid20.

Norman BentwichThe Refugees from Germaiy S. Adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference on the
Refugee QuestionYear Book XllI of the Leo Baeck Instititeondon: 1968), 268; “Letter of Resignation
of James G. McDonald” December 27, 1935 C1538 20A32-22873, ix, League of Nations Archives
cited in Richard Breitman, Barbara McDonald Stewand Severin Hochbergefugees and Rescue: The
Diaries and Papers of James G. McDonald 1935-1@16omington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2009),
102. Other entities such as the Nansen Officemt tague of Nations and the Migration Bureau of the
International Labor League also encountered sindifdiculties and lack of success.

%James G. McDonald;he German Refugees and the League of Naflmrelon: Friends of Europe,
1936), 5-12.
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source [meaning Germany] if disaster [was] to be avoifedtwas necessary for the
Reich, McDonald argued, to demonstrate “courage and generosity” by alltheing
“non-Aryans” to maintain a “tolerable” existence whole awaiting eatign. In
addition, Germany must provide the financial means (i.e., the release ofesuffici
personal assets) to facilitate such a population transfer. Furthermore ethiggbot
countries of resettlement should not “fear” calling upon Germany foraegrdegree of
cooperation in resolving the refugee problem by issuing a “general appeatéthat s
from “deep springs of pity” for the “sufferers” of persecution and the “mahign that
our common humanity should be so wrongé&d.”

McDonald’s departure from the High Commission generated positive responses
from the international press. Thki¢ashington Poddescribed his action as “one of the
most powerful indictments of the Nazi regime of terrorism yet given to tlsedeut
world.” TheSan Francisco Chroniclaoted that the persecution of Jews was “nobody’s
legal... [or] military business” but the “uncivilized” actions of Germany madtieeit
“moral business of civilization.”The Nationobserved that McDonald “resigned with a
bang [with] reverberations...still sounding in every corner of the world withtesthat
have only begun to be felt” and represented the “most effective act” of hisldticure.
“His mission was an honorable failure.” TRinchester Guardianminously warned,

however, that “for the Jews the Dark Ages have returfied.”

2l|_etter of Resignation of James G. McDonald,” Debem27, 1935, ix cited in Harriet Davis,
Pioneers in World Order: An American Appraisal loé _eague of Nation®NY: Columbia University
Press, 1944), 228.

“&Britain is Aroused by McDonald PleaNew York TimesDecember 31, 1935, 7.

“Breitman et alRefugees and Rescu®3-104.Washington PosSan Francisco Chronicland
Manchester GuardiafDecember 31, 1935The Nation(January 15, 1935).
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McDonald’s relinquishment of his office “both shocked the League and shamed it
into continuing the Nansen tradition of humanitarian assistafic@he League
membership was divided between those who wanted to dissolve the Nansen Office and
end its refugee efforts and those who sought the creation of a new refugee l@ogy. M
States endeavored to avoid any action that would “prevent the eventual return of
Germany to the League” or provoke the fears of the Soviet Regime thatapeel was
planning to continue the Nansen Office (which had provided passports for White
Russians) despite its earlier decision to dissolve this organization imbecé938"

A Committee of Experts was established to examine the refugee probéem as
whole and concluded that any project to promote mass resettlement of statgtasss
required cooperation between nations who belonged to or remained outside of the
League. The Committee called for the merging of the Nansen Office ahiigthe
Commission for Refugees from Germany and the granting of a wider scope oftauthor
to the High Commissioner. In addition, the Committee believed nations needed to share
the financial, political, legal and bureaucratic responsibilities amongstiees coupled
with a greater degree of cooperation with private organizations. However, the
recommendations of the Committee of Experts were ignored. Instead, Hntgeaabi
the High Commissioner were to be limited “to seeking the assistance offGwrés” to

resolve issues regarding the “legal status of refugees.” Changes toInatmaigation

30Skran, “Profiles,” 292-293.

$10bservations Présentées par Sir Horace Rumboldgegin- Comité Pour L’'Assistance Internationale
aux Réfugies. Proces-Verh&@.A.l.R./P.V.), December 18, 1935, League of blati Archives
R5633/21365/20038 cited in Philip Orchard, “A Right_eave: Refugees; States, and International
Society” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of BritiSfolumbia, 2008), 191.
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guotas were to be avoided and the internal affairs of States continued to bedragarde
sacrosanct. Direct assistance to the involuntary exiles was to remdyvatien the
“province of the private organization¥”" The United Kingdom favored an international
solution to the refugee crisis but disavowed the acceptance of any further ob&dati
the support and resettlement of refug€édoreover, the functions of the High
Commission were to be restricted to “existing, not...potential refugees.ivisiee
greater numbers of Jews would be emboldened to leave Germany for othéf lands.
Sir Neill Malcolm proved to be less intimately involved with refugee neattean
had been his predecessor, McDonald. He was primarily concerned with isslegmbf “
and political protection, on which he...effectively intervened with governménts.”
Norman Bentwich, the Secretary of the Liaison Committee between privatezatians
and the High Commission, was unimpressed with Malcolm’s abilities and
accomplishments. The High Commissioner was “devoid of initiatives and ideas
[thinking] exclusively in terms of formalities and meetings.” His reptotthe League
were a “sad confession of inactivity?’He did personally intervene, however, in the

rescue of approximately five thousand refugees by 938 Neill declined financial

25ir Neill Malcolm, Refugees Coming From Germany: Report submitteldet@eventeenth Ordinary
Session of the Assembly of the League of Natha9.1936.XIl. September 1, 1936 cited in E. Reut
Nicolussi et alRecueil des couryol. 73 (The Hague, The Netherlandsadémie de Droit International
de la Haye 1948), 39.

% Orchard, “A Right to Leave,” 191.

#British Foreign Office Memorandum on Report of Coitte® on International Assistance to Refugees.
January 16, 1938, PRO FO 371 W445-172-98 citedrah&@d, “A Right to Leave,” 192.

¥SimpsonRefugee Problen216-218.
%stewart,United States Government Poli@82.

37 Orchard, “The Right to Leave,” 193.
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support from private parties and, although he asked for advice from relief orgarszati
(via the Liaison Committee), he was wont to ignore their recommendafidree

League granted a restricted number of Nansen passports to German refsigegiined

in the non-binding Provisional Agreement of 1936 (between the U.K., France, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Norway and Denmark), but the Nansen Office itseld wotil
cooperate with the Office of the High Commissioner in the handling and processing of
these travel documents.

The League ultimately decided to combine the Nansen Office and the High
Commission in 1938. Although the United Kingdom now favored the consolidation of
the two organizations the Home Office was wary of the new entity pursuingdealistic
and adventurous policy” that could bring undue pressure upon “countries of temporary
refuge.”® The Soviet Union dropped its opposition to the plan provided the organization
would operate on a temporary basis separate from the League bureandrany a
reference to Nansen in its title would be avoitfetihe focus of the newly created High
Commissioner of the League of Nations for Refugees would remain centered upon the

legal and political safeguards offered to the refugees. The facilitatemigfation and

#Stewart,United States Government Poljc231-232,

%9John George Stoessing@he Refugee and the World Commu(fiinneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1956), 37-38

“0Cooper to Hayter, January 11, 1938, PRO FO 371R22B8527/104/98 cited in Shermasland
Refuge 81.

“l Orchard, “A Right to Leave,” 194.
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permanent resettlement necessitated some degree of cooperation lgetvezements
and private relief organizatiofs.

The retiring Governor of the Indian province of Punjab, Sir Herbert Emerson, was
appointed as the new High Commissioner for Refugees from Germany and, like
McDonald and Malcolm, was limited in his authority and powW&r§he League refused
to provide any financial or legal support and he was barred from entering into any
agreement regarding refugees while acting as the representativéd_efthes of
Nations** The primary aim of the League was to streamline the emigration process,
improve and simplify cooperation between relief organizations and governments and
encourage resettlement of stateless refugees. Emerson was vielwedbtith Foreign
Office as a dedicated bureaucrat who would focus on the machinery of imongad
not seek to “forge” his own refugee policfés.

The U.S. State Department agreed to the appointment of Dr. Joseph Chamberlain,
a protégé of McDonald, to be the American representative on the new High Cammiss

but he would not receive any direct financial support from the Departfhiepivever, it

“bid.

“3Emerson became Director of the Intergovernmentahi@ittee upon George Rublee’s resignation in
February 1939 and remained in this position uhdél Committee’s dissolution on June 30, 1947.

“3Gil Loescher;The UNHCR and World Politics: A Perilous PgtBxford: Oxford University Press,
2001), 32.

“*Marrus, The Unwanted166.

“*Stewart,United States Government Polidyl6.Other individuals had been considered for this
position as well, including Admiral Mark Bristol,he had been involved in the issue of the Armenian
Genocide and refugees following the end of the Géar and the occupation of Constantinople. He
declined this appointment as the State Departnedused to pay for his traveling expenses. McDonald
advised Cordell Hull on February 6, 1934, NARA 328/94: “...there is no provision under the laws for
the issuance by the United States authorities ofieh@nts of Identity and Travel to aliens.” Durihe
mid-portion of the 1920’s the State Department aed that “American Consular officers certainly main
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was predictable that “there was no hope” that such a consolidation of refugeg office
would result in any meaningful accomplishments. The League leadershgplivasily
conservative and averse to risk taking. In addition, the potential countries of permane
refuge were limited in their willingness to admit involuntary exifelohn George
Stoessinger had observed that the League was a house “divided agafisvitsel
member states both supportive and opposed to international efforts at solving the refugee
crisis®® Many members believed that their parochial interests would be threatened by
any weakening or liberalization of their respective immigration slieind quota.
Ultimately, the reluctant efforts of the League High Commission woulddleced by
those of Roosevelt’'s Evian Conference and its creation, the Intergovernmental
Committee for Political Refugees from Germany.

Pessimistic views soon arose regarding the likelihood of success of the upcoming
refugee talks. Solomon Adler-Rudel commented on June 3, 1938 that the Evian
Conference was a “total improvisation” due to the lack of a working agenda.dHarol

Ginsburg, a representative of the Joint Distribution Committee (JDC)nfeasied by

be authorized to issue travel documents” to Armeigho had survived the Genocide but would accept
Nansen Passports. Letter from the Acting Secreth8tate to Drummond NARA 511.1 C1/7. The
Department of State advised the League Secretangi@kthat the U.S would not become a signatory to
the 1933 Refugee Convention, arguing that the ustaf all persons coming to the United States of
America is fully defined by existing legislation.. The State Department also opposed the issuance of
Nansen-like travel documents for potential refuggglsresiding in their country of origin. Memordnm
from John Farr Simmons, Visa Division, March 3, 49RARA, 548.D 1/100. McDonald, while High
Commissioner, was informed by the Secretary ofeStat U.S. immigration policies were inflexibledan
application of the Likely to become a Public Chactuse (LPC) would block entry of the vast majoaf
German refugees unless they possessed sufficiariemoHull to McDonald April 28, 1934, NARA
D.1/127.

“Marrus, The Unwanted166.
“8StoessingefThe Refuge§2-33.

4°| oescherThe UNHCR209.
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the American delegates to Evian during a June 27 meeting of the Council of Germany
Jewry held in London, that the United States wanted the meeting itself to agetita
and procedures. Ginsburg advised the Jewish Agency Executive in Jerusalem that the
conference would fail due to lack of adequate preparatory planning. Eliahu Dobkin, the
director of the Jewish Agency’s Immigration Department, addressed thshJsgency
Executive in Jerusalem and echoed Ginsburg’s sentiments. James G. McDonald, the head
of the newly appointed President’s Advisory Committee, was also ill-informeddieg
the structure and functions of the meeting and was uncertain about the results to be
expected from the Conferente.

The United States had hoped to hold the conference in Geneva, Switzerland but
the Swiss, wary of offending Germany, loyal to the Geneva based Leaga&afd\and
also conscious of its own restrictive immigration policies, declined. The aisiss
feared that they would be called upon to host any permanent refugee commitez crea
by the Evian Conference. The French government, under Premier Léon Blum and the

French Foreign Minister Joseph Paul Boncour, offered the “luxurious” Hotel,Roya

*%Adler-Rudel/Correspondence, 171, 240, Minutes efXawish Agency Executive meeting June 26,
1938, Adler-RudeDiplomatische Politische Korrespondelh2240 cited in Shabtai Beit-ZvRost-Uganda
Zionism in the Crisis of the Holocausbl. 1 (Tel Aviv: AAARGH Publishing House, 2004)142. Dobkin
(December 31, 1898-October 26, 1976) was a leadimgjst and signatory to the Israeli Declaration of
Independence. Adler-Rudel was born in Czernowitistria-Hungary (June 23, 1894-November 15, 1975)
and worked as a social worker in Vienna and Bertie served as the executive secretary of the
Reichsvertretung dateutschen Judesind on the executive board of #ienistische Vereinigung fuer
Deutschlandrom 1933-36 when he immigrated to the United Kiogn and later resettled in Israel in 1949.
Fred Grubel, edCatalog of the Archival Collections Leo Baeck Ingé (Tlbingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1990),

2.

*Michael Mashberg, “American Diplomacy and the JemRefugees, 1938-19391VO Annual of
Jewish Social Sciends (1974), 346" Independent Commission of Experts Switzerland—Se &vorld
War “Switzerland and Refugees in the Nazi Era” (Bd1999), 41 available from
http://www.swissbankclaims.com/Documents/DOC_ 15 giger Refugee.pdlinternet; accessed June 19,
2010.
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located in the spa town of Evian-Les-Bains, “the gayest resort town”dyirige French
shore of Lake Geneva, as the conference’sithe locale was described as a “pretty
place, quiet and old-fashioned; its waters and baths have a high repute; its hotels are
among the best in France, and its summer climate is perfect... [l]tsgratitaction is

the enchanting country with which it is surround&dl.”

Secretary of State Cordell Hull stated, in his proposed agenda submitted to
foreign governments and refugee organizations, that humanitarian concerredrequi
“speedy cooperation if widespread suffering is to be avertéditie two major
provisions of the American invitation had, as noted earlier, specified that thef cost
resettlement would be borne by “private organizations” and “no country would be
expected or asked to receive a greater number of immigrants than is pergnitsed b
existing legislation.® The focus of the proposed Committee’s work would be the
resettlement of the “most urgent cases” as allowed by the “regulafioims receiving

countries...” Each government was expected to provide “strictly confidential”

2«Non-League Body Favored by U.S. to Handle All Refe Problems Montreal Gazettguly 6,
1938, 1. Joseph Paul-Boncour (August 4, 1873-M2a&;1.972) served as Premier from December 18,
1932-January 28, 1933, the French Permanent Delégdte League from 1932-1936 and as Foreign
Minister in several cabinets including Leon Blunddbaladier. He later represented France at the San
Francisco Conference on the United Nations andesigis Charter in 1945.

*3Sir Frederick TrevesThe Lake of Geneyaondon: Cassell and Company, LTD, 1922), 88.

**The conference would be held between July 6-158 188 needed to end prior to the state visit of the
King and Queen of England to FranGampa TribuneMarch 25, 1938, 1, 9. Cordell Hull (October 2,
1871-July 23, 1955) was the longest serving SegrefaState (1933-1944) and received the Nobel @eac
Prize in 1945, acknowledging his efforts in therfdimg of the United Nations. He had served 11 $erm
the House of Representatives 1907-1921 and 1928193

*Department of Statd®ress ReleaseX\VIII, March 26, 1938. The financial resourceslefwish
refugee relief organizations were already stretd¢hade limit by the time of th&nschluss It has been
estimated that $50,000,000 had been expended bef838-1938 for the support and maintenance of
refugees. Thus, the pecuniary burden placed ugeatp non-governmental organizations created @maj
impediment to the success of any plan of resetiiemaopted by the Evian Conference. Adler-RudeheT
Evian Conference,” 241.
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information regarding its immigration policies and statutes as welfganaral
statement” detailing the “number and type” of aliens it would accept. Inculcdat
mutually agreed upon “system of documentation” would be required for those migrants
who lacked the “requisite documents.” Finally, a permanent organization was to be
established “to formulate and to carry out, in cooperation with existing agenloasg, a
range program” that would lead to the resolution or the “alleviation of the [egfuge
problem in the larger sense.” Success, however, of such a construction depended upon
fruitful negotiations with the German GovernméhiThe convening of such a meeting
may have served an unspoken purpose, i.e., the expression of international sympathy for
the persecuted Jews of Germany but, as will be demonstrated, such consideration did not
translate into tangible and significant actions. The Committee uétiyndefined the
forced émigrés as “political refugees,” devoid of any specifigioels or ethnic identity,
who sought to leave or had already succeeded in departing the Reich.

Undersecretary of State Sumner Wells cautioned the President to remain
cognizant of domestic restrictionist opinion and to avoid any representation phiadim
or overtly stated that the annual quota or immigration laws would be motifitde
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 marked the first American legislation thaetdmit
immigration into the United States and represented white opposition to the ingoootati
cheap labor. The closure of the American frontier in 1890, coupled with increasing
mechanization and industrialization, reduced the need and demand for foreign labor.

Congress in 1891 established the Office of the Superintendent of Immigration and

FRUS,1938, vol. 1, 748.

>" Feingold Politics of Rescue29.
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enacted a Federal program of comprehensive immigration reform that baresdrihef

certain categories of aliens and provided for the deportation of those who had dmtered t
nation illegally. The Immigration Act of 1917 and its amendments created thgcAsi

Barred Zone encompassing most of the Pacific islands and East Asialfiromne

immigrants would be allowed entry. Literacy tests were adopted and érngrdsbe
excluded on the basis of economic, mental, physical and moral standards or on the basis
of political ideologies. The 1921 Emergency Quota or National Origins Acelimit
immigration to three percent of a particular nationality based on the 1910 census or
approximately 375,000 per year. This Act was driven by nativist fears ofkasie

Southern European immigrants and of the “Red Scare” (the importation of Bolsh&ism)
The Johnson-Reed or National Origins Act of 1924 adjusted the quota to two percent of a
nationality based on the 1890 U.S census. Initially 164,000 foreigners would besddmitt
per year but by 1927 annual immigration would be reduced to 150,000 per year with the
greatest percentage allocated to the United Kingdom, Ireland, FranGeandny.

Limitations were not placed on Canada or Latin American but all Asiansdeared

entry and restrictions were placed on Southern and Eastern Europeans and Russians

*8James T. Kimer, “Landmarks in U.S. Immigration BgliNACLA Report on the Americ&9, no. 1
(July/August 2005), 34. Eugenicists, who believed biological racial hierarchy, helped formuldte t
1921 Act. They believed that “severe restrictibimumigration [was] essential to prevent the deteiion
of American civilization....The ‘melting pot’ theorwis] a complete fallacy...because it suggest[ed] that
impurities and baser qualities [were] eliminatediuy intermingling of races, whereas they are jikelbe
increased.” “Eugenicists Dread Tainted Alierdéw York TimesSeptember 25, 1921, 1. For more
information regarding this topic see the works bbfles B. Davenport, Director of the Eugenics Reécor
Office, Dr. Henry Fairfield Osborn, Francis Galtand Madison Grant. See also, Edwin Bladlar
Against the Weak: Eugenics and America’s Campaigbreate a Master Raq@lY: Four Walls Eight
Windows, 2003).
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Preference and admission outside of the annual quota was granted to the parents, spouse
and children of American citizens.

Table 4 describes the number of foreign born residing within the U.S. as a
percentage of total population from the mid-Nineteenth to mid-Twentieth Cenéunile
Table 5 lists the number of total immigrants during the a similar tiamedr The latter
highlights the significant drop in aliens admitted during the critical y&faitse 1930s and

1940.

TABLE 4: Foreign Born in the United States, 1850-1940

Year Number (millions) Percentage
1850 2.2 9.7
1860 4.1 13.2
1870 5.6 14.0
1880 6.7 13.3
1890 9.2 14.7
1900 10.4 13.6
1910 13.6 14.7
1920 14.0 13.2
1930 14.3 11.6
1940 11.7 8.9
1950 104 6.9

Roger DanigBuarding the Golden Dogb.

%9 Roger DanielsGuarding the Golden Door: American Immigration Rgliand Immigrants Sinck882
(NY: Hill and Wang, 2004), 49-57.
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TABLE 5: Immigration 1851-1950

Years Numbers
(millions)

1851-60 2.6
1861-70 2.3
1871-80 2.8
1881-90 5.2
1891-00 3.7
1901-10 8.8
1911-20 5.7
1921-30 4.1
1931-40 0.5
1941-50 1.0

Ibid.

The Department of Labor under Frances Perkins controlled the processes of
immigration and naturalization until 1940. She was the sole member of the Cabinet
calling for a more tolerant immigration policy. Perkins argued that lizatein of the
guota system was “consistent with American traditions and policies to geardritry to
refugees® She advocated for a Presidential Executive Order on April 18, 1933 that
would suspend the Likely to become a Public Charge clause of the 1924 Immigration
Act. This Hoover era provision was strictly interpreted and enforced by agdus8
Consuls creating an under filling of the annual German and Austrian §ld®askin’s
efforts were bolstered by the finding of Circuit Court Judge Julian W. Mack, an
immigration authority and a member of the American Jewish Congress, thianSt of

the Immigration Act of 1917 allowed the posting of a financial bond guaranteaingrth

% Alan M. Kraut, Richard Breitman, and Thomas W. tof) “The State Department, the Labor
Department, and the German Jewish Immigration, 119BM,” Journal of American Ethnic History
(Spring 1984): 9. Perkins was the first woman apied to a Presidential cabinet and was named Begre
of Labor in 1933.

®1 Bat-Ami Zucker, “Frances Perkins and the Germaniste Refugee, 1933-1940American Jewish
History 89, no. 1 (2001): 38.
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immigrant would not end up on the d8feThis approach was opposed by Max Kohler,
an immigration consultant to the American Jewish Committee, who assettéddtha
German Jewish refugees became public charges the consequences wouldl‘queer
efforts.”?

The State Department also objected to this policy but a ruling by the Attorney
General Homer Commings allowed its implementafibi®fficials in the State
Department Visa Division warned that the arrival of ships in New York Harbdefi

with Jewish immigrants” would result in a communal backlash against FoggynBattd
another cautioned that easing the entry of German refugees would result mtdte
States becoming “flood[ed]” with JeWs.Following theAnschlus$erkins called for a
more liberal approach to the granting of visitors’ visas in cases wheas itlear that the
foreigner could not return to Germany. The State Department responded that such a
policy would lead to the “complete breakdown” of established immigration protocol.
The annual “quota restriction would become a farce” with stateless refugpesrag
“permanent admission...without immigration visas and without quota restricfibns.”

Sumner Welles also believed that the stature and importance of an international

conference was reflected by the rank of its attendees rather than a plaemedal ag

62 bid., 39-40.

%3 Max Kohler to Eugene S. Benjamin, HIAS, December 133]Tecilia Razovsky Papers, Box 1,
AJHS. lbid., 40.

* Ibid., 43-44.

% Fletcher to Hodgdon, January 8, 1934, 150/01 288, bid., 44.

®Unknown author, U.S. State Department, Visa Divisiioes the President Have Authority to
Abolish or Waive the Requirement of Passports aisdd/in the Case of German Religious, Racial or

Political Refugees?” October 24, 1938, 811.111uRempns/2176 Y2, NA. Ibid., 54. Perkins was thetfir
woman appointed to a Presidential cabinet and weased Secretary of Labor in 1933.
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Consequently, he recommended that Roosevelt appoint Secretary of State Coldell Hul
Welles, Assistant Secretary of State George Messersmith, areté®gaf Commerce
Frances Perkins to represent the United States at the international mosfere

Instead of following Welles’ counsel FDR selected 64 year old Myron C. i dli®

former CEO of U.S. Steel, to lead the delegation assisted by State Damtdbtivisional
Assistant and disarmament expert Robert Pell and Foreign Service (Blees, ||

George Brandt who were familiar with immigration issues. Taylorgrasted the rank

of Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary and was elected by the Cosiferen
delegations to the chairmanship of the meeting.

Some representatives interpreted the appointment of Taylor, rather than a
professional diplomat, as a sign that the American Government lacked seri@alsngss
the Conference and its work. It was reported that the attitude of the Unitesl \Bées
“one of helpfulness rather than direction.” Officials were quoted as sayingidane
would facilitate the formulation of planning but did “not intend to be the final judges of
whatever may be done”; an attitude that would elicit some “hesitation” in augéipe
French proposal that Taylor chair the conference. Taylor was appareimtjides! to
take the position and some American officials “hoped ‘it would not hapf&n.”

The President did accept Welles’ (and Feis’) recommendation regarding th

creation of a consultative body, the Presidential Advisory Committee on Holitica

®7 FeingoldPolitics of Rescue28.

®Amsterdam Evening and Daily Demogcratly 6, 1938, 1.
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Refugees (PACPRJ. Although inclusive of a number of Jewish leaders the composition
of the membership embraced many who lacked a “particular commitment tavieb Je
cause.”® Hamilton Fish Armstrong, who had succeeded McDonald to the presidency of
the Foreign Policy Association, declined the chairmanship of the PACPR citing his
greater interest and commitment to “international relations than ogl@filanthropy as
such.”

George Strausser Messersmith addressed the committee during itslfirst f
session on May 16, 1938 and warned its members not to expect any concrete results from
either the Evian Conference or its creation, the Intergovernmental Comroitteelitical
Refugees from Germany. He presented his confidential sentiments tbaghlth
humanitarian rhetoric would be expressed the invited delegations and theirivespect
governments were not “approaching the problem with enthusiasm and very few with the
disposition to make sacrifices.” Their decision to attend the conferenceotiaated in
large part by a desire to avoid appearing as a bystander to Jewish pansetiefore,
it was to be expected that the attendees would merely be offering “lip $¢ovibe idea
of rescue coupled with “unwillingness” to liberalize their respective gnation policies.

Likewise, the range of actions open to the United States was severely coddixaine

American immigration law and the quota system. Messersmith hoped that thal “liber

®9This advisory panel was constituted by Henry Mothen, Bernard Baruch, Dr. Stephen S. Boise,
Rabbis Stephen Wise, Hamilton Fish Armstrong (edifd-oreign Affairg, Paul Baerwald (Chairman of
the American Joint Distribution Committee), the RBamuel Calvert, Joseph P. Chamberlain, Basil
Harris, Louis Kennedy, the Most Reverend JosefRufmmel, James M. Speers and James G. McDonald
who would serve as chairman.

" David Clay LargeAnd the World Closed Its Doors: The Story of OnmfiaAbandoned to the
Holocaust(NY: Basic Books, 2003), 71.

bid., 71.
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attitude” the American Government had displayed towards granting visas (wognénd
more completely filling the annual German and Austrian quotas) and the reeattt#m
refugees on U.S. soil would “serve as an example and incentive” to motivate other
nations to follow a similar patf.

Various motives have been offered to explain the presidential decision to convene
the Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees, also known as tire Evia
Conference. FDR asked his Cabinet during a meeting on March 18: “America was a
place of refuge for so many fine Germans in the period of 1848. Why couldn’t we offer
them again a place of refuge at this tim&?The President would later assert that
America had long served as the “traditional haven of refugee” for thoseg faci
persecution in foreign lands. Therefore, he believed, it was both appropriate and proper
for the Administration to resume its “traditional role and take the lead imgahd
conducting the Evian meeting*However, Roosevelt knew that the Depression had
worsened during 1937-38 with higher levels of unemployment, estimated by the
American Federation of Labor in 1938 to have reached a level of 11 million or roughly
twenty percent of the available workforce. A 1938 Roper Poll revealed that only 4.9%

favored liberalization of the annual quotas, 18.2% called for removal of all limits on

2 bid., 71-72. Messersmith had been appointed @e@eneral in Berlin in 1930 but had been serving
in the Foreign Service since 1914.

Ibid., 70.

"Franklin D. RooseveliThe Public Papers and Address of Franklin D. Roekeé®38 vol. 7, “The
Continuing Struggle for Liberalism” (New York: Tidacmillan Company, 1941), 170.
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admission and 67.4% of respondents called for an end to immigration entirely. Twenty
percent of American Jews, during July 1938, also favored a strict immigratioy. ol

Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes recorded in diary that duriniyléneh 18
Cabinet meeting the President suggested the Administration should “makesy as ea
possible for political refugees” to enter the country while postponing anyréfut
determination” as to whether or not the émigrés could remain under the existiag quot
restrictions. Ickes believed that the provision of refuge, whether on a ypor
permanent basis, represented a “fine gesture” and he anticipated that ttées éoigd
become a “fine class of citizen,” similar to those who entered followmdr#gvolution of
1848. The Vice President doubted that Congress would allow any amendments to the
immigration laws and believed that if a “secret” ballot were held, theslaggre would
ban all immigratiorf®

Although the United States would take the initiative in the call and management
of the Evian Conference FDR was reluctant to have America asheteadership role
and face the risk of having to commit the nation to receive the bulk of the stateless
refugees. Echoing his March 1933 Inaugural Address the President repettieel tha
“policy of the Good Neighbor...can never be merely unilateral” but must be a part of a
larger “bilateral [and] multilateral policy” in which any actions on the pathe United

States must be met with “certain fundamental reciprocal obligatiordriless it was

"®Large,And the World Closed its Doqrz0.

®Secret Diary of Harold L. IckedMarch 19, 1938, Il, 342-343 cited in Breitm&efugees and Refuge
125.

""Franklin D. RoosevelfThe Public Papers563-566. “Presidential Address in New York,” J&te

1938. FDR expanded on this theme of the “Good MNmig Policy” in a message to Latin America:
“Friendship among Nations, as among individual§sdar constructive efforts to muster the forcés o
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clearly demonstrated to the American public that the “good neighbor policy [was]
responded to wholeheartedly by our neighbors,” warned Under-Secretaryeof\&déds,

it would be doubtful that the nation would “favor indefinitely a continuation...of any
policy which prove[d] to be one-side&"Thus, it could be argued that the mere
convocation of an international committee to deal with a humanitarian crisis met
America’s moral obligation. The burden would clearly have to be shared on a global
basis.

Roosevelt, according to Barbara McDonald Stewart, argued that the German
refugee crisis meant that “America could never return to the passiv&hmlead been
playing.”® Sidney Feingold believed that FDR was influenced by charitable ideals,
especially for those “prominent refugees whose caliber impressed him arel whos
personal misfortunes aroused his sympafflyThis, of course, was more of a rhetorical
guestion, since Roosevelt was well aware of the difficulties and risks inleamnt
attempt to manipulate U.S. immigration laws.

Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles, who had promoted the idea of the
conference to the President and Secretary of State Cordell Hull, envisageeting e

an opportunity “to get out in front” of liberal opinion, especially from such influential

humanity in order that an atmosphere of close wstdeding and cooperation may be cultivated. It
involves mutual obligations and responsibilities, if only by sympathetic respect for the rightotfers
and a scrupulous fulfillment of the corresponditjgations by each member of the community thatia t
fraternity can be maintained.” “Address before Baan American Union”, April 12, 1933 available from
http://www.ibiblio.org/pha/7-2-188/188-01.htminternet; accessed August 24, 2010.

"Welles Address to theerald-TribuneForum, October 26, 1938he Public Papers and Address of
Franklin D. Roosevelwol. 7, 411-413.

"Stewart. United States Poligy267.

®Feingold,Politics, 23.
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columnists as Dorothy Thompson and “certain Congressmen with metropolitan
constituencies” and attempt to “guide the pressure [to increase Jewishratnnig to

seize the [diplomatic and political] initiative before pressure built and tadpre
responsibility among the thirty two nations [which attended the conferenteddnsf

us.” He was also concerned about a potential backlash from restrictionist forces opposed
to any alteration in the immigration laws; a concern that was reflattbe terms of the

Evian invitation®* Welles may have been further motivated by humanitarian concerns
after receiving a letter from Samuel Rosenman, the Jewish speecloivA@R, who

was seeking aid for some German-Jewish friends. Welles expressedate a St

Department subordinate, George Messersmith, on March 12, 1938, that it was “shocking”
that immigration restrictions limited the granting of entry visas toraarJewish

refugees “solely because under present German law they have been convicted of
Rassenschandeacial shame]. We should...correct this injusti¢eMessersmith

observed in a memorandum sent to Hull and Welles that “in spite of the difficulties
involved in doing anything constructive” for involuntary refugees the potential for

positive action remained “good.” Mass resettlement could only be accomplishiead ove

prolonged period of time and would require the “cooperative action” of a host of

81 National Archives 840.48 Division of European Affa Memorandum on Refugee Problems,
attached to the Division of American Republics, mesfiNovember 18, 1938 cited in Irving Abella and
Harold TroperNone Is Too ManyNY: Random House, 1983), 16. Welles was the iaffiof the State
Department closest to FDR. Dwork and Jan Pelt sstgdeRoosevelt was the initiator of the Evian
Conference and that Dorothy Thompsons’ article ‘fpaeitked the conscience” of the President who, soon
after reading a preliminary version of Thompsomticke, publically announced his plan to call for a
international refugee conference. Dwork and Jah Piaght from the Reich98.

8Memo from Sumner Welles to George Messersmith, Mag&; 1938, Sumner Welles Papers in

Benjamin WellesSumner Welles: FDR'’s Global Strategist A Biografiy: St. Martin’s Press, 1977),
220.
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countries that would be facilitated by the convening of such an internationaleefuge
conferencé?

Roosevelt could adopt the visage of “international humanitarianism” while
avoiding any changes to the annual quota or immigration laws and preserve thd politica
support of those who opposed the admission of stateless éMigra@$up and other polls
from June 1936 to January 1938 demonstrated that approximately sixty five percent of
Americans were against Roosevelt seeking a third term; highligtméngotential
political risks for the Presidefit.Preemptive action to curtail forced expulsion, migration
and the limitation of the conference to consideration of German and Austrian s2fugee
would, it was hoped, prevent the “dumping” of unwanted Jews from Rumania, Poland

and Hungary; countries that were formulating their own anti-Semiticipslicl herefore,

#Messersmith to Hull March 31, 1938. NARA RG 59 B4Refugees/84.5 cited in Orchard, “The
Right to Leave,” 200.

#BreitmanAmerican Refugee Policg30.The Immigration Restriction Act of 1924 etistied the
annual immigration quota system. The Act, suffusét racial undertones, aimed to limited entry of
cheap foreign labor that would unfairly competedorployment with American workers. Aliens, once
regarded as necessary elements for the develommdrexploitation of the American Continent, wer&no
viewed through a xenophobic nativist prism thatdeleentry of foreign ideologies that threatened the
democratic system. Roosevelt did receive pleas fozal Jewish leaders for aid to Austrian and Garm
Jews and non-Aryan Christians. Rabbi Herbert 3d€ein, president of the Rabbinical Council of
America, called on the President to “sound the nbteumanitarianism as the voice of America to the
German Government for justice and mercy to Cathaind Jews...We do not presume to ask you to
involve our beloved country in any political questibut] we believe that the elementary human right
live unfettered and unchallenged is the concemlohankind.” The leaders of the European demoegaci
were “unable to speak in the same disinteresteepaniisan manner as you can.” The fate of humanity
depended upon the “compelling voice” of a statesmian would be the recipient of the “unquestioned
confidence and support” of the international comityunOnly FDR, Goldstein believed, held such
influence and he called upon the White House tthbeinstrument through which the Catholics, Jemnd a
any other oppressed people may be allowed to litteowt fear of being seized, humiliated and torture
“Roosevelt Urged to Intercede with Germany for @4ts and Jews,The SentinelMarch 24, 1938, 31.

%Time April 11, 1938, 11.
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the refugees under consideration were euphemistically categorizpedlitisél refugees
from Germany and Austria” and not as Jefs.

Such a conference could also serve as a means of converting isolationist
sentiments in the American public to “active opposition [to] international gasfatel
reinforce America’s long-established image as a “haven for the péiitmppressed.®’

The mere convocation of such a meeting served to demonstrate American didagprova
German anti-Semitic policié§.However, if the conference successfully created a
mechanism that facilitated the orderly exodus of Jews from Germany thexs, toped,
German “militancy” regarding Aryans and non-Aryans could be curt&ilefl.Jewish

advisor to FDR, Isador Lubin, believed that the decision to call the Evian Conferasce w
the result of pressure applied by Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, a Roosevelt friend amd advis
“for whom [Roosevelt] had a great deal of affectiéh.FDR met with Wise, Bernard M.
Baruch and Louis Kennedy during April 1938 and informed these Jewish leaders that the
U.S. would have to “relax” the rules and regulations dealing with visa afficenatsif

we really want to be of help, we will have to permit the incoming of refugees without

affidavits.”* Frances Perkins, U.S. Secretary of Labor, held that the President had been

%Mashberg, “American Diplomacy,” 346.
8"NewsweekApril 4, 1938.

#Michael BlakeneyAustralia and the Jewish Refuge#833-1948Sydney, Australia: Croom Helm,
1985), 127.

8Tampa TribungMarch 25, 1938, 1, 9.
% etter from Lubin to Feingold, September 26, 196F&ingold,The Politics of Rescué3.
*"Memo of conference with Roosevelt and State DepartnApril 13, 1938, Robert Szold Papers, Box

25/File 16, Zionist Archives, New York, cited in Hxert Druks,The Uncertain Friendship: the U.S. and
Israel from Roosevelt to Kenne@yestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2001), 3.
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influenced by the opinion of social activist, Jane Addams, who contended immigration
created future consumers who would strengthen the domestic ec3hdemjsh
Presidential advisor Ben Cohen assumed that if the conference ended in fanlMazhe
Germany could be blamed for creating and facilitating the internationgaef
problem?®

Others believed that the consultation was part of a “subtle and far-reaching
international campaign” to promote the benefits of democracy in a world in which
totalitarianism appeared to be ascendant. In addition, any attempt to prebtieffaiar-
ridden minorities abroad, be they Jewish or Christian, German, Italian, Russian or
Spanish” would reap political benefits in an election year by touching “a regponsi
chord in a considerable group” of domestic voters bound by “ties of blood, of race, of
religious or political philosophy?® Some writers believed that the American initiative
for the conference symbolized a return of an increasingly isolationist Unégss $ the
affairs of Europe and sent a “clear political warning” to Hitler and loiseBment”
Roosevelt’'s involvement allowed the Administration to cast the United States in the
iconic role of protector of human rights but at little cost to the Nation. Other nations

were expected to share in the burden of resettletfient.

92 Feingold,Politics of Rescue23.

%Herbert Pell to Moffat, September 10, 1938, HougHtibrary, Harvard, cited in BreitmaAmerican
Refugee Policy61.

% “Refugee Plan Pushes Ideal of Democradginpa TribungMarch 27, 1938, 14.

% Tribune de Genév@aul de Bouchet), July 7, 1938 cited in ShlomazkK&2ublic Opinion in Western
Europe of the Evian Conference of July 19383t Vashem Studi€s(1973): 110.

**Ronald J. BergeFathoming the Holocaust: A Social Problefysproach(NY: Walter de Gruyter,
Inc.: 2002), 96.
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Roosevelt initially believed and expressed during a press conference in Warm
Springs, Georgia, that the forthcoming refugee conference should inclutieraaddi
groups facing persecution such as Spanish Loyalists, German Cathollaglae@ns
and Trotskyites. However, the editordN#wsweeklaimed that the most logical
explanation for the President to extend the range of the conference was to avoid
accusations of giving preference to Jews. They argued Roosevelt wasta@msted in
“belaboring Hitler” than offering a workable solution to the refugee dilamithe State
Department could have ordered the consulates to liberalize immigratioreraguts to
allow entry of German and Austrian Jews in numbers that could “not amount to fhuch.”
Although the United States Government had called for an international confeyetezd
with the refugee problem the policies of the State Department acted to irhpesiery
of German and Austrian refugees. Visitors’ visas would be denied to forewgners
were unable to enter under the quota system, who lacked an “unrelinquished domicile” i
and the means and ability to return to their country of offgin.

A long standing anti-Jewish attitude or complacency towards anti-Sermnafasm
prevalent among officials of the State Department which impacted upon thieigrnass
to facilitate the entry of immigrants. For example, soon after the &éaeinsion to power
in 1933 the U.S. Consul in Munich, Charles M. Hathaway, Jr., compared the German
anti-Semitic program to the earlier actions of the infamous Spanish Inguisrider

Torquemada. The German Government, like the Catholic hierarchy in Spain, viewed the

“"NewsweekApril 4, 1938.
% For a detailed analysis of U.S. immigration peéciegarding Jews from Germany see Bat-Ami

Zucker, In Search of Refuge: Jews and US Consui&iri Germany 1933-1941 (London: Vallentine
Mitchell, 2001).2000
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struggle to save “human souls” as a fight between good and evil in which “no quarter”
could be offered. A “cancerous infection of the Jewish plague” maintained a fdaage
hold” upon the life and survival of modern day Germ&tyhe Consul-General in
Hamburg believed that the new Reich would have a “salutary effect” on the “@uaistm
plague” (with Marxism and Communism often linked to a Jewish worldwide congpirac
that threatened international capitali&th.

The State Department had recognized since 1933 that Jews within Germany were
living under a perilous cloud. Berlin Consul General George Messersmith advised the
President, via Under-Secretary of State William Phillips, that theiafganctions and
actions taken against the Jewish population were “being carried out daily in a more
implacable and a more effective mann&r.A confidential German Ministry of the
Interior memorandum dealing with the Jewish Question was sent from the U.S. £mbass
in Berlin to the Department of State. The document asserted that the problem of the
German Jews could only be resolved if they were “detach[ed] from the Reidttican a
that could only be accomplished through a “systematically attacked finabsolutve
must build up the country without the Jews:>*The Roosevelt Administration at that

time was less focused upon compassionate concerns than upon maintenance of

“Charles M. Hathaway, Jr. to Cordell Hull, May 1938, Department of State 862.00/3013 quoted in
Shlomo Shafir, “American Diplomats in Berlin (193839) and their Attitude to the Nazi Persecution of
the Jews,”Yad Vashem Studi€s(1973): 75.

1%0hn E. Kehl to Hull, March 31, 1933, DepartmenStdte 862.4016/634. lbid. 75.

9%\1essersmith to Phillips, September 29, 1933, Depamt of State 862.4016/1280 Ibid., 76-77.

1%9\lessersmith to Hull, September 21, 1933, DepartroéBtate 862.00/3097, 5. Ibid., 77.
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diplomatic harmony between the two nations, repayment of German reparationgrand w
debts, expansion of commerce and disarmament i$Sues.

FDR advised William E. Dodd, former professor of history at the University of
Chicago and the newly appointed American Ambassador to Berlin (who was sytiepathe
to the plight of Jews in Germany), that the United States could only act in tesistef
American citizens in the Reich by attempting to “moderate the genesaicoéion by
unofficial and personal influence.'* Presidential advisor, Colonel Ed House,
expressed to the new Ambassador words of sympathy and warning. The United State
should try to “ameliorate Jewish sufferings [which were] clearly wiamdjterrible.”
However, the Jews should not be allowed to once again “dominate the economic and
intellectual life in Berlin...*® Dodd did, however, attempt to restrain German anti-
Jewish policies by warning Foreign Minister Konstantin von Neurath thah&wsr
would suffer from international economic boycotts and negative public opinion “so long
as eminent leaders like Hitler and Goebbels announce from platforms in Nugethber
all Jews must be wiped off the eartf®®Dodd expressed similar sentiments to Hitler
who claimed that fifty nine percent of the “officials of [Soviet] Russiaenkaws,

responsible for the collapse of Czarist Russia, and who posed a threat to the sfirvival

1%3assistant Secretary of State Wilbur Carr memo May1®33 of Department conference discussing
American strategic interests. Wilbur J. Carr Papkibrary of Congress, Washington, D.C. Box 16id,
80.

%%illiam E. Dodd, Jr. and Martha Dodd, ed3qdd’s Diary (NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
1941), June 16, 1933, 5.

1%%Charles Callan TansilBack Door to Wa(Chicago: Henry Regnery, 195239 cited in John Weitz,
Hitler's Banker: Hjalmar Horace Greeley SchaghyY: Little, Brown and Company, 1997), 233.

1%Dodd, Dodd’s Diary, September 14, 1933, 37.
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Germany. The Fuehrer warned that if Jews continued their Marxist iastiien he
“shall make a complete end of all the Jews in Germ&HyConsequently, the consistent
conflation of Jews and Communism in Hitler's worldview led Dodd to warn the State
Department to “keep this fear of Communism in mind” in the context of any officia
American criticism of German anti-Semitic policigs.

Despite such admonitions Dodd became increasingly critical of German policies
and actions. Following the Night of the Long Knives of June 30-July 1, 1934, during
which a number of the leaders of the Brown Shirts or SA and conservative nationalists
were arrested and murdered, the Ambassador stated that he had become rgphised b
spectacle of the “country of Goethe and Beethoven revert[ing] to the barlodr&tonart
England and Bourbon Franc®®Dodd criticized British and French policies of
appeasement in 1937 and openly opposed any official American presence at the annual
Nuremberg rally of the Nazi faithful; a declaration that engendered incge@grman
Governmental hostility towards the Ambassatdor.

The 1935 Nuremberg Racial Laws, as mentioned, were applied to both German and
American Jews residing within the Reich. When Dodd suggested to the Stateri@epart
that the application of such restrictions to American citizens represeni@dtson of the
bilateral Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular Rights he was adhat#uet

United States Government did not consider it feasible to issue a formal opinion on the

19 Dodd,Dodd’s Diary, March 7, 1934, 89.

1%)0dd to Cordell Hull, March 12, 1934, DepartmenStéte 862.00/3419 cited in Shamir, “American
Diplomats,” 85.

1%Dodd to Hull, July 14, 1934, Department of Stat&.86/3307. Ibid., 87.

"9bid., 88.
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subject nor would it seek joint action with other Western Governm€rtawever, if a
specific case involving an American Jew did arise Dodd was to informallymad the
German Government to protect the rights of all United States citizens; aaeipphat
was variably effectivé'® These laws, he believed, were the harbinger of more severe
restrictions against the Jews and did not represent “the last word...on this qu&stion.”
During 1937 the Third Secretary of the U.S. Embassy in Berlin, Jacob D. Beam,
predicted that Nazi attempts at forced migration as a means of resohdewish
Question would inevitably be unsuccessful due to lack of sufficient foreign exchange
Consequently, the German Government would adopt such policies that would make
Jewish life in Germany “uncomfortable, if not impossible” and would resultlindal
Jewish birth rates. Therefore, German Jews would “die out in the course of one or two
generations.” The Embassy also believed that external diplomatic or ecqmessures
were incapable of altering German anti-Semitic policies. Rather pokes protests”
would only result in “stiffening resistance” and any form of compromiseinvpsssible
as it would appear to be a form of “submission to foreign dictatés.”
Dodd was eventually recalled from his post due to official German critigisin a
pressure from Under-Secretary of State Sumner Welles and was replddeghbR.
Wilson, a devoted anti-Communist, who possessed a more liberal, conciliatory and less

critical view of Germany. Joseph Davies, one-time American Ambassatitosicow,

111362.4016/1580 Dodd to Hull, November 15, 19BRUS 1935, II, 409-412.
112862.4016/1580 Hull to Dodd, January 21, 19838US 1938, |, 194.
3Dodd to Hull, September 17, 1935RUS 1935, II, 279.

“4\ayer to Hull, Report on National Socialist Inter®alicy, August 2, 1937, Department of State
862.00/3667. Ibid., 91.
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and potential candidate for the Berlin post, claimed that the President wantecde repl
Dodd with a career diplomat who would represent, “in the narrowest and most formal
sense,” the interests of the United Statésloffat asserted, however, that FDR believed
that only the avoidance of open criticism of the Nazi regime would offer anyi¢ane
Ambassador the “hope to influence evert§. The new Ambassador believed that the
Jewish Question was the primary point of conflict that threatened the harmor§.ef
German relations. He feared that public reaction tétisehlussand its aftermath

would “maintain international exasperation against Germany at a high pifch.”
Nevertheless, Wilson convinced the President in 1938 to re-institute an American
diplomatic presence at the annual Nuremberg Party raffi#se State Department
discounted Jewish criticism that such an attendance would be viewed by the Reich as
acceptance of the “Nazi program of racial and minority persecutt3fsllowing the
Munich Crisis Wilson attacked the negative attitude of the American pres$gsin of
hate [that ignored German] efforts...to build a better futt@&Wilson warned Under-
Secretary Sumner Welles that Jews were fomenting a “hostile staiadifthat

threatened to involve America in a Continental conflict over issues that did not “&ppeal

1%)0seph Daviesdylission to MoscowNY: Simon and Schuster, 1941), 255-256.

% offat Diary, January 13, 1938 cited in Shafir, “Aritan Diplomats,” 93.

“4vilson Diary, April 24, 1938, 66. Ibid., 95.

18pid.

"David Surowitz to Hull, August 25, 1938, and MoffatSurowitz, September 8, 1938 in Charles C.
Tansill, Back Door to War: The Roosevelt Foreign Policy,39941(Chicago: Henry Regnery Co.,
1952), 387-388. Ibid., 95.

12Draft of Letter from Wilson to Hull (not sent), HagVilson,A Career Diplomat, The Third Chapter:
The Third Reich51-53. Ibid.
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the vast majority” of the public as a legitimate reason to go td3%avilson did support
the convening of the Evian Conference as a means of “banish[ing] the hatred in which
Germany was held abroad”; compassionate concerns were of secondary*value.
Several days prior to the opening of the conference Roosevelt stated that he
expected “deeds and not speeches.” He regarded the establishment of a permanent
intergovernmental committee that would facilitate and oversee eroigtatbe the
ultimate goal of the meeting® Peter Novick had argued that FDR sought to enlighten
the American public—especially “nativists and isolationists"—that greavelvement
in European affairs enhanced American self-defense and did not represent “some
globalist do-gooding.” Jewish affairs and problems would not be allowed to dictate or re
direct American foreign polici€$” Jewish attendee Solomon Adler-Rudel expressed
similar sentiments believing that “inner political considerations” and edlounk rather
than issues of humanitarianism regarding the Jews motivated the President tee¢bave
Evian Conference. The invitation itself served as a symbolic expressiond&dine to
help others while preserving morality. Although Jews accounted for ninety pefrteat o
real and potential refugees that fell under the scope of the assemblyesiadelchoice

was made to avoid direct referral to Jews, Hitler or Germany

1Zwjilson to Welles, June 20, 1938 cited in WilshiCareer Diplomat38-39. Ibid., 96.

12piscussion with the Nazi Minister of Economic AffaiWilhelm Funk as related to Hull quoted in
Wilson, A Career Diplomat43-44. lbid., 97.

123pavar July 3, 1938 cited in Beit-zvPost-Uganda ZionisirL43.
12%peter Novick;The Holocaust in American Lif&lY: Mariner Books, 2000), 52.

125pdler-Rudel, “Evian Conference,” 238-239
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George Rublee, who would be later selected to direct the permanent committee on
refugees established in London, later expressed the opinion that Roosevelt'g prima
incentive was to express “some sort of gesture” that could “assuage tlad] [mor
indignation” that resulted from the German persecution of Jews. The conference had
minimal “hope of success” and primarily served as an “impressive protest.”

Foreign observers speculated on potential Presidential motivations inngitiad
Conference. It perhaps served as an indirect means of re-connecting tleSthtits
with European affairs. “By returning to the tradition and the methods utilized by
President Wilson,” while America retained a status of neutrality gunhe Great War,

FDR could assume the mantle of “defender of the victims” of Nazi persecution by
involving America in the “humanitarian and juridical problems” of the Contiffént.
Collaboration between the United States, France and the United Kingdom repreaented “
[form of] success” as it implied the future involvement of the American publit wit
European issues and evetfts The formulation of the Evian Conference not only served
charitable purposes but it signaled American engagement in the refigieand
demonstrated a commitment to battle for the “principles of law” in theeemtirld*?°

The initiation of such a conference demonstrated that the refugee problem was not a

“internal German problem” or primarily a benevolent concern but represented an

12%George RubleeThe Reminiscences of George Rulfl¥: Columbia University Press, 1972), 284,
285 cited in Marc Eric McClurdsarnest Endeavors: The Life and Public Work of @edRublee
(Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003), 249.

121 *Europe NouvellgParis), July 23, 1938 cited in Katz, “Public Opinj” 117.

128 o populaire(Paris) July 17, 1938. Ibid., 117.

129 Neue Ziircher Zeitungzurich) July 11, 1938. lbid., 118.
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“international-political” issue that required a solution not based on “charityralor
upon global cooperatioli° Roosevelt, it was believed, regarded anti-Semitic persecution
as a “Nazi germ” that posed a risk of a generalized, more widespread, inféttion.

The British Foreign Office commented that the willingness of the Uniteg$Sto
participate in solving an international refugee crisis representedkadndeparture from
its “years of aloofness from the League of Nations refugee work” angsegoently, was
“unreservedly welcomed in Whitehall.” American participation provided an opportunity
to diffuse the refugee problem around the world; an approach to which the League had
proven inept and unsuccessft.

There were, however, dissident foreign voices who viewed the Conference with
concern. British Foreign Office official Roger Makins believed theitnGany was
attempting to utilize real or potential violence and suppression of its Jewish and non
Aryan population as a form of blackmail which, with the constitution of an international
refugee committee, would merely serve to “encourage” the Reich tblfoesipel those
elements residing within Germany that it considered undesirable. Such actbtise
potential for the democracies to accept refugees would lead, Makins feassd],Pol
Rumania and Hungary to pursue similar policies of persecution as a means of solving
their own Jewish Question “through the good offices of the Committee.” Therefore, he

concluded, “great caution” was needed in the formulation of the Committee and its

130 National ZeitungBasel) July 7, 1938. Ibid., 119.
13 *Oeuvre(Paris) June 26 and July 8, 1938. Ibid., 119.

132Shermanisland Refuge96-97.
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function and scope lest the Eastern European countries would “make the refugesa proble
even worse than it is at presefit”

The British Government did adopt a policy of forced repatriation of refugees fr
East and Central Europe (other than Germany and Austria) arguing that su@s peopl
were not subject to the same degree of persecution of Jews and non-Aryans within the
Reich!** Makins asserted that the Americans had not made adequate preparations for the
conference and warned that the meeting could generate “wild and impratticable
proposals. Consequently, the British needed to carefully construct the position they
would adopt. In addition, he called for the Americans to allocate three quarters of the
combined German and Austrian quotas for refug&e3reasury officials were quick to
comment that the use of governmental funding “was almost out of the question” while the
Colonial Office noted that the Colonies “were not in a position to make a serious
contribution” to the re-settlement isstié.

Walter Adams, the General Secretary of the Academic Assistance Counci
(Society for the Protection of Science and Learning) and Secretdry Sttvey of
Refugee Problems, also feared the ramifications of “ominous statemenesd g other

Central and Eastern European countries vis-a-vis their own Jewish Problem.shA Jewi

133Memorandum March 25, 1938, Roger Makins, PRO, FF2ZB1 cited in Dwork and Jan Péitight
from the Reich99.

134 ouise London, “Jewish Refugees, Anglo-Jewry anitigbr Government Policy, 1930-1940,” cited in
CesaraniThe Making of Modern Anglo-Jewry71.

¥ Memorandum, May 23, 1938, R. M. Makins “InternatibAssistance to Refugees,” PRO FO
371/21749 C5319/2289/18 cited in Shermaland Refugel00. In addition to Lord Winterton and Roger
Makins the British delegation included Under-Seamgbf State Sir John Shuckburgh, Director at the
Colonial Office J.G. Hibbert and Director at therft® Office E.N. Cooper.

139bid., 103.
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migration from Eastern Europe was already underway and if left uncheckeddat woul
devolve into a “refugee catastrophe” that was without parallel in contempgossoyy.
Such a threat reflected the conundrum of the “German refugee problem; ia itselbr
disaster, but in its implications it is terrifying® Sir John Simpson similarly argued that
the “success” of German anti-Semitism and its policies of forced emigatd
economic disenfranchisement coupled with a sense of “impunity” had emboldened other
nations to adopt similar strategies as a means of ridding themselves of “atjoopul
labeled as ‘undesirable **®

Myron C. Taylor held preliminary discussions in Europe with other diplomats,
which established further ground rules for the discussion. The Evian Conference would
be a “confidential meeting” of official representatives and not a public foouriné
airing of “all sorts of ideas.” Thus, only one public session would be held at the
commencement of the summit in which “general statements may be maateérF
deliberations would be conducted privately and at the conclusion of the conference a
“formal declaration” would be released. It was necessary to termireatedeting by
July 17 in order to accommodate the state visit of the King of England to Paris on July 19
which required the presence of many of the delegations. However, there was an
“understanding” that the Committee could reconvene in Paris “if necessary.”

The original invitation to the Evian Conference was to have been limited to

European nations (with Germany excluded) but the United Kingdom, fearing that too

¥valter Adams. “Extent and Nature of the World Refe Problem,” ie Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Scierk@3 (May 1939): 35.

138Simpson;The Refugee Probleri20.
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much emphasis would then be placed on Palestine (although it had a labor shortage due
to Zionist development of the land and its resources) as a potential asyluraditisast
non-European countries be invited as W&lIThe British accepted the invitation with the
stipulation that Palestine would not be discussed at the conference and that the U.S.
would guarantee that the U.K. would not be pressured to accept more Jewish refugees
into Palestine. Conversely, Britain would not attempt to pressure the United iGtat
revising its immigration laws to accept more stateless refugees.

Taylor, during a preliminary meeting with the British delegation, indit#tat
Nahum Goldmann had approached him and discussed the potential role of Palestine as a
place of permanent resettlement. Goldmann requested that Chaim Weizmannd the hea
of the Jewish Agency, meet with Taylor in private session to present the atghate
Palestine offered the best haven for Jewish refuéétowever, Sir Michael Palairet,
deputy head of the British delegation, declared that the British government“woul
naturally prefer that this meeting should not take place.” Taylor informetth@aoin that
there would be an “opportunity” for a confidential meeting with Weizmann but it would

not be scheduled prior to the commencement of the Conference. Weizmann later noted:

In those days before the war, our protests, whéredowere regarded
as provocations; our very refusal to subscribeutoosvn death
sentence became a public nuisance, and was takeulipart.
Alternating threats and appeals were addressesl tiw acquiesce in the
surrender of Palestirté?

“OMorton Blum,From the Morgenthau Diaries: Years of the War 1345 (Boston, MA: Houghton-
Mifflin, 1959), 207-208.

“\Weizmann, as President of the Jewish Agency, wgarded by the League of Nations as the
representative of the Jewish people before thewsagd the U.K. which had been granted the Mandate
over Palestine.

142Telegram from M. Taylor to Sumner Welles, photocapgoffrey Wigoder, edEncyclopaedia

Judaica vol. VI, (Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House, 19288; Chaim Weizmanmrial and Error
(London: Hamish Hamilton, 1949), 498.
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The U.S. State Department also agreed to avoid broaching the subject of
Palestine. The Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, Wallaceayiuadvised
the American Consul General in Jerusalem, Wadsworth, that it was highlythka¢ly
“various groups” would seek to influence the representatives of the foreign gomwésnme
attending the Evian Conference to take up the issue of Jewish immigration intmBales
Such actions should be avoided as “Zionist and non-Zionist questions” would generate
“bitter passions” that threatened the success of the mééting.

Following the announcement of the Evian Conference, Germany exerted pressure
upon Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Rumania and Hungary to hold a counter-conference
which met in Bled, Yugoslavia during the latter half of August 1938. The conferees
called for a further international meeting that would deal with the glopakttsof the
Jewish Question and emigration. However, the apparent impotency of the
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees from Germany éeR¢ich to
abandon support for such a proj&tt.

The final list of invitees included Australia, the Argentine Republic, Betgi
Bolivia, Brazil, United Kingdom, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Ireland, Mexico, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,Swede

Switzerland, Uruguay, Venezuela and of course, the United States. Poland, Hungary,

“Murray to Wallace, July 2, 1938, 867N.01/11B&US vol. 1, 752.

144 Joseph Tenenbaumace and Reich: The Story of an Ep@dtestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1976),
220.
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Rumania and the Union of South Africa sent unofficial observers. The United States, the
United Kingdom and France dispatched selected representatives to serve as the
delegations. The remaining attendees were drawn from diplomats assigned.¢ague
of Nations in Geneva or in other foreign capitals.

Canada was a reluctant participant. Prime Minister Mackenzie Kingveuld
be “unwise” to abstain lest Canada “be classed only with Italy asngftie invitation.”
Further, such reticence would potentially offend the Jewish members of his pphtitza
who believed that a Canadian presence was essential even if “we could do nothing late
on.”** He regarded the Roosevelt invitation as a “very difficult question” which could
result in the entry of refugee Jews. He believed that such admissions waiddacre
“internal problem” and that Canada could not afford to “play a role of the dog in the
manger...with our great open spaces and small population.” Domestic stabglity wa
paramount and the intermingling of “foreign strains of blood” must be avoided or risk
facing a domestic situation that paralleled the “Oriental problem.” Stehess, he
feared, would spawn riots and internecine conflict between the Dominion Government
and the Province¥? King had earlier described to an American diplomat his
recollections of a meeting with Hitler in Berlin in 1937. The Reich Chancékor

believed, could eventually be viewed as “one of the saviors of the world.” Hiter ha

“william Lyon Mackenzie King Diary for 1938pril 25, 1938, 307 available from
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/kiifJ69-119.02-
e.php?&page _id nbr=18976&interval=20&&PHPSESSIDB{#8705tfs49mreeinfmuhnternet;
accessed June 11, 2010.

1*&ing Diary, March 29, 1938, file 21, 1 availablern
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/kif}69-119.02-
e.php?&page_id nbr=18919&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=88ccitbgv7jj76a9no8gpanternet;
accessed June 11, 2010.
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such an opportunity at Nuremberg in 1935 but instead chose the road of “Force...Might
and...Violence” as the method to reach his goals “which were, | believe, attheart
well-being of his fellow-man; not all fellow-men, but those of his own rate.”

Secretary of State Cordell Hull opposed German patrticipation in the conference
due to his belief that a unified international position and solution was preferablecto dire
negotiations with the nation that was primarily responsible for the refugeiorthe
first place. Portugal was not invited although its African colonies, Angola and
Mozambique, were later regarded as potential sites of resettlemelandisent delegates
although it too was not formally invitéd® The Soviet Ambassador to the United States,
Alexander Troyanovsky, viewed the conclave suspiciously, as a Western means t
support Trotskyites hostile to the Communist regifii.he League of Nations High
Commissioner for German Refugees Sir Neill Malcolm was also in attendancaiefy
of Christian, socialist and liberal humanitarian groups were present aitngtweast
one hundred journalists and a number of political, scientific and artistic notaktheassuc
Pablo Casals, the Italian historian Ferrero, and the exiled ItaliarcigoigiNenni and
Spora, the chair of the Pan-European Alliance and Count Condenhove-K&lergi.

A number of nations were excluded from the meeting and included Poland,

Hungary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey and Spain. Italy was invited but

14’King Diary, September 15, 1938, in Abella & Tropenne Is Too Many36-7.

“|Three Irish delegates attended including Francisias Cremins, the Irish Permanent Delegate to
the League of Nations; Assistant Secretary of tagity of Justice John Duff and Second Assistant
Secretary in the Ministry of Industry and Commev¢liam Maguire.

1“%Feingold,Politics of Rescue27.

130 Beit-zvi, Post-Ugandan Zionisnl46-147.
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attendance was declined by the Italian Minister for Foreign AffananCGaleazzo
Ciano, who, while acknowledging humanitarian concerns cited political consmter.ati
He believed that such a meeting could foment hostility against the i@&dre@rnment
due to its own domestic problems with anti-Fascist political refugees andsiés cl
diplomatic and economic ties with Germanylceland and El Salvador also refused to
participate.

There were anxieties within the U.S. State Department that Eastern &urope
countries, such as Poland, Rumania and Hungary, were planning to expel their own
Jews™? Such actions, it was believed, could dissuade other nations from liberalizing their
respective immigration policies while promoting more “refugee dumping” h@o t
Western Hemisphere. The Polish Government noted that large numbers of Padish Jew
residing in Austria and other European countries were returning to Poland despite the
high level of domestic anti-Semitism. The Polish Government enacted awen la
March 31, 1938 which threatened to annul passports issued to Poles living abroad but it
was directed primarily to the fifty thousand Polish Jews residing in AusintaJewish
rioting, with the killing of two Jews and the wounding of more than one hundred along
with the looting of hundreds of Jewish businesses, occurred in Warsaw on March 19.

Crowds shouted “Down with the Jews!” and “To Madagascar with the J&fs!”

3T elegram from US Ambassador in Italy Phillips ta@tary of State Rome, March 24, 1938, 840.48
Refugees/5FRUS 1938, 741.

*During the period 1938-1941 the Jewish populatibHungary numbered approximately 800,000.
Laszlo Kontler A History of Hungary: Millennium in Central EurogBasingstoke: Palgrave, 2002), 374.
The Jewish population of Poland was estimated t8.Benillion. ThompsonRkRefugeeso8.

%3The proposal to resettle the Jews of Europe on ystzr, a French colonial possession off of the

southeast coast of Africa, was raised at variousdifollowing the conclusion of World War I: by the
United Kingdom, The Netherlands, Poland and Nazih@ay. During 1937 the Polish Government
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Despite the efforts of the central government and local authorities to pestent
Semitic violence the return of large numbers of Jews from Austria and otlarsnat
stimulated wide spread anti-Semitic sentiments and actions. The CampiforaNat
Unity, established in March 1937, sought to unify the various Polish nationalist groups
under the patronage of the political elite while promoting anti-Semitismhanektlusion
of Jews from Polish society. General Stanislaw Skwarczynski, the leatther ©@amp,
declared on February 21, 1938 that Jews represented an “obstacle to the normal evolution
of the State” due to their loyalty to international Jewry; a state airathat was bound
to generate “hostile feelings” between the Christians and the Jews. Sitgdtian could
only be resolved by a “radical decrease” in the size of the Jewish populatiangiliz
system of organized mass emigration to Palestine, Madagascar and otleer |Btaing
May he called for the “Polonization” of the national economy as a means of cognteri
the Jewish thredt*

Anti-Semitic actions in Poland, of course, antedateditisxhluss A petition to
the Polish Government on July 9, 1937, signed by 130 Cincinnati multidenominational
clergymen, was read into the HouSengressional Recoridy Representative Herbert S.

Bigelow (Ohio) accusing the Government for failing to protect its minossesalled for

dispatched a three man team of investigators tlyzmthe island’s potential for mass resettlemexdolf
Eichmann submitted a report during early 1938 ¢ihér S.S. officials on the same topic. Followihg t
Fall of France Hitler authorized the enactmentuzfsa scheme but the failure to gain control ofstse
from the British Royal Navy put an end to such plag. “Madagascar Plan” Shoah Resource Center
available fromwww.yadvashem.orginternet, accessed October 3, 2010. The PGl@rernment decision
to annul the passports of expatriates residingreat@r Germany during October 1938 helped to set in
motion the series of events that culminateHiistallnacht

1%4Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 5698
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by the Versailles Treati€S> The American Jewish Congress appealed to Secretary of
State Hull on July 12, 1937 to intercede with the Polish authorities on behalf of Polish
Jewry. The World Federation of Polish Jews and Rabbi Stephan S. Wise (on September
23, 1937) sent a request to the Warsaw Government via Count Jerzy Potocki, the
Ambassador to the United States, appealing for protection of Jewish Poishgiti
against domestic violence. On September 24, 1937 the Federation of Polish Jews
publicized a letter sent to Potocki criticizing renewed pogroms againstish]
population. The Federation also sent a petition to Pierrepont Moffat, Chief of the
Division of European Affairs in the State Department, calling for inteimedy the
American Government. He replied on October 6, 1937 that, while sympathetic, the
United States Government could not interfere in the internal affairs of griaration
unless American citizens or their interests were directly involved. Noesth¢he

Jewish People’s Committee against Fascism and Anti-Semitism submitmilar

%The minority treaties aimed to resolve problemeieht in the redrawing of national boundaries and
the principle of self-determination. The socialltgral and linguistic character of minorities wasbe
protected under the auspices of the League of Nafoomoting “harmony and tranquility in the same
national community.” “A Re-Evaluation of the Veilfgs Peace,” William R. KeyloRelevancé, no. 3
(Fall 1996) available frorhttp://www.worldwarl.com/tgws/rel007.hirimternet; accessed July 17, 2010.
The Little Treaty of Versailles, or the Polish Miitg Treaty, served as the template for a number of
Minority Treaties signed between the lesser Europgavers and the League of Nations. The Polish
Minority Treaty was signed on June 28, 1919 at ¥ées and ratified by the Polish Parliamesgjn) on
July 31, 1919 and came into effect on January 9201 Article 2 called for the “total and complete
protection of life and freedom for all people redjass of their birth, nationality, language, race o
religion.” Article 7 asserted that “differenceredigion, creed, or confession shall not prejudiog Polish
national in matters relating to the enjoyment efl@r political rights, as for instance the adnissto
public employment, functions and honors, or the@se of professions and industries.” Such guaest
were regarded as “obligations of international imi@oace” and were protected by the League to which
minorities could register complaints. The LittieSmall Treaty of Versailles was subsequently rewced
by Poland in Geneva on September13, 1934. “LTitkaty of Versailles,” Elihu Lauterpacht, C.J.
Greenwood, A.G. Oppenheiménternational Law Repor{€Cambridge University (2005) available from
http://www.spiritus-temporis.com/little-treaty-otrsailles/the-treaty.htmlinternet; accessed July 17,
2010. There was also an air of hypocrisy attatchede Minority Treaties in that they did not appiythe
Great Powers such as the United Kingdom, FraneeSdviet Union and Germany. The decline of the
influence of the League of Nations through the 1988 to increased tendencies to ignore or the
renouncement of the articles of these treatieswhi@cerbated the general refugee problem.
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memorandum and received a comparable response from the Chief of the Division of
Western European Affairs, James Clement Diifn.

During October 1937 the Polish Government enacted a policy of “ghetto benches”
in which Jewish students would be segregated from non-Jews in academiconstituti
Many foreign and domestic critics assailed this new policy. The Presibime
American Federation of Teachers, Jerome Davis, representing 25,000 members
condemned such an action as representing the “most serious possible violation of the
solemn obligation assumed [by the Polish Government] towards [its] minorityeséopl
and was an anathema to the American aid and support that restored Poland to
independence, freeing it from the “yoke of centuries.” On December 6 and 16, 1937
respectively, the American Youth Congress (three million members) and thecAme
division of the International League for Academic Freedom called on the Pahsstevl
of Education to disavow such discriminatory policies as “alien to the spirit déatea
knowledge and of free cooperation in the pursuit of knowledge that is so essential to the
world of scholarship.” The American Committee on Religious Rights and Mirsoritie
called on the Polish Government to end its anti-Semitic policies that wererripithie
nor humane.” The Committee requested that the League of Nations and other
governments provide “outlets for [Poland’s] surplus population.” The Institute for
International Education warned on December 20, 1937 that the creation of “ghetto

benches” represented the “beginning of the regimentation” of Polish acdderard

1%8schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 5898 00.
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served as a signpost on the road to totalitarianism. Similar sentimentssue@ on
December 27 by the American Writers’ Committee to Aid the Jews of Pbland.

The international protests fell upon deaf ears. The Polish Parliantsjnpm
response to Jews returning from Austria and Germany, empowered the Mihibier
Interior, via an edict issued on March 31, to nullify citizenship for certain @aésgof
Poles (with Jews undoubtedly serving as the main focus). Those who had resided outside
of Poland in Central and Eastern Europe for five or more years and adopted\ae“pass
and indifferent attitude” towards the State, worked overseas to the detahteatPolish
Nation, fought in the Spanish Civil War on the Republican side or failed to return to
Poland when summoned, would automatically lose their membership in the national
body; an act affecting forty thousand Jews in Austria. The law was set teffadtein
late October>®

When the Evian Conference was formally announced Poland demanded that the

scope of the meeting be extended to Polish Jews. Count Potocki approached the

leadership of the American Jewish Committee and the Joint Distribution Ce@amitt

*"bid., 99-102, 238-241.. Two years of anti-Semiiimlence in Poland culminated in major pogroms
in Brzesc and Czestochowa in May and June 193¢ Arherican section of the International League for
Academic Freedom consisted of 994 teachers afdiatith 110 universities. The officers of the Leag
included President Alvin Johnson, Vice-presidentsAlbert Einstein, Dr. John Dewey, Dr. Wesley C.
Mitchell and Secretary Dr. Horace M. Kallen. THéoers of the American Committee on Religious
Rights and Minorities included Honorary Chairman Brthur J. Brown, Rev. Dr. John H. Lathrop,
Chairman; Michael Williams and Carl Sherman, Videa€men and Linley V. Gordon, Secretary. The
Institute for International Education, directedy Stephen Duggan, issued a memo signed by 179 non
Jewish American academics, including five Nobek®wwinners (Arthur H. Compton, Robert A. Millikan,
Thomas Hunt Morgan, William P. Murphy and HaroldeYralong with eight members of the Committee
on International Relations of the American Assaciabf University Professors plus 59 presidents of
colleges and universities and 107 professors aadsde33 authors signed the protest of the American
Writer's Committee to Aid the Jews of Poland ancluded Van Wyck Brooks, Thornton Wilder,
Archibald MacLeish, Lewis Mumford, Kyle Crichton)ifford Odets, Genevieve Taggard and Vardis
Fischer.

158\liami Herald March 27, 1938, 5AThe TimesMarch 30, 1938, 13.
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(JDC) on June 8, 1938 and called for the emigration of fifty thousand Polish Jews per
year as a means of diminishing domestic anti-Semitiéoland (and Romania) did
offer to attend the Evian Conference with the status of “refugee producerisxand
sought international cooperation to promote the exodus of their respective Jewish
minorities™®°

Roosevelt attempted to placate the Polish Governments and dampen its calls for
Jewish expulsion by offering Angola as a form of compensation. Confidential
discussions were held with the Poles and the British Prime Minister Neviltalighkin
and Foreign Secretary Lord Halifax. The Poles assured the Americatieitdbiat they
would not publicly raise any territorial or political demands for this Portugigman
colony. Negotiations continued under the direction of the IGCR following the
completion of the Evian Conferent®. FDR ordered Taylor to support Angolan
resettlement as a “Supplemental Jewish Homeland” and he emphasizediffeasae
of this project to the “solution of the Jewish problem” as well as his ardent thelie
“Angola offers the most favorable facilities for its creation.” Isvp@ssible that
Roosevelt viewed such a scheme as a means of diverting pressure on the dtagetb St
accept Eastern European Jewish refugees while obtaining British suppautinfoet

ignoring the potentialities of Palestine for resettlement. The Polish Gogetraiso

1%%yehuda Bauer, MBrother's Keeper: A History of the American Jewdsiint Distribution Committee
1929-193%vailable fromhttp://www.geschichteinchronologie.ch/judentum-
aktenlage/hol/joint/Bauer_joint05-prelude-of-holasawhole-chapter-ENGL.htminternet; accessed May
2, 2010.

95kran,Refugees in Inter-War Europ209.
'8iCables sent by Potocki to Beck cited in Emanuelzéiel“Poland, the United States, and the

Emigration of East European Jewry—The Plan forupf8emental Jewish Homeland’ in Angola, 1938-
1939,”Gal-Ed 11 (1989): 65, 81-85.
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viewed the Sinai Desert, Transjordan, Syria and Iraq as prospective faleassh
colonization as weft®?

The American Minister to Rumania informed the State Department that the
Rumanian Government hoped that the issue of the Jews of Rumania, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary and Poland would be placed on the agenda of the Evian Conference. The
Rumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs intimated that his country would likexpzle
annually the number of Jews corresponding to the Jewish birtf¥a®eimner Welles
warned it would be “unfortunate” if the creation of an international refugeteience
would be “construed as an encouragement of legislation or acts” that would foster furt
refugee problem¥* Rabbi Stephen Wise echoed such sentiments in an interview in
which he stated that the Evian Conference would not “sanction” the actions ohany ot
nation engaging in forced emigration. In addition, he warned the governments of various
Central and Eastern European nations that the United States Government would not “deal
with the problem of their own so-called superfluous populatid?isthe Roosevelt
administration, therefore, planned to limit discussion at the refugee conféoestoetly
German and Austrian refugees. It also avoided a specific referencestaciieasing

instead the term “political refugee¥®

%21ull to Taylor, January 193%RUS 1939,” |, 66-69.

%3Gunther to Secretary of State, April 13, 1938, 88Refugees/1FRUS vol. 1, 1938, 742-743.
®4velles to Gunther April 16, 1938, 840.48 Refuge@S/ERUS vol. 1, 1938, 743.

185«Yrge American Aid to Open Palestine,” New Yorkiigs, July 4, 1938, 13.

1% Diner, Beyond the Conceivable: Studies on Germany, Naaiscththe HolocaugBerkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 2000), 89
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The right-wing Christian Front government of fifty-seven year old Rumanian poet
and Premier Octavian Goga enacted anti-Semitic legislation, “faigpalosely the Hitler
pattern,” that eliminated Jews from a variety of professions and occupiznmed the
use of Yiddish, barred the employment of Rumanian non-Jewish servants and closed all
Jewish newspapet’ These anti-Semitic policies, he asserted, would continue regardless
of who occupied the premiershiffHe sought the denaturalization of Jews who had
become Rumanian citizens after 1948Furthermore, Goga announced that his
Government sought to expel five hundred thousand “vagabond” Jews (out of a total
Jewish population of 1,000,000-1,500,000/19,000,000) who came into Rumania
“allegedly...as refugees” and who lacked any rights to citizenship.

Forty-four year old King Carol von Hohenzollern 1l declared that two hundred
fifty thousand Jewish refugees from Galicia and Russia who had entered Rumania
following the end of the Great War had arrived “illegally” and did not constitugetal
element” of the population. Such “invaders” were not protected by minority rights
treaties and must be removed from the body pdfiti®umania would only serve as a

temporary haven for these now stateless Jews and would offer “asylum [onily] unt

5New Republic93, no. 1209 (February 2, 1938): 350-351.
8T ampa TribuneFebruary 3, 1938, 1.

1%9Goga was appointed by King Carol on December 287 1ntil his forced resignation on February
10, 1938. He was a high profile Rumanian anti-$eind leader of the avowedly anti-Jewish National
Christian Party. The Party’s slogan was “RumaaiaRumanians!” Minority rights had been guaranteed
through the Treaty of St. Germain (1919). It waspected by the French and the British that Rumania
under Goga, wanted to strengthen ties with Nazim@ery. In support of Goga'’s anti-Jewish policies th
official German news service raised the issue afomity rights for Germany in the Sudetenland ared th
British suppression of the Boers and the Arabsale®ine.Time 31, no. 3 (January 17, 1938): 26-27.

170 Time 31, no. 3 (January 17, 1938): 26-27.
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means of forcing them to leave...have been fodfitiThe law, however, was
subsequently ruled unconstitutional by Rumanian courts.
Eighty-two year old Alexander Cuza, Minister without Portfolio, announced plans
for an international anti-Semitic conference in which the Jewish Questiold e
studied as a world-wide problem. The issue needed to be “confronted frankly and
realistically” and the only workable solution was the creation of a “Javashbn” in
which the Jews could be concentrated in one location, left to “work out their own
destiny.” Palestine would be excluded from consideration as it belonged to bsebAta
Madagascar (located 240 miles off the coast of East Africa) offeredgga® it was a
possession of France which “soon must solve its own very acute Semitic proBlem.”
Sixty-eight year old Patriarch of the Rumanian National Orthodox Church Miron
Christea (who later succeeded Goga as Premier) had earlier warned,Alugust 1937,
that Jews were the cause of an “epidemic of corruption and social unresttidhagered
the “spiritual treasures” of the Rumanian Nation. Defense against théstbfehe Jews
was both a “national and patriotic duty® In addition, he believed, the nation should be
expunged of “these parasites who suck Rumanian and Christian Bb{6od fiumber of

anti-Jewish riots occurred during late 1937 and early 1938 in Bucharest and outlying

Iadrien Thierry, French Minister, Romania, to theign Ministry, no. 46, December 31, 1938, MAE
SDN | M 1818, 111-12 cited in Carodneasy Asylum73.

Y2rampa TribungJanuary 23, 1938, 6.
1%5chneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Yearbook Review of the Year 5538.

"4 Howard Morley SachaA History of the Jews in the Modern Wog\intage eBooks) available from
http://books.google.com/books?id=TLxXA9W7q74sC&pgaRPT&dq=%E2%80%9Cthese+parasites+who
+suck+Rumanian+and+Christian+blood+%22Rumanian+Je8#&hl=en&ei=DrpzTe2wPMS1tweO3JTL
BA&sa=X&oi=book result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCEREWAA#v=0nepage&g=%E2%80%9Ct
hese%20parasites%20who%20suck%20Rumanian%20and ¥%&ai9620blood%20%22Rumanian%20J
ews%22&f=false Internet; accessed March 6, 2011.
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areas, resulting in injury and death. Cuza informed a German newspaper omyF&brua
1938 that the Government would resort to pogroms if the Western democracies failed to
accept involuntary Jewish refugeé3Clear intimations of the precarious position of the
Jews within Rumania led many to decide to leave the country but the question of where
to re-settle remaining unsettled.

American attempts were made to intercede on the behalf of the Rumanian Jews
Senator James J. Davis (PA) introduced a resolution on January 3, 1938 calling on the
President to inform the Senate of any anti-Semitic “edicts” enactdieliumanian
Government and to utilize his “good offices to obtain a peaceful settlement of proposed
threats” to minority group5.° On January 6 Representative William Sirovich (NY) and
January 25 Representative Hamilton Fish, Jr. (NY) announced similar resotailomsg
on FDR to intervene “in the name of humanity against the shameful treatment” of
Rumanian minorities and to sever diplomatic relations should the need’afise.

American Jewish Committee passed a resolution at ftadual meeting condemning
Rumania's violation of the Minorities Treaty signed after the end of the Glad® The
United Rumanian Jews of America endorsed a petition to King Carol, signed by Jewish
and non-Jewish Rumanians, urging the Government to avoid any actions that would

“remove the name of Rumania from the roster of enlightened and humane countries of

”%Schneiderman, edAmerican Jewish Yearbook Review of the Year 5898-288, 296.

bid., 104.

"“The Tragedy of Racial Minorities in Rumania: Exs@m of Remarks of Hon. William L. Sirovich of
New York in the House of Representativasgngressional Record Append&eventy-Fifth Congress,

Third Session, 99-103.

178 Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Yearbook Review of the Year 5608,
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the world.™"® On January 25 the Jewish Labor Committee held a mass protest rally in
New York City and on January 28 the Executive Committee of the World Jewish
Congress headed by Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, and the American Jewish Congress on the
30", called upon the League to protect the rights of minorities within Rurtf@nia.

Secretary of State Hull, echoing earlier responses regarding thesitoialews
within Poland (and also about Greater Germany), announced on January 6 that the United
States Government could not intervene in the internal affairs of another nation unless
American interests were threaterl&t The American Minister to Rumania, Franklin
Mott Gunther, did, however, “unofficially” advise Goga on January 12 regarding
negative American (especially Jewish) opinion towards Rumania and its ptdicies
which the Prime Minister responded that such protests were “merely impgudéet!
Soviet Ambassador Mikhail Ostrovsky informed Goga that Rumanian policies had led his
presence in Bucharest to be “no longer useful” and consequently, he was returning to
Russia within ten days. The Rumanian Foreign Office replied publicly that the
Government “would in no way object to the departure of the Soviet Ambassador at an
even earlier date*®

The application of British, French and American diplomatic pressurgigldss

the failure of the law to denaturalize Jews, a faltering economy and cedent the

19 “Rumanian Jews Here Appeal to King Cardlgw York Timeslanuary 17, 1938, 34.

180 Senator Charles L. McNary accused Rumania of tifgahe terms of the Minorities Treaty and
submitted a petition from the Executive Committé¢he World Jewish Congress to the Council of the
League of Nationgzongressional Record AppendiMarch 29, 1938, Third Session, vol. 10, 1220-1221
“Mayor Denounces Rumanian PoliciNew York Timeslanuary 25, 1938, 12.

8Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Yearbook Review of the Year 5698

182«Rumania ‘Impudent,”Time January 24, 1938, 16.
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fascist Iron Guard), did have an effect: the dismissal of Goga by theakohbis
replacement by the Patriarch Christea who initially planned to carry out Hiscpssor’s
anti-Semitic program®® However, on February 22 King Carol announced a new
constitution and the creation of a “royal dictatorship,” termed the “National
Concentration Government,” which granted the monarch autocratic powers with whic
he pledged to guarantee “equality before the law to all people of otlesrwéich have
lived for centuries on Rumanian sotf* Cristea, who earlier had advocated anti-
Semitism, then promised the Jewish community the restoration of “sppé@aae, unity
and brotherhood*®° In addition, the King took steps to suppress the anti-Semitic Fascist
Iron Guard and arrested its leader, Corneliu Zelea Codr&armespite outward
appearances journalist Dorothy Thompson claimed that King Carol did “not make a
secret of his conviction that there are too many Jews in Rumania and that the world
should help him get rid of at least a few hundred thousand of tHém.”

The Jews of Hungary also faced an increasingly precarious existencelagtd
by the anti-Semitic actions of the Reich many non-Jewish Hungarited fa the

limitation or the total exclusion of Jews from many professions and other ocngati

183 “Rumania Hohenzollern Dictatorfime February 21, 1938, 28.

184 “Rumanian King Sets Up Royal Dictatorshifidmpa TribungFebruary 21, 1938, 1. Following the
announcement of a new government and constituting Karol held elections in which 5,413 voted grall
that they were opposed to the changes (and theiesavere recorded by officials) and 4,283,395 vated
support. The Interior Minister Armand Calinescmamnced that “by a majority of 99.8% the people of
Rumania overwhelmingly approved the personal dicthip of King Carol 11.” Timeg March 7, 1938.

¥Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Yearbook Review of the Year 5898
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and the establishment of quotas for Jewish entry into colleges and univéf&iiabnan
Daranyi, the pro-German Prime Minister, enacted measures airardading Jews

from the national economy and cultural and social life while depriving them of
Hungarian citizenship. The Prime Minister believed that Jews held a “stiaolgl’ over

the nation and a solution to this problem was urgently needed in order to provide
employment for “Christian youth” while guaranteeing that the “sons of &ty

peasantry” would have the opportunity for the “betterment of their social standihg.”
Government announced in January 1938 that Jews living within the northeast provinces
who could not prove Magyar descent from 1851 onwards would be denaturalized.
Following the Polish model, the Government negated the citizenship of Jews living
abroad. During February Finance Minister Fabinyi called for an end oftlewis
predominance in the trades. It was time, he believed, for the “Christian kamgar
population...to conquer the positions” it voluntarily relinquished over many years. One
month later the Minister of Education, Valentin Homan, declared that Jews could not be
assimilated into the body politic due to their membership in a different “raneXpril,
Justice Minister Edmund von Micecz announced that Jewish interests were fuhaliyet
opposed” to Hungarian national interests. As in Germany anti-Jewish riots &oek pl

and police raids were made into Jewish quarters and random arrests were made. The
post-war nationalist Union of Hungarian Protectors of Race was establishizy 1938

led by the “White Terrorist” lvan Hejjas who believed that the Jewislst@gurewould

188\ tinority rights in Hungary had been guaranteedhgy Treaty of Trianon signed in 1920.
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have been solved in 1919 if the country had resorted to a widespread policy of
pogroms-2°

The threat of forced mass migration from Poland, Rumania and Hungary thus
played a significant role in the conception of the Evian Conference. Fearsod afl
destitute refugees from the East helped to shape the terms of the offitcaian, the
scope of the committee’s action and the deliberate decision to avoid any retertrece
Jewish ethnicity of the real and potential refugees. Anti-Semitismavaeu€onveniently
subsumed under the rubric of “political” persecution paving the way for the Jews of
Central Europe to merely play the role of spectator in a drama in which thd tigaotea
was increasingly desperate for salvation. The Evian Conference wdsyseany as a
beacon of light in an ever more dark and dangerous world but, as will be demonstrated, it

proved for the majority in peril to be a road to nowhere.

18%Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 5688-219.
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Chapter 4

“Firmly Fixed American Tradition”

“It is a fantastic commentary on the inhumanityoaf times that for thousands and thousands of
people a piece of paper with a stamp on it is tfferénce between life and death.”

The revelation of the Evian Conference generated varying eegfepublic and
private support. On the same day as the State Department annenhoceimthe
proceeding the President declared that the primary Americatrilmution to the
immigration dilemma would be the consolidation of the annual GermdnAastrian
guotas (open to both Christians and Jews) but he did not anticipatehange in
immigration laws> FDR knew that his administration faced political risk in promoting
Jewish immigration into the U.S. and he attempted to downplaypdissfon Jews by
asserting that “a great many Christians, too, a very large ntimbald benefit from the
conferencé.

Roosevelt confided in Judge Irving Lehman, the brother of the New York

Governor, that he hoped that “narrow isolationists” would not attackcdn$erence

lDorothy Thompson on the importance of being graaieeéxit and entry visa.
“Deathly Silence Teaching Guide: Bystander Psyatpgl The Southern Institute for Education and
Research available frohttp://www.southerninstitute.info/holocaust_edugatds9.htmlt Internet;
accessed October 4, 2009.

“Press Conferences of FDRol. 11-12, 1938 (NY: Da Capo Press, 1972), #445.

®*Daniel J. Tichenomividing Lines: The Politics of Immigration Contrisl America(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2002), 161.
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proposal out of “purely partisan objectivéds’ehman lauded the Chief Executive for his
efforts and declared him to be the spokesman and moral voice for “thlos are
oppressed [and] deprived of freedom.” The Presidential action, Lelmelzved,
followed in the wake of time-honored American values and would “rouseotigcience

of humanity [and] restore sanity to a world gone [mad]...As an Amerand as a Jew |
want to say, ‘Thank you.*The President responded that he believed the conference
would engender “far-reaching consequences” for “political refsigeet he regretted the
inability of the United States to accept “more than a small propottion.”

The formation of the meeting carried on a “firmly fixed Amarnictradition”
dating back to the days of the Pilgrims, Puritans, Huguenots athdliCa. The “new
world has been and is a haven for the politically oppressékiv York City Mayor
Fiorello LaGuardia was convinced that the clarion call of theid&es had “made a
profound impression on the chancelleries of Europe. At least tvasd pne land that
says ‘shame, shame, on your outrageous conduct!” Women’s rights aaelyddrs.
Carrie Chapman Catt, appealed to the Administration to dispatchvesssls to Europe
to transport involuntary émigrés to the United States while ioggryn the opposite

direction, pro-Nazi sympathizers residing within Amefica.

“Franklin Delano Roosevelt Library (FDRL)/OF 318®to Lehman, March 28, 1938 cited in
Feingold,Politics of Rescue23.

® Irving Lehman to FDR, March 28, 1938, FDRL, OfficFile 3186, Box 1, Political Refugees,
January-May 1938 cited in BreitmaRefugees and Rescue3.

® Ibid., FDR to Irving Lehman, March 30, 1938.
"Tampa TribuneMarch 28, 1938, 3.
8The SentinelApril 7, 1938, 34. Catt added: “Let the bandsypnd the flags fly when the battleships

come and go on this errand of mercy. The shipd neego empty across the Atlantic. Advertise Wide
and smartly from ocean to ocean to find those Gesmého, according to Adolf Hitler, ‘have been
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Conservative Rabbi Simon Greenberg of e Zion Temple and President of
the Rabbinical Assembly of America viewed the announcement of thereané as
heartening to “every lover of liberty and human decency” regssddé the lack of any
liberalization of immigration quotas. Elias Rex Jacobs (1892-1979), edhitbpublisher
of the pro-Zionist Buffalo Jewish Reviewcalled upon Congress to “modify the
Immigration Act” as “the number admissible under the present gsotauch too
limited.” Dr. Dan B. Brummett, editor of the MethodfShristian Advocaten Kansas
City, envisaged the Evian Conference as a shining example of tisé Abeerican
traditions” of offering sanctuary to political and religious refegjeand urged
liberalization of national immigration policy. Dr. William E. &y, editor of the 122
year old Congregational Christian ChurchiBse Advancebelieved that United States’
immigration policy “ought to be subject to modification or...appeal to esdngher
authority where consideration of justice and humanity are involved.William Hiram
Foulkes, the Moderator of the Presbyterian Church in the UnitedsStag¢lieved the
convocation of the meeting harmonized with the “essential Amerpati sind together
with Dr. Willard E. Shelton, the editor dthe Christian Evangelissought modification

of the quota systerh.

captured by the idea of a community of the Gerneopjfe,” and offer them all a free passage of retoirn
the fatherland. The only reservations would bsf,fno passport to return, and second, the saraadial
conditions the Germans have fixed for the Jews...Thdg so procured would apply on the costs of
transportation. Such a plan would give happinessdreat number of people and it would be a most
commendable act of the only nation in the world séepecialty has been freedom for the oppressed.”

° “Question of the Week: What should be the Ameripalicy toward oppressed minorities of foreign
nations who look to this country as a haven ofgefu Should the barriers set up under the immigrati
laws be lowered to help them find new homes heihould the present regulatory restrictions onyentr
apply to them the same as every other ali@ii® United States Newdgpril 4, 1938.
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Joseph Tenenbaum, one of the leaders of the American economic lagyeost
Germany, presciently warned that failure to act at the plaradksd would result in a
“campaign of extermination of the six million Jews living unther shadow of Hitler®
The Executive Council of Churches of Christ in America adoptes@ution on March
25 supportive of the Presidential invitation. “We rejoice in theoacof our State
Department in appealing for international cooperation to provide a havehedf within
the United States and abroad for “all refugees from Ausif@ commend the cause of
these new victims to the prayer and active support of the churches of Antérica.”

Popular support was reflected in various newspapers. Foreigrspamncent,
columnist and Pulitzer Prize winner Anne O’Hare McCormick dbedri the
“heartbreaking” scenes of long lines of Jews seeking visas U.S. Consulates abroad
while “waiting in suspense” for the outcome of the Evian Confege She believed that
the issue facing America and the world was not how many “pltugmd” could be added
to the national rolls of the unemployed. Rather, the world fackohdamental “test of
civilization.” Could America accept the moral guilt, McCormadked, if Germany was
allowed to continue with its blatant “policy of extermination” of the Jewish p&tpl

Some writers to the Editor shared the sentiments of Carrie Gima@atts and
suggested that the United States expel Nazi sympathizerseplagde them with anti-

Nazis seeking to leave GermahyBritish journalist Wickham Steed castigated Prime

% oycott: Nazi Goods and Servig@ddarch-April 1938), 3 cited in Spear, “The Unit8tates and the
Persecution of German Jews,” 242.
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Minister Neville Chamberlain and Foreign Minister Lord Haliffor not attending the
meeting in France or issuing a statement condemning the “abomipatdecution” of
the Jews. Steed suggested that for every Jew “robbed” andeexipem the Reich “one
Aryan German” should be sent back to Germany, “deducting from haltiwthe
proportion needed to help the Jewish destitute.” How long, he asked, couldriwes
civilization sit back and watch the “greatest” atrocity of the centdry?

The Evian Conference was lauded as a testimonial of America’s tradition of
providing a haven to the oppressed of the world and represented history’s first endeavor
utilizing a “round-table conference of nations” to resolve a dilemma “as olgtas t
Caesars.” Many refugees seeking entry were seen as repredeatingst desirable
category of immigrants possessing intelligence and resourcefulnesstiid benefit the
country. Thousands of refugees could be admitted “without changing anything—except
for the better.*® The American Committee for the Protection of Minorities published an
appeal in the press, supported by 125 notable citizens, calling upon the world’s citizenry
to join together in a “great cooperative endeavor to ask the dictatorships to let the
oppressed people go; to welcome these exiles in so far as it is possible; ¢bthespe
integrity and to protect their liberty® Correspondent Clarence Streit observed that the

three major powers, the United States, Britain and France controlled “salalgre of

1 “Deport Aryans, Steel AdvisesThe Southern Israeliteuly 8, 1938, 3.
*The Lewiston Daily Syduly 6, 1938, 1.

®Democracies Urged to Succor Refugedéeiv York TimesApril 11, 1938, 4.
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the less populated” regions of the world and its resources that the outcome and “fate” of
the Evian Conference lay “virtually in their hand$.”

A commentary in a Jewish newspaper predicted that “history will be made” at the
commencement of the international council. Although the possibilities of rescee we
uncertain and it was doubtful that participating nations would significandy thlkeir
immigration restrictions, “the significance of the refugee conferes profound when
viewed in the light of the isolationist policies of the great, modern democradigs.”
occasion “mark[ed] the re-entry of Democracy—as a way of life—into the treans of
world political action”; a counterbalance to the “ideology of totalitarrarisAsking the
ultimate question: “Where is the conscience of the world?” he believed the answdr w
be given at Evian® Some heralded the Conference as the “voice of Democracy”
overpowering the “angry roar of Fascism’s thunder” and represented theeckitke” of
Nazi ideology on the “part of Democracy”; an “uncompromising and...vigorous”
responseé’ FDR'’s call for the conference represented, to one editorialist, the “sttonges
kind of condemnation of Hiterlistic and other savage attacks upon human rights” and the
“moral isolation” of those committing such “barbaric practices.” b @emonstrated
that America was fulfilling its humanitarian responsibilities and could no tdrge
accused of “failing to act.” Optimistically, and perhaps unrealistictiky writer

predicted that “such spontaneous expressions [of support] by organized groups of all

YCharles Streit, “U.S. Spurs Nations to Prompt Attid Refugee ParleyNew York Timesluly 7,
1938.

18 «“Eyes on Evian, “Th&outhern IsraeliteJuly 1, 1938, 6.

% America’s Open Door,The Southern IsraelitéApril 1, 1938, 6.
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kinds [left] no doubt” that the American people favored the granting of “asylum...to as
many as can possibly be provided with such means of escdp&adsevelt's move was
a “precedent-shattering move tantamount to a public rebuke” of the Reidhls rac
policies?!

The editorial board ofhe Crisisexpressed dismay at the “crushing brutality”
inflicted on the Jews in the Reich that was similar to the persecution facdddanA
Americans within the United States. The journal criticized those who had
“expressed...sympathy” for foreign Jews while turning a blind eye to thiet pifdblacks
living within the United States. However, “unlike the Jews in modern Germany, they
know lynching” and view “with a twisted smile” white protests against Na# ant
Semitism that ignored the plight of the “Negroes”: “raiding mobs in Dixie,itéich
admissions to institutions of higher education, the observance of “rigid color tiges”
white Christians and attempts to provide employment for European refugees while the
black “knocks at the doors of a thousand businesses seeking employment in vain.”

NeverthelessThe Crisiscalled upon all African-Americans to oppose “Hitler and
all that he represents.” The primary institutional difference in the tezdatai blacks
within the United States and Jews living in Germany was the application of “every
instrument of the state” against the Jewish minority. Jews faced goveahcergure
while African-Americans faced institutional “indifference.” All bkes should contest
“Hitlerism” but American priorities should be directed towards a demodretiitution

that operated as a “reality for all minorities of whatever race, oalighd or color.”

2 A.A. Freedlander, “The American Refugee MovEtie SentinelMarch 31, 1938, 4.

2y .S, Offers Plan for Refugees: Invites Twenty-NiBeuntries to Form International Committee on
Emigration,”The SentinelMarch 31, 1938, 33.
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Secretary of the NAACP Walter White called upon “intelligent Americagm citizens”

to demonstrate “contempt for and condemnation” of German anti-Jewish policies and
warned that the failure of the white and black races and all religious deniomsntat
oppose prejudice would result in the establishment within the States of the “horisr that
Nazi Germany 2 “American Negroes,” the NAACP declared, hailed the actions of the
Administration for its efforts to find sanctuary for Jewish refug@es.

While many agreed with the premise of the conference there were groups and
individuals who opposed any modification of the immigration quota or the concept of the
conference itself. Such differences cut across religious and political lineSufp Emery
Shipler, editor of the Episcopalian magaZiitee Churchmayviewed the international
gathering as representative of the “finest American tradition in a worldtsiooigh with
fear and cursed with timid politicians” but opposed, along with Rev. R. I. Gannon, S.J.
President of Fordham University, any revision of the quota system due to the laigh lev
of domestic unemployment. The Reverend Francis Talbot, editor of the Catholic weekly
America,alleged modification of the annual quota would not be in the interest of the
nation as it would be “folly for us to admit a greater influx of refugees with alie
ideologies who could not be absorbed without grave economic, political and social
readjustments.”Dr. Samuel McCrea Cavert, General Secretary of The Federal Council

of Churches of Christ in America, supported the “overture” of the Administration but

2Roy Wilkins “Negroes, Nazis and Jew§He Crisis December 1938, 393; “Walter White Scores
Persecution of JewsThe Crisis 399-400 available from
http://books.google.com/books?id=6VoEAAAAMBAJ&pg=BB3&dg=Jews&hl=en&ei=j1RITIMEJcH4
8Ab12vntDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=90&d=0CL8EEOgBMFk4ZA#v=0onepage&q
=Jews&f=false Internet; accessed July 23, 2010.

%A A. Freedlander, “The American Refugee MovEtie SentinelMarch 31, 1938, 4; “Negroes Urge
Haven for Jews,” November 16, 1938, 8.
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believed that the current quota allotments were “sufficient” to meet tosrud a
“substantial number” of involuntary refugees. William Green, President &rtiezican
Federation of Labor, believed that the United States “should take the lead” ifutheere
resettlement issue and cited America’s custom of offering succortimsiof political
and religious persecution. It would be “cruel [and] illogical” and out of step with tim
honored “principles” if immigration was closed off entirely. However, curd@mestic
economic conditions mandated that the nation continue to follow the existing quota
limitations. Dr. Hiram Wesley Evans, the Imperial Wizard of the Knights oKth&lux
Klan, opposed any scheme to encourage additional immigration believing that the
available openings would “most likely...be filled” by those refugees who met the
mandated entry requiremenifs.

Dr. Stephen S. Wise, president of the American Jewish Committee and Roosevelt
confidante, did not believe Congress “should or would” change the existing quotas. He
would accept the admission of a “rather limited number of children” but if there should
develop a “conflict between our duty to those children and our duty to our country,
speaking for myself as a citizen, | should say, of course, that our country comes
first.”?>Wise predicted in an address to a Detroit meeting of the Zionist Oagjaninf
America (ZOA) that the conference would result in a “dismal failure”ssmBritain
altered its Palestine immigration polity/Privately, he labeled Roosevelt's plan as a

“gesture which meant little...One might have expected more from an adntiarstreat

2%Question of the Week,The United States Newpril 4, 1938.
*bid.

#Urge American Aid to Open Palestindyew York Timesuly 4, 1938, 13
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pretends pity2” Publicly, he read to the conference a telegram received from FDR
supportive of Zionist aspirations for Palestine in which the President statdx thad
followed the “rehabilitation of the Jewish Homeland with deep interest” and hoped that
“constructive action” on the part of the ZOA would lead to the “realization of a noble
ideal.”*® Despite such expressions of support, however, the Administration had ensured
that during the Evian Conference Palestine would not be considered as an option for
Jewish resettlement.

Representative Samuel Dickstein, Democrat, NY, the Jewish Chairman of the
House Committee on Immigration, stated that “under the existing conditions d a®ul
unwise to tamper with the immigration or quota law.” Dr. J. D. Hertzler, Professor of
Sociology at the University of Nebraska, supported an international refugees®agra
means of dispersing the refugees over a number of democratic nations whlitghhitg
the political and cultural milieu that had created the crisis but he opposedeaatiat
of immigration quotas as detrimental to American employment.

Dr. Cyrus Adler, president of the American Jewish Committee, resisted changes
in the immigration laws “as it is not likely that any larger numbers would sialssion
here than are now possible under the qudtag\tler and his colleagues preferred the

time-honored Sha-shgphilosophy of Jewish polemics, which sought to turn away wrath

2'SumnerWelles to Harry Friedenwald, August 18, 1938 citeelvin I. Urofsky,A Voice that Spoke
for Justice: The Life and Times of Stephen S. (ikany, NY: State University of New York Press,
1982), 305. Wise was a strong advocate of an enmniooycott of the Reich.

**The Jewish CriterionJuly 8, 1938, 4.

Z*Question of the Week,The U.S. NewsApril 4, 1938.
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with gentle words, to obscure the Jew from public gaZeMrs. C. M. White of Ft.
Dodge, lowa, opposed the admission of agitators from Germany, Austria and Russia and
wanted aid to be given to the American poor before admitting “Europe’s pennif&ss

An opinion poll for March 1938, at the time of tAaschlussrevealed that forty
one percent of Americans believed that “Jews have too much power” in the United
States; i.e., control of finance, commerce and entertainment. Twenty fiempefc
respondents supported the exclusion of Jews from “government and politics” and twenty
percent favored the expulsion of Jews from the country. Nineteen percent were in
support of an anti-Semitic campaign within the U.S. it&eSixty eight percent of
respondents to a May poll opposed the admission of Austrian and German rétugees.
JuneFortunemagazine poll demonstrated that 67.4% of Americans believed that "with
[economic] conditions as they are we should try to keep [refugees] out." 18.2% replied
that "we should allow them to come but not ruin our immigration quotas" and only 4.9%
favored increasing the annual allowance. The remainder was und&ddéane Gallup

poll demonstrated that seventy two percent of Americans believed “we shoulbwad a

$%How to Combat Anti-Semitism in America” (New Yort937), 33, sponsored by the American
Jewish Congress ambycott: Nazi Goods and Servigdsarch-April 1938), 3 cited in Jeffrey S. Gurlock,
ed.,Americg American Jews$NY: Routledge, 1998), 237, 242. T8aa-Shahilosophy, opposed by the
more pro-active American Jewish Congress, was ¢hieftihat if Jews pretended “that the Jew does not
exist...he will not be missed; the anti-Semite, unablénd his victim, will simply forget about him.”
Henry Popkin, “The Vanishing Jew of Our PopulartGrd,” Commentaryi4, no. 1 (July 1952), 46 cited in
Edna Nahshon, edlewish Theatre: A Global Vie({izeiden, The Netherlands, Koninklijke Brill, 2009)
207.

#Boycott: Nazi Goods and Servidddarch-April 1938), 3 cited in Spear, “The UnitStates and the
Persecution of German Jews,” 242.

%2Charles H. Stembledews in the Mind of AmeriqAlY: Basic Books, 1966), 121-131.

%Edwin Harwood, “American Public Opinion and US Ingmsition Policy,”Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Sciend®86): 202.

¥sandersShores of Refugd38.

129



larger number of Jewish exiles from Germany into the U.S.” and fifty two pexegat
opposed to contributing “money to help Jewish and Catholic exiles from Germaay settl
in other lands ¥ Eighty three percent stated in a 1939 poll that if they were elected to the
Congress they would oppose any legislation that would allow “more European réfugees
to enter the country’

Roman Catholic Father Charles E. Coughlin, an initial FDR supporter but later a
vocal, high profile and passionate foe of the Administration’s New Deal, was dme of t
most outspoken anti-Semites of the 1930’s who actively made use of the press and
broadcast media. His rhetoric increasingly conjoined economic turmoil and an @nstabl
banking system with world Jewry and Communism. He called for the creation of a
“corporative state” in America in which political parties would be abolished aid ea
social “class” would have its own Congressional representative. Selectloa of
President would be through a House vote rather than popular eféctitiilizing his
magazineSocial Justiceand his organization, The National Union for Social Justice,
plus an association with the Christian Front, Coughlin maintained that he held “no
animosity towards the Jews [but] did distinguish most carefully between gosddew
bad Jews as well as | do between the good gentiles and bad gentiles.” Hbel disaert
his primary focus lay on the “atheistic Jew and gentile, the communisgtiarkE gentile
who have been responsible...for the discriminations and the persecutions inflicted upon

the Jews as a body.” He believed that Jewish renunciation of and active opposition to

*Robert Edwin HerzsteirRoosevelt and Hitler: Prelude to WEXY: Paragon House, 1989), 256.
%Harwood, “American Public Opinion,” 202.

$"Daily Worker,March 14, 1938, 1. Coughlin (1891-1979) becametadla priest in 1923 and pastor
of the Shrine of the Little Flower in Royal Oak,digan in 1926.
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communism (which he postulated was the source of Nazism) would lead Christians to
“extend the right hand of sympathy towards the persecuted Jews in Gerthany.”

The Veterans of Foreign Wars adopted a resolution calling for a complete
cessation of immigration into the United States for a period of ten years. Miran\i
Baker, President General of the Daughters of the American Revolution, arguinxdtha
Federal Government should not “meddle in the affairs of other nations” and caléed for
more restrictive immigration policy and increased aid to American o#Zelrhe
American Legion Executive Committee opposed any move to liberalize the entry of
“political and religious refugees” into the United States. Such action would bacahim
to the welfare” of the nation. Although the Legion was sensitive to the preditame
the victims of German policies its responsibilities toward “our own cifizender the
present distressing circumstances compels consideration even to tisoexof those in
foreign countries, however sympathetic we may be to them in their presgit’Hli

Representative Edward T. Taylor (Dem., CO) demanded reassurances from the
Administration that American involvement in the Evian Conference would not rasult i
an “invitation to use the United States as a dumping ground for all these pgople.”
Representative Martin Dies, Chairman of the House Committee on Un-American

Activities, warned Secretary of State Cordell Hull that the Evian Confersoald result

#Charles E. Coughlimm | an Anti-Semite@Detroit: Condon Printing, 1939), 94-95, 104-&diin
Robert H. Abzug, “Father Coughlin ‘From Am | an ASemite?’ December 18, 193&merica Views the
Holocaust 1933-1945: A Brief Documentary Hist@Bpston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 1999), 77-82.

%The United States Newapril 4, 1938.

4% _egion Opposed to Quota Increas@&lie SentinelMay 12, 1938, 35.

“IManus I. Midlarsky The Killing Trap: Genocide in the Twentieth Cent(@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005), 244.
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in an inundation of the U.S. by “persecuted and jobless” European refugees and feared
that there would be “little or no reciprocal action on the part of the other countries
involved.” He also declared that the “first duty “of the American Governmentouag t
American people, especially the unemployed and “overburdened taxp#brstted
aliens would either displace Americans from the workforce or would have to be
maintained on the public dole. Consequently, he supported the use of private funds to
promote resettlement in the underdeveloped and less inhabited regions of South
America?

Representative Thomas J. Jenkins criticized Roosevelt for attempting to “embroi
us in European entanglements [by] asking the people of the United States to make a
haven here for those who are undesirable to European dictators.” He warned that any
refugee plan would “provide an opening for a more liberal immigration podiog’
represented a presidential “visionary excursion into the warm fields wiattr while
ignoring the “cold winds of poverty and penury” that affect the “ill-clothedollised,
and ill-fed” American citizens.He proposed that the European nations use the funds
owed to the United States as war debt as the financial means of resettlgees in

“some uncontested section of the world.” Entry of such aliens into the United States

“2Relief of Political Refugees,” Rep. Martin DieBpngressional Record AppendMarch 28, 1938,
Seventy-Fifth Congress'®3ess., vol. 10, March 28, 1938 (Washington, DGRO, 1938), 1207.
European restrictions on employment of aliens woesililt, he believed, in the further impoverishmant
refugees who would seek admission into the U.Sas€quently, they needed to be diverted away from
America and Dies called for re-settlement in Paaggand other under populated South American
countries.
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would foster “enmity and suspicion” that would be disruptive to American society and
life.*®

Democratic Senator Robert R. Reynolds, North Carolina, opposed any loosening
or modification of U.S. immigration laws and blamed an “enormous alien influx” during
the Great War and in the post-war period as being the root of widespreadameric
worker unemployment. “Excess alien baggage” had led to “burdensome taxatiog,” ris
national debt, a budget deficit and the importation of “subversive” ideologies and
activities®* Reynolds called for slashing the current immigration quotas by ninety
percent for at least ten years until rampant American unemploymentsehgee Any
aliens committing a crime within U.S. borders must be deported and non-citizests bar
from organizing or heading labor organizations. The Government for its part should
cease employing noncitizens, all immigration laws should be rigidly esdcand
America must be protected from the “importation of inferior human sttck.”

Republican Congressman Karl Stefan criticized an amendment submitted to the
House Committee on Immigration and Naturalization that supported the Evian
Conference, describing it as “the most dangerous piece of legislationiskeat r
American involvement in “foreign entanglements.” The Evian Committeedisaiive

as a replacement for the failed League of Nations transforming the Utates #ito the

*Rep. Thomas J. JenkirBpngressional Recor&eventy-Fifth Congress!®Zess., vol. 83, part 4,
March 28, 1938 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1938), 4227

“‘Sen. Robert R. Reynolds, “Displacement of Ameridanaliens,” Congressional Record Appendix
Seventy-Fifth Congress'“ess., vol. 9, March 14, 1938 (Washington, D.®0G1938), 989-990.

“°Sen. Robert R. Reynolds, “Deportation of Alier8gngressional Record AppendiSeventy-Fifth

Congress, 8 sess., vol. 9, March 24, 1938 (Washington, D.®0@E938), 1170-1171. Reynolds (June 18,
1884-February 13, 1963) served in the Senate fr@32-1945.
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“dumping ground” for all political refugees. He believed that such alieeady resident

in the country should be deported. The United States should “clean our own house before
meddling in foreign affairs.” Stefan also asserted that creation ofdimeniitee was a

ploy to create a highly paid ($17,500 per year or twenty percent of funds appropated f
the U.S. delegation) Ambassadorship for Myron C. Taylor. Taylor’s role as the head of
the American delegation could be filled, the Representative believed, by thetcurr
Ambassador to France at no additional cost to the American taxpayer. South Dakota
Republican Representative Francis H. Case echoed these sentimengdihy Tedylor's

salary as exorbitant and called for a reduction to $7,500 with the difference usts for *
real purposes of the item.” Rep. Clinton A. Woodrum, on the other hand, argued that “no
one would seriously contend” that Taylor, “the distinguished gentleman,” would “be
attracted to [the chairmanship of the committee] because of the salasygayinent

should be reflective of the “high rank” of his prospective positfon.

“®Joint Resolution, (H.J. Res. 637) for “relief ofifioal refugees” submitted to Committee on
Immigration and Naturalizatioiongressional RecordSeventy-Fifth Congress“3ess., March 30, 1938,
vol. 83, part 4, (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1938),8l4 $tefan (March 1, 1884-October 2, 1951) was born
in Bohemia but immigrated with his family to Nelbkasn 1885 and was elected to Congress in 1935.
Case (December 9, 1896-June 23, 1962) first entBeeHouse in 1936 and was later elected to that8en
in 1951.

The “Distribution of estimate for Internatidri@ommittee on Political Refugees” was broken d@asn
follows:

-Taylor salary: $17,500 per year.

-Salaries for four clerks; average $2,100 per year.

-Supplies and materials: $1,000.

-Communication service: $5,000.

-Travel expenses: steamship and railway: $20,500.

-Freight on furniture, drayage, etc.: $700.

-Printing of necessary materials and reports: 2,50

-Rent of office space (5 rooms, $6 per day for 86%s): $10,950.
-Equipment for offices: $1,500.

-Special and miscellaneous expenses, entertainnegntof motor vehicles, unforeseen items, rerdftife
machines, etc.: $3,100.

-Total of all expenses: $72,500.
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Michigan Representative Clare E. Hoffman, addressing the fifth Annuiaimdat
Defense Meeting held in Philadelphia on March 29, attended by seventy-thretcpatr
organizations, argued that America could no longer serve as the refuge of the
“downtrodden and oppressed.” Rather, the alien posed an internal threat by spreading
dissatisfaction, intolerance, Communism and calls for the “destruction of the only
existing land of refuge”; acts facilitated by a President who had igncstatibal
lessons, abandoned campaign promises and who had “charted a course at the end of
which lay dictatorship®

One writer to the editor of a leading national newspaper voiced the concerns of
many average Americans. The nation should provide assistance to citizens irthrezed ra
than extending “an invitation to feed and care for the agitators of Russia andrgerm
and Austria.”® The Natiorbelieved that any loosening of current American immigration
laws would require an “unmistakable demonstration of [positive] public opinion” in order
to persuade Washington politicians to confront an issue that was deemed “too hot to
handle.*® Others continued the argument that FDR should aid America’s own
impoverished and unemployed and not allow entry of thousands of foreign “unwanted
citizens” in violation of immigration law¥ A writer to an African-American newspaper
described the “colored people of the United States [as] among the most persethued i

world.” He believed that American attention should be diverted away from the plight of

“'Rep. Clare E. Hoffman, “The Enemy within Our Hotisongressional Record AppendBeventy-
Fifth Congress, 8 sess., vol. 10, April 2, 1938 (Washington, D.CP@; 1938), 1283-1285.

“8The United States Neyapril 4, 1938.
“*The NationDecember 10, 1938, 609-610.

*Washington PosMarch 30, 1938, 6.
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Jews in Germany and the excesses of Soviet Communism and re-directed towards
domestic prejudice. “If America would realize the situation as it is loeex and forget
Europe, we, the colored people, would receive some justice.”

Foreign popular reaction was as mixed as the American to the announcement,
planning and course of the Evian Conference. Jews, to some, were the innocent sufferers
of “barbarous persecution and attacks” resulting from a “biological war of
extermination.®® Jews who were forcibly returned to the Reich faced a “death
sentence Emile Borel contended that if a workable solution was unobtainable with
Germany then the democratic nations must remain true to the tenets of idr@fiecof
the Rights of Man and adopt a consistent approach and equitable cost sharing that would
lead to a solution of the refugee dilemrfi&@eorge Bidault argued that the “enlightened
nations” must provide assistance to the Jewish and non-Aryan refugees or risk
dishonoring French principle, pride and the Christian étiswedish diplomat Olof
Lamm called upon the United States to admit one hundred thousand Jewish refugees

immediately “so that we can catch the refugees afi¥@te Timesof Londonnoted three

*!| etters to the Editor, “Attention, Uncle Sanhe Afro-AmericanJuly 23, 1938, 4.

*2De VolksgazefBrussels), July 7, 1938 cited in Katz, “Public iph,” 112.

3 Le Progésiuly 11, 1938. Ibid.

**La DepéchgToulouse, July 7, 1938. Ibid.

> L’Aube Paris, July 8, 1938. Ibid.

**0lof Lamm to Hendrik Van Loon, November 1, 1938ediin Gurlock America, American Jew842.
Félix Edouard Justin Emile Borel (January 7, 18@btkary 3, 1956) was a mathematician and later a
Republican-Socialist politician who served in thHea@ber of Deputies and was later active in the dhren
Resistance. George Bidault (b. 1899) aided trebéshment of the left-wing newspageAube that was
anti-Fascist and protested against anti-Semitisiewas opposed to the Munich Agreement, activaeén t

Resistance, served as Foreign Minister under th&&dle Provisional Government and later held thst p
of Prime Minister.
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weeks prior to the opening of the Evian Conference that the German police hatlarrest
several thousand people, primarily Jews. These actions were designedteriftigpse
Jews who remain in Germany and thus confirm them in their desire to emigrate.”
Simultaneously, it was a means of “exert[ing] pressure” upon the interdationa
delegations soon to meet on the banks of Lake Gefeva.

The “civilized nations” owed a “moral obligation” to aid and assist the forced
émigrés but faced the great difficulty of reconciling such obligations \pitdctical
considerations”: the costs of resettlement, effects upon local economies aadddhs
fact that the majority of refugees were Jews who were not “universalbpme.”

America, the editorialist believed, approached the Conference with “goodontrut
was constrained by its existing immigration laws and quotas. The greatesit the
United States could offer to enhance the likelihood of the meeting’s success was t
provide funding for resettlement and the creation of an “atmosphere of liberal
mindedness” that would “stimulate” the other attendees to “generous attion.”

The British journallThe Round Tableompared the German refugee problem with
that of the Bulgarians and Greeks following the end of the Great War. None of the post
war refugee problems was “capable of a single radical solution.” Thé&szaed
Bulgarians were returning to their national homes whereas the Germapeeiugre
being forcibly expelled and sent onto the world stage as a stateless alientstThe fi

refugee problem was one of “movements of concentration” while the lattex was

*™Nazi Round-Up of Jews,The TimesJune 17, 1938, 15 cited in Jonathan Frankel Té Fate of
the European Jews, 1939-1945: Continuity or Corgimzy? (Oxford: University Press, 1997), 59.

**The Glasgow Heraldluly 6, 1938, 12.
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movement of “dispersion.” Moreover, land was available to the Greek and Bulgarian
refugees due to the evacuation of other peoples and most of the migrants were
agricultural rather than urban workers. Outside of Zionist circles the concépiish
statehood was not envisaged as a rational solution by this and most other papers, the
general public and governments.

During July, in théPortsmouth Evening NewEnglish philosopher Bertrand
Russell called for aid to the displaced Jews. He believed that it wasadsestert
“pressure [upon] our own Government to be hospitable to refugees and not too niggardly
in granting them” entry and the right to re-establish a new life on Britislkeshdihis
prompted a response by the paper’s leading commentator, Raymond Burns, who believed
that the refugee issue could only be solved if it was not tainted by “helpless
emotionalism” which had the potential to create a “real anti-Semitic proluhetime
island nation. Britain, like France and the United States, Burns believed, couldhmake t
“greatest contribution” to solving the problem of resettlement but all threzvearing
the “saturation point.” Further Jewish immigration, he predicted, would geriktztat
hostility to the newcomers” and could only result in a “sense of grievance” ameng
domestically unemployed natives. Significantly, such emotion was shared by the
professional classes, including physicians who feared that foreign doctosengialge
in a “cut-price racket.” Burns acknowledged that some form of resettlenasnt w
necessary but “for the sake of the refugees [Jews] it must not mean Giaat"Br
Consequently, “extensive territory [such as East Africa and excludingiRaleaust be

delineated for mass colonization. The Bournem@aslly Echoasserted that Britons

*Round TableSeptember 1938 cited in Katz, “Public Opinionj71
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feared the “unrestricted entry” of all refugees: “Just as we don't wwarrthany Jews we
don’t want too many Chinese or Frenchmen for that matter.” Ironically,Haagen
thousand refugees were in Britain in July 18%8.

Lord Beaverbrook'®aily Expressvocalized its opposition to Jewish immigration
in an editorial, “Shall All Come In?” Although the British public was moved loyris
sad stories of the persecuted Jews” it was necessary to ask “whetemd!Pi
“Powerful agitation” was at play in the United Kingdom seeking the adomssiall
Jews “without question or discrimination.” Such a humanitarian policy would be
“unwise” as it could “stir up” domestic factions that “batten on anti-Semitipgganda.”
Fearing that the nation would come under pressure to admit Jewish co-religronists
Eastern Europe the paper concluded that “because we DON'T want anti-Jewish upr
we DO need to show common sense in not admitting all applicints.”

Beaverbrook’s other paper, tBeinday Expressvarned of the refugee Jewish
threat to the domestic economy and professions. Jews were “overrunning the’country
seeking the right to practice in the law, medicine and dentistry. Consequentlyitigte B
professional class was driven to “resent their living being taken from tia@mntigrants
from foreign countries, whether they be Jew or gentile.” Continental Jews had

contributed to the rise of foreign anti-Semitism by being “too prosperouser alft “half

®9Tony Kushner and Katharine KnoRefugees in an Age of Genocide: Global, Nationad, ocal
PerspectivegNY: Frank Cass, 1999), 153, 401. Kushner ndtedl following the Russian Revolution of
1917 the British Government allowed the entry o009 White Russians but barred the less “racially
desirable” Jews and Armenians.

®IDaily ExpresgLondon), March 24, 1938 cited in Theodore S. HammeWhy We Watched: Europe,
America and the Holocau@Y: W.W. Norton & Company, 2008), 104.
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the lawyers and doctors in Germany were Jé#sThe Socialist Medical Association in
London warned that admission of German refugees would threaten the “dilution of our
industry with non-Union, non-Socialist labor.” The Conservafiuaday Express
editorialized that “just now there is a big influx of foreign Jews” into the United
Kingdom who were “overrunning the count’?.An editorial in thePalestine Post
forecast the inevitable failure of the Evian Conference. Although nations had vduntari
offered support to the cause of the Chinese Nationalists and Spanish Republicans there
remained a global “conspiracy of silence” towards tangible aid to thequeesl Jews of
Germany>*

Echoes of thé&’Affaire Dreyfussand the lack of a meaningful international

response led commentator Victor Basch to lament that the “sentiment of hundanitgol

2Sunday Expresd.ondon) March 24, 1938. Ibid., 106. Sir Samuel t#égzhe British Home Secretary,
and Lord Winterton met with delegates of the Rdyalleges of Physicians and Surgeons and the British
Medical Association, the University of London ahé tSociety of Apothecaries and reassured them that
only a “limited number” (50) of Austrian doctorsydergoing “careful selection” would be admitted to
practice. A special committee composed of membetise British medical community would aid in this
selection. “Austrian Doctors in BritainThe TimesJuly 5, 1938, 14. Dr. A. Welpy, the general sty
of the Medical Practitioners Union, threatened thatch more drastic action will be taken—somethiog
arouse the whole country,” such as a “stay-in-strghould Austrian physicians be allowed to praztic
within the United Kingdom. He claimed that foreidoctors lacked the proper qualifications to takeec
of local patients. “British Doctors Threaten S#rikCalifornia and Western Medicind9, no. 2 (August
1938): 170. Similar concerns arose in Australiagislation was proposed to mandate completionfofea
year medical course in Victoria or a nation that bgned a reciprocal agreement before alien piaysc
would be allowed to practice independently. “Refidpoctors in Victoria; Proposed Restrictiong;e
Times July 16, 1938, 12. The British Dental Associatfollowed the lead of the BMA and called for a
limitation on the number of Austrian dentists (5@)»e allowed entrance into the United Kingdom. A
similar committee would be established to evaltiaequalifications of these émigrés. The American
Medical Association echoed sentiments similar &rtBritish counterpart and believed that a strigting
needed to be placed on the number of refugee pagsic Overall, the “situation is fraught with difilties
arising from economic stress, chauvinistic prejadjdears that have been stimulated by propaganda,
other motivations.”"NewsweekOctober 3, 1938, 30.

%3 aqueur A History of Zionism2.

%The Palestine Posiune 8, 1938, 8 cited in Abraham J. Edelfgie Yishuv in the Shadow of the
Holocaust: Zionist Politics and Rescue Aliy#33-1939Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1996), 190.
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no longer survives® Another French paper warned that failure to act in a meaningful
manner would hurl the “humane principles” espoused in the Rights of Man into the
“abyss.®® The Depression and its associated economic stresses were believed to foster
the development of anti-Semitism for it was a “natural tendency” to blame resdifes
population for “disagreeable conditions.” Such a worldview predicted the prabfeett
Nazi anti-Jewish ideology as manifested by events in Poland, Rumania, Hungdary a
within some French political factiofi8. Hatred of Jews, some believed, was the genesis
of the refugee crisis and the convocation of the Evian Conference was proof of its
recognition by the international community. Its solution, however, depended upon the
“Christian conscience” granting charity to the stateless; a humanitidhat could not
cause any recipient nation to be harrffed.

Some argued that the creation of a “class of unwanted people” was the natural
consequence of political upheaval and cited earlier events such as the Frenchsard Rus
Revolutions>® The “booming guns of August 1914” marked the end of relatively free
transit across national borders and led to governments enacting strisggorpas

controls’® A unique species of humanity, “Homo Europaicus,” appeared on the world

8 L'Oeuvre(Victor Basch), June 26, 1938 cited in Katz, “Palilipinion,” 111. Victor Basch (1863-
1944) was dreyfusardand a co-founder in 1898 of the League of Humam®RigHe and his wife were
murdered by the Vichy militia or Gestapo.

% Le ProgésLyon, July 7, 1938. Ibid.

67 Le XXéme Siécl@russels, July 8, 1938. Ibid., 110.

% The Spectatorluly 29, 1938. Ibid., 111.

%9 e XXéme Siécl@russels, July 7, 1938. Ibid., 108.

John C. Torpey, “Passports and the Developmenhafigration Controls in the North Atlantic World
during the Long Nineteenth Century,” Andreas Famp@iivier Faron and Patrick Weill, ed#4igration
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scene, devoid of home, hearth and country. Democratic nations had become “inured to
the sight of Jews and Aryans, Liberals and Communists—whether they weregngfess
traders, politicians, students, authors and priests—streaming out of GerMaryriew
political and social reality had been created.

Time, some believed, was working against the resettlement of large numbers of
Jews and a “catastrophe” could only be averted by the Reich taking positive #witons
would assist resettlemefft. Some papers warned that the forced emigration of Jews,
especially those deprived of adequate funds, would foster the spread of ansfBemit
within the receiving countries. No state, it was argued, could absorb Jeluipbes
without generating the “same kind of prejudice” that had led to such “extremeanes€as
within Germany’® Some attempted to place the roots of anti-Semitism within Jewry
itself. The “victims” of Nazi persecution “were not so blameless asstfinst thought.”
Although acting in a fashion “contrary to ethical principles,” the Germamme w
compelled to take steps that would counter the perceived Jewish dominance of the

professions, press and the economy. “'Some think that they have got too strong a

control in the North Atlantic World: The Evolutiafi State Practices in Europe and the United Statea
the French Revolution to the Inter-War Perifdew York: Bergahn Books, 2003), 73-91, 84.

" The Economisluly 9, 1938 cited in Katz, “Political Refugeesp8l
2 Daily Telegraph and Morning Pogtondon), July 7, 1938 cited in Katz, “Public Ojoin,” 106.

3 Western Mail and South Wales Newsly 11, 1938. Ibid., 109.
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position for such a small minority.” Resentment and “opposition” to such control was a
natural reaction which, under the proper circumstances and setting, could devolve into a
“general attack” against the perceived oppressor. “This is how pogroms occurred in
Russia and Rumania’® The right wing anti-Semitic Argentine papks, Fronda

cautioned that the “waters of Evian bring typhukl’Pueblocalled for immigration
restrictions that would protect Argentina from dangerous “physical, moral and
ideological point[s] of view.”

The extreme French Right, like its American counterpart, sought to totally ban the
admission of any political or religious refugees. Journalist Raymond Recouly
commented in th&ringoire that official German anti-Semitism was an inhumane policy
but nevertheless acceptance of persecuted Jews would result in a “violenhfaacti
FrancelLe Journalcalled for the internment of refugees within concentration camps and
during theAnschlusd.ucien Rebatet predicted that “sooner or later the concentration
camp will become a necessity that remains open to the scum of the emtine o’

Unless the French Government enacted strict controls on immigration the inflienof a
Jews would result in a “blind pogrom—~brutal and liberating... [that would] take care of
everything.” Maurice Ajam strongly supported immigration restrictionsiiissue oL.a
Dépéche de Touloug&he Dispatch from Toulougea strong advocate of the Radical
Party in the provinces. “Racism may be a folly” but it was essential“faten’s

general well-being.” The resistance of Jews to assimilationhetd@minant culture

" Gazette de Lausanr{eausanne), July 11, 1938. Ibid., 108.

“Ben-Dror, The Catholic Church141.
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posed a threat to all of the “admirable mixed breeds” responsible for the uniquashess a
“prodigiously interesting” aspects of the natfGn.

The French Catholic papka Croix (The Crosyechoed the opinion of the French
delegation to Evian that the admittance of two hundred thousand refugees follosving t
end of the Great War had brought France to the saturation point and could no longer
accept forced émigrés. While France had traditionally served as a “Havém/oluntary
migrants further admissions would place the nation in “danger...of selfsdésir on the
altar of love of its neighbor.” The totalitarian regimes had been “generoushetmoug
make us a present of some of their bacteria,” i.e. Jews who were the purveyorgisf Mar
dogma. Nonetheless, despite such potential perils, France could not ignore human
suffering and owed a “duty to be upright and humdh@therwise the nation would be
complicit in the absolute “extermination” of an entire people. Others in the United

Kingdom averred that inaction would “make cowards of us’all."

"™ Faisons le point,Gringoire, October 13, 1938; "Des Centres spéciaux de corat@mrpour les
étrangers indésirablede Journa) Nov. 21, 1938lL.ucien Rebatet, "Les Emigrés politiques en France:
Peut-on éviter le pogrom?" (“The Emigré PoliticFirance: Can We Avoid the Pogrom3d8 Suis Partoyt
March 4, 1938Maurice Ajam, “Le Mélange des racetd Dépéche de ToulosAugust 29, 1938, 1 cited
in Caron,Uneasy Asylun76.

Lucien Rebatet (1903-1972) was a French fasdil pro-Nazi sympathies who wrote for the right-
wing publicationJe Suis Partoufl am Everywhere He was also a journalist, author and moviefdnd
critic for Action FrangaiseDuring the occupation in 1942 he blamed Frendhigians, military leaders
and Jews for the fall of France (published’ e Ruinor Les DecombrgsRobert Michael and Philip
RosenDictionary of Antisemitism from the Earliest Timeghe PresenfLanham, MD: Scarecrow Press,
Inc., 2007), 381. Jews, represented in Rebatettdwiew a form ofvermine Solange Leibovici, “Pierre
Drieu La Rochelle: Le roman de la haine,” citedRimland A. Piorloot, Henk Hillenaar and Walter
Schénau, edskathers and Mothers in Literature: Psychoanalysisl &£ ulture(Amsterdam: Rodopi B.V.,
1994), 179. Following the end of the war Rebata$ accused of collaboration with the Vichy
Government and was described as a “true killegradr-down of Jews, Resistance fighters, and Gastlli
He was condemned to death but later received amr@sorge SteineGeorge Steiner at the New Yorker
(NY: New Directions Books, 2009), 207.

"La Croix, July 7, 1938 cited in Katz, “Public Opinion,” 114

"®The Economistluly 10, 1938. Ibid., 114.
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Some foreign circles regarded Roosevelt’s initiative as a symbol ofcamer
responsibility or obligation to open its doors to would-be immigrants. The United States
should provide a “fitting welcome” for Austrian and German Jews as it iar*dleat the
geographic size and resources of America outstripped those of any ContineopeaBur
power. The solution of the Jewish Question posed “manifold and grave difficulties.” It
was unreasonable to expect that nations which did not participate in the persecution of its
Jewish minority should bear any financial, economic or social burdens or rdsliesi
for the maintenance and support of stateless refugees.

Some opposed the idea of mass Jewish migration and relocation and supported a
policy of gradual infiltration or dispersal. It was preferable to plaas J& equal
numbers everywhere” in order to avoid reaching a population threshold that threatened to
incite anti-Semitism in the native population of the receiving countries. Conslgguent
Jews would remain a perpetual minority that would not generate fear within theashmi
majority®® “The troubles of the Jews” began when their “numbers or influence”
exceeded a certain ceiling resulting in a negative “impact” upon theresidénts of the
country of resettlemefit.It should be openly expressed, it was believed, that the mere
presence of large groups of Jews would precipitate “difficult problems wihiaic
countries” especially when their domestic influence was disproportianéteit group

size®?

Le TempgParis), July 8, 1938. Ibid., 118.
8 Journal de Genévduly 8, 1938. Ibid., 118.
8The Table(London), July 9, 1938. Ibid., 119.

8The TimesJuly 6, 1938. Ibid., 120.
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Jews and Jewish groups around the world responded to Roosevelt’s invitation
with expressions of appreciation and support. A joint cable, signed by noted
philanthropist and the Pittsburgh owner of the Kaufman Department Stores JEdgar
Kaufmann, was sent from the American Jewish Committee, the AmericarnJewis
Congress, the B’'nai B'rith and the Jewish Labor Committee to Myron Tay$ting the
Conference success in achieving an “effective and speedy solution” of theerefug
crisis®® The German Jewish newspap@entralverein ZeitungC.V. Zeitung, the
official publication of theCentralverein deutscher Stastsbirger judischen Glaubens
(Central Union of German Citizens of Jewish Faith) posted a headline: “Are the Door
Opening?” Alfred Hirschberg, a liberal German attorney and editor-iri- &akeved
that deliverance lay just beyond the horizonCYA Zeitungreporter, upon arrival in
Geneva, became skeptical that the international gathering would bear anydaht. S
pessimism was echoed Ber Schild(The Shielylwhich represented the National League
of Jewish Frontline Veterans. Thadische Rundschgudewish Reviejwf Robert
Weltsch, on the other hand, alleged that the Evian Conference carried greatsymboli
value focusing international attention on the Jewish Question, “one of the great public
problems of our time” which would be greatly aided by American leadership and

participation®*

8The Pittsburgh Pressluly 8, 1938, 5.

8Centralverein Zeitungylarch 31, 1938; Alfred Hirschberg, “Thoughts fori&v Conference,”
Centralverein ZeitungJune 9, 1938V ZeitungJune 23, 1938er Schild June 24, 1938; “Today Evian
Comes to a CloseJudische Rundschaduly 15, 1938 citedn John V. H. DippelBound Upon a Wheel
of Fire: Why So Many German Jews Made the Tragicidden to Remain in Nazi GermafifY: Basic
Books, 1996), 225-226, 232. ThA/ was founded in Germany during the late nineteeeattiuwcy as a
response to rising German anti-Semitism and lig&800 members in 1924. It became the most
influential and largest German Jewish organizatepresenting the liberal middle class and called fo
greater assimilation of Jews into German society@iture and maintained an anti-Zionist stancd unt
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Banker Max Warburg opposed mass resettlement of Jewish refugees due to its
potential for stimulating global anti-Semitism and supported a sloweofrat@acuation
lest rescue efforts “defeat its own ends.” He wanted the IntergoverniGentanittee
for Political Refugees to exert pressure on the German Foreign Ministiy imotease
the pace of forced emigration. A more orderly system of departure could hectihay
Jewish investment in German companies located abroad allowing, he believedsfor Jew
to retain a viable amount of financial assets. By 1938 the Nazis, however, wergero lon
willing to allow direct transfer of Jewish assets as had been carried outth@darlier
Ha’avarah plan and would later refuse to meet and negotiate with George Rublee, the
Director of the IGCR® Jewish Federations within Poland lauded Roosevelt for his plan
to rescue refugees but Myron C. Taylor sought, prior to the opening of the Evian
Conference, to evade any consideration of the Jewish Question in Poland by avoiding
official discussions with Polish Zionist8.

The Jewish Agency for Palestine hoped that the delegations would

“‘emphatically protest” German anti-Semitism and adopt a “bolder imrogrpblicy”

1933. The organization began in 1893 but lostut®nomy following the 193Rristallnacht During
1936 the association was renamedidischer CentralvereinHirschberg was later arrested and sent to
the Sachsenhausen concentration camp but latealleaged to emigrate overseas. Katherine Morris,
Odyssey of Exile: Jewish Women Flee the NazisrmiB(Detroit, Ml: Wayne State University Press,
1996), 116. Robert Weltsch fled to Palestine iB8L&nd became a correspondent{araretz During the
Nazi economic boycott of April 1, 1933 in which ellpw star had to be prominently displayed on the
outside of Jewish establishments, Weltsch wrothisTs a painful reminder to all those who betratresr
Judaism...The Jew who denies his Judaism is nerleettitizen than his fellow who avows it openlyhe
Jew is marked a Jew. He gets the Yellow Badges.fdgulation is intended as a brand, a sign oferopt.
We will take it up and make it a badge of honorgbert Weltsch, “Wear It With Pride, The Yellow
Badge,”Judische Rundschano. 27, April 4, 1933, available from

http://www1.yadvashem.org/about _holocaust/docunieaitsl /doc14.htmlinternet; accessed March 12,
20009.

% Dippel,Bound Upon a Whege?26, 238.

8 Mashberg, “American Diplomacy,” 348.
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that would afford “immediate relief.” The Agency recognized, however, lleatimbers

of immigrants that could be admitted into Palestine could not “be answered nomwith a
degree of certainty®® The World Jewish Congress viewed the convening of the Evian
Conference as an historic event representing the “first attempt to evanstauctive

and all-inclusive solution of the refugee problem” and believed it representeshtige “
hope” for hundreds of thousands of persecuted Jews. The Congress called upon the
international missions to pressure the German Government into alteretgpitomic
policies that place Jews into a “state of complete destitution.” The Evianr€ocde

would be a futile exercise in diplomacy if it failed to “raise a firm prtcagsinst this
shocking system which tramples underfoot the fundamental principles of jusdice a
humanity.” The World Congress also called for the inclusion of the Jews ofrEaster
Europe who also faced involuntary displacement. New territories for imnoigrstiiould

be sought in underdeveloped regions but would entail a slow and expensive process.
Palestine, the World Congress held, could absorb an annual quota of sixty thousand to
one hundred thousand refugees per year. Thus, it was necessary for the nations
represented at the Evian Conference to convince the United Kingdom to honor its
commitment to establish a Jewish National Home in Palestine as outlined in the 1917

Balfour Declaratior¥®

87 “Memorandum of the Jewish Agency, Palestine, éoEkiian Conference” July 6, 1938 available from
http://www.zupdom.com/icons-
multimedia/ClientsArea/HoH/LIBARC/ARCHIVE/Chaptef&rror/RefugeeP/Memoranl.htminternet;
accessed May 15, 2010.

8Memorandum of the World Jewish Congress to theE@onference” July 6, 1938, S7/693, World
Jewish Congress Executive Committee Central Ziogkishive, Jerusalem available from
http://www.zupdom.com/icons-
multimedia/ClientsArea/HoH/LIBARC/ARCHIVE/Chaptef&ror/RefugeeP/Memoran2.htnihternet;
accessed March 23, 2008.
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The editor of the Palestinian papieraretz, Moshe Glickson, recorded that the
Evian Conference had generated “immense esteem and admiration” for ¢nieam
President from the Jews of the Diaspdrssloshe Kleinman, the editorialist fétaolam
expressed gratitude to FDR and acknowledged the “historic importance” of thergathe
He was concerned about the potential for “further dispersion [of Jews]druftdze
ingathering” into Palestine that was the dream of all Zionists; an ideakbkeve
constrained by high costs, British immigration policies and Arab hostilttigs.
Mordechai Ehrenpreis, Chief Rabbi of Sweden, who went to the conference as an
observer, was moved by a “sense of growing optimism... [FJrom afar there tslgone
thought of Evian as a star of hope.” The meeting could potentially reflect thie*svor
conscience.” Finally, he believed, the community of man had awakened to thetevil tha
threatened Jewish existence in Central Europe. The very convening of the Evian
Conference represented a “resonant act” which provided hope for a “downtrodden and
oppressed” people”

The Zionist Organization of America announced that a special edition of the
Golden Book of the Jewish National Fund would be dedicated to Roosevelt with a
citation acknowledging that his efforts on behalf of the Jewish people deserved to be
“engraved in the hearts of the Jewish peopfePalestine was, however, to remain the

prime focus of Jewish transfer and the Jewish Agency drafted a memorandogfoall

8Ha’aretz, July 8, 1938 cited in Beit-ZvPost-Ugandan Zionismi45.
“Haolam July 7, 1938. Ibid., 152-153.
IDr. Mordechai Ehrenpreifetween East and We#v Oved: 1957), 223-224. Ibid., 144.

Davar, July 5, 1938. Ibid., 145.
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resettlement within Palestine and Transjordan. British Zionists called upbiothe
Government to immediately admit large numbers of German and Austrianniewse
Mandate. When it became clear that Britain did not intend to alter its policy on
immigration into Palestine and would not broach the subject at the Conference the Zionis
delegation at Evian announced that it would not be considered “worthwhile” for Chaim
Weizmann to appear before a sub-committee “as one of fifty representdtotber
private organizations’®

A number of private organizations dealing with the refugee problem submitted
to the British Home Secretary a memorandum on June 15, 1938 regarding the treatment
of émigrés who had been allowed entry into the United Kingdom. A deputation, chaired
by the Archbishop of Canterbury called upon the Government to exert the utmost degree
of international cooperation at the conferefice.

It soon became clear at the Conference that territories with sizaklarv
minorities would be excluded from consideration as possible sanctuariestébess
Jews. The colonial powers feared that Muslim-Jewish discord would lead to itystabil
within their possessions. The importance of maintaining Arab support fomBntthe
Middle East and elsewhere was summarized in statements made by PnisterM
Neville Chamberlain on April 20, 1939 (before the issuance of the May White Paper
severely curtailing Jewish immigration into Palestine): It wdghaihense importance”

strategically “to have the Moslem world with us...If we must offend one side, let us

®Davar, July 14, 1938. Ibid., 146.
%Adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 24The delegation included Lord Sempill, the Bishop of

Chichester, Otto Schiff, Brigadier General Sir Wigath Deedes, Lord Cecil, Sir Frederick Kenyon, and
A.G. Brotman and other experts.
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offend the Jews rather than the Arals.Sir Herbert Emerson provided the British
Government with a definition of “refugee” which would be utilized to control the
numbers of Jews allowed via quota to enter Palestine. According to this definition a
refugee was a person who had “fled his country” for another locale due to fedlsshat
life was in jeopardy.” Jews would not be considered refugees as long asrtteyad
within Germany proper, albeit “oppressed” and “pursued” by an intolerant government
and society. They remained “responsible for their own fate.” Therefore, tle reeck
of Sir Herbert began only when the potential refugee crossed the frontier ofithéRe
Some Jews, however, strongly doubted the success of the Conference. S.A.
Whaley, the Jewish Principal Secretary of Finance in the United Kingdom, tecethat
the meeting would result in a “fiasco.” He noted that few governments weentty
admitting significant numbers of refugees and were unlikely to alterghty policies.
He expected the uttering of “platonic sympathies” from the various dedagatnd
believed that the creation of the Intergovernmental Committee for PldRetagees
would not serve any “useful purpose” and, in fact, might interfere with the functions of
the League’s High Commission&r.The Dutch Committee for Jewish Refugees advised
relief organizations within The Netherlands not to send memoranda or petitions to the

meeting as it had been “earnestly advised by the Foreign Office and thistfiy10f]

%Bat Ye'Or and Miriam Kocharislam and Dhimmitude: Where Civilizations Colli¢@ranbury, NJ:
Associated University Presses, 2002), 355.

*Meier SompolinskyBritain and the Holocaust: The Failure of Anglo-JswLeadership?(Brighton,
UK: Sussex Academic Press, 1999), 43.

°’S.D. Waley to Sir Frederick Phillips, memorandumia Conference, June 17, 1938 cited in London,
Whitehal| 88.
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Justice, for highly commendable reasons tirgietitions should be sent, particularly by
Jews...either to the Dutch Government or to the Evian Conferéhce.”

Roosevelt apparently believed, as stated in the official invitation, that thefbul
the refugee work would be carried out and financed by private organizations.
Consequently, he called upon the leaders of these groups to meet with him in Wéashing
on April 14 in order to create the Presidential Advisory Committee on PolitefabRes
(PACPR); a construction which was tasked to cooperate with and rend&arasste any
rescue plans formulated by the international conference in Evian. The objectives,
however, were not clearly defined and any financing was expected to be donated by
governmental sources. The majority of its membership was, significanthlavash?®®

James G. McDonald assumed the chairmanship during the first meeting on May
16, 1938 and Samuel Cavert became secretary. The committee set out to asseds potentia
sites of resettlement and worked through the offices of the State Deplawtitie
Roosevelt assuming little or no personal involvement. Assistant Secretaatef St
George Messersmith cautioned against too much optimism. He advised the PACPR to
“frankly face certain facts at the outset.” Although the various delegations'aemgly

moved by humanitarian instincts” the American diplomat observed they weardiatie

®David Cohen (head of the Committee) to D.M. Sli@ecretary of the Union of Ashkenazi
Communities, June 21, 1938, Archives of the Jewisfugee Committee, file 5 cited in Michman, “The
Committee,” 218.

FDRL/OF 3186, April 8, 1938, Invitation to White Hse Meeting cited in Feingol®olitics of
Rescue25. The group included Joseph Chamberlain, LesfeBsor and Chairman of the National
Coordinating Committee; Samuel Cavert of the Natid@ouncil of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.;
Archbishop Joseph Rummel of New Orleans, chairnfdheoCommittee for Catholic Refugees from
Germany; Louis Kennedy, president of the Natiorah@il for Catholic Men; Henry Morgenthau, Jr.,
Secretary of the Treasury; Bernard Baruch, presialeadviser; James G. McDonald, former League of
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees from Germamgl later Rabbi Stephen Wise, president of the
American Jewish Congress
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the congress with little “enthusiasm,” “much reserve” and minimalngitiess to make
national “sacrifices.” Messersmith expected the delegates to “repdariiice” to the
assistance of refugees while avoiding any modification of their immograblicies.
Although the consolidation of the American quotas for Germans and Austrians offered
“little positive action” he hoped that the “liberal attitude” adopted by the Unitag St
towards the involuntary émigrés would “serve as an example and incentiverto othe
countries” that would “go far towards relieving the situatiof}.”

Messersmith’s sentiments proved to be quite accurate. The groundwork was laid
both privately and publically for the approach that would be adopted during the oration of
the conference. The importation of Jews created a potential risk to internabhati
security and stability. Refugees posed a threat to the native work force aadthais
specter of dependency upon the public coffers. Palestine could have offered potential
rescue to some of the refugees but British foreign interests vis-a-visugiarMvorld
trumped humanitarian concerns. Perhaps more importantly, the failure oivik Je
community to present a united front and to speak with one voice relegated thé Centra
European Jews, the principal figures of the conference to the inconsequentiality of the

sidelines; mere onlookers in the drama of life and death.

1%\inutes of the T Meeting of the PACPR, May 16, 1938, YIVO, Josepta@berlain Papers, Box 3,
Folder 58 cited in David Largénd the World Closed Its Doqra0-31.
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PART I
HOPE ASCENDING
Chapter 5
Day One

“Actual Racial Problem”

“Shall we refuse the unhappy fugitives from dissrégat hospitality which the savages of the
wilderness extended to our forefathers arrivinthia land? Shall oppressed humanity find no
asylum on this globe?” Thomas Jefferson

“A conference is a gathering of important people@wingly can do nothing, but together can
decide that nothing can be done.” Fred Allen

The original planning for the Intergovernmental Committee for Political
Refugees (IGCPR or more familiarly known as the Evian Conference) calliaofor
public sessions, which were later extended to six. The expansion of the number of open
sessions provided the envoys with an opportunity to indulge in lofty oratory that
highlighted their humanitarian concerns while simultaneously explaining winy the
respective nations could not act. Only one private meeting, composed of all the
delegations, was held. Two sub-committees, imbued with the spirit of the official

invitation, would actually carry out the work of the conference.

! Thomas Jefferson, First Inaugural Address Marct8a].

2 Fred Allen available frorhttp://www.quotes.net/quotations/%22Evian%20Confeed622 Internet;
accessed July 23, 2010.
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The first, the Technical Sub-Committee, chaired by Judge Michael Hansson of
Norway, was charged with the examination of the legal aspects of emigratibn. Eac
country would be asked to supply the particulars of their immigration laws atepoli
an estimate of the number of refugees that would be allowed entry and thespecifi
regarding any required documentation. The panel would report their findings to the
general conference. The Hansson Committee would be composed of delegaths from t
United States, the United Kingdom, France, Canada, The Netherlands and &udtzerl
assisted by Sir Neill Malcolm; nations that had already expresseddbistance to
accepting and subsidizing additional involuntary émigrés. The response of this
committee’s membership to its appointed task was “far from enthuSiemsti&ed by
poor attendance at its initial meeting. In fact, by the time of the fourth peiskmos
Chairman Hansson, frustrated by the panel’s lack of interest, was forcadtteea
delegations “to be good enough to send representatives to the second meeting of the Sub-
Committee.” As will be noted later by the Chief Concierge of the Hotel IRloga
opportunities for entertainment and recreation in the vicinity of Evian and Lale/&en
proved too difficult to resist.

The second working group, the Sub-Committee on the Reception of Those

Concerned with the Relief of Political Refugees from Germany (includintriays

% Adler-Rudel, “Evian Conference,” 251-252. Judgiehdel Hansson assumed the office of President
of the Nansen Office during January 1936 and diabthe International Commission for the Assistaofce
Spanish Child Refugees during the Spanish Civil WHe was awarded the Nobel Prize for Peace on
behalf of the Nansen Office on December 10, 1938 Norwegian jurist declared that the “biggestiaoc
guestion of our time” was the refugee problem aadwd that five million Jews were at risk of becogni
homeless and stateless and called for internatloaak to assist all refugees. “Suggest Loarhe
Kingston Daily Freemai(Kingston, NY), December 18, 1938, 7 availablexfro
http://fultonhistory.com/newspaper%2010/Kingston¥X0620Daily%20Freeman/Kingston%20NY %20
Daily%20Freeman%201939%20Grayscale/Kingston%20N YP629§%20Freeman%201939%20b%20Gr
ayscale%20-%200126.pdhternet; accessed August 7, 2010.
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chaired by the Australian Minister of Commerce, Lieutenant Colonel Thowhavhite
(who openly opposed immigration into Australia), included emissaries fromugeglgihe
United Kingdom, United States, France, Mexico, Peru, Cuba, Nicaragua, CastnRic
Venezuela. Testimony would be restricted to those “organizations concethetewvi
relief of political refugees from Germany (including Austria)” and anm&andum would
be submitted to the general meeting synopsizing the presentations.

Thirty nine refugee organizations were in attendance at the Evian Conference
but only twenty four were ultimately permitted to address the Sub-Committiéediby
severe time constraints. Each group would be allowed one spokesman who would be
granted a maximum of ten minutes; later abbreviated to five mifiutdthough these
Private Voluntary Organizations (PVO) were expected to finance anyleasait project
they were allowed to participate only in an unofficial capatiBour different strategies
or themes resonated among these PVO'’s: 1. Mass emigration to Palestied gatiph
relaxation of the British imposed quota; 2. Assimilation within lands of temporagnhav
3. Resettlement in remote and underdeveloped territories and 4. Granting migbt#y r
to Jews in nations offering sanctu&rythe Jewish representatives were “marched in one
at a time, like military defaulters brought up before their commanding qffetéywed
to make their presentation and answer questions (if any were asked) and then

“dismissed.” The hearing was handled by the chairman, T.W. White, with such

“ Proceedings of the Evian Conference July 7, 1988BreitmanAmerican Refugee Policg03. Out
of the thirty nine refugee groups attending the timggwenty were Jewish; Anthony Read and David
Fisher Kristallnacht: The Nazi Night of TerrqiNY: Random House, 1989), 231.

® Resolution adopted by the Intergovernmental CotesifEvian) on July 14, 1938, Proceedings of the
Intergovernmental Committee, 54.

Adler-Rudel, “Evian Conference,” 256.
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“exemplary efficiency and dispatch” that it was completed over the eafiene
afternoon’
Representatives of Austrian refugee organizations were barred fradirgjte

any of the meetings. Artur Rosenberg, representing the Federation odAEsties,
labeled such a restriction as “scandalous [as] the committee waktoadliscuss our own
people.® He had informed the American delegation that seventy-five percent ofaustri
citizens would leave Greater Germany if allowed to retain sufficieahtial assets. A
Nazi Government spokesman, however, branded such a claim as “too ridiculous for
words” and cited the plebiscite of April 10, in which 99.75% of eligible Austrians
supported thénschluss.

The German authorities (possibly Artur Seyss-Inquart himself) sent twii&du
Jews, Professor Heinrich Neumann von Hethars, a noted otorhinolaryngologist and Dr.
Joseph Loewenherz, head of the Jewish community in Vienna, to the meeting and were
rumored to have been authorized to seek specific proposals that would increase the
facility and rate of Jewish emigratidh.It was reported that Neumann bore an unofficial
plan from the Reich Government in which Germany sought the evacuation of forty
thousand Austrian Jews by August 1; a request that Neumann claimed Bérenger took
“under advisement.” The physician claimed that his personal situation wasVeeyy

difficult” as he was required to return to Germany “with a definite number to be

" David Vital, A People Apart: The Jews in Europe, 1789-1@3%ford: Oxford University Press,
1999), 886.

8 Washington Postluly 7, 1938, 9.
® “Incident Mars Calm,'New York TimesJuly 7, 1938, 1.

°The TimesJuly 7, 1938, 16.
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evacuated, not promises of investigation by commissions, or offitdetimann denied
that he had been given concrete directives by the German Government totprédsent
delegations. Rather, he would simply be following recommendations offered by Naz
officials in Viennat?

Otto Hirsch of the National Representation of German Jeeislt{svertretung
der Judenn Deutschlang, Michael Traub of the Palestine Office, Paul Eppstein, Zionist
Seigfried Moses and Dr. Werner Rosenberg, who led a mission frafilféserein der
Jiiden in Deutschlanattended the conferenteLord Winterton, the head of the British
delegation and later chairman of the permanent Intergovernmental Commitiderbas
London, met privately with the German Jewish mission during the beginning of the
Conference™® Hirsch advised him of the importance of Jews being allowed to retain
sufficient financial assets to facilitate resettlement and agtarthat approximately two
hundred thousand Jews sought to leave the Reich. Hirsch intimated that the Nazi

Government would negotiate with tReichsvertretungpon the conclusion of the

H«pyblic Sessions TomorrowRew York Timesluly 8, 1938, 7. Heinrich Neumann von HetharsiéJu
10, 1873-November 6, 1939) was the premier eae nod throat specialist in Vienna prior to the dée
the war and had served as a consultant to Briting Edward during September 1936 and also the Diike
Windsor.

2Taylor Made Head of Refugee Parlejew York Timesluly 8, 1938, 1.

*The German Government allowed official Jewish dafiems to attend the Evian Conference: the
Reichsvertretung der JidenDreutschland-National Representation of German Jews established
September 29, 1933 and led by Rabbi Leo Baeck an®fib Hirsch (including Dr. Paul Eppstein and
Michael Traub of the Palestine Office) and Dr. WarRosenberg of the Aid Association of German Jews
or Hilfsverein der Jiden in Deutschlaedtablished in 1901 to aid Jews fleeing Eastemofien With the
advent of Hitler its focus changed to aiding Jeaeking to leave Germany). The Jewish Community in
Vienna (sraelitische Kultusgemeinde Wienas represented by Prof. Dr. Heinrich Neumann JBseph
Loewenherz and a businessman, Bertold. J. Stdrfertwo delegations jointly composed and submitbed
the Conference a detailed statement outlining ariat scheme for orderly emigration from Germang a
Austria. Storfer was later involved with the smliigg of illegal immigrants into Palestine.

Y“Edward Turnour, the'8Earl Winterton (April 4, 1883-August 22, 1962).iMérton had been

appointed the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancastdfiarch 1938 and was the Cabinet official dealing
with refugee matters.
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conference. The one remaining detail was the choice of destination and Palesttte, Hi
believed, provided the best location. However, unbeknownst to him the British
Government, through discussions with the Americans, sought to block discussion of the
Mandate at the Conference. Winterton did allow that a limited number of Jews would be
resettled in African colonial holdings but it was not possible to increase the namber
visas for Palestin€,

Myron C. Taylor met with Lord Winterton and Sir Charles Michael Palairet,
K.C.M.G., (a Jesuit; Minister Plenipotentiary to Austria at the timénsichlussduring
the evening of July 5 prior to the formal opening of the conference. The British,
supportive of the work of the League’s High Commissioner for Refugees froma@grm
Major General Sir Neill Malcolm, would not agree to any measures that wodltblea
diminution of the League’s work. Taylor responded that the United States could and
would not participate in the creation of any international refugee body that vevu&l s
an “advisory” role to the High Commission but believed that the refugee organgzat
should serve complementary not subsidiary roles. He also acknowledged #mathew
bureaucracy of the Secretariat of the League, and not Secretary Gesegl Avenol,
that maintained “hostil[ity] to the extreme” towards the Evian Conferandehoped for

its failure!® A Major Abrams, an official involved with League refugee operations, was

*Dippel, Bound Upon a WheeP31. Hirsch (1885-1941) was arrested followtrigtallnachtand sent
to Sachsenhausen Concentration Camp for two waeksearrested in February 1941 and was dispatched
to Mauthausen Concentration Camp where he dieghstEjm assumed the role of Reich Union president
following Hirsch’s demise.

'J0seph Louis Anne Avenol (June 9, 1879-Septemb#9%2). Avenol has been portrayed in James
Barros, Betrayal From Within: Joseph Avenol, Secretary-Gahef the League of Nations, 1933-1940
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,1969) asraetat supporter of British and French attempts to
appease Nazi Germany while, according to Lord Halifeeking to “’protect the League of Nationsnfro
having to decide any questions of principle.” Aweéopposed criticism of Japanese aggression in
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distinctly antagonistic and engaged in “stirring up” opposition to the Conference
especially among the Latin American delegatiths.

The British delegation eventually agreed to join their American counteirparts
the establishment of an “informal drafting committee,” excluding thenlAatnerican
nations, to produce a final resolution that would be presented to the heads of the various
delegations'® Foreign Office Advisor Roger Makins believed that America, by
necessity, must assume the leadership role in the Conference lest thagméeti
chiefly occupied with passing the buck.” French Diplomat Pierre Bressy sgfrbs
Government’s opposition to locating the planned Intergovernmental Committee for
Political Refugees in Paris maintaining that such a site would “attraesinable
elements” and risk jeopardizing cordial diplomatic relations with Germany.

Taylor then outlined his conception of the Intergovernmental Committee for
Political Refugees (IGCPR) which “tremendously impressed” Wintertdr@ Aimerican
believed that Sir Neill Malcolm and Judge Michael Hansson of the Nansen Office

possessed too much of a “pushing character” that would be disruptive to the effoets of t

Manchuria and the Italian invasion of Abyssinia afféred only a muted response to the German
annexation of Austria and silence following the Nazasion of Poland. During May 1940 Sean Lester,
the Irish Deputy Secretary General, express disamdye “’dearth of [Avenol's] leadership and
inspiration...The office seemed without soul...” avaikafromhttp://www.historynet.com/joseph-
avenols-betrayal-of-the-league-of-nations.hinternet; accessed August 9, 2010.

7 John Mendelsohn, ed-he Holocaustvol. 5 (NY: Garland Publishing, 1982), 250-251.

8 vivo Annual of Jewish Social Scieneel. 15, 1974, 351. U.K delegation included Ediaurnour,
6" Earl Winterton, Chancellor of the Duchy of LaneasSir Charles Michael Palairet; Sir John
Shuckburgh, Colonial Office Under-Secretary of &tdtG. Hibbert, Director at Colonial Office; E.N.
Cooper, Director at Home office and R.M. MakinshisTspecial group consisted of thiéBaron Sherfield
Roger Mellor Makins (Foreign Office Assistant Adwion League of Nations Questions) for the UK,
Pierre Bressy (Minister Plenipotentiary, Deputydgtor of the International Unions at the Ministfy o
Foreign Affairs) for France and Robert T. Pell (Bign of European Affairs, State Department) fag th
u.s.
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working group. Consequently, they were dropped from consideration of formal
membership on the soon-to-be established committee. Winterton and Bérenger then
advised Taylor that he bore the primary responsibility to negotiate with tioeisya
delegations due to his role of Chairman and the “American initiative” that pedntips
convening of the Conferené&.U.S. Ambassador to Britain, Joseph Kennedy, was,
however, skeptical of Taylor’s diplomatic qualifications and believed that he “ngt onl
[lacked] knowledge of the problem, but was making no attempt to get # up.”

Despite rather inauspicious beginnings the Evian Conference formalignezh
on July 6, 1938 in the Grand Ballroom of the Hotel Royal with 140 representatives from
thirty two countries. The meeting was scheduled to adjourn by July 17 to allow enough
time for the delegates to reach Paris by July 19 when the King of England paiccih offi
visit. The Conference would resume in Paris if nece$safytelegram, read into the
official record, was sent on behalf of the members of the Evian Conference to the
American President by Myron Taylor. The committee offered FDR it'stitgide” for
his attempt to devise a “practical solution” to the problem of forced emigrattbwas

hopeful that a general “collaboration” of all parties would produce “sucdessiilts.?

%Report of Myron C. Taylor to the Secretary of 8tiat Washington about the Evian Conference, July
20, 1938,” Mendelsohihe Holocaust249-64.

2 Shermanlsland Refugel04.

“Telegram from Ambassador Bullitt in France to Hetyarding discussions of Taylor with Bérenger.
840.48 Refugees/413, June 27, 1F3RUS vol. 1, 1938, 751. Beginning on May 30, 1938 abar of
police raids in Germany were carried out on restats; cafes and other locales frequented by J8%/8.
Jews were arrested in Berlin “on political grounéiging accusations of illegally removing possessio
and finances out of the country. Similar raidsuoed several weeks later in other cities in Genyran
well as within Vienna. Some sources postulatet2t@00 arrests were made, timed to influence the
upcoming proceedings at the Evian Conference. &dhrman, ed American Jewish Year Book Review of
the Year 5698200-201.

22 «proceedings of the Intergovernmental Committ&estond Meeting, July 7, 1938, 17.
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Senator Henri Bérenger, head of the French delegation, chairman of the French
Senate’s Committee on Foreign Affairs and former member of the Leddiations
High Commission for Refugees, served as temporary chairman, and welcomed the
delegate$® He described France as a nation of “refuge” and thus was certain that the
Conference would achieve something “new and practical” to resolve the refigjge c
While “heartily welcome[ing]” the attending private organizations he desdrihe
meeting as a simple “body” created by Roosevelt which would not serve afartpl
for declarations.” The American President’s goal was not to creaténsaoyations” but
to bring together a committee composed of countries which would include non-members
of the Leagué?

Myron C. Taylor, head of the American mission, next approached the podium.

He began by describing the “millions” of people who had been or were at potisitiaf r
being forcibly expelled from their country without consideration of the potential
consequences. The fact that the world was in the grips of an economic depression wit
high unemployment, social unrest, a rising population and declining standards of living
greatly complicated the search for a solution to the refugee problem. Thnityaiauld
no longer be considered a “purely private concern” but required international dampera
and action. A “major forced migration” was underway, affecting all races ardsyr

professions and trades, forcing the nations of temporary and permanentoatgely

“Henri Bérenger (April 22, 1867-May 18, 1952) serasdAmbassador to the U.S. from 1926-1927 and
had held the post of Chairman of Bemité Général du Pétrol

24 «proceedings, First Public Meeting, July 6, 1988,
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devise a “long-range program of [a] comprehensive scale” that would solvetiterpr
of “political refugees®

The “urgency” of the present situation led President Roosevelt to convene the
Evian Conference. Taylor believed that the current humanitarian problem dififene
earlier migrationg® Instead, the modern world faced an “artificially stimulated” exodus
generated by the policies of “some countries” (Germany was not spibgifibat
resulted in the creation of “great bodies of reluctant migrants who must be abisorbe
abnormal circumstances at a time of stress.” The scope of the problem ‘wastsand
complex” that only international cooperation could create a mechanism that would lead t
a “practicable amelioration of the condition of the unfortunate human beings with whom
we are concerned.” The only realistic goal of the initial Evian Conferémaefore,
would be to establish the groundwork for the “machinery” of an intergovernmental body,
preferably based in Paris that would over time devise a practical solution. UWdailky i
all international refugee situations should be under the auspices of the LeagublAssem
necessity required focusing on the “most pressing” issue of “political refugfeesming
from Germany and Austria. Therefore, the subjects of the committee wourhditieel to
migrants who sought to leave the Reich because of “their political opinionspusligi
beliefs or racial origins” and those who had already left and were regsidiegporary

havens. Significantly, Taylor never used the word “Jew.” Age would play artie

% “Text of Taylor's Address at Refugee ParleMé&w York Timesluly 7, 1938, 9.

*1bid. Taylor categorized earlier periods of masgraiion: the “hostile movement of whole peoples
advancing as military or political waves” into regs that were already developed; “colonization
movements” under the auspices of organized govartenthe migrations of the Nineteenth and Twentieth
Centuries involving individuals and families asamsequences of “unsatisfactory economic and living
conditions” in their nation of origin and the hdjoe a better life.
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ability of a Jew to leave Germany and the demographics and a breakdownilby age

provide in table 6.

Table 6: Demographics of Jewish Population in Germany as of
January 1, 1938

Age Group Number Percent
All ages 350,000 100.0
Under 20 54,300 16.0
20-44 106,700 30.0
45-50 37,100 11.0
Over 50 151,900 43.0

Statistics based on information supplied to the Evian Conference by the Central
Organization of German Jewry. The predominance of older versus youngeragws w
due to emigration and falling birthrates. Arieh Tartakower, “The Jewish Bef,ig324.

Taylor acknowledged the work of the League’s High Commission for Refugees
from Germany (HCR) and the Nansen Office but it was the official Amengew that
these organizations should serve a complementary role to a new body that would be
created by the Conference to deal with specific groups of refugees. Unliketiie Br
who wanted any permanent Intergovernmental Committee to be subsumed bygilne, Lea
the Americans wanted the new organization to be independent, noting that the League
had not demonstrated any “great interest” in the German and Austrian refagkserpr
prior to the Roosevelt invitation and that it tended to limit “refugee work to juridical
protection.” The United States believed that Germany would cooperate tdex grea
degree with a committee located outside of Geneva and membership on the cammitte
could more easily be restricted to receiving States.

Taylor also called for a confidential exchange of information between the

delegations regarding the “number and type” of refugees that would be acceptable to ea

nation based on its current immigration and policies as well as identification of the
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territories on to which resettlement could occur. The issue of appropriate travel
documents and finance would also have to be faced. Taylor emphasized the “liberality”
of existing American immigration laws and highlighted the consolidation ofriesd

German and Austrian quotas allowing 27,370 to enter per year; an annual quota that had
not been completely filled since 19%5.

Significantly, the merging of the two quotas, which marked the extent of
American rescue efforts at the meeting, allayed the fears of thedetflegations that they
would be subjected to American pressure to modify their respective immigratioregoli
Harold Troper and Irving Abella noted that the representatives were “stuheetitions
of the world had been mobilized for this?” The council members issued a “collective
sigh” but for the population at risk Taylor's announcement denoted a “cruel letdown; for
everyone [else] at Evian it was a reprievé.”

The American Chairman concluded by stating that the “forced and chaotic

dumping of unfortunate people in large numbers” would exacerbate existing global

“mproceedings,” July 6, 1938, 11-13. A group of pimeent Englishmen, including the Archbishop of
Canterbury, Lord Noel-Buxton, Lord Cecil and Sir Mdépam Deeds, recommended on July 27, 1937, that
the British Foreign Office propose the creatiormgfermanent inter-governmental organization to al
the problem of the German refugee that would repthe League’s High Commission for German
Refugees and the Nansen Office that were officisldyed to close by the end of 1938. Support was
offered by the High Commissioner Sir Neill Malcotturing September 1937 when he noted that “no
appreciable progress has been made in the emigmtid settlement of refugees.” Consequently,
following the approval of the League Assembly intdber 1937, an inter-governmental conference
approved the February 1938 Convention concerniagthtus of Refugees coming from Germany; a
measure that would grant refugees papers simildnretdansen Passport. The refugee would also be
granted the right to worlpérmis de trava)lwithin the signatory nations of the U.K., FranBe]gium,
Spain, The Netherlands, Denmark and Norway, praviiey had maintained residence within the
respective nation for at least three years, magiadtional or had a child who had been grantézeciship
of that country. The League Council called for to@solidation, on May 15, of the Nansen Office and
High Commission for German Refugees under a siHgie Commissioner. However, the refugees
generated by thAnschlussn March were not placed under the terms of thig nenvention until June 12.
Schneiderman, edAmerican Jewish Year Book Review of the Year 5588-345.

“rving Abella and Harold TropeNone is Too Many: Canada and the Jews of Europ&-195(NY:
1982), 31.
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“racial and religious problems” stimulating “economic retaliation” agihose nations
responsible for involuntary emigration. The resultant “international mistrust and
suspicion...and fear” would harm the policy of appeasement. The world faced “dnarchy
and the risk of war unless a workable solution was found to avert “catastrophic human
suffering.”®

The delegates spent two days deliberating the selection of the presitient of t
conference. The United States preferred a French represefitatidewever, France
reflecting the British and French view of the need for the United Statesuma the
leading role, insisted upon an American and ultimately Myron C. Taylor, “who
represented that very eminent personality, President Roosevelt,” was tHosenty-
five official delegates spoke during the Evian Conference and, with¥egpgons, each
resonated a common theme: each nation felt sympathetic to the plight of thesbfitge
domestic economic, cultural, racial and ideological factors limited or pred¢he
acceptance of forced emigrants.

Lord Winterton acknowledged that the United Kingdom was anxious to find a
workable solution to the refugee cribigt high levels of local unemployment and
overpopulation precluded it from continuing its “traditional policy of offering asylum.”
Safe haven could now only be granted “within narrow limits.” While attempts would be

made to assimilate many of the Austrian and German refugees who hag ghiesd

entry into Britain His Majesty’s Government would study the prospects ofsa@miinto

**Text of Taylor's Address at Refugee Parlefgéw York Timesluly 7, 1938, 9.
Clarence K. Streit, “Taylor Made Head of Refugedd3a’ New York Timesluly 8, 1938, 1.

$proceedings,” July 7, 1938, 23.
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the Colonies and especially the East African territories. However, su@ttsropuld
only benefit a restricted number of families as regional socioeconomeems,
overpopulation, climate, racial and political differences imposed barrierage m
immigration. He reassured the conference delegates that “His Maj@styernment
does not despair that some of its colonial territories might provide a solution of the
problem.”

Winterton predicted that the task facing the international conference would be
“immeasurably complicated” or potentially “insoluble” unless the Reich atlawkigees
to maintain assets sufficient enough to facilitate immigration andlesetit “with some
prospects of success.” It was unrealistic, he believed, to expect anyy ‘thogkilated”
nation to accept individuals robbed of the “means of subsistence” prior to entry nor could
private organizations be expected to bear the financial burden. He also warné&déat “
expectations” would be raised by the belief that “pressure on minoritieseoanal
religion” could compel other nations to admit refug&edlinterton carefully avoided
any reference to Palestine in his opening remarks.

Although Jews represented the majority of the involuntary refugees Winterton
informed the Jewish representatives attending the Conference that theynabhé
considered as active participants in the meeting. Arthur Ruppin of the JewistyAge
Palestinelescribed Winterton as “a notorious opponent of Zionism and a friend of the
Arabs.” Ruppin noted that Winterton received the Jewish representatives “extgedi
coldly” and was dismissive of their opinions regarding the issue of Jewish iomgiraim

Central and Eastern Europe. The meeting, lasting only fifteen minutes,*slap an

$2proceedings,” July 6, 1938, 13-15.
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the face” and Winterton emphasized that it “was not a conference...but an
intergovernmentatommittee’s consultation [with] his intention being to make it clear to
us that in fact we had no business to be here ataNP Miss Eleanor Rathbone, during

a House of Commons debate, also referred to the “pro-Arab sympathies of thellGhance
of the Duchy of Lancaster™*

Winterton served as Chairman of the Unofficial Committee to Defend Arab
Interests in the House of Commons and was a friend of Iraqi Foreign MinigtieB&id.
Winterton believed (along with others) in the necessity of Jews remainnngpaity
group, limited to forty percent of the total population, within Palestine coupled with a
strict limitation or outright banning of land sales to Jews. Such a process, it was hoped,
would allay Muslim fears, put an end to the Arab Revolt and pave the way for self-
government. Said, however, would not accede to this plan. He envisaged the creation of
an Arab confederation, linking Palestine, Transjordan, Iraq and possibly Syria.
Restrictions on Jewish immigration into the Mandate would continue in order to maintai
the ratio of seven Arabs to four Jews, ensuring a permanent Muslim major#lestife.
Thus, Palestinian Arab fears of Jewish economic and political domination would be

eliminated®

Arthur Ruppin,Pirkei Hayyai: be-vinyan ha-arez ve-ha’aiin(Tel Aviv, 1968), 302-303 cited in
Vital, A People Apart381-889.

#Oral Answers to Questions—Refugees” House of Comiebates, June 27, 1938ouse of
Commons Debates, June 27, 1938, vol. 337, cc1518Ailable from
http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=1938-06-
27a.1516.8&s=%22Evian+Conference%22#g151Bi@rnet; accessed August 7, 2010. Eleanor Rathb
(May 12, 1872-January 2, 1946) was the Member dfdpa@ent for the Combined English Universities and
one of the first women to serve in the House. Bag a social activist for feminine issues, indegece of
the British Colonies and became one of the mostpmkien MP’s offering support for Jewish refugees.

% SandersShores of Refugd39; Michael J. CohefRalestine:Retreat from the Mandate, The Making
of British Policy 1936-4%London: Paul Elek, 1978), 27, 197, fn101; YehasRarath, “Nuri al-Sa’'id’s
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Unlimited Jewish migration into Palestine, however, was an entirelyfaivig®
proposition due its territorial size, “special considerations” arising out d@rikish
Mandate, “as well as the local situation [the Arabs], which cannot be ignir@tié
Arabs feared that the refusal of the democracies to accept a “relatmalynumber of
refugees” could translate into a drastic demographic shift in Palestn&lghe
Mandatory Power allow the entry of thousands of Jews; a move, of course, favored by th
Zionists as the “only answer to Hitlet”61,000 Jewish refugees had entered Palestine in
1935 but the Royal or Peel Commission of 1937, investigating the possibilities of
partitioning the Mandate, recommended that Jewish immigration be capped at 12,000 pe
annum. However, in that year only 10,500 actually landed. The admittance level rose i
1939 to 16,400 but following the direction of the Woodhead Commission and the
issuance of the White Paper of May 1939 British policy would only allow the
resettlement of 75,000 over the next five years after which further Jewisgratiomn
would be terminated. By October 1936 the population of Palestine consisted of seven
hundred thousand Arabs and four hundred thousand Fews.

Henri Bérenger began his formal presentation by lauding France’s long histor

and tradition of offering asylum to refugees. He acknowledged, however, thaitcurr

Arab Unity Programme,Middle Eastern Studie20, no. 4 (October 1984):79-80. Echoing similar
sentiments was Sheik Hafiz Wahba, the Saudi Mintstéondon, who warned Jews that peace in
Palestine was dependent upon Jewish concessionaimdain permanent minority statushe Sentinel
July 7, 1938, 3.

% sandersShores of Refugd42.

*"Thomas BaylisHow Israel Was Won: A Concise History of the Arata¢li Conflict(Lanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 1999), 32.

*¥Geoffrey WheatcroftThe Controversy of Zion: Jewish Nationalism, theidk State, and the
Unresolved Jewish Dilemm®&eading, MA: Addison Wesley, 1997), 209; Poratyri al-Said,” 79.
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domestic, economic, social and political considerationsAttsehlussincreasing
persecution of Austrian Jews and concerns about forced emigration of Easterrakurope
Jews as well as national security—perceived threats of a resurrected artupow
Germany and fears of admitting enemy alidre] forced the French Government, under
Premier Edouard Daladier, to adopt a policy of restricted immigration. The Third
Republic had “already reached, if not already passed, the extreme point dfsatura
Since the end of the Great War approximately two hundred thousand refugees (Nansen,
Italian, Spanish and Central European) had already been admitted onto French soil of
which twenty percent were Jewish. France, Bérenger believed, was nodapgbte of
accepting further refugees. The nation also faced the difficulties ofikdsig the three
million aliens already resident within a country that had a population exceeding f
million.*° [See Appendix A for figures on Jews admitted into different countries, 1933-
1945, as noted by different authors and Appendix B for number of officially recorded

unassimilated political refugees within France 1922-1939.]

¥During the period between 1918-1933 France’s vgtiiess to accept refugees was motivated not only
by humanitarian concerns but also as a means lafaiag the laborers who had become the dead, rgissin
and wounded of the Great War. Both immigrantsa@isgdlaced refugees would serve to restore and widen
the scope of the nation’s economic, agricultural aconomic base as well as provide potential maepow
for the French armed services. A number of agreésneere initialed during the Inter-War period to
import and employ foreign workers and included RdJalune 27, 1920; Czechoslovakia, January 15,
1921; Italy, May 21, 1921; Luxembourg, January2R3;Belgium, December 27, 1923; Austria, July 31,
1928; Greece, March 11, 1929 and Rumania, FebBjar930. Gary S. Cross, “Toward Social Peace and
Prosperity: The Politics of Immigration in Franagridg the Era of World War |,French Historical
Studiesll1, no. 4 (Fall 1980): 610, 622. A clear diffetiation was not made between the status of refugee
and immigrant as a variety of factors motivatetsrational movements and included domestic pdlitica
instability or perceived threats to life and prdperThere was the belief that political refugeesuld
conflate their own security with that of Francecampared with the motivations of immigrants who
entered the country for different reasons. Refsgesre granted citizenship, identity papers andjisrto
work in France but were excluded from voting. Hrench public remained supported of the entry of
refugees until the domestic and international jalitcrisis shifted in the mid to late 1930s. THrench
Government claimed that during 1933-1936 180,000 refugees had been accepted but late 1930s
sources maintain that the figure was as high agd®08600,000. Raymond Milletrois millions
d’etrangers en France Les indesirables Les biensdparis: 1938) and Simpsonhe Refugee Problem
333-334 cited in Maga “Closing the Door,” 425-426.
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The Evian Conference was not an “international conference,” Bérengerdadvise
but an “Intergovernmental Committee...not a forum for eloquent speeches... [but serving
as] a center for the coordinated work of practical experts.” While pletigsgrmpuntry’s
cooperation he warned that France had “already almost exhausted hermwoe®'s
which, unfortunately, did not exceed “her zeal to serve the cause of humanity.” The
French nation could not be expected to allow further entry of “homeless German
wanderers® He, like the other European and United States delegates, expected that the
“new countries” of Latin America should bear the brunt of resettlefieBérenger,
while acting as France’s representative to the League of Natiogis’Gbmmission for
Refugees (HCR), had already declared in December 1933 that France must function as a
nation of transit or “way station” rather than serve the role of final destiri4ti

The Chief of th&Ureté Jean Berthoin, argued that the economic depression
had forced France to accept only those refugees who possessed transit visas for othe
states, proper documentation, sufficient funds or the requisite skills that would tenef
national economy or augment the “intellectual patrimony of our country.” “Thermgres
state of saturation” prevented continuation of an open door immigration policyeFranc
could no longer accept the “waste products of the entire Austrian or German
immigration.” The Minister of the Interior Albert Sarraut and Berthoin eddne border

security forces to carry out the policy a&foulerwithout mercy.” The unwanted would

“%proceedings,” July 6, 1938, 15-16.
“ISt. Petersburg Timeguly 6 and 8, 1938.

42 Caron,Uneasy Asylul5.
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be returned to Germany and AustiiaSuch a policy represented, according to Vicki
Caron, a “virtual death sentence to the right of asylum in France” and becamsishe ba
upon which French policy was framed at the Evian Confer&nce.
Bérenger’s views reverberated in moderate newspapers duefl asipsvhich

likewise declared that France was “saturated” with aliens and could onéyasea point
of transit. France needed to ensure that its “physical, moral and intdlliegtiidbrium
[was] not abruptly disrupted by a pronounced influx of elements too different and
sometimes unassimilablé&> Such refugees were a threat to domestic employment, a
potential source of crime, a burden to social services and “at times [they] waulthe
physical appearance of our cities.” Therefore, a strategy of higilgious immigration
would need to be followed in view of “the numerical [dis]proportion between natives and
foreigners,” while remaining cognizant of the declining birth rates arttumgrench.
“The unfortunate fact is that, alas, it is not the elites of Europe...who are fldcking
us.™®

Following the adoption of the Nuremberg Race Laws France enacted an officia
policy of impeding the entry of refugees and attempted to utilize the Leaghe Hi

Commissioner as a means of removing those who had already found temporargrganct

on French soif! Minister of the Interior Sarraut announced in the Decree law of May 2,

“3“Note: a/s réfugiés austrichiens. Réunion du Géend’Evian,” June 13, 193Blinistére des Affaires
EtrangeregMAE), Paris,Société des Natio(SDN), 1 M 1815, 156-161. Ibid., 184.

*Ibid., 184
45"e Probléme des réfugidsditorial Le Tempsjuly 8, 1938, 1. Ibid., 278.
46« es Etrangers en Frangeeditorial, Le TempsMay 16, 1938, 1. Ibid., 279.

47 bid., 39.

172



1938 that the stability of the nation was threatened by the “ever-growing” nambe
aliens residing on French sdalVhile claiming that the Republic would continue to honor
its “traditional rules of French hospitality” the current situation mandatectrarat of a
careful screening process to separate “foreigner[s] of good faith” frerftlandestine
foreigners, irregular guests...unworthy of living on our soil.” Those selectezhfry
would be welcomed but the “undesirables” would be forcibly expéfidadouard
Daladier, at various times Prime Minister and Minister of Defense, and & &feurice
Gamelin of the General Staff, called for enactment of stricter eriteyia and the
possible elimination of refugee admission altogether. Such aliens posed #othreat
domestic labor and could represent a “Trojan Horse of spies and subversives” that abused
France’s tradition of the “open door” while serving Nazi plans to destalikzErench
society and econonty.

The Foreign Ministry declared that it was impossible to admit refugees in a
“permanent capacity” but potentially could agree to allow resettlement Fréimeh
colonies® Emile Roche, an influential spokesman for the Radical Party, stated in an
editorial published ila Républiquethat high unemployment and oversaturation
prohibited France from accepting any more aliens. He called upon the Govetoment

promote emigration to French overseas holdings provided the project was infused with

“8Le TempsMay 5, 1938. Ibid., 174. Aliens would have toib@ossession of valid visas or identity
cards or face fines or imprisonment and specialggewf expulsion were granted to the prefects and
police.

““Daladier comments to the Second Session of the-imiisterial Commission for German Refugees,
October 16, 1933 and November 13, 1988ieZ-Europe 1930-194®llemagne (Questions religieuses),
Archives du Ministere des Affaires Etrangenmes. 711cited in Maga, “Closing the Door,” 428.

* Foreign Ministry (Europe) to the Ministry of Colies Direction politiqug, June 17, 1938, MAE,
SDN, | M 1815, 153-154. Carobneasy Asyluml83.
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sufficient capital to “create employment opportunities, new markets orrades t
possibilities.® The conservative papérOrdre, urged the French authorities to follow
the British lead of offering refuge in their Empire. The daily suggestéa thiaeable
number of Jewish families could be relocated to Madagascar and such setilds “w
soon discover the joy of living through work and love of a new counfry.”

However, the Minister of Colonies George Mandel, a Jew, warned on June 21
that any “Jewish colonization in our overseas domains” would result in “more numerous
dangers than advantages. The spokesman for the Ministry of the Interior Bureau of
Algerian Affairs ruled out re-settlement in this North African Colony d@u&rab
hostilities coupled with the urban background of the refugees who may have become
tainted with socialist or communist ideologies. In addition, the poor local economy and
lack of employment would undoubtedly place the new arrivals on the publi¢*ddie.
right wing groupL’Action francaiseopposed any resettlement of Jews in the colonies.

“It would be inadmissible to deliver up merchants, French colonists, as well \assrati

*1 Emile Roche, Pour une négociatigh La RépubliqueAugust 3, 1938, 1. Ibid, 219.

%24 a France doit fair un geste de solidarité erefavdes juifs chassées d’AllegmagnieOrdre,
November 19, 1938. Ibid., 220.

%3 Minister of Colonies to the Foreign Ministry (Epe), June 21, 1938, MAE, SDN, | M 1815, 220-
221. Ibid., 183. Mandel warned George Bonnet oy R 1938 that the Madagascar “affair” posed
“ticklish political problems” for the Government.ransfer of Jews to another territory would give
credence to the belief in the existence of a “Jeisestion.” France risked appearing to be inegent
with certain foreign views that Jews were not agtis but...outsiders properly subject to a specalis”
and dependent upon the forbearance of the hostmaBuch acquiescence on the part of the French
Government to such a view risked “encouraging @y persecutions and harsh measures that havedhelpe
provoke the exodus of Jewish populations.” In tiddj Mandel argued, could not the country of arigf
the refugees (implying Germany) lay claim to anyfa “large and prosperous communities” successfull
established by “Jewish colonists”? Mandel to Banhy 25, 1938, French Foreign Ministry Archives
cited in Michael R. Marrus and Robert O. Paxtdichy France and the JewStanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1995), 62.

> Minister of the Interior Direction du controle de la comptabilité des afésiralgériennes), 4éme
bureau to the Foreign Ministry (Europe), July 2, 1938AK| SDN, | M 1816, 25-26. Ibid., 183.
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Indochina or Madagascar, to the claws of German Jewish ustt&sdsevelt, however,

had wanted the issue of colonial resettlement discussed at Evian and during June 1938 the
State Department encouraged France to consider the possibilities of Madadascar

U.S. agreed not to raise this issue on the Evian Conference agenda due to Western
European fears that such action would stimulate the forced emigration of Eastern
European Jew¥.

American pressure to open up colonial holdings for refugees was, however,
exerted upon the United Kingdom and France following the end of the conference.
Taylor suggested, during September 1938, that France resettle thirty thodggedse
from Central Europe in its overseas Empire over a period of five years. TahFre
Government was expected to provide the land but the costs were to be borne by Jewish
organizations. Undersecretary of State Welles continued to press thisassumeid-
October, especially highlighting the prospects of Madaga¥dalitimately, following
Kristallnacht Prime Minister Daladier pledged to Welles that France would accéypt for
thousand Jewish refugees in Madagascar while Foreign Minister George Bonnet
promised that France would accept a limited number of Jewish refugeesadlones as
long as America and Britain acted in a similar marifier.

Similar concerns and conditions affected other European nations who expected

the nations of the Americas to accept the majority of the refugees due taorthlérs

%5 “\a-t-on ressusciter le projet d’émigration juiaex colonies francaisesAttion francaise,
November 27, 1948, Archived]liance Israélite Universell¢AlU), ms. 650, box 14 (47). Ibid., 220.

%6 Roosevelt to Myron Taylor, January 14, 1939, 88Réfugees/1290B, FRUS, 1939,66-69
> Ibid., 220.

*BIbid., 221.
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populations and the availability of undeveloped latidghe Dutch delegate, the Head of
the Directorate of Legal Affairs in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, M@V Beucker-
Andreae, expressed his sympathy and acknowledged The Netherlandsld aigelition
[of] granting generous hospitalityiut, he declared, the small nation had reached the
saturation point and could no longer accept additional refugees except in extraordinary
circumstances. 24,000-25,000 had already been admitted into a country with a
population of nine million. The enactment of more stringent entrance policies was
mandated, it was believed, by unfavorable economic conditions, fears of offending the
Hitler regime and concerns of jeopardizing its policy of neutrality in thetexfavar.
The nation could only serve as a temporary way station on the route to other sites of
permanent resettlement. Four hundred thousand Dutch citizens were unemployed leadi
the authorities to encourage the emigration of its own nationals as a meansas$idecr
population density and joblessness. The Government would cooperate in the
establishment of training centers for Jewish refugees to factiitatemigration. In
addition, its overseas colonial possessions were deemed unsuitable for tlemreseof
European Whites due to unfavorable clinfdtButch borders were closed to German
Jewish refugees by November 1938 and any refugees who had managed to gain entry
would be arrested and interned in isolated special work c&mps.

The Belgian delegate, Robert de Foy, the director of the B&giané de

I'Etat, highlighted Belgium's role in admitting and assimilating Russian andiame

**Report of Norman Bentwich, cited in Marrisnwanted 147;St. Petersburg Timeguly 7, 1938.
®%proceedings of the Evian Conference,” July 7, 1938

®1«Jews on Knees Beg Netherlands Entiygw York TimesNovember 14, 1938, 7; “Escaped Germans
Turned Back by Dutch,The TimesNovember 25, 1938, 13.
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refugees. Belgium had been a signatory to the Convention relating to the iobteinat
Status of refugees (Geneva, October 18, 1933), The Provisional Arrangement @gncerni
the Status of Refugees Coming from Germany (Geneva, July 4, 1936) and had
participated in (but not yet ratified) the creation of the Geneva Convention afafgbr
10, 1938 that was to supplant the 1936 Arrangement. As a consequence, the Belgian
Nation had received 8,800 Russian and assimilated refugees: 2,000 Germans, 800
Austrians, 3,000 Spanish children and 120 adults, 250 Italians and 80 Stateless
refugees—totaling 15,050. The country was geographically small in size witls@ de
population of 7,800,000 of whom 319,230 were aliens. Approximately 250,000 were
unemployed. Although it was obvious that Belgium had responded in the “most loyal
and generous manner” to the international agreements on refugees current conditions
(German anti-Jewish policies, the need to maintain friendly relatiohghéatReich and
threats of mass expulsions from Eastern European countries) prevented, teaher g
regret,” the possibility of assuming “fresh international obligations”iemjaunknown
consequences which might overwhelm “her practical possibilities.” Belgiamsacti
were based on the proportionate responses of the other nations and the “hope that, with
patience, openings may be found in overseas territori&s...”

Lt. Colonel Thomas Walter White, the head of the Australian delegation and

chair of the Conference’s second sub-committee, acknowledged that Australia had

82proceedings,” July 7, 1938, 18-19. Robert de Emlijaborated with the Germans before and during
the Belgian occupation. General Eggert Reederhief of theWehrmachin Brussels had informed
Reinhard Heydrich, the head of tReichssicherheidshaupta®HSA) or German State Security, in 1943
that “De Foy had in the months preceding the imwaglosely collaborated with the RHSA and with
Heydrich himself, to whom he had provided importasaiterial.” Paul Belien “Belgian Authorities
Destroy Holocaust Records,” August 31, 2006¢ Brussels Journavailable from
http://www.brusselsjournal.com/node/128&fternet; accessed August 15, 2010.
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already accepted hundreds of Jewish refugees but his country could do nib warkel
be unreasonable, he asserted, for a young nation such as his, with its majarity root
derived from England, to accept an influx “of non-British subjects” that would be
difficult to assimilate into the dominant culture. Significantly, he utteresdrain that
resonated with many of the other delegations: It should be readily apparent that as
Australia does not have a “real racial problem, we are not desirous of impm&hgy
supporting “any scheme of large-scale foreign migration.” Entry wouldrbted to
asylum seekers who would work within certain restricted livelihoods and ttzates t
would not threaten the employment of Australian citiZ8msdmission of large numbers
of Jews, it was feared, would produce “enclaves” that would not be “easily latdehi
into the national body and risked creation of local anti-SemfttsSthe Sydney Truthan
anti-Jewish immigration Labor newspaper, regarded the entry of “unwamded a
unabsorbable Hebrews” as a threat to Australian “race, blood, and itfadisrhatively,
one editorialist regarded such an “undue suggestion of racial intolerance” asagdbe
of our cherished traditions.” Acceptance of German and Austrian refugees weatly gr
benefit Australia by the infusion of “some of the best stock and finest minds of

Europe.®®

8%proceedings,” July 7, 1938, 19-20. Thomas W. W/iit887-1957) had been awarded the
Distinguished Flying Cross during the Great War sedved as a Federal Parliamentarian and Australian
High Commissioner to Britain (1951-1956) and waggkted in 1952. He was the Australian Federal
Minister for Trade and Customs and was in Londoemihe invitation for the Evian Conference was
issued. The Australian population in 1938 was axipnately seven million. The nation occupied three
million square miles of land.

®%Jews Seeking to Enter Australia: 4,000 ApplicasigiThe TimesJuly 5, 1938, 13.
®*Sydney TruthOctober16, 1938 cited in Blakenepustralia and the Jewish Refuge#84.

®Western Mail and South Wales Neluy 11, 1938 cited in Katz, “Public Opinion,” 108.
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White, however, enjoyed the backing of the Conservative Prime Minister Joseph
Lyons who had stated that the Dominion had not yet reached the point of becoming
overwhelmed by immigrants from the United Kingdom. Those “foreigners who were
enterprising enough” and possessed assets that would assure selhsyfésievell as
create jobs for Australian citizens “would be welcomed.” Nevertheles§dhernment
would not grant any “special concessions” or join any “scheme” of massegssitithat
would threaten domestic employment. Australia was sympathetic to the qfiidpe
Jewish refugeelutthe Government could not allow a “large influx of aliens.”
“Preference” would be granted to “suitable migrants of British stdck.”

Minister of the Interior John McEwen believed that Jews represented a “highly
intelligent” and successful class but their parochialism, religious antairaliefs and
separatist tendencies would interfere with successful integratioiffictiRies” would
undoubtedly arise wherever they constituted a significant percentage of the populati
However, if a limited number of Jewish refugees was to be admitted prefetendd be
given to those in “greater need” from Germany and Austria rather than émmagres f
Eastern Europe who had “practically formed a state within a state.”

The Cabinet adopted a quota system during June 1938 that divided prospective
refugees into the categories of “Jews,” “Christian non-Aryans” and t&8 Such a
program was extremely cumbersome as it required refugee applidatioasent to

Canberra for review and approval before a response was sent back to Europessa proce

’SchneidermarReview of the Year 569879.

®®Andrew Markus, “Jewish Migration to Australia 1938;” Journal of Australian Studiek3,
(November 1983): 19.
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that would take a number of monffisThis restrictive arrangement limited the number of
landing permits granted German and Austrian Jews to three hundred per month. Paul
Bartrop has argued that such restraint originated in an “anti-foreign arSeamitic bias
prevalent among some key personnel in the government departrifeBigiceney, on the
other hand, claimed that opposition to Jewish immigration, primarily those fromaCent
and Eastern Europe, was not primarily driven by anti-Semitic sentimentstheit by
fears of its effect on unemployment, salaries, standards of living and working
conditions’* Australia did agree during December 1938 to accept 15,000 immigrants or
in the language of the day, “reffos” (refugees), over a period of threelygawaly 9,000
actually landed during 1933-1943.

Interestingly, some Australian Jewish leaders viewed their foreign co
religionists with considerable narrow-mindededness and opposed the immigratieir of t
German and Austrian brethren. Sir Samuel Cohen, the president of the Australgm Jewi

Welfare Society, stated during August 1938, that the thoughts of Australian desvs w

%9 Samuel Pietsch, “Not ‘desirable’: Government Sgaag¢ing of Jewish Refugees,” Jubilee Conference
of the Australasian Political Studies Associatiamsfalian National University, Canberra, Octobed2®
available fromhttp://arts.anu.edu.au/sss/apsa/Papers/pietsc¢inpetinet; accessed October 3, 2010.

Paul BartropAustralia and the Holocaust, 1933-19@&ew, Victoria: Australian Scholarly
Publishing, 1994), 129-130, 245.

"Blakeney Australia and the Jewish Refuge6s.

2 Blakeney Australia and the Jewish Refuge#4y, 159; Caroline Mooreheaduman Cargo: A
Journey Among Refuge@$Y: Picador, 2006), 11Prejudice against Jews extended into the war years.
Facing fears of a German invasion of PalestineGyqutus the British Government sought agreement with
the Australian Prime Minister to accept 5,500 Blitsubjects who faced possible evacuation. In respo
the Department of the Prime Minister queried thmber of Jews that would be included and the
percentage that spoke English. By September fi#4Australian Government agreed to accept urdil th
end of the war 2,000 British evacuees from the $iake Mandate provided they spoke English, were
family members of British police officers or othgwvernmental officials (especially if of the female
gender) and were non-Jewish. Peter Y. MeddingMadues, Interests and Identity: Jews and Politica i
Changing World Studies in Contemporary Jewnl. 11 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995),718
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“British through and through.” The admission of “hordes” of European Jews would
endanger the “freedom and civilization we are all privileged to enjdy THe Society

sought to influence the Government to decrease the visa allotment by one-third. Superior
airs and fears of inciting domestic anti-Semitism led the local Jewmsmanity to

caution new arrivals on their public behavior:

Above all, do not speak German in the streets arnhle trams.
Modulate your voices. Do not make yourself conspics anywhere by
walking with a group of persons, all of whom aredly speaking a
foreign language. Remember that the welfare obttieestablished
Jewish communities in Australia, as well as of gwaigrant, depends
upon your personal behavior. Jews collectivelyjadged as
individuals. You, personally, have a very gravepansibility”*

The strategy of the Canadian Government was to prevent the entrance of foreign
Jews. Immigration laws and guidelines would need to be suspended or revised to make

special allowance for stateless refugees. Farmers and othertagaiowbrkers could be

"*Truth (Sydney), August 7, 1938 cited in B. Hooper, “Aalan Reaction to German Persecution of the
Jews and Refugee Assimilatio(¥.A. thesis, Department of History, Australian Matl University,
1972), 78.

"Jews’ Advice to Refugee: “Go to Country,The Sydney Morning Heraltlay 13, 1938, 17. During
1930 the Australian Government would allow the gnfrimmigrants who possessed £500 or were
dependents of aliens currently residing in the tgunFollowing the enactment of the 1935 Nuremberg
Laws prominent Australian Jews petitioned the Gorent under Prime Minister Lyons to decrease the
requiring landing fee to £50 if guaranteed by famoif friends. The Australian Jewish Welfare Segvic
(AJWS) was also created to facilitate and coordiiaé immigration process. The London based Alistra
House received 120 applications per day for imntignavisas during March 1938 and the AJWS received
1,200 applications in the first week following tAaschluss An opinion poll taken at the time of the Evian
Conference demonstrated that only seventeen pestémt population favored mass immigration of Jews
Those resisting or opposed to enhanced entry vegreecned about the limited assimilability of Jent®i
Australian society or the threat of Jewish contrfatertain aspects of the economy or professi@tact
limitations were placed on the number of Jewishige€& physicians allowed to practice in the country.
Although the Lyons Government announced a policgaafepting 15,000 refugees over three years the
nation was already accepting 5,100 per year (poi@ecember 1938); consequently, such a policyadlgtu
decreased the absolute number of refugees accepteaihg the period of 1933-1939 only 7,000 Jews
were resettled in Australia of which only 100 wdesvish children and adolescents. 570 British caiid
on the other hand, gained entry during 1940. Baurop, “Safe Haven: 2. Immigration and Settlement
Government Policy” available from
http://www.naa.gov.au/naaresources/publicationsf&esh_guides/quides/haven/pages/chapter2.htm
Internet; accessed June 27, 2010.
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granted preferential treatment in the admission prdcé&se Prime Minister, William L.
Mackenzie King, reacting to the U.S. announcement of the Evian Conference, feared tha
alien Jews would contaminate Canada's “bloodstream,” adversely affectahatnity

and embolden the anti-Semitic separatists ofthebecois Why create, he asked, an
“internal problem” in the process of solving an “international one.” Canada had to be
protected from the “unrest” of the Continent and avoid the “intermixture of foreign
strains of blood.” Admission of stateless Jews would lead to “riots” and to stiedie
the central Government and the provinteEhe papet.e Devoirasked why Canada
should admit Jewish refugees. “The Jewish shopkeeper on St Lawrence Bbdtma
nothing to increase our natural resources.” French-Canadian MembersamhBatli
opposed Jewish immigration. H.E. Brunelle, for example, accused Jews of ctgedatg
difficulties” wherever they settled. Members of the St. Jean Bapiistet$, with the
support of MP Wilfrid La Croix, presented a petition to Parliament vigorously algect
to “all immmigration” and particularly the admittance of Jewish refug&asch opposition
represented the “instinct of self preservation [of the Christian religion remdtH

culture].”

"*The Canadian population in 1938 was approximat@|@10,000 in an area exceeding the size of the
United States.

® Mackenzie King Diary, March 29, 1938, 256.

"rving Abella & Harold TroperNone Is Too MangToronto: Lester & Orpen, 1982), 18. St. Jean
Baptiste Societyociété Saint-Jean Baptiste@as a French Canadian patriotic society foundedume 24,
1834 by Ludger Duvernay who sought to instill Ffamghonic nationalism among the French speaking
population. “St-Jean-Baptiste Society” The Canadiacyclopedia 2010 available from
http://thecanadianencyclopedia.com/index.cim?PgN@E&Params=A1ARTA0007080nternet;
accessed August 15, 2010. Brunelle opposed Jémisigration because of the “deplorable” state of
“thousands of [his] fellow citizens.” He believdtht “charity begins at home.” While having “nodb
against the Hebrew race [and] deep sympathy” fosaHacing persecution at the hands of the Nawis Je
had been the “cause, justly or unjustly of greéftadilties in various countries” and since “histagpeats
itself” Canada must avoid creating its own Jewigtbfem. HamerowWhy We Watched57.

182



The Nationalist Socialist Christian PamBa(ti National Social Chrétienled by
Adrien Arcand, the publisher of Montreal’s Fascist pdge€ombat Nationahnd other
anti-Semitic publications such ke Miroir, Le Gogly Le Fasciste Canadieh’Unité
NationaleandServiam joined with 1,500 blue shirted Fascists from eight Canadian
provinces in Toronto’s Massey Hall on July 4 and created a new National Urtigy Par
whose official slogan was “Canada for Canadians” and “King, country, Gimitgt’
Fascism appeared to take root among the Quebecois due to lower economic standards of
living when compared with the rest of the Natl8dews, Arcand maintained, were the
root of “all the evils in the world” through the tentacles of their economic cdfitide,
like his German counterparts, called for an economic boycott of Jewish besiaess
establishments in order for French Canadians to regain control over the “commercial
[activities] of their own nation.” It was essential for French Canad@afsosper in
their own land rather than the JewS.”

André Laurendeau, of the pap&kction nationaleandLe Devoitr warned,
during a 1933 demonstration of the separatist and nationalist organikatiogrCanada
that Jews were on a “Messianic mission” to control the world; a claim reeeinti of the

oft cited and standard anti-Semitic fare, Bretocols of the Elders of Zidh Pierre

8Canadian Jewish Congress Charities Committee Naltiarchives-Collection Guide available from
http://www.cjccc.ca/national_archives/archives/aidgA.htm Internet; accessed August 15, 201ide,
July 18, 1938, 9Time July 18, 1938, 19.

®Ottawa CitizenMarch 2, 1938, 13.

8Jacques Langlais and David Rordews & French Quebecers: Two Hundred Years of @hhiistory
(Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 99), 98.

81Gerald TulchinskyCanada’s Jews: A People’s Journ@oronto, ON: University of Toronto Press,

2008), 305.Jeune-Canadavas founded in Montreal in 1932 and supported ¢hé@anadian nationalism.
Initially composed of university students, suchAasiré Laurendeau, Pierre Danserau and Gérard Fition
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Dagenais, the chief spokesmanletine-Canadadeclared that the soul of Canada was
threatened by the “Jewish element,” an entity more “powerful than the voiceoof.’bl

The Jewish “plutocracy” was influential enough to elicit “condolences” from

Government officials against the Nazi treatment of German and Austrigrbiliéthese

same bureaucrats remained silent at the discriminatory treatmenreinchFCanadians

within their own country or the persecution of Catholics in Mexico, Spain and the Soviet
Union. Similarly, Gilbert Manseau dtune-Canadalaimed that Jews sought “special
treatment” in Canada, seeking the status of an ethnic minority awardexdhtbaenational

rights as other Canadians. Jews, he believed, could not be accorded such a status as the
Constitution recognized only two national identities: British and Frénch.

Charles Frederick Blair, the Director of the Immigration Branch of the
Department of Mines and Resources, was convinced that the European refugee cris
would inundate Canada with stateless Jews destined to become permanent pgasc cha
Citing the Government’s post-Great War policy of excluding homeless refudese
were likely to “go on the rocks” and become dependent on government support Blair
increased the landing fees from $5,000 to $15,000 and attached the stipulation that the
émigrés be farmefS.He advised the Prime Minister that Jewish pressure to enter Canada

had reached new heights but he was proud to admit that after “thirty five years of

platform supported the rights of French speakingadéns and the preservation of Quebec’s Catholic,
rural, agricultural and Francophile roots. “Jeurs@da” The Canadian Encyclopedia available from
http://www.canadianencyclopedia.ca/index.cfm?PgN@E&Params=A1ARTA0004127nternet,
accessed August 15, 2010.

82uNefarious Power’ of Jewry AttackedThe Montreal Gazettepril 21, 1933, 10.
8 Blair to T.A. Crerar, March 28, 1938 cited in Ger&. Dirks,Canada’s Refugee Policy: Indifference

or Opportunism{Quebec: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1978), See also Abelld&Jone is Too
Many, 35.
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experience” Jewish immigration had never “been so carefully contrfiétbivever,
Blair predicted that a successful Evian Conference would in essence reev&@drtnans
by solving their Jewish Question and would undoubtedly encourage other Powers to
follow similar policies which represented the “greatest danger” to Cartaaleouraging
the resettlement of refugees was “akin in a sense to the paying of ransbmeseC
bandits.®°

Blair offered what he considered to be constructive criticism to the Jewish
community. It “might be a very good thing,” he believed, if Jewry engaged inadpri
“humiliation and prayer” during which they would come to terms with the “question of
why they are so unpopular almost everywhere.” Christians should “frankly”iexpé&
reasons for their disapproval instead of engaging in anti-Semitism. Rlaaotdoubt
that the Jews would be as readily as accepted as “our Scandinavian friends” if the
successfully divested themselves of their negative “hafits.”

Although Nazi anti-Semitic policies placed Jews at risk of “extinction” irogerr
he did not imagine that admission to Canada would resolve the ubiquitous Jewish
dilemma®’ The Immigration Minister later opposed the landing of Jewish refugees from

the ill-fatedS.S. St. Louiduring May 1939, believing that the granting of asylum would

8Abella, None is Too ManB.
#Blair memorandum, April 19, 1938. Ibid. 20.
% Blair to F.N. Sclanders, September 13, 1938. . )i8id

87Blair to Judd, October, 1938. Ibid., 35.
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be followed by “shiploads” of other refugees. No nation could accept the number of real
or potential forced émigrés and the “line must be drawn somewffere.”

Likewise, Under-Secretary of State Dr. Oscar Douglas Skeltoed@aessures
from the Evian Conference would subject Canada to internal demands for the country to
do something “for the Jews,” risk the generation of domestic anti-Senatisl influence
other nations (primarily Eastern Europe) to solve their own Jewish Questiorctiphf
exiling Jews® The ultimate and oftentimes pre-determined position of Canada and other
nations was reflected in an undated and unsigned document filed among the records of

the Department of External Affairs in Ottawa:

We don’t want to take too many Jews, but, in thespnt circumstances particularly, we don't
want to say so. Certainly, we don’t want to legitie the Aryan mythology by introducing any
formal distinction for immigration purposes betweksws and non-Jews. The practical
distinction, however, has to be drawn and shouldraen with discretion and sympathy by the
competent Department without laying down any formaiute of policy on the matté?.

Hume Wrong, the Canadian Envoy to the League of Nations, was selected by
King to represent Canada at the Conference; an assignment he did not relish. Wrong
advised Skelton that he expected the meeting to be a “most unpleasant aftapgrasg

from one of Roosevelt’'s “sudden generous impulses” and was not a “well thought out”

BJair to Skelton, June 8and June 16, 1939 citddving Abella and Harold Troper, “The Line Must
Be Drawn Somewhere’: Canada and Jewish Refuge88;1939,” Paula Draper, Franca lacovetta, Robert
Ventres, edsA Nation of Immigrants: Women, Workers and Commnasit Canadian HistoryToronto,
ON: University of Toronto Press, 2002), 413.

89Skelton to Mackenzie King, March 25, 1938 cited\lrella, None Is Too ManyL7. Skelton was
Undersecretary of State for External Affairs (apped April 1, 1925 by King; anti-imperial and
isolationist worldview) and former Professor of ifoal and Economic Science and Dean of Arts at
Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario.

pyblic Archives of Canada RG 25 D1, vol. 779, 882, External Affairs memorandum cited in Paul

R. Bartrop “Drawing the Line Somewhere: The Domimd@nd Refugee Immigration in the 1930s,”
presented at ACSANA Canadian Studies Conferend8a@tberra, Australia, June 22-24, 1988, 9.
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concept. His participation represented, on the whole, an “unwelcome®dtg.ivas
instructed only to “listen, make notes and say as little as possible” while ngEosi
concrete solutions, “without seeming to be obstructiorifst.”

The Canadian delegate informed the members of the Evian Conference that his
Government felt “sympathy and concern...for the victims of changes of regunaf a
racial and class conflict.” Canada had generously admitted more than ten thousand
political refugees following the conclusion of the Great Wareconomic problems had
severely impacted Canada’s capacity to absorb “considerable number[dilitodrzal
émigrés. As a result, the Government was compelled to initiate a moretikestri
immigration policy. There were, however, “special administrative exengitthat the
Dominion would, in concert with the other Powers, consider in the “most sympathetic
and friendly manner which may be practicable in the circumstances.” Succesh af
project depended upon Germany allowing retention of sufficient persona tsset
facilitate and fund resettlement. Jews possessing sufficientldapistablish successful
farms could be prioritized for admissigh.

Overall, Wrong viewed the preparations of the Committee as being “very
amateurish” and warned the Prime Minister that prospects for a madroagfome

were “gloomy... [as] there seems to have been no effective diplomatic or &chnic

*Ipublic Archives of Canada RG 25 G1, vol. 1870, 3ik¥c, part 1, Hume Wrong (Geneva) to Dr. O.D.
Skelton (Ottawa), June 21, 1938 cited in Bartrdpratving the Line,” 6.

%2 King to Wrong, Jun3 30, 1938 cited in Irving Alzeland Franklin Bialystok, “Canada,” in David S.
Wyman and Charles H. Rosenzveig, etlhg World Reacts to the Holoca(Baltimore: John Hopkins
Press, 1996), 756

%proceedings,” July 7, 1938, 20-21.
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preparations. | think the meeting should be as short as pos$ible.later advised King
that there was “little chance” that “any clear conclusions” would trésuh the
Conference?

Following the conclusion of the conference King remarked that the admission of
Jews posed a greater national threat to the internal harmony of Canadal tthenNAzi
or Fascist regimes. The Fuehrer and Il Duce, the Prime Minister belsseght to
provide “the masses of the people some opportunity for enjoyment, taste of art and the
like.” “Dictatorial methods” were necessary to suppress those “privilegeksts
(presumably Jewish) that have previously monopolize¥ &rich a world view of Jewry
was of course, in keeping with the widely held anti-Semitic belief in Jewismadton
of society.

FollowingKristallnachtKing expressed the opinion in his diary that the nation
“must do her part” in offering refuge to “some” of the Jewish émigrés; ahatoivould
be “difficult politically.” King pledged to “fight for it as right and just, afhristian.”’
In reality, however, Canada accepted only five thousand refugees, during 1933-1939, of

which 3,500 were Jews. Most of these Jewish refugees were relocated ftism Bri

internment camps as part of Canada's war effort to help house Austrian and German

“Public Archives of Canada RG 76, vol. 432, file 683, part 1, Hume Wrong to W.L. Mackenzie
King, July 9, 1938 and June 29, 1938 cited in BgxtfDrawing the Line,” 6.

*Ppublic Archives of Canada RG 76, vol. 432, file 882, part 1, Wrong to King, July 9, 1938. Ibid., 8
% Mackenzie King Diary, May 10, 1938.

% bid., November 13, 1938.
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“‘enemy aliens” that remained incarcerated until December 1943 when the cameps w
formally closed”®

Citing his nation’s “traditional policy” towards immigration,” Tomas LretBn,
the Argentine delegate (concerned that the United States and Great\Beite
attempting to pressure Latin America into becoming the dumping ground for the
refugees), acknowledged that his country had received the greatest numbes, of Jew
second only to the United States. However, if the factors of geographic size and native
population were inserted into the equation then Argentina had accepted a far greater
proportion of the forced émigrés than did its North American counterpart. During 1935
for every forty eight Jewish refugees admitted into the U.S thirty two elvegentina,;
considering the fact that the American population was ten times that of his country
Breton deemed the Argentine contribution to the refugee crisis to be palyicula
“striking.” Taking into account South America as a whole Argentina had accepted more
refugees than any other nation on the continent. Consequently, Le Breton believed that
Argentina had satisfied its “duty of solidarity and collaboration” in the ptese
humanitarian crisis. Agricultural entrepreneurs and workers possessiam ¢echnical
skills were preferred candidates for entry but care had to be taken to avoid om@nghel
the domestic labor market. Argentina would carefully safeguard its natiohe ‘fig all
matters relating to the manner in which, and the means by which, immigrarie will

allowed to enter and establish themselves in our countfy...”

®paula Jean Draper, “Muses Behind Barbed WireTHa Muses272-81 cited in Donna F. Ryafhe
Holocaust and the Jews of Marsei{ldrbana, IL: University of lllinois Press, 1996)35-137.
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However, by the time of the July conference the Argentine Government had
enacted a variety of immigration barriers such as the requirement ofial feding
permit issued by the Central Immigration Department located in Buenas Aites
prerequisite was designed to guarantee the selected entry of refutheagricultural
backgrounds who possessed sufficient financial assets to re-establisHvwbsnmsa new
location despite the fact that the majority of the immigrants were mitkis-gews from
urban areas. 5,178 Jews were admitted during 1937 but only 1,050 if’4938.

The Argentine reaction to the plight of Jewish refugees had been foretold by
popular and national reaction to tAeschluss The Catholic press in Argentina
denounced the German annexation of AustébPueblq the Catholic newspaper of
Buenos Aires, had viewed the earlier Dollfuss Government as the epitome bf socia
dogma as espoused by Pope Leo Xlll and Pius Xl and viewgsh8ehlusss an
“Austrian tragedy” facilitated by international “collaboration” with theiéh. Little
attention or sympathy was focused on the plight and potential fate of Austrian Jews or on
German anti-Semitism. In fact, in January 1938, Gustavo Franceschi, the editor of
Criterio, expressed his support for an Ecuadoran edict that ordered the expulsion of all
Jews from that country. The Jewish Question in Central Europe was, many Aggenti
Catholics and nationalists believed, the result of Jewish perfidy rather th&eanmtic
governmental policies. The mass arrests of “the financiers of Vienna’desceibed, of
whom the majority were highlighted as “Jews.” Jewish press attempts torcNagte

anti-Semitism were portrayed by Church spokesmen in Argentina as “aissgpref

1%%aim Avni, Argentina and the Jewsx History of Jewish Immigratiofi uscaloosa, AL: University of
Alabama Press, 1991) 143; William F. P&the Holocaust Conspiracy: An International Polidy o
GenocidgNY: Shapolsky Publishers, Inc., 1989), 44. Eawsiding permit would have to be studied and
approved by representatives of the Ministries aklgm Relations, Agriculture and Interior.
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hatred” comparable to German “propaganda itself” and Franceschi madeimeiidiss
between the actions and reactions of the Nazis and Jews. Both groups, in his eyes, stood
outside the blessings and protections of the Catholic CAfirch.

The Foreign Minister, José Maria Cantilo, issued Directive 11 on July 12, 1938; a
decree publicly taking effect on October 1 (but secretly invoked immediatéig)
specified that all immigration applications were to be examined by an advisor
committee composed of officials from the Ministries of Foreign Affamterior and
Agriculture. “Priority” was to be given to refugees "with the greatagacity for
assimilation in order to meet our social, cultural and economic needs." Consuls would
furnish the committee with detailed personal information, such as the reasoekiogse
entrance into Argentina. The board, upon approval of an application, would send the
consul a landing permit. Persons submitting requests for relativesegeieed to
provide proof of Argentine residency for two years and bear the cost of all girages
fees. Tourists entering the country would be obliged to turn over their passports to
immigration authorities and would be granted temporary tourist certificatheeef t
months duration®® An addendum to the new immigration policy, Directive 8972, ended
the landing exemptions previously granted first-class passengera@kniaisteamship.
Previously it had been assumed that immigrants traveled only in second andassrd cl

These additional requirements would have the net effect of further decreasing bex num

%Graciela Ben-DrorThe Catholic Church and the Jews: Argentina, 19985l(Jerusalem, Israel:
Vidal Sassoon International Center for the Studsuati-Semitism, 2008), 138-139.

192 Avni, Argentina and the Jew$43, 144.
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of refugees admitted into the countf§ Security along the borders was to be enhanced to
prevent the illegal entry of refuge®s.

Franceschi described the new enactment as a “fine immigration. pédicguch
a worthy government.” He argued in an article, “Once again the Jewish Protilatn,”
German anti-Semitism was an expression of loathing and arrogance; attituaheed by
the doctrine of the Church. Argentine anti-Semitism, on the other hand, was a matter of
“self-defense” and despite domestic generosity a “Jewish problem” didnettist the
Republic that would inevitably occur “wherever the Jews [became] a sizeabnsof
the population.” A significant Jewish presence risked the creation of a more hostile
domestic anti-Semitism as well as calls for mass expulsion rembist&ermany and
Eastern Europe. He warned against international refugee conferenbesopmion the
Jewish issue represented a “national” as well as “a religious, sociaconomic
guestion.” Refusal to accede to the goals of the Evian Conference representede’no m
than a justified demand to seek a more just solution to this probfewitimately,
between 1933 and 1945 approximately 40-45,000 Jewish refugees were allowed into

Argentina:® Thirty five refugee ships were denied landing permits during 1938-1943

93bid., 143.

1%%Ronald C. NewtoriThe “Nazi Menace” in Argentina, 1931-1943tanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1992), 150-151.

1958en-Dror, The Catholic Church140-141.
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but approximately 39,400 Jews entered Argentina during the war years prifreagdily
via Paraguay and Bolivig’

Helio Lobo, the delegate from Brazil, indicated that Brazil had long held an
“open door” immigration policy seeking the labor that would develop the country’s
natural resources. During the period 1820-1930 more than four and a half million
immigrants had been admitted primarily from Europe accounting for ten pefdéet
total populatiorbut current economic conditions mandated immigration restrictions to
protect domestic employment. The ability of non-Latin refugees to assnmtatthe
dominant culture and potential alterations in the racial composition of the nation were
additional concerns. The Immigration Law of 1934 established a two percdugt year
guota based on each nationality that had settled in Brazil over the previousdifsyand
amounted to 42,000 per year; most of whom resided in the countryside working in the
agricultural sector. Germans comprised the fourth largest migrant groupopviarkd
War |. The German and Austrian quotas respectively accounted for 3,099 and 1,655
immigrants annually.

The Immigration Law of 1938 continued the two percent benchmark but allocated
unused quotas to other nationalities whose yearly allotment had been exhausted. A
similar recommendation would be made by the British to the U.S. but the State
Department would decline. In addition, eighty percent of each quota had to be reserved
for “agricultural immigrants or technical experts in agriculture.” Braas, according to
Lobo, ready to “respond to the noble appeal of the American Government” and would

cooperate to the “limits of her immigration policy...for the sake of the lofty \bath

9% Argentina in World War 11 Timeline” available from
http://history.sandiego.edu/GEN/st/~tpace/Timelitl; Internet; accessed December 26, 2009.
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all of us here have in mind® Taylor regarded Lobo as being “extraordinarily helpful”
in influencing other Latin American nations to adopt a “reasonable point of Viéw.”

It was pointed out, however, that the majority of German and Austrian refugees
were urbanites and not farmers. During 1937 Brazil had admitted 2,003 statekess Jew
but only 530 in 1938. The Brazilian Government had agreed to the admission of nine
thousand refugees over a three year period but with strict entry requiremexatdition
to being true agriculturalists they had to possess $2,400 over and beyond the amount
covering travel and resettlement exper$&Approximately twenty five thousand Jews
were granted legal admission into the country during1933-1'942.

The July 7 session ended on a common theme. Citing economic, social, political,
religious, and ethnic concerns each delegate expressed sympathy (et affierst of
reasons why their respective nations could not provide refuge to statelessantsig
Oftentimes their home governments were secretly working behind the scenasttaat
obstacles that would limit or block entry altogether. The Europeans and Americans
expected the nations of Latin America to receive the bulk of the émigrés. \E tuedle
nations were resistant to accepting the role of dumping ground for a peopleghat wa
considered less than desirable. Such rhetoric, gamesmanship and plotting would continue

throughout and color the course of the remainder of the Evian Conference. The inherent

1%8%proceeding,” July 7, 1938, 17-18.

19T elegram from Taylor to Cordell Hull, July 14, 193810.48 Refugees/51BRUS1938, vol. 1, 754.

"9roceedings of the Evian Conference, July 7, 1838ljtical Refugee Problem Puzzles World
Diplomats,”Meridian Record July 8, 1938, 3New York TimesAugust 6, 1938; PerThe Holocaust
Conspiracy 44; Gurlock America, American Jew236.

MBenjamin MoserWhy This World: A Biography of Clarice Lispect@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2009), 86-87.

194



hypocrisy would become readily apparent to the victims, observers, the regtigesnt
and the Nazis but such knowledge would not alter the journey and eventual outcome of a

meeting that, from its inception, was destined to fail.

195



Chapter 6
Day Four

“Humanity Now Plunged into Despair”

“| am my brother’s keeper and we are taHsebenefactors of mankind and brothers to therit all

The Chairman, Myron C. Taylor, expressed during the third public session on July 9,
1938 his “pleasure” over the initial delegation statements to the conference.
Acknowledging the “economic and other difficulties” faced by the presentingnsat
their efforts had already provided “substantial contributions” to the work of tbénge
He was greatly encouraged by the “offers of cooperation so generodsiypanmmously
extended” and was heartened by their profound “earnesthesselegram was received
from FDR in which he wished “for all success to the committee in its work, which is of
such importance, for a large part of humanity now plunged into deSpair.”

Cyril Blake Burdekin, a low-ranking diplomat in the New Zealand High
Commissioners’ Office in London and delegate to the conference, expressedam's nati
“sincere sympathy” with the lot of the involuntary refugbassuggested that any

intimation that the island nation could accept more than a limited number of refugees

L “Our Refugee Stand is Praised at Canyetv York TimesJuly 11, 1938, 15. Lt. Col. B.A. Tinter,
Rabbi of Mt. Zion Congregation of New York City dug Jewish services at the Citizens Military Trami
Camp at Plattsburg.

2 “Proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 24.

% Ibid., 24.
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would “only be raising false hopes.” The decision to admit any alien would be based on
the likelihood of becoming a public charge and the demonstrable ability to prove that
they would become a “useful citizefh.Tmmigrants from Britain or of British origin were
preferred and Jews were viewed as particularly unwelcome aliens. bewsene
allowed admittance faced bigotry and mistrust due to their differingreulAlthough
thousands (perhaps as high as fifty thousand) of Jews filed visa applications only 1,100
were accepted. Jews were not officially regarded as refugees buigagstsuibject to
the requirements and limitations of the Immigration Restriction AmendmerdafA
1931°

The Ministry of Customs was authorized to determine eligibility for drasged
upon guarantees of employment, finances and the possession of such “knowledge and
skills” which would facilitate absorption, promote the national economy and not pose any
risk to the native population. Jewish refugees were advised by the New Zealand High
Commissioner’s Office in London that officially the Government was not “encawgagi
immigration” of those lacking “British birth [or] parentage” and visas wouldraated
only in “very special cases.” The mid-1930’s Comptroller of Customs, Edwin Dudley

Good, had declared that non-Jews represented the “more suitable type of immigrant.”

4 1bid., 25.

® Following an economic downturn in 1920 the NewlZrd Government adopted a “White New
Zealand” immigration policy which restricted entojthose who possessed a British background.
Sanderson Beck, “New Zealand to 1950” availablenfhitp://www.san.beck.org/20-13-
NewZealandto1950.htmlinternet; accessed August 22, 2010; Ann BeadgeAoSmall Price to Pay:
Refugees from Hitler in New Zealard®36-1946Wellington, Allen & Unwin, 1988), 15. The policy
would allow entry of immigrants who were born ire tnited Kingdom or of British parentage and barred
those who were naturalized British subjects, ttigpoing of naturalized parents or who were an “ajoal
Native or the descendent of an aboriginal Natieenfiany Protectorate, Colony or Dominion who lacked
British birth or parentage. Overall, non-whitesreviacitly targeted for exclusion. Such categaiirawas
extended to Jews and other non-British Europeamgels*1920 White New Zealand Policy Introduced”
available fromhttp://www.nzhistory.net.nz/timeline/9/1Internet; accessed August 22, 2010.
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Walter Nash, Labor Party Minister of Customs, warned that the assomitdtJews into
New Zealander society posed a “major difficulty” and risked gengrdtmestic
hostility. He feared that the urban, professional and trade backgrounds of tubddoey
immigrants would “beat us at our own game, especially the game of money maikehg”
thus foster anti-Semitism. On other occasions, Nash stated Jews lacked tlite requis
aptitude needed to survive on the island nation. European Jews represented too much of
the “clerical type” rather than the “building operative type” that his courtyyired.
However, local trade unions objected to the admission of Jewish skilled and unskilled
laborers who, they believed, would potentially compete for employment. Theedfed
of Labor called for preference to be given for non-Jewish forced émigrhésstellow
unionists from the annexed Sudetenland and Austria.

The local Jewish community attempted to persuade the National Government to
admit Jewish refugees on the basis of individuality and not “mass migration.” ifehe “I
history and capabilities” of each applicant would be “known and vouched faniriter
in the liberal publicatiomomorrowcalled on the Government to admit German and
Austrian refugees. Such an act, it was argued, to accept a finite but libebarmafm

victims of persecution would alter the entire mood of the Evian Confefence.

®BeagleholeA Small Price to Pgy8-10, 14-17.

" Statement by Rabbi Solomon Katz, Chairman, Wetltinglewish Refugee Committééew Zealand
Jewish Review(October 1938): 17.

8 Tomorrow January 18, 1939, 170 cited in “The Response oReg Zealand Government to Jewish
Refugees, 1933-1939” available from
www.holocaustcentre.org.nz/oldsite/jewish%20refis§e20website.dqgdnternet; accessed June 11, 2010;
“Refugees from NazismExplore Te Ara: The Encyclopedia of New Zealandilable from
http://www.teara.govt.nz/NewZealanders/NewZealaiogigs/HistoryOflmmigration/13/ENZ-
Resources/Standard/1/emternet; accessed February 25, 2008. The Imatiggr Act was initially passed
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Jésus Maria Yepes of Columbia asserted that the Evian Conference faced two
major issues: the “question of principle” and the “question of fact.” The fornsedra
the concern as to whether any nation can “arbitrarily withdraw” citigprisom an entire
group of people and create a “stateless” class dependent upon the charity acdrmmnefi
of other nations. Such a process represented an “evil internal policy” thatd¢deice
Evian Conference to the role of a “mod#&¥ailing Wall” As long as this action was not
confronted by the international community then “who knows how many” other groups
faced oppression because of their religious or political beliefs. Unsolvadreoréd the
“bad example of the Old World” would be emulated globally creating a worldvihaltl
“become uninhabitable.” Solution of this dilemma would require confronting the ‘€ause
of the evil” and extirpation at its “roots.”

Yepes suggested the creation of an investigative “legal sub-comrthtiée”
would analyze the “duty” of a sovereign government towards its own nationals and judge
whether such people could be deprived of their citizenship without the automatiogyranti
of another. The issue of suitable travel documents needed to be resolved arss statele
political refugees would have to be granted a form of legal status. The mutual
cooperation and participation of the League of Nations, International Lahoe @ffd
the Academies and Institutes of International Law were criticalith a process and the
creation of a “draft resolution” that would reflect the opinion of the international
community. Any State that failed to follow the precepts of such an opinion would risk
exclusion from the “civilized world” and would be deemed to have become an

“international outlaw.”
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The Columbian delegate cited the “Declaration of the International Rights
Man” which, with the Covenant of the League of Nations” and the “great principles of
modern international law,” affirmed that every State bore an obligation to yeesed
protect the rights of personal liberty, property and life without regard to edicgon,
gender or language. Article 5 avowed that a government could not arbitrahnidravit
citizenship from its nationals on the basis of religion, language or race. Saldwvidee
reiterated in Article 28 of the “Declaration of the Great Principlestairhational Law,”
written by the Chilean jurist, Alejandro Alvaréz.

Despite lauding the nobility and loftiness of such idealism Yepes argued that the
modern state needed to face the “question of fact.” Although a particular grougptd pe
confronted a potentially catastrophic humanitarian crisis each nation nea@éackin
cognizant of its own “particular circumstances” affecting its paaéntintribution to
solving the problem of forced emigration. Despite Columbia's democrati¢dnsdind
“humanitarian feelings” the immigration of European aliens would have testreted
to “respectable agricultural workers who are prepared to come and work on thendnd” a

the nation would not “accept [or] tolerate” refugees who entered under false psetens

°_’Institut de Droit Internationaldopted the Declaration of the Rights of Man onobet 12, 1929.
The Declaration was drafted by Andre MandelstaRussian jurist and former director of the legalaaff
of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 191Following the Bolshevik Revolution he fled to Rar
where, while teaching international law, he fountteslInternational Diplomatic Academy with Antoine
Frangulis. During November 1928 they composedsalugion, adopted by the Academy that listed state
obligations to its minorities. During 1929 thedmtational Law Institute in New York City promulgat
the Declaration that was outlined by Mandelstamiafidenced by the policies of the Soviet Governimen
Non-Governmental Organizations and academics stggbtre Declaration during the 1930’s and called
for the international application of its principle3udge Alejandro Alvarez (born February 9, 18683 a
diplomat and law professor. Alvarez and Dr. JamesyB Scott founded the American Institute of
International Law in 1912 and served as its fiesti®tary General. He later served on the Inteynati
Court of Justice after WWII.
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“Intellectuals or traders, middlemen of all kinds” could not be admitted as e w
pose competition against native businesses, industries, commerce and the professions.

Yepes concluded with a mild diplomatic rebuke to Bérenger’'s appeal to Latin
America to admit the bulk of the refugees. The United Kingdom, France and The
Netherlands could not claim that their abilities to absorb further refugdesdehed the
saturation point while they possessed territories in the New World. Béreageeal
must also be applied to the nations of Western Europe. He concluded by stating:
“Messieurs les francais, Messieurs les anglais, Messieurs les hollantesger you to
act first: it is to you that this appeal is addresséd.”

Columbia required immigrants to convert to Roman Catholicism and by 1938
Columbia refused visas to any applicant who lacked a valid passport or who could not
guarantee the ability to return home. Overall, during 1938 Columbia denied the entry of
ten thousand German refugees although half had family or connections with friends
within the country:!

Fernando Garcia Oldini, the Chilean representative lauded the “humanitaria
motive” underlying the American convening of the Evian Conference. He believed,
however, that it would be a futile and “risky” exercise to attempt to achieve an
“immediate and complete solution” for the current refugee crisis due tonitslexity
and the diversity of its multifaceted components involving issues of territdogea for

resettlement, transportation, financial support and social constructions. Weless t

0 «proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 25-27. Yepes sensetagal Adviser to the Permanent Delegation to
the League of Nations with the rank of Envoy Extdacary and Minister Plenipotentiary.

1 Judith Liken Elkin, “The Reception of the Musegtie Circum-CaribbeanThe Muses291-302
cited in Ryan, Thélolocaust and the Jews of Marseill&é85-137.
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conference remained cognizant of its inherent limitations there was a déwcgeating

“false hopes” and eventually “cruel disillusions.” Referring to the Conéeref

Migration for Colonizing Purposes convoked by the International Labor Officemne
Oldini warned that any potential emigration was intimately bound up with thesisfue
“production and unemployment” and the exportation of “surplus production” which
would result from the rapid expansion of the labor pool. Bearing in mind the domestic
effects of the Great Depression he warned that Chile would cooperate in this “noble
effort...to alleviate human suffering” as long as it did not compromise native pratuct
and employment. The admission of any aliens would be based upon the “framework of
existing legislation and regulations,” as outlined in the initial Americanatien. Each
potential immigrant would be viewed as an individual case and consequently, Chile coul
not bind itself to any “formal obligations” or to “broad, general solutions” but would
remain open to and provide the “most cordial consideration” to any plan outlined by the
Committee and would study with the “utmost goodwill” any reasonable progct t

would diminish the suffering of a group of people that “evokes the anxiety andtsympa
of mankind.*? The Foreign Office did, however, enact new regulations limiting
permanent residency to immigrants who were “farmers, capitalistsulgral colonists

or industrialist...** Dissenting domestic voices, such as Senate Deputy José Irarrazaval,

called for “keeping the Chilean traditional door open to all political refugeds.”

12«proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 27-28. Garcia sem®the Chilean Minister in Switzerland and as its
representative to the International Labor Orgaigpatith rank of Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary.

3 The Southern Israelitday 13, 1938, 1.
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believed that Jews should not be excluded from the country for “racial reasons” and that
Chile would establish an “example” by receiving stateless Jews.

The Cuban representative, Dr. Juan Antiga Escobar, stated Cuba would not
accept additional refugees beyond the quota allowed in its immigration laws but would
agree to the “eventual admittance of capitalists who might contribute to pheviement
of our nation’s economy*® Tirso Dominguez, the House of Representatives delegate
from the province of Santa Clara, introduced the Cuban Exclusion Act which barred
immigrants from a variety of Eastern and Central European nationsa Afre Middle
East and China. Refugees from Austria possessing German passports wouldted.admi
Exceptions would be made for those emigrants who had been diplomatic representatives,
lived previously in Cuba and owned local property, or aliens who possessed at least
$25,000 to invest in the domestic economy provided they did not threaten native
employment. Tourists would be required to post a $5,000 bond for a six month visa.
Cuba did, however, admit 12,000-20,000 German Jews between 1933-1944 due to a
Government policy of engaging in the “lucrative business [of] sellingltdoeiments”
and maintaining its consulates in Nazi-dominated Europe following the closure.of U.S
Consular officed’ The episode of the S.St. Louisin 1939 dampened the Jewish

demand for visas.

*Urges Chilean Open DoorRew York Timesluly 14, 1938, 12.

*«Cuba Seeks Capitalistsiew York Timesluly 17, 1938, 23. Escobar served as Envoy
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Swittand and permanent Delegate to the League of
Nations.

®For Cuban Exclusion Act,New York Timesluly 3, 1938, 11.

"Ryan,The Holocaust & the Jews of Marseillk36.
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The Ecuadoran envoy, Alejandro Gastelu Concha, stated that his Government
was “keenly interested” in taking part in Roosevelt’'s “generous initiatindveould
play its role within the confines of its immigration laws and domestic poteHgecited
the 1935 admission and successful integration of displaced European prdfessors
acknowledged that Ecuador was primarily an agricultural country and thegate,
not allow the entry of “too great an influx of intellectual workers.” Jewifilgees could
potentially be admitted but only if they agreed to enter industry and agriculture and not
commerce and the liberal professions. Nevertheless, the Ecuadoran Government was
prepared to do its part in this “humanitarian task” and give “favorable consideration”
any resolution adopted by the conferefite.

A number of projects to resettle refugee Jews within remote areas of Ecuador
were proposed during the 1930’s but failed due to lack of Jewish enthusiasm and
Ecuadoran public support. For example, in 1935 the Freeland League of Jewish
Colonization established in Paris tBemité pour I'Etude de I'agriculture, I'Industrie de
I'Immigration dans la République de I'Equatef@ommittee for the Study of
Agriculture, Industry and Immigration for the Republic of Ecuador) whicbheg an
agreement with the Government to allot 1,250,000 acres of land in Ecuador and the
Galapagos Islands for the colonization of fifty thousand families that would begethna
by the Committee for a term of thirty years. Settlers were graresdpion of taxes for
three years, citizenship in one year, and release from custom dutiesearal fre

transportation from the coast to the interior. President Federico Paez and his

8 «proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 28. Concha sene8ecretary of the Permanent Delegation to the
League of Nations and Consul-General in Genevaladar’'s population in 1938 was approximately three
million.
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Administration required the presentation of a detailed operations plan by May 1937 and
the commitment of $8,000 and the settlement of a minimum of one hundred families.
Analysis by resettlement experts confirmed the viability of such a pldestimated that
$360-465 per family would be required. However, Jewish relief organizations such as
HICEM argued that the settlement sites were too remote and of inferidyquéh a
climate that was inhospitable for Central Europeans. HICEM also warndti¢hat
potential for resettlement within Ecuador was “practically nil” due to aléwel of
national economical development and salaries, limited opportunities for crafésde
other artisans and professionals and a general state of political volahigy
International Committee of Immigration in Ecuador responded to the ensaé
HICEM by noting that the objections raised reflected conditions throughoutthk of
South American Republics. Consequently, this project was abantfoned.

The American Joint Distribution Committee and HICEM engaged in other

agricultural resettlement projects within Ecuador and sixty Jewishiéarniere

Daily Herald, July 18, 1935 cited in Schneiderman, édnerican Jewish Year Book Review of the
Year 5696241-242; Werner LovallVe Were Europeans: A Personal History of a Turbu@@emtury
(Jerusalem, Israel: Gefen Publishing House, L@1102, 225; Michael Palomino, “Jews in Ecuador:
Jewish Immigration in the National Socialist Perfd2D08 available from
http://www.geschichteinchronologie.ch/am-S/ecuddiocfud_juden-in-Ecuador-ENGL.htnhhternet;
accessed September 4, 2010; “Ecuador,” Jewigha/itibrary available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/judaigud_0002_0006_0_05541.htriternet; accessed
September 4, 2010. HICEM was founded in 1927 asdlting from the merger of HIAS (United States
Hebrew Sheltering & Immigrant Aid Society, ICA (Jietv Colonization Association based in Paris and
functioning as a British charity), and EMIG-Dirdetrefugee relocation program located in Berlifihe
primary function of HICEM was to aid and facilitatee migration of Jews from Europe. Following the
Nazi takeover in 1933 EMIG-Direct was closed. Dgrthe Second World War the British Government
restricted the use of ICA funds outside of the ¢puresulting in HIAS assuming the primary rolen |
1945 HICEM was ended and its programs were asslipetAS. “Aid and Rescue,” 2006, available from
http://www.edwardvictor.com/Holocaust/2006/Aid_anekscue.htm Internet; accessed August 23, 2010.
The President, Dr. José Maria Velasco Ibarra peghasplan in July 1935 to admit fifty thousand fiesi
of Jewish technicians and scientists forced o@&fmany but the offer was revoked due to the netieef
Jews to leave the Reich at that time as well aklpnas with organization and documentation. LoV,
Were European225.
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established on chicken farms in remote areas. However, local circumsiaddés
backgrounds of the colonists precluded success. Most of the settlers weramens-td
middle class origin from urban environments and consequently, many sought to re-enter
their pre-emigration professions and busine$5éghis prompted the Government under
Provisional President General Gil Alberto Enriquez Gallo to decree on January 19, 1938
that “hundreds” of refugee Jews who had entered under the guise of being aglistdtur
but who had in reality intended to engage in business would be forcibly exilefiat.

alien Jewish traders” were given thirty days to commence farming@diportatio?

This decree, however, was later repealed following negotiations between tharAus

Jew Julius Rosenstock (selected by the Ecuadorian Government to manage the
construction of the Sibambe-Quito railway) and Gallo. Overall, only 3,500-4,000 Jews
primarily of German origin, entered Ecuador by 18%45.

Francisco Garcia Calderdon Rey, the Peruvian delegate, pledged his nation’s
cooperation and agreement to admit German refugees to the “extent of its ifiessiag
defined by its immigration laws. Peru had received a number of Jewish ssiantst
academics who were “like leaven or ferment...of value to all nations.” Thennats
ready to accept agricultural workers and industrial technicians but could ndt admi

“traders or workmen” who potentially could disrupt domestic equilibrium and generate

DJacqueline, Shields, “The Virtual Jewish Historywl &cuador,” 1998 available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/viw/Eador.htmj Internet; accessed September 4, 2010;
Loval, We Were Europeang25.

2 The U.S. Newslanuary 24, 1938.
22 NewsweekJanuary 31, 1938, 21.

Z%Ecuador,” Jewish Virtual Library; Maria-Luise Krear, Wo liegt Ecuador? Exil in einem
unbekannten Land 1938 bis zum Ende der funfizereJ&erlin: Metropol-Verl., 1995), 89.

206



problems “similar to those which other countries have had to tackle.” Likewise,
limitations on the entry of physicians and lawyers were necessary &npthe creation
of an “intellectual proletariat” that would threaten the “unbridled power of [enavan]
upper clas$?

The national essence, based on a “Spanish nucleus” with its Latin and Catholic
traditions, must be preserved. “An unorganized influx [of non-Catholic and non-Latin
immigrants] would be dangerous” but the Government was willing to consider aamissi
of aliens on an individual, case-by-case basis. Calderdn recalled the changes in the
immigration statutes of the United States. Prior to 1890 an open door admissions policy
was followed but since that time the American Government adopted “farsighted”
legislative changes in 1921 and 1924 which severely restricted the entgnst alihe
primary motivation for such limitations was the preservation of the “Norditageriand
[the] Anglo-Saxon race” against the invasion and contamination of other peoples.
Calderon cited he Passing of the Great Rawmg Madison Grant as supportive of such

restrictions’> The peace of the Americas could only be guaranteed by avoiding the

#“proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 28. Calderon (Aprill883-July 1, 1953) was a Peruvian writer who
later served as Minister to Belgium. Gerhard Scheemer,The Yellow Star: The Persecution of the Jews
in Europe, 1933-1948ronx, NY: Fordham University Press, 2004), 4.

“Madison Grant was a prominent eugenicist of thiy&arentieth Century who postulated that
biological differences separated the races intmberent hierarchy. The interbreeding of the défe
races would result in “racial suicide” that wousdtl to the demise of the superior white Anglo-Saxon
culture and civilization. He warned that the offsg of miscegenation would “belong to the lowepeayof
race and]” and predicted the “importance of trarng in unimpaired purity the blood inheritanceagfes
will be appreciated at its full value.” Grant'ssws and those of his co-travelers such as Chadesiiport
and Harry Laughlin would lay the groundwork for tlestrictive National Origins Act which established
the annual immigration quota system which allocaisds on the basis of position in the hierarchthef
races. Calvin Coolidge, while Vice President, ddteat “biological laws tell us that certain diverg
people will not mix or blend.” “Eugenic Laws agsiiiRace Mixing,” Image Archive on the American
Eugenics Movement Dolan DNA Learning Center Coldir@pHarbor Laboratory available from
http://www.eugenicsarchive.org/html/eugenics/essagthtmi Internet; accessed September 4, 2010.
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creation of minorities of dissimilar origins which would promote “future cotsli Peru,
like other nations faced with the potential role of providing haven to politicaleefig
must shun a “too hasty mingling of elements” inimical to national “traditions and
ambitions” that posed a danger to national and ethnic stability. He concludedtimgposi
that a “Europe which is so disturbed must have at least one continent which ierfree fr
hatred and hysteri€® One Peruvian newspaper viewed Jewish émigrés as a threat to the
“solid basis of our Ibero-American identity [and] our Catholic tradition” thattrbes
avoided?’ The delegation from Peru had also noted sarcastically that the United States
had established the model to follow regarding its immigration policies: wittiteaand
wisdom.”® By 1939 approximately 600-2,500 refugee Jews had been admitted into
Peru®

The Mexican delegate, Primo Villa Michel, declared that his Government wa
“deeply” appreciative of the “generous initiative” of FDR. Mexico had a loritiva
of offering “hospitality” and asylum to political refugees, especiallyehesso were
“afraid for their lives.” The Government was prepared to offer “full freedoih
security” and would render assistance and provide the opportunity to work to involuntary

emigrants within the bounds of Mexican “legal, social and economic possibilitiesh” S

*proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 31-32.

" David Michael KennedyFreedom from Fear: The American People in Depressiad
War, 1929-194%0xford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 414.

*®Roy H. SchoemarSalvation is from the Jews (John 4:22): the Rolduafaism in Salvation History
from Abraham to the Second Comifhgnatius Press: 2003), 244.

29 “pery” Jewish Virtual Library 2008 available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/judaiegud_0002_ 0015 0 15634.htiinternet; accessed
September 4, 2010; William D. Rubenstéihe Myth of Rescue: Why the Democracies Could deeH
Saved More Jews from the Na@ibr: Rutledge, 1977), 38.
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action would occur at a “rate appropriate” to the “special conditions” existthgits
borders in order to avoid “undesirable results” for the State and aliens. The ongoing
reforms within Mexican society and the economy necessarily placed dimitse

numbers of immigrants that would be allowed entry or who could be successfully
assimilated. Nevertheless, the Mexican Government was offering its aboper

“goodwill and sympathy.” The refugees, however, would have to possess sufficient
finances to support themselves and avoid becoming public charges. It was understood
that Jews not meeting these requirements would be barred froni%ntry.

The Mexican Government, following negotiations with Jewish leaders, did
agree to consider the legalization of all Jews who had entered Mexico over tlogiprevi
five years and to allow entry of refugees from Germany and Austria whelatiges or
friends already resident within the country, provided the new arrivals possedgBeient
assets to support themselves. There were, however, a number of obstacles including ant
Semitic diatribes in the local papers and a bill introduced into the Mexican Cohgress
Senator Loayza calling for the creation Jewish ghettos. In addition, teezee@onomic
conflicts between the Jewish owners of large textile concerns and nativeoopefa

smaller enterprises who feared bankruptcy by their bigger competitBssNovember

0 «proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 28-29.

$“Mexico and Jews in Tentative Accordyew York Timesluly 10, 1938, 22. Primo Villa Michel
served as Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pler@ptéry in the Netherlands and in the same capatity
the U.K and Northern Ireland in 1937. The Yiddmwspaperer Weg reported that the Mexican
Ministry of the Interior issued a decree on Jurestablishing criteria for the admission of Austrimws: 1.
Refugees could not reside in Mexico City or anyproial capital unless they demonstrated possesgion
least one hundred thousand pesos for the natiapéht or twenty thousand pesos for the provincial
capitals; 2. Exclusion from working as hired labamited to establishing industrial, agricultural o
exporting enterprises; 3. Residency permits limitedne year with provision that the refugee magim
to Austria when favorable conditions retuider Wegdid, however, report that unofficial assuranced ha
been made that refugees would be allowed entrytig@ountry if they possessed 2,000-3,000 pesibs an
supplied an affidavit certifying that they wouldtrseek positions in the Mexican labor force. Peremh
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1938 the Mexican Government enacted additional and more restrictive entry
requirements. The Secretary of the Interior, Ignacio Garcia Telleeatethe Republic
would admit stateless refugees “only in exceptional cases of notorious lentfe
country...” Such “petitioners for admittance must affirm categorichty they have no
racial prejudices and that they are prepared to form Mexnastizadamilies [by
marrying Indians]” and thus, facilitate the process of assimilationeiferefal treatment
would be granted to single males less than twenty five years 6f age.

Dr. Alfredo Carbonell Debali, the Uruguayan delegate, stated that his
Government had given the “most sympathetic consideration to the generouscgxteri
initiative” and like the other delegates, cited his nation’s humanitarianiorasitowards
immigrantsbut any consideration to admit refugees was contingent on Uruguay’s
economy and the “urgent necessity for populating rural areas.” The country’s
developmental priorities lay in the agricultural and stock-breedingrsaatl
consequently a background in these areas was a prerequisite for admissionlityloé abi
the national government to provide for immigration and assimilation was linmtedray
necessary finances must be provided by private organizations in other countries. The
Government was, however, “favorable to the realization of this generous and

humanitarian work of international cooperatidn.”

residency would be awarded if they did not viokaty immigration laws and remained within the coyntr
for five years. “Mexico Will Admit Austrian Refugs,” The Southern Israeliteune 17, 1938, 1.

%2 Frank L. Kluckhohn, “Mexico Sends Back GermanywRefes,"New York TimesNovember 2, 1938,
13.

$xproceedings,” July 9, 1938, 29-30. Carbonelietaterved as Ambassador to the Holy See.
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The delegate from Paraguay, Garcia Calderon, said that his nation had “far too
few inhabitants” in relation to its “vast territory of extraordinary fieyt’ However,
immigration would be limited solely to agriculturists. He also stated thabhistry
would welcome farmers but would “place strict restrictions on lawyers, daotdrsther
professional emigrants?®

The Venezuelan delegate, Carlos Aristimufio Coll, likewise expressed his
Government’s appreciation of the “humanitarian motives” of Roosevelt and higlaight
its national tradition of “hospitality.” Although it “eagerly accepted” thetaton to
participate in the Conference the Venezuelan Government recognized that it was
hindered by “certain restrictions” that limited its ability to admit Gamrand Austrian
political refugees. The nation’s absorptive capacity was constrainieahiigration laws
and the need to select the proper type of immigrant; i.e. agricultural labonersyould
not disturb the “demographic equilibrium essential to racial diversity.” Therefo
refugees could only be admitted via a “rigorously selective” prdce€sventually, the
requirement of converting to Catholicism would be added to the list of immigration
requirements.

Virgilio Trujillo Molina, representative of the Dominican Republic and brother
of the dictator Rafaél Leonidas Trujillo y Molina, described FDR'’s inaiteas a “happy
idea” that deserved the “most sympathetic” reception by all of the “thoughtiul a
feeling” peoples of the world. The Conference was faced with the most “urgent a

harrowing problem” which warranted a humane and just solution. Stateless and innocent

$«proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 31-32.

$proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 30. Cull served asdyniZxtraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in
France.
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“modern nomads” deserved rescue and if the meeting was successful the name of
Franklin Roosevelt would be “blessed by present and future generations.” The
Dominican Republic (with a population of 1.5 million) was ready and willing to make its
contribution by the awarding of especially “advantageous concessions” to German and
Austrian refugees provided they were “agriculturists with an unimpeachablel’t¢hat

met the requirements of national immigration laws. The Republic possessedaathple
productive land, social stability and the Department of Agriculture would providersettl
land, seed and technical support. “Recognized scientists,” who through their teaching
skills rendered “valuable service” to the country, would also be considered &g spec
exceptions to immigration rules and regulations. Molina concluded with the hope that the
Evian Conference would be “like a peaceful, limpid lake, whose health givingswater
assuage the thirst and add to the fertility of the lands that bordér it.”

Generalissimo Trujillo viewed the Evian Conference as an opportunity to
refurbish his reputation following an October 1937 conflict with Haiti in which 8,000-
12,000 Haitians residing in the northwestern region of the Dominican Republic were
massacred in order to “obliterate Haitian ethnicity” within its bordfefhe dictator
announced, during May 1938, that he had been the only one of his countrymen
possessing the “inflexibility of will” to deal with the “Haitian questichBy July

Trujillo attempted to create a new international image by wrapping himgek

% “proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 32.
% A number of studies from 1937 to 1987 have suggkstat the Haitian death toll was 500-37,000.
37 Legation report, May 19, 1938, 839.51/4604, RGNsA cited in Eric Paul Roorddhe Dictator Next

Door: The Good Neighbor Policy and the Trujillo RReg in the Dominican Republic, 1930-1945
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1998), 142.
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humanitarian sentiments of the Evian Conference and dispatched Virgilio Mwlina t
represent the Republic and to announce that their country was willing and reddyitto a
Jewish refugees. Such an offer was described as representing “one of thie boldes
masterstrokes of modern press agenttyitujillo had earlier been approached during
1937 by the American Jewish Congress for the same purpose. The Congress’
representative, Dr. Howard Blake, described the potential benefits that wotue &
the Dominican leader: “Truijillo, the Emancipator! Trujillo, the Liberatditho would
be the first to buy your tobacco? The Jews! Your coffee? The Jews! Evetyiding
you can export? The everlastingly grateful J&n!”

Additional considerations drove Truijillo to offer refuge to German and Aostri
refugees. The introduction of lighter skinned Central European immigrants andhSpanis
Civil War refugees would allow the replacement of Haitian and West Indigtevsoand

transform the racial demographics of his island nation while introducing outgidial ca

% Marion A. Kaplan, “’A Very Modest Experiment—Thewlish Refugee Settlement in Sosua, 1940-
1945,"The Leo Baeck Institute Yearbdsikno. 1 (2008): 132.

%9 Dr. Howard Blake to Truijillo, January 5, 1937, 88®Jewish Colonization/1, RG 59, NA cited in
Roorda,Dictator Next Door 143. Dominican General Gregorio Luperon (18397)86abinet minister and
provisional president (1879-1880) promoted immigratrom Cuba and Puerto Rico and during 1882
unsuccessfully sought the resettlement of Russaus 3uffering Czarist pogroms. Letter to the adntr
committee of thé\lliance Israélite Universalle’l have heard of the persecutions of the Jewseireral
European states and | venture to inform you thextetlis a country, the Dominican Republic, a vadt an
fertile country which has every prospect for thiufa. There your co-religionists will be receiweih
open arms. It is not merely hospitality whichKedahe liberty to offer in the name of my governtneand
people but also a secure citizenship (nationaditg land for farming purposes, land, which immedyat
after possession has been taken, will become thygepy of the settlers...l know...the people in Santo
Domingo...will rejoice in the arrival in their midef brethren prepared to share their fate with them.
Mark Wischnitzer “The Historical Background of tBettlement of Jewish Refugees in Santo Domingo,”
Jewish Social Studiek no. 1 (January 1942): 48-50. Converted Jewdilgticcome to the island of
Hispaniola during the Spanish Inquisition but tinstfSephardic Jews arrived in the Dominican Reipubl
during the first twenty-five years of the Ninetde@entury and helped to develop a successful metcha
class that benefited the local economy. OverallRepublic had a long tradition of social and iielig
tolerance towards its Jewish minority.
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and technology into the econortfy The Roosevelt Administration was approached for

aid in enacting laws that would, according to Cordell Hull, ease the enegaifyr

assimilable “neo-white” settlef$. Cooperation at the Evian council was also seen as a
possible inducement to end United States control of Dominican customs and perhaps
represented a form of penance for potentially jeopardizing Roosevelt's Gagitbilei

Policy (and American regional hegemony) towards the nations of Latin Anftérica

Trujillo was, after all, a dictator who obtained the reins of power in 1930 as the
consequence of an eight year U.S. Marine Corps occupation of the island from 1916-
1924% Rumors of clandestine bribes and a desire to develop unpopulated land have also
been suggested as motives for Trujillo’s willingness to admit Jewispae§.* The

Secretary of Legation Robert Mills McClintock clearly recognized thaCiominican
agreement to participate in the Evian Conference was primarily to “mdicenecs

cooperating in a policy” initiated by Roosevelt and supported by the American
Government?® Despite such pretenses the President agreed to pursue the possibility that

the Dominican Republic would provide a “supplemental Jewish homel&nd.”

“0Laurence Duggan, Chief of the State Departmeninl&nerican Division, analysis of Dominican
immigration policy, 29 January 1938, 839-51/457@, 5O, NA. lbid., 144; Kaplan, “A Very Modest
Experiment,” 132.

“1 Chief of Visa Division Avra Warren to Norweb, Ap#9 and October 12, 1938, 839.55/75 and 87,
RG 59, NA. lbid., 144. See also Memo by Hull, J2%; 1938, 939. SS/85, Re 59, NA and Memo by
Warren, May 2, 1939, 839.55/85, RG 59, NA.

42 A treaty was adopted between the Dominican Repuald the U.S. in 1907 in which the War
Department Bureau of Insular Affairs established eontrolled the General Receivership of Dominican
Customs in which 55 percent of import duties weikzad to finance the island’s national debt. dihil4.

“ Ibid., 2.

* Ibid., 114.

“*Qutline of the Eighth Year, “November 7, 1938, 8#®Refugees/1046, RG 59, NA. Ibid., 144.
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Years later, Luis Hess, a German refugee who settled in Sosua and thecame
first Jew to marry a native Dominican and whose sister perished duringatseof the
Holocaust, did not comprehend the reasons for Truijillo’s offer of refuge. Jews wer
caught, he believed between the regime of Hitler, “the German racist [who]
persecuted...and wanted to murder us” and Truijillo, “the Dominican racist” who offered
salvation. The Jews of Sosua were placed in the “awkward position of having to be
thankful to a dictator.*” Such principled reasoning for Hess in the end did not matter
and he was grateful for his deliverance. In the end “if a murderer savesfgqaulistill
have to be grateful to the murderé?.”

The project was studied by the Refugee Economic Corporation of New York
with the assistance of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Politicag&es$. Johns
Hopkins University President Isaiah Bowman selected agricultural expariake an
on-site survey and a positive report was published during early 1939. Financing was
provided by the Agro- Joint (composed of the American Jewish Joint Agricultural
Corporation and the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee; agreeigreed ®n

September 29, 193%). FDR issued his official endorsement describing the project as a

“Welles to Roosevelt, January 12, 1939, OF 3186, [EM#Rd., 144.

47 Spiegeinterview with Luis Hess on his 98th birthd&piegel OnlinePanorama, 26 December 2006.
http://www.spiegel.de/panorama/zeitgeschichte/B1486564,00.htmicited in Kaplan , “’A Very Modest
Experiment,” 133. Hess acted as interpreter f@RBA during its negotiations with the Dominican
Government and later directed a small school wigosua.

“BInterview by Marion Kaplan with Luis Hess, May Z%)06, Sosua. lbid., 133.

“9Welles to Roosevelt, February 27, 1939, OF 318&RIEcited in RoordaDictator Next Door,144.
The American Joint Distribution Committee (JDC)yided funding for the support of overseas Jews.
James Rosenberg headed the Agro-Joint which héidreasettled 250,000 Russian Jews in the Crimea
and southern portions of the Ukraine. He estabtidDORSA with an Agro-Joint colleague, Dr. Joseph
Rosen. See also Wischnitzer, “The Historical Backgd,” 46.
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“turning point” in Jewish refugee affairS. During the initial meetings of the
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees in London in August 1938 the figu
of one hundred thousand potential immigrants was raised by the Dominican Government
but a later Brookings Institute study in 1942 concluded that resettlement of lsugh a
number of refugees was not possible but by “proceeding gradually” a mhsdaea

number was 3,000-5,000.

A large contribution of Jewish money was required to ensure that the refugees
would not become public charges. The Dominican Republic Subsidiary Association or
Dorsa, a subsidiary of Agro-Joint established in the U.S., signed a contradievith t
Trujillo Government in January 1940 in which one hundred refugees would be accepted.
The first immigrant community was established in the district of Sosua mottteern
province of Puerto Plata on a former United Fruit Company banana plantation which
incorporated a 26,685 acre tract of land containing 4,950 acres of pasture, more than
twenty buildings with limited electricity, water and roads and a larggve®f virgin
forest. Its settler population (granted inalienable rights on January 30, 1940) edmber
around five hundred Jewish and non-Jewish settlers by 1942. The American Joint
Distribution Committee raised $1.423 million by the end of 1944. However, only limited
numbers of refugees, totaling 640, who had to agree to become agricultural workers, wer

allowed into the country. Trujillo granted each Jew eighty acres of land, tenamavs

0 Wischnitzer, “The Historical Background,” 47.

*Refugee Settlements in the Dominican Republic.uivBy Conducted under the Auspices of the
Brookings Institution”, Washington, 1942, 341, diie Esco Foundation for Palestine, IrRalestine: A
Study of Jewish, Arab, and British Policiesl. 1. (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press41) 950.
Molina served as Envoy Extraordinary and MinistlEmipotentiary in France and Belgium and was the
brother of Rafael Trujillo.
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mule and a horse. When Trujillo later demanded ten times the amount originally paid in
1940 the JDC refused further paymetits.

Léon Laleau, the Foreign Minister of Haiti, made a similar offer in 1938 to
admit fifty thousand refugees but was turned down by Sumner Welles and theakmeric
Government. Haitian diplomats, however, did provide entry visas during 1937 to several
hundred Jews before the onset of the war, saving the lives of approximately 100-300.
Haitian President Sténio Vincent issued an edict on May 29, 1939 granting Haitian
citizenship to refugees in abstentia (reminiscent of an earliertBpitegosal to grant
Palestinian citizenship to Jews in abstentia). One historic source hadtedgbasuntil
1938 the only requirement needed to enter Haiti was $100; later increased to $1,000-
5,000 plus a government permit. Others claim, however, that the cost was much higher
and the admittance of refuges was merely a scheme to generate fookigngexfor the
national government.

Latin-American countries faced pressure from Germany not to alloyvantr
German and Austrian Jews or risk economic retaliation. Brazil was ylheathg

domestic difficulties dealing with a large German minority in her tewrit Profitable

*2proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 38-39; Yehuda Basengrican Jewry and the Holocaust: the
American Joint Distribution Committee 1939-194Fetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1981),-200
201; “Sosua’s Beginnings: A Haven for Jews Fledilitter,” November 5, 2008 available from
http://popreport.com/edition/2008/11/sosua-a-doaginihaven-for-jews-fleeing-hitlerhternet; accessed
May 28, 2010; Wischnitzer “Historical Background,7-48.

>Daniel Smajovits, “Jews and Haitians: A Forgottdstety,” March 16, 2010Jewish Tribune
available fromhttp://www.jewishtribune.ca/TribuneV2/index.php/20B162781/Jews-and-Haitians-A-
forgotten-history.htmlinternet; accessed June 26, 2010; Ariel SchdibeVirtual Jewish History Tour
Haiti” available from http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/vjw/hahtml; Internet; accessed June
25, 2010; “Port-au-Prince—Haiti A Nation that Saviledvs during Nazi Era,” March 26, 2010 available
from http://www.vosizneias.com/52134/2010/03/26/portgaimce-haiti-a-nation-that-saved-jews-during-
nazi-era Internet; accessed June 26, 2010; Janice Arfigldhibit Highlights Haiti’'s Heroism in
Holocaust,” Canadian Jewish Congress, availabla fhitp://www.cjc.ca/2010/03/17/exhibit-highlights-
haiti%E2%80%99s-heroism-in-holocausthternet; accessed June 26, 2010.
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barter agreements between the Latin American Republics and Germalayb&o
potentially at jeopardy despite the Reich’s needs for foreign raw matandlother
commodities. Thus, these nations opposed any overt criticism of the anti-Sengtaspol
of Germany. The demographic composition of the refugees themselves served to put a
brake on the willingness of Latin American to accept displaced aliens. Agraiul
workers and entrepreneurs were needed more than professionals, merchants or
intellectuals>

Gustav Rasmussen, the Danish representative and member of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, affirmed that despite the “best of good will” the natiorisusbpe could
not solve the German and Austrian refugee crisis without the aid of “other castine
Denmark, like the other states bordering Germany, already had to “bedreiéreyrpart
of the burden thrown on them by circumstances.” His nation was afflicted bypredel
unemployment and had served primarily as a country of “emigration.” Prioe to t
outbreak of the Great War over eight thousand Danes left for the Western Hemispher
per year with the number falling to six thousand per year after peace wasdeuhcl
However, during the most recent time period emigration had “virtually ceasesl\ehti
Nonetheless, the Danish Government had admitted “very large numbers” of political
refugees from Germany but was still willing to collaborate in findingpekable and
realistic solution to a refugee problem which was “immense, difficult angblemated

but [not] insoluble.®

* Feingold,Politics of Rescues2.

**proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 30.
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Chapter 7

“Great Human Tragedy”

Once they had left their homeland they remaineddiess; once they had left their state they
became stateless; once they had been deprivediphtiman rights they were rightless, the scum
of the earth. Nothing which was being done, nat@ndtow stupid, no matter how many people
knew and foretold the consequences, could be undopeevented. Every event had the finality
of a last judgment, a judgment that was passetierdity God nor by the devil, but looked rather
like the expression of some unredeemably stupifin *

The “Report of the Sub-Committee for the Reception of Organizations
Concerned with the Relief of Political Refugees Coming from Germany (ingjudi
Austria)”, chaired by the Australian T.W. White, was submitted on July 9 andeadopt
July 14, 1938. This panel held only one session commencing on July 8 at 2:30 p.m.
Statements were heard from the League High Commissioner for Ref&geNeill
Malcolm, and representatives from a variety of Jewish and non-Jewish relief
organizations such as the International Christian Committee for Non-AryamnshJ
Colonization Association and the American Joint Distribution Comnfitiéese groups,

listed in their entirety in Appendix C, were allowed to offer limited testiyn restricted

! Hannah ArendtThe Origins of TotalitarianisndLondon, Allen & Unwin, 1967), 267.

Speakers included: Sir Neill Malcolm [League of iias High Commissioner for Refugees from
Germany], Professor Norman Bentwich of the CoufaeilGerman Jewry, Lord Marley of the World Ort
Union, Edouard Oungre of the Jewish Colonizatioso&gation, Mrs. Ormerod, the Rev. Father Odo,
Walter Adams, Dr. Nahum Goldmann, Dr. Arthur Ruppirthe Jewish Agency, Dr. Steinberg, Mr. Georg
Bernhard, Raoul Evrard, Rabbi Jonah Wise of thetIoistribution Committee, Mr. Eppstein, Mr.
Goodman, Mr. Brotman, Leo Lambert, Mr. Gourevitietr, Marcovici, Benjamin Akzin, Dr. Brutzkus, Dr.
Oskar Grun, Mr. Forcht and Madame Irene Harand.
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initially to ten minutes but later cut down to five minutes. Consequently, the advocates
“all left the room disheartened and disillusionéd.”

Catholic spokesmen claimed that five hundred thousand of their non-Aryan
Christian brethren resided within the confines of Greater Germany andrhhbtisand
refugees were “dependent on the charity” of their co-religionistthol@committees in
the United States, headed by Archbishop Joseph Rummel of New Orleans, and similar
groups from Great Britain, France, Belgium, Holland and Switzerland introdyoed a
memorandum calling upon the Evian delegations to persuade Germany to endyits pol
of forced emigration or at a minimum to allow retention of sufficient monies to provide
re-training, transportation and resettlement. “[A] clear retiesanf the fundamental
rights” of mankind was essential for it was the denial and denigration of suchthght
fostered the “tragic problem” of involuntary refugées.

The British League of Nations Union introduced a statement acknowledging its
prior attempts to unify projects of rescue under the auspices of the Geneva baseld body
did agree, however, that an organization independent of the League would be itequired
negotiate with the German Government and to persuade the United States and Brazil t
assume greater responsibility in reaching a solution; i.e., accept ergreatentage of
stateless refugees. The British League called upon the Germandblistestdund,

whether by “barter, exchange or other methods” to broker the costs of resettlément

*Rudel-Adler,The Evian Conferenc@55.
“ Charles K. Streit, “Catholics Appeal to Refugeel@®g” New York Timesluly 9, 1938, 1. Monsignor

Michael Ready, the General Secretary of the NatiGasholic Welfare Conference (NCWC), attended the
Evian Conference as the surrogate of Archbishop rReim
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“planned” mass migration was preferable to a policy of infiltration which would
encompass only small groups of migrants over a protracted time frame.

New York Rabbi Jonah B. Wise pledged the cooperation and financial support
of the American Joint Distribution Committee and noted that millions of dollars had
already been expended in Central Europe for refugee work. Dr. Arthur Ruppin of the
Jewish Agency remarked that forty thousand Jewish refugees had beepddatott
Palestine by the time of the Conference. Norman Bentwich of the London Council for
German Jewry and Nahum Goldmann representing the World Jewish Congresocalled f
inclusion in the workings of the meeting the Jews of Poland, Rumania and Hungary.
Goldmann anticipated the eventual migration of at least two hundred thousand Jews from
Greater Germany in the near future. Mrs. Mary Ormerod, a London Quaker and
secretary of the Coordinating Committee, reminded the delegates thdtitieererisis
was not solely a Jewish issue but included German Christians who were unable tb suppor
Nazi policies and consequently became “refugees for conscience’sake.”

“Short” analyses of the memoranda and public statements of these groups were
constructed by the Conference Secretariat and submitted to the delegatianscdes.

The sub-committee members heard “moving stories [of a] great human tréagsdy

®Ibid., 1. The British League of Nations Union’ssfichairman was Lord Cecil and Lloyd George and
Sir Edward Grey served as honorary presidents.

®lbid., 4. Reform Rabbi Jonah Bondi Wise (1881-19&&ablished a weekly radio program in 1934, the
“Message of Israel,” and served as the nationatectza of the Joint Distribution Committee from 1931
1938. He became national chairman of the UnitedsleAppeal in 1939 although he did not support
Zionism. Bentwich (1883-1971) was an English Zsdnivho served in 1920 as Attorney General in
Palestine and chair of international relationshattlebrew University in Jerusalem. During 1933 he
assumed the post of deputy to the League of Natiigis Commissioner for Refugees from Germany.
Nahum Goldmann (1905-1982) was a Zionist and Jelsmtier who had served in the Jewish affairs
section of the German Foreign Ministry during W\Wuring the interwar period he belonged to a more
radical Zionist faction opposed to the leadersfi@lmaim Weizmann but following the assumption of
power of Hitler in 1933 he became a Weizmann suppoiRuppin (1876-1943), a Prussian born Jew and
attorney, became a sociologist and director ofcagjtiral projects within Palestine.
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necessitated a rapid solution and mutual cooperation. Representations were made by
Jewish, Catholic and other non-Aryan groups and were thematically dividedanto “f
main trends of thought.” The first called for an increase in Jewish iratiugrinto
Palestine by “substantially” increasing the annual quota allowed by thda#aPower

and noted that 45,000 German Jews had entered Palestine since the Nazi takeover of
government in 1933.

A second approach called for aid to refugees that would facilitate their
assimilation into the dominant society of the nation “into which they are transglant
Article 15 of the Geneva Convention of February 10, 1938, concerning the status of
German refugees, called for the “contracting parties” involved in resettit to provide
the structure and facilities for vocational training. In addition, the newgnamis would
be dispersed throughout the country of reception to avoid urban concentrations that could
generate “hostility” among the native populatioithis Convention was applied to
stateless German and Austrian refugees who were unable to obtain a Nanseh gagspor
consequently were granted “certain privileges of sojourn and residence in signator
states,” suitable identification and travel documentation and protection against
involuntary repatriation to Germany. Several organizations called for an iletmedi
ratification of this Convention by its signatories and the widest degree ofatppiic

The third opinion called for resettlement in isolated and underdeveloped regions
to avoid “mingling with indigenous ethnical elements” and presumably avoid the risk of
generating local anti-Semitism. The fourth suggestion requested the gfrdalhgghts

protecting minorities to refugees in “their present country of residemeeddition,

As with the future planning of the agenda of théaB\Conference Latin American countries did not
participate in the construction and drafting ofsiaé.eague Conventions on Refugees.
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there were political views which called upon the countries of temporary havemto gra
refugee Jews the rights of citizens while awaiting their ultimaigraton to a place of
permanent abode. The degree of “wealth and social status” should not be used in a
discriminatory fashion against refugees and priority of entry ought tcalogéeglto those
“political prisoners or individuals who had suffered because of their opinions.” The sub-
committee concluded that the enactment of such diverse points of view would entail the
transfer of “whole populations” and the allocation of “large sums of money” to relief
organizations. It was believed, however, that Germany, should be approached to “make
its contribution” for financing by allowing refugees to retain sufficienelewf personal
assets to make resettlement possible; an approach consistent with thé Evigima
Conference invitation that stated that any costs would not be borne by the nations
receiving refugee¥.

Solomon Adler-Rudel, one of the representatives testifying before the White

sub-committee, was critical of the improvised nature of these hearings:

8Appendix to the Report of the Sub-Committee fag fReception of Organizations Concerned with the
Relief of Political Refugees Coming from Germamgc(uding Austria) cited in “Proceedings,” July 9,
1938, 59. See also John A. Scanlan, “A View fromWnited States-Social, Economic, and Legal Change
the Persistence of the State, and Immigration Palithe Coming Century,” available from
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data/law_reviews/Oib®al legal_studies/vol2/scanlan.htririternet;
accessed May 31, 2010. Article 15 of the Febrddryl938 Geneva Convention concerning the Status of
Refugees coming from Germany, 4461 L.N.T.S. dtai&/ith a view to facilitating the emigration of
refugees to overseas countries, each facility $lgafjranted to the refugees and to the organizatidrich
deal with them for the establishment of schoolgpfmfessional re-adaptation and technical traifiing.
Shauma Labman, “Looking Back, Moving Forward: Thstéty and Future of Refugee Protection”
available fromhttp://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cqi?aetidl000&context=shauna_labman
Internet; accessed May 31, 2010. This Conventidized the same definition of “refugees comingnfro
Germany” as defined in the Provisional Arrangenwr936. However, there was a very important
qualifier amended to this definition: “Persons weave Germany for reasons of purely personal
convenience are not included in this definitio.herefore, any individual who left the Reich fohet
reasons would be defined as refugees providedhihdypecome disenfranchised from the nation of rigi
and had essentially become stateless. Ivor C. dackee Refugee Concept in Group Situations
(Cambridge, MA: Kluwer Law International, 1999),.21
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Nobody was prepared for it, neither the membeth®Committee, nor
the representatives of the various organizations kdd to queue up at
the door of the meeting room to be called in, diter #he others, and to
face the 11 members of the Subcommittee, [to] whway were
supposed to tell their tale within ten minuteshet most’

The second technical sub-committee, chaired by Norwegian Judge Hansson, the
director of the Nansen Office, began closed door hearings on the immigratsoand
practices of participating nations, the qualifications and numbers of reftiggecould
be accepted and the issue of travel documentation and identification papers. The U.S.
was represented by George Brandt and together with E.N. Cooper of the Boitieh H
Office did the bulk of the work and prepared the final report. During Brandt’'s July 8
presentation of American immigration policies he was “roundly attacke&iteill
Malcolm who complained that if the United States was not prepared to modify its
immigration laws rather than merely merging the annual German andakugtrotas
then the President should not have initiated an international refugee conference. Tayl
viewed Malcolm’s attitude throughout the Conference as one of “open hostility” and
described the High Commissioner as a “semi-invalid” who performed his @dfitlee
League only when he could “spare time from his duties as head of the North Borneo
Company.” Instead, he credited Malcolm’s Turkish assistant, Mr. Teviitk Eximember
of the Political Section of the League Secretariat) and Lord Duncannorheithajority
of the High Commission’s refugee work. Malcolm’s chief attribute, Tayloebed, lay

in his blind obedience to the dictates of the British Foreign Office and the League

°Adler-Rudel, “Evian Conference,” 255. Solomon AdRudel was born in Czernowitz, Austria-
Hungary on June 23, 1894 and worked as a socidexdn Vienna and Berlin. During 1933-1936 he
served as executive secretary of Redchsvertretung der deutschen Juded was an executive committee
member of th&Zionistische Vereinigung fuer Deutschlanide immigrated to the United Kingdom in 1936
and to Israel in 1949. He served in a varietyasdtp including the association of Jewish Refugies,
World Zionist Organization and the Leo Baeck Ingétand died on November 14, 1975.
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Secretariat and his avoidance of independent action. Most private organizatiorst he w
on, viewed Sir Neill as “pleasant but of little real value.” Judge Hansson $i&evas an
“agreeable, pleasant spoken man” who was “completely ineffective” as Gimainthe
technical sub-committe®.

The White Commission, with its abbreviated sessions and constrained
testimonies clearly demonstrated that the central figures of the parfoemthe German
and Austrian Jews, merely played marginalized roles on the world’s ditpdostege.

Britain would not modify its stance on Palestine. Most nations that had receivgee®fu
preferred to be points of transit to other countries that were themselgtante® Jewish
immigration. In an age of rising ethnic nationalism and economic stneas minlikely
that alien Jews would be granted equal rights. Consequently, it became eledht

that the strategy of mass resettlement was an unachievable go#&#lgspéen coupled
with official German intransigence regarding release of seized fundgc® of
resettlement in out of the way, less developed and underpopulated locales were
increasingly considered by the Europeans and the Roosevelt Administrasiatabte
destinations for Jews. Such isolation, it was believed, would prevent the development of
domestic anti-Semitism. These plans, however, would have to subsidized by non-
governmental sources, would take years to develop and could incorporate only small

numbers of individuals and families, leaving the remainder to face the whirlwind.

10 «Report of Myron C. Taylor to the Secretary of 8t Washington about the Evian Conference, July
20, 1938" cited in Mendelsohfhe Holocaustvol. 5, 249-264.
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Chapter 8
Day Six

“Greatest Sympathy”

The fourth public meeting began July 11 with statements from the remaining
delegates which thematically resembled those of their predecessota. EGgzell, the
Swedish representative and director of the legal department in the Foraigtryli
acknowledged his nation’s “most liberal” admissions pdbuaynoted that Sweden was
not a state of immigration. As a consequence of local conditions the Government would
have to deal with each refugee as an individual subject to vigorous screening criteria
Engzell believed that success of the Evian Conference was dependent upon relocation
outside the bounds of Europe. Although the majority of costs would have to be borne by
private organizations governments needed to be prepared to make the necessary
contributions to ensure success. He warned that the broader European Jewish Question
posed the greatest danger and it is in this context that a more definitive solutidoemus
found. Sweden shared the concern over the “unhappy and often tragic fate” of the
refugees and hoped that the Conference would result in “positive and lasting fesult
However, despite the expression of such humanitarian concerns Sweden (along with
Switzerland and the United Kingdom) introduced visa controls during 1938 as a means of

restricting the entry of Jews. “Political refugees” were viewed separate group from

! “Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 35.
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“racial persecutees” who were primarily Jewish and as a reswtwere denied
“political sanctuary.?

A joint declaration was introduced by Dr. Constantino Herdocia (Nicaraguan
Minister to Great Britain and France), Professor Luis Dobles Segredta(Rican
Chargé d’Affairs in Paris), Dr. Mauricio Rosal (Honduran Consul in Paris) and Dr.
Ernesto Hoffman (Panamanian Consul-General in Geneva and Permanenteleléduat
League of Nations) on behalf of their respective governments. They expressed their
fullest cooperation and “moral support for the generous initiative” of FDR and the
creation of the Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refubattheir willingness
to accept involuntary expatriates was dependent on similar action in the ataststsed
on a percentage proportional to the “territorial extent” of each nation. Although
“saturated with foreign elements” the absorption of aliens, they believed, ptovide
positive benefits to the development of these small countries. Limitations on national
resources, however, tempered their “power of assimilation” and refugees woblkl not
accepted beyond a reasonable quota. Any cost for resettlement must be libene by
refugees themselves as official funds were inadequate to meet the meeditibn, any
refugee “engaged in trade or intellectual work” would be barred from entrpdue
concerns about competition with the local commuhity.

Gustavo A. Wiengreen, the Paraguayan delegate and Minister to Hungary,

expressed the deepest pleasure and the “keenest sympathy” of his Governnheshtaha

2 David Cesarani and Paul A. Levine edstanders to the Holocaust: a Re-Evaluaijbandon:
Frank Cass Publishers, 2002), 19. Gdsta Engzelbhan credited with saving more Jewish lives durin
WWII than his compatriot, Raoul Wallenberg. “Teaahthe Hero in Holocaust History: The Cases of
Raoul Wallenberg and Gdsta Engzell” by Paul Levidetober 14, 1999, available from
http://www1.yadvashem.org/download/education/coeihe.pdf Internet; accessed May 31, 2010.

3 “Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 35-36.
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its willingness to participate in the Evian Conference. Paraguay patsesSmmense
territory of extraordinary fertility” but was “too thinly populated” and nebtiee
absorption of “industrious individuals” that could develop and exploit its natural
resources. Nevertheless, the Decree-Law of March 20, 1937, limited admassion t
agriculturists and related crafts; a restriction that essentiattynated from
consideration the bulk of Jewish refugees who were urban based and middfe-class.
The Irish envoy and Permanent Delegate to the League of Nations, Francis
Thomas Cremins, expressed the gratitude of his Government for being able tbyofficia
offer its heartfelt compassion for the refugees and hoped that sighifigtcomes would
be achieved. Cremins and the Irish mission had been directed to avoid anyfinanci
obligation without the express approval of the Minister of External Affairsdfashe
Valera. Consequently, Cremins declared that the Irish were content to haveiteen i
but were not able to make a bona fide contribution to the problem at hand due to its small
geographic size, a population numbering less than three million and an economy
primarily based on agriculture. Since it was necessary for so many yampgedople to
emigrate each year in search of employment (due to the lack of available Isettle
and the slow expansion of domestic manufacturing) it was not possible to absorb
stateless, unemployed and often destitute refugees. In addition, there was an
overabundance of medical and other professionals which barred entry of aliens with
similar intellectual and professional backgrounds. Cremins also believdzhthly a
fraction of the stateless refugees could be assimilated into the moreihaymyrialized

nations. Thus, he argued, only sparsely settled and underdeveloped territories were

4 “Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 36.
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suitable for mass migration. Since Ireland lacked colonies it was reltete@tmommend

that other nations assume a burden that Eire could not share. The Irish Government did
have the sincere faith that a feasible solution for the “mass of human stiftering be

found but he warned that “the greater the hopes” offered by potential sitestdéneent

the “greater may be the pressure” exerted upon “these unfortunate crdayutese

nations that sought to expel unwanted minorities.

Léon R. Thébaud, the Haitian Commercial Attaché to France (with rank of
Minister), declared that his country had limited ability to admit refsgeel would give
preference to agriculturists or specialized technicians “of thoroughhhlestick,” who
were easily absorbable into the local community and who possessed suffisist as

The Swiss representative to the Evian Conference was the Chief of thel Fede
Police for Foreignerdidgendssische Fremdenpolizetieinrich Rothmund, who also
held the position of Chief of Immigration from 1919-1954. He epitomized the insincerity
and the duplicitous nature of the congress. Rothmund expressed the “greatest sympathy”
for those forced to flee their homeland and acknowledged that the refugeasasis
whole was of “particular interest” to his Government. Switzerland was eatkesi
destination for refugees (along with France and Holland) due to its proximigrtog@y
and Austria, its tradition of granting asylum, liberal constitutionalism andqgablit
neutrality. He noted that aliens already comprised nine percent of the totadtpopin
a country faced with high levels of unemployment. Domestic fears of beingio\sr

stateless foreigners forced Switzerland to serve only as a nation of. tfanstwere not

®“Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 36. See also Detfemgh,Jews in Twentieth-Century Ireland:
Refugees; Anti-Semitism and the HolocgQstrk, Ireland: Cork University, 1998), 119-120.

® “Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 38-39.
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regarded by the Swiss Government as being “political refugees,” i®yp at risk of
persecution due to political beliefs or activities. All other refugees wouldaoeegr a
“temporary residence permit or a tolerance permit” which would allowcseriti time to
plan for and carry out a move to a more permanent haven.

Following the end of the Great War the Swiss Government introduced a “system
of control” over the admission of aliens especially@stjuden the Eastern European
and Russian Jews, who were viewed as a leftist threat to Swiss culturefyetmuci
native employment. Such immigrants were deemed to be unassimilable into the
dominant culture and posed a risk of Judaization. \Whstjuderor Western Jews were
viewed as being more easily absorbed but this attitude changed with theievents
Germany and Austria. The 1930 census demonstrated that nine percent of the population
(355,000 out of 4 million) were aliens of which three hundred thousand possessed
residency permits which granted the right to work and change occupation or place of
residence. However, contemporary events mandated “very stringent contrafi@ver
entry of future refugees. Rothmund acknowledged, during the period of April-September
1933, that ten thousand Jewish and non-Aryan refugees had been offered temporary
asylum within the Swiss Cantonates. This number later diminished following tine ret
of some Jews to Germany or resettlement in other countries. By December 1933
approximately 2,500 Jewish and non-Jewish refugees were residing withinrndze
decreasing to 1,500 by June 1935, following which the number increased to 3,400 on

March 31, 1936 and 9,000 on December 31, £937.

"“Proceedings,” July 11, 1938, 37-38.

#Tenenbaum, “The Crucial Year 1938,” 55-53.
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After theAnschlusghe number of refugees rose to greater than ten thousand
prompting the Swiss Government to increase border security and deportationserBet
March 12 and April 1 3,000-4,000 refugees from Austria entered Switzerland.
Reportedly, one thousand refugees came into the the country illegally over evéeie
period in August of whom some were interned in a camp at Dupulsau and others forcibly
returned to Germany. Increased security was enacted in the mountain passesiand on t
Austrian border. Consequently, the total number of refugees declined but again spiked in
1940 following the German occupation of France. Switzerland could continue to honor
its tradition of political asylum to refugees, Rothmund assebtgdurrent conditions
mandated that the nation serve as a point of transit to other destinationshaileesite
of permanent resettlemeht.

The closure of frontiers abutting Austria forced Switzerland to introduce a
system of visas for Austrian passports in order “to secure some control over
immigration.” The Swiss Federal Council declared on March 28, 1938 that all Austrians
seeking entry into Switzerland would require a travel permit. All refulge&sg proper
documentation were barred admission on August 18 and from October 4 onwards all
German non-Aryans required authorization as Welly August an additional one
thousand illegal refugees had crossed the Swiss frontier prompting Cantand@hief

Police to warn that future undocumented aliens faced deportation, stricterqoolicels

%Ibid., 52.

Circular of the Swiss Police Department Septemba©38, Yad Vashem Archive, M 63/20 Federal
Police and Justice Department, Department of P&em available fronmttp://yad-
vashem.org.il/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Word%20-%2032d8, Internet; accessed April 15, 2007.
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and a ban on “lucrative” employment due to the high Swiss unemploymett rate.
Following Kristallnachtthe Swiss Government, however, honored the appeal of the
Swiss Committee for Aid to Children of Germany to admit a limited numbemoside
children on a temporary basfs.

While ostensibly seeking an international solution to the refugee crisis
Rothmund and the Swiss Government was secretly conspiring to stem the influx of
Jewish refugees. He sought official German cooperation in halting Jewish irmomgra
because of governmental fears that the Swiss population would fall victim to
Uberfremdungethnic contamination) orerjiidung(Judaization). Germany had begun a
policy of granting German passports to all former Austrian citizens asiasneé ridding
itself of its Jews. The specter of ever widening involuntary migratiore avidk the
Italian Government’s decision to deport all foreign Jews who had arrived ft@
coupled with the closure of the French frontier to further refugees. In therbankigof
course, lay the countries of Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Hungary and Poland who also
sought to solve their “Jewish Question” by forced emigration.

On June 24 Rothmund advised the German Legation in Bern that unrestricted
admission of Austrian Jews would overwhelm Switzerland which had no more use for

Jews than had Germany. Fearing that Switzerland would be inundated byitrethe w

H«Swiss Explain Move in Curbing Refugeeyéw York TimesAugust 25, 1938, 8
12Swiss to Let 1,000 from Austria Stayew York TimesAugust 18, 1938, 10.

3 Regula Ludi, “What is So Special about Switzerland/artime Memory as a National Ideology in the
Cold War Era,” in Richard Ned Lebow, Wulf Kansteaitaad Claudio Fogurhe Politics of Memory in
Postwar EuropgDurham, NC: Duke University Press), 235; Shautéme, “Switzerland and the Refugees
Fleeing Nazism: Documents on the German Jews TuBael at the Basel Border in 1938-1939, " 3
available fromhttp://www1.yadvashem.org/odot pdf/Microsoft%20Wai2D-%203212.pdfinternet;
accessed January 27, 2011.
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collusion of the Viennese police and aware of the probable ineffectualness of the
Intergovernmental Committee on Political Refugees, Rothmund filed a complaint on
August 10, 1938 with Under State Secretary Ernst Woermann, Director of thedPoliti
Department of the German Foreign Ministry. He claimed that the entry sfidewthe
country has reached critical levels. Therefore, all Austrians gpekitny into

Switzerland would require a special visa. Otherwise, Switzerland would eneahidra
measures to prevent the continued dumping of Jewish refugees. Unless positive actions
were undertaken by the German authorities the Swiss Government wouldi@linega
Swiss-German visa agreement. Rothmund agreed to limit any visa requiseméews
coming from Austria or Germany provided their passports unmistakably iddrthe
traveler as being Jewish. The Germans, in turn, called for similar designt be
applied to Swiss passports. The end result was the cancellation of all Jewpshtpass
and their replacement by special documents marked by a redlidH,[3 cm. in height
affixed to the upper left-hand corner of the first page, allowing Swiss bordaalsffio
more readily recognize the ethnicity of refugees. This policy went ffgcte

approximately two weeks prior &ristallnacht'* Rothmund was described by Adler-

“Tenenbaum, “The Crucial Year 1938,” 53-56; “LawReassports of Jews October 5, 1938, 1938
ReichsgesetzblatPart 1, 1342; Document 2120-P&zi Conspiracy and Aggressiorol. IV
(Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 194%&4-755; “The 1998 Wiesenthal Reports on
Switzerland” available fromhttp://www.alanschom.com/theReport.htimternet; accessed April 6, 2010;
“The Politics of ‘Transmigration’: Why Jewish Refegs had to Leave Switzerland from 1944-1954" by
Simon ErlangerJewish Political Studies Reviel@: 1-2 (Spring 2006) available from
http://www.jcpa.org/phas/phas-erlanger-s06;himernet; accessed June 30, 2010; Héwd, Holocaust
Conspiracy 77-78; Doc. 5 otserman Foreign Policy 1918-1948/ashington 1963, Series D, Vol. V, in
Adler-Rudel, The Evian Conference,” 251; “Very Innfamt and Strictly Confidential Circular to the Swi
Border Police” September 7, 1938, available from
http://www1.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Wa2D-%203273.pdf accessed June 19, 2010.
The negotiations between the Swiss and German Goments remained a state secret until 1953 when
captured German archives were released with thicatibn of the “Documents on German Foreign
Policy” (Akten zur deutschen auswartigen Po)itikhere is evidence that during the Great Waffitee of
Jews seeking Swiss citizenship were specially ntht&sédentify the applicant as being Jewish anthenp
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Rudel as the “prime example of the kind of man” to which the destiny of the refugees
was consigned

Thus, while the Evian Conference was ostensibly convoked to aid the rescue of
the victims of German persecution and potentially save lives, some members were
actively moving to cut off all routes of escape. The road to salvation would, asitime w
reveal, become a possible route to extinction. The report of the Technical Sub-
Committee and the closing comments of the delegations themselves would clearly
demonstrate the ineffectualness and, perhaps, the detachment from reality of the

Conference itself.

configured as a Star of David was utilized by teeéral Government in 1919. Furthermore, there are
examples of documentation antedating Rothmund'stiegns with the Germans (1936-1938 and
continuing into 1940) that were marked by officieds the Federal and Canton level) by two formthef
“J"” stamp. Commercial traveler identity cards fordigners and Jewish Swiss citizens were stamptdawi
red “Jew” next to the column for citizenship. Ipgedent Commission of Experts Switzerland—Second
World War, eds. “Switzerland and Refugees in theil@a” (Bern, Switzerland: 1999), 73, 74.

BAdler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 250.
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Chapter 9
Days Nine and Ten

“Serious Spirit of Cooperation”

The report of the Technical Sub-Committee under Judge Michael Hansson of
Norway was submitted in private session on July 14. The committee was chargad to he
confidential disclosures of the immigration laws and policies of the patiicgp
governments and the number and category of refugees that were considered@ligible
admission. A solution was needed to deal with the issue of “documentation” forsstatele
immigrants. Meetings were held on July 8, 11andTl# representatives arrived at a
general consensus in which all of the governments acknowledged the “seriousafature
the refugee crisis and the “urgent necessity for a solution.” The limits of etiopeof
each country, however, were framed by “their laws and individual situationhand t
background and qualifications of the prospective immigrant [and | would include, the
terms of the official invitation]. The Hansson committee believed “prospacts f
increased reception of refugees” were reasonably good dependent upon the neteyant e
requirements. In addition, resettlement in overseas territories wasdo@isigered by
certain powers but required detailed analysis and long-range planning. Countries
bordering Germany and Austria could not be expected to admit more refugedsosatil t
who were granted temporary haven had moved on to other destinations. These nations of

transit “may continue to make an important contribution” towards solving the c¢yisis b
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providing training facilities geared for the “re-adaptation of life” adro@he
impoverishment of many of the refugees posed a “major obstacle” to successful
immigration and resettlement. The issue of utilizing Nansen or Nansen-|g@opias
was also considered.

The closing session of the Evian Conference convened on July 15. The
Columbian representative, Jesus Yepes, introduced into the record a memorandum which
reiterated that his country’s willingness to assist German and Ausfisgees
represented a “humanitarian effort inspired by lofty sentiments of attenal
fraternity.” He disavowed any Columbian attempt to interfere in the inteffaaisaof
the Reich and any immigrants allowed entry into his nation would have to meet the legal
migration requirements.

The Evian Conference Chairman, Myron C. Taylor, returned to the podium to
offer his concluding remarks. He announced that the “serious spirit of cooperation”
among the delegations had created the “machinery” that would lead to the long-term
resolution of the international refugee crisis affecting Central Europe;eaatmm and
on-going project that would require uninterrupted effort so that the hope of an anguished
mankind would not be “dispelled and their suffering embittered.” The Evian Conference
was only the beginning of a process that would be continued by a permanent body, the
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees from Germany. Heedahat lack
of resolve would result in “catastrophic human suffering” which could potentially

provoke “far-reaching consequences in international unrest and strain.” Aryorderl

L “Annex Il. Report of the Technical Sub-Committe&?roceedings,” July 14, 1938, 51-52.

2 J.M. Yepes, “Draft of the Resolution with whichPitoposed to Conclude the Present Session of the
Intergovernmental Committee at Evian,” “Proceedjrigsy 14, 1938, 39-40.
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system of emigration, temporary transit and permanent resettiement wplalcer a
“disorderly exodus” provided “the country of origin” [note that Germany is not
specifically named] allowed the emigrants to retain a sufficient pege(ah least 25%)
of their property and financial assets. Such cooperation from Germany wasdtingier
if other nations were to open their borders to stateless reftigiesendix D contains
the official memorandum issued at the end of the conference in which the construction of
a permanent committee in London is announced. As can be seen by the text the Evian
Conference failed to reach any concrete plan and continued to talk in geneaatities
terms of long-range goals, although the situation for Jews in Central Europewdas ra
worsening.

Some observers, however, noted that the seizure of Jewish assets and property
represented more than “mere race hatred by Nazi leaders” but was driyedy begr
domestic “economic pressure’—trade deficits, lack of foreign exchange antéweais
of national debt due to rearmament. The Reich, “feeling the pinch of lack took a
convenient opportunity” to improve its financial condition and support for its “Hitlerite
program.” The Government seized and Aryanized one-third of the Jewish owned

businesses in Austria and especially Vienna estimated to be worth £114,000,000 to

£307,000,000. The confiscation program was scheduled to be completed By 1941.

#Taylor's Evian Speech,New York Timesluly 16, 1938, 4. See also Taylor speech Oct®p£938
to the Foreign Policy Association; believed theueabf Jewish property within the Reich was between
$2,000,000-6,000,000. “Even the lower figure woloddmore than enough to re-establish the half-onilli
persons elsewhere, were it possible to use it.& dttelerated rate of Aryanization and the events o
Kristallnachtdrastically decreased the assets available tdilieed for resettlement. Department of State
Releases, XX, Nr. 47 (October 1938), 245-255 ditegeingold,Politics of Rescue39.

“St. Petersburg Timeduly 13, 1938.

®“Jewish Businesses in Austria: Transference taaAsy’The TimesJuly 23, 1938, 11.
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British Ambassador to Berlin Neville Henderson believed that Jewish &imigifrom

the Reich must necessarily be contingent upon the amount of capital and property the
Jews could retain to aid their establishment of a new life abroad. He believeddha
connection would pressure the Germans into liberalizing their financial pofithesy

truly wanted to rid themselves of the Jews. Henderson, however, did ask Foreign
Minister Ribbentrop if Germany would cooperate in an orderly resettlem&grafian

and Austrian Jews by allowing retention of adequate funds but was given a negative
responsé&. Similarly, the American Ambassador, Hugh Wilson, queried State Secretary
of the German Foreign Ministry Weizsécker and was informed that “he should not
entertain any hopes in that directidh The Earl of Plymouth, Parliamentary
Undersecretary to the Foreign Office, and Lord Halifax had called upona@gnm

allow refugees to retain enough assets to allow resettlement. Othereisatith

German and Austrian refugee problem would become inordinately complicated and
potentially “insoluble.? Lord Winterton opposed such a plan out of fear of antagonizing
the Germans and jeopardizing any potential for Nazi cooperation as the Coafessn
dealing with “questions of world-wide importance.’FDR requested that the British

Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain personally approach Hitler featgr “flexibility”

® DGFP, D, v. July 8, 1938, no. 640, 894-95 andédd., 895 July 27, 1938 cited in Vita#{,People
Apart, 884; Henderson to Halifax, July 4, 1938, FO 32529, W 8887/104/98 cited in Shermésiand
Refuge 113.

'DGFP, D. v. July 8, 1938, no. 640, 894-895 citeiiial, A People Apart884.

8rerdinand Kuhn, “New Reich Talks in London Likelyyéw York Timesluly 28, 1938, 8.

*Winterton to Halifax, July 8, 1938, FO 371/22530,9681/104/98 cited in Shermasland
Refuge 113.
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on the refugee problem but was turned down by Chamberlain who believed that “formal
diplomatic channels” represented the proper apprtfach.

Winterton, head of the British delegation, believed that the Conference had
achieved “positive progress in the direction of enlarging the opportunities” for
immigration that would be benefited by the future work of the IGCR. The resedés w
“unanimous” and “most satisfactory” and represented the “first fruitseofvibe and
courageous initiative” of FDR. The delegations had demonstrated “good will and a
disposition” to liberalize their respective immigration policies allowengy of a “great
number” of refugee$' There were also signs, he believed, of a forthcoming willingness
on the part of Germany to reach an accord on the issue of retained assets.

Palestine, Winterton believed, was a “wholly untenable” solution to the refugee
crisis due to its limited geographic size and “special considerations” tingdiérom the
Mandate granted to the United Kingdom by the League of Nations. The Peel or Royal
Commission, calling for the partition of Palestine, was rejected as inddé&asd
impracticable by the follow-up Woodhouse Commission. Jewish immigration could only
be facilitated under “suitable conditions” which at present were limited lay évents
[the Arab revolt which began in 1936]. Thus, the British need to secure the good will of

the Middle Eastern Arab States, along with other factors, forced the Unitgddfn to

Ypublic Papers of FDRvol. 11, 173, October 5, 1938 cited in Feing®titics, 240. Goering ordered
the registration of all Jewish property as a medrexpediting the process of Aryanization which
represented the final action against Jewish-ownmsthbsses and other enterprises. Jews at thatimee
only allowed to remove 3-5% of their possessiorts\aare subject to the pre-Nazi era Flight Tax. edth
members of Parliament made similar appeals to Geyrimarelease sufficient refugee funds and included
the Bishop of Chichester, Viscount Samuel, LorceAJIMarquess of Reading, Lord Winterton and Lord
Marley. The TimesJuly 28, 1938, 8.

1 Statement prepared at F.O. for Lord Wintertorpmre July 19, 1938, FO371/22531, W 9747/104/98
cited in Shermarisland Refuggel20.
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avoid discussion of Palestine during the Evian Conference. A definitive solution to the
guestion of the Mandate awaited the outcome of the forthcoming London Conference
regarding the potential division of Palestine into an Arab and Jewish State.
Consequently, it was necessary to place “certain restrictions of a prrgdgrary
[author’s italics] and exceptional character” on Jewish immigration in todeaintain
the relative size of the two populatioisSince the Arabs refused to directly negotiate
with Palestinian Jewry it is likely that the London Conference was viewéts
Majesty’s Government as a delaying tactic with little chance of sacce

These restrictions eventually became formalized in the White Paper oh1939 i
which Jewish immigration was to be limited for five years and then endeatdér to
minimize the expected opposition from Palestinian and American Jews Britain did
increase Jewish immigration into the United Kingdom until the beginning of the war.
During this period fifty thousand Jewish refugees were admitted while.heallbwed
entry to 57,008 Winterton did warn, however, that other governments should not
become involved in the internal affairs of Palestine for which Britain “am#redatory
power bore sole responsibility”He was prepared, on the other hand, to offer some
degree of consolation to the increasingly desperate German and Austriakdeyes:

(and possibly Northern Rhodesia) could offer opportunities for “small-scalensetit”

12«proceedings,” July 15, 1938, 42.

13 Arieh J. KochavPost-Holocaust Politics: Britain, the United Statgewish Refugees, 1945-1948
(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Pe<001), 7.

“Shermanisland Refugel16.
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but only gradually and without utilizing land that had been set aside for the native
population®

Winterton hoped that the Evian Conference and the creation of the IGCR would
alleviate the “sufferings” of the refugees and he complimented the “wisgj of the
delegations and their respective governments to “contribute, as far asrthemnstances
permit, to this result*® To some this tentative offer of East Africa as a place of refuge
had an “excellent effect” and provided a “bright afterglow” to a meeting thiahbia
been “notable for its optimism.” It represented the most “concrete” proposal toaam
of the meeting as most delegations were more concerned about reasongstdnycass
could not be offered rather than the consideration of ways in which immigration could be
facilitated’’ The British Colonial Office, however, informed the Foreign Office that
Kenya could only accommodate one hundred fifty refugees and the prospects for the
remainder of the Colonies were limited. Taylor tried to obtain a full accountitig of
Colonies’ potential for resettlement but to no avail. He received assuranceetha
Colonial Secretary was devoting his “constant attention” to the issue and ttiairt‘ce
projects” besides Kenya were under review. The Dominions were equaiyve-®

A Jewish periodical skeptically viewed any plans for resettling Jedistant

lands:

15 “proceedings,” July 15, 1938, 42.

&proceedings,” July 15, 1938, 43.

" Shermanlsland Refugel120; “Home for RefugeesThe Glasgow Heraldluly 15, 1938, 32.

®Sherman, Island Refuge, 131-132. An appendix wtashed to the official record detailing the
budget for and the relative national financial citmttions to the support of the IGCR. As can bensa

Appendix A the amounts offered were limited consgittethe scale of the work that was to be undertake
by the permanent body.
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Powerful nations, enjoying sovereignty and freedbave only their
own countries to fall back upon. But Jewish refgjbave a choice of
many lands to pick from. If one prefers the hulmight of the jungles
of Guiana, he is welcome to it. If someone els&ste runs to tsetse
flies and similar blessings of East Africa, theg at his disposal.
Verily, it is good to be a refuge@.

Similar passionate sentiments were expressed by Ottawa merchanésidérrrof the
Canadian Zionist Organization Archibald J. Freiman on December 13, 1938 in response
to the “Madagascar Plan,” espoused by a number of European nations and morge recentl

by Reinhard Heydrich, the head of the S.S. Security Service:

We don’t want the jungles of Africa—we are people,are human
beings. We don’t want to hurt anybody, but we havight as human
beings to be on this earth. We are not any bbttecertainly not any
worse and you cannot show me a time in history wieawvs acted
towards nations as an alleged civilized natiomdaating the Jews in
Germany. We don't want the jungles of Africa, wanvPalestiné

Henri Bérenger concluded his remarks by expressing French contentment at
hosting the Conference in such a “harmonious atmosphere” that Evian and its environs
were able to provide. He also praised France’s long democratic and raputdditions
which infused the “moral and material tranquility” necessary for seriousedations
that sought to maintain international peace and the “freedom of all citizens of the
world.”?* Despite Bérenger's public optimism Daladier recognized that the Evian
Conference was an exercise in futility and concluded that stricter comtratsmigration

needed to be instituted. He advised the Chamber of Deputies that the more recent

*Alan Dowty, Closed Borders: The Contemporary Assault on FreedbMovemen(New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1987), 93.

“yalerie KnowlesFirst Person: A Biography of Cairine Wilson, Can&li&irst Woman Senator
(Toronto, Canada: Dunburn Press, LTD., 1988), 209.

“L“proceedings,” July 15, 1938, 44-45.
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refugees whose residency permits had expired would face deportation backen@e

or arrest and imprisonment. Also, refugees who failed to obtain gainful employment
faced similar consequences. Followkgstallnachtthe Daladier Government issued a
decree calling for the establishment of detention camps for illegal refagedor those
who failed to meet the terms of the May 1938 decree. An additional edict, issued on
April 12, 1939, called for obligatory labor and military service for politicalge&s who
had resided within France for more than two months. The border security police were
empowered to block the entry of any refugee that was considered unfit tarynili

service or hard labdt.

Following the closing of the Evian Conference the U.S. Government dispatched
officials to ascertain the current situation of “potential refugeediiwiGreater Germany.
State Department Counsel George Brandt visited Vienna, Berlin, StattgaHamburg.
The purpose of the “Brandt Mission” was to obtain data from “American sources”
regarding the nature and number of people seeking to leave Germany under tesauspi
of the IGCR and a report was to be submitted in London by AudfisBy.July 18 the
American Consul General in Berlin announced that further applications for visdkent
U.S. would no longer be accepted due to heavy demand. Ten thousand files involving
fifteen thousand refugees were already under review. More than sixty thoegaedts

had already been submitted for an annual quota of approximately 27,370. The State

“’Taylor to FDR report “The Tragic Position of thewigh Refugees in France,” December 1938 and the
new decree-laws April-August1939 cited in Maga,d'€hg the Door,” 438-439.

23 st. Petersburg Timeduly 16, 1938. Brandt served as a Turkish lagguaficer for the State
Department in Constantinople and Cairo and hadben of consular assignments. He served as the
Assistant Chief of the Visa Office from 1924-192®laided the House Committee on Immigration in the
writing of the Immigration Act of 1924. He servad a technical advisor to the Evian Conference and
IGCR and in 1938-39 served as an immigration advrsthe Philippine Islands.
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Department allocated the majority of the allotment to the four ConsulatesnmaG®e
Stuttgart, 11,000; Vienna, 6,000; and 3,000 respectively for Berlin and Hamburg. The
remaining four thousand were released to worldwide U.S. ConstflaBsssperate
German Jews, in the meantime, searched through the New York City and Chicago phone
books searching for possible American relatives. “They copy the nameddiedses of
American Jews to whom they hope they are related.”
The State Department announced that an immense amount of red tape

preparatory work dealing with the financial and political aspects of imtiogranto the
U. S. would be necessary before German and Austrian Jews could embark on the
“exodus” to America and other destinations and might require five to ten years thed
project could be completeé. The Protestant writer Jochen Klemmer perceptively
observed in his diary on August 23, 1938 that the failure of the Evian Conference placed
the German Jews in a “far more tragic” position in the hands of their Nazi tors&ntor

Once again, the immediacy of the human tragedy that was playing out within
Greater Germany and its implications was lost on the delegations and $pertiee
governments. Rescue required prompt and bold action rather than a contemplative,
limited and drawn out affair. Failure to resolve the Jewish Question readftie
hardliners. Palestine represented the best, although imperfect, solution lsht Briti

resistance and Jewish disunity barred the Wandering Jew from the Promised Land.

244S Stops Jews in Reich from Seeking Visas: Owe060 Have Sought to Emigrate on Quota of
27,000,"Washington Postluly 19, 1938, 3.

#*Reich Jews Hunt Kinfolk in American Directoriedyew York Timesluly 31, 1938, 29.
*Red Tape Slows Up German Refugees Movement toUr8mpa TribungJuly 25, 1938, 7.

?"Jacques Semelifurify and Destroy: The Political Uses of Massaarel GenocidéNY: Columbia
University Press, 2007), 130.
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Chapter 10
Palestine

“Waste of Time”

Arthur Ruppin, a prominent economist and sociologist, met with other Zionist
immigration experts to discuss the implications of the Evian Conference. He matted t
Palestine had a limited potential to absorb refugees. Since the British opposeading
Jewish colonization he recommended that Jews move to other areas first i order t
expedite their flight from Germany and Austria. Jewish resettlerReupin believed,
should be viewed in a “more general perspective” with Palestine servingemtadit
but not exclusive role. He urged Zionists, who would be attending the conference, to
present an appearance of solidarity and work towards such a goal while affering
delegates “sound economic and political solutidns.”

Yitzhak Gruenbaum took a contrary view during a session of the Jewish Agency
Executive and stated that if other territories were deemed accepiablBdlestine would
lose its centrality in the Zionist paradigm. Consequently, Zionists needed tal tipdol
dogma that only Palestine was suitable for Jewish resettlement. DawviG@ion

agreed with Gruenbaum and felt that acceptance of Ruppin’s idea would diminish

'Beit-Zvi, Post-Uganda Zionistrl 80f. (Hebrew) cited in DineBeyond the Conceivahl89-92;
Menachem Mor, ecEretz, Israel, Israel and the Jewish Diaspora: MaltRelations(Lanham, MD:
University Press of America, Inc., 1988), 182, 183 Palestinian newspapéa’aretzreported in June
1938 that an estimated eight to nine thousand ¥ess unemployed within the Mandate. Broken down by
locale three to four thousand were jobless in Tvl’Al,500-2,000 in Haifa, six hundred in Jerusakemd
in the agricultural settlements more than 2,5008e SentinelJune 23, 1938, 3.
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pressure on the British to open up the Mandate for migration while potentialfgrirtgr
with Zionism’s assertion to a historic right to the land of Palestine. AlthougfGBeion
knew the territory was not ready to accept large numbers of refugeesitineied to
demand a linkage of refugee relocation to Palestine. He anticipated, hoWwat/tret
on-going Arab Revolt and its continuing unrest and violence would lessen the prospects
for mass Jewish immigration. Consequently, the future Israeli Prime Bfiaigued that
the primary goal of the Zionist representatives should be to diminish theearm
Conference might create to the prospect of a future Jewish Homeland. Only the
preeminent leaders, such as Ruppin, Weizmann and Menachem Ussishkin, should be sent
to Evian, to defend against potential adverSiBen-Gurion warned that the “more we
say about the terrible distress of the Jewish masses in Germany, Poland, amndRiuen
more damage we shall inflict [on our own position] in the current negotiations [on the
future of Palestine]. Ussishkin demanded that the Zionist delegation focus solely on
Palestine as the site of refuge as “all the other countries of immigradi@f ao interest
to us.”

The realization that the issue of Palestine would be excluded from discussion

dissuaded many of the leading Zionist leaders, with the exception of Ruppin, from

% Mor, Eretz Israg) 183. Gruenbaum was active in the PoRstHamishmaradical Zionist faction but
immigrated to Palestine in 1933. He was appoiatetember of the Jewish Agency Board of Directors
and the World Zionist Organization. Ruppin, theatiman of the Central Bureau for the Settlement of
German Jews Mr. Kurt Blumenfeld, Dr. Siegfried Mesed Dr. Max Kreutzberger for the Organization of
Jewish Settlers from Germany based in Tel-Aviv, Kalman Rubashov representing the Hebrew paper
Davar, Tel-Aviv, and Golda Meier attended as an unddfi¢talestinian delegation.

% Jewish Agency Executive session in Jerusalem, 26n£938, Ben-Gurion in the chair. Central
Zionist Archives Hahanhala ha-zionjtProtokol,no. 55, vol. xxviii, fos, 6053-61, cited in Vitah People
Apart, 89-92.

* ShulamitJolko[] Germans, Jews and Antisemites: Trials in EmanaipgCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), 60.
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attending the meeting. Chaim Weizmann believed that under such circumstances his
presence would have been a “waste of time.” He advised Rabbi Stephan Wise that the
“scope of the Conference was so narrowed down that it would have been out of place for
me to swell the numbers of the Jewish representatives already fillicgridors” of the
Hotel Royal. In addition, other prominent international Jewish leaders stagpgdram
the Conference.

The Pro-Palestinian Federation of American in a vain attempt wired Nyron
Taylor imploring him to influence the British to allow an “open-door” policy ofidaw
immigration into Palestine as “clearly stipulated” in the Mandate awardeUnited
Kingdom. Signatories of the cable included the president of the organization, Rev.
Charles Edward Russell, President of the AFL William Green, PresideiitydCallege
Frederick B. Robinson, New York Senator Robert F. Wagner and John Haynes Holmes
of the Community Church of New York Cify.

On the other hand there were voices opposed to any role of Palestine as a
sanctuary for Jewish refugees. The British Delegate to the Leagwioh® Mandate

Commission testified that British policy “was, and must be, wholly unaffegteided

® Mor, Eretz Israel 183. See also Weizmann to Jacobus Kann, July38,I®. 357, 409 in Weizmann,
Letters,xviii cited in Vital, A People Apart890; Chaim Weizmann and Barnet Mitvindfhe Letters and
Papers of Chaim Weizmann: December 1931-April 1%&2ies B, vol. 2 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers
University Press, 1984), 314; The Jewish leadeis détided not to attend the Evian Conference iredud
the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, the Grand Rabdfirrance, Stephen Wise of the American Jewish
Congress, Cyrus Adler of the American Jewish Comemjtmembers of the Board of Deputies of British
Jews, and prominent individuals such as Einstednid Brandeis and the Baron de Rothschild

“palestine Open Door Urged¥ew York Timesluly 11, 1938, 7. Reverend Charles Edward Russell
founded the Pro-Palestine Federation of Ameridatiitago in January 1930 as a means of promoting
cordial Christian-Jewish relations and combatingjyitice and included many leading Christian
theologians.
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situation of the German Jew5.Palestinian Christian churches favored restraining
Jewish immigration due to a desire to appease the Arabs in their congredaterest
any “decline in the importance of Christian influence and institutions in theLidolg”
and to continue “missionary work” and other projects. They believed partition would
interfere with their proselytizing and other Christian Church activities. Afigdican
Bishop of Jerusalem and other clerics believed that the Mandate could not accommodate
further Jewish immigration as a means of solving the refugee crisis anddothe entry
of Jews during 1935 as the cause of the Arab Revolt. Since that time, the Bishop
claimed, “Palestine had known no peate.”

The Roman Catholic Church was opposed both to the Balfour Declaration of 1917
and any Jewish immigration into the Holy Land. Archbishop Amleto Giovanni
Cicognani, a special representative of Pope Pius XI to Washington, informed Myron C.
Taylor (June 22, 1943), during his role of special American Emissary to treawathat
while it was historically true that the land had at one time been occupied bytldeses
were no historical precedents for the resettlement of a people to an arbadldgparted

1,900 years earlier. If the goal was the creation of a “Hebrew Homethbenwere

"Daily Telegraph October 31, 1933 cited in Andrew Shaffie British Press and Jews under Nazi Rule
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1964), 183.

8 Consul General in Jerusalem George Wadsworth th Glctober 26, 1938, 867.01/1295RUS
vol.11, Britain, The Commonwealth, Europe, NeartEasl Africa, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1955), 969-974. The dispatch unt#d an “open letter” published in The Times,
September 22, 1938, which was signed by Christiengyg in Jerusalem calling for protection of the
Churches’ interests in Palestine as well oppostiopartition and continued Jewish immigration. efien
arguments centered upon four basic themes: 1.tP&lés too small of an area to “solve the European
Jewish problem” and any solution should not bénat‘expense” of Christians or the “Arabs of Patest
2. The Jewish (and Zionist) “claim to Palestinettom basis of prophecy is declared in the New Testam
to have been abrogated.” 3. The Balfour Declaratioh917 made conflicting promises and was too
“vague in its form of expression.” 4. Palestin¢his seat of three major religions; not just Jewisti
Muslim. This dispatch also included demographforimation regarding the Christian population of
Palestine and made reference to fears of anti-tmisepercussions should Jewish immigration ireses
partition occur.
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more “fitting” locations which would avert “grave [and] new territorial protd€mAn
editorialist had written in the aftermathifistallnachtthat the issue of Jewish suffering
and Palestine was purely “sentimental and coincidental.” Despite the needs of
humanitarianism British commitments in Palestine could not remain open ended or be
“‘influenced by the malefactions of certain European States” towards tiveshJe

population?

°Jerusalem Postuly 6, 1999, 6.
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PART Il
HOPES DASHED
Chapter 11

“Unique Opportunity to Study Jewish Question”

World appeasement...was obviously the great objetdm@rds which the great powers of the
world today must strive.

Overall, the Evian Conference failed to generate any positive, signifighnt a
concrete results. It afforded a “unique opportunity to discuss the Jewish Question” on a
international stage and was the only conference held prior to the onset of WorldtdVar |
assist the targets of “racialist persecutibiits ineffectualness led to marked increases in
the global barriers to immigration and the sympathetic but shallow rhetpriessed by
the Conference’s delegates emboldened the Nazis, acceleratinglihe dethe status
of Jews and non-Aryans within Greater Germany and culminated in the pogrom of
November 1938. Although the meeting was the result of a Presidential initiatias it
apparent to some observers that the United States’ approach involved the provision of
“helpfulness rather than direction.” Although American officials endeavoreatilitdte
the construction of plans “we do not intend to be the final judges of whatever may be

done.?

! Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles to ItaliatbAssador February 1, 1938.
% Katz, “Public Opinion,”105.

%Want to Quit Austria, The Pueblo Indicatoruly 16, 1938, 2.
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Many governments recognized early on that the “existing legislation”
acknowledged by Secretary of State Cordell Hull in the American invitataegl
stringent limitations on the numbers of Jews that would ultimately be allowsdfiemn
Germany and Austria. Taylor warned during his opening address that “somoas ol
people....are actually or potentially without a countryThe problem was greatly
compounded by the efforts of certain Eastern European nations that sought to rid
themselves of their own Jewish populations. In addition, the failure to formulaticspec
details and proposals prior to the American announcement and official invitation imbued
the Evian Conference with an air of superficiality, haste and insincerityprida
bordering Germany and Austria feared inundation with refugees and claiméuetha
had already become oversaturated with unwanted aliens. Some Statebstgraste
visas to refugees hoping to pass them on to another country while others used the local
police or military to seal the borders to prevent further migration. The sheertuae
of the European refugee problem may have overwhelmed the abilities of theetelega
and their respective governments to act in a positive and effectual manner. One
European expert observed that “every Jew east, north and south of Switzerland” was
potentially a refugee, numbering 5,000,000-6,000,000, exclusive of the USSR. The
League’s Nansen Office was still confronted with refugees stemimangthe Great War
and had “500,000 homeless on its hands.” In addition, there was the problem of non-

fascist Italians and displaced Spaniatds.

“Ruth Gay,The Jews of Germany: A Historical Portrgliew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1992),
270.

® “Refugee Parley at Evian3t. Petersburg Timeduly 13, 1938, 4.
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The refugee problem became more complex on July 14 when the Benito
Mussolini Government issued a ten point racial doctrine, constructed by Fascist
university professors in the report “Fascism and the Problems of Raceyahatmilar
in content to the Nazi Aryan world view. The new Italian canon proclaimed the lgiologi
superiority of Aryans and claimed the right to declare that the Italianewistl “race”
was itself Aryan. A “pure Italian race now exists” and the “conceptionctdlism in
Italy must be essentially Italian and Aryan-Nordic in trend.” It wag tthe authors
believed, for the Italian people to proclaim their racial consciouSné€3uce asserted
that it was necessary for the Fascist Party to deal with the “raciagéprobbnfronting
the nation that threatened the “health of the race that will make histolmg’préss called
for stricter legislation which would avoid the “catastrophic plague of thesbred, the
creation...of a hybrid race” that would promote “disintegration and revolt,” Consmuni
and Masonry. For Italy to assume its rightful place in the sun the people needed to have a
“strong pride [and] a clear omnipresent knowledge of the race.” However, thdike
German Aryan brethren Fascists believed that “to discriminate is notstecpé&” but the
proportion of Jews to true ltalians would have to be strictly contrbli€He Jewish or
half-Jewish population in 1933 was estimated to be 57,000 out of a total population of

45,000,006

® Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Committee Annual Report 1939-1629.

"Tampa Daily Timesluly 14, 1938, 5; “To Discriminate Is Not to Pensteg” Corriere Della Sera
(Milan), August 5, 1938 available from
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Holocstidefendrace italy.htminternet; accessed June 18,
2010;

8 Schneiderman, eddmerican Jewish Committee Annual Report 1939-1629-630..
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Some sources suggested that this racial doctrine was issued at thdapartic
time as a means of deflecting German and Austrian Jews away from seflgegin
Italy, increasing ties of solidarity with the Reich and minimizing the inflaeic
Palestinian Jews in the Mediterranean while currying favor with the Ardd vdrhe
anti-Semitic wing of the Fascist Party demanded the exclusion of Jewshearts and
sciences, education and other occupations “influencing national thought,” thealufli
intermarriage and discharge from the military; a policy move mimicliagof its
German ally’® Pope Pius X! publically contested this new racial dogma. Although he
did not mention the Jews specifically the Pontiff stated the Church did not want to
“separate anything in the human family” and asked why Italy now felt céedpel
emulate Nazi GermarlyMussolini responded to the Papal criticism by asserting that on
the “question of race also we will march straight ahead. To say that Féssamitated
anyone or anything is simply absurd®”

The convening of the Evian Conference was considered a “laudable” exercise
but “informed quarters” did not have “high hopes” for any positive outcomes. Despite an
abundance of “high sounding resolutions” there were “too many concrete obstacles”
lying in the way of practical solutions. The agreement of the various denmexctaci
attend the meeting was viewed as a “tribute” to the prestige of the Ameresident; a

convocation at which the “democracies could not well afford to absent themselves.”

° Time July 18, 1938, 22.
%talian Press Campaigns for Anti-Jew Mov&Ampa TribuneJuly 27, 1938, 13.
1 «pope Attacks Italian Trend against JewBampa TribungJuly 30, 1938, 18.

12pope Scorned by Mussolini on Rac&ampa TribuneJuly 31, 1938, 1.
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Consequently, the United States was expected to absorb the majority of geesefu
although Congressional opposition was expected.

Various observers noted that “even when the Government representatives had
already gathered at Evian there was very little information forthcommeggrding the
planned agenda, its scope and its specific gdalhe Timesorrespondents reported
none of the delegations had brought to the table any “tangible contribution” to the
problem of mass resettlement but would only deal with individual cases within the
context of their national immigration laws and policigdHowever, at the conclusion of
the meeting the paper’s opinion had changed. The assembly had performed its tasks
“admirably” and the creation of the Intergovernmental Committee for RblRefugees
would convert a “haphazard flight” of impoverished Jews (assuming German
cooperation) into an “orderly exodus.” Each delegation offered the “prospec#’ that
greater degree of flexibility would be applied towards immigration ana, as
consequence, it was anticipated that “200,000” refugees could be re¥ettled.

Although Roosevelt had ordered, following Areschlussthe consolidation of
the annual German and Austrian immigration quotas the “excessive formafishe’

State Department and strict consular interpretations of the Likelyctorieea Public
Charge clause (LPC) significantly restricted the admission of refuge® the Reich.

As a result, during 1933-1938 no more than 27,000 German refugees or 20% of the

*The Evening Independef#tlan Barth) July 12, 1938, 4, 5.

“Board of Deputies of British Jews Archives, file/E82/1, “Inter-Governmental Conference on
Refugees Held at Evian, 6 July, 1938,” unsigneantegited in Bartrop “Drawing the Line,” 5.

15“The Refugee Problem: Discussions at Evidre TimesJuly 8, 1938, 15.

&Results at Evian,The TimesJuly 16, 1938, 13.
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130,000 slots allocated to the German quota actually entered the United ‘Stttes.
German allotment for was 25,957 but only 12,532 visas were issued and 13,425 remained
unused (51%). The annual Austrian quota in the same year was 1,413 with 424 issued
and 989 unused (62%). The amalgamation of both groups generated 27,370 annual visas
but merely 12,956 were issued and 14,414 remained unused (52%). Appendix E provides
a global breakdown of the 1937 Jewish population and Tables 2 and 5 provide
information regarding Jewish emigration from Greater Germany and &ustri

The number of potential refugees, however, surpassed the quantity of annual
visas available for a number of years. By June 30, 1937 applications submitted to
American Consulates in Germany and Austria had exceeded one hundred thousand and
was expected to rise following thenschluss Many candidates were excluded due to
bureaucratic technicalities that would require amending the immigration latgntrl
immigrants had to provide proof of employment or an attestation that they would not
become public charges. Confirmation of good conduct had to be provided by the Gestapo

in addition to all of the necessary documents needed to leave Germany byiadspecif

YAdler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 237. The LEl&use, enacted by Herbert Hoover’s Executive
Order of September 8, 1930, barred immigrants weewexpected to end up on the public dole. The
American immigration service assignment of quotmbers was based on the émigrés place of birth. It
was estimated that only twenty or thirty percenthef two hundred thousand Jews residing in Austrihe
time of theAnschlussvere actually born within the territorial boundspafst-WW!I and pre-Anschluss
Austria. Consequently, under a strict interpretatb birthplace by the State Department it wasesstid
that seventy to eighty percent of refugees (althdamyn within the Austrian part of the former Awstr
Hungarian Empire, would be considered non-Austaiath hence, barred from inclusion in the combined
German and Austrian quotas. “Merged Quota Hitsdtisoof Austrians, The Southern Israelitédpril 15,
1938, 1; “Post-War Map Changes May Block ExoduAwdtrian Jews to Americalhe SentinelApril
14, 1938, 43. The number of Jewish refugees vamsadfected by an unwillingness or inability of ngan
German Jews to leave their homeland due to an esti@ation of the risks posed by Hitler and hismeg
and a desire to retain their identity as Germdrtse Racial Laws of 1935 and a steadily declinirmgust
within the Reich brought many Jews to face theitseaf the situation and the need to flee the count
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date (sponsor, visa, exit permit, proof of payment of the Flight Tax and after the pogrom
of November 1938 the Atonement Tax, and train or boat tickets.)

Dennis Laffer has argued that the summit’s sole function was to serve as a
“politically expedient means of avoiding action to assist the Jews.” Thisgpneas
constructed in such a manner as to guarantee ultimate fallutdias also been
categorized as a “public relations exercise” designed to express atensiezed
outrage or moral duty to those individuals rendered stateless and penniless while
sidestepping any changes in American immigration quotas orfawhe hollow
oratory of the delegations and their respective governments demonsiedttobt
“universe of obligation” was fulfilled only in words and not in de€d&uy S. Goodwin-
Gill has argued that the “processes of appeasement in internationahsglatould have
been harmed if the conference had not ended in inaCtibikewise, Robert Michael

claimed that FDR'’s primary motivation was to “assuage” the Americarslewi

¥Foreign Policy Bulletin April 1, 1938, vol. XVII, no. 23, 3; Eve Nussbauraunerai and Carol D.
Schulz,A Voice from the Holocaug§tVest Haven, CT: Greenwood Press, 2003), 48.

“Dennis R. Laffer, “Evian Conferenceistory in Dispute: The Holocaust 1933-194®!. 11
(Farmington Hills, MI: St. James Press, 2003), 56.

“Howard Adelman, “From Refugees to Forced Migratitve: UNHCR and Human SecurityThe
International Migration Review85, no. 1 (2001):7. Similar sentiments were edhmeNaomi Shepherdy
Refugee from Darkness: Wilfrid Israel and the Reswfuthe Jew§NY: Pantheon Books, 1984), 133.

“IHelen Fein, “Genocide and Other State MurdersénTientieth Century,” October 24, 1995, 14
available fromhttp://www.ushmm.org/genocide/analysis/details/139524-02/fein.pdfInternet; accessed
October 4, 2010.

“Guy S. Goodwin-Gill, “Different Types of Forced Magion Movements as an International and
National Problem,” 19 in Goran Rystad, dd.the Uprooted: Forced Migration as an Internatain
Problem in the Post-War Erdlund, Sweden: Lund University Press, 1990), %%#ed in David F. Good
and Ruth Wodad, ed$zrom World War to Waldheim: Culture and PoliticsAaistria and the United
StategNY: Berghan Books, 1999), 93.
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community’s call for aid to their European co-religionists while simutiasky
guaranteeing that “no effective help” would be proviffed.

The invitation to attend the meeting specified that participating nationd woul
not have to modify their respective immigration laws and quotas and any finastial ¢
would have to be borne by private relief organizations, although it was clear that only
governments possessed sufficient monies to facilitate resettlement. fisa of the
United Kingdom and the United States to alter their immigration laws meeré&sted and
disinterested spectators alike” to view the conference as an “exeréisglpo-American
collaborative hypocrisy* Louise London asserted that the United Kingdom chose the
path of “caution and pragmatism, subordinating humanitarianism to Britain's national
interest.” Solution of the refugee crisis posed greater risks than benefrisso B
interests, especially in the Middle E&3t.

Henri Bérenger, the head of the French delegation, concluded that the Evian
Conference did not serve any significant purpose. It was not an internatiomablysse
legislature or a “platform for declarations.” The delegates Vsemgply a body” which
Roosevelt “desired to create between America and the other contiffefiise’ French

Premier, Edouard Daladier, confided in Neville Chamberlain that FDR uiag aterely

“Robert MichaelA Concise History of American Anti-Semitidlbanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2005), 181.

**Ronnie S. Landahe Nazi Holocaus{London: lvan R. Dee, Inc., 1994), 138.
*London,Whitehall and the Jew4

2% “proceedings,” July 6, 1938, 11.

257



to appease American public opinithltalian Fascist editor Virginio Gayda, writing for
theGiornale d'ltalia, concluded that the Evian Conference “failed to deliver any tangible
results” and despite the many declarations of “good intentions...nobody...want[ed] the
Jews.” He criticized the American President for “never overlook[ing] ansamtéor
filling the world with some resounding verbal gesture.” Since each counteraef
some other nation to accept the refugees “the merry game of passing rebpoalsibg
continues uninterruptedly?® The British weekly pape©bserver warned that the
“further accretion of, say 100,000” Jews into the country risked the “danger” of
fomenting “anti-Jewish feeling...” The refugee problem would be insoluble “unless
every great country [took] her proportionate shére.”

Sir Neill Malcolm succeeded James G. McDonald as the League of Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees from Germany in February 3926though he was
authorized “to undertake consultations by the most suitable method” with nations of

potential resettlement he soon realized [an analysis supported by mang privat

*"British Documents3“ Series, IlI, pp. 294-296, November 24, 1938, Ne\ilhamberlain-Edouard
Daladier conversations cited in Feing#ldlitics of Rescue?9.

Z«Concern for Jews in Held Insincereyew York TimedNovember 22, 1938, 4.
29 Observer July 31, 1938 cited in HameroWthy We Watched 03, 104.

% The High Commissioner for Political Refugees frG@rmany was established by the League in 1933
with James G. McDonald as its first commissiongupsat he held from 1933-1935. Due to official Garm
protests the Commissioner was based in Lausanmer ridian at the League itself in Geneva. McDonald
sought to extend the term of the Nansen Passpstgraybut was blocked by the French and Britisthag t
pursued a policy of appeasement with Germany. Mellzh during his tenure as High Commissioner,
successfully found refuge for approximately 60,88figees. Under Sir Neill Malcolm the League
adopted an “Arrangement” in July 1936 allowing memstates to issue travel documents to Germans and
other stateless refugees leaving the Reich. Jepvssented the greatest percentage following the
enactment of the Nuremberg Racial Laws of 1935ns8quently, the Convention on the Status of
Refugees Coming from Germany” was formally adoptellebruary 1938 and was eventually extended to
Austria and Czechoslovakia. John C. Torppég Invention of the Passport: Surveillance, Citigp, and
the StatgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 138
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organizations] that there was “very little chance” for mass resettlesbeodd; a view
reinforced by the statements of the delegations at Evian. Consequently, Malcolm
concluded that any “large-scale scheme of migration” [Jew or Christian n@amjA
attempted during a time of high unemployment “could only arouse hostility"daficg

an “alien element inside the State concerned.” Therefore, any relooétiefugees must

be made on an individual basis via a “process of infiltration” that would foster
assimilation aided by the appropriate private organizations. Successftlerasnt, in

turn, depended upon the provision of land, specialized training and sufficient financing.
Private organizations, however, lacked sufficient funds to carry out such work
singlehandedly and required governmental contributions. Although the High
Commissioner believed that the Evian Conference offered “a very great oppdrtunit
backed by the “enormous prestige” of Roosevelt and European nations he believed that
the project was doomed to failure unless suitable places of resettlemeprowéded >

Such reticence, German Nazis noted, provided “courage” to lesser nations tthairce
reluctance to permit new Jewish emigratiéhErika Mann and Eric Estorick observed

that the most “outstanding” consequence of the Conference was a genenasgsrisat
“somethingshouldbe done” but in the absence of an official and government willing to
“assume the burden of action, nothimgsdone.”

FDR selected Myron C. Taylor, a personal friend, Quaker and a retired

Chairman of U.S. Steel, to head the American delegation. Despite his leftf titl

$proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 32-35.
%2 “No One Wants to Have Themyoelkischer Beobachteduly 13, 1938.

#Mann and Estorick, “Political Refugees,” 151.
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Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary the appointment of a non-diplomat
implied a lack of seriousness about the conference and its potentiai‘wballor and
his British counterparts agreed in advance that Palestine would be excluded from
consideration as a possible hav@nThe issue of forced Jewish emigration from Poland,
Rumania and Hungary was avoided by limiting discussion to refugees frona®eamd
Austria. Prospects for resettlement in British African holdings weeddwnplayed.
Lord Winterton, in his opening speech on July 6, 1938, noted that the tropical climate
with its adverse effects on whites, population densities and local political c@tiside
would limit immigration to a relative handful; mass re-settlement wasla f
undertaking®®

The Roosevelt administration, despite its call for a refugee conferenoetdid
attempt to garner public or political support for opening the gates. He avoided open
discussion of the issue knowing that the Great Depression, unemployment, feansyf al
nativism, isolationism and anti-Semitism were significant factors thatqiszhanti-
immigrant attitudes. Roosevelt was not willing to expend political capitabmgting

this issue’’

*Welles had recommended to FDR and Hull that the Hefgation be led by Hull, accompanied by
Sec. of Labor Francis Perkins, George Messersihighhead of the Foreign Service Personnel Board and
himself; FDR chose Myron C. Taylor, James G. McDdppresidential advisor on refugee affairs, George
L. Warren, executive secretary of the Committedolitical Refugees, plus State Department technical
assistants Robert Pell (Divisional Assistant inErepartment of State) and George Brandt (Foreigni&e
Officer, Class Ill) who were familiar with immigrian issues—however, none of these delegates were
particularly influential politically.

%Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (May) to Consul General Wadsworth in Jerusalem,
867N.01/1106, July 2, 193BRUS vol. 1, 752.

$&problem of Refugees;The TimesJuly 7, 1938, 15.

3 affer. “Evian Conference”, 57.
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Jewish groups themselves could not agree on a cohesive policy towards
immigration and instead offered a variety of proposals calling for inateasdecreased
admissions into Palestine, vocational and retraining programs to facititateilation
into the population of a new country and establishment of Jewish settlements in out of the
way and undeveloped regions. Those opposed to forced immigration sought the
preservation of their minority rights in the country of origfinin addition the Zionist and
non-Zionist leadership failed to send a unified high-level representation to the
conference. Such discord, in the opinion of Nahum Goldman, would ultimately harm the
Jewish cause and represented a source of disgrace and d&riGioldmann wanted
Rabbi Stephen Wise to attend in his capacity as president of the World Jewish Gongress
along with Chaim Weizmann, arguing that they could “authoritatively commandghe be
hearing for the general Jewish case.”

There were some within the American Jewish community who decried the lack

of a strong Jewish leadership. Acknowledging the past efforts of Louis Bdé&saand

% Such disharmony among the various Jewish facti@snot lost on the German National Socialists.
“It was proven also that the Jewish organizati@mesented at Evian were not of one opinion reggrdi
the goals. For example, the so-called World Jewlishgress is mostly interested in protesting agaires
German racial laws that have stimulated interésivar the world. In contrast, the Zionists wishexploit
the departure of the Jewish masses from Europaartrggs as an argument to have more enter Palestine
The development of the Evian Conference so faeig embarrassing for the Marxists, because acagrdin
to them, it leads to an international legalizatidiiserman anti-Semitic policy.” “No One Wants touda
Them,”Voelkischer Beobachteduly 13, 1938.

¥Meyer W. Weisgal, edGhaim Weizmann: Statesman, Scientist, Buildereoféwish Commonwealth
(NY, Dial Press, 1944), 304-328; Vit#.People Apart886; BreitmanAmerican Refugee Polic§03.The
Jewish Agency Executive (JAE) had proposed a dé@@gaonsisting of Menahem M. Ussishkin and
Arthur Ruppin representing the JAE; Nahum Goldmaapresenting the London Executive and American
Zionist interests and Georg Landauer or Henriettaldrepresenting Youth Aliya. Goldmann became a
member of the London JAE in 1935 although base@eneva and his work with the World Jewish
Congress led to his involvement with American Zgyheaders and organizations.

“0Cable from Nahum Goldmann to Sumner Welles, Mayl®38 and from Welles to James G.
McDonald, May 29, 1938; in Urofsky Voice that Spoke&05.
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Julian Mack critic Ludwig Lewisohn argued that the “disease of the #gasing theory

of emancipation” had hindered Jewish attempts at self-preservation. As guzmnss

“our ablest men are alienated even in this disastrous age” and behave yaSiktieenot
Jews.” Those “few able and well-known Jews who have identified themselves with the
people” were absent when decisive and practical leadership was needed. Jewish sur
he claimed, depended upon an end to the “ravages” of this afflttion.

Jews came before the Conference representing divergent interestewgrs] gr
Zionists versus anti-Zionists, Orthodox versus Reformed. Cdmgress Bulletirof the
American Jewish Congress described the situation as a “spectacle of Jeaost dnd
disruption.”*? Some of the Jewish leaders, especially those of German background in the
United States and Great Britain, deliberately avoided an outspoken stanmcst agaish
persecution out of “fear of stirring up an anti-Semitic backlash” within Geyraad

preferred to negotiate out of the limeligfifrhe American Jewish Committee, a group

“ILudwig Lewisohn, “The World’s Window,The Sentinelduly 7, 1938, 5. Ludwig Lewisohn, a
German-born literary and drama critic, novelist @nwhist, derided the Jewish lack of unity, the
internecine conflict between pro-Zionists and atitinists and the seeming lack of awareness oftyeali
“Everyone is awake. Everyone is determined tomtfgith his very blood his life, his way of lifeish
freedom, his people, the future of posterity. Eoee except the Jews...That people stands as it were
dazed, stupefied, arguing, arguing, proliferating ddgeless words...” British resistance to Jewish
immigration into Palestine could be surmountedhgy“moral pressure of world-Jewry,” especially thos
of America. The Jewish communities of the Unit¢alt&s, however, were fragmented, “disgracefully
divided into factions [American Jewish Committeesuss the American Jewish Congress, for example],
disgracefully hindered by die-hards in high pladgssnobs, by self-opinionated men with ugly, haadn
little minds...” Such disharmony prevented Jews ffois{ing] as one people inspired by one faith and
one hope and one goal, intent upon one eternbakydiing act...” The British Colonial Office would niog¢
influenced by a “people divided against itselfraup shot through and through with slavishnespuitsa
group in which treachery is rampant—treachery dsneall phantastic fears and unworthy self-seeking
and a detestable desire not to lose an argumentudwlg Lewisohn, “What is Wrong?The Sentinel
March 31, 1938, 5.

“?Bryan Mark RiggRescued from the Reich: How One of Hitler's Soki®aved the Lubavitcher Rebbe
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2004), 63.

3 Naomi Shepherdyilfrid Israel: German Jewry's Secret Ambassadbondon, Weidenfeld and
Nicholson, 1984), 133-34 cited in Breitmamerican Refugee Polic§0
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that was “old, elitist [and] given to private persuasion,” was engaged in a runniaj “fe
with the more confrontational American Jewish Congfé&haim Weizmann believed
that behinds the scenes actions, performed “privately and separatelyhewtartous
delegations in their respective capitals, would be more likely to lead to postivies
than an international congress at Evian. The exclusion of Palestine from tha agend
convinced him as well that he would not be granted a “serious hearing,” thusutimgstit
“a waste of time."*®

To Zionist historians the “appearance of the Jews at the Evian Conference wa
that of paupers.” Jews did not come as a “united nation but [as] a homeless group of
lobbyists.” The leadership of the London-based Jewish Agency suggested thatishe Bri
Council for German Jews [and possibly other organizations] formulate a joint defegati
a project dismissed by the Council, in part out of fear of creating in acttadity
international Jewry*® There was also concern among the assorted Jewish leaderships
that any testimony or evidence presented to the Conference sub-commitike bev

“heard [but] would not be seriously listened t§. The American Jewish Congress

reported that the “disintegration and rivalry” between the various Jewisbrfacti

“Jessie H StillerGeorge S. Messersmith, Diplomat of Democr@@yapel Hill, NC: University of
North Carolina Press, 1987), 123.

“Vital. A People Apart890.

“8Second report of Nahum Goldmann from Evian, CZAe Bi25/978 and Rosenblitt’s letter to Ruppin,
CZA, File S7/693, Goldman letter from Evian, CVAleFS25/978 and Rosenblitt’s letter to Ruppin, CZA,
File S7/93 cited in Beit-zviPost-Ugandan Zionisp147-48. The belief that a secret Jewish cabal
controlled governments and the economy was longnidiastay of anti-Semitic beliefs and found, peghap
its greatest expression in the infamous “Protoobthe Elders of Zion.”

" vVital, A People Apart894.
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provided “a spectacle of Jewish discord and disruption.” The New York Jewish paper
regarded the entire state of affairs as a “disgréte.”

A number of major Jewish organizations did, however, make an attempt to
present a unified front at Evian. The Council for German Jewry, HICEM, JoigigRor
Committee of the Board of Deputies of British Jewry, Anglo-Jewish Azsow,

German Aid Committee, and Agudas Israel World Organization submitteceatoa!
memorandum (composed by Solomon Adler-Rudel serving on the Zionist Actions
Committee) to the Conference. The communication was endorsed by the Jewish Agency
of Palestine which chose to submit a separate note dealing specifitalMandate

affairs. The American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee also exguatsssupport

but directed its delegate to the conference, Dr. Jonah B. Wise, to offer a seganate m

The collaborative text addressed the technical issues of resettlement
organization and financing and was non-ideologically based. It was estiimait®ad
hundred million dollars were required to remove five hundred thousand Jews from
Germany, with additional funding needed for relocation in agricultural colonightyEi
million dollars were needed for the evacuation and retraining of Jews yahagdorty
years of age. The associated groups concluded that German cooperation, cdhbpled wi
the release of a sufficient level of Jewish assets, was essentiah&hadical and
structured emigration system. However, a special clause (Xll)fispdlgidealt with

Palestine as a site of resettlement. The rate of immigration would be depgraletite

“&David S. WymanPaper Walls: America and the Refugee Crisis 193&4®mherst: University of
Massachusetts Press, 1968), 49.
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economic absorptive capacity of the Mandate. Such a focus on Palestine gained the
support of the Jewish Agency for Palestine and the Joint Distribution Committee.

The principal figures of the larger organizations attempted to prevent the
appearance of smaller Jewish groups before the Conference as a meaasngf the
facade of joint action. Professor Benjamin Akzin criticized the leadeo$lsipme of the
more prominent Jewish associations, especially Norman Bentwich, for actfriges
were the official spokesmen of the collective Jewish people. Such individuals, Akzin
believed, were “extremely displeased” with the attendance of the lesssrablthe
Conference who were regarded as interlopers or “minor leaguers” and didrraosttwa
time to present their case before the technical sub-committee. Theestdtiatlite
believed that only one, two or three representatives should appear before the cenferen
“in the name of all the Jewish federations” prompting Akzin and others to protest in the
“name of democracy” The subsequent internecine conflict led the direcbbthte Evian
Conference to permit all representatives of Jewish organizations to speak huotiha
place was a tragicomedy, with plenty of the comedy elem&ath organization was
allotted only five to ten minutes; a clear sign that “the committee did not take it
seriously.”® The decision of the White sub-committee to significantly curtail
presentation time essentially negated the efforts of the attendant orgasizatventy
four groups who had hoped to offer evidence in support of their cause were limited to

minutes resulting in confusion and disarréy.

“8 Recorded interview between Prof. Benjamin Akzid &eit-Zvi, September 7, 1972 cited in Beit-Zvi,
“Post-Ugandan Zionism,” 149.

“‘Adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 239; “NatioBathered at Evian for First Refugee Parl&he
Southern IsraeliteJuly 8, 1938, 8. Adler-Rudel’s description of #heent captures the tenor of the
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The private organizations, Jewish and non-Jewish, presented five major
suggestions to resolve the refugee crisis: 1. Application of pressure upon jelsty\da
Government to open the gates of Palestine to Jewish settlement. 2. Negotidhdhs wi
Reich to increase the amount of personal finances and assets that could be removed by
the émigrés which at that time was limited to five percent of their holdings.
Establishment of an international loan to subsidize resettlement of forageesf 4.
Negotiate with governments to liberalize immigration without revision okatifiquotas
and regulations.” 5. Grant permanent residency status and work permits to rafugees i
countries of temporary haven. As demonstrated, all of these suggested measeires w
either ineffectual or ignored.

Solomon Adler-Rudel recalled that standing before the White sub-Committee wa
an entirely “humiliating experience” due to lack of preparation on the part olvthe E
Conference representatives themselves as well as the witnessesappefare the
panel, “none of whom were accustomed to “any kind of interrogation procedure in front
of a Committee.” The speakers felt themselves to be “on trial” and weadedic
handicapped with the lack of time to adequately and clearly make their case.
Consequently, “all left the room disheartened and disillusiotted&ars later, Dr.

Nahum Goldmann laid some of the blame on “too many organizations [that] applied and

conference: “The reception of the delegation remrtgtives was a truly melancholy affair. The datem
spokesmen stood by the door of the meeting roowery®ne who entered was given 3-4 minutes to make
his presentation. No questions were asked. Theféiw had their remarks translated into English o
French; for those who followed even this gestureafrtesy was omitted. Spokesmen found themselves
back in the waiting room before they even graspeatithey had already appeared before the committee.
Adler-Rudel correspondence, 194 cited in Beit-ZRpst-Ugandan Zionism,” 149.

*™Nations Gathered at Evian for First Refugee Patl@he Southern Israelitduly 8, 1938, 8.

®1 Adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 255.
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wanted to be heard, so there was no united front, argbthesaid, “To hell with all of
them!™>? Ernst Marcus observed that the Jewish representatives lacked the requisite
economic “knowledge nor knew the means for the realization of projects.”
Consequently, the “undue haste” with which Jews had to present their case, medstrai
by a limited time frame and practical experience, heralded the “yagétthat] was
nearing its clear peak, the annihilation. The gates had already been closedib&*

The Jewish leadership in the United Kingdom, Central and Eastern Europe and
the Americas was divided over Zionism and the issue of Palestine. The nonsZionist
argued that Jews did not represent a specific nationality and consequently should not be
granted the status of a State but rather a protectorate. They believed theeMandat
however, should not place any limitations upon Jewish immigration. The Zionists, such
as Chaim Weizmann, opposed the diversion of Diaspora resources from Palestiee despit
progressive British restrictions on Jewish immigration. David Ben-Guriontanaed
that Palestine must remain the central focus of Jewish rescue. Advisidipiinst

Executive in a December 11, 1938 letter he asserted that:

...if the Jews are faced with a choice between thegesf problem and
rescuing Jews from concentration camps on the and,tand aid for
the national museum in Palestine on the otherJéldsh sense of pity
will prevail and our people’s entire strength vii# directed at aid for
the refugees in the various countries. Zionism wvalhish from the
agenda and ... also from Jewish public opinion. Werigking
Zionism'’s very existence if we allow the refugeelgem to be

separated from the Palestine probFe4m.

%2 Beit-Zvi, “Post-Ugandan Zionism,” 150.

**Ernst Marcus, “The German Foreign Office and thieftme Question, 1933-1939ad Vashem
Studie? (1958), 194.

**Yigal Elam,Introduction to Zionist Histor§Tel Aviv: 1972), 125-127; Tony Greenstein, “Zieni
and the Holocaust,” (June 2006) available from
http://www.marxists.org/history/etol/document/midégreenstein/zionism2.htm#ndéternet; accessed
May 14, 2010.

267



Christopher Sykes has argued that the Zionists viewed the Evian Conference
with “hostile indifference” and that any success would have lessened the rtesgrant
Jews a National Homeland and diminished the “heightened enthusiasm of Jews with
Palestine. This was the last thing the Zionist leaders wished fdNoah Lucas agreed
that the failure of the Evian Conference was not a setback for the Zionist emvem
Rather, its success would “have eased the pressure in Pal&s#imnists, according to
Henry Mentor, executive vice-president of the United Jewish Appeal, did not envision the
rescue andliyah [emigration of Jews to Palestinef all Central European Jews but
called for “selectivity.” Young men and women, with training in agriculturetoer
beneficial industries and who were prepared for the rigors of life in doghéve
Palestine, were the ideal candidates for resettlement. Mentor whatéthere could be
no more deadly ammunition provided to the enemies of Zionism” than the inundation of
Palestine with “very old people or with undesirables.” Until Palestine hadeach

suitable level of development only 30,000-60,000 Jews could be admitted p&r year.

%5 Christopher Sykes;rossroads to Israel 1917-194Bondon: 1973), 188-191.
**Noah LucasThe Modern History of IsraéPraeger: NY, 1975), 458fn.

>'Ben HechtpPerfidy, (NY: Julian Messner, 1961), fn 7, 255 cited ire@1stein, “Zionism”. Ben Hecht
(February 28, 1894-April 18, 1964) was a noted wlaght, novelist, screenwriter, director and progiuc
who became an active Zionist. Hecht describeditterness and frustration of Jews unable to esttape
Reich in a rhyme included in an ad in the Septerided 943 New York Timesntitled the “Ballad of the
Doomed Jews of Europe”; “Four Million Jews waitifag death./ Oh hang and burn, but--quiet, Jews/
Don't be bothersome; save your breath/ The warlolisy with other news/ Four Million murders are
quite a smear/ Even our State Department views/sTdughter with much disfavor here/ But then—it’s
busy with other news'Oh World be patient--it will take / Some time befdhe murder crews / Are done.
By Christmas you can make / Your Peace on Earthowitthe Jews.” Ted Gottfrie®jisplaced Persons:
The Liberation and Abuse of Holocaust Survi@mokfield, CT: Twenty-First Century Books, 2001),
58;"A Child of the Century” by Ben Hecht availatitem
http://www.saveisrael.com/others/hecht/hechtchild; internet; accessed August 4, 2010; “Christmas
Without Jews: A Holocaust Controversy” by Rafaeldd# ( December 2003) available from
http://www.wymaninstitute.org/articles/2003-12-ctmas.phplnternet; accessed August 4, 2010.

268



Various members of the Anglo-British Jewish elite, such as Anthony de
Rothschild, Neville Laski, Robert Waley-Cohen, Lord Bearsted and otherswoeee
concerned about maintaining their social positions within British society andadpec
avoid the proverbial charges of dual loyalti®®tto Schiff (1875-1952), was a banker of
German background, who became president of the Jews’ Temporary Shelter, a major
communal organization providing services to refugees. Schiff had received theOrder
the British Empire (OBE) for his work with Belgian refugees during theGAéar. He
founded the Jewish Refugees Committee (later renamed the German Jewish Aid
Committee in 1938).

Schiff, along with Lionel Cohen, Neville Laski and Leonard Montefiore predent
to the British Cabinet, during April 1933, a personal financial pledge that guaranteed
German Jewish refugees admitted into the U.K. would not become public charges.
Consequently, the Cabinet authorized a very liberal interpretation of the intiomgra
requirements while viewing Britain as a way station on the road to oveeseddament.
As a result, approximately thirty thousand Jews entered the island nation byl thie e
1938. By December 1939 these guarantors and other members of the local Jewish

community had contributed £3,000,000.

*8 Weizmann opposed any fund raising program thatrttd funds away from Palestine and hoped to
see 500,000 Jews resettled in the Mandate befsmelaith. Conservative non-Zionist Jewish leadetisan
UK and France, such as Lionel and Anthony de RailgscSir Robert Waley-Cohen and Baron Robert de
Rothschild tended, according to James G. McDonaddgue High Commissioner for Political Refugees
from 1933-1935 and later chair of the Presidentisiory Committee on Political Refugees, gave kit
support to resettlement of German Jews and undeedstd the plight of the German Jewish community.
The Baron viewed German Jews as more German tdshland was concerned about the number of
refugees already admitted into France. Laski wasigent of the Board of Deputies of British Jewd a
official spokesman on foreign affairs of the Bfitidewish community.
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The fiscal backers of the pledge were concerned not only about the number of the
refugees but also their class, background, age and national origin.ramtaiglder than
forty five years were excluded as their prospects of overseasti@toaere considered
limited. Following theAnschlussSchiff encouraged the Home Office to require visas for
German and Austrian refugees in order to control the quantity and quality efitisé J
immigrants entering Britain. The visa was necessary, according tegatien of the
British Jews Board of Deputies (of which Schiff was a member), because of the
difficulties entailed in removing a refugee once they had successfullydlam@&sitain.

Sir Samuel Hoare of the Home Office concurred and warned that a deluge of the
inappropriate type of migrant would pose a significant risk of inciting antit&emi
among the British natives and the creation of a domestic Jewish Questionjanposit
which the Board of Deputies delegation stood in full agreefient.

Dr. Nahum Goldmann, who attended the Evian Conference with Dr. Arthur
Ruppin, was a member of the unofficial Zionist delegation. Commenting in 1972 and a
year later in his memoirs he described the meeting as a “shame and swath#aéntire
progressive world®® The Conference was a “wretched and tragicomic spectacle” and
from the outset it was clear that the democratic nations would fail to provide mkednin

and substantive aid to the refugees while substituting warm words of sympathy for

*Vivian David LipmanA History of the Jews in Britain Since 1888w York: Holmes & Meier,
1990), 196; Bernard Wasserstdiritain and the Jews of Europe, 1939-19@ford: Clarendon Press,
1979), 82; Norman BentwichYanderer between Two Worlflsondon: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner:
1941), 175; PRO HO 213/42: Minutes of meeting,ilAbr1938, 3 cited in Geoffrey Aldermamjodern
British Jewry(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 199&)75-278.

®INahum Goldmann radio broadcast on Israeli Army Raai January 16, 1972, “Friends Talk about
Arthur Ruppin” in Beit-Zvi,Post-Uganda Zionisml39.
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tangible humanitarian actioiSRuppin noted that it was clearly obvious that the gates
would be closed to all but a few refugees. However, to the press Ruppin described the
Evian Conference as the “first silver lining in the dark clouds” that hoveredtwer
Jewish world and he anticipated that the IGCR would play a “big role in theagioigr
problem.®? Bentwich described the Conference’s final report as “flat, like the mineral
water of the place” and the exclusion of Palestine from consideration wayisimit °®
The American Hebrewoncluded that the “hopes” and aspirations of the real and
potential forced émigrés was “rapidly sinking” due to the failure of thee&Zenée to
achieve meaningful results.

Professor Arye Tartakower, historian and sociologist and a senior member of the
World Jewish Congress, attended the Evian Conference as the representaftoéshf a
emigration society and described the results as a “dismal faffufetie “insulting
episode of the civilized world’s reaction” to German “criminal atrocitigstild forever
be a stain on the collective memory of mankihdHistorian Joseph Tenenbaum
attributed the “gloomy failure” of the refugee conference to the plainy¢adit “no

country wanted to open its gates to Jews.” He observed that the “flow of oratory and the

hustling and bustling at special committee meetings did not obscure the paucity of

®INahum Goldmannylemoirs(Jerusalem: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1972), 158.

®2Arthur Ruppin,Chapters of My Life in the Building of the Land ahd Nation, 1920-194 ¢l Aviv:
Am Oved, 1968), 301.

8 Bentwich, MySeventy Seven Yeatd8.
%4 Contemporary Jewish Reconebl. 1 (July 1938), 22 cited in Gurlochmerica, American Jewg29.

% Interview with Dr. Tartakower, Department for OBbcumentation, Institute of Contemporary
Jewry, Hebrew University, Tape No. 1820 in Beit-&bst-Uganda Zionispi39.

®AryeTartakowerJewish Settlement in the Diaspdfel Aviv: M. Newman, 1958), 268. lbid., 139.
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concrete proposals. °*Haganahhistorian Dr. Yehuda Slutsky described the “high-
sounding, emotional declarations” of the conference delegates but noted that wtlen face
with the need to create a rational and workable plan to resettle refugees the
representatives became universally “evasfe&Sblomon Adler-Rudel concluded that the
sole accomplishment of the international meeting was the creation of the
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees based in London thattaeltima
proved to be totally ineffectual. “It offered small comfort to the refugbespotential
refugees and the Jews in general, and was a cruel disappointment toishe Jew
representatives who came to Evi&n.”

One Jewish delegate summed up the sense of futility represented by the

Conference:

“When the old trees of Evian cast their eveningisies over Lake
Geneva and the bright lights of the Casino shonesadhe serene
waters, | was overcome with grief and despair t¢ersituation....All
our work would soon be ended by a policysative-qui peut'Every
man for himself"]. The course which the Evian Caoefece was
taking...was a tragedy whose certain end was dgigtnu The gates had
been closed before ug®

Editorialist William Zukerman observed (two weeks prior to the opening
session) that the fate of the Jewish people appeared to hang in the balance at Evian but
reports emanating from the Jewish European press were, for a varieagaise“almost

[too] pathetic” to read and were the potential harbinger of possible failureEvidue

¢ Tenenbaum, “The Crucial Year,” 46.
®8yehuda SlutskyHistory of the Haganahvol. 2, 283 cited in Beit-ZviPost-Uganda Zionispi 39.
®adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 259.

Nora Levin.The Holocaust: The Destruction of European Jew883-1945NY: The Schocken
Books, 1973), 77.
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Conference represented the first international conclave of governmentsrancanf
predominantly Jewish refugee crisis which acquired the veneer of a “wiagteat
importance.” Secondly, to Eastern and Western European Jews the United States
maintained its image as the “golden land of hope, freedom and equal opportunities...”
America was the “embodiment of the conscience of humanity...actuated andityue
idealism” and endowed with faithfulness and morality. Such sentiments infused a
“peculiar luster” on the Evian Conference. The writer warned that the ‘lgppat” held

by Jews for a positive outcome, guided by the wise counsel of the United Staiks, w
end in a disappointment reminiscent of the weaknesses of President Wilson andthe Par
Peace Conference. Thirdly, the refugee Jews of Europe were being indlunerdsy

logic or practicality but by emotion which was destined to end in “disillusiohine
Fourth, little was known about the planned agenda for the Conference or its “terms of
reference,” scope or possible solutions. It was clear that Jews represented tfdhe
refugee problem but preliminary discussions appeared to ignore such a conndaotion. T
necessary planning and preparatory work did not appear to “well-informedciccles
have been “efficiently done.” Practical groundwork and action was calledter than

the issuance of “mere appeals” for assistance. Fifth, would those nations mho we
responsible for creating the refugee crisis be confronted? If agreenerptsnade with
Germany to facilitate the removal of its unwanted Jews would it stimutagems and
similar actions in Hungary, Poland and Rumania? Finally, it appeared thairniuey
attendees were lacking the “good-will which [such a] gigantic task rej@nel were
motivated by the fact that it was the United States that had issued the inviftatitires

Conference. Many European Governments viewed the American plan with great
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skepticism as a shallow expression of an “idealistic gesture.” The appointniemtl of
Winterton, an “outspoken anti-Semite” to represent the British delegation nefeic: slee
“best illustration of [the] lack of sympathy with the spirit of the conferente
Zukerman concluded that the Evian Conference would “open auspiciously” but
“complete failure” could only be averted by the application of “American gauyngouth
and sincerity...*

Overall, the Evian Conference provided little comfort to the involuntary
refugees and represented a “cruel” disillusionment to Jewish repressntatd their
sympathizers who attended the meefiigannah Rosen, a young German Jewish
woman widowed at an early age, managed to acquire a visa admitting her into ek Unit
States. She noted in her diary, following the conclusion of the conference on July 16 tha
Jewish hopes had been raised by the President “making it seem as if something would be
done. However, nothing was accomplished. Was it all for show?” After the equally
ineffectual Bermuda Conference in April 1943 Rosen observed that, as witteits E
predecessor, the American Government had once again chosen the path of “all words and

3

no action.”” Beit-zvi regarded the conferences failure as symbolic of the Christian

world’s “indifference” and “hypocrisy” to the fate of the Jewish pedple.

"William Zukermam, “Is the Evian Conference Doomedrailure? Hopes and Fears for the Refugee
Parley,”The Jewish CriterionJuly 15, 1938, 12, 16, 17 available from
http://pjn.library.cmu.edu/books/pages.cgi?call=CEFI38 092 010 _07151938&layout=vol0/part0/copy0
&file=0012; Internet; accessed July 15, 2010.

"AWalter Laqueur and Judith Tydor BauriBhe Holocaust Encycloped{&Villard, Ohio: R.R.
Donnelley & Sons, 2001), 174.

"®Elizabeth S. Rothschild, “The Diary of Hannah Rodemope’s Jews and America’s Response, 1937-
1945 available fronhttp://remember.org/educate/hrdiary.htinternet; accessed June 26, 2010.

"Beit-Zvi, PostUgandan Zionism138.
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A Belgian paper described the conclusion of the Evian Conference as a “gloomy
experience” for the many real and potential refugees who looked towards LiageaGe
for solace and rescue. Despite the eloquent oratory and lofty idealism and theradpti
some “proposals devoid of all merit” nothing of “practical” significance levelte the
sufferings and uncertainties of unwilling refugees was enacted. Tih@gadithig nations
were driven and guided by their “foreign policy needs” and not the requirements of a
persecuted people. The only true success of the meeting, the paper beliexkd, was
cooperation of the United States with the European democratic States.

Alan Dowty concluded that the Evian Conference clearly demonstrated that the
“final lifeline—the right to flee—no longer existed” while Ya’acov Libeambelieved
that the failure of the democracies to allow the Jews to be “immediasditled” (an
unlikely possibility considering the domestic economic, social and political comslibf
the time) would culminate in Jews of Central Europe being extermirfi&@d.Oscar
Jaszi asserted that the problem of German and Austrian political ref{iigelasive of
Jews) represented a microcosm within the greater global problem of dgabtamtial
refugees who had or may be forced to flee from the “intolerance of theoFranc
dictatorship” and the expansion of Nazi influence over the nations of Central anchEaste
Europe. Any new mass migration, he believed, would create “a problem of such

magnitude” that it would defy resolution by the “normal methods of statecrafhfilda

"®Le PeuplgBrussels), July 16, 1938 cited in Katz, “Publici@pns,” 124.

" Dowty, Closed Borders94; Ya'acov Libermaniyly China: Jewish Life in the Orient, 1900-1950
(Jerusalem: Gefen Publishing House, 1998), 99.
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proven to be] pathetically inadequate.” Ominously and presciently he warndg,th@
catastrophic techniques of war and civil war would rem&in.”

Robert Gellately maintained that Germany could not be swayed by issues of
morality and “far from shaming the Nazis into relenting” the Evian Conferand its
evident impotency merely encouraged the regime to adopt more radical apptoaches
solving the Jewish QuestidfiNorman Neimark described the Conference as a “tragic
failure” and concluded that any “protestations” regarding the difficultiesadesirability
of accepting stateless refugees was underpinned by a global anisBetidt “played a
central role” in the ultimate failure of the Conferefite.

Rabbi Jonah B. Wise, the National Chairman of the Joint Distribution
Committee and private observer at the proceedings of the Evian Conference, however,
lauded the actions of Myron C. Taylor. Despite the reticence of the varioustaelisga
to agree to modification of their respective immigration laws and policies Bfiposed
any lessening of American immigration requirements for German and #us#fugees.

If the aid provided by the JDC and other relief organizations for those “escaping
oppression...interfere[d] with helping Americans, then we wouldn’t do it.” He noted that
the JDC provided more aid funding for use within the United States than for foreign

relief 2°

""Oscar Jaszi, “Political Refugeeshnals of the American Academy of Political andi@®@cience
203, Refugees (May 1939): 93.

"®Robert GellatelylLenin, Stalin, and Hitler: The Age of Social Cataphe (NY: Vintage Books,
2008), 323.

Norman M. NeimarkFires of Hatred: Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-QeytEurope(Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2002), 68.

8%Our Needy First, J.B. Wise Assertdyew York Timesluly 21, 1938, 10.
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The American Jewish Committee (AJC) viewed the Evian Conference as the
“most important step” taken towards solving the refugee crisis. Both thel@reand
Myron C. Taylor were owed the “gratitude of all lovers of humanity for tHtarts to
make the conference a success.” Although the sole accomplishment of the Cenferenc
was the establishment of the Intergovernmental Committee for Poligfat&es the
discussions between the delegates was “heartening” as an “expressioranf hum
principles.” While expressing gratitude for the conflation of the German artdakus
guotas by the American Government fmerican Jewish Year BogkJYB) criticized
the “disinclination of other countries” to accept increased numbers of refugee AJC
observed that the number of emigrants leaving the United States during 1931-1937
exceeded the number of immigrants by eighty thousand and cited a speech digeth by
Winterton on January 26, 1939 that German and Austrian refugees had created new
industries employing 15,000 out of work Britdi®By 1941, however, during the early
years of the European War, the AJC had to admit that the IGCR had accomplikhed litt
of note®?

The Evian Conference also avoided any direct criticism of Nazi “policy dswar

the Jews, however uncivilized and deploralife There were a number of reasons for

81 Schneiderman, edThe American Jewish Committee Thirty-Second AnRapbrt 1939 635-636,
available fromhttp://www.ajcarchives.org/AJC _DATA/Files/1939 1940 AJCAnnuaReport.pdf
Internet; accessed June 11,2010.

82 Schneiderman, edThe American Jewish Committee Thirty-Fourth AnrRegbort 1941744,
available fromhttp://www.ajcarchives.org/AJC_DATA/Files/1941 194® AJCAnnualReport.pdf
Internet; accessed June 11, 20A@erican Jewish Year Bogkol. 61 (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society, 1960), 194.

8 Henderson to Halifax, July 4, 1938, FO 371/2254%887/104/98 cited in Shermasland Refuge
113.
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this reticence to chastise the Reich including complicated business and econom
relationships (especially in Latin America) and fears of jeopardizingdhght after
policy of continental appeasement. Many Latin American Governments dudr®is
on the basic principle” that regimes engaged in forced emigration were€dbtm
allow refugees the retention of personal assets. Such a principle represedigs “
interference” in the internal affairs of a State and might result in an valolesprecedent
that could be utilized against Latin American countries in the faffifeTaylor informed
Secretary of State Hull that many of the Latin American nations, edlgegColumbia,
Venezuela, Central American Republics, Uruguay and Chile, threatened to aiois ag
the final resolution of the Conference if it adopted any overt criticism of &grm
Taylor was told with “great frankness” that threats by Germany againstpmmercial
and compensation agreements precluded taking such a moral stand. Consequently, the
text of the final resolution avoided any censure of the Reich or calls upon Germany to
allow refugees to retain sufficient assets for resettlerfent.

In addition, German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop had warned that if the
Evian Conference engaged in any anti-German propaganda then the Reich would be
forced to retaliate against its German Jewish popul&tiBespite such dire threats

Chaim Weizmann recalled the “elegant parties” held by Ribbentrop in the Germa

8%Reich Power Felt at Refugee Parlejéw York Timesluly 14, 1938, 15.

89840.48 Refugees/513: Telegram Taylor to Hull Eviary 14, 1938, 840.48 Refugees/SERUS vol.
1, 754-757. Von Ribbentrop was German AmbassadBritain from 1936 to 1938. In February 1938 he
became Germany's Foreign Minister. The Americaneg®Bument was also concerned that overt criticism
of the Nazi regime and its anti-Jewish policiesldgarompt Germany to default on its financial obligns
to the Dawes and Young Plan. Spear, “The UniteteStand the Persecution of the Jews,” 215.

8Shepherdilfrid Israel, 133-134.
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Embassy and how the elite of “British society was falling over itselftémdf’ An
invitation to such a féte was a mark of “social distinction” and despite thingufl
“Jewish blood which stained the hands of the hosts” the guests chose to ignore the
victims’ lamentations “to heaven.” Weizmann warned Anthony Eden that therdire f
the synagogues” could easily spread from Germany and ignite Westmibbey and
other Anglican churches. If a State was able to decimate an innocent nmpooely on
the basis of its religion and ethnicity, without any repercussions from the others?ow
then Europe as a whole faced the “beginning of anarchy” and the ultimate eaifaps
human civilization. Nations that chose the role of bystanders would eventually “be
visited by severe punishmerit.’Adler-Rudel noted that no matter how egregious Nazi
behavior became foreign leaders were not prevented from “shaking hands or dining w
Nazi leaders.” Sir George Ogilivie-Forbes, however, writing fromiBgddged the
Germans to be “unfit for decent international society” for their harstniezd of Jews,
non-Aryans and political prisone?s.

Lord Winteron believed that vilification of the Reich would jeopardize any
chance of German cooperation and noted that the British had successfully blocked an
American attempt to formulate some “clause of a denunciatory cham@etads the
German Government® Correspondent William Shirer doubted that the Evian

Conference would achieve any positive results as the Americans, British act Fre

8\NeizmannTrial and Error, 498.
8pdler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 235.

8 andau,Nazi Holocaust138.
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appeared “anxious not to do anything to offend Hitler...the man who was responsible for
their problem.

David Vital concluded that reticence to discuss the underlying causes of
involuntary emigration, that is, German anti-Semitic policies, essenpiaiyded “an
offer of assistance” to the Hitler regime in its ongoing efforts to re@Geéemany
judenrein®* There were governments within and outside of Europe, it was believed, who
placed greater import on the preservation of “proper” diplomatic relatiohsGetmany
than on the “lives of individual refugees, however numerous...” The protection of
human rights was subservient to the needs and interests of th¥ St&wiss paper
argued that the international delegates were dealing “purely and simgity gfiuman
problem...of secondary importance—and on no account” should the quest for a solution
to the refugee crisis harm “normal international relationships.” It would e qui
“unfortunate,” another Swiss paper believed, if the proceedings of the Evian @oefere
were perceived to be “directed against Germany.” The sole focus of étmgnead to
be the resolution of the refugee problem and the abatement of the difficulties of the
countries bordering Germany. Since the Reich and its policies were thesgdribsi
refugee issue overt censure needed to be avoided to facilitate “behindrtag”sc
[German] cooperatioff Harry Schneiderman, editor of tAenerican Jewish Yearbook

(1920-1949), however, alleged that the Evian Conference had brought Germany and its

“Wwilliam Shirer,Berlin Diary: The Journal of a Foreign Correspondéi®34-1941(Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1941), 101, 119-120

*lvital. A People Apart884.
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anti-Semitic policies before the “bar of civilized world opinion, but although
condemnation was decisive and unqualified” it failed to stop or reduce the depredations
of a criminal government which appears to have neither conscience nor regarddor wor
opinion.”™*

Representatives to the conference “manipulated the Intergoverhmenta
Committee largely for their own ends, especially to deflect humanitarmsyme” from
their respective countriés Simultaneously they expressed “warm words of idealism”
awhile offering “few encouraging practical suggestiofi<Country after country
expressed their “platonic sympathies” for the plight of the refugees benpedsa
variety of explanations as to why they could not provide any meaningful r&fivtst

of the Evian delegates were drawn from embassy staff or were foreigirynsaisior
officials; no heads of state attended—representative selections that pdetent
immediate enactment of any decisive policy measures. In addition, eagatuele
avoided “precise commitments” to accept specified numbers of refugees. eflal Fr
representatives sidestepped any consideration of resettlement in coloreasspossand

along with the British prevented inclusion of the Eastern European Jewish Question in

the conference agend.

%schneiderman, edieview of the Year 1938-1938merican Jewish Committee, 3.
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The unwillingness of the participating nations to commit to accept meaningful
numbers of involuntary émigrés posed the greatest “stumbling block” in the seasch f
workable solution. The representatives’ speech-making “left little doubtirtbst
countries would not open their doors to immigratidrOne paper editorialized that “if
this is coming to the help of refugees, then what would the nations do if they meant to
desert them?*° Timenoted that the site of the conference, Evian, was the source of “still
and unexciting table water [but] after a week of many warm words of idefrahfew
practical suggestions” the meeting “took on some of the same charact&tftiche
correspondent falewsweekbserved that during his opening remarks Taylor
acknowledged the refugee situation had reached a critical stage in whehmgents
“must act and act promptly” and did so by “promptly...slamming their dogesrest
Jewish refugees:® A reporter forLife magazine offered a critical opinion of the
Conference. “Diplomatic gatherings are notable for their inhuman superiorésglity’t
and the current assembly is no exception. Lord Winterton’s “hypocritical mangsieri
widened the eyes even of the other delegdfés.”

Charles Streit, correspondent for v York Timegescribed the atmosphere
at Evian as a “none too trustful poker game”, especially between the U.S., U.K. and

France, in which each party opposed increasing it own level of immigration anedwa

99st. Petersburg Timeduly 8, 1938.
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to pass on the burden to the other. The United States represented the “chief motive
power” while the “chief brake” was provided by the United Kingdom. Consequently, a
“air of inhospitality” pervaded the conference. The Conference was a calhfocdsic
societies to stand up for and protect “the individual against being punished for his
opinions or [the Jewish blood of] his parents.” It was obvious early on that the delegates
“lost sight” of this purpose from the “start. These poor people and these greailesinci
seem so far away from the Hotel Royal tonight”” TheNew York Herald Tribune
commented that the Conference was “not exactly a pretty spectaclgbttfabwhere

with great dignity but a high rate of speé®®"The New Republisbserved that the
delegates were annoyed with the Nazis not only because of the humanitarems ot
because their respective countries were faced with an “awkward problem
absorption.**® The Richmond News Lead®edicted that the American response to the
refugee crisis would be muted with the Government content to issue “frientllyeges

and kind words®” Deborah Lipstadt noted that while many American papers criticized
the lack of an adequate response during the Conference (both from the U.S. and other
nations) they favored the “idea of a conference because it guaranteed asdncre

immigration.” Thus, the “failure of Evian was the failure of the rest of thednito

%Clarence K. Streit, “32 Nations Gather to Help Refes,"New York TimesJuly 6, 1938, 1Montreal
GazetteJduly 6, 1938, 1, 9.

195 New York Herald Tribuneluly 12, 1938 cited in Deborah E. Lipstagityond Belief: The American
Press & the Coming of the Holocaust 1933-18M%: The Free Press, 1986), 95.

1% New Republiculy 20, 1938, 291-292. Ibid., 95.

197 Richmond News Leadeluly 13, 1938. Ibid., 96.

283



shoulder its share of the probleM® “Humanitarianism,” according to thhiladelphia
Record sustained a “new blow” as the conference failed to rescue the “unhapsy exile
of Europe!?® Gerald Gross described the German and Austrian Jews and non-Aryans as
“pathetic pawns” for whom the Evian Conference was convened. The meeting had been
a “disappointment if not altogether a surprise” to the refugees and their gupforino
sooner had the opening session begun delegates arose to say “We feel sorry for the
refugees and potential refugees but’® The Daily Heraldasked “if this is coming to
the help of the refugees, then what would the nations do if they meant to desertthem?”
Former High Commissioner and chair of the President’s Committee fac&tolit
Refugees James G. McDonald claimed in 1944 that the “international organizations have
almost never faced the realities of the tragedy” of the refugee louisisstead engaged
in “face saving maneuvers while millions of innocent men and women have been
needlessly sacrificed> Sumner Welles himself noted, following World War 11, that the
Evian Conference could have resulted in an “outstanding humanitarian achieverdent” ha
not the American Government “permitted the committee to become a niffigrdell

Hull, with convenient hindsight, forgot the terms of the invitation which placed

108 pid., 97.
bid., 97.

110 Gerald Gross, “Yes, But Attitude Perils Progres#/arld Refugee ConferenceVashington Post
July 10, 1938, B7.

Mpaily Herald, August 26, 1938 cited in SchaBfritish Press 171.

23ames G. McDonald to Ben Cohen, November 30, 194®onald MSS cited in Leonard
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13 Sumner WellesWhere Are We HeadedRY, Harper and Brothers, 1946) cited in DavidAB/man,

Paper Walls: America and the Refugee Crisis 19381(®mherst: University of Massachusetts Press,
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significant obstacles in the paths of the refugees and claimed that the gidation had
called for the conference “lest these victims of persecution be extéshina’
Theodore C. Achilles, a State Department official and member of the U.S.taelega
attributed the failure of the meeting to the simple fact that “nobody wantsarey
Jews.™ Yepes, the Columbian delegate, compared the character of the Evian
Conference to that of a “modern wailing waft*New York department store Ira
Hirschmann, who attended the conference as an observer, left early edi@irize
convinced that the senselessness and indolence of the meeting was albiédgade
which the civilized governments could hide their inability to att.”

A German plan to ransom forty thousand Jews ($200-400/head and evacuated
by August 1) as a means of raising foreign capital was conveyed unoffioyediy
eminent Jewish Viennese physician, Dr. Heinrich von Neumann, but failed due to moral
objections to “head money” and resistance of potential countries of refuge aiatioe

necessary funds® Bérenger met with Neumann and would take his plan “under

4Cordell Hull, Memoirs(NY: Macmillan Company, 1948yol. 1, 578 cited in Arnold A. Offner,
American Appeasement: United States Foreign Palicy Germany, 1933-1938ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1969), 88.

"peter WydenStella(NY: Anchor Books, 1992), 63.
18&proceedings,” July 9, 1938, 25.

"ra HirschmanlLifeline to a Promised Lan(NY: Vanguard Press, 1946), 102 cited in Feingold,
Politics of Rescue33.

“8nyden,Stellg 63. Dr. Neumann gained prominence after treatiegDuke of Windsor for an ear
problem and later served as the central figureraiel about the conferencehe Missionwritten by
Hans Habe in 1966. Von Neumann’s professionatiogighip with FDR advisor Bernard Baruch resulted
in the granting of an entry visa outside of thewsmimuota to the doctor and his family as well gossible
meeting with Myron Taylor at the Evian Conferendée rescue of Von Neumann represented the system
of Protektionin which the elite would act to rescue individualsiote. The famous Viennese psychiatrist,
Dr. Sigmund Freud, represented another exampleatf salvation, aided by British Dr. Ernest Jonks, t
British Home Secretary Sir Samuel Hoare and U.Sba&ssador to France William C. Bullitt and Secretary
of State Cordell Hull and FDR himself. Wyd&tella 64.
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advisement” while Taylor promised but never scheduled an appointmere did have

a discussion with Lord Winterton regarding the situation of Jews in Vienna and
afterwards informed the press that he was “morally sure” that if haveedouand for a
significant number of Jews then the German Government would allow the migrants to
retain twenty percent of their ass&5.The doctor was not allowed to testify before the
White sub-committee and remarked that his personal position was extregtayiqus

as he must return to Germany “with a definite number to be evacuated, not pr@imises
investigation by commissions, committees or officéfSKeumann reportedly had
informed Taylor that he had been instructed by the Nazis to relay the warrtirfgatha
ransom plan was not agreed upon forty thousand Austrian Jews would be sent to
concentration camps. Taylor, according to one investigator, established a suitte@emm
to investigate the proposal, chaired by the Columbian delegate, which failddeoeac
any concrete results. The role of Neumann, if any, remains unclear and corgtovers
although reports of his efforts were reported inNlesv York Timesf July 7-9 and the
London Daily Expresen July 12?* TheTimesconsidered it “noteworthy” that
Neumann and Loewenherz were in attendance at the Conference and itchfipsdhey

were “authorized to obtain specific proposals for a more widely open door on the part of

19«Taylor Made Head of Refugee Parlefjyew York Timesluly 8, 1938, 7.
129 Charles K. Streit, “Catholics Appeal to Refugeel®a” New York Timeguly 9, 1938, 1.
12L«Taylor Made Head of Refugee Parlejew York Timesluly 8, 1938, 7.

122 yehuda Bauer]Jews for Sale?: Nazi-Jewish Negotiations 1933-18v Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1994), 32.
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the receiving countries” but it was anticipated that their efforts would poobve t
unsuccessful?®

Golda (Myerson) Meir, an unofficial Jewish observer of the meeting for the
Histadrutlabor union, was not allowed to address the delegates and regarded the event
as a “terrible experience” as delegate after delegate rose to exymgssthy while
offering reasons why their respective governments could not aid the refugeetid She
not believe that “anyone who didn’t live through it can understand what | felt at-Eaian
mixture of sorrow, rage, frustration and horror.” Meir wanted to chastise the
representatives: “Don’t you know these so-called numbers are human belhge/ene
destined to become prisoners of concentration camps or condemned to wander the “world
like lepers” unless rescue was providéd.Perhaps more importantly she concluded that
even “a world which was not...anti-Semitic” could tolerate a situation in whichyJew
was “victimized.”* Norman Bentwich commented that the convocation of the Evian
Conference aroused “exaggerated hope” but its accomplishments resulted in
“exaggerated disappointmertt®

Pincus Rutenberg warned James MacDonald that the failure of the Evian
Conference to achieve meaningful results, coupled with the growing JewishoQuesti

within Eastern Europe, Italy and Czechoslovakia, proved that Palestine nbpdetbe

123 Help for the Refugees: Proposals at Evidafhe TimesJuly 7, 1938, 16.

124Golda Meir,My Life (NY: G. P. Putnam & Sons, 1975), 127, 158; Bordndadabovitch (May 3,
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Prime Minister of Israel.

123ulie Nixon EisenhoweSpecial PeopléNY: Ballantine, 1977), 10.

126\orman Bentwich, “The Destruction of the Jewish Gmumity, 1938-1942,"cited in Josef Frankel,
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only place of refuge for displaced Jews. It might be necessary tdfitsatre old[er]
generation” in order to rescue the “still remaining two to three millioyoahg...and
they can be brought only to Palestir&’”

Some observers did view the Evian Conference in a positive lighTi®es
correspondent concluded that the meeting had “done its work admirably” creating
“machinery” that would convert disorderly migration into an methodical process
provided the German Government would demonstrate liberality in the release of blocked
Reichsmarks The writer also optimistically believed that each delegation “held out the
prospect” of relaxing their respective immigration laws allowing theyertd
resettlement of two hundred thousand forced émigféghe Evian Conference
represented a “bulwark against despair” for “800,000 to 1,000,000” Austrians and
Germans endangered by German policies It offered hope to the “potegtiahtaiand
political refugees” facing displacement in Eastern Europe, Spain, halfgdviet Union
and the Near East? Although the human tragedy that was playing out within Central
Europe and other regions reflected the “moral deterioration of an era” the Evian
Conference “projected a swift gleam on light across a desolate contifidrg.”
establishment of the IGCR, with the support and leadership of the American Gongrnme
symbolized hope as it represented the “first organizational united front of the

democracies.” Success, however, in the long-term required German agreertiewt to a

12Minutes of Pincus Rutenberg and Ramsay MacDonaldarsations, October 5, 1938, Robert Szold
Papers, Box 25, File 16, Zionist Archives, New YorlDruks, The Uncertain Friendshi26. Rutenberg
was a Russian who had served in the Tsarist arnhyad@r was Chief of Police in the Kerensky
Government.

128The TimesJuly 16, 1938, 13.

12%0reign Policy Bulletin37, July 22, 1938, 1-2.
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refugees to retain sufficient resources to aid their resettlemenCdrtference marked
the beginning of “active aid” to the stateless refugees; assistaheeathaxpected to
continue and grow:>°

Henri Bérenger, the French representative to Evian and the IGCR foresaw a
“happy augury for the future,” claiming that the United States had agreeditipade
for the first time in “intergovernmental action” outside of its own bordf&rée ignored
previous American involvement in the Washington Naval Conferences, Kellogg-Briand
Pact and cooperation with the International Red Cross and the International Labor
Organization. British Viscount Samuel believed that the primary importanbe &vian
Conference had been its demonstration that the problem of Central European refugees
was not merely an internal domestic problem for Germany but posed a thréat to al
countries that would be impacted by an impoverished “flood of humanity.” The creation
of the IGCR was a “wise conclusion” of the Conference but its success depended upon

adequate funding for resettlement; monies that had to be released by the German

1%9The Nation July 23, 1938, 79.

3 Time July 25, 1938. Although later redacted from thiiciafl record Bérenger stated: “Perhaps |
ought to whisper it but it is a fact that for thestf time, the United States of America has agteed
participate in intergovernmental action for a waithich reaches beyond the confines of its own cqunitr
see in this a happy augury for the future.” Timearticle took a more pessimistic view of the Evian
Conference: “At Evian last week the British slanthtiee door of Palestine against any larger adnrissio
of Jewish refugees, intimated cautiously that a fi@ght be welcomed in Kenya, ‘but no mass migration
Definitely the Evian Conference failed to discoaery lands willing at this moment to accept the mflk
Europe’s frantic, hard-pressed political refugdthcaigh Argentina, Brazil, Peru, Mexico and Canada
opened the door to refugee agricultural workerse face-saving Refugee Organization created lask we
seemed destined to engage in endless bickering&étimany, chiefly on the issue of whether or not
expelled Jews ought to be permitted to take mogteif property with them when forced to emigraged.
present, under various pretexts, they are pluckactipally as clean as dress fowl before they etreut of
the Reich.”
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Government®?*[See Appendix C for the formal statement released at end of the Evian
Conference.]

One Jewish editorialist commented that although the Evian Conference dppeare
to be “doomed to failure” he optimistically believed that the “significancbeparley
itself and the broader picture obtained of the refugee problem [was] of inglstivadue.
From this beginning (even though it may amount to a baby-step along a road which calls
for giant strides) will of necessity come drastic changes in imnogratgulations **?
The Jewish Chroniclevas bolstered by Taylor’s belief that the Conference represented
only the beginning of a long process that would eventually provide positive results. The
meeting got off to a “dismal start,” the paper believed, but ended with a “mood of
qualified optimism.*** TheNational Zeitungdeclared that “active aid to the refugees has
only just begun and will go ahead steadily” in close harmony with the “ceiméralet of
the energetic speeches with which the French and British representativdsiobose
conference session$?®

Rabbi Jonah B. Wise praised the initiative of Roosevelt and the chairmanship of
Taylor for averting the “failure” that was predicted by “cynical obsexeThe
Conference marked the ascendency of the world’s democracies away fropoticeas
of offering “humiliating deference to world tyrants.” The meeting was stéhc”

occasion in which the threat against human rights by the “brutalitarian thieory

132The TimesJuly 28, 1938, 8.
13%Are Refugees PeopleThe Southern Israeliteluly 15, 1938, 2.

134 «“The Refugees: Evian ‘Only A Beginning,The Jewish Chronicleluly 22, 1938 available from
http://www.morasha.it/tesi/dlcn/dicn_a06.htpdccessed October 10, 2009.
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government” was faced with the United States offering “manna from heevtdre
global democracies. The conference, Wise believed, “served principally to sourd a not
of humanity and protest” against the political and racial policies of dichtegimes.
“It was remarkable” that thirty two countries “practically aggtéhat the [refugee]
problem was one of humanity and not the concern of a few groups of peédple.”

The Rabbi’s optimistic opinion was not shared, however, by all in the Jewish
press who recognized that Central European Jewry had been effectively abandoned by

those who walked the halls of power. The Evian Conference effectively

buried the hopes of thousands upon thousands afpmytvictims of
totalitarianism. There was no obituary for thefalted parley, no taps
sounded at dusk. The press for the most part aiagd a stoical
silence. Only the refugees who for a day saw tighbbubble of hope
in intergovernmental action mourned the death ofiaracy’s first
significant effort in behalf of disfranchised huritgn Their heads
bowed in despair, they marched in spirit behindsiv@ber bier of the
conference. A world that had failed to hear tleeies of pain could not
bear their funeral lamentations...

...The fact remains that the Evian Conference waashang failure, as
final in its failure as the Disarmament Confereribe, Conference to
end Japan’s dismemberment of China...and most ottemnational
parleys. Thirty-two nations came together, irigef but how many
could have refused the invitation of a democracy@serful as
America? That these nations were for the mostipart interested in
running the gamut of amenities with other countties in opening
their doors to refugees was demonstrated cleadygimduring the
sessions at Evian. The presence of delegatesdoomiries anxious to
dump surplus Jewish populations upon the Confeietae scarcely
gave the proceedings an air of success....

Sifted down, there is little left that is valid bihie moral tone of the
Conference and the fact that machinery has been seder for a
permanent refugee committee.

Itis all very well for Dr. Wise to wax optimistimver the Conference
but to call it a success is like putting rouge aogpse. It is small
comfort to the thousands whose hopes were dash#twhyonference
to be told that is moral tone was important. Ndf te totalitarian
states be greatly moved by the moral implicatianiseogreatly alarmed
by the proposed August session in London...

There are times which call for more realistic agotees to world
problems than Dr. Wise’s Pollyanna utterances garé to the Evian
Conference. Better to look the failure bolditte face in order to

13&Evian Conference Hailed by J.B. Wisé&few York Timesluly 24, 1938, 19.
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determine a course of action than to confuse tta¢ problem of
refugee settlement with saccharine sentimént.

The futility and hypocrisy of the EviaDonferencevas, however, readily
recognized by the German Government and press and would play a significant role in
future events. Failure of the Evian Conference and the reluctance of coahtries
potential refuge to accept increased numbers of refugees reinforcedryerimelief that
international pressure would not be applied to force changes in Nazi policies. Bd. Alfr
Rosenberg warned that the Jewish Question was not limited to the confines of Greater
Germany “for what broke out in Germany stands before the doors of a few other
countries and whethdne solutioncan be restrained as it was in Germany is very
guestionable.” He believed that Madagascar represented a suitabletidestina to its
size, climate and French suzerainty since it was France that had begeméahepation
of the Jews and still does everything for them toda¥.The major result of the Evian
Conference, Rosenberg believed, was the creation of a “mammoth executivkinbase
London that had “failed to make any positive proposition.” The supposedly sympathetic
democracies had “shed many tears over Jewish misery” in Greaterrydyatdad
failed to offer any “radical cure” for the problem. Consequently, an arga dad
isolated enough to house all of the world’s Jewish population, subsidized by “Jewish
millionaires and billionaires” and placed under the authority of “administratired in

police work,” would provide a solution to the international dilemma rather than eggagi

13%_ament for the Dead,The Southern Israeliteluly 29, 1938, 2.

138 “Nazi Leader Warns NationRKlew York Timesluly 8, 1938, 7.
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in the “political baiting and economic boycott against Germariy.Jews should be
resettled not in their own State, such as Palestine, but rather in a “JesgsheRE°
Hitler remarked that he expected and hoped that the Western democracies that

held “such deep sympathy for these criminals will at least be generougteto convert
this sympathy into practical aid” and offered to place “all these crimatahe disposal
of other countries...even on luxury shigé*He criticized the West for its complaint of
the “boundless cruelty” of German anti-Jewish policies and noted their faoloféer
“helpful activity...[O]n the contrary, these countries with icy coldness adsig¢hat
obviously there was no place for Jews in their territory...So no help is given, buitynoral
is saved.**?Das Schwarze Korpshe official organ of the S.S., noted that the Reich a
offered to the world a “well assorted stock of Jewish lawyers, well-presancwell
rested women doctors, specialists for skin and social disease” and a “caivisidebate”
for Jewish business owners, wholesalers and sale¥then.

The S. D. analyzed the events and accomplishments of the Evian Conference.
The text of the final resolution establishing the London based committee deneshstrat
that a “practical and concrete” solution to the Jewish Question was “not possithlat a

time. The statements and qualifications offered by the various delegatesedrthat

¥ nternational Military Tribunalvol. XLI (Exhibit Streicher-8), 545-7 cited in Temeaum, Race and
Reich 240-241.
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German “initiative” no longer determined foreign emigration policies bectngse
existed among the attendees an “extensive aversion” to admit Jewish re@iilpeesiue
to “social considerations” or reflective of an “unexpressed racial ablerfefuture
German emigration policies were now greatly influenced by the actidhse ¢6CR but
since the Reich rejected any outside interference in domestic intdened ahd had
already refused to allow Jews to increase the amount of capital remorethé country
it was to be expected that over time the rate and numbers of Jews emigrating from
Germany would progressively diminish. Thus, until the IGCR was operative it was
“urgent” for the Government to persuade “as many Jews to emigrate undiegexis
conditions.” However, it was crucial that sufficient foreign currency be provaded t
facilitate this migratiort®*

Germany could not believe and mocked FDR’s “appeal to the nature of the
world as long as the United States maintains racial quotas for immigtatitére see
that one likes to pity the Jews as long as one can use this pity for a widetidgi
against Germany, but that no state is prepared to fight the cultural disgraceraf c
Europe by accepting a few thousand Jews. Thus, the conference serves to justify
Germany’s policy against Jewry*® “It appears astounding that these countries seem in

no way particularly anxious to make use of this element themselves, now that the

1%4The SD on the Outcome of the Evian Conference RegfSD Il 112" Yad VashenArchive,
0.51/0S0/37 Berlin, July 29, 1938 available from
http://www1.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20W2D-%203528.pdfaccessed June 5, 2010.
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opportunity offers.**’ “Aside from the purely administrative creation of a committee that
will maintain contact between the interested governments...the results ajrifesence
are very meager*®“|f the Jews of Germany are so dear to their hearts, they can
certainly have them*? It was considered remarkable that the Australian delegate,
Minister for Trade and Customs, Thomas White, feared that Jewish immigvedild
“endanger his own racé>® The Conference’s primary purpose was to garner votes for
Roosevelt in the upcoming national elections and to generate “anti-Fasogsits” and
anti-German propagand?.The BerlinDer Weltkampfoted in 1939 that Germany
openly admitted that it did not want any Jews to reside within its borders while the
democratic nations continued to maintain that they were “willing to retledre—then
leave the guest out in the cold. Aren’'t we savages better men aftétall?”

Ominously and reflective of a hardening Nazi policy towards its Jeags,
Schwarze Korpsalled for the economic dislocation and ghettoization of Jews within

Germany. Destitute Jews, confined to limited living space, would consequentlg pose

“"Diplomatische Politische Korrespondetied in “Germans Belittle ResultsNew York Timesluly
13, 1938, 12.
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295



risk of bolshevism or of becoming an underworld of “politico-criminal subhumans”; a
possibility that the Reich would not tolerate. Thus, the Government would be forced to
deal with the Jewish criminal element in the same manner in which “wenexéee
criminals generally—by fire and sword?®*The German Ministry of Foreign Affairs
informed its diplomats abroad that the emigration of one hundred thousand Jews had
fostered anti-Jewish sentiments in other countries. Continued forced deportations,
especially of impoverished Jews, would increase the resistance of teascitiz

receiving nations to further acceptance of Jews and would, therefore, pravigatisy

and support for official German anti-Semitic actioris.

The failure of the Evian Conference thus marked a significant turning point i
the fate of Central European Jewry. Following the closure of the Confereigosl#via
and Hungary closed its borders to Jewish refugees and Italy announced its aa@mprog
of anti-Semitic decrees. Switzerland, the Netherlands and Belgium alseréad|st
security along its borders as wet.

Yitzhak Arad maintained that the failure of the Conference placed th# fate
German and Austrian Jews “completely in the hands” of the Nazi regiméyra thiat
was fully utilized for the use of anti-Jewish and anti-democratic propagertia
justification for more radical measures. It was not a coincidence, Arad larg ot

believed thaKristallnacht(and the tragedy of thH&.S. St. Loujsoccurred a few months

*%0tto D. Tolischus, “Fire and Sword New Nazi Threatew York TimesNovember 23, 1938, 1, 8.
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MA: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 155-156.
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later*® Skran asserted that tA@schlusscoupled with the failure of the Evian
Conference and the November 1938 pogrom transformed a “manageable refugee flow
into an uncontrollable flood”; a situation worsened by the expropriatory practicke
Nazis conjoined with rising nationalism and increasingly restrictive imatiggr policies
within many Continental powers! Expressions of international sympathy without
meaningful actions demonstrated to the Nazi leadership that Western rhetodamabul
interfere with the German handling of the Jewish Question. Prior to Evian Jeds fac
increasing levels of discrimination and economic and civil disenfranchrgsrbut the
post-Evian period was marked by mass deportations, forced relocations andmygjitherr
pogroms on a nationwide scale. The Nazis realized that little interfereunltbbe
expected from the democratic nations in their drive to make Greater Gejfidanyein

The Reich Government was determined to become free of its internal Jewish
menace but its conflicting policies of forced emigration coupled with economic
marginalization raised formidable and often insurmountable obstacles seaser
resettlement. Lack of meaningful cooperation with the newly creategdvtrnmental
Committee for Political Refugees aggravated the situation. ThuSjdherheitsdiensir
Security Service noted that the current rate of Jewish emigration would prapeht

resolution of the Jewish Questitii.Consequently, a more radical and aggressive policy
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would be required. Following Evian greater legal and social proscriptions nacted
against the Jews coupled with increasingly dire threats.

Hitler advised the Czech Foreign Minister on January 21, 1939, that the “Jews
among us will be annihilated. “The Jews had not carriedditd¥ember 1938
[assassination of a German diplomat in Paris that precipiatsthlinach{ in vain; this
day will be avenged™® Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop, in “The Jewish
Question as a Factor of Foreign Policy in 1938,” declared that a more radicalcapproa
must be taken against German Jews. The greater the destitution the “more bugtiensom
forced migrants will become to a host country. Consequently, domestic antisgemit
will be promoted; a measure that would benefit the “propaganda interests” of the Reic
Germany recognized that “the emigration problem is...for all practical pespos
insoluble.” Nevertheless, the German Government would “take the initiative” ilimd ut
whatever “measures” were necessary to resolve the problem and fidfitbel
unwanted Jews. However, and most importantly, “for Germany, the Jewish question will
not have found itéinal solution[author’s italics] even when the last Jews will have left
Germany.™®

The Fuehrer expanded on these threats, raising the specter of exi@mrmreat
address to the Reichstag on January 30, 1939; a speech that was widely carried in the

international press that offered both the carrot and the stick:

3% Aufzeichnung des Legationstats Heiv@hnuary 21, 1939 in James Marshall-Cornwell ¢ds.,
Akten zur deutschen auswartigen Am(Bsaden-Baden, 1051-95), Series D. IV, 167-71citedRichard J.
Evans,The Third Reich in Power 1933-1989Y: Penguin Press, 2005), 604.

1e0%Circular letter of the German Foreign Office to @an representatives abroad, dated January 25,
1939 cited in TenenbaurRace and Reigl224.
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...Should not the outside world be most grateful téonsetting free
these glorious bearers of culture and placing theits disposal? In
accordance with its own statements, how is theidaitsorld to justify
its refusal to grant refuge in its various courgtiie these most valuable
members of the human race?

For how will it rationalize imposing the memberstlois race on the
Germans of all people? How will the states sotirgfted with these
“splendid people” explain why they are suddenlyirigkrefuge in all
sorts of pretenses just in order to deny asyluthdse people?

| believe the earlier this problem is resolved, lte¢ter. For Europe
cannot find peace before it has dealt properly withJewish question.

It is possible that the necessity of resolving frisblem sooner or later
should bring about agreement in Europe...There is itiane enough
room for settlement on this earth....

| have a prophet very often in my lifetime, andstearned me mostly
ridicule. In the time of my struggle for powerwas primarily the
Jewish people who mocked by prophecy that one dayuld assume
leadership of this Germany, of this state, ancheféentire Volk, and
that | would press for a resolution of the Jewigksiion. The
resounding laughter of the Jews in Germany thenwalystick in
their throats today, | suspect.

Once again | will be a prophet: should the intdoret! Jewry of
finance succeed, both within and beyond Europplunging mankind
into yet another world war, then the result wilt be a Bolshevization
of the earth and the victory of Jewry, but the hitaiion (Vernichtung
of the Jewish race in Europ¥.

Following confirmation of the reports of mass murder coming out of occupied
Europe Freda Kirchey, editor and publishefb& Nationcriticized the inaction of the
democracies that had led to such destruction. “If we had behaved like humane and
generous people instead of complacent, cowardly ones,” she claimed, “the tao mill
Jews living today in the earth of Poland and Hitler’s other crowded graveyards would be
alive and safe...We had it in our power to rescue this doomed people and we did not lift a

hand to do it—or perhaps would be fairer to say that we lifted just one cautious hand,

®Max Domarus, Patrick Romane, etlhe Essential Hitler Speeches and Commer{ttguconda, IL:
Bolchazy-Carducci Publishers, Inc., 2007), 398-399.
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encased in a tight-fitting glove of quotas and visas and affidavits, and a theclofay
prejudice.” Immigration quotas could have been suspended for the duration of the Hitler
regime. Enough funds could have been raised to provide for the destitute refuigee car
by foreign ships to distant shores. The solemn “resolutions” of the Evian Conference
could have become a “reality instead of a hollow gesture.” Internatioraidacmould

have been reached enabling the absorption of forced émigrés based on the respective
“size and wealth” of recipient nations. If the United States had shown théerait t

was highly likely that “no nation would have refused its cooperation. But nothing was

done... %2

%% reda Kirchey, “While the Jews DieThe Nation March 13, 1943, 366-367.
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Chapter 12
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees

“Face Saving Organization”

The sole accomplishment of the Evian Conference was the creation of the
London-based Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees Coming from
Germany. The IGCR differed from earlier refugee organizations intthajoyed greater
support from the United States Government and it represented the “first allrdegnoc
world body ever established.” Its full time director was to be an “eminewrigan”
endowed with a greater range of authority and a “freer hand” than had been granted the
League’s High Commissioner for Refugees. Countries that createdesfugee
excluded from membership. Additionally, at least in the American view, it woudd off
the opportunity to deal with other groups of refugees. It would consist of a chairman,
four vice-chairmen and a director (Winterton as chairman; Taylor as vicg-chhe
IGCR, like its League predecessor, pursued a limited mission: to persuauhes nati
offer realistic opportunities for permanent resettlement and to negottatanad
convince the German Government involuntary refugees should be allowed to retain
sufficient financial assets to reestablish themselves in a nelv Giammittee members

would be drawn from the United States, United Kingdom, France, Argentina and Brazil

! Marrus.The Unwanted171, 182. The League never engaged in negatitidth the Reich
leadership.
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coupled with the possibility of establishing satellite offices in Europaepitats® The
chosen director was seventy-year old attorney George Rublee, a Roosevelriiend a
former classmate at Groton Academy. However, with little funding and aytfietlist
of accomplishments by the outbreak of war on September 1, 1939 was niinimal.
[Appendix F demonstrates the limited finances available to the IGCR anddtatialh
of expenses among member nations.] Its first meeting was scheduled fot Augus

The Americans preferred that this permanent committee be based in Paris but
official French opposition led to its location in the United Kingdom. The French FRoreig
Ministry feared that the committee’s refugee operations, based in thal capild result
in the proliferation of “every ethnic, religious, or political organization taicerns
itself with every minority and political opposition group.” Governmental attetopts
eradicate the “activities of irresponsible foreign bodies” within Fravadd “thus be
annihilated.” Furthermore, involvement with the problem of German and Austrian
refugees would complicate French foreign affairs and policies. The Miasted if it
was in the interest of the Republic to assume the role of refuge for “all $fiestrand
people whom “Germany considers its natural enemy.” Such humanitarianism could
permanently create an air of “cultural and racial antagonism” betweéwdhe

neighbors'

% Clarence K. Streit, “Refugee Meeting Adopts Resohy” New York Timesluly 15, 1938, 7St.
Petersburg Timesluly 9, 1938.

% By August 1939, on the brink of the Polish-Germaar, the IGCR possessed a total bank balance of
$9,672. Sean Malloy and Doug Lorimer, edfie Palestinian Struggle, Zionism and Anti-Semitism
(Chippendale, NSW, Australia: Resistance Books22042.

* Foreign Ministry Report, “Programme de la reunitnComité Intergouvernemental d’Evian,” June

24,1938, MAE SDN | M 1815, 211-218, Foreign Minjst‘Note pour le Ministre,” June 29, 1938, MAE
SDN | M 1815, 253-58 cited in Carddneasy Asyluml86.
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This committee was to operate separately from the League of Natgins Hi
Commission for Refugees from Germany with which the German Governmergd ¢bus
cooperate and did not recognize. Both the Nansen Office headed by Judge Michael
Hansson and the League Commission for Refugees led by Sir Neill Malcoddueto
be closed in December 1938 and it was anticipated that the League Assemblygeschedul
to meet in September, would combine the two offices under a new High Commissioner.

The French Foreign Minister, George Bonnet, held a meeting with his German
counterpart, Joachim von Ribbentrop [duly reported to Hitler] on December 7, 1938, in
which Bonnet stated that France did not want to receive any more German Jews. He
called upon the Reich to “take some sort of measures” to prevent further entry of
involuntary émigreés into the Third Republic. Additionally, the Government sought to
ship ten thousand Jews already residing within France to other locations such as the
island of Madagascar off the east coast of Africa. Ribbentrop replied to Bbahe
Germany also desired to be rid of its Jews but the problem “lay in the fanbthatintry
wished to receive then?."Bonnet assured Ribbentrop that France had no desire to
interfere with the internal affairs of Germany but the forced expulsion &f ded/non-
Aryans, stripped of sufficient financial assets to reestablish themsel@sadversely
affecting the willingness of countries of potential resettlement tqpacekigees who
most likely would become public charges. The Reich Foreign Minister did agree,

however, that a German knowledgeable about the Jewish Question in Germany could

®The TimesJuly 14, 1938, 16.

® Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918-194&shington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1951), Series D, IV, 451-452.
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meet in an unofficial capacity with a representative of the IGCR tg stedissue of
Jewish resettlemefit.

Critics of the IGCR viewed it as a “face-saving refugee organizatiahivould
be relegated to “endless bickering” with member States and with the Germa
Government, especially over the issue of the retention of personal propertygetsd as
Currently, the forced émigrés were “plucked practically as cleareaseatt fowl” before
being allowed to leave Greater Germé&ny.

Following the conclusion of the Evian Conference Taylor did suggest to
Secretary Hull that the United States openly proclaim its willingnesscepaa
significant proportion of the six hundred thousand Germans and Austrians who were
expected to become involuntary migrants within the next five years. Without such a
declaration, Taylor warned, the “other countries of settlement withdllaat they are not
obligated to commit themselves and we shall have no plan to present to the German
Government.” Hull was faced with two possible dilemmas: such an Americaationi
could prove too successful and incur the wrath of an increasingly restrictionise€sng
that could interfere with other items on FDR’s political agenda. In additionateda of

immigration barriers could incite large-scale forced emigration trerEast. Hull

"“Memorandum by the Foreign Minister” to Hitler, RR66, Paris, doc. 372, December 9, 1938, DGFP,
series D, vol. 4, 481-482 cited in Cartdnmeasy Asylum87. Ribbentrop did express to Bonnet that
German Jews were “without exception pickpocketsiderers and thieves. The property they possessed
had been acquired illegally. The German Governrhadttherefore decided to assimilate them with the
criminal elements of the population.” Their “iliaiy” obtained property would be seized by the &tatd
Jews would be isolated in ghettoes “frequentedhbyctiminal classes” and be subject to “police-
observation like other criminals.” The Reich conlat prevent “these criminals [from escaping] thewt
countries which seemed so anxious to have theneveer, they would be prevented from retaining “the
property which had resulted from their illegal ctéons...” Documents on German Foreign Policy
(DGFP) D/IV, No. 372 cited in Michael BlocRibbentrop(NY: Crown Publishers, Inc., 1992), 206.

8 TimeJuly 25, 1938.
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advised the U.S. Ambassador to Poland that American “efforts on behalf of German
refugees” must not promote the persecution and expulsion of the “unwanted sections” of
other national groups and the “dumping of these people into the hands of international
charity.”

Dr. Nahum Goldmann viewed this new standing committee as potentially useful
if the British would allow increased immigration into Palestine. Thereforepheuded,
the continuity of a close working relationship was a critical task forshewi
organizations? Likewise, Dr. Arthur Ruppin believed that the creation of the IGCR was
a “positive” step provided the London-based international committee was “bleslsed w
gifted director.** Zalman Rubashov, a correspondentJavar attending the Evian
Conference, commended both the United States and France for creating eéatiir
that would permit negotiations between the Reich and Jews that would ultimatefif be
Zionist goals? The Zionist leadership, however, was not interested in rescuing Jewish
refugees if it was not tied to increased immigration into PalestinehoWisuch a
connection “all Zionists wanted was to shrug off the entire matter with ailppes
speed.*® The French under Bérenger, during the August 3, 1938 meeting in London,

continued to maintain that France had “reached the saturation point” vis-a-vis

° Thomas Bailey, ADiplomatic History of the American Peopkenglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall,
1980), 708 cited in Frank W. Brech&eluctant Ally: United States Foreign Policy towaing Jews from
Wilson to Rooseve{NY: Greenwood Press, 1991), 63.

19CzA, File S25/9778 cited in Beit-Zvi, “Post-Holagst Zionism,” 151.

X A. Ruppin, Chapters of My Life, 303. Ibid., 152.

12« istener,” Davar, July 22, 1938. lbid., 152.

Bbid., 152.
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immigration and any further admittance of refugees would result in a “rupttine
equilibrium of her social body The absorptive capabilities of every people has a limit.
This limit has long been exceeded in France. She said so at Evian; she r@peats it
London.™*

Two years prior to the accession of Hitler to power the Weimar Government
enacted an emigration tax in an attempt to limit removal of foreign cutrbnt933

emigrants from Germany retained seventy five percent of the value chskeis. This
percentage was later decreased to fifteen percent and by 1938 it was reduaed to fi
percent; a policy that severely impacted on the willingness of potentaireg nations

to accept penniless refugees. German Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentreg war
that the refugee problem was an “internal German problem that was not subject t
discussion.” The release of adequate amounts of Jewish monies “could not be expected
of Germany” and any cooperation with the Evian conferees “was out of the question for
Germany.” Permanent Foreign Secretary Baron Ernst von Weizsackenedfor

Ribbentrop that both the American and British Ambassadors were seeking a meeting of
George Rublee with German officials. Such an appointment was necessailGiCRe

was to “prove its worth.” Germany would undoubtedly be requested to released
increased amounts of foreign currency and personal assets; an action that s obvi

reasons” the Reich cannot provide. Such a refusal on the German side would provide an

opportunity for adverse Western propaganda, namely, that it was “German olistinacy

14« Au Comité Intergouvernemental des réfugi€e TempsAugust 4, 1938, 5 cited in Carddneasy
Asylum 186.
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that was the genesis of the “misery of the Jews.” Thus, Rublee could not be atlowed t
travel to Berlin merely for the prospect of “making Germany the scap&goat

Eventually it was the foreign economic concerns arising in the wake of
Kristallnachtthat led Hermann Goering, the director of the Four Year Plan, to convince
Hitler to authorize Hjalmar Schacht, the President oRéiehsbankto meet in London
with Rublee, Lord Bearsted and Lord Winterton. The plan offered by Schachitfoalle
the freezing of Jewish assets within Germany as security for an ineaildban that
would be called due in twenty to twenty five years. Jewish monies would be held in
blocked accounts within Germany out of which twenty five percent would be recoverable
by Jews via the purchase and foreign sale of German export goods (with the balance
seized by the German Government). The plan favored one hundred fifty thousand men
and women, between fifteen and forty five years of age, who were able to work to
support themselves and two hundred fifty thousand dependents. The two hundred
thousand elderly (those over forty five) and those too infirm to migrate would be
maintained by communal funds and would live undisturbed unless another assassination
of a Nazi was carried out by a Jéf.Jewish holdings were estimated to have a value of
at least 1.5 billiorReichmarkghat could be utilized to generate enough foreign currency
to fund an orderly migration over the course of three to five years. Emigration ef wag
earners would be diffused over three to five years and dependents would be allowed to

emigrate when assured of support abroad. A German official would coordinate

®Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918-1B¥06/E019935-36, Circular of the State Secretary
Berlin, July 8, 1938, 83-29 8/7 No. 640; Case XG W522-23 cited in Reitlingemhe Final Solution19.

®See Table 6 for breakdown of Jewish population degaghics as of January 1, 1938.
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resettlement with Jewish relief and communal organizations aided byeefuygerts.
Passport and identity papers would be provided, training facilities would be dsdblis
within Germany and concentration camp inmates would be released once emigration
began.

Schacht, on his return to Germany met with Hitler on January 2, 1939, and was
appointed special representative for Jewish emigration. The Foreign Ofcaaeaed
to end its opposition to the IGCR and negotiations were transferred to BerlinGTRe
still faced the difficulties of finding places of final resettlemeard arivate sources for
the short term costs of migration. Schacht’s discharge from his post, following an
argument with Hitler on January 20, temporarily ended any possibility of négasidout
contact with Rublee was resumed by Helmuth Wohlthat, the director of ForedinsCr
Control Office. Negotiations foundered, however, on the issue of Jewish assets. Hitl
ultimately allowed resumption of talks which resulted in an economic arrangeme
similar in many respects to the earli¢a’avarah plan which coupled German exports
with sufficient assets to facilitate emigration to Palestine.

Although the Rublee-Schacht and Rublee-Wohlthat plans were viewed by some
as a form of blackmail that would lead to the impoverishment of German Jewry (and
perhaps similar demands and actions on the part of Poland, Rumanian and Hungary) the
IGCR feared outright refusal would convince the German Government that solution of
the Jewish Question could not be solved via international agreement but would require

more stringent solution's.Under-Secretary Sumner Welles criticized the plan as a form

YEric Estorick, “The Evian Conference and the Intsrernmental CommitteeAnnals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Scieneel. 203, Refugees (May, 1939): 139-141.
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of extortion: Germany expected “the world to pay a ransom for the relebhestafes”

while trading “human misery for increased exportRublee was advised by the State
Department that such an agreement could threaten American foreignridachaikets

and it was averse to any linkage of the financing of Jewish resettlentiemaereased

sales of German products. Welles warned, however, that rejection of the deal could
provoke further anti-Jewish violence. He favored the creation of a private economic
foundation under the rubric of the London based IGCR. The frozen assets of the émigrés
would be used to purchase German goods needed to foster and support resettlement as
well as for the care and maintenance of Jews who had to remain in the Reich. The
Under-Secretary believed that this arrangement would be more beneficainauy

than the Rublee-Schacht pfarGeorge Messersmith opposed the linkage of population
transfer and German trade. Acceptance of such an “insidious doctrine” oftadlim

trade agreement” with the Reich would not “help the conservative elements poojen

the prospects for a more reasonable regithe.”

¥FRUS vol. 1, 1938, 876-877 cited in Spear, “The Unifdtes and the Persecution of Jews,” 234.
Some of the Jewish press supported the paymeanhebm regardless of its questionable morality. ef€h
is little doubt [based on earlier arrangements it proposals from the Reich] that today a rangbm
sufficient financial persuasion” would result inndebeing allowed to retain a greater percentagheif
assets. “We favor such a ransom scheme, thougirevaware that world opinion is strongly against it
That opinion holds that to ransom the refugeesrapting Germany monetary or trade favors is to esglo
her totalitarian policy.” However, in reality, tipsitions adopted by the Democracies vis-a-visr@aey
had “from the beginning of National Socialism...beereadorsement and that as long as ‘human
dumping’ remains Germany’s policy and as long &giohations are compelled to give haven to the
homeless and disfranchised, that endorsement castito be articulated...” “The Kidnapper Wants
Ransom, The Southern Israelifdugust 12, 1938, 6.

¥Spear, “The United States and the Persecution oh&e Jews,” 234.
“%Hull to Joseph P. Kennedy (Messersmith to Rub®eptemberl 9, 1938RUS,vol. 1 (1938), 788-
90; Messersmith to Daniel N. Heineman, Novembdr938, Messersmith Papers, 1938, box 1, folder E

cited in Shlomo Shafir, “George S. Messersmith:Adni-Nazi Diplomat’s View of the German-Jewish
Crisis,” Jewish Social Studie&b no. 1 (January, 1973): 40.
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The IGCR accepted the Schacht plan on December 28, 1938 as a starting point
for further negotiations by Rublee in Berlin. The Committee announced on Bebduar
that an agreement had been reached based on Schacht's scheme but it eliminated the
conflation of a Jewish loan and increased German export trade. Instead, tweenty fi
percent of Jewish wealth within Germany would be utilized to create adriustd
transportation and the purchase of necessary supplies and equipment from Getmeany. T
expense of ultimate resettlement would be provided by a private foundation asrextisi
by Welles. The German Government agreed to establish training centéues fiostt
wave of emigrants and to grant the right to work to those remaining behind. The
implementation of this plan was, from the Reich’s view, contingent on the agreement of
other nations to provide havens of resettlement. The IGCR officially signed off
Germany’s demands on March 1, 1939.

In the end, resistance of the harder line Nazis and the reluctance of the
democratic nations to open their borders to involuntary refugees prevented
implementation of such a project and helped to set the stage for the November 1938
pogrom Kristallnacht The advent of war effectively ended any chance of large-scale
migration. Schacht did claim during the International Military Tribunal ineiherg
that if his plan had been adopted by December 1938 (while it had Hitler's support) then

“not a single German Jew would have lost his Iffe.”

L Spear, “The U.S. and the Persecution of Germas,J@84-235; Ferdinand Kuhn, “Orderly
Migration of Germany’s Jews Envisaged in Pladgw York Timed-ebruary 14, 1939, 1, 12.

“nternational Military Tribunal, XXII, 395 (Final@ech, Schacht) cited in Reitling@he Final
Solution 20.
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Ultimately, the activities of the IGCR and its two directors, Rublee and his

successor Sir Herbert Emerson, were relegated to the realm of “diplomatic

representations” dealing with the permanent placement of refugees residingporary

havens. Limited public awareness of the “gravity” of the Jewish situatiomwithi

territories controlled by Germany (before and after the start of iiesdiland the

outbreak of the war itself essentially ended any chance of achieveadjstic solution to

the German and Austrian (and Czech) refugee éfisis.

A fundamental question remains: was there any chance for success of the Evia

Conference and its offspring, the Intergovernmental Committee for PoR&fabees

from Germany? Lord Winterton succinctly summarized the basic flaws afe¢léng

during a Parliamentary debate on April 6, 1939, but continued to avoid any linkage with

Palestine:

The whole Evian Committee without exception [wasf{ prepared to
admit the principle that they are either under aahobligation or that
it is practically possible from the point of pub&apport in their
respective countries to admit financial liabilityr the transfer and
upkeep in the countries or for the permanent seéie of refugees.
Every one of these 32 Governments [was] faced witmployment
difficulties. Every one of them is frightened b&tpossible growth of
an anti-Semitic and anti-foreign feeling if it mltfthat more is being
done for foreigners than for their own people. rElgvas] no chance
of getting an alteration in that principle.

The last thing that would induce the Reich Govemine be
reasonable about the amount of property taken Vg dait of Germany
would be for the Evian Governments to assume ligldr the transfer
and maintenance of these peopfé...

#Jacques Vernarthe Refugee in the Post-War Wofldew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1953),

27.

2L Great BritainParliamentaryDebates 345: 3082, 3084 cited in Hamerowhy We Watched 10.
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PART IV
APPRAISALS
Chapter 13

“No Confidence in the Idea”

“Strife and desolation and destruction are inrtpaths. They violate the boundaries of nations,
and the way of peace they know not. They assalidfion and set at naught ancient covenants of
justice and right. Human brotherhood is becomeak®ry, and there is neither truth, pity, nor
freedom in the land®”

Conflicting appraisals of the response of President Franklin D. Roosevelt, his
Administration, Congress, the American people and their foreign democraticrpautse
to the great European humanitarian crises of the 1930s and early 1940s hava #resen i
historiography of the Holocaust era. Director of the IGCR, George Rubleginesin
highly skeptical of the Evian Conference’s chances for success. The measicglied
for too quickly by Roosevelt with inadequate planning and most attendees “came
reluctantly and with no confidence in the idea.” Taylor competently kept the
delegations “together” while obtaining agreement to create a permarmgritdod that is
all.” Rublee complained that the American Ambassador to the United Kingdom, Joseph
P. Kennedy, appeared disinterested in the workings of the permanent committee and
never offered “me any real support or assistance” while the Presidenh&ivesriously

[personally] interested.” Rublee advised Hull that he believed Germany Miag o

! The TimesJuly 18, 1938, 9. Special prayer offered by thee©Rabbi of Britain, Dr. J. H. Hertz,
describing the “spirit of perverseness” which hadrtaken Germany and its leadership.

312



negotiate but the British and French, fearful of the IGCR'’s success, whretdrd” for
him to hold discussions with the Germans.

The Conference did not get off to a “good start” due to the lack of the “fullest
and most adequate preparation.” To enter into an international congress with the “hope”
of achieving positive results represented the “best way of courting faillirdne United
States had presented concrete proposals, rather than highlighting ay exisidg
immigration quota, then “some result might have been easily achieved.’s theva
economic concerns and the fear of creating “anti-Jewish centers” anedngefipective
populations that led the delegations and their governments to “hedge” their proposals
while seeking the “absolute minimum of practical measuteBte British consideration
of Kenya and the establishment of the IGCR were viewed by some as inagnific
accomplishments when viewed in the context of an international conference in kehich t
“greater part of the non-Fascist world” was seated. Proper planning and canrsultat
might have led the various powers to ponder the issue with greater claritggctba
potential for collective action. The Evian Conference was convened “too predygitous
and demonstrated that “good intentions are no substitute for well-laid pldRa\”

Butler, Parliamentary Undersecretary for the British Foreign &ffiarned an

interdepartmental meeting prior to the Conference that the “whole schentkfalbul

2 George Rublee to Hand, August 29, 1938, HLS-Hho#,107, folder 6; Rublee, “Reminiscences of
George Rublee,” (NY: Columbia University Oral HigtdResearch Office, 1972) 284 cited in McClure,
Earnest Endeavor254;FRUS vol.11, 796-798.

% “Evian Refugee Conference: Proposed London ConomigsThe TimesJuly 9, 1938, 11.

4 “Home for Refugees,The Glasgow Heraldluly 15, 1938, 32.
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through” due to lack of adequate fundfddelen Fein had argued that the limitation of
American action to the consolidation of the German and Austrian annual quotas
implied that the Conference was a simple “exercise in Anglo-Americtaboohtive
hypocrisy.”®

Harold Ginsburg, the representative of the Joint Distribution Committee noted,
during a June 27, 1938 meeting of the Council for German Jewry, that conversations held
with members of the American delegation to the Evian Conference led him teelibké
the conferees themselves would determine both the goals of and the methodologies
adopted by the meeting. The U.S. delegation preferred that sessions be heldan privat
while seeking “unofficial agreements” that would avoid contentious subjects stleh as
Jewish problem in Eastern Europe. Dr. Jonas Wise noted that the Presidential Advisory
Committee for Political Refugees, established by Roosevelt, was catstitithout a
dialogue with relevant Jewish organizations. In addition, with the exception et&gcr
of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau and Bernard Baruch, all of the originalesslactre
Christians. Consequently, to those who were monitoring the progress of the Conference it
became readily apparent that “no constructive plan” had been formulated prior to the
convening of the meeting and therefore, it represented “little more than a feeble
improvisation.”

Ismar Elbogen and Moses Hadas viewed the Evian Conference as symbolic of

the “complete hopelessness” of the democratic nations of Europe whose repvesentat

® “Record of Interdepartmental Meeting on June 3®8]” PRO FO 371/22538, W8713/104/98, f. 281
cited in LondonWhitehall 90.

®Helen FeinAccounting for GenocidéNY: The Free Press, 1979), 167.

’Adler-Rudel, “The Evian Conference,” 240.
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were limited to “handsome speeches” but unable to devise any “constructiseresa
providing the Nazis and their Fascist counterparts the opportunity to “gloat...over thei
fecklessness®” Hannah Arendt concluded that it was “obvious” to the delegates at Evian
that the entirety of German and Austrian Jewry were “potentially stiteesonclusion
that would be shared and acted upon by other nations seeking to “rid” themselves of
unwanted minoritied. James MacGregor Burns perceived Roosevelt as a flawed
individual afflicted by a “derangement of ends and means,” struggling to ftlew
proper moral course while seeking to retain and acquire pure political Powethur
Morse, David Wyman, Henry Feingold and Saul Friedman have argued that America,
influenced by anti-Semitism, economic and social nativism, anti-alien anohemnitggrant
prejudices, fear of the introduction of dangerous foreign ideologies, isolaticessifting
from the Great War and the effects of the Depression, had offered little monguthliec
expressions of sympathy to the victims of Nazi persecution while maintainingrbo
immigration. The downward spiral of these persecuted minorities’ exestentd
potentially have been altered, they claimed, if the democratic nationswbtltehad
reacted in a more positive, forceful and charitable manner. Instead the respense w

muted, generally ineffectual and often contradictdry.

8lsmar Elbogen and Moses HadAsCentury of Jewish Lif@Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of
America, 1946), 662.

®Hannah ArendtThe Origins of Totalitarianisprseventh edition (NY: Meridian Books, 1962), 282.

%3ames MacGregor BurrRposevelt: The Soldier of FreedgNY: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970),
609.

YArthur D. Morse While Six Million Died A Chronicle of American Apgi(NY: The Overlook Press,
1967); David WymanPaper Walls: America and the Refugee Crisis, 193811{Amherst, MA:
University of Massachusetts Press); Saul FriediNarklaven for the Oppressed: United States Policy
Towards Jewish Refugees, 1938-1¢a8troit, Ml: Wayne State University Press, 1973).
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Henry Feingold accused the Roosevelt Administration of “indifferencevand e
complicity in the Final Solution'® The State Department’s approach, Feingold claimed,
was one of waiting while all would-be refugees “clamoring to come to the Wbi8dwe
converted into silent corpses,” while at the same time rescue of Europeanakenst a
priority of their American co-religionists® He also was critical of the American Jewish
leadership believing that they operated under a critical delusion thatttisted in the
Gentile world “a spirit of civilization whose moral concern could be mobilized to save
the Jews™ However, it was important, he believed, to remain cognizant of the world
view held by many Americans at the time; to evaluate Americans “as #rey wather
than “how they should have beei.3aul Friedman has condemned the Western
Democracies for its “complicity” during the Holocaust while “perfiaynd the “yoke of
shame” have stained the accomplishments of FDR and his subordfnates.

Herbert Druks accused both Roosevelt Administration and the British of
engaging in policies that prevented rescue of endangered Jews and fa¢hate
“slaughter” by the Germans and their accompli¢déonnilyn Feig theorized that if the
United States and the other democracies had maintained a “passive” attitacisto

German anti-Jewish policies then a greater number of Jews would have beenfagscued

?Feingold,Politics of Rescuex.
Y bid., 61, 166, 299, 300.

“Henry L. Feingold, “Who Shall Bear Guilt for the ldoaust: The Human Dilemma&merican Jewish
History vol. 68 no. 3 (March: 1979): 279.

“ Henry L. FeingoldBearing Witness How America and Its Jews Respotuiéte Holocaust
(Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1995, 27

¥FriedmanNo Haven7, 14, 231, 234.

YHerbert Druks;The Failure to Rescu@Y: Robert Speller & Sons, 1977), 98.
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it was the formal discussion of altering national immigration quotas at Eviaddabaed
the conference to failur&.Similarly, Gil Loescher alleged that the discussion of the
Jewish Question at the international level “reflected and subsequentlytiséneed) the
restrictive attitudes and policies” of government and the ptbhtorty Penkower

argued that nations outside of the German sphere of influence “abdicated [thalr] mor
responsibility” and became “accomplices” to ultimate genotitldichael Marrus
believed that most of the representatives agreed with the “mean spiritedli®@ana
Minister Frederick Blair that a line in the sand had to be drawn againsteskeming of
national immigration restrictions. Such resilience would compel the Reidoltice“their
Jewish question internally?*

Jonathan D. Sarna portrayed the Roosevelt initiative as a “politics of gestures”
introduced with an invitation that was designed to be “carefully hedged.” The overt
refusal of the United States to expand its immigration allowance for Ggramal
Austria forecast the meeting’s failure. FDR and his Administratio@atgnterest in
colonization schemes in remote and underdeveloped sites (Philippine Islandls, Brit
Guiana, Alaska, Lower California, Angola, Ethiopia, Australia and the Dgamni
Republic) represented a hidden “form of group dissolution”; a project that was umdikely
generate much Jewish support or enthusiasm. Such proposals “served as psychological

compensation for the inhospitality of the United States” and did receive support from

¥ onnilyn G. FeigHitler's Death Camps: The Sanity of Madnés¥': Holmes & Meier, 1981), 412.
9 Gil Loescher;The UNHCR32.
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(Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 1988,
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groups of middle-class Jews such as the American Jewish Congress ari#'idmai

B'nai B'rith in 1935, for example, had suggested Birobidzhan as a potential haven for
Polish Jew$? The Jewish Labor Committee and the Workmen'’s Circle, however,
opposed such plans recognizing the intrinsic difficulties that stood in the way of the
fruition of these schemes. Philosophically they believed in the inherent rightssofalew
remain within the bounds of their native country and the right of free emigration to any
destination including Palestine; rights that obviated the need for colonization. The
Yiddishe Weltpublished in Cleveland on February 4, 1937, commented that many plans
were being conceived for Jewish colonization. “All they amount to is a finger gaote

a spot on the map. When, however, we say Palestine, that has a meaning and a
certainty.”

British historian Martin Gilbert criticized the Evian Conference flmpéing a
non-hostile “neutral stance” that, due to its ultimate failure, would “costlatnde of
lives.”* Rafael Medoff highlighted the failure of the American Jewish leadership, w

were on “vacation” or “lunching at the regular hour at their favorite remtgtiinstead

of assuming a more proactive réfeHe also believed that Roosevelt conceived the

“?Birobidzhan was an attempt to establish a semireutmus socialist Jewish settlement in the Far East
of the U.S.S.R. Henry Srebrnik, “Red Star over Bidzhan: Canadian Jewish Communists and the ‘Jewish
Autonomous Region’ in the Soviet Union,abour44 (Fall 1999): 129-147.

“Jonathan D. Sarn@he American Jewish Experien@¢Y: Holmes & Meier, 1986), 245.
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summit as a means of deflecting any domestic call for action by preetyptiking the
“wind out of his critic’s sails.®

Yehuda Bauer contended that the President wanted to aid the refugees but at
minimal cost to the United States: no financial expenditures and maintenance of the
current quota system. He believed that an “alliance system,” composed of theratem
nations, could successfully negotiate with Germany enabling refugestaitosufficient
capital to facilitate their immigration and integration into new countriés meore than
eighty percent heading for destinations other than America. If succiestfid endeavor
the President would “score” points with domestic liberals, placate Amelmas and
create a “united front” against the Reich on an issue that was very “sehsithe
achievement of such a goal required the construction of a new internationaérefuge
organization that was distinct from the ineffectual League of Naffons.

Patrick Maney concluded that the chief characteristic of Rooseveithas/
“extraordinary sunny disposition and abiding sense that all was right with the world.”
His positive outlook helped to maintain the morale of his fellow Americans and the
persecuted and dispossessed of humanity. However, he viewed such a chateade trai
“relatively unimportant leadership quality” out of touch with the gravity obgl
problems. Luck played a role as seen in the consequences of the Pearl Haibor atta
which provided the means for the United States to enter the war while simultgneousl|

dealing the isolationist movement a decisive blow. Among the Presidents, Maney

**Rafael MedoffJewish Americans and Political Participation: A Besfnce HandbogKSanta Barbara,
CA: ABC-CLIO, Inc., 2002), 112.

2’Bauer,Jews for Sale30.
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concluded, FDR was not a “man for all seasdfisterbert Druks observed that
Roosevelt had expressed his support for Zionism and the establishment of a Jawish Sta
within Palestine but did not actively proceed to achieve such a goal and failed to
adequately aid and abet the resettlement of Jewish refugees “inrfeatesinywhere
else.” His primary focus remained on “geopolitical’ concerns rather than on
“humanity.”

William Lasser regarded the Evian Conference as a mere “gestutteé part
of the Roosevelt Administration due to the nature of the terms framing thelofficia
invitation. The exclusion of German attendance prevented the development of an
opportunity to conduct negotiations with the Nazi Governriemebérah Dwork and
Robert Jan van Pelt contended the Evian Conference was a political and publicgelati
scheme designed to preserve America’s reputation as the refuge for tresba@pel
persecuted but without taking any constructive actions or bearing any cosefuda
of FDR to call for changes in global immigration laws and the allocation of agequat
funds to facilitate emigration and resettlement doomed the conference to ihgeomi
“dismal failure and a grave disappointment” that provided “tacit internatapmabval”
to keep the gates clos&d Michael Marrus claimed that the sympathetic but empty

rhetoric expressed at the Evian Conference “simply underscoredlibtaree or

outright refusal of the Western democracies to accept stateless Jews.dsldgate after

“patrick ManeyThe Roosevelt Presen@ew York: Twayne, 1992), 1, 139, 203.
*Druks, The Uncertain Friendshipii

illiam Lasser. Benjamin V. Cohen: Architect of the New D@ééw Haven, CT.: Yale University
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320



delegate rationalized why his nation could not act they simultaneously “coafpedil
themselves on how much had already been accomplished for refdgees.”

Thomas C. Howard and William D. Pederson regarded it as “astonishing” that
Roosevelt called for a refugee conference as legislative limits madeministration
“virtually powerless to act.” The United States’ sole contribution was to cantbe
annual German and Austrian quotas while framing the official invitation in a manher tha
did not require the invitees to liberalize their own domestic regulations. Consgguentl
Taylor and the American delegation lacked any “bargaining power.” Tineatdt
letdown of the meeting was a “foregone conclusinPrancis Nicosia claimed that the
inherent “contradictions in the policies” of the attendees predicted failure. ri@suit
potential refuge called for German collaboration in the “speedy and yetergration”
of German and Austrian Jews coupled with retention of sufficient persona tsset
facilitate resettlement while simultaneously maintaining or inangasational barriers to
immigration*

Caroline Moorehead regarded the Evian Conference as a “shameful milestone in
the history of refugee affairs.” Its sole success was the establisbfeeffeeble
intergovernmental committee on refugees” that could not engage in successful
negotiations with the German Government. Nor could pressure be brought to bear on

Great Britain (the Mandatory Power) over Palestine, to allow increaseld levJewish

¥2Marrus.The Unwanted170-172.

%Thomas C. Howard and William D. Pederson, edsnidiraD. Roosevelt and the Formation of the
Modern World(NY: M.E. Sharpe, Inc., 2003), 196.

*Francis R. Nicosialhe Third Reich & the Palestine Questidfew Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
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immigration. The net result of the “world’s evident indifference” to the fastaiéless
refugees was to encourage the Reich to adopt a harsher and more extrenmvasdnti-Je
policy that would culminate in the pogrom of November 1938 and other acts of
violence®
Alan Dowty maintained that the agreement of international representations t

attend the meeting was accomplished “only by promising” that participadtigns
would not have to permit the admission of refugees. The primary goal of the United
States in calling for the conference in the first place was “predisé¢lgad off” any
pressure that would require America to liberalize its immigration psfici®avid
Ticenor and John Hippel claimed that the Evian Conference was predestinedrémfail f
the outset due to terms of the official invitation that participating nations ma
expected to accept involuntary religious and political refuffe&braham Edelheit
regarded the meeting as an “empty gesture” of a “half-heartedt effdhe part of
Roosevelt that demonstrated that a “policy of doing nothing was counterproddttive.”

David Vital deemed the assembly a “singularly futile, dishonest and to some
extent [a] cruel exercise” that resulted in two major accomplishmentsptre
expression of “the universal refusal” to permit mass Jewish migratioroas af rescue
and secondly, the confirmation of the “now general disposition” to exclude Jewghieom

“international political arena,” marking a reversal of Jewish Emancipatidmdegration

*MooreheadHuman Cargp34
*Dowty, Closed Borders89.
*Tichenor,Dividing Lines 161; Dippel,Bound Upon a Wheg?25.
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into Christian societ§? Shlomo Katz described the Evian Conference as the “Jewish
Munich” in which the human rights of Jews as individuals and as a collective were
sacrificed by the League of Nations and by the world’s democraciess thea
“weakness of public opinion,” he believed, that helped to pave the way for the ultimate
Nazi policy for the “solution of the Jewish probleffl.The gains of the Jewish
Emancipation of the Nineteenth Century in Central Europe were reversed arahGerm
and Austrian Jews were cast adrift, subject to the whims and policies of an opéilgy hos
government and ideology. David Cesarani and Sarah Kavanaugh argued that the failure
of the American Administration to alter its immigration policies set 6ffhain reaction”
in which the other nations either refused to liberalize or adopted a more respmicy
on immigration. Thus, from the viewpoint of the stateless refugees it would have been
better if the “conference had not been held at“all.”

Rafael Medoff observed that Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, in fact, had frequently and
unsuccessfully implored FDR to publicly criticize the Reich and its antisbepolicies.
Wise acknowledged, on October 18, 1933, that “we have had nothing but indifference
and unconcern [from the Administration] up to this time.” James D. McDonald had
expressed to the President during early 1933 that “it would be very desirable” ffidie C
Executive engaged in “frank speaking” with Hitler. In response, Roosevelteddmat
“he had a plan in mind to appeal over the head of Hitler to the German people.” FDR

also advised Henry Morgenthau, Jr. and the brother of the New York State Governor,

*Vital. A People Apart890-891.
“Katz, “Public Opinion,”105, 126.
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Judge Irving Lehman (September 14, 1933), that he intended to address thetgeiceral

of human rights violations within the Reich while excluding specific refereodbe

Jews. The U.S. Ambassador in Berlin, William E. Dodd, questioned the President about
official American policy regarding German anti-Semitism and wassaduihat the Nazi
treatment of Jews was an internal “affair” outside the purview of the dJSittes
Government except when it impacted upon the Jewish-Americans “who happen to be
made victims.%?

FDR utilized the media as a means of disseminating “stories, neaalysalw
favorable,” that were assured of nationwide front page coverage that would overpower
the “adverse editorials” in many newspapers and dominate the front pages to the
“exasperation of his many enemiéd The President skillfully utilized the proverbial
bloody pulpit, provided by his Presidential News Conferences and his fire sidgtohat
generate a “supply of news” that would overshadow other press $fotiescould also

utilize reporters’ questions as a means of promoting and framing theepaiidihe

“’Rafael Medoff, Blowing the Whistle on Genocide: Josiah E. Dubdis,and the Struggle for a U.S.
Response to the Holocau®V. Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 20@0). Roosevelt was
criticized, following the call for the Evian Conéarce, for his failure to openly chastise Hitler il
policies. Oswald Garrison Villard, the treasurethe American Guild for German Cultural Freedom,
praised the Administration for its “noble actiomtfleading the way to rescuing the refugees of Gesm
and Austria. However, it has “not spoken out ggiprenough.” While FDR discussed the quarantirdhg
those nations that threatened international peadésaued “other veiled references or generalinatio
regard to the dictators [still he] has not calieel devil by his right name, as did John Hay wheor&ary
of State and Theodore Roosevelt when President. vitirig a delegation of American Jews to the White
House at the time of the Russian pogroms at Késhand telling the world just what the two highest
officials in our Government felt about those hostoThose pogroms were merciful compared to the
horribly slow, cruel tortures of the concentratmamps of today and of the robbing, maltreating and
degrading of hundreds of thousands of people.”offiahs Mann Advocates Reich Refugee Exhifiihe
Sentinel May 19, 1938, 34.

“3John Williams Tebell and Sarah Miles Waffse Press and the Presidency: From George
Washington to Ronald ReagéY: Oxford University Press, 1995), 438, 444.

“Graham White.FDR and the PresgChicago: University of Chicago, 1979), 23-24.
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Administration and was not averse to providing journalists with questions on topics he
wished to discus$. Roosevelt also realized that he possessed the power to promote,
divert or suppress the reaction of the media and the public to a daily event or public
policy.*®

Steven Casey maintained that FDR was particularly influenced by thentshi
attitudes of opinion makers,” especially those of “journalists, editors and contanghta
who opposed liberalization of the quota laws or immigration in geffefal.
correspondent of the time observed that the President had the ability to quickigiasce
the “mood of the country” and the relative importance of “current events, trends [and]
problems” from the manner in which in which press questions were framed and the
“tone” used in their constructidfl. Roosevelt also utilized the Division of Press
Intelligence during 1933-1939. This agency monitored and analyzed the reporting and
editorializing of approximately four hundred newspapers, providing the White House

with a daily “intelligence report® A 1995 analysis of the themes of the President’s first

“>Elmer Cornwell, Jr.Presidential Leadership of Public Opini¢Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press, 1966), 156-157.
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seven State of the Union addresses concluded that Roosevelt responded to pase“coverag
in the newspapers more than he influenced subsequent coverage”; a trend that continued
during the wartime year$.

Overall, the President maintained a significant level of public silencehmver t
fate of Jews in Central Europe. During 1933 eight-two press conferencesaleire h
which the subject of Jews arose on only one occasion when a reporter inquired if
Roosevelt had been asked by Jewish and other refugee organizations to develop policies
opposing the persecution of minorities within the Reich. FDR noted that a “good many
of these [entreaties] have come in” but were all transmitted to the StatdrDema The
next reference to the Jews in a Presidential news conference would onlyatakéva
years and 348 conferences later on September 2, 1938 when he was asked if he had an
opinion on the ltalian plan to deport 22,000 foreign Jews; FDR responded “no.” During
Kristallnachtand its aftermath the President was questioned during seven press
conferences about the situation of the Jews within Greater Germany. Hed ofigrene
definitive statement: the Labor Department had been instructed to extend thendhfra
15,000 German and Austrian tourist visas but he qualified this action by noting that they

were “not all Jews by any mears.Roosevelt's awareness of domestic isolationism and

The Office of War Information was closed by ExecetDrder 9608 of August 31, 1945 and the Bureau of
Special Services was once again transferred tBuheau of the Budget. Finally, the Division of se
Intelligence was assigned to the Office of Governinfigecords that was reestablished with Executive
Order 9809 of December 12, 1946. National Archaved Records Administratiothe United States
Government Manual, 2009-20{@/ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Offi2609), 662.
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anti-Semitic undercurrents may have led him to avoid explicit referencew$o During
the 998 press conferences held over the course of his multiple terms in officailddR f
to deliver the “appeal to the German people” that he had earlier promised to Mtbonal
19337

Henry Feingold has argued that Roosevelt’s decision to call for the Evian
Conference was puzzling as the Administration was “virtually powerless tmagéw
of the restrictions placed on immigration then in effect and the possibilitytb&fur
limitations being enacted by Congress. In addition, FDR had appeared “cootelatt¢
the refugee issue solely under the purview of the State Department. He sougiraio “r
above” any political discord generated by the immigration problem while “ocedly
[making] an inquiry or a suggestion.” Thus, Foggy Bottom would absorb “much of the
pressure and ire” that would and should have aimed directly at the PresidemtngJtil
such a strategy Roosevelt was able to preserve his “benevolent imagealgspemng
Jewish Americans®

New York Governor Herbert H. Lehman called upon FDR to alter immigration
policies during 1936 but Roosevelt replied that officials of the State Departnteits a
Consulates abroad were doing everything in their power to “carry out the iatiomngyr
duties placed upon them in a considerate and humane mahaAkhdugh the President
directed the American Consular Service to interpret the LPC clauseradlyilbs

possible Immigration and Naturalization officials were instructed to densuch

*’Medoff, Blowing the Whistlg5-6.
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refugees “dispassionately, in spite of the tragic circumstances surrouineiinglight.”
Visitors’ visas would be granted only if the alien had a permanent residence in their
country of origin (an impossibility in Nazi Germany when the policy of forced
emigration was adopted) and documentation of the means to return home as well as a
certificate of good character and behavior to be obtained from the local Gerchan a
Austrian police®

Having achieved “almost nothing of substance” Frank Brecher has argued that
the creation of the Intergovernmental Committee on Political Refugees feoma@y
merely served to extend the longevity of the Evian Conference “under a new hame” t
would serve as a “face-saving device” for the Roosevelt Administration. Nohe of t
participating countries was committed to any particular plan of action armdfitial
financing of the IGCR would be limited with the bulk provided by private Jewish and
non-Jewish sources.

Jewish Congressmen also lacked the will to pursue modification of the
immigration laws. Representatives Emanuel Celler (NY), Adolph Sabatioig) and
four others approached George Messersmith on April 17, 1938 regarding the facilitati
of refugee immigration and the consolidation of unused national quotas. They were

warned that such actions could prompt a nativist reaction and a call for maotivest

*Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senatistory of the Immigration and Naturalization Sewioe"
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laws from the House and Senate by inciting the “temper of Congfe€ohsequently,
the Congressmen agreed and pledged themselves to discourage any such laganlegis
Messersmith himself was pessimistic over the prospects of the Evian Coaferenc
believing that Germany intended to utilize the refugee crisis as a mearessdring the
United States into bilateral trade talks or provide other forms of as@dtaad the
German economy. Any financial aid, he believed, would be diverted into German
rearmament. Consequently, he opposed the creation of the IGCR due to its goal of
entering into negotiations with the Reich and would have “counseled against its
formation.”®® Along with Assistant Secretary of State Robert Walton Moore and the
Chief of the European Division of the State Department Jay Pierrepont Moffat he
believed that more could be accomplished via the League’s International Labor
Organization rather than the establishment of a new committee.

Messersmith was also concerned about overtures from Poland regarding the
emigration of its own Jewish population and he concluded that “humanitarianism was
encouraging brutality.” He opposed any alteration of the annual immigratioasguot
viewing the Jewish refugees “less as innocent victims” than the unknowing means of
introducing “Nazi subversion” that would threaten domestic social and economic
stability. The diplomat did fear that if the Conference was successful thencda faced
a potential inundation of refugees which he strove to prevent. He complained that Jewis

professors, academics and other professionals seeking entry visasndarg kan the

*" Stiller, George S. Messersmith23.
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“most extraordinary letters” that inflicted upon him the “rude[st] shocks.” Thtensy
he claimed, were resentful that the U.S was not providing “on a golden platteri@posit
which native-born Americans would be glad to get at the end of a long and hard fought
career.” America, Messersmith believed, would still belong to the “native-b"*°

Myron Taylor, acting as the American representative to the Interrgoestal
Committee for Political Refugees, reassured a radio listening audielueirigl
Kristallnachtthat America would not be flooded by refugees. “On the contrary, our
entire program is based on the existing immigration laws of all the couctnesrned,
and | am confident that within that framework our problems can be sdivebhts, once
again as with the Evian Conference, the United States would not, despite its ekpresse
sympathies, willingly offer refuge to the victims of Nazi persecution, progidibasis
upon which foreign governments could maintain their own restrictive immigration
policies. The pogrom, however, had led Taylor to believe that an orderly plan of
emigration carried out over a number of years was now a more difficult and perhaps
impossible goal. The humanitarian situation had assumed a greater degremoy brg
its solution remained constrained by the problem of finding havens for 400,000-500,000
refugees, a lack of sufficient funds for resettlement and the need for theatmpef
the German Government. Representative Hamilton Fish, in an address on “Asnerica’

Answer to Religious and Racial Hatred” broadcast following Taylor’s $petated he

would support a motion in Congress to appropriate $10,000,000-20,000,000 to transport

®lbid., 124. See also Messersmith (GSM) to Hullréha31, 1938, 840.48/84 ¥2; Messersmith to
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and resettle the refugees but with the caveat that Palestine, ratheh@rdoaztions
such as the former German African colonies, British Guiana or Alaska, would besthe
locale.®? A variety of geographic regions around the world were proposed as potential
sites of resettlement, in some cases generating surveys and schemesethiatited in
scope and slow to develop. The Alaskan Plan, for example, was proposed by the Alaska
Development Committee in 1938 to create semi-autonomous Jewish colonies of
unspecified size but met local political and popular resist&hce.

David Wyman claimed that Roosevelt, during the critical years of 1938-1945,
displayed “a pattern of decreasing sensitivity towards the plight of tltogp&am Jews”
due to domestic and foreign priorities that were of greater significanceéoidan
interest$? Presidential historian Doris Kearns Goodwin has argued that FDR was
sympathetic to the situation of the German Jews but was unwilling to expend political
capital by confronting the anti-immigration and anti-Semitic sentimerttseeoAmerican
public or powerful members of Congréaghe First Lady, Eleanor, noted Tiis |
Remember‘While | often felt strongly on various subjects, Franklin frequently refrained

from causes in which he believed, because of political realfffes.”

62«Refugee Aid Plans Mapped by TayloNew York TimeNovember 26, 1938, 2.
®3Edelheit,History of Zionism502-507. Other proposed sites included: AngotaeAtina, Baja,

British Guiana, Ecuador, French Guiana, Madagaggdaberly in Australia, New Caledonia, New
Hebrides, Peru and Surinam.
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The failure of the Administration to speak out in favor of increased entry into
the United States and the unwillingness of the various delegations and their vespecti
governments to offer refuge was seen by the Nazis as vindication and support of their
anti-Semitic policies. The Evian Conference symbolized the “Jewish Municlchwhi
reflected attempts to both appease and dodge confrontations with Géfritanys P.
Fischer equated the response of the democracies to the plight of the Jews with the
abandonment of Czechoslovakia over the Sudetenland issue. Both events represented
“western appeasement of Hitler [with] the western powers [negofjatuey the heads
the Czechs, ignoring and selling out their vital interests.” Similarly, thegotiated
over the heads of the Jews by ignoring the deadly threat they faced from the Na=ais.”
Evian Conference itself represented, Fischer believed, another examplestdriw
collaborative hypocrisy” that supported Hitler's image of democratic dacadend
weaknes$§®

FDR did not actively support the 1939 Wagner-Rogers bill and opposed
settlement in Alaska but, like the British with their eye on British Guiana ancbAf
adopted “a strategy that would avoid both political conflict at home and confrontations

with London” while proposing “visionary and grandiose resettlement schameatin
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America and Afric&” Others have argued that the failure of the Evian Conference was a
blow to the concept of universal human rights and “sanctioned the belief in the inequalit
of humankind.*®

Some authors have speculated that the Jewish background of Secretary of State
Cordell Hull's wife, Frances Witz, influenced his decision to limit aid tosJe®eking to
escape from the Reich and not to pressure the British to allow greaten dawigration
into Palestine. Although Frances was an Episcopalian her father, IrwinWsgzan
Austrian Jewish immigrant. Soon after Hull's appointment to the State Degeirémiti-
Semitic magazine articles claimed that this represented anotheplexaima Jewish
conspiracy to take over control of the Federal Government. Irwin Gellmaul| a H
biographer, claimed that the Secretary hid his wife’s Jewish roots in ordeoid any
controversy that would threaten a potential bid for the Presidency. He “fear@igha
wife’s] Jewish connection” opened him to criticism from American anti-8snthat he
was favoring Jewish “causes” which could translate into the loss of potential ®rtes
to his decision to run for a third term Roosevelt was supportive of a Hull run for the
White House. However, in August 1939 he informed Democratic Senator Burton
Wheeler (Montana) that the issue of the Frances’ heritage “would be rhisdtE
opposition against Hul! Such sentiments were echoed by the notorious German anti-

Semite Julius Streicher in his magazider Sturmey#23/1944, in which the Secretary of

% Feingold,Bearing Witnessl78.

"®Naomi Kramer and Ronald Headlarithe Fallacy of Race and the Sho&ittawa, Ont.: University of
Ottawa Press, 1998), xvi.

"“Senator Allen’s ‘Jewish Problem,” The David S. Wgn Institute for Holocaust Studies, March 3,
2010 available fronmttp://www.wymaninstitute.org/articles/2006-10-stemeaallen.php Internet; accessed
March 3, 2010.
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State was accused of being one of the leading “Jewish lackeys” in Amdica
controlled U.S. foreign policy. He believed that Hull harbored “concealed Jewist bl
that enabled him to overcome his horror when he married the baptized full Jewess
Frances Witz” who was utilizing the “protocols of the 1897 World Jewish Conigress
Basel” to enable Jewish “world dominatioff.”

Others have provided the counterargument that Roosevelt and his
Administration did everything that was possible within the context and constraints of
their time. The President faced criticism over the recession of 1937 angf risi
unemployment (15% of the workforce), the high level appointments of a small number of
Jews (which led to his economic plans being labeled the “Jew Deal”), his fadegpat
to pack the Supreme Court with additional Justices, the need for political support from
Congressional Congressmen (especially Southern Democrats) who opposesihigicrea
and preferred further restrictions on immigration, fallout from his Quararieech and
the lowest popularity rating since taking office in 1933 aced with an increasingly
hostile and recalcitrant legislature FDR “felt obliged to husband his waningmai” on

Capitol Hill for higher priorities: Congressional allocations for militeegrmament and

"2\What is Americanism?” by Julius Streicher, Gernfpaganda Archive available from
http://www.calvin.edu/academic/cas/gpa/dsl;himernet; accessed March 3, 2010.

J.S. unemployment figures:
1930: 8.9%
1932: 27%
1933: 25.2%
1935: 20.3%
1937: 14.5%

1939: 20.1%

“Open Knowledge—Americans Did Not Like Immigranindg” June 16, 2006 available from
http://crasch.livejournal.com/429343.htritternet; accessed February 17, 2008; “Deathén&e
Teaching Guide: Bystander Psychology,” The Southestitute for Education and Research availablenfro
http://www.southerninstitute.info/holocaust_eduaatis9.htmlinternet; accessed October 4, 2009.
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new domestic programs. Emphasis on increased Jewish immigration could gescipit
greater confrontations and a potential backlash in Congress from anti-ationggts,
although Roosevelt was not worried about losing Jewish electoral stib{oiin
Stoessinger argued that Roosevelt and his Administration had taken “a detetepiied s
to aid the Jews of Germany. However, despite the “prodding” of the President and the
Department of State, it was the Congress that was responsible for not libgraliz
American immigration laws that ensured the failure of the Evian Confef2Boeitman
and Kraut asserted that “bureaucratic indifference to moral or humanitanaarns”
was a “more significant obstacle to an active refuge policy” than the amiiki& and
anti-immigrant sentiments of Government officials. Contradictory natjomadities
coupled with limited latitude of domestic political action prohibited the Admatisin
from exceeding the restrictions placed on the quota system. The magnitude and the
ability to secure rescue of Jews was quite inadequate, they admit, but theyledriblat
“British and American inaction...represented a fundamental failure oewesivilized
values.”®

Joseph C. Harsch claimed that FDR had recognized international political
constraints would prevent the Evian Conference from adopting a program of mass

migration over a short time frame. Rather, he envisaged the creation ofanpat

international organization that would be mandated to accomplish the limited gdals tha

"Brecher Reluctant Ally 61.

'S StoessingefThe RefugeetO. Prior to the onset of WWII Stoessinger arsifaimily fled from Austria
to Czechoslovakia and eventually received a vismflapanese Consul Chiune Sugihara escaping to
Shanghai and Kobe.

Breitman and KrautAmerican Refugee Policg,
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were practicable under the “circumstances of the time”: locatingfeit@sass

resettlement of refugee Jews and constructive negotiations with the Réislodic

culminate in an orderly plan of emigration. Harsch concluded that the Conferethce “di
both.””” Leonard Dinnerstein noted that Roosevelt represented during the latter part of the
1930s the “only friend” of the Jewish people among the leaders of the world.
Unfortunately for the Jews, however, such friendship occurred during a time im thvbic
“most inhumane anti-Semitic episodes” in global history were occurrirg wit

disconcerting and troubling regularity. The President always aware of hisgdoli

priorities was in “tune with public sentiments” and would avoid taking any preeacti

stance on immigration in the face of an “obstructionist Congrésaeffrey Gurlock

believed the President analyzed the refugee issue in the “context” of dopodisitis, an

arena which he understood and could potentially manipulate. He recognized that in the
setting of national economic distress the majority of the American publid ootl

understand nor support the admission of large numbers of refugees who potentially would
be competing for hearth, home and jobs. Selecting carefully the issues upon which he
was willing to expend political capital he regarded the question of Jewish refuagees

like “the fox than the lion... [settling] for a politics of gesture.” It was #hight of

symbolic hand that provided the “key to the mystery” of Evian in which the terms of the

invitation were “carefully hedged” ensuring the ultimate failure oftleeting. FDR’s

""Joseph C. Harscht the Hinge of History: A Reporter's Stothens, GA: University of Georgia
Press, 1993), 26.

8 eonard Dinnersteimnti-Semitism in AmericéNY: Oxford University Press, 1994), 104.
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enthusiasm for colonization schemes merely represented further attethgtSpatlitics
of gesture.”
The Franklin D. Roosevelt Museum, Hyde Park, New York, had included in its

core exhibit a panel describing the President’s response to the Holocaust:

During the 1930s, as many European Jews were Igd&ima safe
haven from official anti-Semitism, members of that& Department
enforced the bloodless immigration laws with catgdity. Yet even
Roosevelt's bitterest critics concede that nothimgould have done--
including bombing the rails leading to Auschwitzli#44--would have
saved significant numbers from annihilation, |etred dissuaded the
Nazis from doing what they were so intent on doing.

Twenty-five Holocaust historians have criticized this statement ondbady
that it assigns the primary responsibility for underfilling the annual imatiar quota to
the State Department, essentially absolving the President of any perscmahtability.
The actions of Varian Fry and his associates in France (rescued 2,000 Jegtg/in Vi
1940-1941), Raoul Wallenberg (Swedish diplomat who saved thousands in Hungary
1944) and the U.S. War Refugee Board (established in January 1944, primarily funded by
American Jews and helped to end deportation of Hungarian Jews from Budapest to
Auschwitz) and others demonstrated that interventions to save lives, both beforerand afte
the onset of hostilities, was potentially possible. Roosevelt’s critias tlaicould have
offered temporary shelter in the U.S. for the duration of the war, pressured thle it
alter their restrictive stance on Jewish immigration into Palestineutd bave provided

greater funding to the IGCR and the War Refugee BYard.

“Gurlock, America, American Jews and the Holoca@$f7.

8:Roosevelt Museum Distorts FDR’s Holocaust Recdrg’Rafael Medoff, April 2005 available from
http://www.wymaninstitute.org/articles/2005-08-falng; Internet; accessed June 12, 2010.
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Robert Rosen declared the President “never left anyone in doubt about his
position” on the German persecution of Jews and non-Aryans but “it is only in retrospec
that many have ignored this record.” Roosevelt, according to the author, came out
“eloquently and forcefully” against Nazi policies and persecutions and durihgt¢he
1930s focused primarily on the Jeff'sRosen’s critics, however, maintain the
Administration remained “silent” about anti-Jewish actions for most of thedéec
During eighty one Presidential Press Conferences held during 1933 the i€renai
anti-Semitism was raised only once and not by FDR. It would take five maseareh
348 further press conferences before the subject was broached again (on the part of a
reporter and not the President). During a September 2, 1938 meeting with reperters t
President was asked to comment on the Fascist Italian order to deport 22,000 Jews.
FDR’s response: “No.” Rosen also claimed that Roosevelt “provid[ed] as mueth tieeli
Jewish refugees as were permissible under the existing immigratiarHesdetractors
responded by noting the number of quota spots filled during that period: 5.3% in 1933,
13.7% in 1934, 20.2% in 1935, 24.3% in 1936, 42.1% in 1937 and 65.3% in 1938. If the
guotas had been filled to the maximum then a total of 154,220 refugees would have been
admitted compared with the actual figure of 46,771 due to Consulate and State

Department intransigenéé.

8. Robert N. RoserSaving the Jews: Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Emlst(NY: Thunder's Mouth
Press, 2006Xiv-xv; 440, 450.

8 aurel Leff and Rafael Medoff, “Whitewashing FDR¥®locaust Record: An Analysis of Robert N.
Rosen’sSaving the Jews: Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Elmlst, New Documents Shed More Light on
FDR'’s Holocaust Failure,” April 2004, available fnohttp://www.wymaninstitute.org/articles/2004-04-
fdrdocs.phpInternet; accessed June 12, 2010. By mid-1989000 had emigrated from the Reich of
whom 73,322 found permanent residence in the @000 in Palestine, and 50,000 in Latin Americd an
12,000 within the British Dominions. 200,000 rend in sites of temporary refuge in Europe. 108,09
Germans entered the United States via the quotihaebgnd of the 1941 fiscal year of which 75-85%ewer
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Conrad Black, one of Roosevelt’s latest biographers, concluded the President
should not be “censored” for not adopting a more outspoken platform against anti-
Semitism because his “paramount duty” to the nation was to bolster American economic
and military power “in order to exercise a decisive influence on the Manichegglst
between good and evil political forces” then raging in Eufdpe.

William Perl viewed Roosevelt primarily as a “shrewd and ruthlesstiqaii
determined not to endanger a “fragile coalition” in Congress by supporting Harremni
causes laden with emotional and political overtones. The President was poised on the
brink of launching a campaign for an unprecedented third term and was concerned about
issues of American rearmament and isolationism. The convening of an intednationa
conference dealing with Jewish and non-Aryan potential and real refugeesdowiipla
promise not to tamper with American immigration laws appeared to be theczafest
to follow and would “divert pressure for a change in legislation.”

Myron C. Taylor was chosen by Roosevelt over career diplomats to lead the
American delegation because of his “pragmatism” and could not be accused of being on a
“fancy love-everybody dream trip.” Taylor would demonstrate that maettiretness
during his opening remarks received by the delegations and public in “hushed silence.”
He expounded with “blatant bluntness,” devoid of any attempt to “veil [his statgnrents
diplomatic phraseology...” The only humane “trimmings” referred to the perilous

situation of the “unfortunate human beings” who were “coming within the scopesof thi

Jewish in practice or by ethnicitmerican Jewish Year BooKL, 1938, 96-97See also “Exile Haven Here
Rivals Palestine,New York TimedOctober 29, 1939, 26 and Donald Peterson Kidrg,Refugee
Intellectual(New York: Columbia University Press, 1953), 12.

8Black, Franklin Delano Roosevelt96.
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conference.” The term “Jews” was substituted by “political emigrantsTarylor made
it absolutely clear that the United States would not pursue any changesnimiggation
laws or assume any financial burdens nor did it expect any other nation to do @herwis
The listening audience could not misinterpret the “full impact” of these wordfiand t
effect it would undoubtedly have on the other representatives and their respective
governments. Lord Winterton expressed similar sentiments and dealt a “second blow”
against a successful conference essentially “condemning hundreds of thousands to
death.®

William D. Rubinstein concluded that large-scale rescue of Jews during the
Holocaust was not possible “given what was actually known...whabtetasally
proposedand what was realistically possible” and labeled any criticism of Retisend
the Allies as “inaccurate and misleading, their arguments illogical andataes.” He
described governmental refugee policies during 1933-1940 as “remarkablpgs.®”

William J. vanden Heuven, president of the Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt

Institute, had written that American Jews at that time “knew that they never lnetter
friend, a more sympathetic leader in the White House [who] opened the offices of
government as never before to Jews.” Roosevelt had to contend with a divided and
economically troubled nation, filled with “profound isolationist sentiments” and
“disillusion” with involvement in European affairs after the Great War. Tresi&ent, he

maintained, needed to focus on the Hitlerian threat, called for the quarantineesisaggr

#perl, The Holocaust Conspirac®8-40, 44, 46.

#illiam D. RubinsteinThe Myth of Rescue: Why the Democracies Could lgel$aved More Jews
from the NazigNY: Rutledge, 1997), X.
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nations, and, recognizing that he lacked the ability to order an increase in the tomigra
quotas, “constantly [sought] havens for refugees in other counffies.”

Jonathan Alter concluded that FDR was “not entirely negligent” in the inptensit
of his efforts to aid European Jews. An isolationist and restrictionist publtedimi
Roosevelt's options but he did sound the clarion of warning about the Nazi threat early on
and “sponsored international conferences on refugees (Evian 1938 and the even more
ineffectual Bermuda Conference of 1943Frank Caestecker and Bob Moore regarded
the American effort as a historic “landmark” in the search for a woeladlicy for
international refugees. The Evian Conference marked the first attempt of ted Uni
States Government to formulate and lead refugee policies outside the eftbes of
ineffectual League and its High Commissioner for Refugees. Despitantateltfailure
in identifying sites of resettlement and of concluding successful negosiaiitmthe
German Government over the issue of funding these authors regarded the creation of the
Intergovernmental Committee for Political Refugees as the “only cormre®i#” of the
Conferencé®

Mark Rozell and William D. Pederson concluded that the President’s success in

treading the minefield of politics and achieving his desired goals was dideeaaure

8william J. vanden Heuvel, “America and the Holod&asailable from
http://www.feri.org/common/news/details.cfm?QID=82fientid=11005 Internet; accessed April 20,
2008.

8 Jonathan AlterThe Defining Moment: FDR'’s Hundred Days and theiffjph ofHope(NY: Simon &
Schuster, 2008), 333-334.

®Frank Caestecker and Bob MooRefugees from Nazi Germany and the Liberal Eurojgtates
(Oxford: Berghahn, 2010), 35.
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of classical Western prudence” artfully co-mingled with “idealism aadmatism.®°

Jack Fischel claimed that Roosevelt did not identify the refugees as Jewsddumeeistic
concerns of stimulating domestic anti-Semitism as heralded by Fadlighlin, Gerald

L.K. Smith, Gerald Winrod and the German-American Bund. Any open display of
sympathy or support for Jews would open the President to such diatribes as being the
father of the “Jew Deal® Saul Friedman argued that any support for pro-Jewish
immigration measures would have caused FDR to suffer “politically” due to his
increasing unpopularity in opinion polfs.

George L. Warren, former Director of the International Migration &grvi
member of the President’s Advisory Committee on Political Refugeestanddwisor to
Myron Taylor at the Evian Conference, believed FDR called for the July 1938 maeting
a means of responding to thaschlusdecause “he didn’t know what else to do.” Faced
with a potentially hostile Congress and restrictive immigration laws &R@ettsvas
“terribly embarrassed” for having convened the conference. Short of maxgnthe
existing German and Austrian quota there was little he could do to increasg atnoni
into the country. The Intergovernmental Committee on Refugees, establisheahatioE
negotiate financial arrangements with Germany that would facilitaigration and
resettlement, was a “futile effort by George Rublee... [t]hat failedptetely.” He
offered a number of reasons for the Conference’s failure: the Depression with its

attendant unemployment; migrations from the countryside into the cities wasiog

8Mark J. Rozell and William D. Pedersdf)R and the Modern Presidency: Leadership and Lggac
(Westport, CT: Praeger, 1997), 159-160.

Jack R. FischellThe HolocausfWestport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1998), 28.

*IFriedmanNo Haven 90.
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throughout Latin America; an American Congress increasingly hostilenbgiiation;
the insincere and superficial efforts of Britain to offer land for rdegaéint in its colonial
holdings and the generalized feeling “that the only thing to do was to coloniz¢ {dews
agriculture” despite the obvious disconnect between the economic, social and
technological backgrounds of Central European middle-class and urbanize® Jews.
FollowingKristallnacht however, the President did step forward to offer refuge
to 12,000-15,000 German and Austrian refugees who were within the United States on
six-month visitor visas. The German Government had issued a decree that would annul
the visitors’ passports (Jews and non-Jews) on December 30, 1938. Consequently, he
directed Secretary of Labor Francis Perkins, to extend the visas in orderdahesvoi
forced deportation of the refugees to the Reich; an act that would be both “cruel and
inhuman(e]” due to the likelihood of persecution, arrest and imprisonment in
concentration camps. Citing an earlier precedent of allowing Russian retogesain
in the United States following the Bolshevik Revolution, he believed Congress would not
object to the visa extensions and that immigration law did not prevent the President f
taking such actiof® Representative Martin Dies, Chairman of the House Committee

Investigating Un-American Activities, objected to the extension of thexssiisas,

92«QOral History Interview with George L. Warren,” Nember 10, 1972 by Richard D. McKinzie, Harry
S. Truman Library available froimtp://www.trumanlibrary.org/oralhist/warrengl.htimternet; accessed
March 6, 2010. See Table 4 which provides an cahoipal breakdown of the German Jewish population
in 1933 cited in Arieh Tartakower, “The Jewish Rgfas: A Sociological SurveyJewish Social Studies
vol. 4, no. 4 (October 1942), 333.

®*Tampa Daily TimesNovember 18, 1938, 1, 14; Press Conference #%6dember 18, 1938,
Complete Presidential Press Conferences of FiR 12(NY: Da Capo Press, 1972) 239-240.
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arguing that it violated the “spirit of the [immigration] law [which sthtesitors’
permits are granted for temporary purposés.”

The President was seeking, according to Robert Dallek, to improve America’s
defenses and create a united front against the threat of Nazism. Consequégtiyofa
the later Wagner-Rogers bill [and Jewish immigration in general]dvoaNe crippled his
main objective.*® His strongest supporters in Congress were Southern Democrats who
opposed any liberalization of the immigration laws. They had voted 127:0 for the 1924
Immigration Act and 106:3 to revise the Neutrality Act in 1939. After the German
invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939, Eleanor Roosevelt called on the President to
“raise the immigration quotas and persuade the State Department tdeetasttictions
on admitting Jews.” He cautioned that any attempt to admit refugees, dgdenis,
would cost him the support of Southern Democrats who chaired many important Senate
and House committees. They would “bolt the party” and block every piece oftiegisla
needed to keep this country from collapsing.” The President concluded that “poeparati
for war is my ‘must’ legislation and | would lose that ability if the pargrav
split...Ultimately, we must be prepared to mobilize if we are to survive.” Edvah “P
Watson, the Presidential Press Secretary, recollected that FDR'’s sgppairt for the
1939 Wagner-Rogers bill “doomed the bill and it died in committee.” However, the

children under consideration in the 1940 Henning bill were “English and Christians, not

*Tampa Daily TimesNovember 19, 1938, 1, 10;

%Verne W. Newton, edFDR and the HolocaugNY: St. Martin’s Press, 1996), 17.
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Jews. The patriotic organizations sure won't object to this one. It should make things a
hell of a lot easier.*

Finally, Haskel Lookstein has argued that “divisiveness” in the Americaistdew
community and reticence to respond “to the indifference of America” out of fear of
generating increased anti-Semitism and more restrictive imnaigriaivs led many
American Jews to assume the role of “bystander” to the inherent danger<safrthan
anti-Nazi policies. Such hesitancy was evident during the course of the Evian
Conference and in later attempts to admit Jewish refugees. A cleaneissted
between Jews who believed rescue depended upon adopting a more public and vocal
stance and strategy and those who maintained that back room diplomacy and political
maneuvering was the only realistic tactic for Jews to follow. For exatmglémerican
Jewish committee maintained a low profile during the Congressional heanrigs
Wagner-Rogers bill. Th€ongress Bulletimf the American Jewish Congress noted that
Jews needed to observe “a great deal of necessary caution” while thg$eere
underway but this “cautious restraint” could be eased once the bill left committee
However, a forceful campaign was not mounted by the Jewish leaders and community
out of fear of inciting calls for greater immigration restrictions. Téi& of significant
visible Jewish support for their co-religionists was used by natidisraaries of the bill

(and others who were against any increased immigration) as justificatiopgosition’’

%Carl L. SteinhouseBarred: The Shameful Refusal of FDR’s State Depanmtrto Save Tens of
Thousands of Europe’s Jews from Extermina({iBloomington, IN: Author House, 2007), 18-20, 69-7

"Haskel Looksteinyere We Our Brother’'s Keepers? The Public Respohsenerican Jews to the
Holocaust 1938-1944NY: Hartmore House, 1985), 22, 183.
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Chapter 14
Ominous Tidings
Conclusions: The “Unintended Signal”

The Holocaust was certainly a Jewish tragedy. Burtis not only a Jewish tragedy. It was also a
Christian tragedy, a tragedy for Western civilieatiand a tragedy for all humankirtd.

Although the democracies cannot be blamed for the Holocaust it was evidently
clear that the resistance of the Evian Conference attendees and flestives
governments to accept the stateless refugees would lead to drastic coosgqliee
failure of the Talks marked a “turning point” towards a more radical solutioman N
Jewish policies. It was obvious to contemporaries that Jews could no longer remain
within the Reich and that the “need for rescue was painfully clear” but any “opfprt
was lost” by October 1944 Supreme Court Justice Louis D. Brandeis warned in
October 1938 that Jews faced an existential threat and that unless “we do not move
mountains” the Jews of Germany were doomed to the same fate as the Armenians of the
Ottoman Empire during the Great War.

A memorandum was dispatched from the State Department to the Foreign
Ministry in Berlin formally advising the German Government that the Evian Gamfe

had resulted in the creation of the Inter-Governmental Committee whose state@ purpos

! Wyman,Abandonmenixvi.
2 Wyman,Paper Walls vii-viii.

% Yair Auron, Zionism and the Armenian Genocide: The Banalitydifference(New Brunswick, NJ:
Transaction Publishers, 2003), 28.
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was to facilitate the resettlement of those “individuals emigrating couat of their
political opinions, religious beliefs or racial origin.” The purview of this Corn@aitvas
limited to the enablement of a “practical and orderly solution” to the refuges cris
Significantly, the IGCR (and by inference, the U.S. Government) would avoyd “an
criticism or [potential] interference” with Germany’s inherent “entight” to enact
“measures” dealing with the “political opinions, the religious beliefs ancaitialr
organization of its citizens.” However, German internal policies had gedaadtvave

of immigration” creating “serious problems” for the nations of temporadypermanent
resettlement. Consequently, Germany must engage in “consultation” and prosgide dat
regarding the “volume and rate of exodus” and the amount of monies that each refugee
would retain. Otherwise, it would be impossible to create an “orderly, permatant [
for] large scale settlement...” The IGCR had embarked on a “survey” ob$ites
potential resettlement but the “final attitude of the receiving countrias’dependent on
the outcome of negotiations between the Committee and the R#elntin Gilbert had
claimed that this October 1938 memorandum, sent one month Befstainacht

supplied Hitler with additional “gratuitous support” in that none of the Committee’s
democratic members contested the right of the Reich Government to treatrttenGe
Jewish Question as anything but an internal affair. Significantly, teedtes of Evian,

as learnt by the Nazi leadership” may have led to a “decisive” change-ireannsh

policies from forced emigration to physical destrucfion.

“ “Note by the American Department of State to ther@an Foreign Ministry on the Evian
Conference,” October 26, 1938 cited in Mendelsdling Holocausvol. 5, 145-147.

® Martin Gilbert,Exile and Return: The Struggle for a Jewish Homely: Lippincott, 1978), 203,
214,
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John C. Torpey had argued that the reluctance or outright refusal of nations to
admit German Jewish refugees, which could have provided a means of resolving the
Jewish Question within the Reich, may “ultimately have helped to push the Naarsl tow
extermination as the ‘final solution’ of the ‘Jewish problefGerald Sorin observed
that the Conference failed to produce any declaratory statement icrgfithe Reich for
its primary responsibility in creating the refugee problem or its pategcpolicies. The
adoption of the role of international bystander resulted in an “unintentional signb# t
Nazis that external pressure would not be applied against the methodology utilthed b
Reich in solving the “Jewish problerf.”

Ernst Marcus asserted that

within Germany the failure of the Evian Conferehegl the result that the Party and the Gestapo,
which had been kept under restrain...until then, eghithe upper hand over those who preferred
orderly emigration to the outbreak of chaos witlie Jewish community. There is an immutable
connection between the...Evian Conference and thetgwéiNovember [1938 which

represented] nothing but an attempt by the extremiigy of the Party to solve the Jewish problem

in their own way. Auschwitz, Treblinka, etc. wehe next stagess.
Ernest G. Heppner also had argued that the impotency of the Evian Conference

granted license to Hitler to pursue a more radical solution of the Jewish Quest®on. T

®John C.Torpeyinvention of the Passport35-136.

'Gerald SorinTradition Transformed: The Jewish Experience in AcagBaltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins, Press, 1997), 188. Gregory H. StantoesiBent, Genocide Watch, has argued that genodales
not arise spontaneously, but develop through asefistages. Intervention at any one of thesgdeéhad
the potential to avert or mitigate genocide. Thasases included: classification, symbolization,
dehumanization, organization, polarization, prepanaextermination and denial. The years leadipgo
and including the Holocaust conform to these stag&®gory H. Stanton, “The 8 Stages of Genocide”
available fromhttp://www.genocidewatch.org/aboutgenocide/8staigesmcide.htmlinternet; accessed
June 25, 20089.

8Ernst Marcus, “The German Foreign Office and thie®me Question,Yad Vashem Studiek94 in
Herbert Rosenkranz, “The Anschluss and the Tragédystrian Jewry 1938-1945,” fn. 1, 430 cited in
Josef FrankelThe Jews of Austria, Essays on their Life, Historgl Destructior{London: Valentine,
Mitchell, 1967), 531.
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reluctance or outright refusal of the invitees to admit refugee Jews demeshsiréte
Nazi regime that “political considerations were paramount” in the demesrard that
Jews were regarded as a class outside the customary protections offeidc&b
refugees. Thus, the Jewish destiny was foretold by international “pdfitiés earlier
noted, the November 24, 1938 issudak Schwarze Korp§The Black Corps”)the
official publication of the SS, described how the progressive impoverishment of Jews
would force Jews into a life of crime. “If things were to develop in this wawadd be
faced with the harsh necessity of having to exterminate the Jewish undergroled i
same manner as we are used to exterminating criminals in our Ordem@&tatee and
sword. The result would be the actual and definite end of Jewry in Germany-its teomple
destruction.*®

The Polish Government concluded from the limited focus of the Evian
Conference (German and Austrian Jews only) that only those nations thatl ditifize
and intimidation would be granted a “measure of international atterifion.”
Consequently, the influential Camp of National Un®pbfz Zjednoczenia Nrodowegp
OZN) initiated in 1939 a “more aggressive attitude” toward Poland’s Jewish population

which was viewed as a dangerous internal'fo@vhile such warnings were clear the

° Ernest G. HeppneBhanghai Refuge: A Memoir of the World War Il Jav@hetto(Lincoln, NE:
University of Nebraska Press, 1993), 19.
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rescue of Jews was a low priority on the global and American scene. Agwill
demonstrated in a future monograph the outcomes of the Wagner-Rogers bill of 1939 and
the Hennings Bill of 1940 placed greater value on the lives of some children congpared t

others.

Although Myron C. Taylor asserted that forced migration was creating
“catastrophic human suffering” that threatened “general unrest,” the trumeetst or
apathy of many towards the Nazi persecution of Jewish and non-Aryan minorities coul
perhaps, be best expressed in the recollections of René Richier, the Chiefgeonitie
the Hotel Royal, site of the conference in Evian:

Very important people were here and all the deegghtd a nice time.
They took pleasure cruises on the lake. They gasmdti@ight at the
casino. They took mineral baths and massages &t#iptissement
Thermal Some of them took the excursion to Chamonix ts@omer
skiing. Some went riding: we have, you know, on¢heffinest stables
in France. But, of course, it is difficult to sitdoors hearing speeches
when all the pleasures that Evian offers are oetéit

Eventually the echoes of the ill-fated Evian Conference struck a positive but
limited chord in international relations and humanitarianism as reflectbeé gotnments
of Vice President Walter Mondale when the United States was seekingiarstd the

problem of the boat people of Southeast Asia fleeing Communist rule. Mondale stated:

Some tragedies defy the imagination. Some miseugpasses the
grasp of reason that language itself breaks benkatstrain. Instead,
we grasp for metaphors. Instead, we speak thelibi@udialect of the
human heart.

Today we confront such a tragedy. In virtuallyta# world’'s
languages, desperate new expressions have been‘#obarbed-wire
bondage,” “an archipelago of despair,” “a floocetiof human
misery”...

13«Text of Taylor's Address at Refuge Parlefeéw York Timesluly 7, 1938, 9; Peggy Mann, “When
the World Passed by on the Other Sidégnchester Guardian Weeklay 7, 1978, interview with René
Richier.
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“The boat people.” “The land people.” The phrasesnew, but
unfortunately their precedent in the annals of sh&@mot. Forty-one
years ago this very week, another internationaference on Lake
Geneva concluded its deliberations. Thirty-twotimas of asylum”
convened at Evian to save the doomed Jews of Neznény and
Austria. On the eve of the conference, Hitler §uhe challenge in the
world’s face. He said, “I can only hope that thiees world, which has
such deep sympathy for these criminals, will astidse generous
enough to convert the sympathy into practical ai/é have heard
such a similar argument about the plight of thegees in Indochina.
At Evian, they began with high hopes. But thejefdithe test of
civilization.

The civilized world hid in a cloak of legalisms...

As the delegates left Evian, Hitler again goadée ‘9ther world” for
“0ozing sympathy for the poor, tormented peoplé,rbmained hard
and obdurate when it comes to helping them.”...

Let us not re-enact their error. Let us not bedhtei their shame.

To alleviate the tragedy in Southeast Asia, wéalle a part to play.
The United States is committed to doing its sharend]Jhave already
welcomed over 200,000 Indochinese...[and we] are pirggpéo
welcome another 168,000 refugees in the coming. y8att the
growing exodus from Indochina still outstrips imtational efforts. We
must all work together, or the suffering will mounfand] we will
inherit the scorn of Evian...Let us renounce thaatggof shame...We
face a world problem. Let us fashion a world solut

History will not forgive us if we fail. History linot forget us if we
succeed!

“The Best Speech | Ever Wrote” by Marty KaplanyJa0, 2009, available from
http://www.jewishjournal.com/marty_kaplan/articlegt best speech i ever wrote 200907 3®ernet;
accessed July 30, 2010. Mondale’s speech, “Eat@hGeneva,” was read on July 21, 1979
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APPENDIX A

Country-by-country breakdown of Jewish refugee immigration, using wiely
accepted history texts concerning refugees from Nazism:
Reception of Jewish refugees, 1933-1945

United States
Abella: (14) (1933-45) 200,000
Bauer: (15) (1933-39) 85,000
Marrus: (16) (1940-45) 116,000

(Together, the figures of Bauer and Marrus cover the period of 1933-1945 and add up to
201,000.)

Tartakower: (17) (1933-43) 190,000

(Add 10,399 for 1944 and 1945, (18) and the 874 who were brought to
Oswego, thus giving a total for 1933-45 of 201,273.)

Wyman: (19) (1933-45) 250,518

(Wyman's figure is given as the maximum possible estimate for all
refugees from Nazism. Deduct from that ten percent for the number who
were non-Jewish political refugees, and another 15,000 for those who
entered by 1941 with visitor visas and by 1945 had been readmitted as
permanent quota immigrants and were thus included in the 250,518

figure. Accordingly, the maximum number is 210,466.)

Palestine

Bauer: (1933-39) 80,000
Marrus: (1940-45) 58,000

(Together, the figures of Bauer and Marrus cover the entire period of
1933-45 and add up to 138,000.)

Marrus (1933-37) 43,000
Ofer: (20) (1938-39) 40,000

! Alex Grobman, “A Closer Look at the Use of Stitis by Some Critics of the Abandonment of the
Jews,” Journal of Ecumenical Studie40, no. 4, 2003, 381.
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Marrus (1940-45) 58,000

(Together, the figures of Marrus and Ofer cover the entire period of
1933-45 and add up to 141,000.)

Tartakower: (1933-43) 120,000
Marrus: (1944) 14,000

(Together, the figures of Tartakower and Marrus add up to 134,000.
However, Marrus's calculation for 1944 includes only those Jews who
entered via Turkey and is thus an underestimate; furthermore, he

does not provide a figure for 1945 alone.)

Abella: (1933-45) 125,000
Latin America

Bauer: (1933-39) 85,000
Abella: (1933-45) 77,000

(This figure is based on Argentina and Brazil only.)
Tartakower: (1933-43) 128,000

Great Britain
Abella: (1933-45) 70,000
Breitman: (21) (1933-45) 70,000
Tartakower: (1933-43) 65,000
Marrus: (1933-39) 56,000

Sherman: (22) (1933-39) 56,000

Canada
Abella: (1933-45) 5,000
Tartakower: (1933-43) 8,000

Australia
Abella: (1933-45) 15,000
Tartakower: (1933-43) 9,000

Switzerland
Marrus: (1933-45) 22,000
Wyman: (23) (1933-44) 27,000
Tartakower: (1933-43) 16,000

Shanghai
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Bauer: (1933-39) 18,000
Wyman: (1938-40) 18,000
Marrus: (1933-39) 17,000

Tartakower: (1933-43) 25,000

Sweden
Wyman: (24) (1943-45) 12,000

Although there are several possible choices for each country, using an
approximate average for each, and taking into account that some
additional thousands of Jewish refugees were taken into other
countries, including South Africa, Japan, Spain, and Portugal, a
reasonable summary would conclude that the number of Jewish refugees
taken in between 1933 and 1945 by the United States and the rest of the
world was as follows:

United States 200,000
Palestine 138,000
Latin America 85,000
Great Britain 70,000
Canada 5,000
Australia 15,000
Switzerland 22,000
Shanghai [China] 18,000
Sweden 12,000

TOTAL 565,000

United States: 200,000 (35%)
Rest of the world: 365,000 (65%)
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APPENDIX B

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNASSIMILATED REFUGEES POLITICAL
REFUGEES OFFICIALLY RECORDED IN FRANCE 1922-1939*

NATIONALITY 1922 1924 1930 1933-34 1935-38
Russians 67-75,000 150-250,000 50,000 12010m
Armenians 35-40,000

Spaniards 300,000
Germans 46,000 37-40,000
Italians 50,000 10,000

! Sir John Hope Simpsorihe Refugee Problem RepdFables LXII, LXIII, LXIV, LXV, LXVI and
119-20, 328-329, 333-334 in Madgaench Historical Studie$The French Government and Refugee

Policy”, p. 427.
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APPENDIX C

LIST OF JEWISH AND NON-JEWISH RELIEF ORGANIZATION TESTIFYING
BEFORE THE EVIAN CONFERENCE *

International Christian Committee for Non-Aryans (London);

Central Bureau for the Settlement of German Jews, Chairman Dr. Arthur Ruppin
(London);

Jewish Colonization Association, O.E. d’Avigdor Goldsmid (Paris);

German Jewish Aid Committee, Otto M. Schiff (London);

Society for the Protection of Science and Learning (London);

Comité d’aide et d’assistance aux victemes de I'anti-sémitisme en Allemag
(Paris);

Comité d’assitance aux réfugiéRaris);

Comite voor Bijzondere Joodsche Belan¢®&msterdam);

Centre Suisse pour l'aide aux réfugi@asle);

Comité central tchécoslovaque pour les réfugiés provenant d’Allen{Rgague);
Fédération internationale des émigrés d’AllemagRaris);

International Migration Service (Geneva);

International Student Service (Geneva);

Comité international pour le placement des intellectuals réefu@éseva);

The Joint Foreign Committee of the Board of Deputies of British Jews and the
Anglo-Jewish Association, Neville Laski and Leonard G. Montefiore (London);
Agudas IsraéWorld Organization, J. Rosenheim (London);

American Joint Distribution Committee; endorsed joint memorandum but
instructed their representative, Rabbi Jonah B. Wise to submit separatestatem
(Paris);

Council for German Jewry, Lord Herbert Samuel (London);

HICEM (Association des Emigrés Hias-)¢dames Bernstein (Paris);
Notgemeinschaft Deutsche der Wissenschaftler im Audlamdion);

The Society of Friends (German Emergency Committee) (London);

Bureau international pour le respect du droit d’aisle et I'aide aux réfugiés
politiques(Paris);

World Jewish Congress (Paris);

New Zionist Organization (London);

Emigration Advisory Committee (London);

'Erika Mann and Eric Estorick, “Private and Govermta¢Aid of Refugees,Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Scient@3, Refugees (May, 1939), 150-151; Proceedihtfseo
Intergovernmental Committee, 49.
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Alliance israélite universelléParis);

Comité pour le développement de la grande colonization (diwech);
Internationale ouvrié et socialis{®aris-Brussels);

Comité Catholiques Américains, anglais, Belge, Francais, Néerlandais et Suisse
pour l'aide aux émigrés

‘Freeland’ Association (London);

‘Ort’ (Paris);

Centre de recherches de solutions au problémédRafis);

League of Nations Union (London);

Jewish Agency for Palestine; endorsed joint and submitted separate memorandum
to White Sub-committee regarding resettlement in Palestine (London);

Comité pour la defense des droits des Israélites en Europe centrale et orientale
(Paris);

Union des Sociétés ‘Os@Paris);

Royal Institute of International Affairs (London);

Fédération des émigrés d’'Autricliearis);

Société d’émigration et de colonization juive ‘Emdélaris);

Reichsvertretung der Juden in Deutschlad Otto Hirsch, Dr. Paul Epstein,
Michael Traub (Palestine Office) and Dr. Werner Rosenldittsyerein der

Juden in Deutschland

Juedische Kultusgemeinde Wji&mof. Dr. Heinrich Neuman, Dr. Joseph
Loewenherz and Kommerzialrat B.J. Storfer;

Organization of Jewish Settlers from Germany, Mr. Kurt Blumenfeld, Dr.
Siegfried Moses and Dr. Max Kreutzberger (Tel Aviv);

General Federation of Jewish Labor, Golda Meirson (Tel Aviv);

Palestine papdbavar, Mr. Zalman Rubashov (Tel Aviv)
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APPENDIX D

Decisions taken at the Evian Conference on Jewish Refugees, July 1938
The Intergovernmental Committee
Adopted by the Committee on July 14th, 1938
"Having met at Evian, France, from July 6th to July 13th, 1938:

1. Considering that the question of involuntary emigration has assumed major proportions
and that the fate of the unfortunate people affected has become a problem for
intergovernmental deliberation;

2. Aware that the involuntary emigration of large numbers of people, of diffeesds;r
economic conditions, professions and trades, from the country or countries where they
have been established, is disturbing to the general economy, since these persons are
obliged to seek refuge, either temporarily or permanently, in other countriésnat a

when there is serious unemployment; that, in consequence, countries of refuge and
settlement are faced with problems, not only of an economic and social nature, but also of
public order, and that there is a severe strain on the administrative faartities

absorptive capacities of the receiving countries;

3. Aware, moreover, that the involuntary emigration of people in large numbers has
become so great that it renders racial and religious problems more acei@sescr
international unrest, and may hinder seriously the processes of appeasement in
international relations;

4. Believing that it is essential that a long-range program should be envisagezhywhe
assistance to involuntary emigrants, actual and potential, may be coordirthiadhe
framework of existing migration laws and practices of Governments;

5. Considering that if countries of refuge or settlement are to cooperate nyfardi

orderly solution of the problem before the Committee they should have the collaboration
of the country of origin and are therefore persuaded that it will make its cormtniltoyt
enabling involuntary emigrants to take with them their property and possessions and
emigrate in an orderly manner;

! Proceedings of the Intergovernmental CommitteeaE\duly 6th to 15th, 1938...Record of the Plenary
Meetings of the Committee. Resolutions and Repbhdsdon, July 1938.
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6. Welcoming heatrtily the initiative taken by the President of the UnitedsSoat
America in calling the Intergovernmental Meeting at Evian for the pyinparpose of
facilitating involuntary emigration from Germany (including Austria), ardressing
profound appreciation to the French Government for its courtesy in receiving the
Intergovernmental Meeting at Evian;

7. Bearing in mind the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations on
May 14th,1938, concerning international assistance to refugees:

Recommends:

8. a) That the persons coming within the scope of the activity of the Intergeu@aim
Committee shall be 1) persons who have not already left their country of origin
(Germany, including Austria), but who must emigrate on account of their plolitica
opinion, religious beliefs or racial origin, and 2) persons as defined in 1) who have
already left their country of origin and who have not yet established thasse
permanently elsewhere;

b) That the Governments participating in the Intergovernmental Committeechtiue
to furnish the Committee for its strictly confidential information, with 1) itketagarding
such immigrants as each Government may be prepared to receive undetiitg kExwvs
and practices and 2) details of these laws and practices;

c¢) That in view of the fact that the countries of refuge and settlement @ledetat take

into account the economic and social adaptability of immigrants, these shouldyin man
cases be required to accept, at least for a time, changed conditions of living in the
countries of settlement;

d) That the Governments of the countries of refuge and settlement should not assume any
obligations for the financing of involuntary emigration;

e) That, with regard to the documents required by the countries of refuge tbardesdt
the Governments represented on the Intergovernmental Committee should consider the
adoption of the following provision:

In those individual immigration cases in which the usually required documentsteglgana
from foreign official sources are found not to be available, there should be acaegted s
other documents serving the purpose of the requirements of law as may beetailabl

the immigrant, and that, as regards the document which may be issued to an involuntary
emigrant by the country of his foreign residence to serve the purpose oparpasste

be taken of the several international agreements providing for the issue of a trave
document serving the purpose of a passport and of the advantage of their wide
application;

f) That there should meet at London an Intergovernmental Committee consisinghof
representatives as the Governments participating in the Evian Meetindesieg to
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designate. This Committee shall continue and develop the work of the Intergoveinment
Meeting at Evian and shall be constituted and shall function in the following manner:
There shall be a Chairman of this Committee and four Vice-Chairmen; théireesha
director of authority, appointed by the Intergovernmental Committee, whaoghall
guided by it in his actions. He shall undertake negotiations to improve the present
conditions of exodus and to replace them by conditions of orderly emigration. He shall
approach the Governments of the countries of refuge and settlement with a view t
developing opportunities for permanent settlement. The Intergovernmentalit@eenm
recognizing the value of the work of the existing refugee services of Hypieef

Nations and of the studies of migration made by the International Labor Offaik, s
cooperate fully with these organizations, and the Intergovernmental Comatitte
London shall consider the means by which the cooperation of the Committee and the
director with these organizations shall be established. The Intergoveah@entmittee,

at its forthcoming meeting at London, will consider the scale on which its expsmsé

be apportioned among the participating Governments;

9. That the Intergovernmental Committee in its continued form shall hold a éeting
at London on August 3rd, 1938."
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JEWISH POPULATION OF THE WORLD AT END OF 1937 *

America
Europe
Africa
Asia

Total

United States
Argentine
Brazil
Uruguay
Mexico

Cuba

Chile

Other

America
British Isles
France
Holland
Belgium
Scandinavia

Western
Europe

APPENDIX E

(In thousands)

Germany
Czechoslovakia
Austria

Italy
Switzerland

Central Europe
Poland
U.S.S.R. (incl.
Asia)

Rumania
Hungary
Lithuania
Latvia

Greece
Yugoslavia
Turkey (incl. Asia)
Bulgaria

Eastern Europe

Minor European
Countries

365
360
150
55

3,130
800
440
160

! Estimates of Jewish Agency for Palestine, prephyefr. Arthur
Ruppin for the Evian Conference adjusted for UASand Abyssinia in accord with
American Jewish Yearbopk944-45
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French Morocco
Algiers

South Africa
Tunis

Egypt

Abyssinia

Libya

Spanish Morocco
Other

Africa

Palestine

Iraq

Iran

Yemen

Australia

India

Japan and China

Syria and
Lebanon

New Zealand
Other

Asia (and
Oceania)

175
130



APPENDIX F

PROPOSALS BY THE BUREAU REGARDING THE EXPENSES OF THE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE AND THEIR ALLOCATION !
Adopted by the Committee on July™4.938

If, as at present anticipated, the Evian session of the Intergovernmental i@mmuhoises

this week, the costs incurred which have been advanced by the French Government can
now be estimated to amount altogether to 16,000 Swiss francs. In detail this amount can
be roughly subdivided as follows:

Allowances paid to the League of Nations Secretariat for the staff fh dispposal of

the Intergovernmental Committee............cocvvvviviie i, 12,000 Swiss francs.
Paper, stencils and roneo ink.. .. .1,500 O~
Miscellaneous expenses (telephone and telegraph communlcatlons liaison byanotor-c
between Evian and Geneva,

=] (o) 500 “ *
Minutes of plenary meetings and reports of the two Sub-Committees...2,000 Swiss fr
Total 16,000 “ “

In the invitation sent by the United States Government to the States attéeding t
Intergovernmental Committee at Evian, it was suggested that these costs should be
equitably apportioned. The Secretary-General accordingly suggests tltatppf the
League of Nations scale of allocation of expenditure; thus, each country in the
Intergovernmental Committee would assume responsibility for the same numingisof
of expenditure as that allotted to it at the present time by the LeagutaBated
Geneva.
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The following table shows in Swiss francs the contribution which each member of the

Intergovernmental Committee would thus be asked to make.

Units Swiss Francs
USA 108 3,024
Argentine Republic 23 644
Australia 23 644
Belgium 91 53
Bolivia 2 56
United Kingdom 108 3,02
Brazil 23 644
Canada 35 980
Chile 8 224
Columbia 5 140
Costa Rica 1 2
Cuba 5 m
Denmark 12 336
Denmark 12 336
Dominican Republic 1 28
Ecuador 1 28
France 80 2,240
Guatemala 0.5 14
Haiti 1 28
Honduras 0.5 14
Ireland 10 280
Mexico 13 364
Nicaragua 0.5 14
Norway 9 252
New Zealand 8 224
Panama 1 28
Paraguay 0.5 14
Netherlands 24 672
Peru 5 140
Sweden 19 532
Switzerland 17 476
Uruguay 4 112
Venezuela 4 112
Total 571 15,988
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