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Preface:
This work began as a Sophomore Summer apprenticeship through the Letters and Science Honors program at the University of Wisconsin – Madison in 2007. The initial project explored perceptions of Jews in Elizabethan and Jacobean England, and in doing so I stumbled upon the Whitehall Conference of 1655. I was very intrigued by the Conference’s failure to come to a final decision, and that curiosity led to this Senior Honors Thesis. 

The thesis contains seven chapters, each documenting and analyzing a specific aspect of the argument surrounding the Readmission of Jews to England, culminating in Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell’s final decision to dismiss the Conference without a consensus. Also included is a prologue which provides a brief overview of the history of Jews in England through their expulsion in 1290 to provide greater context for my argument. 
I have chosen not to modernize any of the seventeenth-century language contained herein, except for cases in which it compromises the clarity or meaning of the quote. 

I would like to thank a number of individuals for their help and support throughout this project. Firstly, Professor Johann Sommerville for his guidance throughout this project, from its nascent stages until its completion; Professor Dunlavy, for her role as “thesis-mother” throughout the last year; Ryan Greenfield, for his assistance in translating seventeenth-century French and constant motivation to stay one step ahead of him throughout his senior honors thesis progress. Finally, to my father, who read through a full draft with me on a subject that, for once, does not fall under his wide umbrella of knowledge. 
Introduction:

In December 1655 Major General Edward Whalley, in a letter to Oliver Cromwell’s  secretary John Thurloe, remarked “I am glad so godly and prudent a course is taken concerning the Jewes; yet cannot conceive the reason, why so great varietye of opinion should bee amongst such men.”
 This is precisely the question I plan to explore in this thesis. What were the differing opinions regarding Jews and how did these notions play a role in the readmission of Jews to England? Persons of the Jewish faith have often been at the center of religious, social, and political controversies, and the Protectorate in England is no exception. Under the direction of Oliver Cromwell, England ushered in an age of relative religious tolerance and openness to unorthodox ideas. Despite the recognition of dissenting religious sects, tolerance was limited to those who recognized Christ as their savior. The ever-present Jewish Question enters the scene due in part to the drastic change in English government in the 1650s.
 Much like revolutionaries in France in 1789, seventeenth century English people felt that they were part of a new era in history, one that would eventually lead to domestic peace, economic prosperity, and perhaps, the second coming of Christ.

Various clergy and laity alike weighed in on the subject of readmission, and their justifications for and against Jewish reintegration into English society ranged from medieval ideas to the hope that the final conversion of Jews to Christianity would aid in Christ’s return. These arguments were clouded with religious, social, and economic rhetoric, which made a seemingly religious issue pertinent to individuals of all walks of life.

Much of the existing literature on the subject discusses Manasseh Ben Israel’s campaign to lobby Oliver Cromwell, which emphasizes the assets Jews would provide the kingdom if readmitted. David Katz’s Philosemitism and the Readmission of the Jews to England, a premier work on the subject, addresses a number of issues, including Millenarianism, which played an enormous role in Christian advocacy of the readmission. All-encompassing works such as Cecil Roth’s A History of the Jews in England and David Katz’s The Jews in the History of England sufficiently describe the debate but fail to further define and explore the varying opinions over readmission. Elaine Glaser’s works are more specific to the issue of readmission, but her chief point is the ownership of responsibility for readmission (that Charles II ratified the readmission rather than Cromwell). Her discussion of the debate itself in "Reasons...Theological, Political, and mixt of both': A Reconsideration of the 'Readmission' of the Jews to England provides a more comprehensive approach to the subject, drawing on mid-seventeenth century pamphlets in the context of wider constitutional politics. She concludes that the debate surrounding Readmission was ultimately an exercise in legal and religious polemic amongst English Christians, not an attempt to reach a solution regarding the resettlement of Jews in England. 
The secondary sources neglect to make explicit how the debaters define Jews. Many seventeenth century authors who wrote on the subject seemed to view Jews through one of a number of lenses: medieval theories, biblical literature, international gossip, potential Christians, or for some, a key step in the path to Christ’s second coming. Many of the primary sources that addressed the readmission defined a Jew on the author’s terms, occasionally combining two or more of the afore-mentioned viewpoints. 

This work will examine the debate over the readmission of Jews to England based on the available primary sources and seen through the previously noted “lenses.” Prominent theologians considered include Thomas Barlow, William Prynne, Henry Jessey, John Dury, and Philip Nye, among others. Each thinker had his own opinion on the subject rooted in his own definition of Jews and how Jews will have either a detrimental or positive impact on English society. I will also focus on the Lord Protector, as he made the final, although unpopular, decision to finally readmit Jews to England.
Prologue: A Brief History of the Jews in England

As recounted by the thirteenth century English historian Matthew Paris, medieval Jews were a band of troublemakers. They crucified Christian babies, engaged in blood libel, and even went so far as to bribe reigning monarchs in the hope of gaining the state’s recognition.
 Paris asserts that the first Jews came to England with William the Conqueror in 1066 and caused nothing but trouble until their official expulsion in 1290. Prior to the expulsion, a Jewish community existed in London and others lived in small enclaves around the country. They often kept to themselves to avoid the wrath of violent Christians, still angry over the crucifixion of their savior.
 Violence against Jews increased sharply on Good Fridays after performances of Passion plays in many churches. Some Jews converted to Christianity, but their families and kinsfolk allegedly enticed them back to heresy. Official records of Jewish malefactions began in the twelfth century. In 1145, Jews supposedly crucified a Christian child named William in the city of Norwich, and less than two decades later another in Gloucester. Specific allegations such as these continued until the late thirteenth century. William Prynne, seventeenth-century lawyer and author of A short demurrer to the Jewes, noted that punishments were not recorded, commenting that “perchance they purchased peace with monies,” thus drawing an early connection between Jews and money.


Due to their non-citizen status, Jews could not own land and were forced to make their living through trades and money lending. Many Jews legally engaged in usury, as the Catholic Church prohibited Christians lending money to one another for interest. The Jews would prove useful to Henry II (1154-1189) in 1168 when he faced financial issues. To remedy his monetary crisis, Henry banished the wealthiest Jews from England and confiscated their wealth. He collected a fine of five hundred marks from each of the remaining Jews. According to sixteenth century historian John Stow, Henry “grievously punished the Jews for corrupting his coin.”
 This refers to coin-clipping, the shaving of precious metals off of a coin in order to amass a worthwhile amount over time, which was a common practice until the middle of the seventeenth century. This association of Jews with money would continue to play an important role in relations between the state and Jews.

Not until French emancipation in 1789 did Jews ever feel as if they belonged to a greater society than that defined by their religion. Until then, Jews were considered non-citizens in almost every country they inhabited and were subject to special restrictions and taxes. Jewish customs and traditions often isolated Jews from the surrounding Christian communities. Matthew Paris cited a number of rituals, including those surrounding death and burial, kosher food, and observance of the Sabbath on Saturdays. These factors, so alien to medieval Christians, ostracized Jews from the larger community. Prynne, paraphrasing Matthew Paris on the Jews’ acquisition of land for a cemetery, remarks that the “Jews were so odious to the whole nation” that Henry II was happy to grant them land in exchange for money so they would not be interred in “English soyl.”
  Technically all land in England belongs to the crown, and when the monarch sells it, it ceases to be English land and becomes property of the new landowner.


Tensions worsened under Richard I (1189-1199), whose favor Jews sought to win by appearing at his coronation in September 1189 bearing gifts of money. Richard had ordered the Jews banned from the event, but a few found their way in and attempted to appeal to the new king for support. When Christian attendees discovered their presence, a riot broke out, resulting in the burning of a synagogue and both Jewish and Christian private homes. The only Jews tried for the conflagration were those who had destroyed the property of Christians, one by theft and the other two by arson.


By the time of Henry III (1207–1272), the English government had had quite enough of the Jews. Other accusations of the crucifixion of a Christian child surfaced in 1235 and again in 1255, when a Jew by the name of Copin, under the impression that he had the confidence of a Sir John, confessed that the Jews did indeed engage in the activities for which they had been persecuted.  During the rest of Henry’s reign, he banished Jews from certain cities in a piecemeal fashion. The King and Parliament enacted such laws, and in time many synagogues and Jewish houses were destroyed.


In 1278 Edward I (1272-1307) called a meeting in London for the “reformation of coyn.” Shortly thereafter, many Jews were arrested and imprisoned, charged with clipping money. Of the 297 people hanged for the crime, only three were Englishmen; the rest were Jews.


William Prynne collected a number of different historical perspectives of the final expulsion in 1290. Each differs in its details, but all agree that that “the Jews were banished out of England, by Judgment and Edict of the King and Parliament, as a great grievance, never to return again.”
 Matthew Westminster notes that Parliament and the people confiscated and granted to the King a fifteenth part of the Jews’ goods. The decision to expel the Jews was unanimous among the King and Parliament, citing infidelity, usury, forgeries of charters, clipping and falsifying of monies as justifications. The validity of these charges is unknown, but the allegations lived on in English lore until the seventeenth century.


Jews did not disappear from English society altogether throughout the next four centuries. Medieval English Jewry was secretive and covert, but surprisingly freer than Jewish life on the continent.
 References to Jews appear in various English documents throughout the centuries, increasing towards the end of the fifteenth century after Ferdinand and Isabella’s expulsion of Spanish Jews.
 References to Jews in late medieval England and through the early Stuart period survive. Many of these families openly practiced Roman Catholicism or Anglicanism but remained Jews secretly in their own homes.

The Elizabethan era was no kinder to the Jews, as a national scandal erupted surrounding one of the queen’s doctors, Roderigo Lopez. A member of the College of Physicians and prominent court doctor, Lopez was accused of attempting to poison the queen on behalf of the king of Spain. Katz asserts that “a miniature anti-Semitic storm” materialized in late sixteenth century England, fueled by Lopez’s execution in 1594.
 William Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice again thrust Jews into the limelight because of its portrayal of the protagonist, Shylock. H. B. Charlton, in his book Shakespeare’s Jew, argues that “the artist is not asserting himself. It is Shakespeare the Elizabethan, with the political and racial prejudices of the average man, or of the mob, of his own day.”
 Shylock, the Italian money-lender, “[reflects] in its cruder facets the popular abhorrence of the new Judas and his machinations.”
 This “new Judas” is the Jew in seventeenth-century English culture whose image is a conglomeration of biblical, historical, and social stereotypes. The culmination of six centuries of the maligning and persecution of Jews led to the heated seventeenth-century debate regarding Jews and their potential role in the new Cromwellian age.

Chapter One: Suggested Rights and Restrictions on Jews in Seventeenth-Century Europe

As the issue of readmission surfaced in England, scholars looked to the continent to see how other empires regulated Jews. After reading examples Germany and Italy, several authors provided lists of reasons for or against Readmission, and stipulations on Jews and their communities if England chooses to readmit them. Many of the topics overlapped and can be sorted into one of four categories. Firstly, Manasseh ben Israel, in his appeal to Cromwell in November 1655, stipulated a number of requests to the government once Cromwell permitted Jews to return to England. Ben Israel’s short list contained many large requests, from full citizen status for Jews to the freedom to worship in public synagogues in all parts of the English Commonwealth.
 Additionally, ben Israel called for the right for Jews to bear arms (for self protection), trade freely, and possess separate land for a Jewish cemetery. In order not to appear acquisitive, he made sure to give Cromwell all the respect to which the Lord Protector was due, and made concessions regarding the balance between English and Jewish law. He promised that the English judicial system would not bear the responsibility for resolving disputes between two Jewish parties, and if Jewish law in any way contradicted English law, the English law would take precedence. Ben Israel also beseeched Cromwell to chose an English official to oversee the passports and papers of future English Jews. Abbot summarizes the appeal as “a sort of imperium in imperio of the Jewish community, with all the rights of Englishmen.”

The Council of State initially reviewed ben Israel’s request in early November 1655. They concluded that: 

(1.) The grounds urged by Manasseh Ben Israel, in his book lately printed in English, we conceive to be sinful in any Christian nation.

(2.) The danger is great of seducing the people of this nation in matters of religion.

(3.) Their having synagogues and places of worship is evil in itself, and scandalous to Christian Churches

(4.) Their practices about marriage and divorce are unlawful, and will be of ill example.

(5.) They are proved not to make conscience of oaths made or injuries done to Christians.

(6.) The inhabitants of London suggest that it will be very injurious to trade.

We therefore consider,—

i. That they should not be admitted to public judicatories, civil or ecclesiastic, which would grant them terms beyond the condition of strangers.

ii. They should not speak or act to the dishonour of Christ or His religion.

iii. They should not profane the Christian Sabbath.

iv. They should not have Christian servants.

v. They should bear no public office or trust.

vi. They should print nothing in our language opposing Christianity.

vii. They should not discourage any who try to convert them, but there should be a severe penalty on any apostatizing to Judaism.

This conclusion did not satisfy the Lord Protector, so that very afternoon he called for the Whitehall Conference.
 Over the next month, numerous pamphlets began to emerge from lawyers, theologians, and lay people alike voicing their opinion on the newest manifestation of the Jewish question.

Ben Israel’s appeal and the Council’s response served as the basis for subsequent arguments amongst English theologians, lawyers, and politicians regarding the status of Jews in England, should they be readmitted. Many cited ben Israel directly or addressed issues which he raised in his appeal. William Prynne stated quite explicitly that everything ben Israel “addresses proclaims to all the World, is such an Impious, Unchristian, Antichristian dangerous president [precedent] (glossed over only with a possibility of their future conversion) as no sincere English Christian can approve of, nor the Iews themselves desire.”
 Bearing in mind that Prynne’s chief goal was to prevent the attendees at Whitehall, many of whom were clergyman, from readmitting the Jews, his statement appealed to their common values. In lieu of providing his own list of stipulations for readmission, he cited similar prohibitions on Jews who resided in Catholic countries. In some of the Italian states, for example, Jews were permitted to pray in existing synagogues, but they could not construct new ones to replace older buildings. Older buildings could be repaired, but Jews could not “enlarge or build them higher than before, nor extraordinarily adorn them.”
 Jews were not allowed to curse Christ or mock Christianity, or employ servants who have undergone Baptism. These measures were in place to protect Christians from Jewish proselytes, and others to encourage Jewish conversion to Christianity. 


Ben Israel’s requests of the Lord Protector seemingly dwarfed those afforded to Jews in Catholic countries. Others who responded to ben Israel suggested a compromise between his call for nearly full equality for Jews and the Catholic subjugation of Jews as in Italy or the Hapsburg states. Joseph Copley, in response to Prynne, lauded ben Israel and defended his requests, stating  that he could not have articulated them better himself. He asserted that ben Israel sufficiently displayed the Jews’ desire for Cromwell’s patronage in his appeal.
 John Dury provided his own list with some similarities to those of the Catholic world, but omitted many of the more extreme positions. He first stipulated that Jews were “not to blaspheme the Person of Jesus Christ, or if any doth, that he shall be liable to the Law which Moses hath given, in case of blaspheming the Name of God.”
 It is striking that Dury should request the punishment for such an offense from the Old Testament. Contrastingly, however, he asserted that Jews are “not to profane the Christian Sabbath; and not to dishonor any of the Ordinances of Christianitie, under some punishment to be inflicted, sutable to the offense.”
 Like others, Dury advocated a prohibition against Jews conducting missionary activities, but he uniquely encouraged dialogue between Jews and Christians. In a tolerant matter he proposed:

The things whereunto they may be fairly induced, are as I conceive these. 1. To heare us, concerning the grounds which we have for Christianitie, and that with Patience, and without contradicting : but in case of doubts, that they should propose the same by way of Question to be resolved; that we may have cause to give them a reason of our Faith and Practice. 2. To declare the grounds of all their Faith and Practice, and to Answer such Questions, as we happily may propose to be resolved by them, upon such a Declaration. 3. To avoid on both sides all contradictory disputes in these Conferences, and not to trouble any of the weaker sort of either side, with the matters to be handled therein, but only to set them a foot amongst a few of the Rabbies of each side, in a friendly way.

This does not preclude Jewish conversion to Christianity, which Dury did desire, but it is of a much more tolerant nature than that of his contemporaries. He also afforded Jews their own communities within England: 

To avoid offences between them & us, in admitting of them, it will be expedient that they live by themselves, and that their worship be performed in their own tongue: that the insolencies which the common sort of both sides may use one towards another, be prevented by Laws and special Orders, to keep them from incroaching upon others beyond their bounds.

Whether this is to keep Jews away from Christians or Christians away from Jews is unclear, but Dury advocated a peaceful coexistence between the two groups. He was not as tolerant as his previous statements may lead one to believe, for he also stipulated that the state play an integral role in regulating trade, as “temporall inconveniencies…may arise from their covetous practices and biting usury.”
 Dury’s postscript, hastily written so as to reach Whitehall in time, denounced ben Israel’s requests as “excessive” and remarked on their “wayes beyond all other men, to undermine a state, and to insinuate into those that are in offices, and prejudicate the trade of others; and therefore, if they be not wisely restrained, they will in short time be oppressive, if they be such as are here in Germany.”
 Despite his positive attitude toward readmission, he held a number of reservations. Dury maintained that one day God will deliver the Jews and no man, however well-intended, can hasten their conversion to Christianity. This millennial outlook is further explored in chapter 5. On his part, Dury’s concessions are relatively liberal in nature compared to those afforded to Jews in other countries. Jewish communities on the continent often lived in autonomous enclaves, but the proposed Readmission would integrate Jews into pre-existing communities, which posed legal as well as religious issues.

Chapter Two: The Legality of Readmitting Jews into England
The first issue Oliver Cromwell put forth at Whitehall concerned the legality of the Readmission. William Prynne argued that since Parliament enacted a law banishing Jews in 1290, Readmission would require a new act of Parliament. He considered Jews to be an alien nation, and a new nation can only be admitted to the Nation “by the Fundamental Lawes and Constitutions of the Realm.”
 Prynne felt that Parliament would not approve such a statue, even though the legislature had enacted laws tolerating Jesuits and Papists. Jews were out of the question, however, because they were more “dishonourable to Christ.”
 Aside from the 1290 statute, other laws existed that prohibited Jews from convening and associating on the basis of their religion. These laws primarily included statutes surrounding the “Uniformity of Common Service, and administration of the Sacraments” enacted under Edward VI and reaffirmed under Elizabeth I.
 Prynne noted that these laws directly oppose “the introduction of any Jewish Synagogues, Service, Sacraments, Worship Ceremonies, with the use of them in any place within our Realm.”
 While this did not prohibit their presence in the commonwealth, it did prevent Jews from public practice of their religion.
Thomas Barlow also considered readmission in legal terms, and in his usual style, presented a clear line of thought: if “there be any Law of the State against the Jews being here: for if there be, then stante Lege, they cannot legally be admitted.”
 He stated that such a law existed, and cited the same Parliamentary Statute. Barlow did not stop there, as Prynne did, and instead asserted that the “Supreme Power may (possibly for better Reasons) alter it now; the State may readmit them Lege non obstante.”
 Therefore, if the Lord Protector and Parliament were to repeal the law, there would be no impediment to Jewish Readmission. Mordecai Wilensky interprets Barlow’s argument as one based on a moment in history. It was advantageous for England to expel Jews in the thirteenth century, but the country’s economic, social, and political goals changed throughout the last four hundred years and it would be beneficial now for the commonwealth to bring the Jews back in the 1650s.

John Dury adhered to the biblical definition of legality: “Things are said to be lawfull, which being lookt upon in themselves, are not repugnant to any law of God, or of nature.”
 His later arguments presupposed that it is incumbent upon the civil authorities to decide whether or not Readmission is legal. Dury asserted that Readmission was not only lawful, but “expedient.”
 He attributed the expediency to God’s will to convert the Jews, and therefore it must fall under the umbrella of legality. Dury’s reasoning is later explored in chapter 5.

Henry Jessey’s summary of the Whitehall conference noted that there is not a law that explicitly forbids Jews from residing in England; the statute issued in 1290 applied only to the individuals at hand and not to future generations.
 The lawyers at Whitehall, led by Lord Chief Justice Glyn and the Lord Chief Baron Steel, concluded that there is no law expressly prohibiting Jews from residing in the Commonwealth, and therefore their return is legal. This is perhaps the simplest and most straightforward part of the argument; even though two of the chief voices held different opinions on the matter, it was a question of legality rather than desirability. The latter issue proved to require the most time and effort, and proved to be the key question regarding the readmission of Jews to England. 

Chapter Three: The Role of Medieval Lore in the Debate Surrounding the Readmission of Jews to England
It is likely that many seventeenth century English people had never knowingly met a self-professed Jew. The majority of information regarding practitioners of the ancient religion had been passed down through stories and superstitions across the centuries. Katz avers that “Jews were…victims of a pattern of medieval diabolization. For it is the demonological, supernatural element in the early modern attitude to the Jews which renders it quite different from other forms of opposition to religious minorities and outcasts.”
 Even after a supposed four century absence from England, these ideas lived on through urban legend and resurfaced when the subject of Jews and Judaism became a matter of national policy.

By today’s standards, many of the vices attributed to medieval Jews seem unrealistic and illogical. The accusations mentioned in the prologue to this work lived on well into the seventeenth century. The modern historian William Godwin asserts that “[Jews] were detested through the Christian world, as the murderers of the Son of God; and the superstition of the dark ages caused this sentiment to shew itself in the most unheard of barbarities, and an unrelenting persecution. The peculiarities of this race of men, their singular diet and customs, and their striking physiognomy, kept alive the hatred, and aided the proscription.”
 Common indictments against Jews included ritual slaughter of Christian children, host desecration, and poisoning wells. The modern scholar Robert M. Healey asserts that God’s rejection of the Jewish people enraged them and caused Jews to take out their anger on Christians and Jewish apostates.
 Others, such as Hughes, asserted that Jews “count [crimes as] no sin, but rather the contrary, even to commit murder, so they can but thereby scoff at and deride the Christian profession.”

Hundreds of reports surfaced throughout the middle ages of groups of Jews kidnapping and slaughtering Christian children for various ritual practices, many concerning the holiday of Passover and the crucifixion of Christ. “[It is] another form of the belief that Jews had been and still were responsible for the passion and crucifixion of Jesus Christ, the divine child; a complex of deliberate lies, trumped-up accusations, and popular beliefs about the murder-lust of the Jews and their bloodthirstiness, based on the conception that Jews hate Christianity and mankind in general.”
 The first reported medieval case of blood libel and ritual slaughter was that of William of Norwich in 1145. Christians venerated the boy’s tomb and commemorated his birthday. Preachers propagated stories of William (later deemed a martyr) and others throughout Europe and even brought the problem to the Church’s attention in Rome. Medieval artwork depicted Jews, identified by their large noses and grotesque faces, murdering or circumcising Christian children. Image A (see appendix) is from a medieval English illuminated manuscript. The left side of the image depicts a group of children receiving the Eucharist, and the right side shows a group of Jews forcibly putting a child into an oven. Image B illustrates the same phenomenon, but the Jews’ faces appear more grotesque and demonic. Images such as these appeared as illuminated manuscripts in bibles and books of psalms. Myths of this nature lived on for centuries through poetry and song.
 Despite constant denial of these barbarous acts, many Jews and their families were dispersed or killed as a result of these allegations and the violent backlash from angry Christians.

To echo the Jews’ alleged hatred of Christ, many were charged with desecration of communion wafers which, although of less importance in Protestant England, still remained part of Christian dialogue and early modern lore. Christians blamed Jews for poisoning wells, leading to the widespread devastation of the Black Death. Many of these false notions lived on through chronicles, preachers, and popular lore, and played an important role in the seventeenth-century debate over the readmission.

Much of the medieval lore regarding Jews in seventeenth century England came from local superstitions and the work of chronicler Matthew Paris (1200-1259). Paris wrote a number of histories of England, and seventeenth-century political activist William Prynne chiefly cited him in his work A Brief Demurrer to the Jews, which gained national acclaim in the debate surrounding the Readmission of Jews to England. He devoted approximately half of his pamphlet to recounting Paris’ works in a “true Historical and exact Chronological Relation,” mostly taken from Paris with comments by other medieval historians such as Matthew Westminster and Thomas Walsingham. Scholars agree that Prynne had an anti-Semitic agenda and used official documents from the Tower to further his cause, documents which had been lost since the publication of Prynne’s pamphlet.
Elaine Glaser argues that Prynne’s goal was “to demonstrate that the Jews’ diabolical behavior throughout the medieval era justified their expulsion, and proved that they should never be allowed to return to England again.”
 Prynne’s main point was that all Jews are driven by their innate evil nature and pose a dire threat to Christian societies. In the introduction to his piece, he recounted the following conversation between himself and the minister Philip Nye. Nye inquired as to “whether there were any Law of England against bringing in the Jews amongst us? for the Lawyers had newly delivered their Opinions, there was no Law against it.” Prynne responded “that the Jews were in the year 1290 all banished out of England, by Judgment and Edict of the King and Parliament, as a great Grievance, never to return again: for which the Commons gave the King a fifteenth part of their Moveables: and therefore being thus banished by Parliament, they could not by the Laws of England, be brought in again, without a special Act of Parliament, which I would make good for Law.” Nye replied: “I wish it might not be done otherwise;&, that this business had been formerly moved in the Bishops time, rather than now.” Prynne was of the opinion that “It was now a very ill time to bring in the Jews, when the people were so dangerously and generally bent to Apostacy, and all sorts of Novelties and Errors in Religion; and would sooner turn Jews, rather than the Jews Christians.” Nye believed this to be true, and excused himself to leave when Prynne added “The Jews had been formerly great Clippers and Forgers of Mony, and had crucified three or four Children in England at least, which were principal causes of their banishment.” Nye responded defensively, saying “the crucifying of Children was not fully charged on them by our Historians, and would easily be wiped off.” Prynne rebuked his statement and the two promptly parted ways.

As evidenced by this conversation, Prynne’s argument against readmission stemmed from his knowledge of Jews based on historical scholarship. He later cited reasons against their readmission, chiefly laws against coin clipping, usury, extortion, fraud, and deceit, asserting that these laws explicitly prohibit Jews from residing in England. This leap confirms that his conception of Jewry was limited to their supposed connection with monetary malefactions and allegations of crimes against Christians. Prynne, commenting on his choice of excerpts from Paris’ works, asserted: “I have transcribed this History at large out of Matthew Paris…because it undeniably manifests the transcendent impiety, blasphemy, malice, persecution, and obloquy of the Jews against our Savior Jesus Christ, and Christians, and their constant usual practice of crucifying children almost every year, in contempt and reproach of our crucified savior.”
 He assumed that his reasoning against readmission is clear to the reader, that no Christian would willingly allow Jews (as he defines them) to reside in his country. 

William Hughes, in Anglo-Judaeus blamed the Jews’ expulsion on their own actions: “[The Jews] being here thus brought in and settled, they lose no time: by their great extortion they fill their purses for the treasury,  and the English treasure up prejudice and heart-burnings against them; both which will be shewed in the sequel of our story; when, mixing the blood of innocents with their sacrifices, they made so great impression on the Englishmens hearts, as scarce ever will be worn out with the strength of time, and then never could be satisfied but with their expulsion.”

Although many scholars read the same histories and stories as Prynne, they did not all agree with his opinions and conclusions regarding the Jews. Thomas Barlow, in his essay The Case of the Jews agreed with Prynne that medieval Jews engaged in usury and mischief, but this did not prevent him from advocating readmission. Barlow asserted that usury existed in all Christian commonwealths, not just those with Jews, and many Christians even engaged in the practice. Expelling the Jews simply for this transgression, he believed, was irrational.
 Thomas Collier raised the same issue in his pamphlet A Brief Answer and asserted the following: “As for their usury if it be their principle and practice, is it any other than what is practiced already amongst us, and is there any more reason to keep out them for usury, then [than] to banish those Usurers that are already amongst us…?”
 Usury, although considered a sin by the Catholic church, was a necessary part of trade and commerce and unavoidable in certain economic conditions. Barlow and Prynne both came to this conclusion that acknowledged that Christians as well as Jews engaged in this activity, despite the biblical prohibition against it.
The anonymous author D. L. took a different approach to the issue. He agreed with his contemporaries that Jews did engage in unacceptable acts before their expulsion, but places the blame on the Catholic Church rather than the Jews themselves. From his work, it is evident that D.L was an avowed Protestant and his anti-Catholic attitudes seeped into nearly every one of his arguments. D. L. asserted that medieval Jews behaved so poorly because the Catholic clergy and princes set a poor example. He praised Thomas Cromwell for bringing the reformed religion to England, and believed that readmitting the Jews into a Protestant Commonwealth would make a difference in both the lives of Jews and of the English people. The author even sympathized with the Jewish association with money, saying “We should be carefull to be upright in all our doings, and dealings with them; they are a people of themselves sublime and strenuously ingenious and naturally addicted to trade and traffick; and truly ‘tis a wonder how they should, and how they do yet subsist, and grow rich, for my part I say, that considering their severe exiles…”
 D. L.’s sympathy extended to other realms as well; he asked “why then should we fear or suspect them? it is because their predecessors were evil, or because these are thought to be nought, or that they may do us hurt; for the first may a bad father may have a good son.”
 This tolerant approach is uncharacteristic for many seventeenth-century religious thinkers, as many failed to discern between Jews of previous eras and the Jews of their own time.

Another one of Prynne’s challengers, Joseph Copley, argued that Prynne merely took a “ridiculous fable” from Paris and that the medieval allegations against Jews were false. It is evident that Copley took issue with the clergy and blamed them for committing the crimes falsely attributed to Jews. Copley asserted that monks and friars engaged in deplorable actions within their monasteries and were jealous of the Jews’ prosperity. They extended their crimes outside of their Christian circles and framed Jews for crucifying children and poisoning wells with the hopes of provoking the hatred of the common people towards them.

The final verdict on the issue at Whitehall charged that Jews could not be prevented from engaging in usury and other evils. Henry Jessey simply summarized the issue saying “The most did fear, that if they should come, many would be seduced and cheated by them, and little good would be unto them. Hence divers of the Preachers judged, that though never such cautions to prevent those evils were prescribed, yet they would not be observed; and therefore they could not consent to their coming.”
 The issue of usury stemmed not only from past experiences with Jews, but also their portrayal in the New Testament.

Chapter Four: New Testament Impressions of Jews and their Implications

Throughout the centuries, Jews have been vilified by Catholics and Protestants alike based on their portrayal in the New Testament. Robert M. Healey notes that Jews “were seen as the race under the self-imposed curse” due to their fall from grace and subsequent rejection of Jesus Christ as the Messiah.
 To early modern eyes, not only were the Jews at fault for denying Christ’s divinity, but also were held culpable for his death. This guilt is rooted in Matthew 27:25, in which the Jews accept the responsibility of Christ’s death. The words “his blood be on us and on our children” led early biblical scholars to conclude that all Jews were responsible for Christ’s crucifixion, not only those who were present at the time. Vehement opponents of Jewish tolerance and readmission cite this reason for their distrust of and hatred towards Jews. According to Nathan Osterman, sixteenth and seventeenth century Hebrew literacy and further exploration of the Talmud, the work of Jewish rabbinic law, led some to take a “more sympathetic position with regard to the crucifixion…[but] the accepted view holding the entire Jewish nation guilty [for Christ’s death] did not disappear.”
 Public opinion was not so easily swayed, and William Prynne, chief opponent of readmission, addressed the issue in the introduction to his treatise.

Prynne asserts that it precisely the Jews’ culpability for the death of Christ that inspired him to write his attack: 

General information, satisfaction of others, and honor of my blessed Lord and Savior Jesus Christ the righteous, whom the Jews with their malicious hearts and wicked hands crucified in person heretofore, and their posterity and these blasphemies, despiteful actions against Christ, his Kingdom, Offices, Gospel, crucify afresh every day, trampling under foot the Son of God, putting him to open flame, offering despite to the Spirit of Grace & counting the blood of the Covenant an unholy thing.
 

His remarks are the most scathing, as he compares Jews to salt that has lost its flavor and is not even suited for the “dunghul.”
 Prynne cites dozens of biblical texts which he believes argue in his favor, and even appeals to Martin Luther’s works for further proof. He cites Luther’s commentary on Micha 4: 1-2 “[the Jews] would crucify ten Messiahs”…they should therefore undergoe a thousand Hells.”
 For Prynne, the Jews’ denial of Christ as the messiah and guilt for his crucifixion were reasons enough to bar them from residence in England. He continued with  I Corinthians 16:22 which states: “If any man love not the Lord Jesus Christ, let him be Anathema Maranatha.” Prynne interpreted this to mean that any man who does not love Jesus Christ should be excluded from Christian societies until the Day of Judgment.
 Not only do the Jews not love Jesus, in denying his divinity they are deceivers and the Antichrist.
 Prynne used Scripture as the basis for his argument, and found no lack of evidence in the New Testament for their exclusion.
The Jews’ responsibility for Christ’s death was a major source of contention throughout this debate. Jews’ supposed greed allegedly stemmed from their ancestor, Judas, whose willingness to betray Jesus occurred year after year in Passion plays and bible readings throughout the Christian world. For this reason, Jews in many Christian lands were prohibited from leaving their houses on Good Friday.
 Some authors tried to counter these sentiments. In his Apology for the hounourable nation of the Jews, Edward Nicholas asserted that all Jews were not to blame for Christ’s death, only a few leaders committed the act.
 Thomas Collier echoes this idea, asking, “shall we now call to mind their former iniquities, and judge them for it, and not permit them to have a being amongst us, because their Fathers were a rebellious people…”
 The enlightened view that not all Jews were culpable for Christ’s death permeated the discussion surrounding Readmission.

Others took the view of the Jews’ fall from grace in theological terms. D. L. argued that yes, Jews were guilty of the death of Christ, but Christ’s plea for their forgiveness exonerates them from the crime:

And not to speak to this particular, are the Jews such sinners above all others, that only they must be excluded? sure I am that their Capital Sin was, and is accounted by all, to be the Crucifying of Jesus Christ, the Lord of Life. Now our Savior himself did heartily pray for the forgivenesse of that, Father forgive them, they know not what they do. To say he was not heard, and his Petition not granted, is impious and desperate blasphemy.

D. L.’s charge against the norm was not unusual, especially in favor of the Jews. He also asserted that that since Christianity emerged from Judaism, adherents of the two religions are brothers and should care for one another as family.
 He uses an analogy of two sisters from Canticum Canticorum, or Song of Songs:

We have a little Sister who hath no breasts, what shall we do for her, hen she shall be spoken of? who was meant by their little sister? ‘tis agreed by all Expositors, that it was the Gentiles; and behold the Relation! Jews and Gentiles are termed Sisters, the greater and the less; and who can but observe the Care and love of the One to the other?...how can this Relation cease now? had the Jews such a care for us, when we were little and small, and shall we despise them now we are full grown, and in vigor & ripeness of age, and hate them, because they are elder, and have been for many years in misery and afflict and yet are not out of it?

William Tomlinson, in his opening sentence, affirmed Readmission purely because Jews are the brethren of his ancestors and other worthy men.
 Thomas Collier cited Romans 11:24 as an analogy between Jews and Christians: “For if thou wert cut out of the olive tree which is wild by nature, and wert grafted contrary to nature into a good olive tree: how much more shall these, which be the natural branches, be grafted into their own olive tree?”
 Collier asserted that in time, the Jews will be grafted back into the true faith because the true faith emerged from Judaism. Even though Jews denied Christ’s divinity, some Christians regarded them as family.
Regardless of these new views, many still held fast to the idea that the Jews were a cursed people. William Hughes recognized the Jews’ fall from grace, noting that it began during the Babylonian Exile. After that time, “God plagued their disobedience.”
 Despite this initial display of leniency, Hughes matter-of-factly noted that the Jews were indeed responsible for Christ’s death and carried the burden with them to the present day. In terms of their religion, Hughes says “we have no grounds but to think them as conceited and stubborn in their Traditions; as great enemies to Christ and Christians as their Ancestors.”
 These ancestors, who sent Christ to the cross, retained the culpability for the act, despite of the fact that Christ himself asked for their absolution. Despite the negative images of Jews portrayed in the Gospels, some authors found proof that exonerated Jews from the crime. Still, though, many viewed Jews as a cursed people unaware of their own sins. Many felt by accepting Jews and aiding in their conversion to Christianity, they could both save Jewish souls from damnation and hasten the second coming of Christ.

Chapter Five: Christian Duties and Millennialism

A chief motive for Jewish readmission was a perceived imminent and widespread conversion of Jews to Christianity. One motive was the Christian duty to convert others, and the other and perhaps the more time-bound, regarded the Second Coming of Christ. Some authors felt that Jews had failed to convert in the past because of their maltreatment, and the readmission would be England’s opportunity to redeem herself in the eyes of both the Jews and God. Before the early 1600s, Jews as a contemporary religious group rarely came up in discussion, but the Reformation and ensuing interest in the Old Testament brought the issue of Jews to England. 

As championed by David Katz in his work Philo-Semitism and the Readmission of Jews to England, mid-seventeenth century fascination with Jewish texts, mysticism, and history played a key role in the debate regarding readmission. Interest in Hebrew texts emerged in England during the Reformation as a way for the individual to read God’s true words in their original language.
 Katz notes that “This revitalized branch of scholarly study inevitably led Englishmen to contemporary Jews as the guardians of the Hebraic tradition, although imprisoned in a brand of Mosaic legalism which no Christian could accept in its entirety.”
 The dilemma regarding readmission is explored elsewhere in this work, but the early modern Christian interest in Jews merits discussion.


The Reformation brought the Old Testament into the forefront of religious debate during Henry VIII’s quest for a biblically-sanctioned separation from his first wife.
 Hebraic studies flourished during the rest of the century at both Cambridge and Oxford, and Jewish-born scholars studied at both universities.
 By the early 1600s England began producing its own native-born Hebrew scholars, albeit in the absence of practicing Jews.


Key to this argument was the Puritan domination of English religious culture. The rise of Puritanism and conservative Protestantism in place of Catholicism along with the religious discord of the previous century brought a new outlook on religion and the true word of God. Cromwell and his court advocated a strong Puritan agenda and patronized ministers and theologians with similar ideas. Many Puritans felt that they were living in a new era ushered in by the Cromwellian revolution and in an age of renewed religious purity. A main tenant of Reformed Protestantism was an emphasis on the Old Testament and Mosiac law. During this period, more scholars began to pay closer attention to the Pentateuch and Jewish prophets. As a result, Old Testament studies and scholarship of ancient Hebrew thrived in English universities. Out of this newfound fascination burgeoned a growing interest in the Jews as both a religious group and as an outgrowth of the fabled lost tribe of Israel.

Christians observing practices found in the Old Testament, such as Saturday-Sabbatarians, emerged in early seventeenth-century England. Some scholars felt that, contrary to both the Catholic Church and Luther, the seventh day of the week held a special significance deserving reverence.
 Various books were published on the subject debated whether the seventh day held a special significance or a day of rest could be observed on any day of the week.
 Saturday-Sabbatarians lived on until the early eighteenth century, but many were persecuted and imprisoned throughout the movement’s duration. It was difficult for contemporaries to determine the “true” religion of many of these “Judaizers;” for the most part, their observance of Old Testament laws did not conflict with their devotion to Christ.
 Katz asserts that the mid-seventeenth century fascination with Jewish texts, mysticism, and history played a key role in the debate regarding readmission. Interest in Hebrew texts emerged in England during the Reformation as a way for the individual to read God’s true words in their original language.
 Katz notes that “this revitalized branch of scholarly study inevitably led Englishmen to contemporary Jews as the guardians of the Hebraic tradition, although imprisoned in a brand of Mosiac legalism which no Christian could accept in its entirety.”
 


Many sixteenth and seventeenth century thinkers faced the charge of “Judaizing.”  Elaine Glaser argues against the phenomenon of using Jewish texts as Philosemitism, rather she asserts that “Christians invoked Jewish examples in a whole series of debates for a variety of polemical objectives. Jewishness was a convenient political and religious indicator to be employed in arguments about the structure and administration of Church and state, the extent of monarchical power, and questions of biblical interpretation.”
 Individuals portrayed Jews in a fashion which fitted their argument, either as “exemplars of discipline and virtue” or a “rebellious people.”
 Glaser further argues that there is little correlation between interest in Judaism and the approval of Jewish resettlement.
 She argues that readmission was really a matter of separation of Church and state rather than an issue regarding Jews explicitly. While ecclesiastical jurisdiction indeed played a key role in the debate, perceptions of Jews dominated the discussion.

Regardless of individual “Judaizers” and displays of Philo-Semitism, all of the attendees at Whitehall agreed that upon their return Jews will convert to Christianity. They took this for granted, as Jessey records their concern over how the Jews will be converted, rather than if they will become Christians.
 The Book of Common Prayer, first published in 1549 under Edward VI, called for “mercie upon all Jewes, Turkes, Infidels, and Heretiks, and take from them all ignorance, hardnesse of heart, and contempt of they word: and so fetch them home, blessed Lord, to they flocke, that they may bee saved among the remnant of the true Israelites, and bee made one fold under one shepheard, Jesus Christ our Lord.”
 This passage, quoted more often than not in the discussion regarding Jewish readmission elicited both pity and sympathy from Christians.  

Many Christians desired Jewish conversion simply out of a sense of responsibility to their fellow man to hear the words of the Gospel. Thomas Barlow stated quite plainly that “there lies a sacred and heavy Obligation upon Christians (as being bound to seek the Glory of God, the Propagation of the Gospel, and the Conversion and Salvation of their Brethren) to endeavor the Conversion of the Jews, which certainly cannot be by banishing them from all Christian Common-wealths.”
 It would be counter-productive to the Christian cause to expel or alienate Jews, rather it is a Christian prerogative to welcome Jews to Christian lands and make the words of the Gospels known to them. Even Roger Williams, an advocate of many sectarian Protestant religious, felt that Christians “were obliged to be gentle and merciful, tolerating Jews, Turks, anti-Christians, and even pagans” because “God had enlightened believers and could open anyone’s eyes to the truth.”
 D.L., perhaps tongue-in-cheek, wrote: “It seems a Riddle, and almost Ridiculous to hope the Conversion of that people, with whom they never converse or counter; Conference and Conversation being two main helps to further Conversion.”
 In order to convert Jews and please God, it is necessary to cohabitate with Jews; prayer is not enough.

Henry Jessey’s narrative contained a laundry list of biblical verses which could advocate Jewish resettlement and the argument that England is the country that can best serve as a catalyst for their conversion. Jessey asserted that God exalted England among other Christian nations and even Jessey’s contemporaries, though they may not agree with Judaism, can sympathize with religious exiles. At the conference, Joseph Caryll reportedly asserted: “Many of the good people here, being persecuted in Queen Maries dayes, and under the Prelates since, have been kindly harboured as strangers in other Lands; and therefore should the more pity and harbor persecuted strangers, especially the persecuted Jews.”
 This plea for pity intends to strike at the heart of those Protestants who wish to deny Jews readmission. Throughout the reigns of the later Tudors, religious policy in England changed dramatically. Queen Mary persecuted Protestants as heretics and burned hundreds for the crime, despite its legal (and mandatory) status under her predecessor, Edward VI. The “good people” in question are those who held to the “true faith,” and ought to identify with others facing persecution. Having been in the situation before, Caryll implored others, in their Christian goodness, to aid the Jews. He asserted that “in no Nation hath there been more faithful, frequent, and fervent prayers for the Jews, then in England….None are more likely to convince them by scripture, and by holy life, then many in England”
 He added that Jews may become jealous of English Gentiles, which would also hasten their conversion, or “blessed work.”
 

Several authors asserted that the initial expulsion of Jews from England was an unchristian act. Anti-Catholics such as D.L. blamed “Popish Princes” for the medieval persecution of Jews, and believed that the Reformed Church should correct the wrongs done to Jews in the past. He continued by faulting the clergy for maligning Jews and halting their conversion. He did not say that Jews are neither guilty nor deserving of their place in society, for they are a “dejected, despised, and dispersed people.”
 However, no rule existed sanctioning their maltreatment, and the author seemed bewildered as to why they were so often expelled and persecuted. Since England both possessed and professed the true word of God, she should harbor them as strangers and show them mercy. First among D.L.’s list of reasons to readmit Jews is their conversion to Christianity. Like many of his contemporaries, D.L. felt that mere knowledge of the gospel is enough to win converts. He asserted that Catholics have not preached the word of God correctly, and “their churches, and houses, and high-waies stored with Images, Crucifixes, of all sorts and sizes, all which, the Iews abborre.”
 The reason England did not win Jewish converts in the past was precisely their observance of Popery. D.L. praised not only the Lord Protector but his relation Thomas Cromwell, who was instrumental in bringing the Reformed faith to England under Henry VIII.


Some asserted that ills which had befallen England and the English people were a direct result of England’s maltreatment of Jews. D. L. vehemently believed that England’s Catholicism in the middle ages was responsible for the Jews’ banishment. Thomas Collier professed a similar opinion, “those acts done to them by popish Princes which were tirannical and oppressive, are no safe rules for us to walk by, unless we resolve to justify them in their tiranny, and so bring the guilt of their sins upon our own heads....”
 By engaging in such actions in the past and reaffirming them in their own time, Edward Nichols asserted that the English will separate themselves from God. Peter Toon interprets Nicholas’ argument to conclude that England “ought to extend to the Jews a refuge until the day of their conversion to Christ.”

Nearly all of the scholars who advocated Jewish readmission did so with the ultimate goal of conversion. D.L. echoed his contemporaries’ sentiments by professing that “Conversion of a sinner to God, as it is the greatest happiness of him.”
 John Dury agreed as well, adding: “And God having recommended the Entertainment of strangers as a speciall dutie of Charitie unto all Christians; and no Nation of the World being a greater Object of Charity, & fitter to be pitied by Christians then Jews.”
  In this view, Jews are not members of another religion, but rather potential converts to his own.

Thomas Collier reiterated the popular statement that since Christianity emerged from Judaism, the two religions have a special bond and, in this time of need, Christians are obligated to look out for their brethren. It is true that the Jews have sinned, he believed, but they were once the chosen people of God and the “natural seed of Abraham.”
 Christians are to trust in God’s wisdom and have a special duty towards Jews as those who brought forth Christ. Collier believed that Christians are to show mercy to Jews, as sanctioned in the New Testament. God intends to “do them good again,” and England would be even more in God’s favor if she showed mercy and offered respite to the once-Chosen people. Conversely, according to Collier, God will punish the nations that persecute the Jews. Readmitting the Jews to England would help alleviate the guilt that England bears over their expulsion and maltreatment among other nations. Collier lauded the Lord Protector and conjectures that Cromwell himself may be an instrument in the Jews’ conversion to Christianity. This is arguably a great feat and great honor would be bestowed upon an individual who could aid in the Jews’ turn to Christ.

William Tomlinson, in his brief document “A Bosome opened to the JEWES: Holding forth to others Some Reasons for our receiving of them into our Nation” echoed the sentiment of the Christianly duty to welcome the stranger, and also drew upon the common Abrahamic heritage Christians and Jews share: “My spirit embraces them with gladnesse, for they are to me believed for the fathers sakes…who stand as worthy examples to us.”
 He wished to “take away the enmity” between Jews and Gentiles but, in his opinion, Jews refuse to echo his sentiments as a result of their ignorance. Tomlinson’s goal is purely conversion, so that the Jews “may come to see that Christ Jesus hath followers that are innocent and blamelesse in the world; for this Nation doth afford such.”
 He often quoted Romans 11, in which Paul admits that he himself was once an Israelite, but it was through the Jews’ fall that Christians received grace. Now that the Jews requested habitation among English Christians, Tomlinson asserted, it is imperative that as Christians, England grant their wish and afford them refuge from others who oppress them. Not only will the Jews be saved from cruelty abroad, they will be received by a nation “whose bowels are as well enlarged to receive them, as they have been to pray for them.”
 English Christians’ fervent prayers for the Jews’ conversion are about to materialize, and official readmission is the next step in their redemption. Tomlinson, along with John Dury, is one of the few who desired Jewish conversion to Christianity out of Christian love rather than as a catalyst to Christ’s return.

John Dury expressed his opinion quite plainly, stating: “And God having recommended the Entertainment of strangers as a speciall dutie of Charitie unto all Christians; and no Nation of the World being a greater Object of charity, & fitter to be pitied by Christians than Jews.”
 In addition to acquiescence of their readmission, Dury asserted that their return should be “expedient.” He drew the concept of expedience from I Corinthians 10, which says “All things are lawful for me, but all things are not expedient: all things are lawful for me, but all things edify not”
 and later “Give none offence, neither to the Jews, nor to the Gentiles, nor to the church of God.”
 Dury’s conclusion is that the Jews’ return is indeed expedient, provided it does not cause harm to Christians or the Christian Commonwealth. He called for Jews to integrate themselves with English society and engage in dialogue regarding the Christian faith. He offered remarks on a similar situation in Kassel [Cassel], the city in Germany from where he wrote, and admits that Christians have not yet won Jewish converts to Christianity via these means. A number of Jews have begun to memorize a special catechism and others have been moved to tears by preachers’ lectures, but these are only isolated cases. By learning these texts and internalizing them over time, Dury conjectured, “they cannot but see that God hath appeared unto us, and doth rule us by Spirit and Truth, and makes a great difference between our Communion with himself and their Literall worshiping of him.”
 Dury, above others, had the best access to communities like that proposed by ben Israel, and saw the most interaction between Jews and Christians. He relayed Jewish arguments against Christianity, noting that Jews challenge Christ’s genealogy and certain matters in the New Testament.
 These topics, Dury asserted, should be avoided, and preachers should instead emphasize “the substance of Saving Knowledge, and the Practice of Pietie, and the fulfilling both of the Promises made to Us, and the Threatnings denounced against Them.”
 Dury saw no problem with this contradiction and quickly switches the topic back to expedience.

Only one prominent thinker questioned the likelihood of the Jews’ eventual conversion to Christianity. William Hughes remarked that their readmission to England could not possibly hasten their conversion, only God could open their eyes. He poses that “It is not probable that this people, which hath now been blinde for above 1600 years, should be restored to fight by any but extraordinary power, by any work but one miraculous. Its a nation that is rather to be born at once, and whose conversion will be as the resurrection from the dead.”
 

According to some, the conversion of Jews to Christianity is a key step towards the second coming of Christ. His return is said to bring a thousand-year peace to the world and as a result, those who expect Christ’s imminent arrival can be termed Millenarians. B.S. Capp, in his work, The Fifth Monarchy Men, compiled a list of mid-seventeenth century authors who professed Millenarian beliefs in their works. Five of the attendees of the Whitehall conference appear on his list. They are all clergymen: William Bridge, Thomas Godwin, Kiffin, Matthew Newcomen, and Philip Nye. David Katz asserts that 

In England…careful study of the books of Daniel and Revelation had revealed that men were living in a time of great events and world-shattering change. The most widespread manifestation of this fear was millenarian, the conviction that the End of Days was imminent and would take place, not with one apocalyptic blast of destruction, but rather with the return of Jesus who would rule on this earth for one thousand years in the company of his saints….The belief that the Jews were destined to play a major role in this final drama was an important part of the millenarian scheme and had a major influence in moulding and nurturing philo-semitic attitudes in England which would ultimately lead to the readmission of the Jews.

These sentiments cannot be underestimated. Millenarian thinkers, most often members of the clergy, saw Jews as a conduit towards Christ’s coming and not as members legitimate religion in and of itself. William Tomlinson stated quite plainly that England should desire the Jews’ presence, “so if it be possible we may become instruments of their Conversion.”
 He, like many others, felt that England should set an example of Godliness and Christian love to entreat Jews to the Commonwealth as part of the ultimate goal of Christ’s return. Jews are deserving of Christian mercy, and arguably through the Jews’ appreciation for Christian love and charity, they will profess their love for Jesus Christ. Healey reiterates: “A much repeated theme was that if the Jews re-entered Britain, where they would meet some of the godliest people on earth, their conversion to Christ could probably be hastened and the inauguration of the latter-day glory or millennium brought nearer.”


Another ramification of the Jews’ conversion to Christianity concerns varying Christian sects—a matter of the utmost importance during the Interregnum. Matthew Birchwood, in his article “Confounding Babel,” acknowledges the myriad of references to the apocalypse in seventeenth-century literature and notes “linking the presaged conversion of the Jews and their Restoration in Palestine with the destruction of ‘Turks and hereticall Christians.’”

In addition to providing a description of the conference itself, Henry Jessey was a strong advocate of Jewish Readmission on millennial grounds. He acted as the pastor of Henry Traske’s Baptist church during the Interregnum and was a fierce advocate of the Jews’ return to England.
 Eyewitnesses believed him to be a Saturday-Sabbatarian.
 Nicknamed “Jessey the Jew” by contemporaries, he was known to carry a Hebrew Bible with him at all times and worked on a translation from Hebrew to English in hopes of replacing the King James Version.
 Jessey had been in contact with Manasseh ben Israel for at least six years before ben Israel’s visit to England and worked quickly to assist in the printing of ben Israel’s work Israel’s Hope.
 “The Jew’s” actions were based on an understanding of Jewish texts through a millennial hope for their ultimate conversion. While the eventual redemption of the Jews provided a strong case for Readmission, Christian experiences with Jews through trade and the association of Jews with usury proved to be a strong and effect counter-argument. 

Chapter Six: Jews and the Economy

One of the main issues surrounding Jewish readmission concerned the common Jewish association with money and trade. Although overshadowed by religious rhetoric, commerce and money played key roles in seventeenth-century perceptions of Jews. As previously noted, many Jews worked in trade or banking due to medieval laws prohibiting Jewish land ownership. By the seventeenth century, Jewish merchants played a prominent role in Dutch trade, which in turn affected English commerce. The long-standing association between Jews and trade played a prominent role in the debate at Whitehall. Ten merchants were in attendance, many of whom, according to Henry Jessey, agreed that England should show sympathy towards the Jews; allowing them to trade in England would “enrich Forreigners, and impoverish English Merchants.”
 Curiously, at a private meeting after the conference, the following issue was raised:

Some judged, seeing the Jews deal chiefly in way of Merchandize, and not in Husbandry, nor buying houses, nor in Manufactures; that the Jews coming and so trading might tend to the bringing lower prizes of all sorts of commodities imported; and to the furtherance of all that have commodities vendible to be exported; and to the benefit of most of our Manufacturers (where they shall live) by their buying of them. And thus, though the Merchants gains were somewhat abated, it might tend to the benefit of very many in our nation, even in outward things, besides the hopes of their conversion….

It is reasonable to conclude that the same merchants in attendance at the conference itself were not privy to this conversation. Cloth exporter and alderman Sir Christopher Packe opposed readmission on similar economic grounds, but charged Jews as mere puppets at the hands of the Dutch.
 Merchants in London also looked unfavorably upon the idea of a foreign group encroaching on their economic territory.
 Many feared that Jews, in their economic prowess, would burst onto the English stage and amass great wealth at the expense of English merchants and manufacturers. This phenomenon was not new to England, as throughout London’s history as a center of commerce merchants had often expressed displeasure at the arrival of newcomers and Parliament even enacted legislation to alleviate tensions between English and foreign traders. Jews especially suffered from the age-old accusation of obsession with money. William Prynne, in the context of Jews’ untrustworthiness, simply stated that “the love of money is the root of all evil.”
 William Hughes, another opponent of readmission, argued that many Englishmen wanted to expel the Jews from England in the century preceding 1290, but the monarchy felt it was fiscally advantageous to keep them around.
 Despite this animosity, some viewed the Jews’ potential economic contributions to England in a positive light.


Many on the international economic stage showed interest in England’s endeavor. In a letter to Cromwell’s secretary John Thurloe, Major-General Edward Whalley expressed intrigue at the potential of having Jews settle in the Commonwealth: 

It seemes to me, that there are both politique and divine reasons; which strongly make for theyre admission into a cohabitation and civill commerce with us. Doubtlesse to say no more, they will bring in much wealth into this commonwealth; and where wee both pray for theyr conversion, and beleeve it shal be, I knowe not why wee should deny the meanes.

Whalley expresses concern in two areas: commerce and religion. Jews were known throughout the mercantile world as their own international community and network of investors.
 Healey also asserts that the Lord Protector referred to Jews as “intelligencers,” or a group with information from abroad in the areas of diplomacy, commerce, and politics. Collier saw wealthy merchants as the real opponents to Jewish readmission, as they feared an influx of commercial activity would lower prices and be detrimental to their livelihood. He conjectured that if merchants brought more goods into England, they would also increase exports and bring money to the Commonwealth.
 D. L. also held a favorable attitude towards Jews in the English market, for other countries who entertained Jews have prospered in multiple spheres, not only economically: “…those Nations flourish most, abound in wealth in strength, in largeness of Empire and Dominion to this very day above others their Neighbour Princes about them; as though one may say, that which God promised to Abraham is really fulfilled to this very day: I will bless them that bless thee and I will Curse them that Curse thee.”
 Even though this was an economic issue, it was not unusual for religious rhetoric to find its way into the discussion: often political and economic topics were debated using religious imagery.

According to Roth, by 1655 the average Englishman had noticed the rise in English commerce, especially in London, and the new influx of merchants from Spain and Portugal.
 Many of these newcomers were so-called “New Christians,” recent converts to Christianity or simply Jews posing as Christians for social or political reasons. They settled in the capital and conducted trade with the Spanish, Portuguese, and Dutch, among others. Jews also had trade contacts with the East Indies, another potential source of trade for the English. The Reverend Hugh Peters, a Whitehall attendee, advocated opening English trade to all people, including the Jews.
 Ultimately, Edgar Samuel concludes, the readmission of Jews to England would be economically beneficial.
 Jewish merchants from the Iberian peninsula and the Netherlands had working relationships with not only European states, but Spanish and Portuguese colonies in the New World. The English saw how the religious policy of the Dutch helped them prosper on the international economic stage,  and Cromwell’s recognition thereof helped further the Jewish cause.

The modern scholar G.M. Trevelyan takes a different approach to the Jews’ economic role in England. He asserts that the English had learned to stand on their own feet economically, and did not rely, as others did, on Jews for forced loans. The country’s economic independence quelled any fears regarding a Jewish takeover of business, but this does not hold true based on the sentiments above. 

In November 1655 a rumor surfaced in London that made its way into publications across the city, causing widespread fear and panic not only in London, but throughout the continent. As recorded by the earl of Monmouth “the Jews ‘are to have two sinagogs allowd them in London, whereof St. Paul’s to be one.”
 Although Monmouth himself did not seem startled by the announcement, Londoners panicked at the thought of Jews purchasing their beloved cathedral and turning it into a Jewish house of worship. The Jews had supposedly hired Christian brokers and offered a sum of £200,000 for the church.
 This rumor most likely stunned many Londoners; not only would St. Paul’s Cathedral, an edifice comparable in the eyes of the English to St. Peter’s in Rome, be purchased and transformed into a church for others, but specifically for Jews, those who denied Christ. Arguably the Jews’ monetary offer played to the common sentiment many Christians felt regarding Jews; that Jews use money to resolve disputes.

The rumor surrounding St. Paul’s was not the first to surface in the seventeenth century on the subject of Jews attempting to buy their way in England. Jews supposedly offered £500,000 for the purchase of Brentford along with rights to settle and trade there.
 According to Joseph Spence, who published the tale in his 1858 work Anecdotes, Observations, and Characters, the “agent from the Jews said, that the affair was already concerted with the chiefs of their brethren abroad; that it would bring the riches of their merchants hither, and of course an addition of above twenty millions of money to circulate in the nation.”
 According to Henry Townshed, the Jews offered “£100,000 fine and £50,000 per annum, and also securing all persons from any Jewish Merchant breaking out of the public stock, and to bring in a Bank of £300,000 at 4 percent.”
 Regardless of whether or not these rumors were true, they aided in forming popular opinion about Jews during this crucial time during their negotiations with England.

According to the economic historian H. S. Q. Henriques, the English economy was in a slump in the mid-1650s, and the Jews looked promising as a source of revenue.
 He quotes a letter from Colonel Whitley to Sir Edward Nicholas in January 1556: “I had almost forgot that Cromwell says it is an ungodly thing to introduce the Jews; but if he refuse them, it is because they refuse to purchase it at the sum desired unless they may have the authority of a parliament for their being there with safety.”
 Certainly the prospect of instantaneous income with the potential of spurring the economy could not have looked displeasing to the Lord Protector. The Jews refused to pay, however, without an Act of Parliament guaranteeing their safety and security, so the issue remained unresolved.

Chapter Seven: Seventeenth-Century Toleration in England and Oliver Cromwell’s Critical Role in Readmission

Relatively speaking, the Interregnum in England was a time of free speech and open-mindedness. W. K. Jordan observed that:

Truth as well as falsehood seemed to manifest itself in an epidemic form, to spread irrespective of its evidence, and to establish itself quickly by that sympathetic sensibility by means of which one mind passes on its impressions to another. Opinions formed nobody knew where, spread by nobody knew whom, suddenly like a wave overflowed society, and before men recovered from their astonishment, either suddenly receded, or merged into some more startling novelty, which shook men out of the convictions of a lifetime'.

As with any period of intellectual and religious freedom, a myriad of opinions will elicit support for and attacks against new ideas. Anonymous books and pamphlets flourished during the Interregnum that addressed issues such as politics and religion. Perhaps dull to the modern reader, these pamphlets enjoyed a wide readership amongst the learned and elite, containing references from the ancient Greeks and Romans up until the publication date.
 Thomas Munck attributes this freedom and the innovation of new religious ideas in England to “the level of sophistication attainable amongst laymen when regulatory uniformity and clerical direction lapsed.”
 

The commonwealth brought such a level of religious tolerance that sectarian groups such as Independents, Quakers, and Fifth Monarchists were able to practice their religion openly.
 The English Independents’ theology could loosely be defined as a new type of Calvinism, although they differed from Calvinists in matters of church government.
 Their incompatibilities with the Anglican church varied on the role of congregations in church structure (Independents favored autonomous churches) and advocated the Calvinist idea of predestination. The Baptist church also flourished during this time, as well as the Leveller party, a direct offshoot of the revolution. The Quakers viewed an individual’s relationship with Christ as personal rather than institutional, and the Fifth Monarchist movement espoused millennial ideas and translated them into a radical political movement. Their understanding of Antinomianism led them to propose the subjugation of English law to judicial Mosaic law.
 This threat to English law led to their suppression, but their understanding and propagation of the Old Testament indirectly addressed the Jewish question.


It should be noted, however, that the number of Christians advocating total religious tolerance was “never more than a minority.”
 According to Perez Zagorin, “Most supporters of toleration refused to accept that the civil magistrate should have no responsibility or authority in religious matters. Nearly all of them were against freedom for Catholics and likewise drew the line at tolerating heresy or blasphemy.” 

Elaine Glaser argues that the concept of religious toleration did not gain prominence until Victorian historians began to sing praises of Puritan achievements.
 The roots of this so-called “toleration” were steeped in teleology: many Christians desired the Jews’ return to England in the hopes of catalyzing Christ’s return. It is true that toleration of various Christian sects began in this period, but it is important to note that the Interregnum gave rise to new definitions of religious pluralism.
From the issue’s onset, Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell seemed in favor of readmitting the Jews to England. Katz observes that “Cromwell was a realist. Though his Puritan background naturally stimulated his interest in the people of the Old Testament, he had little sympathy for the mystical tendencies that had hitherto coloured the movement for their readmission to England, and consistently opposed both the millenarians and the literalists who based religious observance on the Mosaic code.”
 David Katz characterizes the Lord Protector as “indeed far in advance of his age in the spirit of tolerance, but he confined this theoretically to Christians, and in practice only to Protestants.”
 One of his chief goals, according to Katz, was the “protection and encouragement of English commerce.”
 William Godwin believed this to be “an enterprise worthy of his character,” as the Protector’s “comprehensive mind enabled him to take in all its recommendations and all its advantages.”

Jewish merchants had played an important role in international commerce throughout history.
 Cromwell was well aware of the benefit Jews could bring to English trade, as he observed the growth of major Dutch cities since the Jewish expulsion from the Iberian peninsula. Since the influx of Marrano refugees was at its height in 1655, Cromwell reasoned that these Jews would “transfer their capital” to England rather than to the Low Countries if England made itself hospitable to the Jews.
 Cromwell had taken advantage of Jews’ international connections and intelligence, and stood to defend Jewish merchants, if the occasion arose.
 Jews had served Cromwell in overseas expeditions, chiefly to India and also in war with Spain.
 

Cromwell’s first step towards Readmission was a request of Council of State for their opinion regarding the issue. Upon receiving their “non-committal” report, he organized the conference at Whitehall.
 The Protector already had one strike against him, but was so desirous of readmission that he was willing to convene ministers, lawyers, and merchants from throughout the commonwealth to reexamine the issue. Among the attendees were a number of his favorites, Hugh Peters, Peter Sterry, and Mr. Bulkeley, the Provost of Eton. Ben Israel did not attend the conference, but eagerly awaited its results.

Cromwell had a number of conversations with Menasseh ben Israel. He liked the Dutch rabbi, and, as one witness reportedly overheard the Protector say, “never heard a man speak so well.”
 Ben Israel visited England in September 1655, a trip long delayed due to warfare between the English and the Dutch. Roth conjectures that Cromwell must have “fallen under the spell of Menasseh’s engaging personality. From that day, his support and sympathy were unswerving.”
 He did all that he could to encourage popular support of the readmission, most notably convening the Whitehall conference to decide the fate of Jews in England.


The official conversation regarding the readmission of Jews came to a close on Friday, December 18, 1655. This was the fourth and final meeting on the matter, and, in the hopes of showcasing popular support for his cause, Cromwell opened the meeting to observation by the public. This scheme backfired on the Protector, as the majority of citizens in attendance opposed the resettlement. He attempted to appeal to the crowd and conference members. The following is a speech recounted by Sir Paul Rycaut:

When they were all met, he ordered the Jews to speak for themselves. After that he turned to the clergy, who inveighed much against the Jews, as a cruel and cursed people. Cromwell in his answer to the clergy called them “Men of God;” and desired to be informed by them whether it was not their opinion, that the Jews were one day to be called into the church? He then desired to know, whether it was not every Christian man’s duty to forward that good end all he could? Then he flourished a good deal on the religion prevailing in this nation, the only place in the world where religion was taught in its full purity: was it not then our duty, in particular, to encourage them to settle here, where alone they could be taught the truth; and not to exclude them from the sight, and leave them among idolaters? This silenced the clergy. He then turned to the merchants, who spoke much of their falseness and meanness, and that they would get their trade from them. “ ‘Tis true,” says Cromwell, “they are the meanest and most despised of all people.”—He then fell into abusing the Jews most heartily, and after he had said everything that was contemptible and low of them: “Can you really be afraid,” said he, “that this mean despised people should be able to prevail in trade and credit over the merchants of England, the noblest and most esteemed merchants of the whole world!”—Thus he went on till he had silenced them too; and so was at liberty to grant what he desired to the Jews.

In this short but poignant speech, the Lord Protector countered several common arguments against the readmission of the Jews. The meeting ended without a formal decision, although many believed that Cromwell would have his way. In a letter dated December 31, 1655 Hum. Robinson offhandedly remarks to Williamson “The Jews, we hear, will be admitted by way of connivency, though the generality oppose.”
 His prediction came true, as early in 1656, without Parliamentary backing, Oliver Cromwell made informal agreements with Jews that allowed them to live and congregate in London without fear of civil persecution. The conference, which he hoped would turn out positively, proved to be fruitless and perhaps even counterproductive to the Jewish cause.


The Lord Protector’s true intentions are clouded in a haze of political, religious, and social rhetoric, but it is inarguable that he consistently favored the Readmission. Pollins notes that “no student of Cromwell nowadays denies that his policies were an amalgam of politics, economics, and religion.”
 When the outcome at Whitehall began to disagree with his wishes, he dismissed the conference and took control of the situation himself.


It is arguable that Cromwell facilitated the readmission of Jews to England and, despite the lack of popular support, went ahead with it anyway. He allowed a number of Jewish families to reside in London during his rule, but neglected to make their residence official, even with a time-bound charter or recognition of their settlement. Henriques argues that Cromwell was not in fact as selfless as one may think, rather he entertained the idea of readmitting Jews purely for his country’s economic benefit. Conversely, however, he did not oust the Jews who already resided in England, even though he possessed the power and obligation to do so. Regardless, Cromwell was a constitutional monarch and without the consent of his Parliament, was powerless to make the final decision. The English constitution prohibited toleration of any religion contrary to Christianity, and despite his best attempts, the conference was overrun with prejudice and disdain for religious toleration.


Despite Cromwell’s fervent desire to grant Jews readmission, there is little historical consensus as to who exactly enabled Jews to resettle in England. Some charge that since a Jewish community had always existed in London, “readmission” is a misnomer. English Jews celebrated the tercentenary of the readmission in 1956 with a year-long celebration of Anglo-Jewish art and history, and attribute the Jews’ success in England to Cromwell and his Puritan court.
 Glaser further argues that Charles II officially enacted the policy; this came to light with the controversy surrounding the Jew Bill in 1753. The fanfare surrounding the Lord Protector, she asserts, is part of a Victorian resurgence of philosemitism. Regardless, Cromwell’s actions played an important role in the resettlement, if Readmission is a misnomer, of Jews in England.
Conclusion
The Readmission of Jews to England was at the vanguard of social, religious, and even economic discussions from the fall of 1655 to the following summer. Scholars, politicians, and religious leaders made their wide variety of opinions known to the general public through a series of pamphlets published during that relatively short period of time. Common views about Jews, ranging from the biblical era to the seventeenth century, dominated the conversation. The Whitehall Conference’s lack of concrete decision further speaks to the complexity of the issue. 

While other regions of Europe had specific rules and regulations regarding the company of Jews in their communities, the attendees at Whitehall failed to come to a consensus as to whether or not they desired a  Jewish presence in England. They did determine that no law prohibited Jews from residing amongst their Christian society, but this was not enough to convince the committee. Many other subjects factored into their indecision; age-old suspicions about Jews, passed down through history books and urban legend, were at the forefront of arguments against Jewish readmission. Accusations of blood libel had not surfaced in centuries, but the memories thereof served as scare tactics to deter Readmission. Additional fears stemmed from the New Testament and Christian perceptions of Jews; the gospels, taken out of context, provide scathing descriptions of Jews and such images permeated Christian teaching for over a millennium. Christian teleology, however, called for the redemption of the Jews, which gave Christians a special interest in the once-Chosen people. The influence of millennial ideas was at a peak during the interregnum; many of the Lord Protector’s advisors espoused these sentiments. 

Oliver Cromwell played an integral role in bringing the Jewish question onto the national stage. He recognized the political and economic roles that Jews could bring to the Commonwealth and consistently advocated readmission. His opponents, the majority of whom were clergy, opposed religious tolerance for Jews on the basis of their interpretation of Jews as backwards or anti-Christian. The conglomeration of centuries of ideas regarding Jews and the Jewish people ultimately led to fear, distrust, and an aversion to the Jews, a people who, for the most part, had been absent from England for three hundred years. The English had contact with Jewish merchants overseas and in their trade agreements with the continent; as a result, commerce played an important role in the discussion. From age-old suspicions to modern-day observations, many individuals voiced their opinions both for and against the Readmission, but ultimately the Lord Protector made the final executive decision to allow Jews to return to England. Since he did not do so by a universal edict, rather by individuals, some scholars credit Charles II with this feat. Regardless of which leader officially permitted Jews to reside in England, the Cromwellian era theoretically, if not practically, opened its doors to the discussion of tolerance for dissenting faiths and ideas. 

The main tenent of this debate is the proposed toleration of Jews in England. Nothing is mentioned regarding acceptance of others’ religions. Despite the widespread publication of literature on dissenting religious sects, authors spoke exclusively about tolerating dissidents rather than encouraging their presence in a multi-faceted society. As evidenced, many clergy and religiously learned individuals found little reason to bar Jews from England. When faced with the reality of Jews entering their society, however, many changed their minds and vehemently opposed Readmission. The clemency and openness they avowed in writing failed to manifest itself at the Whitehall Conference. It is impossible to pinpoint one specific item that prevented the attendees from accepting a Jewish community in their midst, but when the proposal became closer to reality, English clergy and merchants were not able to come to terms with the concrete possibility of Jews openly residing in England.
Appendix

The following is Manasseh Ben Israel’s initial request for a Jewish asylum in England. His list, as translated from the original French, appeals for a number of freedoms:

1. The first thing we request from Your Sovereign Highness is that our Hebrew nation be received, admitted, and given membership to your Republic under your protection and official guardianship as English citizens. And for greater security in the future, I beseech Your Highness and your officials for fair judgment and request the right to bear arms so that we may defend ourselves in all circumstances. 
2. If you please, allow us to have public synagogues not only in England but also in other areas that you have conquered and are under the reign of Your Highness, and to practice our religion as we wish. 

3. Let us have a cemetery outside of the city in which to bury our dead without any disturbances.

4. Let us be permitted to trade freely and in all products that gentiles can 

5. And let those who will come be for the good of the English and live without bearing any prejudice nor bring any scandal, Sovereign Highness, choose a person of quality to be informed and to receive their passports upon entrance, and to give them the know how and obligation to remain loyal to your Highness. 

6. And as to not burden judges of the peace with the disputes that could occur between those of our nation, your sovereign highness will give license to the leader of the synagogue, with two official arbiters to judge each side and proceed according to Mosaic law and consistently have the freedom to recommend their sentence to civil authority, first depositing the sum of the condemned party.

7. If it happens that some laws contradict those of the Jewish nation, they will be immediately rescinded so that we may live safely under the protection of your Sovereign Highness. 
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