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Note on Spelling of Names

Place-names are given according to the British spelling found on the
‘Palestine Map, Compiled, Drawn and Printed under the Directions
of FJ. Salmon, Commissioner for Lands & Surveys, Palestine 1937,
1:500,000’. If the name of a place did not appear on this map (as, in
fact, several Arab villages and Jewish settlements do not), then the
Palestine Index to Villages and Settlements produced by the Mandate
Government (in 1947?) was used. The publication by A.Y. Goor, Acting
Conservator of Forests, List of Forest Reserves by Categories, 31.12.46
(Jerusalem: Palestine Government, 1947) was used for the names of
Forest Reserves. In these publications, different forms of the Arabic
definite article (#/) in a place-name (for instance, Adh, Al, An, Ar, As,
At, Es, esh, Et) are also sometimes included, for example, Ar Ramle.
A name could therefore be found in both forms, such as At Taiyiba and
Taiyiba. Terms and individuals’ names mainly follow the original
spelling in the documents and publications where they are mentioned.






Currency and Measures

CURRENCY

One Palestine Pound (£P) was, in 1927, worth one English Pound (£),
being equivalent to 1,000 Palestinian mils, or one Egyptian Pound
(£E).

MEASURES

A Turkish dunam was equivalent to 919.3 square metres. On 15 Febru-
ary 1928, the British abolished the Ottoman dunam, introducing the
metric dunam in its stead, which measured 1,000 square metres (1/4
acre; 1 km = 0.62 miles). In effect, a dunam in Palestine could vary
from 900 to 1,000 square metres (sq m). One feddan also varied in size,
being 100-250 metric dunams.

The metric dunam value is used in the study, unless otherwise
stated.

Source: Kenneth W. Stein, The Land Question in Palestine, 1917-1939 (Chapel Hill,
NC/London: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), p. xxi.
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Arab Committee)
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CID Criminal Investigation Department, Palestine
Government

CO Colonial Office

CS Chief Secretary
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HMG His Majesty’s Government

ISA Israel State Archives
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JNF Jewish National Fund (or Keren Kayemet Le-Israel [KKL))

Lof N League of Nations

MEC Middle East Centre, St Antony’s College, Oxford
University

MRU Malaria Research Unit
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PalGovPubns Palestine Government Publications

PEC Palestine Electric Corporation

PICA Palestine Jewish Colonisation Association

PIO Public Information Office, Palestine Government
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WO
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Royal Air Force

Manuscript Collections, Rhodes House Library,
Oxford University

Supreme Muslim Council

Town Planning Adviser

United Nations

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees in the Near East

United Nations Special Committee on Palestine
War Office

World Zionist Organization



Aghnam
Aliyah

Beer
Berseem
Bir
Durra

Effendi

Eretz Israel
Fellah
Ghaffir
Haganab

Histadrur
Ifraz
Fiftlik
Kafr
Kersenneb
Kfar
Kibbutz
Kushan
Mafruz
Mahlul
Mastabeh

Matruka

Mejelle

Glossary

Animal Tax

Hebrew for ‘ascent’ (literally); Jewish immigration to
Palestine

Hebrew for well; also denotes Jewish village

Arabic for clover

Arabic for well; also denotes Arab village

Arabic for millet

Notable, landowner with significant holdings, many
also being politically influential

“The Land of Israel’

Arab peasant farmer (pl. fellabeen)

Guard

Underground organisation for Jewish self-defence in
Palestine

General Federation of Workers in the Land of Israel
Partition of musha’ land shares

Other term for mudawwara lands

Arabic for village; denotes Arab village

Arabic for vetch (also kirsanna)

Hebrew for village; denotes Jewish village (a/so Kefar)
Jewish collective agricultural settlement, where every-
thing is collectively owned and the profits shared
Title deed

Parcelled land (see Ifraz)

Miri lands left uncultivated

Front part of an Arab peasant’s house where the family
lives; it is raised and with a balustrade

(=Withdrawn) Land left for public use, either for
general use (for example, highways), or for special use
(for example, common pastures, threshing floors)
Ottoman Civil Code (containing the Common Law);
compiled by a Commission appointed by the Sultan
in 1869. Intended as a statement of Islamic Law on
matters with which it deals



xxviii
Mewat
Midan
Miri
Moshav

Mudawwara

Mufti
Mukbtar
Mulk
Multazim
Musha’

Mutassarriflik
Rawieh

Sanjaq

Shari‘ab

Sheikh

Sunduq
al-Ummah

Taboon

Tabu

Tanzimat
Vilayet

Wagf

Yishuv
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(=Dead) Land held by the State that cannot be or is not
cultivated; wasteland

Public space

Land where the owner held the usufruct but not the
title, regarded as State Land

Jewish settlements with features of both co-operative
and private enterprise

Privately held lands that were then taken over by the
Sultan (also jiftlik)

A Muslim jurisconsul who issues authoritative opinions
Village headman

Freehold land

Tax farmer

Land-use or holding by which a group of people
(usually a village) held shares or parcels that were
periodically redistributed

A district in the Ottoman Empire

Lower part of a room at the back of an Arab peasant’s
house, reserved for animals

A district in the Ottoman Empire

Canonical law of Islam

Elder, chief of a village or tribe

(Arab) National Fund

Common bakery, or oven

Title; or Ottoman Land Register (term also used by the
British)

Reformed institutions and reforms of the Ottoman
Empire from 1839

An Ottoman administrative area, a province, usually
made up of several sanjags

(=Dedicated) Usually 7zulk (or originally miri) modified
by dedication. Recognised by Islamic Law as the power
of a landowner to dedicate the land for a religious
purpose. The property then becomes categorised as an
unalienable endowment

The Jewish community in Palestine

Source: Compiled, with further references to Frederic M. Goadby and
Moses J. Doukhan, The Land Law of Palestine (Tel-Aviv: no publisher
stated, 1935), pp. 1-16; Stein, Land Question, pp. 281-2; and Cecil Roth
and Geoffrey Wigoder (eds-in-chief), The New Standard Fewish Encyclo-
pedia, revd edn (Jerusalem: Massada Press, 1975).



Foreword

At the end of the First World War and on the break-up of the Ottoman
Empire, the region of Syria—Lebanon fell into the French orbit, while
Palestine, Trans-Jordan and Iraq (Mesopotamia) fell into that of the
British. These regions, however, did not become colonies but, as with
the former German colonies in Africa, were designated Mandated
territories instead. Unlike colonies, Mandated territories could aim
at full independence, and the League of Nations was responsible for
safeguarding their administration.

In this massive study on the impact of British imperial rule on the
landscape of Mandated Palestine, Dr Roza I.M. El-Eini concentrates
on town and rural planning, agriculture, forestry, land and partition,
taking the Shephelah (the Lowlands) as a case study. During their more
than 30 years in the country (1917-48), the British were obligated to
establish a government which was to ensure the terms of the League
of Nations, rather than their own strategic interests.

Dr El-Eini asks to what extent the British in Palestine attended to the
local population’s lot during the years 1929-48. In addition to examining
aspects of the British Administration that were unique to the Mandated
territory, there are frequent references made to the rulers’ experience
gained from their empire. British policies and planning are analysed,
especially as regards the implementation of plans. This is done for each
chapter individually. The book’s table of contents reveals the extent to
which the Mandatory Government involved itself in the administration
of Palestine — not always to the country’s detriment.

Having published several of Dr El-Eini’s works in Middle Eastern
Studies, 1 have already been aware of her meticulous scholarship, an
awareness greatly reinforced by going through this volume, and look-
ing at its maps and other illustrations, as well as its extensive bibliog-
raphy. The book is to be highly recommended to all those interested
in the region, whether students, scholars or lay readers.

Sylvia Kedourie
London






Preface

This book cuts a longitudinal section through time to analyse the
impact of British imperial rule on the landscape of Mandate Palestine
during the years 1929-48, the last two decades of Britain’s control of
the territory. Contrasts are made between the features common to the
British Empire, such as development activities and legislative measures,
and those unique to Palestine, notably those underwritten by London’s
strategic interests in the territory, the Mandatory Government’s dual
obligations to the Arabs and the Jews, and the Arab—Jewish conflict.

The aim of this work is to analyse British thinking, planning and
plan implementation; also giving an indication of the integral role that
Mandate Palestine had in the British Empire. There is no doubting
the galvanising impact that the 31 years of British rule had on the land-
scape of Palestine, following on 401 years of Ottoman governance in
the country. This impact is examined within the framework of policy
formation, planning and plan implementation, and is structured by the
periodisation of international and local events, such as the Arab Rebel-
lion of 1936-39 and the Second World War. The focus of this study is
on the ruler and the ruler’s ideology and attitude towards the Mandated
territory. Once Palestine was under the control of the Colonial Office, it
became privy to the large and complex interchange of ideas and technol-
ogy, gained automatic access to specialised research and development
committees and institutes, and was included in trans-Empire plans and
operations. An analysis is made of a wide range of aspects and issues
concerning the workings of the Mandatory Administration, from the
highest levels of the formation of policy and legislation in London, to
policy implementation by the ‘man on the spot’.

Much of the research on Mandate Palestine has been on the political
and social aspects and, later, on economic policy. More systematic
research was therefore needed to develop an understanding of the impact
of British imperial rule on Mandate Palestine itself — on the macro,
meso and micro levels — drawing on theories on imperial landscapes
and technological transfer, and periodisation. Since each chapter below
covers a different aspect, this also required reading specific to the
subject at hand, for instance, on town planning and its history; and the
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partition plans and their history in the British Empire.

By analysing the original British documentation on Mandate
Palestine, a comprehensive view was gained; this assisted in the under-
standing of how the British conceived that Palestine ‘should be’. The
rulers’ preconceptions and conceptions of the ‘Holy Land’ and of
Palestine as a strategic base were further influenced by their general
policy of treating the country as a crown colony.

In all of this, the Mandatory Government had its own internally built
duality, made visible by its obligation to represent the State’s concerns
for Palestine (for example, over the struggle to establish claims to State
Domain), and to ensure British interests (exemplified by its open support
for imperial strategic needs). This interplay and the frequently dissonant
interests added a further perspective to British rule in Palestine and
had a far-reaching impact on the country’s landscape. Legislation came
to play an increasingly important role in Palestine, as the Mandatory
sought to legitimise its development decisions, testing them in the
courts if need be — as seen by the formidable body of laws which it
formulated at every stage and the very active law courts, both now
significant legacies of Britain’s presence in the country.

The chapters in this study concentrate on how British thinking on
Palestine, and British experience in the Empire were expressed in the
Mandatory’s attempts to alter the country’s landscape, all the while
upholding His Majesty’s Government’s interests. This was to be
achieved through:

* urban and rural planning;

* upgrading farming practices and introducing intensive agriculture;

¢ afforesting the countryside (thus also aiming to supply basic timber
needs);

¢ intervening in the Arab—Jewish land conflict via legislation
determining the geography of land sales; land development; and
ultimate settlement patterns;

* its partition plans for the country, which were an attempt to
resolve the bitter inter-communal dispute between the Arabs and

the Jews.

A field case study on the Lowlands (the Shephelah) makes up the final
chapter.

The main sources for this book have been the Mandatory
Government’s original correspondence (from the levels of the High
Commissioner’s and Chief Secretary’s Office, to those of Departments
and Sub-Districts, and individual Government employees) held at the
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Israel State Archives, Jerusalem; and the papers (Colonial Office,
Foreign Office, War Office, Crown Agents, Prime Minister, Maps, and
other) at the Public Record Office at Kew. Research was also conducted
at the Bodleian Library, and on the Manuscript Collections at Rhodes
House and the Private Papers at the Middle East Centre at St Antony’s
College, as well as at the Oxford Forestry Institute, all at Oxford
University. Other sources referred to included material held in London
at: London University’s Institute of Advanced Legal Studies, London
School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, School of Oriental and
African Studies, Senate House and Institute of Commonwealth Studies;
also the Imperial War Museum, and the Royal Institute of British Archi-
tects. In Jerusalem, material was consulted at: the Central Zionist
Archives; the Hebrew University’s Jewish National and University
Library, the Maps Department of the Bloomfield Library, and the
Aerial Photographic Archive; as well as the Jewish National Fund
Archives; and the Israel Bar Association Library; and the Ansari Public
Library and International Palestinian Research Centre. In addition,
various privately held documents were examined, and interviews were
carried out.

Field and archival research was conducted for the case study
chapter on the Shephelah region.






Introduction

But is it so clear that Government has done nothing?!

Britain ruled Palestine for over 30 years between 1917 and 1948: first
as a Military (December 1917-June 1920), then as a Civilian (July
1920-September 1923) and, finally, as a Mandate Administration
(declared on 29 September 1923, and lasting to the end of 14 May
1948). During the Mandate period, it established a government system
aimed at safeguarding its own strategic interests and satisfying the
League of Nations criteria laid down in the Mandate for Palestine, in
addition to meeting Arab and Jewish demands. It is because of the
British imperial power’s central role in Palestine and its Mlandate oblig-
ations that ideological, cultural, and geographical theories, together
with empire theories in historical, landscape and political geography,
as well as social theories, will be used in this study. Also applied are
theories on policy-making, planning and plan implementation and on
periodisation, as these provide the structure for the study. Following
Alan R.H. Baker’s discussion on ideological landscapes, a holistic and
broad-based theoretical approach will be used so that both the general
and specific may be analysed within the context and framework of
world, empire and local events.? It is the British ruler and the ruler’s
ideology and attitude that are to be the focus here in order to analyse
the impact of the British on Palestine’s landscape. In this way, Palestine
is slotted back into place as an integral part of the British Empire,
rather than being left in solitary orbit, its history an appendage to the
grinding Arab-Israeli conflict. An introduction to the theory relevant
to each specialised subject will be given in each chapter. This study
covers the years from 1929 to the end of the Mandate in 1948.}

THEORETICAL BASIS IN HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY
Ideological Landscapes

Going beyond the cultural aspect that so characterised historical geog-
raphy studies, Baker argued for the recognition of the role of ideology
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in landscapes. Human ‘actions’ and the ‘actual’ (material) alone are
insufficient indicators to understanding landscapes: the ‘attitude’ and
‘ideal’ of those concerned must be accounted for as ultimately colouring
actions.* Since the 1970s, historical geographers have gravitated away
from Carl O. Sauer’s Berkeley school of geographers — denounced by
some critics as the ‘geography of artifacts” (or what James S. Duncan
called ‘object fetishism’®) — and began to search for different ways to
analyse landscapes other than by ‘reading them’.” Marxist ideological
geography partly paved the way,® as did Leonard Guelke with his ‘ideal-
istapproach’, though it gave little margin to historians.” Georges Duby’s
interpretation of ‘ideology’ as a system of representations with its own
logic, ideas and myths," and the Oxford Dictionary’s definition of the
term as the ‘system of ideas at the basis of an economic or political
theory’ will be used here, permitting a holistic approach.!

Humans interact with their landscape in a variety of ways. For
example, as Donald W. Meinig has shown, when driven by its own
ideology, an imperial power can mobilise different forces to impose its
presence on the landscape (see below).!? Religious and utopian beliefs
may cause people to relocate, resulting in landscape changes, connecting
in many cultures to the relationship between land, God and man — a
matter at the heart of Jewish claims to ‘Eretz Israel’ (‘the Land of
Israel’),” producing a landscape with a ‘geographical personality’.'*
Order is imposed and authority asserted in an attempt at ‘totalisation’,"
with landscapes constantly in flux.

“Time’, ‘space’, ‘place’, ‘period’, and ‘society’ have a combined role
in this landscape ‘process’ — as Eric Hirsch termed it — a reminder of
Derek J. Gregory’s oft-quoted phrase, ‘all geography is historical geog-
raphy’.!® Sociologist Anthony Giddens’ inclusive structuration theory
makes time—space indispensable to studying changing structures (and
actions) in social life;'” whilst Barbara Bender ‘contextualizes’ land-
scapes, with society operating within specific temporal and spatial
conditions.'® John A. Hannigan’s social constructionist perspective of
environmental sociology is also relevant here as an aid to understanding
the interaction between society and its environment and the issues
arising from it.!” David Harvey stresses the material and cultural
elements of creating places in space, giving a Marxist historical
materialist interpretation of land use.?’ Landscape is not inert.?! “There
is no “absolute” landscape’,? so that ideology has a continuous role in
landscape. Hence its significance in this study.
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Cultural Geography

Culture is important in landscape studies, expressing thoughts, tastes
and customs; particularly in empires, with the foreign rulers exporting
their own cultures and adapting from the vernacular. As Meinig argued,
icons and symbols of the imperialists’ presence become features and
marks of their stay.” In The City as Text, Duncan cast aside the socially
disengaged ‘readings’ of rural landscape characteristic of Sauer, where
human-constructed culture, social processes and the influence of power
are suppressed in analysis.* Denis Cosgrove’s earlier emphasis on the
role of human actions in cultural landscapes,” with its symbolic and
iconographic aspects,” was considered inadequate since it denied
process in landscape.?” New research by John Urry has shown the fused
relationship between culture and landscape, as places are ‘consumed
by’ or ‘consume’ society, being restructured to suit the identity allotted
them (historic site, etc.).” Baker noted that the plurality of society and
cultures (class, gender, age, ethnicity, religion, politics, locality) reflect
back onto the landscape, giving spaces ‘distinctive identities’.?” Cultural
geography theories are therefore indispensable here.

Geography and Empire

AJ. Christopher observed that no school of British colonial geogra-
phy exists, as with the French.* Carville Earle, for example, wrote of
Britain’s historical geographers’ ‘neglect of the imperial legacy’.*' And
historian John M. MacKenzie, as editor of several of the varied Studies
in Imperialism — covering issues ranging from nature to the police and
imperialism - noted the ‘Little Englanders” domination of his
subject.’? Post-colonial guilt made the British Empire ‘unfashionable’.*
Only one conference, held in 1994, has been devoted to geography and
empire.**

As Neil Smith and Anne Godlewska have shown, interdisciplinary
theories are well suited to imperial geography. Vincent Berdoulay’s
‘contextual theories’ help in understanding the new empire contexts;*®
whilst the ‘critical geography’ of the 1990s led to the implementation
of a variety of social theories and the intense questioning of post-
structuralist and post-modernist theories, the Frankfurt school, and
post-colonial theory.** To Marxism, feminism, economics, history,
and Edward Said’s ‘Orientalism’ in the field of imperial studies
have now been added works on literature, social theories, culture,
medicine, psychology, environmentalism, and religion.”” Imperial
studies continued in political geography — with its emphasis on state,
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government and politics — though research was focused on nationalism,
ideology, power and boundaries.*

In colonial discourse theories — reinforcing Said’s arguments for
an ‘Orientalist’ approach to analysing empires from the standpoint of
the ruled — there have been the influential theories of the Subaltern
Studies, an amalgamataion of history and anthropology which revises
India’s historiography and uses dichotomies, such as coloniser/
colonised, Western/non-Western.** However, the Subaltern Studies have
been criticised for being too limiting and divisional, with not much
middle ground.* Said’s Orientalism has also been criticised for over-
stating the case against the West’s colonial past.* Yet, other historians,
such as A. Adu Boahen writing on Africa, have sought to address the
highly sensitive issue of ‘the colonial balance sheet in the political,
social and economic fields’. In so doing, Adu Boahen rejected what he
considered to be the ‘rather extreme position’ of those exemplified by
Guianese historian and activist, Walter Rodney, and Ugandan historian,
T.B. Kabwegyere, who ‘maintained that colonialism made no positive
impact on Africa’. Instead, Adu Boahen demonstrates what can be
described as colonialism’s ‘mixed’ impact on his continent, thereby
broadening the debate.*

Colonial Landscapes

Meinig’s geographical analysis of imperial expansion, Christopher’s
classified types of colonial landscapes, Daniel R. Headrick’s theories in
technological transfer and an understanding of the term ‘development’
as used by the British colonialists, are all relevant here.

Meinig’s analysis of an empire’s geographical spread within the
framework of five common human aspects remains an important guide
to examining how imperial authority and order may be imposed and
expressed in the landscape politically, sociologically, culturally,
economically and psychologically.*® Geographically these aspects are
indicated as: the spatial systems that bind the two areas of conqueror
and conquered; the locational distribution or areal patterns diagnostic
of the imperial presence and impact; the man-land relationships caused
by the imperial intrusion and disturbance of older ecological, tenurial
and resource patterns; the social ecologies of the intimate areal and
environmental relationships between two peoples brought together by
imperialism; and the cultural landscapes with their symbolic imperial
content.* The ruled are perpetually reminded of the ruler.

In his thematic analysis, Christopher seeks to assort and investigate
both patterns and anomalies in the British Empire, broaching such
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subjects as: the link with the metropolis, power bases, cities, rural land
division and imperial landscape characteristics. But there were no cast
iron rules for imperial patterns. The great movement of people, the
struggle of Church versus State, strategic and mercantile interests, and
expectations, all played their part. Significantly, and unlike the French
Empire, ‘decentralization with a strong element of self-government
and indirect rule’, based on Britain’s legal system, was a major feature
of the British Empire.* The Colonial Office ‘supervise[d] world-empires
from a single building’,* controlling the colonies by degrees,* as the
implementation of London’s colonial policies became distorted by the
colonial officials’ perceptions.

In the case of Australia, the ‘impress of Central Authority’ had its
origins in the London Cabinet, and its reciprocal influence on the
Secretary of State and office staff. In turn, these were also susceptible to
influence from other London Government departments, parliamentary
pressure, select committees, pressure groups, and colonial land and
emigration commissioners. But, Sydney also had a governor, an
executive council and a legislative council, all interacting at the top of
the ruling structure: these were influenced by the Colonial Secretary
who took note of the Treasury, Land Board, commissioners, police,
magistrates, the Surveyor-General (and staff), surveyors, and the
Department of Roads and Bridges. A complex system of command
emerges which shows that no single authority or individual was immune
to influence from some quarter, both in London and Sydney.*

The information traffic of the imperial archives is witness to
colonial activities;* though scholars, such as Roger Owen, have
questioned the data contained therein ‘as an essential tool of modern
government’.”* Were any of these patterns of British rule and impact
discernible in Palestine?

Applying themes familiar to studies on the Industrial Revolution,
Headrick showed how empires facilitated the transfer of ideas and
technology by highlighting the colonialists’ role, not only as adminis-
trators, but also in working to ‘increase production’, and attempting
to lower costs by applying industrial and scientific methods.*!

There are many theories on technological transfer, which are
discussed later on in the chapter on Agriculture. Headrick distinguishes
two features in technological transfer: that equipment and methods are
relocated with informed experts who could use the equipment; and that
knowledge, skills and attitudes towards devices or processes are diffused
from one society to another. Furthermore, technological flow depends
on contacts, decisions and reactions from within the society concerned.
"Technological transfer may be resisted or supported by culture, politics,
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society, individuals, governments or even conflict; governments operate
as agents of technological transfer, for example, by manipulating tariffs.”
Scientific institutes are also agents, serving colonial settlers to improve
crops and agricultural techniques.’® The Empire acted as a network of
transfer, making Headrick’s theories applicable to the following study.

DEVELOPMENT

Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain’s (1895-1903) support for
the ‘new imperialism’ of the late nineteenth century (and the need
to rethink the British Empire along these lines) continued into the
twentieth century.’* ‘Development’ meant State intervention, with
influencing Fabian concepts biased towards agrarian issues.” By the
1920s, ‘moral’ and ‘educational’ progress was being encouraged in the
Empire, whilst the latter’s ‘abounding wealth’ was to be exploited for
the ‘world’s good’,”® so that Britain would not be viewed as the sole,
cynical benefactor, developing her colonies as a market for her
surplus.”” The Empire also meant power and prestige in Europe.’ The
policy set by the British Plenipotentiary in Egypt, Lord Cromer, stood
the tests of Empire: the Government gave ‘security’ to the economy
by ensuring law and order, interfering only in public works, and
encouraging private enterprise.”” Colonial budgets were to be
balanced, with the British tax-payer making no contribution except
towards defence.®” Colonial Development and Welfare Acts were passed
(1929, 1940, 1945, 1949, 1950), and Colonial Office directives were
sent out for Empire-wide development (for example, in agriculture),
with conferences and imperial scientific institutes facilitating trans-
Empire technology and information transfers.*!

‘Development’ was (and still is) generally defined as a rise in average
living standards, with increased materialism, more social, cultural, educa-
tional and health opportunities, and a greater per capita production,
indicating economic growth. Structural changes should occur, with
industrial and occupational diversification for local colonial inhabitants,
and a buoyant domestic market and increased agricultural production,
followed by higher productivity in the manufacturing and services
sectors, the mechanisation of traditional handicrafts, and the establish-
ment of conditions of mass consumption, with an infrastructure for
domestic distribution.®

According to Marxist theory, following on the Industrial Revolution,
capitalist conquests may have had a progressive though brutal role in
initiating capitalist industrialisation: the differences in preceding modes
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(and by extension, the geography) of production (pre-industrial, pre-
colonial) led to the slow penetration of capitalism into Asia, enabling
eventual European domination.® Hegel considered world history as a
development process, a progression towards the better.** Discussions on
‘modernisation’ and ‘progress’ echo Hegel: these are seen as the change
from traditional and communal (gemzeinschaft), to rational, complex, busi-
nesslike (gesellschaft) social and economic settings. The process requires
transmission, adaptation, and the transfer of modern ideas and tech-
nologies from the ‘developed’ to the ‘less developed’ world.®® These
commonly used interpretations of development have, however, been
forcefully criticised by Debra Straussfogel as being too Eurocentric; also,
by Arturo Escobar in his anti-development and post-structuralist study.

With its antecedents in nineteenth-century evangelism’s sense of
mission, and Fabian socialist ideas, the ruler’s attitude towards and
psychology as regards, the ruled increasingly became one of dedication
and paternalism.®” This was aptly expressed in Rudyard Kipling’s poem
calling on the Americans to take up the ‘White Man’s Burden’,* ‘to teach
the ignorant, childlike natives how to live and labour productively’.%’
Still, with the Colonial Office operating like a large international labour
exchange, for many, working for the colonial administration was just
a job.

POLICY FORMATION, PLANNING AND PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Policy formation, planning and plan implementation were the keys to
British rule in Palestine, and are important in understanding ‘attitudes
and actions’ and the landscape. Theories developed in government
studies are thereby applicable and are discussed below.

Problem Definition and Policy Formation

Problem definition is integral to policy formation and planning. John
W. Kingdon defined problems as compelling circumstances leading to
calls for government action: public awareness of the problem is then
crystallised by individual or group activity.” Hannigan, applying social
constructionist theory, claims that problems are ‘constructed’ by people
and do not just arise;! whilst David A. Rochefort and Roger W. Cobb
argued that how problems are defined also determines policy.
Participation in problem solving may be restricted by narrowly
defining a problem, or heightened by linking up major themes, such
as justice.” Time, place and context must also be considered. According
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to social constructionist theories, political and cultural leaders may be
seen to impose their ideological and, in consequence, their institutional
hegemony over the next phases — policy formation and planning — as
pressure groups and society fight for their own interest values.™

Mark Turner and David Hulme identified ten ways to define
‘policy’, that is, as:

* a label for a field of activity (for example, broad statements on
government economic policy);

* an expression of general purpose or desired state of affairs (for
example, to promote democratisation through decentralisation);

* specific proposals (for example, to provide free primary education);

¢ government decisions (for example, those announced by a
president);

¢ formal authorisation (for example, Acts of Parliament).

¢ In addition, policy could be defined as a programme (for example,
land reform);

* as output (for example, area of land redistributed);

¢ outcome (for example, agricultural output);

¢ atheory or model (for example, increased incentives to manufac-
turers will lead to higher industrial output);

* and, finally, as a process (long term, starting with issues, moving
through to objective-setting, decision-making, implementation
and evaluation),” this latter point gives policy an historical
dimension.”

Theories on policy-making have shifted from the nineteenth-century
liberal views of Jeremy Bentham — which accentuated group interaction
and gave the State a passive role — to more recent holistic interpretations
that include individuals, ideas and their originators, and state-society
interaction. Stephen Brooks underlined the ‘fragmented process’ of
policy formation, cautioning against macro-level theories like Marxism
where generalisations dim the ‘nuanced reality of policy-making’,
allowing ‘fluidity’ in analysis.”” However, the choate nature of macro
theories — also applied here — has led to their revival, with Quentin
Skinner writing of the ‘grand theory’s’ return,’ accommodating Robin
G. Collingwood’s philosophising in which universal concepts (such as
‘atility’, ‘right’ and ‘duty’) are considered present in each and every
action.”” Macro-level analyses permit a general view prior to examining
sub-structures and details, which is why they are used here.

Policy-making also involves reality and value judgements,* and so
is not only aimed at ‘goal-setting’ — hence the ‘departmental philosophies’
of the metropolitan government’s Treasury, for example.®! Policy-makers
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use lesson-drawing and ideas as ‘tools’. Thus, officials learn from
their own and other people’s experiences, routines and set guidelines.
Structural changes may cause policy-makers to search for lessons
across time and territorial boundaries, which could also result in
policy-formation that becomes internationally common.*

Emery Roe noted the use by policy-makers of ‘narrative policy
analysis’ —stories used to describe and examine policy issues. Assumptions
and decision-making are founded on narratives, often becoming a
force of their own, resisting change, even in the face of contradicting
empirical data. Only counter-narratives that ‘re-write’ the dominant
policy narrative, rather than empirical data which may produce more
uncertainty and the entrenchment of positions, can be presented against
narratives.® It may be shown that the British Empire’s governmental
system was not immune to such analysis.

Planning and Plan Implementation

Planning also depends on the individuals involved (notably, politicians
and professionals), policy, and different governmental and non-
governmental interests. Edward J. Blakely delineated six phases in
development planning processes relevant here: data gathering and
analysis; selecting a development strategy; selecting projects; building
action plans; specifying project details; and overall plan preparation and
implementation.®* Government departments and institutions are the
agencies for planning and plan implementation. The policy formation
process makes neutral and objective planning realistically impossible
as mediation and decision-making conflict.* Even civil servants —
collectively an enduring factor which remains as governments change
— are not unalterable in their views and approaches to policy.* As
Rochefort and Cobb assert, policy-making is multi-disciplinary with
many factors in play:*’ politics, history, geography, tradition, culture,
religion, economics, psychology and environment, among others.
Combining many of the models constructed to analyse policy
processes and plan implementation, and focusing on society and
government, Turner and Hulme marked out various levels of
involvement, which are applicable to this study because of their
universal aspects. Turner and Hulme began with the individual - a
planner’s commitment is usually ‘rooted’ in his or her personal value
system® — and the different influencing factors, notably at the stage of
plan implementation, the main policy process phase, when resources
are scarce ‘... and any policy model must incorporate this reality’.** As
with every stage from problem definition to planning, implementation
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is complex and demanding, so it must be monitored.”” There may be
ministerial changes, budget cuts, political upheavals, or any other
sudden drawbacks. Hence, plan implementation can immediately
highlight fault-lines in policy formation and planning, and even
produce new problems, leading to modifications in plans, further
protests, and yet more data collecting and analyses.”!

PERIODISATION

Periodicity can cover an ‘age’, such as imperialism, or parts of a
century.” Political and historical geography recognise periods and
cycles, ‘clarifying distinctive historical periods’ characterised by changes
or patterns.” Two basic cycles have been outlined: hegemonic, and
Kondratieff economic cycles. Hegemonic cycles last about a century and
usually centre on the hegemonic State which becomes, as Peter J. Taylor
noted, ‘pre-eminently powerful economically, politically and culturally’.
The Kondratieff cycle lasts about 50 years, with growth followed by
stagnation, and is better understood in the context of hegemonic
cycles.” Immanuel Wallerstein and Taylor support the world-systems
theory, in contrast to the 1980s empirical history theories that focused
specifically on events and episodes.” French post-structuralist Michel
Foucault, however, prefers to highlight discontinuities and breaks in
history, producing an ‘archaeology of knowledge’.”

For this study, Wallerstien’s approach will be used, since it allows for
the realisation of patterns, breaks in patterns, and new patterns — however
set, temporary or unique they may be perceived to be. This book deals
with the last two decades of the Mandate period of 1929-48. The general
periodisation followed is: 1929-36, a time of high Jewish immigration
into Palestine and economic prosperity; and 1936-39 and the Arab
Revolt, when significant disruptions occurred in daily life and the
Mandatory Government’s works. This is followed by 1939-45 and
the Second World War, which saw Palestine’s economic recovery and the
war-years boom, tempered by certain wartime shortages; and 1945-48
and the end of the Mandate, when political uncertainty and strife led
to the stunting of wartime and post-war reconstruction plans.

STUDIES ON MANDATE PALESTINE

A growing interest in the historical geography of British rule in
Mandate Palestine, with less attention being paid to the nineteenth
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century is perceptible — especially among Israelis.” Among the
Palestinians, research has increasingly concentrated on chronicling
Arab life and property ownership during the Mandate, and is led by
the Institute for Palestine Studies and Birzeit University.”® Along with
research by historians, economic historians and sociologists on Mandate
Palestine, this interest in the British period is reflected in such journals
as Cathedra, the fournal of Palestine Studies, Middle Eastern Studies,
Ofakim, and the Journal of Historical Geography, and in collections of
works such as those published in the book, The Land that Became Israel.”

There is a vast literature on Mandate Palestine, and only a few of
the main writers on the subject are mentioned below. Further specialist
reviews of authors on the Mandate are given for each chapter. The
reader is also referred to the Bibliography. In historical geography,
Gideon Biger produced a general description of Mandate Palestine
from 1917 to 1929. Certain subjects, however, have received particular
attention, exemplified by Jacob Reuveny’s book on the Mandate
Administration.'® Roza .M. El-Eini has written both on the economic
history and the historical geography of British agricultural policy in
Palestine.!* Moshe Brawer and, in history, Walid Khalidi, have written
on Arab villages.!”? Ghazi Falah has examined Bedouin settlements.!®
Michael J. Cohen, Yehoshua Porath, Nathaniel Katzburg, Shmuel
Dothan, Elhanan Oren, Itzhak Galnoor, Yossi Katz and Shalom
Reichman have discussed the historical aspects of partition.!®* Meir
Garon, El-Eini, J.V. Thirgood,'” Shaul Ephraim Cohen, and Biger
and Nili Liphschitz have researched aspects of forestry.!* Dov Gavish
has written a study on land surveying, and on aerial photographs;!"’
and, David Grossman and Ruth Kark have discussed land and settle-
ment.'® Significant studies on the land issue during the Mandate
period have also been undertaken by Sami Hadawi, Kenneth W. Stein,
Arieh Avneri and Anita Shapira;'® and Itzhak Reiter has examined the
Waqf (Muslim religious endowment).!

Roberto Bachi, Gad G. Gilbar, Edward Hagopian and A.B. Zahlan,
Usiel O. Schmelz, Joseph Vashitz, and Mahmud Yazbak, have written
on demography and migration during the Mandate.!! There are
several works on transport, notably by Reichman.!'? Also, a number of
studies on urban development and town planning have been carried
out: by Joseph Fruchtman, Yonathan Fein, Aharon R. Fuchs, and
Benjamin Hyman, among others;'"* and on architecture, by Gilbert
Herbert and Silvina Sosnovsky."'* There are, in addition, many specific
studies relevant to the Mandate’s historical geography, such as those
by Malik Hussein Salalhah on Beit Jann (in the Galilee), and Vivienne
Silver-Brody’s work on Zvi Orushkes’ (Oron) photography.'’
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In other disciplines, Mandate Palestine has been of enduring interest
for economists, economic historians, historians, researchers in Jewish
Studies and sociologists, among others. Significant works on the
economic history of the Mandate have been written by: Nachum T.
Gross, Jacob Metzer, Barbara J. Smith, El-Eini, and Tan William
Gaskin.""¢ Rashid Khalidi has examined the ‘construction’ of Palestinian
identity, also covering the Mandate period; and Baruch Kimmerling
and Joel S. Migdal have researched the sociology of Palestinian Arabs.
‘Abd al-Qadir Yasin has looked at the Arab struggle in Palestine
during the Mandate; Muhammad M. Muslih has traced the roots of
Palestinian nationalism; and Issa Khalaf has discussed what he termed
‘social disintegration’ in the context of Arab politics in Mandate
Palestine.!"” Historians in Middle Eastern studies and Jewish history,
as well as sociologists, have been involved in a lengthy and, at times,
acrimonious debate further developed in the 1980s (with its roots in
previous writings, notably by Uri Avnery and Simha Flapan) by Benny
Morris, Ilan Pappé and Avi Shlaim — labelled ‘new historians’. These
historians question Israeli historiography, claiming that it is biased and
that it conceals a policy to advance Zionist interests at any price.!'s
Nur Masalha and Beshara B. Doumani have also written on this, high-
lighting the absence of studies on Palestinians.!"” Morris’ and Pappé’s
discussions have been strongly criticised by Efraim Karsh and Yoav
Gelber, who attack the very methodology they use and, in particular,
claim that their interpretation of the documents is erroneous.'”” The
debate belatedly drew in historical geographers, though even then
resulting in very short studies. Mluch has been published on both sides
of the debate, and research regularly refers to it;"?! this latter point is
also true of geography.'?

However, in historical geography studies, British rule still only
serves as a backdrop; see, for instance, Yossi Ben-Artzi’s ‘Pioneer Jewish
settlement’.’* This is also sometimes true in other disciplines, such as
in Barbara McKean Parmenter’s work on Palestinian literature, Giving
Voices to Stones.'**

BRITISH RULE IN PALESTINE

Historical Background

When General Sir Edmund Allenby marched into Jerusalem on 11
December 1917, the British certainly had not entered a terra incognita.
Nineteenth-century travellers, consuls and members of the London-
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based Palestine Exploration Fund (PEF), and the First World War
Egyptian Expeditionary Force produced a large body of information
and maps on the Holy Land.'” Palestine, with its potential as a key
Mediterranean naval base, its geographical position east of the Suez
Canal, and its inherent religious value as the Holy Land, formed a
land-bridge for Britain in the Middle East, as her rule spread from
Egypt, across to Trans-Jordan, and on to the oil-rich region of the
Persian Gulf.'? The route to British India was also secured. Hence, it
was primarily as a strategic point that Britain was to signify Palestine,
and it was the country’s strategic import that was to be the driving force
behind British rule there. But in the new post-First World War polit-
ical climate Britain could not claim Palestine, her last imperial acqui-
sition, as a colony. Following American President T. Woodrow
Wilson’s (1913-21) belief in self-determination, embodied in his
Fourteen Points set down in January 1918, and the establishment of
the League of Nations in 1920, Britain was instead granted a Mandate
for Palestine on 25 April 1920 at the San Remo Conference. In initi-
ating the Mandates system, the League of Nations saw a means by
which to deal with the ceded territories of the defeated Central Powers
after the First World War. Of the ‘A’ Mandated territories — previously
of the Ottoman Empire, and considered to be more advanced adminis-
tratively than the former German overseas possessions in Africa and
Oceania, making up ‘B’ and ‘C’ Mandates — the British got Palestine,
Trans-Jordan and Iraq. No defined period of time was stated for the
duration of the Mandates. Palestine had been under a British Occupied
Enemy Territory Administration (OETA) since its conquest, and was
made a Civil Administration on 1 July 1920 under the first High
Commissioner (who was also given the rank of Commander-in-Chief),
Sir Herbert Louis Samuel (1920-25). On 24 July 1922, the Mandate
was approved by the League of Nations, and, excluding Trans-Jordan
(1922), came into operation on 29 September 1923 with the official
ending of the war with Turkey by the Treaty of Lausanne.

In 1910, ‘Palestine’ was defined in the Encyclopaedia Britannica as ‘a
geographical name of rather loose application’. As Bernard Lewis indi-
cated, during the Middle Ages, Christian writers usually referred to
the ‘Holy Land’ or ‘Judaea’. The Roman name, Palestine, was ‘widely
adopted in the Christian world’ after entering into common European
usage following the Renaissance and the revived interest in classical
antiquity. Palestine was administratively divided under the Ottomans (see
below). The process of boundary formation for Mandate Palestine in
the south was largely based on British and Ottoman interests during the
nineteenth century; and in the north, on British and French interests,
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after France was allocated in 1919 the Mandate for Syria and the
Lebanon. Hence, the British Mandate was instrumental in defining
Palestine, and in placing it on the World map.'?’

Ultimately bound by Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of
Nations in which the ‘well-being and development of such peoples
[under Mandate rule] form a sacred trust of civilization’, and the terms
of the Mandate for Palestine, the British Government was committed
to administering the territory on behalf of the inhabitants to ensure
the formation of ‘self-governing institutions’?* (see, Appendix 1). This
was to be done with a view to eventual self-rule. The British were
therefore given a double trust, a ‘dual Mandate’: on behalf of Palestine’s
inhabitants, and on behalf of the ‘International Society’. Incorporated
into the Preamble and Article 2 of the Mandate for Palestine — whose
vocabulary, such as the words ‘the Mandatory’ and ‘the Administration’,
came into common usage as references to the British Government
in Palestine — was the Balfour Declaration. Originally published on
2 November 1917 as a letter from the then Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, Arthur James Balfour, to Lord Rothschild, it stated
that His Majesty’s Government (HMG):

view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home
for the Jewish people ... it being clearly understood that nothing
shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights
of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine ...'»"

Britain thus also had a ‘dual obligation’ — as it came to be known —
towards the Arabs and the Jews, enhancing Palestine’s uniqueness
within the British Empire. Though ruled from the Colonial Office,
much like any of HMG’s crown colonies, Palestine was now a
Mandated territory, and Britain was answerable to the Permanent
Mandates Commission (PMC) of the League of Nations in Geneva
and later to the Trusteeship Council of the United Nations, which
replaced the League of Nations after the Second World War. The local
population, therefore, had an address to which to post their complaints.
With limited natural resources (mainly potash), and the Mandate terms,
Palestine was not set to attract British White settler communities, or
any notable number of fortune-seekers — both so common to the rest
of the British Empire.!3

The British were quite critical of Ottoman rule in Palestine."*! But
their evaluation seems truer of the situation they found in the wake of
the retreating Ottoman Army, than of the actual Ottoman legacy after
401 years of rule. As studies by Moshe Ma’oz, Kark, and L. Carl Brown
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show, the Ottomans established health, education, security, transport,
taxation, land registration and administrative systems.!*> One of the
Ottomans’ most lasting legacies was the legal code of the European-
influenced Tanzimat reforms. These were introduced in the Ottoman
Empire, which included Palestine, from 1839 onwards. The Tanzimat
affected every aspect of life: agriculture, forestry, governance, industry,
land, law, taxation and trade.'””® In Palestine, the significance of the
Tanzimat reforms — which often had only a patchy impact — was that
they lay the groundwork for British rule, and formed the core of
Mandatory law."*

Palestine’s only minerals of economic value were Dead Sea deposits,
and its economy was traditionally based on agriculture.’*® The British
described the soils as ‘much-denuded’,"** and ‘made worse during the
First World War’ by the Ottoman Army as it withdrew, destroying large
areas of tree-barrier to meet its fuel needs.”?” Whilst this description
gives an idea of the state of the countryside, the extent of the damage
caused by the Ottomans is questioned by scholars, as will be discussed in
the chapter on Forestry. Palestine’s varied climate and soils, which ranges
from desert to hill country, marshland, coastal plain and oasis, allowed
for the production of different kinds of crops.’*® Of the 26.3 million
metric dunams making up Palestine (this book refers to zzetric dunams),
the British in 1930 officially considered only less than a third of it
cultivable — a contentious point, since this partly determined the
number of Jews permitted to immigrate to the country.*’

Palestine’s Population

In 1917, Palestine’s population was characterised by high birth and
death rates, the latter being due to recurring epidemics of smallpox,
malaria, typhus and cholera.'* In 1922, in the first British Census,'*! the
Arabs (denoted in the Census as ‘Muslims, Christians, Druze and
Others’) numbered 679,800 (or 89.1 per cent of the total population),
and the Jews, 83,800 (or 11 per cent).'? By 1931, and the second and
last full Census,'® the numbers were 858,700 (83.1 per cent), and
174,600 (16.9 per cent), respectively (for 1946, see Table 1).'* About
90 per cent of Jewish immigration originated from Europe.'* Under
the British, improved Government- and Jewish-run health services,
particularly, for example, focusing on the control of malaria'* — led to
a fall in mortality rates.'¥

Throughout the period of 1926-47, the total fertility rate of the
Muslims remained the highest in Palestine, steadily rising from 6.37
in 1926/7 to 7.14 in 1934/6, and 9.42 per cent in 1943/5. In the same
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Table 1. Population of Palestine by Religion, 1922-46°

Year Total Jews Muslims Christians Druze and

Others
Absolute Numbers (Thousands)

1922 763.6 83.8 600.7 71.5 7.6

1931 1,033.3 174.6 759.7 88.9 10.1

1946 1,895.0 593.8 1,141.5 144.5 15.2

Per Cent

1922 100.0 11.0 78.7 9.4 1.0

1931 100.0 16.9 73.5 8.6 1.0

1946 100.0 31.3 60.2 7.6 0.8

Relative Growth (1922 = 100)
1931 135.0 208.0 126.0 124.0 133.0
1946 248.0 709.0 190.0 202.0 200.0

* Official data as somewhat amended by Roberto Bachi, The Population of Israel (Jerusalem:
Avraham Harman Institute of Contemporary Jewry, The Hebrew University/Demographic
Center, Prime Minister’s Office, 1977). Any differences in summation (of percentages, for exam-
ple) are due to rounding off of figures by Schmelz and Bachi.

Source: Usiel O. Schmelz, Modern Jerusalem’s Demographic Evolution, Jewish Population Studies, 20
(Jerusalem: Avraham Harman Institute of Contemporary Jewry, The Hebrew University/
Jerusalem Institute for Israel Studies, 1987), p. 24.

years, the Jews registered fertility rates of 3.86, 2.67 and 3.35 per cent,
respectively; whilst the Christians retained steady rates of 4.29 in
1931/3 (the earliest noted) and 4.37 per cent in 1943/5.14

In a study of the percentage distribution of deaths by age, Bachi
found that during 1930-42, the Muslims had the highest rates among
0—4-year-olds (67 per cent, falling to 60 per cent); and for those aged
60 and over (10.5 per cent, rising to 17.8 per cent). The age groups
between 5 and 59 registered steady rates of 5-6.2 per cent. This
contrasted with the Jews (the 0—4 age group rate fell from 34.7 to 19.9
per cent, though the rate for persons aged 60 and over rose from 35.1 to
49.7 per cent; while those in between these age groups registered from
3.3 to the highest at 13.5 per cent for 45-59-year-olds). The Christians
also had a high infant mortality rate (falling from 49.6 to 35.2 per cent
during 1930-42), and high death rates among those 60 years and over
(28.1, rising to 39.8 per cent). The age groups in between registered
rates of 2.9 (5-14-year-olds) to 9.2 per cent (45-59-year-olds).'*

Population studies of birth and death rates during 1923-42 indicate
higher levels among the Muslims."*® Crude birth rates for the latter
ranged from 51.7 (per 1,000 population) in 1923/4 to 47.3 per cent in
1940-42. Jewish and Christian birth rates also fell from 37.3 to 23.3
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per cent, and from 37.9 to 29.3, respectively. The overall crude birth
rate therefore fell during the Mandate period from 48.1 in 1923/4, to
38 per cent in 1940-42.

Crude death rates for 1923-42 fell among the Muslims from 23.1
(per 1,000 population) in 1923/4 to 22 in 1940-42. For the Jews and
Christians, their lower rates of 13.7 and 16.2 in 1923/4 fell to 7.9 and
11.8, respectively. Palestine’s total death rate, therefore, dropped during
the Mandate from 25.1 in 1923/4 to 16.8 in 1940-2.5! The figures for
the crude rate of natural increase are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2. Crude Rate of Natural Increase per 1,000 Population, 192347

Year Jews Muslims Christians Total
1923-24 23.6 23.1 21.7 23.0

1925-29 21.6 23.8 19.8 23.0

1930-34 21.2 249 20.9 23.8

1935-39 19.0 29.0 21.3 25.4

1940-44* 17.4 253 17.5 21.1

1945-47 22.7 — [Statistics not available] —

* For Muslims, Christians and total population, 1940-42.
Source: Bachi, Population of Israel, p. 244.

Policy Formation, Planning and Plan Implementation in Mandate
Palestine

The British ran Palestine along the lines of the Cromerian system of
having colonies maintain balanced budgets (see, Appendix 2), London
mainly contributing towards defence.'*

Ottoman Palestine was administratively divided so that the Sanjags
(Districts) of Acre and Nablus as part of the Vilayet (Province) of Beirut,
looked to the north for their governance and economy; whilst the
Mutassarriflik (also District) of Jerusalem — including the area south of
Beersheba — was a separate district, directly controlled by the Porte in
Constantinople.'* In contrast, the Mandatory Government established
a single centralised administrative system,"** giving Palestine inter-
national borders, with districts and sub-districts, and making Jerusalem
its capital (see Map 1 and Appendix 3)."° There were also municipal,
local and village councils. This subject is further discussed in the chapter
on the Urban and Rural Landscapes.

After a short period under Foreign Office control, responsibility
for Palestine was transferred to the Colonial Office in 1922, which —
along with the Treasury — sought to put British interests first. Few
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Map 1. Ottoman Palestine, 1914.

decisions could be taken without prior knowledge and approval of the
metropolis, thereby ensuring a seemingly tight rein on the Mandatory
Administration. Local decisions had regularly to be referred to
Jerusalem first, which in turn often communicated them on to London
for approbation. In this way, a clear chain of command could some-
times be traced all the way from the Prime Minister’s Office in London,
to the lowest level of administrator in Palestine, with the Treasury
often having a special say. Hence the applicability of policy formation
and planning theories discussed above.
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However, other elements influenced the policy and planning
processes: Colonial Office and Treasury policies; Mandate obligations;
the Palestine Orders in Council (outlining the form of governance
through the Executive, departments, legislation, British Statutes, the
Judiciary, and the validation of Ordinances, and made by the Sovereign
on the advice of the Privy Council in London). There was also inter-
national pressure from official organisations (especially from the PMC);
the Palestine Executive Council; the Mandate Government’s depart-
ments, district and sub-district commissioners, deputies, assistants and
officers; different individuals, with their own political leanings and
interests (from the Prime Minister to the local official); and Arab and
Jewish pressure; as well as other factors, such as the environment,
history, economics, and sociology (Figure 1). The Administration,
which employed both Arabs and Jews, grew from 21 departments in 1924,
to 45 in 1947. In addition, were the many commissions, committees
and councils, each made separate demands.'*

Initially, the Administration employed former officers from the
First World War ‘who happened to be kicking around the Middle East
at the time’. Later in the 1920s, more specialists and trained people
were posted to Palestine, many having had years of experience in the
colonies; so that by the 1940s, the ‘majority ... were “hand-picked”
[sic] flyers from elsewhere’.’” Occasionally, graduates fresh from
Oxbridge would be recruited. When visited by one such official, a
distinguished Arab sheikh of the Beisan Valley exclaimed: ‘Wallab! [By
God!] What are they bringing us? A wulaid [little child]?!”*® Sdill, the
Palestine Service came to be regarded as a ‘corps d’élite’."”* Many in it
brought with them preconceived ideas of the Holy Land, a form of
biblical romanticism absorbed from such words as those of Claude R.
Conder, member of the late nineteenth-century Palestine Exploration
Society (Palestine Exploration Fund — PEF) survey team:

Here then in the wild desert valley, beneath the red precipices ...
we may picture the dark figure of the Baptist in his robe of camel
hair ... preaching ...1®

Carrying with them the ‘White man’s burden’, which influenced
their decisions,'*! the British often exhibited a strong condescending
streak'® towards the ‘local stuff’, that is, those they ruled.

‘Standing Orders’ dictated official procedure and behaviour. The
staff were:

... requested to deal with the public amiably and respectfully, but
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should insist at the same time, on the honour and prestige of the
office and not allow any interference while executing their duties.

The staff were ‘to obey strictly’ the orders of senior staff, ‘without
questioning his instructions’. Furthermore, they were ‘to obey orders
in the first place, and to make enquiries or explanations afterwards’.!s}
The correspondence is occasionally potholed with reproofs to juniors
for straying from their duties or querying orders, producing under-
currents that tugged at the direction of command. One senior Assistant
Secretary in the Chief Secretariat, Sidney Moody, operated by his own
self-styled motto: ‘Never allow a particular instance to develop into a
general principle’.'** Financial matters were always one of the main
concerns, and ‘official receipts had to be given for every payment made
by members of the public’. Leaving the population with no doubt as
to who governed, the flag was ‘to fly throughout the day and through-
out the week, and should not be taken down before sun-set’.'® In these
orders lay the true metal of British rule in Palestine and the Empire.

The Mandate Years

In the first decade or so of their rule, the British established the working
machinery of the Mandatory Administration, and consolidated their
authority by entrenching military centres (such as that at Lydda),
beginning to build a major naval base at Haifa, and policing the country-
side and borders. At the same time, departmental activities were initiated
in agriculture, forestry, communications, education, finance, health,
industry, land registration, tax, trade and town planning.'® Many of the
Administration’s activities were concentrated on the Arabs — continuing
the Ottoman Government system of contacts with the wealthier land-
owning notables and village representatives, the mukbtars's’ — since the
British regarded the Jews as independent, highly motivated, well
funded and organised (as Hagit Lavsky has shown); although the Jews
also suffered from severe hardships, the effects of which are often
underestimated or overlooked in the literature on Palestine.!s® It is
essential to emphasise the variances between the already established
Arab community in Palestine and the comparative difficulties entailed
in bringing changes to it, and the country’s evolving and mainly
immigrant Jewish community, with its different historical and ideologi-
cal background, and its constant changes which made it relatively more
receptive to and indeed dependent on its organisations. These differences
between the two communities were to influence British attitudes and
planning in Palestine. There was a whole variety of specialist Jewish
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organisations and branch organisations, that ranged from the cultural
and political to the economic and scientific, both inside and outside
Palestine. By 1937, the Palestine Royal Commission, which investigated
the 1936 disturbances, was to label the Vishuv (the Jewish community
in the country) ‘an imperium in imperio’;'® its activities otherwise
described by Sami Hadawi as ‘interference in the administration’.!”

By contrast — and although the Palestinian journalist, Nasser Eddin
Nashashibi, went as far as titling a chapter in one of his books, “The
Absence of Arab Institutional Development, 1922-39’ — Arab institu-
tional organisation was not lacking during the Mandate. However, several
organisations were only in their incipient stages. And, Walid Khalidi
remarked, the Arab leadership in Palestine had no institutional links with
neighbouring Arab capitals, which ‘themselves were struggling under
various forms of British tutelage’.'”! There were banking, commercial,
co-operative, educational and other Palestinian Arab organisations;
however, many struggled to function, especially the co-operative soci-
eties, and lacked enough consistent support to have an impact beyond
certain limited interest groups and those that could afford credit
loans.'”? There was certainly no real equivalent to the Jewish Agency
which represented the Vishuv, with its specialist departments. No Arab
organisation, for instance, existed in Palestine that could equal the
Jewish Agency’s Institute for Economic Research which collated statis-
tics and produced detailed studies and economic forecasts even the
Mandatory Government’s Office and Department of Statistics drew
on. There was no official Arab structure to sustain Arab farmers in the
manner that the Agency did Jewish farmers. This was an important
difference as it concentrated the Mandatory Government’s attention
on the Arab sector, but not to the exclusion of the Jews, who readily
used Government facilities, in many instances duplicating them. All of
which helps to explain British development attitudes and to deflect
certain Zionist accusations of an inherent ‘pro-Arab bias’ in the
Mandatory’s development works. This discussion is further detailed in
the chapter on Agriculture.

Several Arab organisations already functioned in Ottoman times,
such as the Wagf, dealing with religious endowments, the Muslim
Shari‘ab (Canonical law of Islam) religious Courts, and Christian
religious schools (for example, that at Beit Jamal). The Arabs rejected
a British proposal made in 1923 for an Arab Agency, which was to be
a counterpart to the planned Jewish Agency."” Important political
organisations were, however, set up during the Mandate period. The
most notable were the Arab Executive Committee (AEC), jointly
founded by Christians and Muslims in 1920; the autonomous Supreme
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Muslim Council (SMC), founded in 1922; and the Arab Higher
Committee (AHC), representing the main Arab political parties and
founded in 1936. The AEC'’s fragility and its constant undermining by
the SMC - led by its powerful and controversial President, the Mufti
of Jerusalem, Hajj Amin al-Husseini — resulted in its eventual demise
in 1935. Although the Arabs refused to have official representation to
the Government, the AEC had acted as a representative, and maintained
contact with the Mandatory. In 1937, as the Arab Revolt intensified, the
SMC lost its support from the British, and the AHC was banned: both
occurrences taking place because of these organisations’ persistently
hostile stance and activities against Arab political opponents, the Jews
and the Mandatory. It was not until November 1945 that the second
Arab Higher Committee was formed."* Rashid Khalidi commented
that the Arabs in Palestine thereby:

entered World War Il in effect headless — without any semblance
of a unified leadership. In that condition they were to face their
most fateful challenge in 1947-49. The crippling defeat they were
to suffer in 1936-39 was among the main reasons they failed to
overcome it.'”

The Arab organisations discussed above were either too unstable or
too politically radicalised to accommodate such comprehensive
programmes of economic, educational, scientific and funding activities
as the ones which the Jewish Agency was engaged in, whilst in addition
italso ran a strong Political Department and handled campaigns, crises
and rivals to its dominant position. There was a paucity of publications
by the AHC, and of the material it did put out, much of it consisted
of political pamphlets and booklets. Many of the difficulties that
surfaced in Arab political activities during the Mandate were often also
reflected in the more political aspects of the organisation and running
of Arab trade unions — which did start gaining strength in the 1940s —
such as the Fam'iyyat al-‘Ummal al-‘Arvabiyya al-Filastiniyya (the
Palestinian Arab Workers’ Society).

For their part, and despite serious political divisions within the
Yishuv, the Jewish Agency and other Jewish organisations and individ-
uals continued actively planning the comprehensive development of
the Jewish community in Palestine, producing reams of printed matter,
which appeared in Hebrew, English and Arabic, on subjects that
included advanced agricultural research and economic analyses. Many
of those involved were highly educated, experienced and even inter-
nationally established experts and professionals in their fields (for
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instance, Dr Chaim Weizmann, President of the Jewish Agency, had
been a lecturer in Biological Chemistry at Manchester University and
in 1916 was appointed Director of the British Admiralty Chemical
Laboratories; and Dr Arthur Ruppin, an economist and sociologist,
who headed the Zionist Executive’s Colonisation Department, and
went on to teach Sociology at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem).!7
The Arab leadership in Palestine often failed to harness the knowledge
and skills of its own highly educated, intellectual, professional and
moneyed classes in the same structured and effective manner as that
of the Jewish leadership in its determination to build up the Yishuv on
a broad base.

Also fundamental to understanding the institutional weaknesses of
the Arab community in Mandate Palestine, therefore, was the narrow
political focus and openly fractious and at times self-defeating nature
of the main Arab organisations that operated in the period under the
British, serving to help explain why an Arab Agency was not established.

Still, a number of Arab chambers of commerce were set up in several
towns, notably Jaffa, Haifa and Jerusalem, and the Arab Committee of
Citrus Fruits Industry was influential in the country’s main economic
sector of citrus production and marketing, and Arab trade unions were
also formed, reflecting economic, political and social changes, both
within the country and the Arab community.'”” But these could not
detract from the realities that any restructuring of the Arab economy
in Palestine meant dealing with existing conditions. When the Arab
Bank Limited was opened in 1930, for instance, it faced many finan-
cial difficulties, as much of the Arab population frequently lacked the
collateral to qualify for loans and had little knowledge of banking prac-
tices. The creation of an Arab National Fund, Sundug al-Ummah, by
the AEC in 1931 and other attempts to safeguard Arab lands from sales
to the Jews met with little success or any substantive support
from Arab landowners, who were themselves integral in sustaining the
land market. Significantly for British development activities in agri-
culture in Palestine, the felluheen (peasants) had heavy debts and their
agricultural system was mainly traditional and extensive, based largely
on unirrigated, dry farming.'”®

Throughout their history, the Jews had maintained a presence in
Eretz Israel, the name by which they referred to the Holy Land, the Land
of the Bible, and came to lay claim to it at the end of the nineteenth
and in the twentieth centuries through the Zionist movement."”” The
main organisations relevant to this study were newly established in
the late Ottoman period and during the Mandate years: the umbrella
Zionist Organization (set up in 1897); the Jewish Agency (1928,
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formally established in 1929, and successor to the expanded Zionist
Executive, set up in 1920), mentioned in Article 4 of the Mandate as
the representative of the Yishuv;'® the Va’ad Leumi or National Council
(1920), which debated and also represented Jewish affairs; the Histadrut
or General Federation of Workers in the Land of Israel (1920), which
dealt with labour and immigrant settlement matters;'®! the Jewish
National Fund (JNF or Keren Kayemet Le-Israel [KKL], 1901), which
bought land for Jewish settlement; the Palestine Foundation Fund (Keren
Hayesod,1920); and the Palestine Jewish Colonisation Association
(PICA, 1924), which purchased land for the JNF and private citizens.'®?
Co-operatives and banks were established, also scientific research
centres at Rehovot and the Hebrew University, among other places, in
Palestine. Although many agricultural settlements were in debt, being
new they were often sufficiently flexible to adopt — and adapt to —
modern intensive farming based on irrigation.'® The Jews claimed they
should receive a larger proportion of the Palestine budget due to their
being taxed relatively more per capita (in the 1920s, for example, they
were taxed three times as high as the Arabs; however, the latter
contributed 60 per cent of the revenue).'® Gross and Metzer have
indeed argued that, any ‘bias’ was cancelled out overall.!**

The year 1929 was a watershed for Palestine as widespread rioting
broke out. The Arabs demanded more protection from Jewish land
buyers because of fears generated by increasing land sales and Jewish
immigration (Appendices 4 and 5).*¢ For their part, the Jews admon-
ished the British for their /zissez-faire economic policy, wanting the
Government to be more active, especially in its support of the Jewish
National Home.'®” The Shaw Commission, called to investigate the
‘disturbances’, was also critical of the Mandatory Government,'*® as too
was the Permanent Mandates Commission.'*

The British were caused to review their policy in Palestine, as wide-
ranging and detailed reports were commissioned: on the economic
conditions of the agriculturalists, by the Johnson—Crosbie Committee;!®
on immigration, land settlement and development, by Sir John Hope-
Simpson;'! on the introduction of a system of co-operation, by
C.E. Strickland;”? and on the settlement of landless Arabs, by Lewis
French.'” In addition, numerous reports on agriculture, forestry, land,
urbanisation, and communications were ceaselessly filed, many with
copies sent on to London.

As a result, the British drew up a more active policy for Palestine,
laid down in the White Paper of 1930, also known as the Passfield White
Paper,"* by which development was to be encouraged through inten-
sive land use and increased agricultural production; and by which



26 Mandated Landscape

Jewish immigration was to be limited by the criteria of the country’s
‘economic absorptive capacity’ to take in new arrivals, as stated in the
Churchill White Paper of 1922.15 A Development Department was also
to be established. However, the Jews roundly condemned the British
for the White Paper, accusing them of threatening the ‘crystallisation’
of the Jewish National Home and Dr Chaim Weizmann, President of
the Jewish Agency, resigned his position over this issue. This led to
Prime Minister J. Ramsay MacDonald backtracking on the White Paper
policy in what the Arabs called the ‘Black Letter’ of 13 February 1931
to Weizmann.'

The Mandatary then set about implementing its development
policy, notably in agriculture. It also persisted in its policy to control
Jewish land purchases by honing relevant ordinances dating back to
1920 and applying the limiting factors of the ‘lot viable’, the minimum
area of land deemed necessary for an average fellab (peasant) family to
subsist on, and therefore to be retained in case of sale.!’

However, HMG's fulfilment of its dual obligation to the Arabs and
the Jews was again questioned when Jewish immigration began
increasing exponentially due to virulent anti-Semitism in Central and
Eastern Europe and to the rise to power of Adolf Hitler and Nazism
(Appendix 5). During the 1930s, the Jews began making plans for the
eventuality of a Jewish State, and put up stockade-and-tower settle-
ments overnight that were located more for their strategic value than for
their agricultural potential.”®® The Arab nationalist Strike and Rebellion
broke out in 1936, lasting to 1939, during which — and for the first
time — the Arabs specifically attacked British rule in Palestine.'”” Much
of the Mandatory Governments’ work was undone, as large swathes of
the country became no-go areas, with many officials being killed, and
agricultural and forestry stations being destroyed.?® The British had
to open up new roads and bypasses to maintain their control over
Palestine,?®! and even carried out aerial bombardments.2”

In 1936, a Royal Commission chaired by Earl Peel investigated
events in Palestine, gathering large amounts of information. Their
recommendations were wide-ranging, covering agriculture, forestry,
land, immigration, commerce and other matters. Most significantly,
the seemingly irreconcilable differences between the Arabs and the
Jews resulted in the Peel Commission recommending the partition of
Palestine. An Arab and a Jewish State were to be established, with the
British retaining areas of strategic and religious importance, hence
putting the issue of partition on the agenda for the first time.?”® A
technical commission led by Sir John A. Woodhead then looked into the
question of partition, and in 1938 published its findings that partition
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would produce two economically unviable states, necessitating popula-
tion transfers.”** All attempts at negotiations between the Arabs and
the Jews failed so that, on 17 May 1939, the British published yet
another White Paper outlining their reviewed policy. Ever wary of the
approaching war in Europe, the British feared antagonising their Muslim
subjects across the Empire, and decided on the further restriction of
Jewish immigration and land buys.?”® In 1940, new Land Transfers
Regulations were published for this purpose, delineating land transfer
areas.” A gathering Jewish revolt, which initially broke out in 1938,
continued with varying strength till the end of the Mandate. In these
years, illegal immigration was stepped up.2””

During the Second World War, Palestine became an important
military centre for the British war effort in the Middle East; as soldiers
were billeted in the country, food production increased, and the
economy boomed.?*® At the end of the War, the Arab—Jewish conflict
intensified, and the United States, now affirmed in its role as a world
power, and with the British Empire on the decline, became involved
in the question of Palestine.”” In 1946, a joint Anglo-American
Committee of Enquiry, set up to investigate the ‘Problems of European
Jewry and Palestine’, concluded with the recommendations that a bi-
national state should be established, and that 100,000 Jews be permit-
ted into Palestine immediately. That same year saw the bombing by
the Jewish underground group, the Irgun Zvei Leumi (IZL, or National
Military Organization), of the King David Hotel which housed the
office of the Mandatory Administration’s Chief Secretary.?!°

International public indignation grew after the Second World War
when scenes were reported of the pathetic remnants of European Jewry
being shunted about Displaced Persons’ camps and run down on the
high seas off the Palestine coast.?'! This was coupled with daily losses
of British soldiers in Palestine and home demands that the troops be
returned. In 1947, the United Nations, replacing the League of Nations,
sent out a Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP)?*"? which, after
further reporting, recommended partition. On 29 November 1947, the
UN General Assembly voted for the partition of Palestine, a decision that
the Arabs categorically rejected. Fighting immediately broke out
between the Arabs and the Jews; and as 14 May 1948 drew to a close,
the British evacuated Palestine.

Periodisation in Mandate Palestine’s History

Arguing for the analysis of ‘overlapping phases’ in studies on Mandate
Palestine, Yechiam Weitz stated that most periodisation in research on
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Palestine is contextual and relates to specific issues — for instance, the stud-
ies by Reichman on Jewish settlement and by Gross on economics and
the Yishuv — and lack an overview.?"* Political historians, such as Joseph
Heller, are also accused of dealing ‘off-handedly’ with periodisation.?'
But perhaps Weitz is being too critical, as analyses of overlapping
phases are discernible in these studies, allowing for nuances. Also, Tarif
Khalidi has argued for a non-Western periodisation in studies on the
end of Ottoman Palestine and Palestine under the Mandate.?s

A broad periodisation is used in the present study; hence, issues and
events (macro, meso, micro) during Mandate rule may be focused on
within overarching Empire and world developments. This historical-
based periodisation is thus characterised:

* 1929-36: the Shaw Commission, coinciding with the World
Economic Depression, Arab discontent at rising Jewish immigra-
tion and land buys, and British reports and development policy.

* 1936-39: the Arab Rebellion.

* 1939-45: the Second World War.

® 1945-48: the post-war years of reconstruction, British imperial
decline, intensification of the Arab—Jewish conflict and anti-British
activities, partition, and the end of the Mandate.

AIM OF THE BOOK

It is within the historical context discussed above that this study is to
be presented. The aim of this book is to analyse and understand British
thinking in framing problems, policy formation, planning and plan
implementation, concentrating on the years 1929-48 (and the end of the
Mandate). An examination will be made of the imperial British ideolo-
gies expressed in Palestine, the London and Mandate Governments’
perceptions of the country — cutting across political, economic, cultural
and other spheres — and how this influenced their activities there. The
relative roles of top-level politicians and the ‘man on the spot’ are also
given for a perspective on the workings of the Mandate Administration.
The importance of contacts and experience gained from the British
Empire is also investigated, and through this, the significance of tech-
nological transfer and the exchange of ideas.

The primary sources for this book are the British London and
Mandatory Governments’ documents held at the Public Record Office
(PRO) at Kew and the Israel State Archives (ISA) in Jerusalem; these are
extremely important as the only consistent and original correspondence
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and information on British policy formation, planning, and plan
implementation. In addition, a number of other archives and Papers
were used. Unfortunately, original Arab documentation was often
difficult to locate or missing.?'® The research was carried out within
the context of chapters on Town Planning and the Urban and Rural
Landscapes; Agriculture; Forestry; Land; the Partition Plans; and a
case study on the Shephelah (the Lowlands), an area chosen for
detailed research because of its geo-strategic significance to the British.
In this way, a greater understanding may be gained of the impact of
British imperial rule on the landscape of Palestine during 1929-48: a
Mandated landscape.
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Town Planning and the Urban and
Rural Landscapes

Let old Jerusalem stand firm, and new Jerusalem grow in
grace!!

INTRODUCTION:
THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The debate on colonial discourse and post-colonial theory further
evolved from that of the 1970s, when “Third World’ writers began to
‘write back’. An important part of the post-colonial debate concerned
the colonial urban landscape and its legacy. Hence, Jane M. Jacobs’
‘geographies of imperialism’ highlighted that in Perth, Australia’s
indigenous Aborigines saw their sacred Goonininup grounds given only
a symbolic space. But how true is Zygmunt Bauman’s claim that ‘urban
planning became the vehicle’ for the ‘perfect world that would know
no misfits ... [with] no unattended sites left to chance’»? Odile Goerg
and Chantal Chanson-Jabeur examined different criteria for urbanism
in its colonial context, questioning the use of ‘models’; whilst Christelle
Robin saw at least three factors in the many ‘models’ of the ‘ville
européenne’ urban morphologies that were supposedly transferred to
the colonies: history, geography, culture. These combined to form a
singularly colonial urban landscape.?

Writing on the colonial impact on urban centres, Anthony D. King
took his cue partly from Janet Abu-Lughod’s commentary on the
‘transplant’ of the ‘modern city’, which produced a ‘dual city’ as a
colonial legacy: ‘physically juxtaposed but architecturally and socially
distinct’. King teased out the indicators that show that colonial urban
centres do not readily fall into categories — conceptualising, for
example, the role of cross-cultural phenomena, socio-spatial structure
and analyses of policy, planning and resource distribution, as well as
economic, social and urban form. Just as technological changes affected
city forms, so too did they ‘revolutionise’ the ‘social and political
structure’ of society. The main colonial function of an urban centre
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(administrative and so on) influenced both the centre itself and its rural
surrounds.* King goes a step further, and discusses the impact of
regional planning and its significance in the export and transmission
of colonial technology and capitalism in the formation and application of
‘dependency’ theories on urbanism and empire. He argues that the
city can have a major role as the ‘spearhead of economic, political and
cultural penetration’, changing the colonised society or territory.’

Robert J. Ross and Gerard J. Telkamp maintained that cities were
‘necessary evils’ to colonists as administrative and commercial centres;°®
and A.J. Christopher emphasised the role of capitals and the hierarchy
of power bases, which could distort a country’s economy, producing new
trading and communications tangents.” Tourism was also a by-product
of the empires. A particularly potent force in colonial cities was urban
planning, which in its crudest form produced racially segregated land-
scapes such as those in Singapore and South Africa, also expressed in
the relative availability of services to the rulers and the ruled.®

"Town planning in the British Empire originated with British statutory
planning — beginning in England with the Housing and Town Planning
Act of 1909 — and the evolving municipality system.!® Such planning
became increasingly complex, encompassing garden cities, design,
housing, and regional and national planning; much of which was devel-
oped in the inter-war period. Nathaniel Lichfield noted how ‘land-use
and development planning evolved’, requiring ‘specific intervention’,
and eventually leading to planned Government intervention."" The
Town Planning Institute and the Royal Institute of British Architects
lent further weight to town planning and its export to the Empire.

Precursors to town planning in British Mandated Palestine were
present in the Ottoman Laws of 1877 and 1891, though these were
largely limited to building and street construction.”? Until 1921, there
was no Town Planning Law in the country: “Town Planning, good, bad
or indifferent did, however, take place before the [British] Occupation’.
Under the 1877 Ottoman Law, municipalities were given certain powers
regarding building construction and the widening and ‘arrangement
of streets’. The 1891 Ottoman Law concerned the construction and
alignment of streets, and provided for land in Municipal Areas to be
taken over for new streets or to widen existing streets.!?

The British enacted Palestine’s first Town Planning Ordinance in
1921, basing it on the English Town Planning Act of 1909. This was
twice amended in 1922 and 1929, with a new Ordinance being passed
in 1936 (amended in 1936, 1938, 1939 and 1941), and a further 65 sets
of by-laws and five sets of rules."* The general history of the Ordi-
nances is discussed by M.D. Gouldman, as well as Joseph Fruchtman,
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who argued that British town planning in Palestine was an instrument
of ‘social control’.® The Ordinances’ history will not therefore be
analysed. Several studies chart aspects of British town planning in
Palestine: such as those by Benjamin Hyman on town planners during
1917-36; Fuchs on Austen St. Barbe Harrison, Chief Architect in the
Mandatory’s Public Works Department (1923-37); and those on Haifa,
by Gilbert Herbert and Silvina Sosnovsky;'¢ while Kark and Michal
Oren-Nordheim, for example, look at some of the British colonial
aspects of planning in Jerusalem.!”

Other works are about the land, morphology and society in, and
transformation of, Arab villages: see, for example, works by David H.K.
Amiran, Y. Bar-Gal and A. Soffer, Moshe Brawer, David Grossman, Sami
Hadawi,"® Ylana N. Miller, Susan Slymovics, and Ori Stendel.” Many
studies by Palestinians comment on and record Arab property in towns
and villages during the Mandate: such as those by Salman Abu-Sitta,
Aziz Dweik, Walid Khalidi, Izzat Tannous, Salim Tamari, and John
Tleel; also studies by institutes: notably Birzeit University’s Destroyed
Village Series, the Institute of Jerusalem Studies, and Bethlehem’s Badil
Resource Center for Palestinian Residency and Refugee Rights.
Furthermore, there are studies on particular towns and villages: for
example, by ‘Abdullah Asad ‘Udi on Al Kababir, and Malik Hussein
Salalhah on Beit Jann (in the Galilee).?!

The period 1936-48 is, therefore, the main subject here, with the
focus on town and regional planning, plan implementation, village devel-
opment, city primacy, and post-war housing, and not on the town plans
themselves. The aim is to examine the fundamental ideas and concepts
behind British town planning in Palestine, and behind aspects of the
urban and rural landscapes connected to British operations. Conse-
quently, King’s more broad-ranging and analytical theories referred to
above, on changes caused by colonial rule, are more notably used here.

TOWN PLANNING AND THE URBAN LANDSCAPE

Henry Kendall and Town Planning Policy

The abolition of the Central Town Planning Commission in 1936 in
favour of District and Local Commissions, and the history of the 1936
Town Planning Ordinance, are well documented by Fruchtman.”
Palestine experienced ‘rapid urban development’ due to increased
Jewish immigration after the Nazi rise to power in Germany in 1933
(see, Appendix 5). In 1936, Henry Kendall was therefore appointed as
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Palestine’s first full-time Town Planning Adviser, replacing Clifford
Holliday, who had been Adviser since 1922.%

Kendall remained Palestine’s Town Planning Adviser to the end of
the Mandate, while also encouraging and being involved with town
planning in Cyprus and Malta. From the outset, he strove to frame
town planning within its proper technical context, insisted on defin-
ing such planning terms as ‘amenities’ (‘clear air to breathe ... the sight
of beautiful things ..."), and instigated the Town Planning Adviser’s
Annual Reports in 1936.2* He lectured architects on their ‘responsibil-
ity to posterity’, even calling on Henry W. Longfellow: ‘Ah to build,
to build./That is the noblest art of all arts’.* Kendall sent the District
Commissioners a memorandum on planning objectives concerning
zoning, public services, and other related matters, as expressed in the
"Town Planning Ordinance of 1936 (see, Table 3). In fact, by 1936, town
planning was already well established in Palestine, with the number of
Planning Areas (excluding Regional Areas) rising from ten in 1930, to
31 in 1939, and 40 in 1948 (see, Table 4 and Map 2). The Ordinance
aimed to bring the whole country under statutory planning through
decentralisation. It was intended to give greater District and local
involvement in planning, through the elimination of the Central Town
Planning Commission, hence the multiplication of town-planning
activities after its enactment (see, Table 5).2¢

Table 3. Matters to Be Dealt with in a Town Planning Scheme, According to the
Town Planning Ordinance, 1936

Outline Scheme: Section 12

1. Every Local Commission shall submit to the District Commission, within such
time as may be prescribed by the District Commission, an outline town planning
scheme in respect of all lands within a town planning area, with the general
object of securing proper conditions of health, sanitation and communication,
and amenity and convenience in connection with the laying out and use of the

land.

2. Without prejudice to the powers of the Local Commission under this Ordinance,
every scheme to which this section applies shall make provision for all or any of
the following matters, as may be prescribed by the District Commission:

a. construction of new roads and streets, and the construction, diversion,
widening, alteration and stopping up of existing roads, main roads, streets
and communications;

b. the establishment of building lines and set-backs;

c. drainage, including sewerage;

continued
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Table 3 cont.

water supply;

the limitation of zones within which special trades and industries may or
may not be carried on, or which are reserved exclusively for residential or
other purposes;

the imposition of conditions and restrictions in regard to the open space to
be maintained about buildings and the particular height and character of
buildings to be allowed in specified areas;

the demarcation of public and private open spaces and nature reserves;

the reservation of land as sites for aecrodromes;

the reservation of land for burial grounds.

Town Planning Detailed Scheme: Section 14

2. A town planning scheme prepared or adopted under this section shall deal with the
matters prescribed in section 1 of this Ordinance, and in addition shall, if it is
intended to make provisions therefor, deal with all or any of the following matters:

a.

b.

o

the plotting out of land as building areas and sites;

the allotment of land for public purposes of all kinds including roads, open
spaces, gardens, schools, places of religious worship, recreation grounds, car-
parks, aerodromes, markets, slaughterhouses and cemeteries;

dedication of roads or open spaces to the public;

the prohibition, regulation and control of the deposit or disposal of waste
materials and refuse;

lighting;

the determination of the situation of buildings designed for specific use, and
the demarcation of areas subject to restrictive conditions;

the preservation of objects of archaeological interest or beauty, and the
buildings or places used for religious purposes or cemeteries, or regarded
with religious veneration;

the abolition or reconstruction of overcrowded and congested areas;

the control of the size, height, design and external appearance of buildings;
the preservation of trees;

the reconstruction of plots by the alteration of their boundaries or by
combining, with the consent of the owners, two or more original plots held
in separate ownership in common;

the allocation of plots to any owner dispossessed of land in furtherance of
the scheme;

. the special powers to be vested in the Local Commission or other responsible

authority for the purpose of carrying out the general objects of the scheme;
any special conditions for the exercise of such powers as regards notice or
otherwise;

the cost of the scheme and any provision with regard to the recovery of
betterment tax on property of which the value will be increased by the
execution of the scheme.

Source: From, Draft Town Planning Ordinance, 1936, High Commissioner Sir Arthur Wauchope
to Colonial Secretary J.H. Thomas, Enclosure III, Despatch, 28 May 1936: PRO/CO733/
302/75291.
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Table 4. Planning Commissions of Each Type, 1946

District Municipal Local Council Regional Total
Area Area Area
Gaza 4 1 1 6
Lydda 5 7 1 13
Jerusalem 5 2 1 8
Haifa 2 2 1 5
Samaria 3 2 1 6
Galilee 5 2 1 8
Totals 24 16 6 46

Source: Palestine Government, A Survey of Palestine: Prepared in December 1945 and Fanuary 1946
for the Information of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry (Palestine: Palestine Government,
1946; henceforth, A Survey of Palestine), p. 784.

Policy formation in town planning differed to an extent from that
in other spheres such as agriculture, since it was demonstratively shaped
by developments in town planning in Britain, which were then adapted
to Palestine’s economic, political and social conditions. It was essentially
embedded in the 1936 Town Planning Ordinance — Kendall comment-
ing that “Town Planning in its preliminary aspects very often becomes
a matter of law’ — and skewed by the Mandatory Government’ attitude
towards Jerusalem and the ‘Holy Land’. And, as the following study
shows, there was a history of this mixed approach by the British in
Palestine. Kendall stressed Palestine’s ‘aesthetic importance’ and ‘ancient
monuments’. He repeatedly admonished ‘selfish’ landlords and cited
the lack of ‘civic pride’ as the cause for the absence of open spaces in
urban areas. Educating the public about planning was thus a recurrent
theme in Kendall’s policy, and his Annual Reports were criticised within
the Chief Secretariat for being ‘a treatise’ on town planning instead of
a ‘record of work done’.?” Palestine’s Building and Town Planning laws
were among its most complex, referring to the ‘external appearance of
buildings’, parcellation, and even the exact placement of pipes. The
Mandatory thus also influenced the country’s interior and hidden land-
scapes, passing Yi-Fu Tuan’s ‘strange and wonderful’, where power
touches the individual’s world.? The public was supposed to be conver-
sant in these laws.?

Writing when Palestine’s building boom of 1929-36 was slowing
down because of the outbreak of the 1936-39 Arab Revolt, Kendall
aimed at avoiding the kind of re-planning and re-building that resulted
from Europe’s rapid industrialisation. He emphasised previous ‘correct’
zoning policy, based on building and town-planning principles, to
stabilise property prices and regulate building heights and density and
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their impact on health. Kendall also advocated ‘maximum’ space avail-
ability for recreation grounds, and warned against overcrowding in flats,
which were fast becoming important in housing, reflecting European
trends. He ‘strongly discouraged’ the construction of flats in rural
districts. Kendall stressed open spaces, zoning, sanitation, parcellation,
elevation controls and controls on non-conforming use of buildings.*

There was a measurable decrease in construction activities after 1936,
first due to the Arab Revolt and then to wartime Government restrictions
on private building through the Defence (Control of Engineering,
Building and Hardware Material) Order of 1942, enacted to save on
supplies for the Military (see Appendices 6, 7 and 8). Production by
Palestine’s one cement factory (Jewish-owned Nesher in Haifa) was
increased to compensate for falling imports. However, scarcities
remained in timber, iron and other materials that were brought in from
abroad, causing severe housing shortages. There is no evidence that
Kendall implemented his wartime policy to modify plans for civilian
defence against aerial bombardment by avoiding the formation of large
population or industrial concentrations and development.’! Instead,
Kendall continued with planning conceptions such as the ‘Grouping
of Neighbourhood Units’, in his 1944 Jerusalem Outline Scheme,
characteristic of planning in the 1940s.> He wrote that planning in
Palestine was ‘more “protective” than “constructive”. Fruchtman
consistently criticised planning policy for being ‘socially controlling’,
with little ‘positive planning’, such as providing housing for the poor.*
But, in so doing, Fruchtman does not put planning into Palestine’s
historical context, which shows that the country was ‘well abreast of
the legislation, machinery and practice in Great Britain, indicating
both initiatory and regulatory elements’.’*

Kendall’s town-planning policy was influenced by various factors,
including his close association with the Soil Conservation Board, the
Departments of Antiquities, Health, Public Works and Surveys, and
the Municipal Engineers and Designs Committees in the larger towns.
Despite decentralisation, Kendall still played a key role in assisting weaker
municipalities and local authorities, often re-drafting schemes. The Town
Planning Office had variously been under the wing of, for example, the
Health Department (1934-36), and the Attorney-General’s Office (to
1945), becoming independent on 1 April 1945, when it finally attained
the status of a ‘department’. The lack of town-planning knowledge —
combined with linguistic, organisational and political problems — con-
stantly disrupted the smooth functioning of Town Planning Commis-
sions, which also resented the District Commissions’ overall powers.
This situation remained unchanged to the end of the Mandate.”
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Zoning

A noteworthy element of British town planning — zoning — featured
strikingly in Palestine’s town plans (see, Map 3). Zoning tables with
schedules were prepared for each town plan, detailing permissible land
use, density (including, for instance, building height), and the space
around buildings.** Zoning laws were first introduced into Palestine in
192237 Hundreds of applications and appeals were made as a result,
showing the influence of zoning.”® The Jews expressed much interest
in town planning, being themselves innovators in this discipline in
Palestine. They arranged for leading European planners to visit
Palestine, and constructed the world’s largest concentration of Inter-
national Style buildings in Tel-Aviv, which are studied by architects and
designers to this day. The Jews also kept themselves informed about
planning and on town conditions across Palestine, and made their own
plans for housing and urban development. They therefore made many
applications for building permits.** They were also involved in large-
scale land development, such as the works by Haifa Bay Development
Company, and maintained close links with the Local Town Planning
Commission.*

‘Ideals” were established by the British planners: for example,
industrial zones were to have a strip of land between them and residential
areas for ‘convenience and safety, recreation and amenity’. Zoning and
road alignments were included in Outline Schemes, and the Local
Town Planning Commission sometimes co-ordinated zoning with
the Senior Medical Officer to ensure that health regulations were
followed. The Jerusalem District Commission was renowned for being
strict on zoning, architectural design and land use; and regularly
upheld the Local Commission’s recommendations.

It was often difficult to impose zoning regulations. In 1935, for
example, 350 industries in Jerusalem that used power-driven machinery
were scattered throughout the Commercial Zone and other zones
due to inadequate access to the Industrial Zone. The Director of
Medical Services, George W. Heron, emphasised the need to increase
accessibility to remote industrial areas to preserve the amenities and
health of the city and to facilitate the Health authorities’ control over
factories.*!

Many industries were also located in unsuitable buildings adapted
for the purpose, due to the lack of alternative accommodation. Heron
feared that the situation in Jerusalem, for example, was ‘thwarting’ the
Town Planning Scheme and the Trades and Industries Ordinance of
1927, which was aimed at regulating factories. Local Commissions were
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forced to have, for instance, SHP-plus engine ice-plants transferred from
the Residential to the Commercial Zone. Distressed by this situation,
the Arabs requested an additional Industrial Zone on the Nablus Road
because the planned Industrial Zones were too distant for them and
they feared stoppages caused by disturbances during the Arab Revolt.
The industrialists found it difficult to extend their workshops, which
were surrounded by buildings, but they were rebuffed for aesthetic
reasons, since Nablus Road ‘constituted one of the [city’s] finest
accesses’.#¥ However, merchants along Jerusalem’s Mamilla Road,
backed by the Arab Chamber of Commerce, were more resistant to
the zoning-off of traffic from their street, which would have reduced
trade. Their petitions forced a change in the town plan, and the area
was ‘re-zoned’ to permit vehicles.” Palestine’s urban centres also had to
accommodate new trades, leading to revisions in zoning. Geographical
delimitations on the landscape thus gradually impinged on such estab-
lished and traditional land uses as threshing floors in built-up areas.

The Control of ‘Unsightly Buildings’

The problem of ‘unsightly buildings’ seemed ‘theoretical’, centring on
the definition of ‘unsightliness’; this focused on buildings being
constructed to the permitted height (which could be different to the
height of those around them). Such buildings could not be justifiably
disallowed for aesthetic reasons. The 1936 Town Planning Ordinance
only empowered District Commissions to limit building heights, not
to control the ‘rate of vertical construction’, in order ‘to prevent the
erection of tall buildings on plots adjacent to, or near empty plots or
plots upon which there are buildings of one or two storeys’.*

At a 1944 District Commissioners’ Conference, it was agreed that
people could not be compelled to complete buildings. Unsightly isolated
buildings came within the same unclear aspects of the law.# Some
officials critical of buildings jutting into the skyline fixated on the
‘notorious David Building’ in modern Jerusalem’s King George V
Avenue, ‘disfiguring’ the city, though they conceded that ‘its unsight-
liness is primarily due to’ its isolation. In Haifa, the maximum height
of buildings was restricted until the remaining area was developed; and
building completion was encouraged.* Jerusalem could only invoke
Part F of its Outline Town Planning Scheme (Modified), 1943, giving
Town Planning Authorities powers to control building design in
‘appearance’, ‘materials’, and ‘construction’.*’ Large parts of Jerusalem
remained ‘only half developed’ with accompanying ‘rubbish heaps’,
whilst the city grew on the outskirts. An Aesthetics Board similar to
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Malta’s was proposed to monitor such problems, although some
outline schemes for the larger towns specified Designs Committees to
deal with matters concerning design and the external appearance of
buildings. However, as Kendall argued, ‘taste’ eluded definition; the
authorities could, at most, only aim to eliminate the ‘obviously blatant
and vulgar in the external appearance of buildings’ (Plate 1).

The Mandatory tried implementing its policy of ‘maintaining the
stone character of buildings in rocky areas’, mainly through town
planning by-laws. Emphasis was given to having a single material for
external elevations, leaving the building in harmony with its surround-
ings. For example, Kendall argued for the use of locally available black
basalt in Tiberias New Town in the Galilee. Hence, the compulsory use
of stones from a town’s surroundings was not unique to Jerusalem as is
commonly thought, but was applied to all of Palestine as a general policy,
with specifications mentioned in certain local by-laws. Kendall also
wanted to encourage traditional stonemasons and building in stone.
After a case against the Jerusalem District Commission in 1939 — in
which an (unspecified) Detailed Town Plan left the issue of usage of
stone in building undecided (as the model by-laws permitted the use
of concrete, stone and brick) — the Commission made it ‘obligatory’
for building in the Jerusalem Town Planning Area to be carried out in
stone; thus giving the city its most characteristic facade.®

The Impact of Sanitation and Health Facilities on the Urban Landscape

“The close relationship between public health and planning has been
often stressed’, Kendall wrote in 1948.5° Sanitation was a central element
in town planning and provisions for this were included in the Town
Planning Ordinances, and Municipal Area by-laws. Though partly
controlled by zoning regulations, and tied into the Public Works
Department, sanitation and health matters were mainly the respon-
sibility of the Health Department due to its commitment to disease
prevention (see, Appendix 9). Certified sanitary surveyors co-ordinated
with city engineers in the large municipalities of Haifa, Jerusalem and
"Tel-Aviv; although the important towns of Jaffa and Nablus still had no
surveyors in 19455 In that year, also, only Haifa had a Trades and
Industries Senior Inspector. In addition, a Public Health Development
Programme was recommended by the post-war Reconstruction
Commissioner, George H. Heron, himself originally the Director of
the Health Department. Heron proposed that the posts of Sanitary
Surveyor and Trades and Industries Senior Inspector should be
combined in the smaller municipalities, such as Gaza and Jenin.”
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(a) “View of an area illustrating devastating effect of a high ugly building on the skyline with
adjoining areas undeveloped’.
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(b) ‘Suggested improvement of area shown’ [in (a)].

Plate 1. Kendall’s Planned Skyline. Source: Kendall, Jerusalem City Plan, Pls 176-7.
Cabinet Office, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.

Post-war planning, begun in Britain during the Second World
War, was copied across the Empire.”® Palestine’s Report of the Recon-
struction Commissioner of 1945 detailed the post-war programme,
following on the Report of the Committee on Development and Welfare
Services, 1940, in recommending financing from HMG’s Colonial
Development Fund (CDF).** The Arabs welcomed the programme,
but the Jews boycotted it for political reasons.

In the Reconstruction Commissioner’s ‘Scheme of Urban Develop-
ment’, three projects were listed for application for grants-in-aid, and
for grants from the CDF: water supplies, main drainage, and the
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preservation of national monuments and religious shrines. The water
supplies of Ramle, Bethlehem, Beit Jala, Nazareth, Ramallah, Al Bira,
‘Anabta and Qalqilya (the latter two in the Tulkarm Sub-District) were
marked for urgent CDF assistance. Main drainage schemes were
recommended under municipal programmes for Ramallah and Al Bira,
Ramle, Lydda, Bethlehem, Beit Jala, Beisan, Nazareth, Hebron, Jenin
and Tulkarm. These schemes were partly funded under the Municipal
Corporations (Sewerage, Drainage and Water) Ordinance, 1934.
Bethlehem’s Church of Nativity and its surroundings topped the list in
the programme proposed for preserving national monuments and
religious shrines; it was followed by Hebron’s sites, Lydda’s Church
guarding the Tomb of St George, the Patron Saint of England (a
possible specific British interest?), and Nazareth. These schemes in-
volved significant sanitation works, the clearing of dilapidated buildings
and dirty open spaces, and the provision of public conveniences.*

But progress in sanitation was slow. In 1930, for example, Haifa’s
sewage disposal problems delayed the building of the new harbour;
whilst Tel-Aviv’s lack of a sewerage system made the situation ‘one
of extreme urgency’. No modern sewerage system was built during
the first decade of the Mandate. In 1926-30, the Mandatory had
determined to extend, upgrade, complete or install modern sewerage,
water supply and drainage provisions in the main urban centres
of Jerusalem, Jaffa, Tel-Aviv and Haifa, in addition to minor
schemes, for example, for Hebron and Tiberias. In 1932, with
growing concerns about the effects on health of periodic droughts,
the contamination of cisterns, and inadequate and outdated drainage
and sewerage systems in Palestine’s towns and villages, a Public
Works Department advertisement was issued for a Civil Engineer
for Sewerage and Water Schemes. The engineer was to be a Member
or Associate Member of the Institute of Civil Engineers (London). In
later years, trainee civil engineers in Palestine were also instructed in
the construction of modern sewerage systems. The results were check-
ered, as by 1945, some projects were more advanced than others, due
mainly to municipal budgetary shortages.’® There were other asso-
ciated problems, however. The Health Department branch in
Safad, for instance, hardly functioned in 1933 (see Appendix 10).7
Sixty-five deserted properties were listed as being in ‘poor sanitary
condition’.”® Scavenging contractors failed in their duty.”” Sanitation
problems remained and, prior to the Mandatory Administration’s
departure, having achieved mixed results, the Government could
only express concern about the maintenance of town sanitation in
Palestine.®



58 Mandated Landscape

Surveying and Boundaries in Town Planning

"The lack of adequate surveys — especially in hilly areas such as Hebron,
where there was poor contour and topographical information — caused
major delays in town planning." There were many outstanding
boundary disputes, such as that between Beit Jala and Bethlehem
(resolved in 1942), and survey sheets were outdated, as exemplified by
Ramallah’s in the 1930s.”? By 1947, the Urban Property Tax was levied
on 40 towns and large villages, which had been divided up into blocks,
and urban assessment plans were compiled from the Department of
Surveys’ large-scale town surveys. However, despite ‘rapid urban
development’, necessitating ‘frequent’ map revisions, town-planning
needs came second to the settlement of land titles (Land Settlement)
and military works. Only in 1946 was a comprehensive programme for
town survey revisions begun. By then, 38 towns and villages were
covered by reduced plans of 1:2,500 and 1:5,000, which were conve-
nient for town planning, and 12 towns had been surveyed for contours.*

Building development in Safad — discussed here as an example for
this section of the chapter — in the Galilee Hills in the 1930s had
compelled the Surveys Department to produce smaller scale maps of
1:5,000. In 1944, Safad in fact still required adequate block plans and
boundary descriptions, making the Safad (Variation of Municipality
Area) Order of 1944, seem vague. That year, Galilee District Commis-
sioner, James H.H. Pollock, singled out Safad for having ‘been grossly
neglected’ in town planning. The Safad boundary under the Municipal
Corporations Ordinance of 1934 was ‘faulty’, and attempts to describe
the boundary in 1935 resulted in this curious Schedule: ‘[the boundary]
continuing along the hedge of the orchard up to the big pile of stones
situated at the Northern side of the threshing floor ...’, and so on for
three pages.® In a related problem faced by planners, it was noted that
Safad’s area under the Municipal Corporations Ordinance was larger
than the Urban Area and had to be changed to conform with the latter,
thus easing town planning and the enforcement of the Urban
Property Tax. As defined by the Ordinance, Safad contained ‘vast land
properties’ unlikely to be developed soon; whilst, as an Urban Area, it
was smaller than those areas which received municipal services and had
sections ‘ripe for development’. In 1944, the Urban Area was redrawn
to agree with the new Municipal boundary. Then, with the Reconstruc-
tion Plans in hand, Safad was quickly surveyed, and on 18 October
1945 finally declared a Town Planning Area.’

In October 1947, an Outline Town Planning Scheme for Safad was
declared. This included a Nature Reserve, being land preserved in its
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natural state, which often incoporated a Closed Forest — showing their
increased allotment within Palestine’s town planning; there was also
a Light Industrial Zone (containing, for example, tobacco factories),
and space for monasteries and convents, reflecting Safad’s religious
provenance.®

New Gaza: An Example of a Town Planning Development Scheme

New Gaza is a good example of an inter-departmental Town Planning
development scheme that shows zoning, and is discussed in the chapter
on Forestry because the Town Plan was affected by the issue of Forestry.

Preservation as a Function of Town Planning

Preservation featured large in Palestine’s town planning, being especially
evident in the Mandatory Government’s policy towards Jerusalem’s Old
City. However, preservation works were also instigated in other towns,
such as Acre, Haifa al ‘Atiqa (Haifa’s ancient port area), and Hebron, and
in particular sites, like Safad’s Crusader Castle® and the Sea of Galilee.”
In addition, planners sought to preserve landscapes, for example, that of
Mount Carmel. Rules in the Bethlehem Outline Town Planning Scheme
of 1944 took account of the town’s salience, controlling building design
and external appearances, especially in the Old Town, where oriels
were to be ‘stone-filled’, and buildings were given stone facades.”
An Archaeological Advisory Board also helped to identify and plan
preservation works, and approval was sought all the way from the
Colonial Office for certain schemes in Jerusalem for areas which were
as cherished as they were meaningful. For example, planning for the
preservation of Jerusalem’s Old City was accentuated from the beginning
of British rule because of its status as a Holy Place. William H. McLean,
who prepared British Jerusalem’s first plan, claimed that his 1918
Scheme for the city remained the basis for Jerusalem city planning —
even for the 1944 Outline Town Planning Scheme. However, the 1944
scheme was more sophisticated and had been influenced by Clifford
Holliday’s (Adviser to the Town Planning Commission to June 19357)
and Patrick Abercombie’s (a foremost leader in Regional and Town
Planning™) Greater London Plan of 1944.7* Ring roads were also
introduced, and there were schemes for the Mount of Olives ‘Nature
Reserve’, where building was ‘severely’ restricted, and for the Tombs
of the Judges Area, and the Damascus Gate (Map 4).”

The Walls of Jerusalem’s Old City were declared an Historical Site
in 1922, and were included in the 1929 Schedule of Historical Sites and
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Map 5. Jerusalem Old City: Plan Illustrating Encroachments.
Source: Enclosed with Memorandum by Kendall, 13 January 1944: PRO/CO733/467/76094.
Public Record Office.

Monuments. In 1943 a ‘suitable plan’ was made, registering the Walls
in the High Commissioner’s name. A City Walls Sub-Committee was
created and chaired by Kendall, going on to investigate encroachments
and complicated land ownership claims in the area adjacent to the Walls
(see Appendix 11, and Map 5). The Sub-Committee wanted to avoid
legal embroilments about ownership, especially as so many religious
foundations — such as the Muslim Wagf of unalienable endowments —
were involved. The Public Health Ordinance of 1940, was therefore
applied to enact Municipal Corporations by-laws.”

In consultation with the Jerusalem District Commissioner, the
Director of Antiquities, and the Director of Public Works, the Sub-
Committee prepared a plan for 1944-50 for the removal of ‘squatters’
by the Walls, arguing that they were a ‘menace to public health’.”
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Squatter lands and refuse dumps were to be converted into playgrounds
and public gardens, and structural work was to be carried out. The
Department of Antiquities was charged with the renovation of the Walls,
and the Colonial Office quickly approved the scheme. By maintaining
the religious status quo and carrymg out preservation works, the British
could claim they had succeeded in keeping the Old City’s mediaeval
character. However, it is uncertain if the new buildings in the outer
belt were ‘in harmony’ with the Old City due to rapid construction, and
the Government’s inability to purchase land required for protective
purposes, due to lack of funds.”

Clearance began at the Old City’s Damascus Gate (Bab al ‘Amud),
the Moat Area and their surroundings, showing the impact of the inner
protective town planning zone laid down by McLean’s 1918 Scheme.
About 91 metres were levelled in front of the Walls, clearing the Moat.”

Kendall incorporated into his ‘super-plan for Jerusalem’ — part of
his ‘Jerusalem City Plan, 1948’ — a plan for the Damascus Gate taken
from the 1929 City Gates Scheme. A triple-arched Roman Gateway
beneath the Damascus Gate was discovered by the British and formed
part of the plan, including a stepped approach leading to a piazza
linking the Old City to the New City. This plan became the blueprint
for the final development of the site after the Mandate ended.® The
Mandatory’s halting pace in the execution of preservation works,
however, prompted the 1940 Committee on Development to write that
Palestine’s monuments were not being conserved; many of the monu-
ments were in principal towns and in current use.®! Funding shortages
were the real limiting factor. Still, McLean concluded that protective
zoning and control measures for the Old City were ‘well in advance of
anything attempted in practice elsewhere’.®?

Symbols of British Rule in the Urban Landscape

Symbols of British rule were etched into the urban landscape:
illustrations of Meinig’s analysis of imperial landscapes. The High
Commissioner’s Residence, Government House — built during 1929-33
in Jerusalem’s East Talpiot overlooking the Old City — symbolised the
seat of power (Plate 2).

The 25 imperial War Cemeteries in Palestine were distinctive and
manifest links with the Empire, with their meticulous lawns, straight
rows of ‘2 ft 8 in.” (80 cm)-high headstones, and the Cross of Sacrifice
and Stone of Remembrance. The largest cemeteries were at Deir al
Balah, Gaza, Beersheba, Ramle, Jerusalem, and Haifa.®® The most
impressive was Jerusalem’s War Cemetery, a monument to the British
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fallen (though containing enemy graves), built after the First World
War.# An appeal for £20,000 was launched in May 1937 to preserve
20 dunams in front of the cemetery, and High Commissioner General
Sir Arthur G. Wauchope (1931-38) had it surrounded by ‘open fields’.®
Symbols of daily life under British rule also marked the urban land-
scape: for example, Jerusalem’s Allenby Barracks, pillboxes, officers’
clubs, police stations, the Palestine Police Depot Training School
in the capital (today housing the UNRWA headquarters), the block
Tegart Forts, prisons, postboxes, post offices and street names (for
example, King George V Avenue, Jerusalem; and Keith-Roach Avenue,
Haifa). There was also the unseen landscape of underground trunk-line
cables and pipes; and of the seen landscape of traffic controls, barriers,
car parks, bridges, tunnels, rail tracks, agricultural and quarantine
stations, incinerators and slaughterhouses, and a variety of Govern-
ment buildings (Plate 2 and Appendix 12). “Iegart Forts’ were built
across Palestine as part of the 1938 plan to re-house the Police in
suitable and secure buildings. They were called after Sir Charles Tegart
who headed the scheme (see, Appendix 13),* which followed the
outbreak of the Arab Revolt and the resultant shift away from policing
by the population’s consent, as the Police became more military, and
reliant on the British rather than local inhabitants.*” The forts had
varied functions, incorporating for instance district offices and law
courts, as well as housing the Police. In 1935, plans were made for
Jubilee Parks in the four main towns, commemorating King George
V’s Silver Jubilee. However, funding difficulties meant such schemes
were left to private enterprise, as instanced by the planting of
Nathanya’s King George VI Park.® The vast British-built port of Haifa
—opened in 1933, the largest naval base in the Mediterranean, with an
oil refinery and terminal — was powerfully symbolic of Mandatory rule.
Also in Haifa, was Palestine Railways’ centre.”” Hence, Meinig’s
symbols of imperial rule were well illustrated throughout Palestine.

The Financing and Implementation of Town Plans and Urban Needs

The combination of budget shortages and public insecurity since the
Occupation, left the Government living ‘from hand to mouth’, with
‘practically no buildings of its own’. Its Secretariat, High Court,
departments, prisons and hospitals were ‘housed in haphazard fashion
in hotels, monasteries, residential buildings and flats’. In 1931, High
Commissioner Lieutenant-General Sir John R. Chancellor (1928-31)
appointed a committee to review Government accommodation.” This
had little success as only sporadic attempts at improvements, such as
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planning Court accommodation, were made. In 1945, the Government
still paid £P99,698 in rentals though, as with the Tegart Scheme, it
funded defence and police buildings when necessary.” The Recon-
struction Commissioner therefore prepared a ‘Priority List of Govern-
ment Constructions’. The Mandatory had used up its surplus budget
during the Arab Revolt (see, Appendix 2), and in the post-war years; it
could only look to long-term loans under the Colonial Development
and Welfare Act of 1945, and then principally for agricultural or social
development. HMG was only willing to provide grants to economically
solvent governments, and Palestine’s situation was uncertain. First mooted
in 1940 by the Committee on Development, a solution was proposed for
improvement trusts similar to Calcutta’s for urban development and
slum clearance, at no cost to the Government or municipality. However,
no evidence of such trusts being established in Palestine was found.”

Funding was a major problem in the implementation of town
planning. Despite increased building activity after the War with the
release of building materials, revenue figures continued to drop; hence
for the Haifa District, £P81,814 was outstanding for February 1947,
compared with £P102,658 for February 1948.” Municipalities had
difficulties in finding new revenue sources. In 1945, for example, whilst
Safad tried to raise more taxes from such items as Street Construction
By-Law fees and porters’ brass number plates, it met with mixed
results.”

Municipalities had no surplus funds for reconstruction and develop-
ment works and depended on Government grants-in-aid to augment
revenue (see, Table 6). Only the larger municipalities had accountants
and experienced city engineers. Plan implementation was further
hampered by ‘young inexperienced engineers ... unable to work out the
technical and financial problems’, such as those associated with water
supply or drainage schemes. This difficulty was magnified by the Public
Works Department’s own staff shortages.”” These obstacles were
apparent in the smaller municipalities and councils, which often
presented unsuitable projects because they lacked accurate estimates
and ‘competent engineers’. In Safad, for example, the Medical Officer
and the Municipality regularly quarrelled due to the latter’s ‘incom-
prehensive’ plans. In fact, planning seems to have been in some
disarray because of locally prevailing conditions. The Reconstruction
Commissioner could not even be supplied with the necessary basic
data, making his projects inconsistent (see, Table 7). This led him to
predict that without re-organisation, progress in the smaller munici-
palities and local councils would be ‘difficult’.”” Besides which, on-going
financial problems weakened plan implementation.
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Table 7. Classification of Municipal Development Expenditure [for the Report of the

Reconstruction Commissioner], 1945

Water Supply
Sewerage and Drainage
Roads and Streets, including Pavements, Bridges, Tunnels and Parks
Public Buildings, sub-divided as follows:
a. Administrative Buildings, including Town Halls and Municipal Offices,
Workshops, Stairs, Garages and Fire Stations
b. Health Service Buildings, including Hospitals, Clinics, Dispensaries, etc.
c. Sanitation Service Buildings, including:
i. Public Conveniences
ii. Abattoirs and Slaughter Houses, Animal Hospitals, etc.
iii. Baths and Wash-houses
iv. Refuse Disposal
v. Markets
vi. Bus Terminals
d. Education and Social Service Buildings, including: Kindergartens and
Creches, Schools, Community Centres, including Public Libraries, Bathing
Pools, etc.
Housing Schemes, including land required for sites
Parks and Recreation Grounds, including Gardens and Orphanages
Land acquisition for public purposes
Land Reclamation, including Foreshore Improvements
Vehicles, plant and equipment
Contributions to Improvement Trusts
Electric Light and Power Distribution System

[N NS I

oYX

1
1

Source: Hand-written note, n.s., found inside Report of the Reconstruction Commissioner, May 1945,
For Official Use Only, No. 1 of 1945 (Palestine: Palestine Government, May 1945; henceforth,
Report of the Reconstruction Commissioner, May 1945), opp. p. 80: ISA/PalGovPubns/03/7/106/4456.

Municipalities also had serious difficulties in paying the ‘large sums’
awarded by the Courts to compensate landlords under the Land
(Acquisition for Public Purposes) Ordinance No. 24 of 1943. Sometimes
no definite building licence regulations existed, hampering licence fee
collection and cutting into revenues. This was all quite apart from the
Arab-Jewish discord resonant in Local Building Commissions and
Municipal Councils, which became particularly bitter in Jerusalem.”
Mayors were often very politicised and deeply entangled in local
communal affairs. For example, during the 1930s, Ramle’s Mayor,
Sheikh Mustafa al-Khairi, belonged to the National Defence Party
(led by the Nashashibis, one of Palestine’s prominent Arab families).
In Jerusalem, Dr Hussein al-Khalidi, who was originally at the Depart-
ment of Health and became Mayor of the capital city in 1934, was
supported by the influential and forceful Muslim religious and
jurisconsul Mufti of Jerusalem (the Government regarded him as head
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of the Muslim community in Palestine, calling him the ‘Grand Mufti’),
Hajj Amin al-Husseini, who was not averse to intrigue and was antag-
onistic to the Nashashibis. So politically active did al-Khalidi become,
especially during the Arab Revolt, that the British, in 1937, saw fit to
deport him to the Seychelles.” Several references may be found in Arab
sources to municipal elections, reflecting the importance of the munic-
ipality and its power structure;'® this brought issues from the highest
level of politics into the daily running of towns.

In the case of Jerusalem, so disruptive had political rivalries, factional
interests and infighting become, that in 1945, it necessitated the abol-
ishment of the Municipal Council and its replacement by a Municipal
Commission appointed by the High Commissioner to ensure the
running of the capital.’”® On 11 July 1945, the conflicts within the
municipality, most notably between the Arabs and the Jews, had paral-
ysed the city’s administration, so that the Government provisionally
gave over its administration to five British officials. Palestine’s Chief
Justice, Sir William Fitzgerald, was simultaneously asked to inquire
into the difficulties and the future municipal governance of the city.
He concluded that the application to Jerusalem of the 1934 Municipal
Corporations Ordinance — ‘an adaptation of English local government
law’ — had ‘“failed’ for this city, ‘steeped in tradition and riddled with
claims of privilege’. ‘... almost every Arab’, Muslim and Christian, who
came before Fitzgerald’s Commission of Inquiry argued that the Jews
should have accepted ‘Moslem jurisdiction’. But the Jews, who refused
to testify to the Commission, responded that they made up the majority
of the city’s (meaning Old and New Jerusalem) population. Fitzgerald
acknowledged this when he quoted the most recent official figures: of
a total of 151,000 citizens, there were 92,000 Jews, 32,000 Muslims and
27,000 Christians. Hence the ‘break down’ in the municipality and the
Chief Justice’s summation that ‘there is no possibility of the Arabs and
the Jews co-operating to make the Municipal Corporation Ordinance
of 1934 effective in Jerusalem’. To Fitzgerald’s conclusion could have
been added a reminder of the violent riots which broke out in 1929
over communal rights at the Western Wall in the Old City.

Fitzgerald’s proposal resembled that presented by the 1937 Peel
Commission in its Partition Plan for Palestine. It was also similar to
Wauchope’s proposals (see the chapter on Partition). Fitzgerald
suggested that there be two boroughs with clear boundaries, one Jewish
for its mainly Jewish population, and the other Arab, with a mainly Arab
population. An Administrative Council was to overlook the whole of the
city’s operation. This plan was rejected by the Palestine Government
which was considering overhauling local government, as had been
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recommended by the Royal Commission in 1937.1 Produced at a time
when the country’s future was being thrashed out in London, it could
only be declined as HMG wanted to maintain its command of Jerusalem.

Suspicion of British aims in town planning was increasingly
voiced towards the close of the Mandate years. In one instance in
1946, the Board of Directors of the Arab National Fund, based in
Jerusalem, protested ‘the oppressive policy’ of the Town Planning
Commissions ‘... which discloses an attitude of open discrimination in
favour of the Jews at the expense of the Arabs by annexing Arab agri-
cultural lands to Jewish Municipal or Local Council Areas’.

This was causing steep price rises in land and compelling the ‘Arab
owners to sell them at any price’, as a ‘step towards their eventual evic-
tion and making the land purely Jewish’. This way, ‘thousands [of
dunams] of Arab agricultural land’ was attached to Tel-Aviv in the Jaffa
Sub-District, ‘to Nathanya in Tulkarm Sub-District, and to other
Jewish Settlements’. The Jews were resorting to the Planning
Commissions to realise their ‘insatiable ambitions’, and had ‘saved’
over two million pounds. The Arab National Fund then demanded that
an investigation be made into the activities of the Town Planning
Commissions.!®

This was in fact another form of expressing the main fear the Arabs
had, that they were losing their lands to the Jews, and that the British
Administration was somehow implicated in the whole process. The
complaint drew a stiff reply from the Assistant District Commissioner,
who stated that the Nathanya Town Planning Commission had almost
no jurisdiction over Arab lands, except for 300 dunams, and that land
values had soared, especially around Nathanya’s Town Planning
boundaries. As for the Regional Town Planning Commission, it only had
jurisdiction over the Jewish areas of the Samaria District, and not within
the Municipal or Local Council boundaries. Furthermore, the Commis-
sion had two Arab members who were invariably urgently summoned
by the Tulkarm District Officer, in addition to being sent the normal
invitations that went out to all Commission members to attend meet-
ings affecting Arab interests. The Fund’s letter was thus dismissed.!*™
It did, however, serve as a reminder of the underlying acrimony that
existed on many of the Commissions and held up their operations.

In 1944, Local Government in Palestine was structured thus:

* 24 Municipal Corporations (with a population of about 43 per
cent) were under the Municipal Corporations Ordinance of 1934;

* 39 Local Councils (with a population of about seven per cent)
were under the Local Councils Ordinance, 1941;
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* and Village Councils (representing a population of about 50 per
cent in approximately 1,000 villages, though not all with
Councils), under the Village Administration Ordinance, 1944.1%

These systems were to encourage local representation.'” The power
of local authorities cannot be underestimated, despite their funding
problems and lack of town planning experience. They and the British
administrators, for instance, were reluctant to prosecute or execute
judgements when in their favour for fear of causing hardship or
having to house persons made homeless if demolition orders were
carried out.

In Jerusalem in 1943, for example, there were 101 building and town
planning contraventions. Of these, 51 owners were given demolition
orders, resulting in the actual demolition of 27 structures (13 others
gained permits, and 11 were still pending). A further 25 demolition orders
were issued to the Local Building and Town Planning Commission
itself, of which only 5 were carried out (20 were still pending). But the
actual number of prosecutions was more than 101, as the same contra-
vention was in many cases prosecuted more than once for the non-
compliance of the first order.!””

Lists may be found of the schedules of contraventions and the reasons
for the non-demolition of structures. Case after case was given the clas-
sification of, ‘Deferred as would mean evicting tenant’. This applied
to the opening of dwellings in basements; or the construction of rooms
on a roof; or the building of partitions and installation of wash basins:
all of them without permits. Hence, stairs and passages, garages, two-
storey buildings, shop storerooms, kitchens, ground floors that
exceeded the terrain’s legal perimeters, outbuildings and boundary
walls were all condemned for contravening the regulations. All sections
of Jerusalem and its surroundings — Arab and Jewish — were affected by
such breaches: Jaffa Road, Rehavia, the Greek Colony, Qatamon, Beit
Safafa, Wadi al Joz, Ras al ‘Amud (Mount of Olives) and ‘Isawiya. The
Local Commission was evidently disinclined to carry out the demoli-
tion orders, preferring to have permanent structures built instead, or
let the owner carry out the order.!%

Sometimes, a lack of municipal funds prevented demolition orders
from being executed, even for dangerous buildings. The Government
also failed to make comprehensive provisions for permit fees to build
in non-conforming use under the proposed 1945 Town Planning Bill
(which was not passed).'”

Apart from consolidating the existing ‘scattered legislation’, the
Town and Country Planning Bill of 1947 was aimed primarily at
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introducing planning rates, since the collection of the Betterment Tax
(1936; levelled on property whose value had increased due to town
planning operations) ‘remained a dead letter’. This was because it was
found ‘practically impossible’ to keep to the prescribed two-year time
limit given to a Local Commission to assess a Betterment Tax. Local
authorities therefore found they could not raise the funds to pay for
town planning improvements. The Bill was meant to impose both a
general planning rate on all landowners in a planning area, and
a specific one on owners who benefited from particular planning
schemes. !

Municipalities were thus faced with many financial impediments.
They received no long-term Government loans as local authorities did
in the UK: Jerusalem, for example (its status as capital and Holy City
notwithstanding), tried for 20 years to obtain such a loan, but with no
success — mainly because the city’s Corporation simply did not earn
sufficient revenues to service such loans.""! Since municipal rates did not
usually cover municipality expenses, most towns became dependent on
central Government grants-in-aid for capital expenditures, as they
lacked reserve funds. Municipal estimates for grants-in-aid were
expected to be calculated regardless of the possibility of obtaining
them, and local authorities were supposed to aim for a surplus to be
set aside for reserves at no less than ten per cent of expenditure.
Government aid was further depended on during the boom years of
1932/3 to 1936, when applications for grants were made to keep pace
with the fast development. District Commissioners met annually with
the Palestine Treasurer to decide on grants based on the requests by
municipal mayors. However, the Commissioners were forever having
to slash requests to the ‘bare minimum’ (see, Appendix 14).'> Not all
municipalities received grants automatically, as instanced by Gaza in
1934-35.13 After the outbreak of the Arab Revolt, on 18 April 1936,
councils were even more hard pressed for funds, and some of the grants
were instead used to finance unemployment relief works — such as road
building in Beisan — that were part of long-postponed urban develop-
ment schemes.!"* Due to falling revenues during the Revolt, and on the
Colonial Secretary’s instructions, the Government retrenched, so that
where work was locally ascertained to be beneficial, expenditure was
to be borne largely by the relevant municipality. Staff redundancies did
little to improve budgets.!"s

There was some rivalry, too, between the administrative Districts.
Kenneth W. Blackburne, the Galilee’s Assistant District Commissioner,
for example, jealously complained that Nazareth and Tiberias had
greater claims to assistance than did Tulkarm and Jenin, if only because
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of their population sizes (see, Appendix 14, also Appendix 15, for
comparative figures between the Districts). The discrepancies may have
been based on the status of the different municipalities’ finances,
rather than any overall national regional plan. Appendix 15 illustrates
the cut-backs instigated by the Mandatory following the revenue losses
that occurred during the Arab Revolt; it also reflects the new policy of
reducing the funding of extraordinary works services.'' However, the
actual activities of the Town Planning Office were reported to have
been ‘comparatively little affected’ by the Arab Revolt, and Kendall
‘never failed to get about as in normal times’.!"” This contrasted with
staff from other Departments, notably Agriculture and Forestry, who
in several cases paid with their lives.

Conclusion

There were thus problems associated both with town planning and with
its implementation, rooted in the seeming novelty of town planning in
Palestine and its growing role. The impact of British regulatory aspects
of town planning was clearly felt by local inhabitants. Musa al-Alami (or
Alami) — who had served as the Mandatory’s Acting Solicitor-General,
and was therefore well versed in Law — remarked, for example, that
during Ottoman rule, building a house was a ‘highly individual and
rather haphazard affair, for there were no architects or engineers, and
also no town-planners or municipal regulations to limit ingenuity’."'®
By 1937, Gaza’s Mayor was asking for British support ‘in his efforts to
improve the amenities of the Town’.""” Town planning had thereby
become more defined and purposeful in Palestine since its inception
in the country in Ottoman times.

However, the lack of experienced planners and staff on the Planning
Commissions, and sectoral and funding difficulties that the Government
could not fully cope with, weakened the implementation of town plans.
But planning was firmly present, and builders did apply in large numbers
for permits. The existence of local participation in planning through
the commissions undermines Fruchtman’s argument that the Mandatory
Government’s town planning was ‘socially controlling’. A subtler
analysis of the role of town planning in Palestine is required, especially
when an overview is made of the application of the Mandate, and the
prevailing circumstances. Town planning proved to be more an ‘agent’
in the urban landscape, and actually increased civilian participation
through referrals to the authorities and the Courts in their questioning
of different schemes and by-laws.
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REGIONAL PLANNING, VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT AND THE
RURAL LANDSCAPE

The necessity for Regional Planning became increasingly obvious with
the difficulty associated with controlling places outside of the urban Town
Planning Areas, especially, for example, as parcellation in outlying
areas was ‘breaking every known principal [sic] of reasonable town
planning’. Begun in the 1920s in Britain, Regional Planning was finally
introduced into Palestine in 1938. Regional Plans would cover the whole
administrative District, excluding Municipal and Town Planning Areas.
The Regional Commissions set up were legally Local Commissions,
with permanent official and unofficial members, selected according to
the part of the District in which a plan was being appraised. Applying
Section 11 of the Town Planning (Amendment) Ordinance of 1938,
the policy for Regional Planning Areas determined a ‘loose control’
over buildings in agricultural districts and total control over buildings
in ‘areas adjoining urban centres or along arterial roads’. This ‘loose
control’ was criticised for being a ‘second best solution’ to Britain’s
Town and Country Planning Act of 1932, on which it was based.!?’
As in Britain, Regional Planning was in ‘essence’ ‘centralized control’,
dealing with ‘broad principles of road alignments and junctions, the
prevention of ribbon development’, and directing development, whilst
averting ‘the spoliation of the country-side by unsightly hoardings’,
and so on. With Regional Planning, all of Palestine was brought
under the Town Planning Ordinance of 1936. There were six Regional
Planning Areas, defined by the respective boundaries of the Districts
of Jerusalem, Lydda, Haifa, Samaria, Galilee and Gaza (see, Map 6).'*!

Regional Planning as a ‘Tool in Shaping the Countryside

Because of the characteristics of Regional Planning, which covered
large and varied rural areas and conditions, ‘numerous consultations’
with the Departments of Forests, Antiquities and Public Works would
be held during the preparation of Regional Plans. In the Haifa
Regional Plan, for instance, areas for afforestation and Antiquity Sites
were set aside. Also, general Village and Settlements (Regional Area)
Building By-Laws, such as Haifa’s in 1941, were enacted to cover places
not found in Town Planning Schemes or not subject to Local Commis-
sion by-laws.!?

The role of the Department of Antiquities in town planning in general
was made certain through the terms of the Mandate for Palestine, which
devoted the whole of Article 21, with its eight sub-sections, to the
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control of antiquities and Antiquity Sites in the country. This verified
the British fascination for Palestine as the Holy Land, and continued
in the tradition of nineteenth-century explorers to the region. The
Mandatory Government was to ‘secure the enactment within 12 months’
from the date of the signing of the Mandate in 1922 to ‘ensure the
execution of a Law of Antiquities’.’® The Department of Antiquities
was placed at the north-east corner of Jerusalem’s Old City, not far
from Herod’s Gate. All this, along with the role of the British School
of Archaeology in the capital, opened in 1920, as well as sundry archae-
ological concerns by the many religious establishments in Palestine,
gave those interested in the country’s antiquities a particular niche.

Only certain exemplary aspects of Regional Planning are broached
here, as Avraham Lapidot and Fruchtman have already written on this
subject. In contrast with Lapidot, who argued that there was an over-
all sense of regional and national planning, Fruchtman claimed that
‘planning was largely locally oriented, with almost no regional or
national conceptions’.'** It must be noted here that key files referred
to in this argumentation are unfortunately missing, so that only an
impression may be gained from District files and other sources. While
certain hints of ‘national planning’ were found, they neither proved nor
disproved the case for the existence of a national plan for Palestine.

The Public Works Department in particular supported national
planning, bringing in local and regional schemes, transport, industry
and agriculture, as these were interdependent. Indeed, this call
for co-ordinated national planning followed Britain’s own example,
based on the Minister of Works and Planning Act of 1942.'% It
also indicated that Palestine most probably lacked national planning.
The Reconstruction Commissioner’s Report of 1945 seems to be
the closest that Palestine came to national planning, and resembles
more individual plans thematically strung together than co-ordinated
planning.

In 1939, Kendall tried to centralise Regional Planning as applying
the 1936 Town Planning Ordinance to Regional Planning proved
cumbersome. But the District Commissioners opposed any dissolution
of their powers in Regional Planning, although Kendall himself was a
member of all six District Planning Commissions and collaborated well
with the District Commissioners. A form of central authority in
Regional Planning could thereby be said to have been in existence,
though it is uncertain if this amounted to ‘national planning’ in its real
sense, as opposed to ‘advisory planning’, which seems a more apt
description. In any case, the Regional Commissions met irregularly
and in 1946, Kendall reported that only two were ‘functioning
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effectively’.!?* An emphasis on conforming Regional Schemes is clearly
discernible, however. Thus, in 1946, the Galilee Regional Scheme was
redrafted by the Law Officers to accord with Gaza’s.'?’

Regional Planning was propelled in some cases by the confusion
that the declaration of small planning areas around growing towns had
engendered: for example, for the neighbourhoods between Sarona
and Petach Tigva in the Southern District. Kendall instead preferred, and
expected work to be ‘concentrated around the most urbanised localities’.
The main advantage of Regional and District Area Schemes (excluding
municipalities) was to be that they fell directly under the 1936 and
(Amended) 1938 Town Planning Ordinances, so that building along
arterial roads and zoning could be controlled.'?®

The regional schemes usually included roads and building lines,
and zones for development, agriculture and beaches, nature reserves
(with Government forests also marked out), and State Domain. Nature
reserves were especially prominentin Regional Planning, taking up large
spaces. The schemes generally aimed at controlling zoning and keeping
density and building heights low in order to maintain the rural charac-
ter of the designated ‘Regions’ (see, Table 8). The external design and
appearance of buildings were to be controlled, and buildings and objects
of architectural, historical, or ‘other’ interest, ‘and places of natural
interest or beauty’, were to be preserved, with the possibility of using a
Designs Committee when necessary. Provisions special to a region were
also covered by the regulations, such as those inserted into the Galilee
Regional Scheme for the ‘control of the shores of the Sea of Galilee’, the
urgency of which was a key reason for the scheme’s implementation.'?
The Arabs especially protested against the Rutenberg hydroelectric
power scheme, which they feared would affect the lake’s water level
and their economy; but they were unable to have it cancelled.!*

It was Regional Planning and planning outside the main centres
that were hit hardest by the Arab Revolt because of difficulties of
access. During the Second World War, it was again problematic to
control building in rural areas in accordance with the Notice by the
Controller of Heavy Industries, and the Director of War Production
in Connection with Defence (Amendment) Regulations No. 9 of 1942,
which required permits for building, alterations and repairs. Because
of the potential impact of the notice on the Arab villages, Kendall
sought a compromise with the Controller of Heavy Industries to allow
building from locally obtainable materials. The procedure to get a
permit, however, was still too involved."!

Regional Planning also affected arrangements for the use of
water. For example, Robert F. Jardine, the Land Settlement and Water
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Table 8. Galilee Regional Scheme, 1946: Zoning — Schedule of Uses

Zone Uses

III. Development Zone
(including villages
and settlements)

II. Agricultural Zone

O

III. Beach Zone 1.
. Buildings for recreation and pleasure, with the specific

OO\IO\':I‘I-PWN»—A

. Dwelling houses
. Garages or private cars
. Recreation grounds

1
2
3
4. Private clubs
5.
6
7
8

Public buildings

. Hotels
. Shops with the Health Authority’s consent
. Other buildings approved by the District Commission

. Farming, gardening, nurseries and green houses

. Industries with the District Commission’s approval
. Recreation buildings

. Stables and cattlesheds

Poultry houses

. Dwelling houses
. Shelters for watchmen
. Buildings and installations required for the supply of

water and electricity including power houses

. Buildings forming part of a properly controlled

development scheme and subject to any conditions
approved by the District Commission from time to time

Bathing establishments

approval of the District Commission

. Other buildings approved by the District Commission

in detailed schemes

IV. Nature Reserves If the specific approval of the District Commission is
(including obtained:

Government 1.

Forest areas)

2.

Domestic buildings required by the owner for his own
use

Buildings incidental to the agricultural, horticultural
or sylvan use of the land

. Buildings incidental to the use of the land for

recreation or pleasure:
Provided that no building shall be erected in this
zone without the specific approval of the
Conservator of Forests
Nothing herein shall prejudice, or be incompatible
with, the provisions of the Forests Ordinance, the
Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance,
1941, or any other Ordinance applicable to land in
this zone

Source: Schedule: Galilee District Regional Outline Planning Scheme, 1946, Part VI: Zoning,
Schedule of Uses, enclosed in: ISA/Gp22/SD/1/2/9/A/3507.
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Commissioner, angrily criticised the Galilee Regional Planning
Commission for not consulting his office about water resources,
irrigation, drainage, flood prevention and soil erosion when preparing
its Outline Planning Scheme of 1946 (see, Map 7). Also, under Part IV
(A)(@)(a) of the Regional Scheme, the Director of the Public Works
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Department was entitled to have any wadi, or drain or channel, cleared
if he adjudged it was contributing to flooding of certain roads. But
Jardine still wanted to ensure he was consulted, as he had ‘recently
caught the largest municipality ... obstructing the principal drainage
channel’ in Palestine."?

Local Building and Town Planning Commissions could also use a
Regional Plan to constrain development, thus shaping the landscape.
In Haifa, for instance, a ten-kilometre belt around the Haifa Town
Planning Area was approved, in which — apart from existing villages
and settlements — only agriculture and afforestation was permissible,
therefore limiting the nearby Balad esh Sheikh development zone,
which was eating into the forests of the area. Mount Carmel, south of
the town planning boundary was also set aside as a forest ‘lung’ for
Haifa. In the agricultural zone, plots could not be any smaller than five
dunams, and buildings could occupy no more than five per cent of the
area of a plot. All village plans were also restricted to within the ‘circled’
village areas on Regional Plans, thus preventing their urbanisation
until existing towns were developed.'**

Implementing Regional Planning, however, was demanding. Building
controls were hindered by a shortage of inspectors and trained staff,
probably explaining the ‘loose’ policy for Regional Planning."** Plans
afoot to expand the staff were curtailed by the Second World War,
delaying building controls in the Hebron Region, for example, by at
least a year.”*’ Regional Planning made some tentative steps during the
Mandate, leaving a legacy of blueprints.

Arterial Roads and ‘Ribbon Development’

The restriction of ‘ribbon development’ along arterial roads became
associated with Regional Planning in Palestine, and Kendall sought its
early control because it had become a ‘bugbear’ for planners in England,
leading to the UK’s enactment of the Restriction of Ribbon Develop-
ment Act in 1937. Palestine’s road network grew during the 1930s,
linking up new settlements (see, Appendix 16). Reichman identified
two main stages in road building in the Mandate period. The first
stage, 1921-38, was based on local decision-making and was financed
by local public and private elements; whilst the second stage, 1939-47,
was largely influenced by factors external to Palestine, and routes were
not determined by local roads. During the Arab Revolt, new roads were
built to serve public security. By 1948, a ‘fairly dense, although not
evenly distributed road network’, existed, ‘while the rate of regional
development was not constant’. However, road expansion was not
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accompanied by a development in rail (Appendix 17), where concerns
about economic returns as competition with road transport increased,
and about maintenance, became the main focus. Indeed, Reichman
noted that during 1939-47, the railways served mainly the British
Army, with only an additional link being built in 1941-43 between
Haifa, Ras an Naqura, Beirut and Tripoli, connecting Europe and
Egypt by standard gauge by way of the Levant coast."*

In the 1941 Town Planning (Amendment) Ordinance, responsibility
for roads in Outline Regional Areas was transferred to the Public Works
Department, thereby making provisions for roads both in Outline and
Detailed Schemes. The Village Roads and Works Ordinance of 1926,
was operative in villages, with the inhabitants being responsible for
financing and carrying out certain schemes.'’

Kendall wanted to contain ‘ribbon development’ along arterial
roads, railways and rivers and approaches to major towns, as it obstructed
communications and was difficult to control and provide with municipal
services. He called for early action through the declaration of Regional
Areas, and by-laws under the Town Planning Ordinance, and also
for the control of advertisements. Kendall aimed at increasing the
construction of pavements and ‘tree-lined boulevard[s]’, though he
admitted the difficulty of protecting these outside of towns.!*

Prior budgetary commitments in road-building sometimes auto-
matically blocked off the possibility of ribbon development, without
the interference of town planning bodies. This was instanced by the
request of the mzukbtars and 22 elders from the villages in the area from
Taiyiba (Ramallah Sub-district) to Jericho. They asked that the old
Roman road be reconstructed to facilitate traffic with Jericho and
Trans-Jordan, affecting 20,000 people in the region, and cutting the
journey by 40 kilometres."*” Heavy commitments to re-building roads
elsewhere in Palestine, however, meant that this request had to be
turned down.'®

Although progress was recorded, as in Safad, the control of arterial
roads was complicated by uncertainties about whether the Public Works
Department or Local Planning Commission (that is, the municipality)
was responsible for controlling the width and alignment for those
parts of the arterial roads that lay between the municipal and the town
planning boundaries. The Municipal Engineers preferred that one
authority controlled all road construction within a Town Planning
Area. The matter was further ‘confused’ by conflicting financial
responsibilities allocated under both the Town Planning Ordinance,
and the Width and Alignment of Roads Ordinance of 1926. Agreement
was finally reached in 1941 that the costs of, and works on, arterial
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roads be borne by the authority requiring the changes.!* However,
implementing planned controls of encroachments on roads and open
spaces was still fettered since village surveys were incomplete and
village plans could not be prepared.'#

Village Development

So neglected was village development in Palestine that it required
a general Colonial Secretary Directive to heighten the issue. In
1945, the Reconstruction Commissioner plainly admitted that ‘very
little’ had been done for the Arab villages in 24 years or so of British
[Mandatory] rule. Many ‘Minor Village Works’ were executed prior to
1945, but they were truly ‘minor’, including such activities as clearing
roads.' Applications under Regional Planning were made mainly by
Jewish organisations pressing settlement schemes and building
proposals. A major part of Regional Planning was therefore concerned
with formal Arab Village Development, as the Jews were reckoned to
be well organised and funded, and having access to designers, planners
and building associations. Moshe Brawer studied the morphological
changes in Palestinian villages caused by village growth.'* This section
therefore focuses on Arab village development by the British, especially
the Post-War Reconstruction Commissioner’s plans, which have not
been researched and are an inseparable part of Palestine’s town
planning history.

Village Development Planning

Despite 44-50 per cent of Palestine’s population being rural based
in 1944 (living in about 1,000 villages), consistent data on this sector
was lacking. Village Notebooks, that were introduced in the mid-1930s
for Village Headmen to record information on agriculture, public
works and other related matters, were irregularly kept, and the
Village Statistics begun in 1938 gave no information on society. In 1944,
the British instigated a ‘Survey of Social and Economic Conditions in
[five unnamed] Arab Villages’, to discover population density averages
and information on building material.'* Palestine’s villages had only
received the Mandatory’s infrequent attention before the Second
World War — through the installation of a small number of schools,
infant welfare clinics and ophthalmic and general centres, and latrines;
with villages closer to urban centres sometimes receiving more services
due to their easier accessibility. However, even villages in the proximity
of towns, such as Silwan near Jerusalem, had poor facilities;'* this
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was despite the ‘abnormal conditions’ resulting from high wartime
employment and agricultural prices.'*” Also, the Arab-run Organisation
for the Revival of the Arab Village was in its nascent stages and had
little impact.'® Improvements to Arab villages were therefore given
‘high priority’” among the post-war reconstruction schemes, and the
1944 Survey of Social and Economic Conditions showed the extent of
the problems faced (see, Appendix 18).'4

In a comprehensive scheme of ‘Village Planning and Development’
under the aegis of the ‘Improvement of the Standard of Living of
the Poor’, the Reconstruction Commissioner in 1945 called for the
preparation of Village Plans for selected villages. Villages were to be
opened up by paved pathways; each having a midan (public space) outside
the village, and a mosque, a medical clinic (or infant welfare centre), a
school with an agricultural garden, and a building area ‘for simple
model houses’. Village latrines were also to be installed, tree-planting
promoted, and improvements made to approach roads and water
supplies (providing tap water). Common bakeries and ovens (tzboons),
stables and cattlesheds were included in the planning. The works would
be covered by a Government grant, supplemented by the villagers’
contributions under the Village Roads and Works Ordinance. Without
explaining why, the Commissioner preferred that villages with musha’
lands close to the centre be selected first; this may have been because
some communal co-operation might have been ensured as musha’ was
communally controlled.

These proposals would have dislocated the villages’ focus of activities
to the outskirts, centred on the mzidan — emphasising the development of
village peripheries — and introduced more greenery, different housing
models, and possibly different land patterns. This would anyway have
coincided with rural population growth that was producing an outward
momentum in the shape of village settlement. The model houses were
to follow traditional Arab village styles (for example, incorporating
domed roofs'*’), and were designed to improve sanitation. The scheme
was to be gradually implemented, and Kendall and an engineer were to
give technical advice, with an augmented town planning staff supported
by CDF funding. At first, schemes for ten selected villages in each
District were to be prepared.”! Kendall wanted to ensure the ‘preserva-
tion of their [village] character’ through the use of local materials and
by-pass arterial roads."”> The implementation of the Reconstruction
Commissioner’ plan, however, was complicated by prevailing conditions,
analysed below.
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The Implementation of the Village Development Plans

"The British first deliberated on comprehensive village development in
1944, and a few villages were surveyed with a view to drawing up a
‘long-term programme’. In the following year (1945), due to the lack
of fundamental cartographic information essential to development, a
scheme for the ‘rapid surveys of village built-on and adjoining areas’
was prepared. Of the country’s approximately 1,000 villages, only 40
had town sheets or taxation plans. The Jewish colonies comprised
about 100 built-on areas with registered block plans. It was intended
that by 1946-47, 100 surveys a year should be completed, based on a
list of prioritised villages made by the District Commissioners. !

The CDF-funded scheme was connected to those for infant welfare
centres and clinics, water supply improvements and the provision
of latrines (see, Map 8). Preliminary work was to be done on the
following four villages (although they did not even have permanent
formal village councils at that point): Baqa al Gharbiya and ‘Illar
(in the Tulkarm Sub-District), Jalama (Jenin Sub-District), and Salfit
(Nablus Sub-District). Kendall later highlighted Salfit as a case
example.'’*

However, due to the previously inconsistent Minor Village Works
programme, plan implementation was staggered. The lack of suitable
buildings, for instance, meant that local councils were themselves
having to lease rooms (for example, at Bassa in the Acre Sub-District).
It was necessary, therefore, to construct new buildings, markets and
hostels. Even then, building often went unsupervised with disastrous
results, as schools were known to collapse during inspection. The
Public Works Department’s demands in 1947 that it be ‘all in’ on
construction were muted by the (by now) familiar-sounding excuses of
funding and staff shortages as the Mandate ended.

In addition, the Town Planning Ordinance was unhelpful in ensuring
the removal of obstructions in public ways, Section 380(a) of the
Criminal Code Ordinance of 1936 being more suited to dealing with
the situation. Streets were regularly found blocked by stones collected
for building ‘in the dim future’, as were staircases, stables, animal food
stores, chicken houses, and the common zaboons, the public ‘bludgeoned
into silence’ by village notables. The Public Health Ordinance of 1940,
had to be invoked by Local Sanitary Authorities to order the clearance
of unhealthy buildings ‘used as latrines and as repositories of rubbish’.
But this law was limited in its application to ruins. The District
Commissioners therefore resolved that the proposed Town Planning
Ordinance of 1945, should include provisions for the enforced removal
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Arab Village Development Programme —
Selected Villages, 1945
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of ruined houses and dilapidated walls in rural areas — but, as previously
mentioned, this Bill was not passed.'s’

By May 1947, the implementation of the Regional and Village Plan
was being severely curtailed as the Town Planning Office’s budget was
not increased. Building control in Arab villages under the Village
Scheme was adversely affected by staff shortages, so Palestine was
divided into Class A and Class B categories for plan implementation.
Building controls were only to be ‘attempted’ in Class A villages, chosen
for their being easily accessible. Staff dealing with the less reachable
Class B villages were given no travel aid, and building warrants were
not to be issued. As the Office became further debilitated by budget cuts
due to the Mandate’s uncertain future, it was decided that only one
village in each Sub-District in Category A should be selected since only
12 Village Schemes could be prepared.'*

In the Samarian District village of Salfit, picked by Kendall to
exemplify the kind of development work he wanted done and thought
possible, plans were implemented with some success. Based on a
completed survey and ‘simple’ town plan, footways and the central
square were paved, new sub-offices, schools and a clinic were constructed,
and the water supply improved, gaining the villagers’ approval (see,
Map 9)."7 Many minor works were also carried out in other villages.
However, the retrenchment of plan implementation meant that acces-
sible villages were once again the focus, effectively leaving the rest to
continue fending for themselves.

Sanitation and Health Facilities: Indicators of Change in the Village
Landscape

Sanitation and health facilities were closely associated in town planning.
The Arabs themselves also tried to ensure Government health facilities
to villages, making requests to the Mandatory for these.'® During the
1930s, a pilot town planning scheme to promote ‘village welfare’ was
inaugurated by the Senior Medical Officer in Yazur Village, Lydda
District; this was described as ‘town planning applied on a small scale
to villages’ (see the chapter on the Shephelah). He urged that planned
road-building to ‘open up the country’ be re-evaluated in light of the
‘miserable hovels in which the wretched rural inhabitants’ lived."”’
Most fellah houses were divided into two. The family lived in the
mastabeb, which made up three-quarters of the house and was raised
and with a balustrade. The animals were stabled in the lower section, the
rawieh (part of a room reserved for animals).'® The pilot scheme was
intended to quite literally open up the villages. This was to be achieved
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by constructing main streets, clearing spaces, having inhabitants build
‘hygienic houses outside the congested’ village area, and in some places
infant welfare centres. The British claimed the experiment was the
‘envy’ of the countryside, when the Arab Revolt broke out, bringing
the work to a halt. Impressed by the results, however, the Committee
on Development then proposed in 1940 that four villages a year in
different parts of Palestine enter the scheme to ‘spread the underlying
idea’.

That year, a countrywide development plan for Health services and
sanitation was prepared, also targeting villages. But the large numbers
of villages militated against the plan’s implementation and widespread
extension of services; it was therefore planned to subsidise 30 rural
clinics ‘to introduce the country doctor to Palestine’. In a previous
drive begun in 1934 to improve village sanitation, village latrines were
provided — the Health Department installing 25,000 in 1934/5, against
anominal sum from the villagers. However, funding was almost stopped
by budget cuts following the outbreak of the Arab Revolt. In 1940,
therefore, a programme was proposed to install 9,000 latrines a year.
Such works were also co-ordinated with the Education Department,
which taught hygiene and cleanliness, affecting the landscape through
the planned clearance of manure dumps in streets, and the introduction
of refuse and soakage pits. Stagnant pools were filled, drained or oiled,
and cisterns closed or oiled. But Sanitary Inspectors were poorly trained
and could only visit villages irregularly due to budget constraints.'s!

At the instigation of the Senior Medical Officers of the Haifa
and Galilee Districts, a related proposal was made in June 1946, which
gained official approval and funding. Senior pupils were to be trained
in village hygiene during their summer holidays, with the aim of
helping prevent epidemics and increasing ‘the knowledge and practice
of simple hygiene methods in villages’. It was looked on as ‘a
necessary step towards the much needed enlightenment of the rural
population in matters affecting their health’. The pupils were then
expected to teach their friends what they had learnt during the
two-week course.!”?

Of the 34 infant welfare centres in existence in 1940, 17 were
located in villages; these proved the most ‘popular’ of the Mandatory
Government’s services. The paucity of ‘Village Centres’ led the
Committee on Development to recommend that the focus of the works
be on the villages, and propose 60 more centres with financial help
from the CDE.'®® Plans were made in 1945 for the villagers to erect 60
clinics (mainly in Arab areas) over a ten-year period, to be made of
masonry in keeping with ‘village type construction’.'* The following
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year, Dr Tawfiq Canaan, President of the Palestine Arab Medical
Association, complained that the Government had not done its full
duty towards the Arabs, and specifically highlighted existing hygienic
and sanitary conditions. Improvements were slow, although there were
more hospitals; circulating clinics; housing facilities for the mentally ill;
anti-malarial, tuberculosis, typhoid and rabies works; and public labora-
tories. The rural areas, Canaan reiterated, were still poorly serviced.'s

Finance problems and competition for scarce funds immediately
arose when the British came to implement their 1945 plan to increase
the number of rural clinics. Jaffa urgently required new clinics and
medical training facilities for its large hinterland. The plan was revised
down to 24 (in all, 86 for the whole country, including urban centres),
six being built each year for a period of four years, with at least two in
each District (see Appendix 19).!% Building was not even expected to
begin before 1948, funding problems being already very apparent in
1947, with Palestine’s reserves tied down to prior commitments and
deficits. On 24 September 1947, the plan was scuttled, and two days
later, on 26 September, HMG renounced the Mandate.'”” A project
that potentially could have transformed villages, ‘opening up’ the
countryside, was therefore not realised.

Conclusion

Village development operated on two levels. First, through on-going
Minor Village Works programmes, including sanitation and roads,
although these lacked systematic implementation and were concentrated
on accessibility, especially during the Arab Revolt when it was dangerous
for Government personnel to visit many of the villages. The situation
eased somewhat during the War, and the country was further ‘opened
up’ due to large-scale military operations and the accompanying road-
building. On the second level was the Village Development Scheme,
which was short-lived and subject to injurious budget cuts, and hence
affected few villages; the scattered Village Works had but little impact
on the landscape.

THE MANDATORY GOVERNMENT’S IMPACT ON CITY PRIMACY

Many studies deal with city primacy in Palestine, such as Gad G. Gilbar’s
on Arab demography and Mahmud Yazbak’s on Haifa.'®¥ More
specifically, a numerical survey of city primacy in Mandate Palestine
and Israel has been carried out by D.H.K. Amiran and A. Shahar, and
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in Kark’s work on Palestine’s coastal towns during the preceding
Ottoman years of 1800-1914.!¢ However, the aim here is to analyse
the functional, rather than the numerical, basis of the importance of
Palestine’s urban centres due to the influence of British rule, and the
impact this had on the landscape.

A short survey of the ranking of towns by their population size shows
that, in 1922, Jerusalem was the largest town with 62,578 inhabitants.
"This was followed by Tel-Aviv and Jaffa (combined) with 47,709; Haifa,
with 24,634, and Gaza with 17,480. Other towns ranked in the top
13 were Hebron, Nablus, Safad, Lydda, Nazareth, Ramle, Tiberias,
Bethlehem and finally, Acre. In 1931, Tel-Aviv—Jaffa led with 101,840,
with Jerusalem now in second place with 90,503 inhabitants. In 1944,
the most populated towns were still ranked in the order of 1931, but
with the populations of Tel-Aviv—Jaffa, Jerusalem and Haifa having
tellingly grown to 260,000, 157,080, and 128,000, respectively. This
indicated their role as population influx centres.!”

With the recovery and boom in Palestine’s economy after 1929 —
which was especially due to increased Jewish immigration — rural to
urban migration accelerated.!” The Christian population was predom-
inantly urban. The Coastal Plain, where economic development was
mainly concentrated, attracted Jewish immigrants and rural Muslims
from the agriculturally impoverished Central Range. Eric Mills, the
Superintendent of the Census, correlated Palestine’s increased popula-
tion growth with the ‘effects of the British administration’, and the
impact of immigration that it facilitated. The Jews increased from 16.9
per cent of Palestine’s population in 1931, to 31.3 per cent in 1946
(Table 1).'72

The Impact of Administration and Health Provisions

"The examination of the functional primacy that British rule lent to urban
centres further tests theories on colonised cities as conduits of change.'”
Jerusalem had already been given prominence by the Ottomans as an
Independent Mutassarriflik (District). The British also stamped it as a
place apart by making it Palestine’s capital, valued mainly for its religious
rather than economic role, the Mandatory Government actually
discouraging industrialisation here.'* The city’s primacy as capital was
emphasised by the High Commissioner’s Residence, the Government
departmental headquarters, the Jerusalem District Commissioner’s
Office, the Central Prison, and its prodigious military component.
As previously remarked, so paramount was Jerusalem to the British,
that they took control of its Municipal Council when its active
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politicisation threatened the city’s functioning and replaced it with a
Government-appointed Commission. They also attempted to hold on
to Jerusalem as a vestige of British power in the Middle East if Palestine
were to be partitioned. Although Jerusalem shifted from first position in
1922 to second after Tel-Aviv in 1931 in population size, and was some-
what cramped in its industrial development because of British policy
of limiting the city’s industrialisation, its importance as the adminis-
trative and political capital assured its rank as a leading urban centre.

Jerusalem attracted those seeking employment from its encircling
villages, noticeably impacting on their economies.!” The city became
crowded during the Second World War with people wanting work or
compulsorily employed through the Defence (War Service Occupations)
Regulations of 1942. In January—March 1943, for example, the Jerusalem
Municipality employed 886 in the war services. This compared with
Haifa’s 1,219, and Tel-Aviv—Jaffa’s 4,118, and reflected the concentration
of military forces around the latter, further confirming Tel-Aviv—]Jaffa
as the prime city conurbation.'”® Beit Hanina, Lifta, Malha, Deir Yasin,
‘Eizariya, Silwan and ‘Ein Karim around Jerusalem became ‘suburban
villages’, exporting labour to it, and servicing and supplying it (for
instance, through quarrying in Lifta, and increased market gardening).!”
Furthermore, as the national and district administrative and Government
centre, many visitors apart from tourists and pilgrims stayed for
varying periods. The Jews also came to Jerusalem for employment in
government and military service, though in the main, a significant
reason for their migration to Jerusalem was employment in small-scale
commerce. This produced a building and housing momentum that
often resulted in the contravention of town planning regulations due
to the speed at which buildings were put up to meet accommodation
needs, especially during the 1930s.78

District and sub-district centres were also affected by their admin-
istrative functions. Before 1938, Palestine’s Northern, Jerusalem and
Southern Districts, with their centres at Haifa, Jerusalem and Jaffa,
respectively, reflected an ‘over-centralization’ of bureaucracy, the
Mandatory’s Secretariat rarely visiting outside of Jerusalem. This
caused major delays in the administration and running of the Districts,
as exemplified in road construction, which progressed at an erratic
pace.'”” In 1938, therefore, the Districts were divided into six, easing
the administrative burden and becoming more representative. The
Districts of Galilee, Haifa, Samaria, Jerusalem, Lydda, and Gaza were
established, centred at Nazareth, Haifa, Nablus, Jerusalem, Jaffa, and
Gaza, respectively. The District Commissioners were the ‘insurance’
against any politically sensitive town plan, and the Chief Secretary
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insisted on their being consulted. The Sub-District headquarters
remained the same, but Nazareth, Nablus and Gaza were now given
the bigger role of District headquarters (see, Appendix 3). This effec-
tively brought the country’s administrative sub-divisions under closer
control, also increasing the Mandatory’s access and services to them.'®

Government hospitals, clinics and laboratories also weighted certain
towns. Government hospital bed strength rose from 14 per cent in
1925, to 25 per cent in 1940, and 33 per cent in 1944. The majority
of patients were Arabs since the Jews had their own health provisions.
In 1945, there were Government hospitals in Jerusalem, Haifa, Nablus,
Jaffa, Bnei Braq and Safad, and out-patient clinics in 21 towns and
some villages. There were also specialised health facilities, such as the
18 infant welfare centres, and Jerusalem’s Princess Mary Maternity
Centre."! These serviced people from the surrounding areas, giving a
different measure for city primacy that was not wholly definable by
population size (Plate 3). Post-war planning for the reorganisation of
the Health Department was set back, however, by financial difficulties
following the deterioration of security as the Arab-Jewish conflict
intensified towards the Mandate’s end. The Arab community remained
most in need of Government health facilities: in 1945, the British esti-
mated that the Muslims had an infant mortality rate of 136 per 1,000,
compared to the Jews with 68 per 1,000. A ‘kind of government
[health] standard’ existed: one higher than the Ottoman period but
lower than the Jewish sector’s, which apparently had ‘too many
doctors’.'®

The British had a major impact on Haifa. The deep-water port
completed in 1933, undoubtedly changed Haifa as an employment
focus, as too did the Palestine Railways’ central workshops and its
rail development, serving Hajj pilgrims and reaching to Baghdad. In
addition, there were the oil terminal and the refineries, giving it
Palestine’s largest concentration of heavy industries. The Customs
Department and a major animal quarantine station were also located
here, making the British instrumental in determining Haifa as a centre
of heavy industry and trading, as a naval and embarkation port, and as
a regional capital with a highly politicised labour force.'® It attracted
labour mainly from the Galilee and Central Hills, but also from further
afield, notably from Syria. Lists of squatters on State Domain, in the
adjacent village of Balad esh Sheikh, show that most came from Haifa’s
environs, Nablus, Jenin and Nazareth. As a result of the doubling of
Haifa’s population in the 1930s, “Tin-Towns’ [shanties], such as Ard al
Raml sprang up and there were periodic outbreaks of plague which
reflected the dire sanitary conditions that emerged.'®* The port and the
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industrial expansion also forced the displacement of a large locus of
fishermen’s huts.'®

The Impact of the Military Presence

A subject little researched is that of the impact that the large military
presence in Palestine had on the landscape, as exemplified by Haifa.
As troops had already been increased during the Arab Revolt, the
reinforcements during the war that immediately followed caused much
concern to Haifa’s Town Planning Commission. Army camps were
bringing about ‘very serious interference with civilian development’,
and the Commission feared they would ‘become permanent’ and ‘ruin’
plans for the town’s ‘orderly development’. This led to a ‘deadlock’
over Haifa’s ‘important’ areas as ‘harmony’ had to be sought between
the Army and Haifa’s urban needs to remedy the ‘chaotic state of
affairs’. The town’s ‘best man-power and resources’ were used for the
war effort, at times to the civilians’ detriment. The Army occupied
lands and buildings across Haifa and mounted major anti-aircraft and
coastal defences. But at the end of the War, contrary to the Town Plan-
ning Commission’s expectations, the Army held on to its positions and
even ‘considerably increased’ its presence in Haifa. New sites in the
‘best part’ of the town were taken over for camps, as trees were felled
that had been planted with great effort. Furthermore, homes were
requisitioned, thus worsening the acute housing shortage.!*

Building was hampered as landlords feared the Army would take
over their property, and the military sat on areas ripe for development.
The famed Foreshore Development Scheme which was to give residents
access to the sea, with beaches and cafes, thus also encouraging
tourism, ‘threatened to remain stillborn’, since the Army planned its
own permanent camp on the site. Heavy military traffic, barbed wire,
closed roads, camps ‘straddling roads’, and occupied afforested areas
came to characterise Haifa. Whilst civilians accepted the Military,
mainly because of the associated lucrative trade and jobs, they strongly
resented the resulting inconveniences.

The maintenance of a large-scale military presence and repairs
system was only one outcome of Palestine’s regional prominence as a
major centre for the Second World War in the Middle East. There were
also numerous POW ‘cages’ — or large camps surrounded by barbed
wire — some originally set up in the Arab Rebellion."” Palestine’s new
War Department helped effectuate many more camps across the country-
side than already existed, as well as depots and other military installations;
and, as in Haifa, camps were actually erected across the country’s main
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roads, violating town planning principles and resulting in ““Ribbon
Development” of the worst type’. By 1945, the Army was planning to
turn many of its camps into permanent structures, raising the spectre
of uncontrolled construction from Masmiya (in the Gaza Sub-District)
to Gaza, with some camps — for example, Jerusalem’s Allenby Barracks
—also being expanded.'® Many Arabs complained of the Army’s contin-
ued occupation of buildings and tried to have them evicted.”® In this
way, Jerusalem, Haifa, Lydda, Ramle and Gaza maintained a high
profile in the military ranking of towns, with Jerusalem becoming a
popular centre in the Middle East for British soldiers on leave. Troops
would even be taken on arranged tours of the capital’s Old City: when
the South African Native Troops visited, their guide saw to it ‘that they
are not overcharged’.!” During June 1940 alone, 27,000 soldiers were
stationed in Palestine, in contrast to the 36,000 in neighbouring Egypt,
all under the command of Sir Archibald Wavell.!! Foreign troops were
also sent to Palestine, such as the Polish Brigade stationed in 1941 in
the Galilee after the cessation of hostilities in Syria.!”” Wherever possi-
ble, buildings would be commandeered, and the small, old fort at
Tulkarm was turned into the Household Cavalry’s headquarters.'*

The lack of collaboration between Town Planning Authorities and
the Army had a long history in Palestine, worsened by security and
budget problems during the Arab Revolt. When the Planning
Commissions tried dealing with the problem after the War, they also
faced two other major factors. The Jewish underground organisation’s
(the IZL) bombing of the King David Hotel on 22 July 1946, which
housed the Chief Secretariat, made it difficult for the latter to cope
with the on-going issue of the town planners and the Military. Also,
the whole matter was bound up with the much larger policy issue of
Palestine’s future, which was increasingly uncertain. The Military
therefore, had a very significant influence on city primacy as an
employment and trade source and, to the consternation of the town
planners, had an ever-increasing impact on the landscape from 1936
onwards — from the outbreak of the Arab Revolt, followed by the War
and civil strife, to the Mandate’s end.

Conclusion

Population changes, indicating city primacy and its impact on the
landscape, paralleled changes in the urban centres’ relative functions.
The War, for example, made Haifa and Jerusalem even more conspic-
uous militarily, bolstering their importance as determined by other
functions, and attracting more activities such as health centres, with



94 Mandated Landscape

repercussions on labour mobility. Whilst Jerusalem was the capital and
main administrative centre, it bowed to Jaffa and Tel-Aviv economically.
Through their different functions and impact on their hinterlands,
Palestine’s urban centres were also conduits for ideas, change, and the
Mandatory Government’s expansion of power.

SLUM CLEARANCE AND POST-WAR HOUSING AND
RECONSTRUCTION

Rapid development in Palestine led to overcrowding and the growth
of slums due to poor planning. By 1945, the four largest towns of
Jerusalem, Tel-Aviv, Haifa and Jaffa had a combined population of
520,000 (according to the Reconstruction Commissioner’s conservative
estimate), with the remaining municipalities totalling 784,000, or
almost half of Palestine’s inhabitants.!** During the War, workers
attracted by employment opportunities in the urban centres caused
further over-crowding in these urban centres, swelling the slum areas
— made worse by wartime restrictions on building materials and the
subsequent decline in construction, accompanied by high rents. The
Arab Chamber of Commerce maintained contacts throughout with
the Government and the Military about problems in the building
industry, and the Arab Association of Building Materials (Supplies),
established in 1937, in particular tried solving difficulties arising from
wartime shortages of materials, though with limited success. Arabs in
the building trade also maintained close contact with the British
Administration during the War, supplying them with locally produced
materials and information about the availability of builders and elec-
tricians, and other related matters.!”” The Jews were very active in this
field and had numerous building organisations — several of which were
connected to labour associations and co-operatives — that also tried to
meet housing demands."

Stum Clearance

So bad had the slums situation become in Palestine, that the Director of
the Labour Department (set up in 1942), wanted the problem addressed
immediately on building materials becoming available again after the
War. Every region suffered from slum conditions, but the British were
particularly anxious about the Arab areas because they lacked organised
housing companies that were on any scale comparable to those of the
Jews. Gaza’s District Commissioner, E. Ballard, wanted the ‘slum mind
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... abolished’. Wartime overcrowding exacerbated an already inflamed
situation. In the 1930s, the Hebron Municipal Council tried encouraging
movement out of the ‘crowded and unhygienic’ Old City to the town’s
periphery."” Jerusalem’s Old City, whose walls were ‘masked by shacks
and mean buildings’, had slums that were a ‘standing disgrace’. There
were many instances of public open spaces outside the city being built
upon, ‘directly contributing to overcrowding, creating slums’.'”®

The Samaria District Town Planning Commission tried controlling
haphazard building and slum formation on town peripheries, and
prioritised land parcellation for development outside the urban areas
in its Regional Outline Scheme. However, Planning Commissions
were held up by the Land Transfer (Amendment) Ordinance of 1939,
which required that an undefined ‘subsistence area’ be kept by a culti-
vator in a land sale. Parcellation by-laws were thus circumvented, and
lands were parcelled into sizes less than the ‘minimum in any approved
town planning scheme’."”” Kendall endeavoured to change the law to
conform with the Town Planning Ordinance, which controlled parcel-
lation in a Town Planning Area (as with Malaya’s Sanitary Board Area),
but to no avail. Parcellation controls were included in the Town Plan-
ning Bill of 1945; however, it was not passed.’”” Conditions remained
the same until the British left Palestine in 1948.

Ballard argued that it was the Government’s function to give financial
assistance and expropriate vacant lands and congested slum areas
ensuring proper building and re-housing, as this was ‘intimately’ linked
with health. In drafting the Public Health Ordinance of 1940, care was
taken to secure Urban Sanitary Areas and slum clearance by landlords.
“The abolition and reconstruction’ of congested areas was also
included in the 1936 Town Planning Ordinance. Slum clearance was
a complicated and costly task, and the suggestion of clearing whole
areas for development through improvement trusts could not, for
example, be carried out in Jerusalem’s Old City because of its compact
structure (Plate 4). Instead, insanitary cellars used for accommodation
were either to be improved or closed. Since it was deduced to be
‘extremely unlikely’ that any clearance scheme would yield financial
returns, a free grant was proposed. The major obstacles then were
finances and urban morphology. The 1940 Committee on Development
wanted to stop the ‘undesirable drift towards the towns’, which worsened
and even created slum conditions, and proposed the revival of ‘home and
village industries’, such as weaving.?*' But wartime employment drives
further stimulated rural-urban migration, forestalling town planning
attempts at slum clearance, as happened with the implementation of
the ‘Lands East of Tel-Aviv Plan’, initiated in 1939.22
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Plate 3. Health: Government Hospital, Jaffa.
Source: N.d.: ISA/PIO/Tray3024/606.

Plate 4. Shanty Town in the Old City, Jerusalem, 1938.
Source: Government Press Office, Jerusalem: GPO/142799-30.
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Despite the urgency of the slum situation — exacerbated by recurring
outbreaks of disease — and the Reconstruction Commissioner’s
comments,’® post-war policy determined that new housing was more
essential, leaving slum clearance to a later undefined and unrealised
stage.?%*

Post-War Housing and Reconstruction

The Mandatory’s housing policy was mainly to initiate development
schemes, such as that for New Gaza. The Government itself provided
no actual housing: a remaining feature of post-war planning. Building
activity had been focused on the three main centres of Haifa, Tel-Aviv
and Jerusalem (see, Map 10). By 1940, an acute housing shortage had
arisen, brought on by the population’s natural increase, immigration,
repercussions from the Arab Revolt, and wartime building restrictions,
together with industrialisation ‘telescoped into one-tenth of the time’
taken for the West’s Industrial Revolution. This compounded the
problems of slums and congestion. Yet, the Committee on Develop-
ment refused to recommend that the CDF issue a debenture to Jewish
and the (non-existent) Arab housing societies, arguing that they had
other sources for capital, for example, the banks. It feared that aiding
co-operative housing societies would mean aiding individual builders,
making it impossible to refuse financial assistance to municipal housing
schemes. The Reconstruction Commissioner simply recommended
nine Jewish Local Councils out of a total of 14 for loans, the criterion
being their capacity to repay loans.?”

Housing Shortages

During the War, the housing situation was worsened by the usurpation
of residences for wartime and internal security needs; this was followed
after the War by influxes of refugees. Account also had to be taken of
housing for the 100,000 Jewish Displaced Persons (DPs) from Europe’s
concentration camps, whom the 1946 Anglo-American Committee of
Enquiry was thinking of settling in Palestine. Excluding this factor, 1946
estimates meant that space was needed for 62,165 urban and 10,730
rural room units for the Jews. The Arab urban population required
35,000 urban units, and a large rural counterpart of 128,000.2% Supply
of residential buildings could not meet demand, and was distributed to
reflect the communities’ geography. In Jerusalem’s urban area, 60 per
cent of the buildings were constructed by the Jews, compared with only
40 per cent by the Arabs. For Jaffa, a mainly Arab town, the respective
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figures were 20 per cent and 80 per cent; whilst Haifa’s and Tiberias’
were each 70 and 30 per cent; and Safad was divided equally at 50 per
cent construction by the Arabs and 50 per cent by the Jews.2"

In 1944, a Central Housing Advisory Committee, similar to
Scotland’s, was appointed by C. Wilson Brown, Controller of Heavy
Industries, with respective Sub-Committees on Arabs and Jews.
Another Sub-Committee on Legislation looked into the private
sector’s Building Problems and Renting; and a fourth, on Types of
Buildings. The latter was chaired by Kendall, who was to be the adviser
on building standards when intensive construction was resumed for
cheap housing. The Jewish Sub-Committee (as it was called) found
that even townships were congested (Nathanya leading with a 5.43
average density per room). The summary of the Arab Sub-Committee’s
findings was based on the Mandatory Government’s ideal of an
average of two persons per room, and indicated that 40 per cent of the
Arab area’s rural population lived in conditions of ‘severe overcrowding’
with four or more persons per room (Appendix 20).2% The Committee’s
disturbing results led to the formulation of the Government Emergency
Building Scheme.

The Emergency Building Scheme, 1945

The Emergency Building Scheme (also known as the EBS), 1945, was
nervously put together during 1944, in stark contrast with the more
quiescent attitude of the 1940 Committee on Development on the
matter of housing. Palestine’s housing problems were emphasised
by the first Reconstruction Commissioner, Sir Douglas G. Harris, in
1943. This was given further impetus by (Eliezer) Siegfried Hoofien,
Managing Director of the powerful Jewish-owned General Mortgage
Bank of Palestine, Ltd, who wrote an influential note on ‘Post-War
Popular Housing’ outlining the housing problem, especially in the
Jewish sector and in Tel-Aviv. It was he who emphasised housing rather
than re-housing or slum clearance, and called for the availability of cheap
money for popular schemes based on housing associations. He referred
to England’s Housing Act of 1936, which gave local authorities a greater
role, and pointed out Palestine’s capital shortages in the financial
sector.?”” Hoofien’s note set off intense discussions in the Administra-
tion, with some of his statistical thinking filtering through to post-war
reconstruction planning.?' The District Commissioners urged direct
Government control of building construction because of the politicised
nature of Jewish town planning and the Arab Councillors’ contrasting
lack of planning experience. The Reconstruction Commissioner
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specified that post-war construction not be left to the initiative of
building societies, warning of the UK’s ‘disastrous experience’.?!!

Palestine’s post-war housing planning essentially revolved around
finance. In 1944, the country’s estimated deficit was £P4.5 million,
hence the Treasury insistence on privately funded housing, with public
bodies only undertaking planning and land acquisition. A Government
Land Bank was even contemplated to purchase land whilst it was still
available. But some officials questioned the Mandatory’s ability to see
housing schemes through, pointing to the failures in the New Gaza
Scheme, Haifa, and the politically sensitive Jaffa Scheme. Maurice C.
Bennett, Director of Land Settlement, added that the Jews held large
areas of undeveloped land, such as those around Tel-Aviv and Affula.
Though there was Arab land available, the Arabs lacked capital, a prob-
lem that had obstructed the implementation of the New Gaza Scheme,
and, the Land (Acquisition for Public Purposes) Ordinance blocked
the formation of improvement trusts that required funding.?? Also, the
Arabs did not have the safety-net of co-operative housing associations,
such as Shikun of the Jewish Histadrut. The Jews researched their
urban and rural living standards, and closely monitored their own
housing needs and prepared detailed plans.?®

The Arab Sub-Committee focused mainly on Jerusalem, Jaffa and
Haifa (followed by undefined ‘other urban centres’ and ‘Rural’), whilst
the Jewish Committee reported on Jerusalem, Tel-Aviv and Haifa (then
undefined ‘other urban centres’ and ‘Rural’). For the Jews, with refugee
immigrants arriving daily, the situation was particularly critical in Haifa
and Tel-Aviv, as well as in many of their settlements. Despite the short-
age of material, however, there was construction in a ‘considerable
number of Jewish rural settlements’.?'* And though production by the
Jewish-owned Nesher cement factory was regulated by the Government,
more than some of the output found its way to the black market.?* The
Controller of Heavy Industries ‘adopted the policy of releasing as much
cement as possible’, which in 1944 became more widely available, and
made ‘desperate efforts to obtain timber’ to permit some building. Near
‘many’ Arab towns, ‘great numbers’ of houses were built from local
stone, though roofless and windowless, in anticipation of the release
of fittings and iron. From 1942 onwards, ‘intermediate measures’ were
taken, releasing materials for building (for example, for 3,000 rooms a
month, 125 factories, and 200 rooms in agricultural buildings).

As Reconstruction Commissioner, Heron outlined a housing
programme dependent almost entirely on private construction, for
example, those by Shikun and the newly formed Arab Riad Company.
The Municipalities of Haifa, Tel-Aviv, Jerusalem, Jaffa and Nablus were
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prioritised for funding, either by loans or improvement trusts. Housing
shortages were also registered in the smaller townships and settlements,
as in Acre.

But the potent element of unemployment after the demobilisation
of approximately 100,000 persons employed in the war effort compli-
cated housing plans. Professor R. Peers, formerly Labour Adviser to
the Minister Resident in Cairo, wrote a secret report on ‘Labour and
Employment in the Middle East’. He advocated the advance provision
of materials to generate a civilian economy spearheaded by the building
industry, thus providing ‘considerable employment’. The Colonial
Office also seized on High Commissioner Sir Harold A. MacMichael’s
(1938-44) proposed scheme to alleviate housing shortages by reviving
the building industry. Whilst ‘strongly endorsing the scheme’, it
emphasised that there was to be no Government subsidy ‘either
directly or through municipalities’, leaving the British to be seen to be
doing something ‘constructive’.2!¢

At least 125,000 rooms were required, and an additional 44,000 for
slum clearance; but the immediate Emergency Building Scheme, 1945,
was to start with 27,000 rooms, setting aside slum clearance till later.
Additionally, ex-servicemen required housing, especially in Haifa and
"Tel-Aviv, and the Resettlement Advisory Committee speculated on
providing evacuated military buildings and hostels for this. Again, the
Mandatory was only willing to provide loans for the 750 dwellings
needed for ex-servicemen mainly in Tel-Aviv (£P450,000), 450 for
Haifa (£P320,000), and 400 for other Local Authorities (£P120,000).
In November 1944, the Joint Planning Committee in Washington, DC,
which controlled wartime building materials, agreed to the Emergency
Building Scheme of 1945, and authorised orders for the early release
of supplies. The Scheme was expected to employ around 20,000. The
re-settlement of ex-service personnel was to be facilitated by Employ-
ment Exchanges, and Resettlement Advice Offices were opened in
Haifa, Jaffa, Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv.?"

Information was gathered on pre-fabricated housing, costs and
examples of housing schemes elsewhere, notably the Scottish Housing
Associations. The ‘Fundamentals for a Government Housing Policy’
were outlined as being to use housing to improve the individual’s
life: ‘the small house is the first step in the emancipation of the
small man’, it was declared. A new Government ‘Assisted Housing
Programme’, and ensuring low land and money costs, were to be
coupled with good engineering and administration. Disposal through
hire purchase was the aim, except for those municipalities wanting to
aid persons living below the poverty line. Finally, Government was to
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encourage public housing co-operatives by providing cheap money
alone. ‘Assisted Housing’ was also to extend to municipalities, though
their being new to such a scheme meant they would be tightly
controlled. It was emphasised, however, that housing was not to be
carried out through improvement trusts. Trusts were aimed at specific
projects, while housing depended upon the life of a mortgage loan,
preferably designed to develop with the growth in housing enterprises.

It was also stressed that a high degree of standards be maintained.
No funding was to be arranged for Municipal Housing without an
approved scheme, and it was to be limited to ‘Assisted Housing for the
Low Income Group Above the Poverty Line’. By 19 October 1945,
schemes were being prepared for Jaffa, Haifa, Acre, Tel-Aviv and
Jerusalem, and smaller municipalities, such as Gaza and Petach Tiqva.
The Government’s role, it was finally decided, would be focused only
on floating bond issues and guaranteeing them, and (mainly) guiding
and controlling the municipalities in preparing and executing their
schemes. London gave much support to post-war reconstruction,
approving a free grant for architectural staff engaged in development
schemes for the £P1,000,000 allocated to Palestine under the Colonial
Development and Welfare Act, 1945 (CD&W). The year 1945/6
proved the ‘peak year in the blue-printing and final planning of major
development schemes’.?”® Municipality Assisted Housing Schemes,
however, had to overcome the backlog of housing demands — with
demand growing further through demobilisation, natural increase and
immigration — whilst providing for the implementation of town plans, for
example, ensuring zoning. In the private sector, the worsening political
situation and increasingly open hostility towards British rule was
manifesting itself in the Jewish boycott of CDF bond issues, that were
also earmarked for Jewish housing schemes.

Plans for permanent housing and a post-war garrison were
suspended in February 1947 in favour of scale ‘C’ tent camps with solid
flooring, huts for ancillary buildings, and ‘trussed steel” structures for
married quarters. Any building deemed ‘unnecessary’ was discouraged.
Once more in Palestine, then, the Military (numbering about 80,000)
was to impose its presence on the landscape, as the political situation
deteriorated.?"”

Factors in Implementing the Emergency Building Scheme, 1945

Any building scheme, however, was also subject to land, labour and
material costs, the latter two being dealt with here as examples. Labour
and material costs were high due to wartime conditions and the cost of
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living. The building and construction sector of the economy became
the biggest employer during the war, accounting for 61,500 of the
305,250 labour force in 1942 (manufacturing was second, employing
52,000), much of the building being for the war effort. Between 1939
and 1942, however, wages increased by an average of 42 per cent in
the building trade, compared to the highest, agriculture, which
increased by 248 per cent. Also, from 2 May 1945, employers were
legally compelled to pay an extra 8 per cent for ‘social purposes’, and
3 per cent for the sick-fund. By November 1945, the combined
increase made up 9.2 per cent of total building costs. Such considera-
tions were paramount for the building and construction sector, and
were only partially helped by wartime vocational training for fitters,
welders, and others.?” With the participation of the Arab Chamber of
Commerce, a committee was even called in 1946 to inquire into high
building costs in Arab areas, though the Chamber was apparently
unable to compete successfully with post-war market forces and does
not appear to have had any influence on pricing.?!

Supplies remained unpredictable and expensive, with imported
Canadian wood being unsatisfactory for building requirements. Some
forms of steel were available, such as 1/8-inch thick steel sheets, but
others were difficult to obtain, whilst blasting materials were restricted
for security reasons. Some locally manufactured materials became
increasingly available after 1944, like bricks and cement. British
concern about housing in Palestine led them to apply ‘outside the usual
procedure’ for permits to import controlled building materials,
competing with the colonies.???

Conclusion

Though recognised as important, slum clearance was postponed to an
undetermined date, with post-war reconstruction concentrating on
housing. The housing shortage precipitated a race against time after
the War, as demobilisation combined with the population’s natural
increase and the arrival of Jewish refugees. However, HMG only
offered loans and technical management, leaving implementation to
the private sector, especially housing associations, while assisting in
the early release of materials. The obvious paucity of Arab housing
associations compared to the Jewish sector placed the former at an
immediate disadvantage in the 1945 Emergency Building Scheme,
resulting in a spatial imbalance in housing provisions, with hardly any
impact on Arab rural housing, although this area was judged as being
the most in need.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

King’s theories on colonial cities as an instrument of change were
applied above. The analysis showed Kendall’s stress on town planning
principles and on the Mandatory Government’s policy of preserving
historical sites and directing new development. In awe of the Holy
Land, and without producing a segregated ‘ville européenne’, British town
planning in Palestine often highlighted indigenous culture, rather than
marginalised it (as in Australia). British officials sometimes infiltrated
local neighbourhoods, taking up residence in different parts of the towns
as well as villages, at times enhancing existing cross-cultural environ-
ments, such as that of the German Colony in Jerusalem.?* The problems
in plan implementation due to staff and funding shortages, and the
Courts’ often poor understanding of the functions of town planning,
negate Bauman’s and Fruchtman’s claims of town planners having
all-controlling powers. Town planning was deeply rooted in British
urban history and aimed at the statutory control of urbanism to ensure
sanitation, low density building and zoning with pleasant amenities.?*
"This latter point has been illustrated, for example, by the difficulties
experienced in imposing zoning controls, and containing rapid building
during increased Jewish immigration in the 1930s.

Slow progress was made in providing health facilities and Govern-
ment offices were inadequate. Preservation works were a major feature,
exemplified by Kendall’s blueprint for Jerusalem’s Old City. Aesthetic
standards were set, the most famous being for Jerusalem’s building
facades, applicable in policy to all of Palestine. British rule was symbol-
ised in the grand design of the High Commissioner’s Residence and in
postboxes and traffic lights, ‘but through the din come the more pleas-
ing notes of goat and camel bells’.?> Regional planning for rural areas
introduced in 1938 brought the whole of Palestine nominally under
town planning controls. Regional planning, as with planning for towns,
reflected local needs, for instance through agricultural zoning, and
plans were prepared in close association with other departments, such
as the Department of Antiquities. The Mandatory Government’s
influence on the evolution of a differential city primacy, indicating
varied functions and not just population sizes, encouraged hinterlands
to develop a dependency on their cities and whole regions interacted
with key towns.

However, the severe budget and staff shortages caused the curtail-
ment of the Mandatory’s first systematic Arab Village Development
Plan, which had only a small impact through health and sanitation
provisions. HMG also refused to fund much-needed post-war housing.
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Politicised planning commissions were further obstacles to smooth
planning. The Arabs were less active in town planning than the Jews,
who brought over their own architects and planners from Europe and
presented most of the non-Government plans for approval. British
influence on the Arabs is identifiable in such organisations as the
Arab Association for the Renovation of Towns in Palestine, set up in
1944, and the growing involvement of Arabs in the town planning
process through town planning requests.”” This was in addition to
their participation on planning commissions. In contrast, the British
acknowledged independent Jewish interests in town planning. The
Mandatory’s town planning and urban and rural works had a mixed
impact on Palestine’s landscape, therefore, being both regulatory and
initiatory, and leaving marks definable in Meinig’s analysis of imperial
landscapes. The cities, differentiated in colonial function, became
instruments of change — showing the relevance of King’s theories here
— giving prominence to town planning, so that Kendall could comment
that citizens became ‘aware’ of the merits of ‘planning principles’.?’
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Agriculture

The action taken by the Palestine Government to bring about
improvement of the land and in methods of agriculture and
generally to increase its yield is of very wide scope and includes
both long and short term measures, direct and indirect.!

INTRODUCTION:
THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Colonial agrarian history is entwined with development and technical
transfer theories. Nineteenth-century Europe’s industrialisation stimu-
lated debate on socio-economic change, development and modernisation,
led by Karl Marx (1818-83), Emile Durkheim (1858-1917), and Max
Weber (1864-1920) — which was influenced by Darwinian ideas on
social evolution from a ‘primitive past’. Modernity and development —
or Westernisation —would through ‘diffusion’, displace ‘traditional values’,
causing spatial change.? James Midgley emphasises colonial develop-
ment’s ‘duality’ ‘simultaneously exploiting and modernising’, in Britain
crystallising into the 1929 Colonial Development Act.’ ‘Development
economics’ was partly rooted in colonialism, with its export-orientated
‘racial capitalism’, and links with technology.*

Frédérique Apffel Marglin and Stephen A. Marglin recognised the
power of ‘dominating knowledge’ in technological transfer, which
imposed new values;’ the colonised slowly ‘surrender’ their culture to
technology. But the transfer process is ‘complicated’. Klaus North
devised a ‘framework for technology transfer’ which had three aspects
to it, each connected to the other: the transfer process (creation, diffusion,
acquisition and adoption); the transfer actors (know-how suppliers,
know-how brokers, and know-how recipients [first tier, second tier,
etc.]); and the transfer environment (supply-side and receiving-side
environments, influenced by policies and regulations, the speed of
technology change, the demand/supply conditions of technology, etc.).”
The historiography of resistance to new technology, ‘Luddism’, illus-
trates how ‘technophobia’ and ‘neophobia’ (fear of the new), are common
human characteristics, and not confined to the colonised ‘backward’
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people unable to appreciate imported ideas to improve their lot.® Japan
went from being an importer to being an exporter of technology.

Transdomestication (the transfer and domestication of seed and
stock) has played a major role in agrarian history. Scientific research
became closely associated with colonial plantation settlements, and
through it specialised institutes were inaugurated, such as the Imperial
Institute. The Royal Botanic Gardens at Kew were implemental in
developing higher yielding seeds for the British Empire. Controver-
sially, Lucile H. Brockway refuted the claim that imported botanical
innovations were lucrative for the colonised.” Stock improvement
paralleled the Microbiological Revolution after the 1860s and the
evolution of the Veterinary Sciences and Services, adding plant and
animal disease control to colonial activities." ‘Harmful technology’
was introduced,!! ‘dis-orientating agriculture’,’”” causing ‘ecological
shock’."? Indigenous ‘ignorance’ was identified as the reason for poverty,
and ‘populist, anti-money-lender and pro-farmer’ literature was
produced to induce agriculturists out of their condition.!* With imperial
revenues largely based on agriculture, improving local farming in their
Empire was particularly significant to the British.

"Towards the end of the Empire, the British became more aware of
the dangers in over-specialisation of crops and realised the necessity
to balance commercial with food crops. They valued local production
methods; and recent research has increasingly exonerated indigenous
agriculture from causing environmental destruction. Colonial policies
caused agrarian change and the expansion of agricultural land on a
sufficiently large scale as to make organised nationalism more virulent.
Colonial administrators often overlooked the intricate aspects of deci-
sion-making by the indigenous farmers. However, colonial agricultural
work cannot solely be depicted as a self-seeking act to raise revenues.
Some British Agricultural Officers were ‘supported by a vision’ of
‘bringing hope ... to underprivileged peoples’.””

Writings on the Middle East also question colonial attitudes. Halim
Barakat and Janet Abu-Lughod reject the notion that only a ‘special
kind’ of person — or ‘Western’ — can adapt to technological change;
whilst Nasrine Adibe refers to a period when ‘scientific research and
invention flourished among Arab scholars’.!* Complex Customary
Laws evolved for water rights, many based on the Shari‘ah canonical
code, and Egypt had a rich history of hydraulic works."?

Nineteenth-century Palestinian farmers successfully responded to
rising European demands for cereals and cotton by increasing the culti-
vated area. Improved rural security in the late Ottoman and much of
the British periods led to the habitation of khirbas (ruined satellite
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settlements), and a sedentary lifestyle. Ottoman agricultural reforms
within the Tanzimat, however, had little impact on Palestine due to
weak administration.’® Agricultural technologies introduced by the
Europeans and Jews mainly influenced the Arabs in the citrus sector.
Beshara B. Doumani showed that manufacturing restructuring occurred
alongside increased agricultural output.'” The Zionist movement espe-
cially emphasised agricultural innovation, developing its own research
and training centres.”’ Issa Mustafa Alami argued that by facilitating
Jewish land purchases, the Mandatory Government actually helped to
change Palestine’s agrarian regime.”’ The complexity of crop-sharing
in Arab agriculture was examined by Ya’akov Firestone and Salim
Tamari, whilst Isaac Arnon and Michael Raviv researched the reasons
for the limited impact of British Government works on the fellaheen.?*
The following analysis focuses on British works. Studies on Mandatory
agricultural policy have been carried out by El-Eini and Gaskin.?
Other related research was done by Alexander Schélch, and Salim
Tamari and Rita Giacaman.?* El-Eini and Charles S. Kamen wrote on
British activities to upgrade agriculture.”

The Mandatory Government’s agricultural planning and works to
improve farming by technological transfer, demonstration, extension,
research and irrigation and the impact of the War years are analysed
in this chapter.

British Agricultural Policy and the Agricultural Department

The British were obligated under League of Nations Article 22 and
Mandate Articles 2, 6 and 11 to develop Palestine, ensuring the close
settlement of the Jews on the land. The Jews wanted Government
development policy to support the intensification of Arab agriculture,
thereby releasing land for their settlement. They also argued that Jewish
settlement influenced Arab agricultural development.?® Having followed
an economic policy of lzissez-faire in Palestine, HMG was jolted into one
of active development after the 1929 disturbances. The official reports
that followed were especially critical of the Mandatory Government,
remarkably on the subject of the felluh, whose average annual income
was £P25-30, whose average annual debt was £P27, and whose average
interest payments to moneylenders were at least 30 per cent.?’

The Mandatory saw the Jews as having their own resources, though
using Government facilities. As Hagit Lavsky showed, the Jews were
independently funded through their own associations.”® The Jewish
Agency’s Agricultural Department had demonstration works and an
experimental station at Rehovot. The Hebrew University also carried
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out advanced research.?” This contrasted with the paucity and, in many
cases, lack of similar Arab institutions.*® The Arabs set up agricultural
organisations during the Mandate, for example, for citrus products, as
well as the Association of Seed Merchants,* but these were often quite
incomparable to their very developed Jewish counterparts.’> Recent
technology was easier to introduce into the new Jewish intensive farm-
ing sector than into the old extensive Arab one. The Jews also regularly
discussed agricultural topics with Government officials, helped shape
their own long-term plans, and indicated the importance they attached
to British development policy.** The Peel/ Report of 1937 called the
fellabeen’s reluctance to change cultivation methods a ‘negation of
progress’,** and Rashid Khalidi remarked on some officials’ condescend-
ing attitude towards the peasantry.”” The Mandatory concentrated on
the Arab sector, adopting an active development policy in 1930 based on
improving soil fertility, land use, marketing and fisheries, controlling
plant diseases and pests, and promoting agricultural education. El-Eini
and Gaskin have written on agricultural policy, so it is not discussed
here.?

Palestine had no conspicuous mineral deposits, apart from Dead
Sea potash and bromine. Its economy was based on agriculture. In
1930, 54 per cent of the population was engaged in farming and
pasturage, and only 14 per cent in industry. Ninety-three per cent of
the agriculturists were Arabs, and five per cent Jews (see, Table 9). The
figures for those defined as ‘partly agriculturists’ was probably higher
since the agricultural sector dominated Palestine’s economy, employing
many seasonal workers.

Table 9. Population of Palestine Engaged in Agriculture

Arabs (Muslims,
Palestine Christians and Others) Jews

Total population 969,268 794,658 174,610
Total earners 280,938 214,255 66,683
Total, agriculture as main occupation 134,691 122,285 12,306
Total as partly agriculturists 4,541 4,181 360

Source: Roza .M. El-Eini, “The Implementation of British Agricultural Policy in Palestine in the
1930s’, Middle Eastern Studies, 32, 4 (1996), p. 211.

Forty-five per cent of the farmers cultivated cereals (wheat, barley);
five per cent produced special crops (for example, vegetables), three
per cent were in animal husbandry and forestry; and 0.1 per cent grew
citrus. Eighty-one per cent of the cultivated land was arable, 14.6 per
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cent orchard, 2.1 per cent forests, 1.2 per cent pasture, and 1.1 per cent
productive wasteland. Agricultural produce made up 90 per cent of
exports, 74 per cent being citrus.’” The Mandatory used Table 10 as
its main guide for agricultural planning.

The Government’s Agricultural Department was large and com-
posite. It included specialist sections under the titles of Agriculture,
Horticulture, Entomology, Veterinary Services, Sericulture, Education,
Forests and Fisheries.®® It worked closely with the public through
the General Agricultural Council, chaired by the Director of the
Department of Agriculture, with members including agricultural and
trade representatives. The department implemented a programme for
improved seed, introducing high-value crops, upgrading animal stock,
and pest and disease control through demonstration and extension
work. It also helped market produce through the Empire Marketing
Board. The citrus industry is only discussed here in the context of
disease control as it has already been researched.*

TECHNOLOGICAL TRANSFER

Case examples are presented below to analyse the range of the
Mandatory Government’s works in technological transfer, encouraging
new and cash crops, plant and animal stock upgrading, and instigating
disease controls.

Cash Crops

No single cash crop typified Palestine, as with sisal in Tanganyika.
There were no ‘White settler’ communities. The Zionists had no
‘mother country’. London investors did not hold stocks in Palestinian
agriculture. On founding the Agricultural Service in 1920, the British
started encouraging cash crops, and the following exemplify the
general and specific problems that they encountered.

Tobacco

"Tobacco was a major cash crop in the British Empire.* In 1921, the
British abolished the Tobacco Régie monopoly which restricted
tobacco growing and sales in the Ottoman Empire, with only a few
Arab villages in the north of Palestine cultivating it. The British
conjectured that tobacco would bring agricultural wealth and benefit
revenues. In 1925, the Tobacco Ordinance was passed, transferring the
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tax incidence to the manufacturer in order to force companies to
improve cultivation and production. This led to monopolies, as culti-
vators became dependent on the British American Tobacco Company,
which controlled tobacco manufacturing across the Empire and came to
dominate Palestine’s tobacco trade. The company intimidated growers,
placing them in its debt through seasonal advances. ‘Modernization’ and
upgrading stock were therefore not the only criteria for the Mandatory’s
agricultural officials to weigh up.* More tobacco was grown than could
be sold, and the quality was inferior to competing Balkan tobaccos.
Legislation in 1934, therefore, restricted licences for growers ‘cultivat-
ing under unfavourable conditions’.

The Tobacco (Amendment) Ordinance of 1938, was specifically
enacted to control ‘wide fluctuations’ in annual plantings (for example,
22,000 dunams in 1935, and 60,000 in 1937, mostly in the traditional
tobacco region of the Galilee). The Agricultural Department wanted
to improve the ‘balads’ (that s, local) tobacco and the ‘primitive’ curing
methods to ensure exports. Turkey strictly controlled its quality
tobacco seed exports, however, and attempts to grow Southern Rhodesia
Virginia seeds failed.# Despite the difficult conditions, more villages
converted to tobacco. In 1945, for example, four villages in the Acre
Sub-District abandoned their profitable livelihood in pasturage for
tobacco, borrowing heavily in the process. The tobacco companies
reduced their prices soon after, causing the villagers’ debts to worsen.
In desperation, the villagers turned to the Government, which had to
intervene to save the situation.®

Conditions continued to worsen for tobacco growers, prompting
an inquiry in 1946. A committee was formed to ‘ensure’ preference was
given to applications for licences from growers who proved interested
in upgrading the quality of their crop. A reduction in the permissible
area under tobacco cultivation in the Northern District was imposed,
decreasing from 21,000 dunams in 1945 to 18,000 in 1946 (Appendix
21), although this little affected the number of growers (Appendix 22).
The area under tobacco cultivation (Turkish and Arabic tobacco,
tombac and heisheh) during 1943-46 changed as follows: in 1943,
27,726 dunams were planted; in 1944, 28,199; 1945, 17,845; and in
1946, 17,800.#* A Tobacco Officer, Sadiq Husseini, was also finally
appointed in April 1946 in order to advise farmers.*

In 1947, the emphasis shifted to instigating a development
programme to produce export quality tobacco rather than alleviate the
planters’ plight. Cultivation once again had to be ‘drastically curtailed’,
this time from 18,000 dunams previously set in 1946 to 9,000 in 1947,
thereby increasing customs duty without discouraging imports.*
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For years, the Arab leadership had maintained a hostile stance
towards Government economic policy: it believed that the Mandatory
was not interested in the farmers’ indebtedness and was creating help-
ful conditions for the Jews to buy land and evict tenants.¥” The year
1947 saw a deterioration in conditions for tobacco production, lead-
ing to a belligerent Arab tobacco growers’ meeting at Acre on 11 April,
attended by 500 farmers. Its leader, Muhamed Nimr Hawari, angrily
accused the British of having a policy of deliberately keeping growers
in ‘dire poverty’ so as to force them to sell their lands to the Jews — the
ultimate attack on the Mandate Government. Tobacco co-operatives
were started across the Galilee District, for example, at Tarshiha. The
Agricultural Tobacco Marketing Co-operative Societies’ Conference
supported a resolution to set up a Tobacco Board to include cultiva-
tors and Government and tobacco company representatives, with the
aim of improving quality and prices;* but the area under tobacco
remained too large for the market to carry.*” Uncertain as to how to
proceed in this acute situation of 1947, the Government increased the
quota area to 13,000 dunams for 1948, but to little effect.*

Dates

The Agricultural Department primarily encouraged date cultivation as
an import substitution (Appendix 23). Imports in dates tripled in
1927-32, making it ‘worthwhile to develop a plantation industry’. Date
cultivation was practiced at Deir al Balah, Jericho, Beisan and Tiberias
(work was often co-ordinated between the last two towns), Jaffa, Haifa
and Acre. Plantations were very small, with Jericho, for example, growing
50 palms.’!

Palestine faced the major difficulties of propagating dates from
offshoots and obtaining offshoots of the top commercial varieties.
Experiments were initiated at Jericho and Beisan, and date trials were
prioritised at Farwaneh Horticultural Station (that is to say, Farwana,
south of Beisan). Director of Agriculture, M.'T. Dawe, wanted to intro-
duce the ‘best kinds’ of fresh dates, which were known to be grown in
Egypt and the Sinai (and imported from there), and the quality dried
dates from Iraq (also imported by Palestine). Eight thousand of the
fresh date-palm varieties and 50,000 of the dry date varieties were
required. Eight areas were chosen for gainful date cultivation, with
fresh dates planted in the Coastal Plain south of Jaffa, the Beersheba
Sub-District, Beisan, Tiberias and Jericho; and dried dates planted in
Jericho and the Jordan Valley, Beisan and Tiberias. Cultivation was to
be extended to areas lying waste or producing irregular crops, notably in
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the Beersheba Sub-District and along the banks of the Jordan River. Trial
plots were planned, and staff were also to learn the latest propagation
techniques being developed in the USA.>

But the Palestine Government’s Agricultural Department soon ran
into trouble when it expressed an interest in import substitution,
although it had previously been sold offshoots from Egypt and Iraq.
Egypt, Iraq, Algeria, Tunisia, the Hejaz and the Yemen banned the
export of offshoots, leaving only Persia and the USA open.”® The
Jewish Agency had been active since 1922 in importing offshoots, so
the Government’s Agricultural Department found itself forced to
purchase offshoots from the Jewish Kinneret Settlements by the Sea
of Galilee in the full knowledge that some had probably been smug-
gled, but choosing not to ‘question too closely their origin’.’* Jericho’s
Horticultural Station had in the meanwhile collected a variety of stock
before the closures (Appendix 24).

However, survival rates of offshoots were low because of the lack of
know-how; for example, in 1934, only three of the original 100
offshoots brought over from Muscat (as legislation preventing exports
from Iraq had already been enforced) and planted out at the Jericho
Horticultural Station survived (Appendix 25). Propagation of offshoots
remained the major obstacle. ‘Many growers’ were ‘awaiting with
impatience’ the results of Government propagation experiments
before attempting extensive date cultivation.” By the Mandate’s end,
more demands were being made in Tiberias, Beisan, Jericho and Gaza
for offshoots, but there was no evidence that date cultivation increased
demonstrably due to Government works.

Linseed

Between 1922 and 1933, a bid was made to develop linseed cultivation.
This was done especially to replace water melons as a main cash crop
after their important market in Egypt was ruined by the imposition of
heavy duties in 1930. The Mandatory conducted ‘extensive experiments’
in linseed cultivation to supply oil for locally manufactured paint. The
Agricultural Department sold or distributed seeds gratis, prepared from
five years of selection work, and also gave advice on planting.’¢ In 1932/3,
for example, Government agricultural stations issued selected linseed
gratis in the following quantities and regions: 78 kg in Jaffa; 135 kg in
Jerusalem; 100 kg in Gaza; 370 kg in Beisan; and 60 kg in Acre. A large
amount of seed was, however, sold in the Acre region, totalling 787 kg.’?

Though only ‘a few farmers’ took up linseed cultivation, both Arabs
and Jews co-operated with the Department, several initiating contacts.
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Yields were sufficient for sales and further planting (Appendix 26). No
linseed was recorded as having been grown during 1928-31 in the South-
ern District except in villages where departmental seeds were issued.’

In December 1931, at the growers’ and millers’ request, the
Government reached an agreement with the Shemen (paint manu-
facturing) Company at Haifa to promote linseed cultivation among the
Arabs, whereby the company advanced seeds on loan to be repaid from
the crop, following London prices.”” However, the area cultivated fell
from 11,182 dunams in 1930/1, to 400 in 1933, due to the unsteady
market. The Shemen Factory undermined linseed production as it
monopolised paint manufacturing and manipulated the price of the
crop, keeping it low. Without tariff protection, the farmers felt they
had no alternative but to revert to growing cereals. An attempt in 1945
to revive production for post-war demands for paint failed, and the
area under linseed was officially reported as none.®

Potatoes

One of the Palestine Government’s more notable success stories in
agriculture was potato production. A case study is presented in the
chapter on the Shephelah.

Horticulture

The Horticultural Service began operations in October 1929 and was
part of the Department of Agriculture. It was extended to meet
increased demands for deciduous fruits, until the 1936-39 Arab Revolt
when it had to curtail activities. Ten new horticultural stations were
created, geographically located to support regional specialities, demon-
strate planting and cultivation techniques, and experiment on and
introduce new and hardier varieties (see, Table 11 and Map 11). F. A.
Stockdale, Adviser to the Colonial Office, insisted on the importance
of ‘stimulating planting by Arab growers’, and recommended the
extension of grape and olive cultivation. Some of the Service’s
officers took courses in California, which offered the newest horti-
cultural technology. The Service also participated in Palestine’s
summer Fruit Shows and the Levant Fair, for example, those of 1932.
The Horticultural Service’s nurseries were small (for instance, at
Farwaneh, where the nursery constituted part of the 90-dunam horti-
cultural station). Due to the Revolt, in 1938, limits were imposed on
horticultural works, so that, for instance, only 200 budded fruit trees
and 500 grafted vines per person were permitted for distribution.®
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About 40 per cent of the Service-grown fruit trees and grafted vines
were distributed to Jewish growers, Government departments and insti-
tutions, leaving an average of only 2,500 grafted vines (or 12 planted
dunams), and 2,500 fruit trees (45 dunams) for the Arabs. In 1944, it
was decided to select one or two villages in each sub-district for plant
allocation. Growers had to show ‘capability and interest’ in horticul-
ture, and those in the Hill areas had to indicate the measures they had
taken to prevent soil erosion. They also had to show that their choices
of trees were locally suitable. Budded olive trees were strictly confined
to areas which particularly required the development of olives.® To
meet increased demands caused by a general shortage of stock and
cultivators’ interest resulting from high war-time prices, the Nursery
Extension Scheme (or Programme) for 1945-49 was prepared as
shown in Table 12, aimed at ‘making all villages self-supporting in fruit
trees’.

Table 12. Nursery Extension Scheme, 1945-49

No./Yearin  Proposed Approx. No.
1944 Budget Production/Year Planted/Dunam
Budded olive trees 10,000 50,000 15
Grafted vines 20,000 50,000 200
Different [budded] fruit trees 20,000 50,000 60

Source: FR. Mason, Director, Department of Agriculture and Fisheries, to Galilee District
Commissioner, 28 October 1944: ISA/Gp7/H/61/2/3/8/672.

A variety of olive and fruit trees were to be grown, including sub-
tropicals and citrus, and the ‘economic aspect’ rather than soil erosion
prevention work was stressed in order to ensure production. Agricultural
Director F.R. Mason preferred ‘““area” development’, over encouraging
isolated terracing. This way, he concluded, co-operation between
growers and the protection of trees and crops would be ensured. Suit-
able trees were to be allocated once ““area” soil erosion measures’ were
taken. Olive trees raised under Farawaneh’s ‘forcing’ conditions of heat
and irrigation were planted in compatible areas, such as the Huleh,
which furthermore had an olive shortage.

Mason also tried complementing the Arab Hill farmers’ knowledge
of propagation of their region’s principal trees of olives, grapes and figs
with the nurseries’ work. The Government’s nurseries were in fact
material in supplying Phylloxera-resistant vines grafted onto American
stock for distribution to areas affected by the disease (for example, in
Ramallah; see, Map 12). In addition, Mason concentrated on making
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Horticultural Demonstration Plots, 1936
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nurseries the ‘nucleus’ for budwoods for the Hills. However, he
avoided encouraging the expansion of fruit areas due to the continued
menace of the Capnodis spp. beetle and Mediterranean Fruit Fly. Apple
and pear production was also hampered by disease, requiring expensive
pest controls.** By concentrating on a few villages in the scheme, it was
hoped that the small nursery stock available would have some impact
on those areas requiring horticultural development. Hebron was there-
fore chosen over Jerusalem. But Hebron’s Assistant District Commis-
sioner criticised the Village Scheme, ineffectively arguing that it
supplied only 15 per cent of his sub-district’s needs.”® As Table 13
shows, distribution was consistent with policy: only chosen areas
received stock. Statistics were only found for the Samaria District and
are given as an example here (see, Table 14). Mason proposed a ‘wait-
and-see’ policy towards the gradual Nursery Extension Scheme to
ensure that increases made in 1944-45 as part of the overall extension
programme were absorbed by growers. Due to anticipated competition
from cheaper vegetable oils, one of the Government’s ultimate aims
also became to improve olive oil production techniques rather than the
expansion of plantation areas. The Arabs were especially anxious about

Table 13. Budded Olive Trees and Grafted Vines Distributed in Selected
Sub-Districts, 1945

Budded Olive Trees No.
Gaza Sub-District 1,500
Beersheba Sub-District 500?
Hebron Sub-District 1,500-2,000
Beisan Sub-District 1,000-1,500
Haifa/Nazareth Sub-Districts 1,000
Jewish Growers 1,000
Departments and Institutions 500-1,000

Total 7,000-8,500

Grafted Vines No.
Ramallah Sub-District 10,000
Safad Sub-District (not for neighbouring Acre) 10,000
Beisan Sub-District 1,000
Jewish Growers 20,000
Departments and Institutions 4,000

Total 45,000

# Probably free distribution.
Source: A.C. Shill, Chief Horticultural Officer, to C.T. Evans, District Commissioner, Galilee
District, (?) October 1945: ISA/Gp7/H/61/2/3/8/672.
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Table 14. Horticultural Planting Scheme: Selected Samaria District Villages, 1945

Jenin Sub-District Nablus Sub-District Tulkarm Sub-District
‘Arraba: (no. of growers Sabastya: (no. of growers  Qalqilya: 2-3 growers
not stated; surplus given not stated) 100 apples and pears
to unnamed villages) 45 apples 50 Annona
550 vines 45 plums 50 loquats
50 apples and pears 40 quinces 50 various
120 pomegranates 120 pomegranates Kfar Sava: 1 grower
100 Annona 70 walnuts 50 apples and pears
50 various 270 figs 25 Annona
70 pears 25 loquats
25 various

Source: Enclosed with A.C. Shill, for Director of Agriculture and Fisheries, to District
Commissioner, Samaria District, Nablus, 8 January 1945: ISA/Gp7/H/61/2/3/8/672.

bettering the production of olive oil and the quality of soap because of
their substantial soap industry, which was based on olive oil and was
facing strong competition from Egypt.®

In 1946, Mason decided to support the establishment of local Arab-
owned commercial nurseries, leaving his department to concentrate on
its long-term policy of experimental work to improve plants. Although
the Nursery Extension Scheme began succeeding (see, Table 15) by
November 1947, Government operations were being wound down due
to Palestine’s deteriorating security.’

Improving Animal Stock

The Government also endeavoured to improve animal stock. Acre
Station was central to the Administration’s activities in upgrading
stock, and included a Poultry and Beekeeping Section (with ducks,
turkeys and a rabbitry) (Plate 5).

Upgrading Village Livestock

The Acre Stud Farm was the Government’s single supplier of stud
animals, and it maintained a variety of stock for cross-breeding
and service (see, Table 16). It co-operated closely with the General
Agricultural Council’s Committee on Animal Husbandry, and the
Jewish Cattle and Sheep Breeders’ Association. The dairy industry is
not discussed below because it was mainly Jewish-run. The Jewish and
German settlements independently imported Damascus, Dutch Friesian
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Plate 5. Acre Agricultural and Horticultural Station and Stud Farm: The Largest in Palestine.
Source: Secret, 4 January 1945: RAF/PS11/6069, Aerial Photographic Archive, Department of
Geography, The Hebrew University.

and Devon bulls and grew fodder on their intensive dairy-based
farms.®® In contrast, most fe/labeen let their animals breed freely and
feed off poor pastures, leading to ‘severe starvation’. Stockdale had in
1935 warned of the need to improve fodder for Arab stock rather than
rely on cross-breeding for upgrading since this anyway required
improved feeding.®” Acre attempted through selective breeding with
imported pure-bred and exotic types to better native animals, valued
for their resilience to local disease. In fact, the Veterinary Service,
headed by Chief Veterinary Officer G.B. Simmins, deeply disagreed
with Mason, the Agricultural Director, saying his policy of using
imported animals for breeding had brought on ‘disastrous results’ for
underrating indigenous stock. Angered by Simmins’ comments and
convinced that stock-breeding was an integral part of farming, Mason
successfully lobbied the Chief Secretariat to retain Animal Husbandry
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Table 16. Stud Sires Maintained at Acre Stock Farm, 1936

Kind Breed No.
Bulls Lebanese 8
Kerry 2
Boaz 2
Stallions Arab 4
West Highland Pony 1
Jackasses Cyprian 2
Damascus 2
Rams Awassi 27
Karakul 10
Billy-goats Mamber 42
Damascus 15
Boars Large White 2
Middle White 1

Source: Department of Agriculture and Forests, Annual Report, 1936, p. 33.

at the Department of Agriculture when the Veterinary Department
was at last formed in 1947, leaving the latter to deal with Health.
Having shed the Forest Service in 1936, the Department of Agriculture
was now also free of the Veterinary Service.

All three Services, along with Fisheries had been thrown together
into a single department in 1920 as a temporary economic measure.
On two occasions, in 1930 and again in 1932-33, calls were made for
separate departments to be established for each speciality: Agriculture,
Forests, and Veterinary. In 1932-33, provision was actually made in
the Draft Government Budget Estimates for a Department of Animal
Health. The problem of incorporating multiple specialist functions
within Agricultural Departments was not uncommon in the British
Empire. In India, for example, it was recognised that the Agricultural
Department’s incorporation of the Veterinary Service had ‘undoubtedly’
been ‘detrimental to cattle improvement’. Disease was still ‘the major
issue’ for animal welfare in Palestine. This point was used by Mason
to support his case successfully for an independent Veterinary Depart-
ment, reiterating the Colonial Advisory Council’s recommendation
that there be independent an Veterinary Service when disease was a
prevalent factor in a territory. It was within this context that the heated
and competitive correspondence arose involving Mason and the Chief
Veterinary Officer over the establishment of a Veterinary Department
and the division of responsibilities of animal husbandry and animal health
between the Agricultural and the Veterinary Service. The Secretary of
State approved the creation of a Veterinary Service Department on
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9 September 1946. Its responsibilities included the Veterinary Stations
and Laboratories, Veterinary Service to village livestock, the control of
animal diseases, the use of a Grant-in-Aid to the People’s Dispensary
for Sick Animals of the Poor, and Scholarships.™

Government-run breeding programmes probably had little impact
on Palestine, considering the country’s large number of livestock (see
the section on Animal Enumeration in chapter 3). For instance, in
1932/3, only 25 Lebanese bulls could be loaned out to selected villages.
The Government’s own number of livestock was limited by funding.
The two main schemes fostered were for the castration of village scrub
bulls, and a Government Premium Bull Scheme begun in 1934. The
latter aimed at encouraging Arab villagers to retain their best bulls for
breeding, eliminating scrubs; a difficult task since the better stock was
sold for slaughter. The Government paid owners £P6 on condition
that their best bulls were used free of charge for breeding in their
village. In 1935, 73 premium bulls were distributed to 46 villages.
Demand among fellaheen also steadily increased for Acre’s 40 Lebanese
(Beyrouth) bulls.”

"To control breeding in villages, a programme of sterilising inferior
and scrub males was also begun, overcoming initial protests as ‘villagers
themselves’ asked Veterinary Officers for help to improve their stock
(Table 17). In 1935/6, over 3,000 animals were sterilised. Castration,
culling, sire breeding and selling selected breeding stock was practised
for cattle, sheep, goats, mules, horses and swine, maintaining the policy
of ‘gradually upgrading local stock’.”? But these activities made little
impression, as no striking impact was recorded as late as 1946.

Beekeeping

Acre’s Apiary kept three pure-bred bees: the Italian, Carniolian
(Austria) and Palestinian, along with two half-bred, Italian-Palestinian
and Carniolian-Palestinian. Assistance was given to ‘beginners’ interested
in beekeeping by securing them modern hives, and swarms on movable
frames were prepared for distribution. In 1932, 115 swarms were
distributed, along with an equivalent number of control-mated queens.
Beekeeping was a particularly successful story for the Government, as
interest rapidly increased.

Extension work proved inadequate though. Whilst visits by the
Poultry and Beekeeping Instructor were usually deemed ‘profitable’ for
the modern farmers, the ‘primitive’ keepers required more regular and
practical instructions. There was only one Assistant Instructor, and he was
mainly occupied with controlling disease in bees. On his appointment
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Table 17. Castration of Village Stock, 1935-36

Sheep Lambs
Veterinary and and
District  Bulls Calves Goats Kids Horses Donkeys Other TOTAL

Jerusalem 560 - 5 79 4 280 53 981
Jaffa 72 20 - 71 9 105 - 277
Nablus 89 30 65 320 10 45 24 583
Haifa 33 - - - 11 216 35 295
Tiberias 117 62 13 63 108 221 17 601
Safad 126 9 24 60 29 3 21 272
TOTAL 997 121 107 593 171 870 150 3,009
1933/34 513 190 332 214 65 97 46 1,457
1934/35 774 137 108 176 205 628 88 2,116
1935/36 997 121 107 593 171 870 150 3,009

Source: Department of Agriculture and Forests, Annual Report, 1936, p. 90.

in 1931, the Assistant Instructor made an inspection of hives, discovering
4,353 0f 10,863 to be empty, the bees having been decimated by disease
(mainly American Foul Brood, often necessitating the hive’s destruction)
or by hornets. In 1932, a campaign was mounted against hornets and
Cyano-gas was distributed to beekeepers, resulting in the destruction of
‘thousands’ of nests.” Such operations were sustained by the enforcement
of the Bee Protection Ordinance, 1928, which obligated beekeepers to
report on infected bees and arrange for their destruction.

Beekeeping developed its own momentum, producing strong links
between keepers and the Administration. Palestine’s large citrus belt
and demand for quality honey boosted interest. In 1933, the Govern-
ment instigated a Bee Hive Loans Scheme at five per cent interest as
part of its policy to encourage modern beekeeping in the Arab villages
though it was open to Jews as well. The District Commissioners them-
selves controlled the allocation of hives, indicating their premium.
Only three to five hives could be allotted to an individual, with
communal groups receiving a maximum of 25. This especially
impacted on the Arabs, as it was aimed at replacing their traditional
earthenware hives with modern movable frame cone types. In 1933,
over 300 of the latter were specifically given out to owners of tradi-
tional hives. Duty-free sugar was also sold at cost price to registered
beekeepers.”

The industry underwent a manifest expansion in the 1930s, influenced
by the Mandatory’s encouragement through its Apiaries (Appendix 27),
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aimed at serving the fellzheen and Bedouin, and chosen for their easy
access (Map 11). Also, Bee Instructors found less neglect of hives. No
information has been traced on beekeeping schemes for the Bedouins.
By 1936, three years after starting its programme to modernise
beehives, the Government distributed 2,100 hives. ‘Thousands’ of new
beehives were annually being populated, and Stockdale commented on
the improved quality of honey.”” The transfer of responsibility for
Poultry and Beekeeping from the Veterinary Services to the Agri-
culture Service in 1940 delayed the Government’s programme to
organise more activities in Arab villages as staff had to be especially
trained.

Wartime timber (in general and for hives) and sugar shortages
hindered the continued development of beekeeping, already slowed
down by the destruction of agricultural stations during the Arab
Revolt. The scarcity and high price of hives during the War meant
many applications for hives were rejected, especially when applicants
lacked expertise, effectively cutting off beginners. Kibbutz Sha’ar
ha-Negev’s request, for example, was turned down as the settlement
had no expert beekeeper. Demand for swarms remained significant
throughout the War though, often causing seasonal shortages.” After
the War, activities mainly focused on rehabilitating beekeeping.

Poultry

The Administration claimed that 99 per cent of Palestine’s modern
poultry farms were stocked by Acre, which ran programmes for
‘modern’ and ‘primitive’ poultry systems. Chicks and imported, accli-
matised and cross-bred pedigrees, such as the English White Leghorn,
were sold or given gratis to Arab and Jewish farmers, on condition that
local cockerels be destroyed, and Model Poultry Farm Stations were
commenced across Palestine to upgrade fe/lah-owned poultry (Map 11).
"To meet rising demands for poultry and eggs, increased imports in both
commodities were made from unknown origins, causing a degradation
of the local stock. Whilst Jewish farmers developed large modern
poultry farms supported by the Jewish Agency and its Rehovot Research
Station and the co-operative sales outlet of Tnuva, poultry-keeping
among Arabs was confined to women and lacked systematic housing or
feeding provisions.” Poor care dissipated the Agricultural Department’s
work. Moreover, pedigree Rhode Island Red, Sussex and Australop
cockerels were distributed to only few villages, and many stations were
destroyed during the Arab Revolt. In 1938, higher customs were placed
on eggs, reducing imports, but affecting little change.’
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Two years later, in 1940, a Village Scheme to promote poultry-
keeping in Arab villages was instigated. Two Government hatcheries,
at Acre (serving the North) and Jerusalem (serving the South), were to
supply 400,000 day-old chicks per season at cost price to overcome the
shortage of Arab-owned broody hens. Twenty-five demonstration
units were set up at selected village schools for the younger generation,
since propaganda had failed to sway male prejudices against poultry-
keeping. Only between four and six accessible ‘advanced villages’ in
each sub-district were to be chosen for the scheme. Chicks were also
sold to Jews, though in much smaller numbers.”

In 1943, the anticipated demand from Arabs for chicks from
Government hatcheries was estimated at 636,000. The highest number
of requests was from the Galilee District, for 186,000 chicks; followed
by Lydda District for 140,000; Gaza for 120,000; Haifa for 100,000;
and finally by the Jerusalem District, for 90,000.% This did not neces-
sarily mean, however, that poultry-keeping was more important in the
Galilee than in Jerusalem, or that Galilee farmers were desirous of
expanding this sector of their economy, since no statistics were found
on regional differences in poultry-farming in Palestine.

"The Jewish demand for Government hatchery chicks in the same year
numbered 15,000 for both the Galilee and Lydda Districts, 10,000 for
Haifa District and 5,000 for the Jerusalem District. Not surprisingly,
there was no demand in Gaza with its Arab population.®' This perhaps
shows the very low number of Jewish inhabitants in the region,
although pointed efforts were being made to settle the Negev (or
Negeb; see the section on Irrigation for further details).

Ironically, by 1945, the scheme led to the spread of fowl plague
(avian influenza) as the eggs, imported from uncontrolled sources via
contractors, infected good village stock; this forced a revision in policy.
Increased food production for the War pressured the Government
Hatcheries into unknowingly distributing diseased chicks, bringing
Palestine to the brink of an epidemic. Such practices by ‘mammoth
hatcheries’ were outlawed in Britain in 1937, and contravened Palestine’s
own Animal Diseases Ordinance. Despite local opposition and encour-
aging results (the programme yielded 70 per cent good chicks per 100
eggs), the Acre and Jerusalem Hatcheries were closed down, putting
an end to the scheme.® The Chief Veterinary Officer rejected proposals
to revive the District Poultry Stations reporting that they would
perpetuate the spread of disease. Instead, a Village Incubators Scheme,
based at school gardens to teach Arab children to be ‘incubator-
minded’, was begun in 1947. This had had only a small impact by the
time the Mandate ended.®
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The Control of Plant and Animal Pests and Diseases

Improved communications and imported breeding stock and staples
aggravated the spread of indigenous and exotic pests and diseases. The
Agricultural Department’s main services in pest and disease control
were the Plants Protection Service, Entomological, Mycological and
Veterinary Services. Indeed, under Article 20 of the Mandate for Pales-
tine, the Administration was to co-operate in any ‘common policy
adopted by the League of Nations’ to prevent and combat disease,
‘including diseases of plants and animals’ (see Appendix 1).

Plant Pests and Diseases

The Entomological Service consistently ranked high in the Agricultural
Department’s expenses, with a mass of legislation enacted under the
Plant Protection Ordinances of 1924 and 1935.% It co-operated with
the Mycological Service, opening five advisory centres, serving Palestine’s
four climatic zones (Map 11). Entomology Officers toured the districts
monthly, and a policy was set to encourage the fellabeen to take preven-
tive measures against cereal and fruit pests and diseases, whilst farmers
growing remunerative fruit and vegetables paid for pest controls. A
comprehensive survey of cereal diseases was begun in 1937, and contacts
were also maintained with the Imperial Mycological Institute in
Britain.®

Campaigns against Locusts

Large locust invasions occurred in Palestine in 1928, 1929 and 1930,
also threatening later years, severely straining the Agricultural
Department’s resources. The ‘black carpet’ of 1915 was etched in
Palestine’s memory, and Ottoman control measures had failed to have
an impact.

During 1928-30, most of the Agricultural Department’s work was
suspended for five months each year to hold back swarms stretching
40 kilometres. The Government spent a spiralling £P27,127 in 1930
on the campaigns, compared with £P5,697 in 1928, from departmental
budgets of £P103,860 and £P70,378, respectively.®® The Locusts’
Destruction Ordinance was enacted in 1932, superseding the Ottoman
Code Regulations, and Local Commissions effectuated under the
Ordinance were empowered to call up labour reinforcements, enter
lands, and obligate the reporting of locust sightings. In 1931, a Locust
Committee was formed to co-ordinate activities, dividing Palestine



142 Mandated Landscape

into four campaign ‘Areas’: Jerusalem—Hebron, Beersheba, Jaffa—
Ramle—Majdal-Gaza, and the North. Locust campaigns were given
top priority, and Chief Secretariat directives forced the release of staff
from their normal duties to fight swarms. False alarms were often set
off though, and circulars were sent out specifying differences between
storks, dragon flies and locusts, Sudan’s Desert Locust being the real
danger. Telegrams from the Sudan were always acted upon immediately,
as in 1937, when swarms were reported in the Tokar Delta. The
Government’s policy was changed in the 1944 campaign, to stop the
labour-intensive and ineffective ploughing of egg-infested fields and
the use of Zinc Sheet traps. Poison bait was increasingly applied, and bait
factories were strategically located (for example, in Tiberias in 1945).87
Aeroplane dusting was also introduced.

In 1942, Colonial Secretary Oliver F.G. Stanley (1942-45) person-
ally headed an Inter-Departmental Committee on Locust Control,
which included representatives from the War Office, to mount an
attack rather than operate a defense against locust invasions, in order
to secure wartime food supplies.®® Prior to the War, the International
Locust Bureau in Damascus was the focus of regional co-operation in
locust information. Palestine was central to the wartime campaign, and
in 1942 and 1943, expeditions were made to Arabia to strike at the
locusts’ ‘source’.® The locust campaigns were successful in Palestine,
including the epic 51-day battle waged in 1947.

Campaigns against Field Mice

Just as the 1930 spring locust campaign ended in June, so the Agri-
cultural Department began organising an autumn campaign against
field mice throughout Palestine, in all occupying its staft fully for 19
months, suspending most other activities. During 1930, 65 per cent of
the crops from Haifa to Tiberias were destroyed by mice. The “Zelio’
method of putting down poisoned grain, and ‘Hora’ gassing machines
were used, and official orders were issued under the Plant Protection
Ordinance, 1924, to infested villages imposing control measures. The
plague was brought to a halt in April 1931; estimated kills of 75-90 per
cent were recorded. Jackals and snakes were, however, also poisoned
through their rodent prey. Total costs were calculated at £P6,000, with
350 villages — almost a million dunams — being treated, and 9,000 Arabs
and Jews participating as voluntary labour.”* Zelio supplies were low
when in 1932 another plague broke out, mukhtars of infested villages
asking ‘for help and more help’.”! In Al Qubeiba in the Ramle Sub-
District, villagers desperately poured water into nest-holes. The
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campaign covered 1,300,000 dunams, affecting 302 villages across
Palestine, and involving District Officers, Village Committees and
the Forest Service. The plague was finally ended in the winter of
1932-33.

Villagers began expecting Government help. In 1935, the fellabeen
expressed ‘great astonishment’ at the Administration for not mounting
a campaign when field mice once again became noticeable, as policy
had been set not to issue Zelio grain gratis unless there was a plague.”?
Plagues of field mice remained part of Palestine’s landscape, though
now more controllable through British-imported technology and
sponsored research.

Control of Ed-Dudeh (“The Worm’)

Ed-Dudeb (Arabic for ‘The Worm’, Syringopais temperatella (L.),
the wheat leaf miner), was a recurring problem for Palestine’s agri-
culture.” In 1931-33, it periodically destroyed large areas of cereals,
especially in the south where drought had already weakened the
plants. In 1933, the Ramallah, Jerusalem, Nablus and Jenin Sub-
Districts totalled 40,000 dunams attacked by Ed-Dudeb, with complete
crop failures in a further 8,000 dunams. In 1935-36, attacks were
recorded throughout Palestine; and in 1937, a ‘bumper’ crop was
halved by the pest, being one of the severest and most widespread
occurrences.”

Following the 1935 attacks, and wary of enacting regulations under
the Plant Protection Ordinance constraining farmers already ‘over-
burdened with debts’ to take measures, the Government adopted a
preventive policy encouraging different crops and rotations, and deep
summer ploughing. Forty-six demonstration plots in the areas most
vulnerable to Ed-Dudeh were created to illustrate the productive
impact of three different crop rotations, including summer crops. A
‘simple worded pamphlet’ was also distributed to villagers. But Agri-
cultural Inspectors encountered much resistance. Cultivators expressed
their real worry that, if crop rotations were not synchronised with their
neighbours’, livestock would graze on their harvests. In 1945, the Plant
Protection (Control of Pests) Rules were finally passed, specifically
forbidding the planting of winter cereals for a maximum of three years
on land heavily infested with Ed-Dudeb.

In a final propaganda effort in 1947, meetings were held with
mukhbtars and Village Committees, and ‘with some difficulty’, under-
takings were signed to establish the proposed rotations and inform
neighbouring villages.”
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The Use of Fungicides, Herbicides and Insecticides

Though Agricultural and Horticultural Stations and Palestine’s Board
for Scientific and Industrial Research conducted trials in applying
fungicides, herbicides and insecticides, their use was not always
supported within the Administration. In some cases express permission
for their application was first required. This was to ensure that they
were suitable for Palestine since many were developed abroad.
Controls were also instigated to avert the indiscriminate application of
fungicides, herbicides and insecticides that could cause poisoning and
the destruction of crops.”

Chemicals tested and approved in Palestine were however permitted.
When a shortage arose of proprietary Bordeaux, a vine and fruit tree
fungicide, Plant Officers were especially trained to prepare it for those
farmers permitted to use it.”

Pests and Diseases in Horticulture

The Entomological Service worked against several horticultural pests
and diseases, notably scale, Capnodis spp. and the Mediterranean Fruit
Fly. Scale is discussed below because of its effect on citrus, Palestine’s
major export.

Scale Insect Pests and the Impact of Fumigation on Citrus

Black scale insect pests menaced Palestine’s major export of citrus, and
were fought by fumigation during 1927-30. In 1930-31, the Govern-
ment formulated a policy making fumigation ‘a routine operation of
orchard cultivation’ obligating growers to cleanse infected groves. By
then, red scale was also a threat. Field laboratories were set up at Acre
Station and Migdal by the Sea of Galilee. The impact of fumigation
became apparent, as 1,200 dunams of Jaffa groves showed a 44 per cent
reduction in infected trees. A Quarantine Line was stipulated with
stations within Palestine at Zikhron Ya’aqov, Ras an Naqura and
Samakh (Map 11).” In 1931, co-operation among growers to form
private fumigation gangs was encouraged, thus releasing the Ento-
mological Service and tax-payers from the responsibility and litigation
for recovering costs. Additional policy developed in 1932 proved
exceptionally unpopular as it determined that even whole groves had
to be destroyed and replanted. This resulted in ‘considerable oppo-
sition’, almost to the point of rioting. Fumigation against red scale
eventually became widespread by 1934-35, the number of privately
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fumigated trees eventually overtaking those fumigated by Government
employees.

In 1931, for example, there were no recorded privately fumigated
trees; this compared with the Government’s 41,756. The following
year, 21,858 trees were privately fumigated against the Government’s
92,131. In 1935, though, the situation was completely changed, with
as many as 205,896 trees being fumigated by private growers, whilst
135,016 were Government-fumigated. The latter figure still indicated
the Government’s assertive participation in fumigation works.”

Attention in 1936 shifted to the Mediterranean Fruit Fly (Ceratitis
capitata), as scale was brought under control, and fumigation plans
became preventive.!” By 1938, both fruit fly and scale were having little
impact on the citrus industry (each causing only five per cent rejections
in export fruit).!! The Government therefore set a policy and imple-
mented it in the teeth of opposition, making growers take direct
responsibility for the control of disease in what was essentially regarded
as a successful capitalist sector of the rural economy, both Arab and

Jewish.

Animal Diseases

The Veterinary Services’ main function was to prevent the introduc-
tion of epizootic diseases, control endemic contagious diseases,
improve animal hygiene and ensure the supply of healthy meat. Many
laws were enacted, the most prominent being the Diseases of Animals
Ordinances of 1926 and 1945. Rules under the latter regulated vaccines
and prescribed measures to suppress diseases. A Veterinary Laboratory
carried out experiments and made diagnoses, prepared vaccines and
sera and collaborated with field staff.!? The Service, however, was
hindered by the lack of timely and adequate reports on the outbreaks
of disease, although the Jews co-operated closely with the Service, and
instated the ‘Hahaklaith’ [Agricultural] Mutual Cattle Insurance
Society, which had its own veterinary surgeons. They also generally
administered prophylactic vaccines to their livestock regularly.!®
Government Veterinary staff toured villages and markets, and
oversaw vaccination and the disinfection of livestock premises under
the Trades and Industries Ordinance, 1927. Furthermore, District
Veterinary Officers prepared ‘Monthly Reports’, registering the occur-
rence of disease and the availability and quality of pasturage, and the
increased use of Animal Dispensaries (Map 11), which were becoming
more obvious. Stables were licensed to ensure upkeep.' The Service
also introduced the practice of testing animals before they were
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purchased, setting new standards in the livestock market. Additionally,
Veterinary Officers investigated veterinary-related offences, including
those under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Ordinance, 1919,
(one of the first laws enacted by the British in Palestine). Many inci-
dences of donkeys being stabbed were recorded in the Agricultural
Department’s Annual Reports. Also, animals often had to be put down
by Officers because they were considered unfit for work under the
Ordinance (for example, in 1934, 134 were judged unfit for work
and 106 of them had to be destroyed; in 1936, 86 animals were seized,
66 for destruction). Towards the Mandate’s end, this issue still caused
the British sufficient concern to have the prevention of cruelty to
animals listed seventh when Mason made his recommendations in
1945 to establish a new Division of Animal Health and Industry,
leading up to the formation of the Veterinary Department. The
prevention of cruelty to animals was also included in these recom-
mendations as part of the application to Palestine of the Empire-wide
Colonial Advisory Council’s Report on matters which incorporated
animal welfare.!%

Just by the town of Ramle, the highly specialised No. 1 Veterinary
Hospital in the Middle East was opened to treat horses and mules used
by the Army.'" The Agricultural Department also maintained links
with the International Veterinary Office, and the International Office
of Epizootics in Paris, thereby ensuring that ideas and techniques were
updated.'”’

The Palestine Government’s Veterinary Services dealt with an array
of diseases, such as foot-and-mouth, tick fevers, bovine contagious
abortion, dourine, anthrax, mange, parasitic gastroenteritis, scab, fowl
plague and rabies. Certain case studies are presented below.

Tick Fevers and Dipping

Tick-borne diseases caused serious losses, emaciating indigenous live-
stock and measurably reducing milk production among upgraded
cows. During the periods of ‘semi-starvation’ brought on by the lack
of pasturage in drought years, such as 1931-34, tick-transmitted
diseases like anaplasmosis and piroplasmosis increased already high
death rates. Dipping was the only means of destroying the ticks, and
the Veterinary Services tried encouraging stock-owners to practice
regular animal dipping to destroy ticks, initially installing baths and
providing dipping powder. Demonstrations of the method were given
in villages using portable zinc baths (for example, in 17 villages in 1934,
dipping 25,000 animals), resulting in marked improvements in milk
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yields.!% Jewish stock-owners organised the construction of permanent
concrete baths using loans from the Central Bank of Cooperative Insti-
tutions and the Government. The latter granted conditional loans
through agreements with mukbtars to build permanent baths in Arab
villages and ensure animals were dipped for a fee.'*

But, in all, there were too few dipping baths in the Arab villages to
have an effect. For instance, there were only 40 in 1936 (21 for cattle
and 19 for sheep). Also, Arab stock-owners tended to avoid dipping
their animals, fearing they would be head-counted for taxation.'® In
1937, Rules under the Animal Diseases Ordinance were made
prescribing regular dipping in declared infected areas. A scheme for
installing baths in places where stock-owners often applied to have
their animals dipped was postponed in 1938, however, because of the
Arab Rebellion, and grants for baths were finally abolished due to
the related financial crisis.!"!

The African Horse Sickness Epidemic

African horse sickness occurred in East, Central and South Africa,
causing high mortality among equines. However, the disease was not
established as an enzootic in Palestine. The 1944 epidemic in Palestine
was believed to have originated from Africa and spread northwards
along the damp citrus belt, waning in the drier regions, and threaten-
ing the country’s economic life which depended on equines.

Due to the rapid spread of the disease, vaccines from Kenya and
South Africa could not be obtained in time, so that orders were given
to destroy infected animals. On 7 September 1944, a Standstill Order
was issued, and the Prohibition of Movement of Horses, Mules and
Donkeys Rules, 1944, under the Animal Diseases Ordinance were
quickly passed. These orders prohibited the movement of equines
between towns and villages, thereby confining them to their stables
from sunset to sunrise, to avoid the night-flying vector-bearing gnat
(genus Culicoides spp.). The British immediately applied their knowl-
edge of the disease gained from Africa, advising that smoke fires be lit
in stables at night to avert the gnat.

Controlling the disease was given top priority, and extra forces were
mobilised. Meetings were held with village mukbtars and townspeople
to disseminate information. Announcements were also made on the
radio, though the Veterinary Services acknowledged their limited
impact. Heavy and exemplary penalties were imposed on offenders.
The sale of equines was forbidden, and Schedules of Closed Areas under
the Rules were gradually applied to much of Palestine as the disease
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advanced, necessitating their constant renewal. Rumours of the vaccine
causing further sickness had to be quashed, and the panic washing of
equines with poisonous cattle dips had to be stopped. The British thus
confronted ignorance of the disease and the difficulty of communicating
information, whilst campaigning against it. During the 1944 epizootic
of African horse sickness, 656 (or 60 per cent) horses, 166 (43 per cent)
mules, and 14 donkeys died from the disease. A further 443 (40 per
cent) horses, 227 (57 per cent) mules, and 8 donkeys were destroyed.
A free re-vaccination programme was begun in June 1945. The Stand-
still Order finally succeeded that year in stemming the disease, as too
did the vaccines.'?

Fowl Plague (Avian Influenza)

Disease was ‘the greatest hindrance’ to the poultry industry, causing
mortality in 10-48 per cent of animals kept in intensive and semi-
intensive systems, without there even being an epidemic.!”® Fowl
plague (avian influenza) occurred whilst the Veterinary Services was
combatting African horse sickness; this influenza was endemic in
Palestine. It became prevalent in 1941 in the Tulkarm, Jaffa and Ramle
Sub-Districts, which were declared infected areas, and spread because
outbreaks went unreported, requiring a campaign to gain the mukhtars’
co-operation.

Throughout 1941-44, Palestine was subject to periodic Standstill
Orders under the Animal Diseases Ordinance, prohibiting the import,
movement and sale of poultry. Concerned about the reduction in
poultry supplies during the War, the British raced to stop the
slaughtering of fowl by owners who were fearful of losing their stocks
through the disease. Smuggling strained operations as increased
patrols were organised, and the movement of poultry from the Nablus
Sub-District was forbidden,'* spatially tying Palestine up into knots of
closed areas. This situation continued into 1946 when fowl plague was
brought under control.

Animal Quarantine and Slaughterbouse Controls

The Animal Quarantine Rules, 1931, promulgated under the Animal
Diseases Ordinance, 1926, reinforced the Animals (Export and Import)
Ordinance of 1920. In 1934, for example, an embargo was imposed on
the import of Polish cattle because they were infected with bovine
contagious pleuro-pneumonia.'” Quarantine stations were strategically
placed along the borders (Map 13), but had little effect since the
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frontiers were passable and fordable by livestock, particularly in the dry
season. Government abattoirs were also used as points for disease
control, dictated by the Slaughter House Rules, 1927, under the Animal
Diseases Ordinance. In 1944, there were about 20 Local Authority
abattoirs."'S For sanitation reasons many were situated on the outskirts
of towns, such as that at Safad;'’” but a large number were left unsan-
itary due to poor tax inspection regimes, though fees were collected."®
Therefore, despite their solid legislation, the British failed in gaining
real control over livestock movement and had very limited success in
improving abattoir conditions.

Conclusion

The Mandatory Government’s programmes to upgrade stock and
control disease had a varied impact on the landscape through tech-
nological transfer. Responses to the programmes differed, reflecting
subtleties within the technological transfer process, which sometimes
also made the British reluctant to introduce measures. This is
evidenced in their policy of differentiating between preventive action
for the poorer fellabeen, and their insistence that wealthier cultivators
pay their way. The Government was often the facilitator — a role not
to be underestimated — exemplified by its first introducing the exten-
sive fumigation of citrus groves, then by its having growers take
responsibility for this. Some ideas were quickly taken up, such as that
to expand the area under tobacco, indicating that the fe/labeen were not
impervious to change, as some reports seemed to suggest. But change
meant risk, so, for example, avoiding taxation outweighed the
perceived benefits of dipping livestock. Wealthier Arab farmers and
Jewish settlements backed by the Jewish Agency and other organisa-
tions could attempt change and often did, being at the forefront of
agricultural innovation in Palestine. The British brought changes,
though they were mainly initiatory because of shortages in funding,
staff and time, and local conditions.

AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION, DEMONSTRATION, EXTENSION
AND RESEARCH

The British instituted an agricultural-education system in Palestine
previously advanced in the rest of their Empire (Appendix 28),'
complemented by demonstration, extension and research works. School
gardens and demonstration plots showed the advantages of improved
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techniques in cultivation, better quality seeds, crop rotation, fertilisers,
irrigation, soil conservation, forestry, poultry keeping and beekeeping,
and feeding and managing livestock. Department officers toured villages,
giving advice, distributing quality seeds and seedlings, fruit trees, bud-
wood, and pedigree poultry, either gratis or for minimal sums. This was
supplemented by leaflets, lectures, broadcasts, night schools, touring
libraries and films; and structured by a formidable body of agricultural
legislation. Although education, extension and research work were focused
on the Arab sector, as the Jews had their own independent institutions,
funding and extension activities, Jewish farmers clearly benefited from
the Government’s facilities.'”’ The Jews also co-operated in research
with the Mandatory’s Agricultural Department.

Agricultural Education

Both the Hope-Simpson Report of 1930 and the Pee/ Report of 1937 criti-
cised the Palestine Administration for not providing sufficient school-
ing, fundamental to improving the fellab’s condition and agricultural
development.””! For their part, the Arabs contrasted their ‘Zeal for
Education’ with the ‘Government’s Lackadaisical Attitude’.!?2

The Mandatory began a system of ‘school gardens’ attached to
village schools. The gardens were used to give instruction on improved
agricultural methods. The number of gardens increased during the last
two decades of British rule in Palestine. In 1928/9, there were 259 Arab
village schools with over 50 gardens; in 1938/9, there were 328 schools
and 226 gardens; and in 1945/6, there were 432 schools with 242
gardens.'”® The Government did not include in its data figures for
Jewish school gardens, which in 1934/5, for example, numbered 100.
Most Jewish rural schools had gardens, which were mainly confined to
vegetable cultivation. They also had agricultural-educational and
training centres.'”* The schools only served 13 per cent of the Arab
rural children, compared to an almost 100 per cent rate for the Jews.
The gardens were between one and five dunams or more in size, and
were also found in private schools, such as the Salesian Agricultural
School at Beit Jamal (Jimal) in the Jerusalem Sub-District.'”

An agriculturally trained Supervisor of School Gardens based at the
Acre Government Station was in charge of the gardens, enabling
the dissemination of the station’s research information. The Supervisor
circulated instructions to village teachers and arranged for ‘on the spot’
model lessons, and lectures at teachers’ conferences. Following a 1932
Committee of Inquiry into Education, the Education and Agricultural
Departments decided on closer co-operation, giving the former a more
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active role in agricultural education. Agricultural Inspectors were to visit
village schools and co-ordinate with Education Inspectors of School
Gardens.!?¢ The London Treasury, after initially rejecting a planned
programme for the expansion of village schools as a ‘waste of money’,
giving poor results,'” decided to permit controlled consolidation
instead. Seasonal study programmes and visits to Agricultural Stations
were arranged for village teachers. Agricultural Inspectors supported
by the Education Department were also urged to give the gardens ‘a
great deal of attention’.

Only in the third out of four years (average) of learning did any of
the ‘agricultural bias’ aimed for in village education become noticeable,
pupils receiving agricultural lessons in 4 of the 39 class hours. The
‘elements of plant and animal life were taught’, followed by practical
work in the gardens, where they existed.'”® A special syllabus was
prepared to achieve permanent literacy in the ‘maximum’ time permis-
sible by village ‘social conditions’, especially as most pupils also
worked, helping out on family plots or farms, or doing other tasks. The
lower levels of school classes were given communal plots to promote
co-operation; whilst the higher levels were allotted individual plots for
independent learning.!?” A notable amount of experimentation was
done at school gardens, with results being sent to agricultural stations.
Imported and improved wheat, barley, maize and other cereals were
cultivated, and pupils trained in budding and grafting techniques were
also taught the advantages of applying organic and chemical fertilisers.
Poultry were kept, housed on improved lines, beekeeping was advanced,
and instruction was given on irrigation, pest control and soil conser-
vation. Varied implements were used, such as the native and steel
ploughs, harrows and cultivators; and different seeds distributed by the
Agricultural Department were grown, for example, spinach, lettuce
and cabbage. Tree nurseries were also maintained.'®

The sections on plants and pest control were similar to those in
demonstration plots used to instruct adults. Adults also expressed an
interest in the gardens, sometimes providing the land. Officials carefully
matched school garden activities with their location. In the mountain
areas, for example, terracing, afforestation and growing rainwater depen-
dent fruit trees were sanctioned. The highest number of gardens was in
the Acre area, in close proximity to Acre Station (see, Map 14). Pupils
were encouraged by the Agricultural Department to sell their output,
teaching marketing, and to increase the availability of improved
produce.

A leading critic of the Mandatory’s agricultural education was Abdul
Latif Tibawi, who worked in the Education Service. He doubted that
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‘sons of farmers’, accustomed early in life to agricultural work would
gain much from it. Classrooms were overcrowded, he argued, packing
in 40-60 pupils of different ages. The ‘impression that such an education
would leave on a limited number’ of 9-11 year-old boys could not be
so ‘profound’ as to result in improved farming, he wrote.”*! At the 1937
Peel Commission hearings, one Arab witness disputed the ‘agricultural
bias’” in rural education, saying it was ‘hardly’ recognisable.’? Admin-
istration officials themselves criticised school teachers for lacking the
agricultural education to give instruction in farming. There were not
enough trained agricultural teachers supervising the gardens (for
example, of the 248 school gardens in 1946, only 107 were supervised).
Also, the small Education budget eventually affected agricultural
education through a cutback in activities.””» The 1936-39 Arab Revolt
caused the closure of many of the village schools and gardens, as pupils
followed orders from the Arab leadership and stayed away. During the
Second World War, the school gardens were finally reopened after
more than three years of disruptions.

Teachers ‘with the right training and personality’ employed school
gardens ‘with considerable effect’.’** Agricultural Inspectors also had a
key role and were instructed to explain operations to teachers, who
were in turn to communicate them to the pupils and cultivators. Dura
School in the Hebron Sub-District was especially successful, with the
teacher instructing both parents and pupils in grafting and pruning,
and pupils successfully taking up beekeeping (see, Plate 6).!%

In addition, it is difficult to ignore the picket and stone fences, the
neat rows of vegetables, cereals and vetches planted out, and the small
nurseries for fruit trees and forestry, and mulberry for the newly intro-
duced sericulture; and the apiaries and poultry houses that increasingly
marked the landscape of Mandate Palestine. The pupils became the
conductors of knowledge they received, though it may have caused
socio-cultural disruptions: the son telling the father in a very patriarchal
society.

Agricultural Schools and Training

Palestine had six privately-run Jewish and three Arab—Catholic agri-
cultural schools in 1937. Only in the 1930s did the Government open
its own agricultural schools, and that was due to a bequest by Sir Ellis
Kadoorie, a philanthropic Jew from Shanghai. One was situated at
Tulkarm for Arabs (1931), and the other at Mount Tabor for the Jews
(1934). The Government contributed financially by providing the
schools with grants. That at Tabor was independently run by the Jews
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who brought in their own instructors, the Government even some-
times seeking their advice. Tabor is therefore not discussed here.*¢ The
Arabs initially established the Tulkarm School during the First World
War. The British chose it for an agricultural school because of its
location, serving the mainly Arab Sub-Districts of Tulkarm, Jenin and
Nablus (Plate 7).

Tulkarm’s two-year courses included instruction in the theory and
practice of crop rotation, animal husbandry, canning and packaging,
co-operatives and marketing, and maintaining a farm (including live-
stock). The school only accepted students from a farming background,
so that they could return to their villages and help improve the fellab’s
agriculture; Tulkarm was considered unsuitable — though no reason
was stated — for the Beersheba Bedouins, who specifically put in a
request for agricultural education.'”” The school also had a Teachers’
"Training Centre. Tulkarm probably had little impact on Arab agriculture
as many of its graduates preferred working for the Administration.'*
Also, it was closed during the Revolt and until 1941 because soldiers were
billeted there. A similar centre was opened for girls near Ramallah. Still,
Tibawi commented on the school gardens acquiring a ‘good name’,
thanks to Tulkarm’s graduate teachers.’*® The British also supported
Arabs being educated abroad, especially in the USA which offered
studies in irrigation agriculture.'®

Demonstration and Extension Work

As the British invested in the future through school gardens, so they
dealt with the present by trying to improve Palestine’s agriculture
through demonstration and extension work. Such work originated
with the agricultural departments and research stations opened across
the British Empire in 1900-14; commerce, administration and science
linking up to improve agricultural production.'*' Agricultural Stations
were laid out in different parts of Palestine and chosen to ‘embrace’
different climatic conditions, serving specialised purposes (Table 18).
As part of their 1930 agricultural development policy, the British also
set up many demonstration plots in villages to teach improved farming,
which were mainly aimed at the Arabs. Plots averaging 75 dunams
belonging to farmers willing to participate in order to gain better yields
were used to demonstrate techniques to villages in the area. Records
were kept of seed distribution, production, methods and yield. Like
the school-garden pupils, the fellabeen were encouraged to plant
vegetables for their remunerative value, especially during the Second
World War. School gardens were also used as demonstration plots for
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Plate 6. Boys Training in School Fruit Garden, Dura.
Source: Department of Education, Annual Report, 1927 to 1930 (Jerusalem: Palestine Govern-
ment, 1937), p. 105.

Plate 7. Kadoorie Agricultural School, Tulkarm.
Source: Department of Agriculture and Forests, Annual Report, 1927-1930, p. 111

farmers. In 1936, there were about 2,000 such plots in Palestine.!*
Demonstration plots specifically for horticulture were located mainly
in the Hill Country to encourage fruit-growing using new varieties and
different techniques, and disease control (Map 12).
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In agriculture, there were demonstrations in crop rotation, irrigation,
new crops (for example, linseed), graded seeds, using fertilisers, tilling
methods and pest control. Trials for seeds developed locally or abroad
were first carried out at agricultural and horticultural stations, which
kept contacts with similar stations in the British Empire, as hybrids
and information were exchanged. Correspondence was also maintained
with British imperial institutions, such as the Imperial Bureau of Pasture
Research. Additionally, seed farms, village nurseries and vegetable
plots, and District Poultry Stations and Apiaries were operated (Tables
11 and 18, and Map 11). Sheep-dipping demonstrations were organised
and free vaccines administered to show animal disease control; live-
stock improvement was also stressed. Demonstrations in improved
poultry farming were given at poultry stations, and four Poultry and
Beekeeping Officers specialised in advising farmers on the care
and improvement of poultry and bees. Seed loans and wartime bulk
seed production were used as opportunities to upgrade crops by
distributing better seeds.'*

Extension work was commonly carried out by Agricultural Officers
touring the countryside. With the development of the Palestine Broad-
casting Service in 1936, talks on farming were also presented in Arabic
and Hebrew.'* The Service had a ‘single medium-wave transmitter at
Ramallah’, and during 193645, was part of the Department of Posts
and Telegraphs. The programme director was in the earlier years
seconded from the British Broadcasting Corporation in London, so
that the Service ‘was very much a BBC creation, as in other British
overseas dependencies’.!*

Broadcasts sometimes ‘took the form of conversation between a
Plant Protection Officer and a fellab in his garden’.'* A new Publicity
Service, the Public Information Office (or PIO) was opened in May
1938 and was also used to keep the public, both at home and abroad,
aware of the Administration’s agricultural works. This may, in addition,
have been a political tool to indicate the British fulfilment of their
Mandate for Palestine. (In November 1945, the PIO was transferred to
the recently formed Department of Broadcasting.) Specialist agricul-
tural literature was prepared (for example, on tick destruction), and
published in Arabic (usually 1,500 copies), Hebrew (1,000), and English
(500), for distribution and sale. There were also agricultural cinema
shows brought by caravan, and agricultural shows displaying produce.'¥

Although the Agricultural Department concentrated its efforts
on the Arab sector, the volume of letters it received from the Jews
indicates that the latter probably gained more from the demonstration
and extension works.'* To gauge the effect of the demonstration and
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extension work of the Agricultural Department on the Arab rural
landscape, the fellab’s condition must be understood. The Department
wrote of the fellab’s deep debts and ‘conservative nature’ hindering the
introduction of new crops,'* and questioned his actual ability to adopt
expensive agricultural techniques requiring the use of, for example,
fertilisers and possibly tractors. Converting from dry cereal-farming
to intensive irrigation agriculture ‘entailed a complete change in habit’
for the fellabeen quite apart from the heavy capital input. The better
quality seed distributed to them was quickly mixed in with other
(mainly local) seeds and lost on the threshing floors, though some
farmers were convinced to adopt different crop rotations.'s

The uncertainty of land titles was perceived to further contribute
towards the fellab’s disinclination to invest in the land using scarce
funds; and his traditional fear of Government as tax-collector made
him suspicious of its activities. On the effects of the broadcasts, it was
reported that it was not certain that they were much heeded in the
villages. Another report noted that radio owners were anyway ‘prepon-
derantly urban, masculine, upper class’, so the farming programmes
probably had little effect in the poorer countryside (although some
action was taken as part of the war effort to install wireless receivers in
remote villages). Also, 77 per cent of radio owners were Jews, and the
data gathered does not indicate if they listened to the programmes.'!

The literacy rate among Arabs was low (251 per 1,000 Muslim males
were literate to some extent),'” thus blocking off the use of published
material for the fellaheen who depended on Agricultural Officers and
mukbtars for information. Few Arab farmers attended the short courses
at the agricultural and horticultural stations, although Jewish cultivators
often did, consolidating them with lectures from their own organisations.
The night schools for illiterate adults only numbered 14 at most, and
the circulating library hardly operated; both were stopped during the
Arab Revolt.

The Agricultural Department struggled against the effects of the
Revolt, in which it lost several of its staff, and which made large
parts of the country no-go areas. Most of the agricultural institutions,
symbols of British presence in the rural districts, were razed to the
ground, the animals killed and the fields burnt.’* Demonstration farms
and plots were also relinquished. The Agriculture Department had to
sustain budget cuts because of security needs, resulting in reduced
demonstration and extension work. It was the Second World War
that stimulated agricultural output again, as the Department began
rebuilding its institutions to help in the drive for increased food
production.
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Research

Whilst the ‘bulk’ of the research was done by the Jewish Agency’s
Rehovot Agricultural Station, by the Hebrew University and at Miqve
Israel (a Jewish agricultural school), practical applied research was
carried out at the Government’s various stations (see, Tables 11 and 18).
The reason for the Mandatory’s approach was that the Department of
Agriculture believed itself to be able to engage in applied research
(because the ‘basic level’ of Palestine’s farming was too ‘traditional’),
and that results could more rapidly be had this way."** Indeed, tempers
flared even within Rehovot, over the level of aspects of its research
specialisation, which was at times seen as being too theoretical.!>’
The Government provided some funding to Rehovot and the
Hebrew University, which were both well equipped. Lists of grants to
Jewish organisations included monies for research on citrus, intensive
farming, experimental fruit-growing, fowlpox vaccine and field mice
(the latter two subjects at the Hebrew University). Rehovot mainly
concentrated on field experiments, horticulture, animal nutrition and
mycology.’¥ In exchange, the two organisations were to publish their
results in Hebrew, Arabic and English. After some acrimony, an agree-
ment was reached in 1927 that the Jewish Agency would not overlap
with Government research. Noteworthy studies were carried out by
Jewish research centres, for instance, on field mice and poultry diseases,
the results being shared with the Agriculture Department.”” The
discord partly led to the installation of the General Agricultural Council
on 16 February 1931, with official and non-official participation.'s*
As with much of British agricultural work, research was aimed at
Arab agricultural needs, and included the introduction and testing of
new crops, and the acclimatisation and breeding of cereals, legumes,
vegetables, forage and grasses. In 1934, for example, experiments were
carried out with 27 wheat, 23 barley, 13 oat, 15 maize, four vetch, and
seven bean varieties. Under trial were 108 varieties of forage crops and,
in the vegetable section, 40 varieties of tomatoes, 24 of potatoes, and
over 150 varieties of different vegetables. This was besides the exper-
iments in crop rotation (carried out particularly at Acre), horticultural
trials, and trials against pests and diseases based on bionomic studies.'*
Palestine also kept contacts with the Imperial Agricultural Bureaux
for research information from Britain and across the Empire, and was
marked for its experimentation work in seeds for the war effort. With
the development of statistical analysis, the Colonial Office sent out a
Circular to try and standardise experimentation in the Empire through
the use of statistics.'® A major factor characterising the Mandatory
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Government’s research and experimentation was, therefore, its practi-
cability: it was more adapted to Palestine’s needs, applied through
demonstration and extension works.

Conclusion

Whilst the British did indeed introduce some agricultured lessons into
their curriculums, the school gardens probably had a greater effect
than the classrooms, though they were too few to serve the country’s
needs to any great extent. At the heart of the Government’s agricul-
tural works were its institutions, which made information available, as
well as experimentation and stock. They were so distributed through-
out Palestine as to facilitate visits, but their influence was limited. Even
Arab girls who regularly worked at Acre Farm, for instance, had almost
no influence back home with the knowledge they gained. Conditions
there were too different, debts too deep.!s! This was compounded by
the Arab Revolt and the ‘nightmarish’ shooting which blocked off the
countryside and undid much of the Mandatory Government’s work.!®?
With its stations destroyed and demonstration plots inaccessible,
demonstration, extension and experimentation work was severely hit,
and it took the War to reconstruct them.

IRRIGATION WORKS AND WATER LEGISLATION

Introduction and History of the Irrigation Service

Up to 1940, the Mandatory Government’s Irrigation Service achieved
little. Much of the literature, such as that by Paul H. Doron and Sharif
S. Elmusa, deals with Jewish irrigation; El-Eini has written in detail
about the Administration’s water legislation.!®® The aim here is to
analyse British irrigation schemes and their attempts to legislate for
water control.

Palestine’s four main water sources for irrigation were, in terms of
importance: wells, tapping into the Maritime and Mountain sub-
terranean aquifers; springs; perennial rivers (especially the ‘Auja and
Jordan); and non-perennial rivers (Map 15). The advancement of the
exploitation of water resources in Palestine was inextricably linked with
British development obligations, expressed in Mandate Articles 2, 6
and 11, which also combined to define the Administration’s role in
facilitating the Jews’ close settlement on the land, and Government
water rights through HMG’s rights over the control of the country’s
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natural resources (Appendix 1). Development and the utilisation of
water resources were emphasised in the Hope-Simpson, French and Peel
Reports, and in the British Partition Plans for Palestine, and HMG’s
1939 White Paper.'** Arab farming was mainly extensive and based
on surface water supplies, whilst Jewish farming was intensive, based on
well irrigation. The Jewish Agency highlighted the hapless fellab,
and pushed for a Government development policy to intensify Arab
agriculture. This was to free Arab land by reducing the ‘lot viable’ —
or a fellab’s subsistence area — and to increase Palestine’s ‘absorptive
capacity’ for Jewish immigrants.'®® The Agency advanced data on ‘irri-
gable land’ to substantiate their settlement claims, giving estimates of
1,500,000-2,150,000 dunams.'* But the development of irrigation, the
British argued, required legislation to regulate water control; a claim
vehemently denied by the Jews.

The Irrigation Service’s ‘melancholy story’ saw it attached first to
the Agriculture Department, where its lack of funding and neglect
meant that no systematic water investigations or schemes were carried
out.'” In 1931, it was transferred to the new Development Depart-
ment to help settle Arabs made landless by land sales to Jews. And in
1935, Douglas G. Harris, one of the British Empire’s most eminent
Irrigation Engineers, was appointed Palestine’s Irrigation Adviser.
However, the Arab Rebellion and funding shortages led to the Depart-
ment’s closure in 1939 and Harris’ transfer to the Chief Secretariat. In
1940, the Development Committee’s stinging criticisms of the record
of the Irrigation Service caused the establishment of the Irrigation,
Drainage and Water Resources Service with a larger budget than pre-
viously, to be headed by a Water Commissioner, Robert F. Jardine.'s®
The Service had no construction section and Jardine depended on the
Public Works and Health Departments, regularly clashing with them
for following their own agendas.'®” Jardine was also attached to the
Land Settlement Department since it was closely associated with water
rights.

Irrigation Schemes

No great irrigation schemes comparable to Egypt’s and India’s were
devised by the British in Palestine; Jardine consolidated earlier works
and initiated further surveys. The Irrigation Service planned ‘intro-
ducing modern scientific means’ to expand irrigation. The main
Mandatory schemes were in Jericho, Beisan and around Nablus and in
the Huleh Valley, with other smaller ones, such as that on the ‘Askar
Plain.
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The fericho Irrigation Scheme

The Jericho Irrigation Scheme had a long-standing history. It was
initially experimental, aimed at ‘modern and economical’ irrigation,
and owing some of its success to the Government’s proprietorship of
land and water in the Jericho area. Channels were concreted, stopping
heavy percolation, and a ‘rational system of distribution’ was intro-
duced.” In 1944, to ensure farmers complied with Government
rotation schedules, especially as water was ‘sold’ both on private and
State Lands, the Irrigation Service began taking over distribution
controls from the Jericho Local Council. ‘Considerable areas’ were
brought under irrigation and could have been further expanded but for
funding shortages. Water therefore still ran to waste.

Further development required increased Government powers over
water, though Jardine’s undefined ‘careful interference’ in 1944 obtained
more control without legislation. In 1945, the British were forced to
resort to the Defence (Water Distribution) Regulations, 1944, enacted
especially for the War, and declare Jericho a ‘Controlled Area’, against
the inhabitants’ protests at its being ‘injurious’ and ‘prejudicial’ to
them.'”" Jardine brushed these complaints off as ‘futile’, claiming that
many lessees of Government lands were now assured regular water
supplies, in contrast with their previously receiving but ‘odd shares’.!”?

The Beisan Irrigation Scheme

One of Palestine’s most important irrigation regions was Beisan, which
contained over 30 perennial springs,'”* and 100,000 dunams, with 10,000
Arabs and 2,000 Jews, each holding half of the land. Rationalising
the use of water and stopping leakages for irrigation were therefore
prioritised.

The largest springs were the ‘Asi and Jamma‘in-Fawwar, Maddu‘a
(or Maddu), and Jausaq. A preliminary investigation into water rights
for the ‘Asi and Fawwar was only completed after Beisan District Offi-
cer Abdullah Effendi Kardus obtained an agreement on the rationali-
sation of water use. Kardus achieved this by securing the village Elders’
co-operation and by-passing legislative setbacks. Matters were delayed
though as the Irrigation Service insisted on having a comprehensive
scheme for the whole of the Beisan, integrating irrigation, drainage and
malaria control. Only a contour survey and some canalisation were
completed during the War.'7*

The Jausaq Spring watered 8,500 dunams of the State Domain
Ashrafiya (or Ashrafiye) Farm. Here, too, only parts of the irrigation
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channel works were completed (Map 16). In April 1942, leases given
to landless Arabs who settled there were cancelled in order to imple-
ment a major intensive ‘Scheme for Increased Vegetable Production’
for the war effort, with the British claiming that the 116 tenants were
‘indifferent farmers’."”” The Military was also permitted to grow hay
for the large number of horses it still maintained in Palestine (see, Plate
8). The tenants’ angry protests failed to move the authorities.'”
To safeguard the scheme, Jardine invoked the Regulations under the
Emergency Powers (Defence) Act, 1939, declaring ‘Ein al Jausaq a
Controlled Area.

After the Military evacuation from the Ashrafiya Farm in 1946, an
irrigation plan was prepared to produce seeds for the Arabs who lacked
any similar organisation for the production of seeds as the Jews’
‘Hazerah’ (in Hebrew, literally “The Seed’)."”” The new post-war
scheme was designed to ensure the regular and adequate distribution
of water, but due to wartime shortages of cement, experimental mortar
was used, causing many difficulties in the construction and function-
ing of the canals. Schemes to link up all the Beisan irrigation systems
through canals from the Maddu‘a and Fawwar were unsuccessful
because of the absence of legislation empowering the Government to
control the distribution of water.

Wadi Fari‘a

At Wadi Fari‘a (Fara®) north of Nablus, an eight-kilometre high-level
impermeable canal was planned to divert the 30,000 m’ of water lost
every day through percolation, thereby increasing the irrigated area
from 9,000 dunams to over 14,000. This was to be completed in 1944
but, yet again, the lack of an Irrigation Ordinance meant that only
small sections of the work were carried out.

Other Schemes

There were several other irrigation schemes, such as that for the ‘Askar
Plain south-east of Nablus, devised for both land development and
agricultural instruction. Despite Jardine’s full support for the scheme,
the Irrigation Service only just began experimental borings before the
Mandate’s end.'” Investigations were also made into the development
of the Wadi ‘Araba area which extended south from the Dead Sea; and
the Abu Samara Experimental Dam in the Beersheba Sub-District was
constructed to examine the possibilities of alleviating the effect of
drought on the Bedouins and of developing agriculture in the desert
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Map 16. The Jausaq Irrigation-Basin and Ashrafiye Irrigation Scheme.
Source: Maurice Bennett, Director of Land Settlement, 30 July 1942: ISA/CS02/A/2/2/42/Vol 1.

region. Though the ‘Araba had many water sources, the rugged terrain
and remoteness made it an unlikely possibility for development, whilst
high percolation prevented the success and expansion of the Abu
Samara Dam.!”

Drainage Schemes Relating to Irrigation and Further Planning

The late enactment of the Drainage (Surface Water) Ordinance of
1942 meant little could be done, compared to the application of the
Anti-Malarial Ordinance of 1922. Palestine’s largest potential
drainage-irrigation scheme, the Huleh Basin, was hampered by legal
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Plate 8. Royal Warwickshire Yeomanry ‘B’ Squadron at Rosh Pinna, 1940.
Source: Mounted Troops in Palestine, 29 June 1940: IWM/PhotographArchive/E302.
Photograph Courtesy of the Imperial War Museum, London.

and financial drawbacks.’® Al Burj in the Haifa Sub-District, declared
a Drainage Area in 1946, would have benefited 2,000 dunams.'®
Though the budget was available to proceed, little was accomplished
because of inter-communal strife and attacks on British personnel.'®?
It may then be said that whilst the Irrigation Service constantly
encountered legal and financial obstacles, it left a legacy of planning
schemes and surveys (see, Table 19).

The Battle for the Statutory Control of Water

The Mandatory repeatedly complained of its incapacity to realise
irrigation schemes, and thus its development policy, due to the lack of
statutory controls over water, and blamed ‘Zionist political intrigue’
for this.'®* It justified its statutory claims by Mandate Article 11, which
gave it ‘full power to provide for public ownership or control of any
of the natural resources of the country’. The operative law was reputed
for being vague, as the Ottoman Land Code of 1858 seemed to contra-
dict the Mejelle (Ottoman Civil Code, Muslim Law). The former recog-
nised surface water b antiquo customs, whereas the latter vested water
in the public res communae omnium, attaching it to the land, except for
privately held mulk (freehold). A complex system evolved, as water
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Table 19. Irrigation Schemes, 1947

Schemes

Estimated Cost (£P)

a. Potential Schemes — Designed
Beisan

‘Asi Irrigation

‘Asi Drainage

Fawwar Drainage

Haifa
Burj Drainage
Fureidis Flood Protection

Acre
Manshiya Drainage

Gaza
Hamama Migdal [Al Majdal] Drainage
Deir al Balah Drainage

Galilee
Battauf Drainage

Lydda
Wadi Sarar Flood Regulators

Huleh
Mallaha Irrigation

b. Surveyed and Being Designed in 1947

Ashrafiya Irrigation

Na‘amein Drainage Completion
Kurdani Irrigation

‘Avja (Jordan) Irrigation

Isdud Drainage

Marj as Sanur Drainage

21,850
6,350
11,900

5,056
3,600

2,000

75,000
2,950

100,000?

10,000?

22,000°

75,000
100,000
50,000
40,000
25,000
30,000

c. Surveyed and Investigated but not Implemented due to High Costs

Investigations also Stopped due to Costs
Wadi Sarar Storage and Flood Control

‘Wadi Jindas Reservoir
Manawat Reservoir

275,000
200,000
200,000

? Rough estimate.

Source: Palestine Government, Memorandum on the Water Resources of Palestine, presented by the
Government of Palestine to the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine in July 1947
(Jerusalem: Palestine Government, 1947; henceforth, Memorandum on Water Resources), pp. 8-9.
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came to be treated as personal property and a commodity. Shares and
share fractions were traded, regardless of the land or the needs of
people and their livestock. To complicate matters further, rotation
systems and the Muslim Law of Inheritance were applied, in all
producing a ‘chaotic’ situation and wastage.'$*

A 1933 draft Ordinance for well registration was trounced by the
Zionists, leaving the Government with its numerous and incohesive
Orders in Council on irrigation as its only weapon. Following his
appointment in 1935, Harris drafted three ordinances instead of one,
having concluded they would be more difficult to sabotage. They were
to be for Surface Water, Underground Water, and Drainage. Two
other ordinances were enacted: the 1937 Safeguarding of Public Water
Supplies Ordinance, requiring a licence to sink wells in declared Public
Water Supply Areas; and the 1938 Water Survey Ordinance, enabling
the Government to sink exploratory boreholes for its hydrological
survey. On the re-establishment of the Irrigation Service in 1940, the
issue of the ordinances was revived.'®

The Mandatory first amended the Palestine Order in Council, vest-
ing all surface water in the High Commissioner, and requiring him to
enact legislation ‘to secure the beneficial and economic use’ of water.
The draft Irrigation (Surface Water) Ordinance introduced the three
concepts of Irrigation Areas, water rights and water titles. On the
declaration of an ‘Irrigation Area’, all existing surface water rights were
annulled and the area’s water vested in the High Commissioner. The
Water Commissioner was to administer the Ordinance, and a Water
Advisory Board with a non-official majority was to be consulted for
appeals, safeguarding against ‘arbitrary action’ by the Commissioner.

A Water Settlement Officer was also to ascertain and record pre-
existing rights, with a panel of locally nominated candidates acting as
assessors. In the meanwhile, an Irrigation Officer was to prepare a
separate report on the volume of water available for use, the area of
irrigable land, and the possible ‘reasonable’ use of the available water.
The Water Commissioner was then to compile a Water Register and
confer water titles attached to the land. The Commissioner thereby
also acquired water for the State from surplus supplies.

The Irrigation (Underground Water) Ordinance was aimed at the
control of the exploitation of subterranean water. The Jewish Agency
had its own Water Research Bureau, which closely followed legislative
developments,'® and the Jews sunk wells ‘in great numbers’. Continuous
long-term surveys of subsoil water-tables were required to halt irrevo-
cable damage. ‘Well Investigation Areas’ could be declared, facilitating
subsoil water surveys and requiring that well owners provide information
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for this. Permission was needed to sink new wells in Registration Areas.
But the Irrigation (Underground Water) Ordinance met with ‘consid-
erable criticism’ from the Jews, who claimed it gave the ‘erroneous
impression’ that subsoil waters were exhausted, and that it would
obstruct their agricultural development.'®’

Palestine’s ‘particular conditions’ — no similar combined system of
water rights and political and physical parallels were to be found else-
where the British claimed — meant that Harris and the legislators mainly
used other laws as ‘guidance’ and not ‘points of drafting’. Several
statutes were interlocked to prepare the ordinances and enabling
Order in Council, including Wyoming’, the Cyprus Government
Waterworks Law, 1928, the Queensland Water Act, 1926, Kenya
Water Ordinance, 1929, Northern India Canal and Drainage Act,
1873, and Palestine’s own Land Settlement (Amendment) Ordinance,
1930, and the Rural Property Tax Ordinance, 1935.1%

Some examples of the legislative constructs for the Water Register
Section of the proposed Surface Water Ordinance for Palestine are
cited here to illustrate the kind of work that was involved in Harris’
preparation of the legislation. ‘Proceedings of the Irrigation Officer
(Surface Water Clause 17)’ were drawn up using Wyoming Ordinance
Section 897 (27); and reference for the ‘Water Commissioner to
prepare the Water Register, (Clause 18)’, was made to the Wyoming
Ordinance, Section 898 (27 and 28). For the ‘Definition of Surplus
Water (Surface Water Clause 26)’, Cyprus Ordinance Section 3 was
used; for the ‘Construction of Waterworks (Clause 28)’, Cyprus
Section 4; whilst for the ‘Water Registry to be Constructive (Clause
37), Harris resorted to Cyprus’ Section 12.1%

The Order in Council was enacted in December 1940. The British
wanted to legislate the Ordinances to ensure increased food produc-
tion for the War, allocating £P200,000 in loans for this, and were
circumspect about approving loans without the prior settlement of
water rights. Part VIII of the draft 1935 Surface Water Ordinance
concerning drainage was removed and placed in a separate Drainage
(Surface Water) Ordinance, 1942, and quickly enacted since many loan
application schemes included irrigation, especially those submitted by
the Jews.!%

Whilst High Commissioner MacMichael tried to push the ordinances
through, Jardine, frustrated at the lack of statutory powers, requested
emergency legislation and wanted the Surface Water Ordinance to be
applicable to the whole of Palestine, further empowering the Water
Commissioner."”! An Ad Hoc Irrigation Committee, appointed by the
advisory General Agricultural Council to examine the new ordinance
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drafts, failed to reach an agreement. Despite ‘most of the surface water
rights’ being held by Arabs, so that the main Surface Water Ordinance
would notably affect Arab life, only one Arab was appointed to the
Committee; the rest comprised five Jews, one Greek, and the local
Barclays Bank Director: no ‘important Arab interests’ from the Huleh,
Beisan or Jordan Valley were represented. The sole Arab member was
from the Gaza District, where surface irrigation was not practised, and
he dissented from the Committee’s unsigned report on principle. The
report was then deliberated over by the General Agricultural Council,
which divided along communal lines: the Arabs accepted the ordinances
unaltered, while the majority Jewish members supported the report.
MacMichael therefore published the draft Surface Water Ordinance
to ‘invite public criticism’, labelling the Council’s work ‘unhelpful’.!?

Numerous protests were received from Jewish bodies and settle-
ments against enacting the ordinances — apparently the outcome of
‘organized’ opposition. Yet the Arabs registered no objections, support-
ing the legislation because of Jewish opposition to it.!”* A Jewish
Agency memorandum reiterating the Irrigation Committee’s report
was rebuffed by HMG in London as being too litigious, which ignored
the fundamental economic issues. MacMichael sought to compromise,
but ensured overall control in the proposed legislation remained with
the Government, for instance by refusing the Agency’s suggestion to
devolve powers to an executive board, stating it would divide along
communal lines. Whilst the Irrigation Committee was more disposed
towards the draft Underground Water Ordinance, the Agency
adamantly opposed it as being totally unnecessary, and said that it
should be restricted to facilitating a survey. Deep-boring for under-
ground water had been part of the Agency’s agricultural intensification
policy since the 1920s, and the Jews continued ‘hustling’ for water,
demanding uncontrolled exploitation.'**

Determined to avert another defeat — as with the hotly disputed
Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, which geographically restricted
Jewish land purchases in Palestine (see chapter 4) — the Agency embarked
on a campaign to stop the enactment of the ordinances. It complained
of Harris” and Jardine’s ‘hostile’ attitude towards Zionist aspirations.
And, whilst negotiating with the Government about the laws, the Agency
had the issue brought up in Parliament. The Jews’ ‘violent feelings’ on
the matter which equated land with water, forced Colonial Secretary
Stanley to renounce the ordinances so as to avoid a controversial
Parliamentary debate, and the issue reached the War Cabinet, with
added repercussions from America. The ordinances were in this way
indefinitely postponed, despite Palestine’s wartime food policy.'”
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Refusing to give up, Jardine then successfully argued for the Defence
(Water Distribution) Regulations, 1944, to be applied under the wartime
Regulations of the Emergency Powers (Defence) Act, 1939, to Con-
trolled Areas so as to ‘ensure increased food production in time of war’.
"This time the Jewish Agency accepted. The Irrigation Service continued
its survey works on rainfall and spring discharges, and fixed under-
ground recording stations, adding to the geological and hydrological
information gathered in 1928, 1934-35, and to surveys done for the
Woodhead Partition Commission in 1938 and throughout the 1940s.!%

A final attempt to enact a more comprehensive Irrigation (Under-
ground) Water Ordinance was made in 1947, when the Mandatory was
alerted to Zionist plans to expand the Negev settlements in the south.
These settlements were pumping underground water from Gaza as
part of an expansion programme by the Jewish Agency on the eve of
UN deliberations on the future of Palestine. The Arabs feared Jewish
activities in the Negev, and kept track of their settlements there.!”
Permission for the Zionists to import 200,000 tons of pipes was
refused, and the Ordinance was published as a Bill.'”® The Jews at once
accused the Government of stultifying their development, and the law
was once more shelved in ‘political wisdom’.!

Conclusion

Although the Arab Rebellion abrogated attempts to realise irrigation
schemes as part of the Government’s development policy, war produc-
tion efforts spurred on the re-establishment of the Irrigation Service.
Underground coastal water was heavily pumped, and even polluted by
industrial waste in the Haifa Bay area. To the end Jardine argued for
the Ordinances, remarking that they would be one of the first laws a
Jewish State would decree, as the Zionists’ irrigation plans, notably
those prepared by Walter C. Lowdermilk and James B. Hays, clearly
required this.® The Arabs saw such schemes as a threat to their own
water and land rights.?! The lack of legislation and the severe inter-
ruptions to the Irrigation Service’s functioning resulted in piecemeal
irrigation and drainage works, which trailed across the landscape; it
also left the exploitation of water by the Jews unrestrained, who
increased the number of wells and the irrigated area. Arab agriculture
was little affected by British irrigation works, only partly profiting from
the incomplete canal projects. The Arabs rejected the Mandatory
Government’ irrigation plans, fearing the loss of water rights, as had
occurred at Wadi Fari‘a. This further hampered development plans,
already frustrated by political factors.
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THE SECOND WORLD WAR, THE COLONIAL DEVELOPMENT
FUND AND POST-WAR RECONSTRUCTION

As with other parts of the British Empire, Government wartime activities
in agriculture very much revolved around increasing food production
for import substitutions. This was despite the fact that Palestine and the
rest of the region continued to import ‘large quantities of war materials
of all kinds’, including tinned foods from Great Britain and the USA 2
The country was linked to the British Middle East Supply Centre
(MESC) in Cairo. It also planned long-term development and recon-
struction work under the Colonial Development Fund, 1940 (CDF),
and CD&W, 1945.2% Gaskin analysed the economic aspects and indi-
cated the MESC’s aims to reduce the levels of civilian imports, thereby
releasing scarce shipping space for more urgent requirements. This
was in addition to increasing the Middle East’s self-sufficiency after the
closure of the Mediterranean in July 1940. It led in turn to a policy in
Palestine to putin place food controls and rationing. The Government
also pressed to maintain peacetime supply levels, especially as a steep
decline occurred in food imports (notably cattle, eggs and butter for
urban demands).?** Only a discussion on how the Mandatory tried to
augment production is presented below.

In 1939, the Government decided on three measures to ‘improve
and increase’ wartime agricultural output: legislative ‘to compel’ the
planting of certain crops, the cultivation of unused land, and the
adoption of improved methods of farming; ‘propaganda, exhortation,
and demonstration’; and complementary price controls, loans, seed
distribution, marketing facilities, etc. A Loans Scheme for £P200,000
(originally £P100,0002%) was then formulated to expand cultivation. A
meeting was held with Arab notables to discuss increasing their
community’s agricultural production through loans and instruction.?*

District Commissioners were chosen to vet loan applications because
of their knowledge of local conditions, and extra agricultural staff were
drafted to carry out extension work geared towards the fulfilment of
the wartime policy. The drive for increased food production had a
significant impact on the landscape, as urban vegetable gardens were
planted out; Army camps expanded their area under crop; and nurseries
were especially set up to meet demands for quality bulk seeds and
seedlings, notably of vegetables. Using the loans, citrus growers also
diversified to other crops due to the depression in the citrus industry
following the Mediterranean blockade and the closure to their export
trade during the War. New rotation systems incorporating oil and
leguminous crops were encouraged, which annually produced an extra
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harvest and improved cultivation. Much interest was expressed for
foreign seed types, such as Australian wheat and the M38 barley strain
selected at Acre. Due to price controls, the area under Government-
requisitioned crops decreased. Wheat production around Lydda-Ramle,
for instance, fell by 44 per cent; but an expansion in overall production
was recorded (see, Table 20). There was a parallel shortage of casual
agricultural labour, as wages rose and employment was sought in other
sectors of the economy, such as the Military, though more females went
into agricultural employment (Appendix 29).27

The Loans Scheme was particularly successful among the Jews,*
who took up most of the loans, though some Arabs used them to
purchase water pumps in the citrus belt. Echoing a long-felt complaint,
the Arabs stated that the British showed a preference to the Jews in their
loans allocations, although there were loans given specifically to Arab
Hill farmers and to relieve the impact of droughts.?® This touched on
the whole issue of agricultural credit supplies, and the fact that the
Arab Agricultural Bank,”® the Government’s Agricultural Mortgage
Bank, and credit co-operatives, inadequately met the needs of Arab
small cultivators. Jewish farmers depended on such organisations as the
Jewish National Fund for financing and collateral for loans.”'! So
successful was the whole Loans Scheme in Palestine that, by 1944, the
Government had given out £P854,000.2"> The loans became an instru-
ment used in the expansion of Jewish settlement, as some candidates
framed their applications to gain or consolidate land and water rights,
especially in the Jordan Valley. Whilst the scheme progressed, problems
arose from wartime shortages of pumps and pipes,?* and over 90 per cent
of available irrigation pipes went to the Jews.?'

Longer-term planning was also instigated through the Committee
on Development and Welfare Services and Colonial Development
Fund, 1940, which called for the ‘resuscitation and extension’ of all
sectors of the Agricultural Department’s works and of the Irrigation
Service. This was done following the devastation wrought on the
Department’s property and demonstration and extension operations
during the Arab Revolt, jump-started by wartime food requirements.?"*
The Agricultural Department’s requests, under the Colonial Develop-
ment and Welfare Act, 1945, reflected the Committee’s recommendations
(see, Table 21). The first item was for a ‘Model Fellah Farm’, showing
the Mandatory’s continued emphasis on the Arab sector and funda-
mental development aims. This comprehensive and expanded ten-year
programme required large-scale funding and time — neither of which
the Government had —leaving it as an unaccomplished plan. War needs
acted as a catalyst for the Agricultural Department, intensifying its
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Table 21. Proposals for New Works or Activities Considered Suitable for Financing

by the Colonial Development Fund, 1940

Scheme No.

Title

0PN kD=

27.
Not itemised

28.
29.
30.
31
32.
33.
34.
35.

Establishment of Model Fellzh Farm

Rural Lecture Caravan

Establishment of Seed Testing Bureau

Hatching Plant

Control and Eradication of Bovine Tuberculosis
Demonstration of Disease Control Measures

Premiums for Selected Sires

Introduction and Acclimatisation of Suitable Stock for Improvement
of Local Livestock

Research and Investigation of Sheep and Goat Diseases
Chronic Bovine Mastitis (Chronic Streptococcus Mastitis)
Milk Recording and Herd Book

Castration of Village Scrub Stock

Installation of Modern Olive Oil Presses

Agricultural and Horticultural Station, Huleh
Horticultural Station at Beersheba

Construction of Grain Silo

Establishment of Entomological Laboratory
Establishment of Two Entomological Field Laboratories
Grain Stores

Establishment of Tobacco Stores

Research: Establishment of Two Capnodis Stations
Research: Olive Fruit Fly

Research: Ticks

Research: Citrus Wastage and Storage

Grants for Research to Be Conducted by Non-Government
Establishments

Research: Citrus Little Leaf Disease

Research: Large Citrus Fruit

Standardisation of Shamouti Orange

Research: Delayed Foliation of Deciduous Fruits
Research: Drought Resistance of Rootstocks

Research: Acclimatisation of Fruit Trees

Research: Banana Plantations

Awarding Scholarships and Providing Free Education at the
Kadoorie Agricultural Schools

Note: Schemes excluded concerned Fisheries.

Source: Compiled from Proposals for New Works or Activities Considered Suitable to be Financed
by the New Colonial Development Fund, Introductory Note by Director of Agriculture and
Fisheries, n.s., n.d. (1940?): ISA/CSO2/AG/C/13/1/662.
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regular activities connected to development, necessity dictating speed
and tangible results.

Throughout the War, and on a more local scale, the Army in
Palestine ‘grew its own bacon’ at some of its camps, in places such as
Ramle, guarded by ‘fierce-looking police dogs’ because pigs were ‘very
valuable in the Middle East’.?¢ In addition, it kept poultry in various
places, such as Nathanya’s No. 3 Convalescent Depot, where patients
raised turkeys and ducks, as well as pigs.?”

GENERAL CONCLUSION

At the conclusion of the Mandate, the British wrote that they had laid
the ‘foundation for the very substantial improvement’ in agriculture.?'®
Mainly initiatory, the Mandatory Government’s work aimed to better
agricultural yields. Its activities in technological transfer, education,
demonstration, research and irrigation, though limited by time, budget
and funding shortages, and undone during the Arab Revolt, may never-
theless have had a subconscious influence by the introduction of ideas
— witness the policy of having ‘incubator-minded’ pupils.

Using their experience and contacts in the Empire and specialist
institutes, the Government’s officers visited villages, demonstrating
and bringing new techniques and stock, and planning the future
through education, their conduits being mukbtars, effendis (landowners
with large holdings, usually also politically influential), and notables.
The stations and laboratories were hubs of activities with functional
and regional specialities. They changed the landscape, introducing
new and varied crops and animals, with nurseries, hatcheries, animal
and plant pest and disease controls, and irrigation. Seeds, seedlings and
animals were moved about the countryside, and different crop rota-
tions, demonstration plots and school gardens were established.

The Jews — with their own research, extension and funding sources,
and often obligated through organisations and farming insurance com-
panies to take advanced measures in animal care and crop production
—were more amenable to British ideas. As Alami, Tamari and Firestone
indicated, the Arabs had very involved communally-based facilities. Many
Arab villages were also either too isolated or cut off by nationalist-
launched attacks in the countryside for Agricultural Officers to touch
upon. The British, however, thought the fe/lzh needed to be extricated
from debt through improved agriculture. This could also enable them
to fulfil their Mandate obligations and their 1930 development policy,
making more land available for Jewish settlement, partly through the
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intensification of agriculture. The Arabs agreed with the Government
that debt was a source problem for the fe/lab,’"* but called the British
development policy a failure in 1947, a mere ‘palliative’,*** ‘governed
by [the] Jewish National Home policy’.?*' The Administration helped
influence the fellubh, who was pointed more towards individualism, as in
other British colonial policies.?”? A differential policy was also advocated
between the poor and the wealthy for the control of plant and animal
pests and diseases. But, whilst the fe/labeen remained subsistence culti-
vators, the wealthier farmers began using tractors and fertilisers and
experimenting with new seeds and crop rotations. In fact, these farmers
were often the most open to British agricultural ideas, and participated
in demonstration works. Ironically, too, they were often also the
moneylenders to the impoverished fe/lah who the Mandatory strove to
assist. Technological transfer was, furthermore, affected by politics.
During the Arab Revolt, cultivators were noted as being more perturbed
about Palestine’s future than about their own agricultural problems.??

The Mandatory Government crafted pest and disease control legis-
lation, mobilising the country or bringing it to a standstill. Its more
impressive works, such as the campaigns against field mice, made
farmers demand Government action. But ecological shock was also
caused, as thousands of animals of different species died due to these
controls, which also comprised the classic British colonial legacy of rules
on Rabies (expressed in Britain in the Draconian quarantine laws).?*
Cash crops such as tobacco and dates were encouraged, with differing
results. The Agricultural Department also supported the elimination
of musha’ (communal lands held in shares, see chapter 4), arguing it
was unremunerative. Fine distinctions within its policy implementation
were noticeable though, as in the Beersheba Sub-District, where the
department focused on upgrading cereal seeds for drought resistance.?”
Wartime measures were especially effective, increasing the cultivated
area, but irrigation schemes went unfinished, and necessary controlling
ordinances for the exploitation of and rights over water were defeated
by the Zionists’ settlement programme.

Widely recognised as a champion of Palestine’s agriculture, High
Commissioner Sir Arthur Wauchope contributed from his own purse
to support projects, although this did not deflect complaints about
issues such as British land policy.? Many factors determined the
impact of the Government’s agricultural works on the landscape,
not just economic ones and an overstretched staff (in a department
which also included Forests [until 1936], Veterinary [to 1947] and Fish-
eries Services), and the analysis above indicates that in some cases the
impact was greater than in others.
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Forestry

My picture thus embraces planted belts of timber on the sky-
line and upper slopes of the hills: lower down a more open
formation of olives, carobs, walnuts and mulberry, and in the
sheltered valleys beneath vineyards, orchards, and vegetable
gardens.!

All these tasks can be accepted and can be successfully under-
taken, if the necessary means are put at the disposal of the
Department. Freedom of technical action and continuity of
operation are also essential.’

INTRODUCTION:
THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Britain’s forestry plans in Palestine may be shown to have been more
remarkable for their ambition than for their achievements, and their
forests works can better be understood in the light of Continental
Europe’s philosophy and history of forestry values, and British colonial
forestry.

There is an increasingly large and dialectic body of literature on the
effect of imperial rule on the ecology, control and exploitation of natural
resources in the British Empire. ‘Environmental History’ as a discipline
in the USA is traceable to the nineteenth-century American historian
Frederick Jackson Turner who wrote about what William Cronon called
‘the national myth of the frontier’, and the preservation of the wilder-
ness.’ Lucien Febvre’s and Marc Bloch’s French Annales School focused
on the environment’s role in history.* Sauer’s writings on cultural land-
scapes continued this historical-environmental emphasis, though not in
the limited sense of geographical determinism as expounded by Friedrich
Ratzel in the nineteenth century.’ British historians John M. MacKenzie,
David Arnold and B.W. Clapp published significant works on history and
the environment.® But Andrew Goudie and Mark Bassin return environ-
mental studies to their origins in geography.” Forestry is prominent in
environmental studies, indicating its importance in the debate on nature.®
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Indian scholars have been particularly critical of colonial forestry
policies. Ramachandra Guha, for example, of India’s Subaltern Studies
Group which advocates research on those ‘outside the literate or elite’,’
and Madhav Gadgil grounded their analyses of British colonial rule in
the sub-continent on the issues of forestry, social protest and nationalism.°
British imperial demands for timber caused large-scale deforestation
across the Empire — and it was the assurance of continued wood supplies
rather than conservationist beliefs that, these critics say, propelled
colonial forestry policy.!! Many Africans and Asians continued to view
scientific resource management as a colonial hangover and as being
‘anti-people’.!?

S. Ravi Rajan analysed how British colonial forestry was founded on
Continental forestry traditions. In the eighteenth century, Germany
established the first known forestry schools aimed at long-term timber
production based on the principles of minimum diversity, keeping a
balance-sheet of supply and demand and maintaining a sustained yield.

Germany in turn influenced France. Arnold suggested that
imperialist Europe desired a ‘technological and ideological mastery of
nature’.”® Nineteenth-century thinking on nature and race was forged
by environmental determinism theories by the German scientist,
Alexander von Humboldt (on plant geography),'* the English naturalist
Charles Darwin (on natural selection), and the economist Thomas R.
Malthus (on population being limited by food supply).”® Richard H.
Grove stated that governments no longer supported a purely destructive
environmental imperialism, being more anxious about long-term
economic security than short-term gains.'

Only in the twentieth century did Britain develop its own forestry
management and sylviculture methods, establishing its own School of
Forestry at Oxford University in 1905, and the Imperial Forestry Insti-
tute in 1924."7 The India Forest Service was imbued with Continental-
style forestry ideas based on the three principles of the German School
listed above. India trained many of the British Empire’s forestry cadre.
The new forestry departments often met stiff and sometimes violent
local opposition,'® as the foresters ‘constructed’ nature as ‘imagined
landscapes’.!” British forestry activities in Palestine must therefore be
considered against this backdrop.

The British scathingly attacked the Ottomans for their ‘neglect’ of
Palestine’s forests, claiming their First World War military schemes
caused the loss of 60 per cent of the country’s olive trees, which were
used for rail fuel. But there is disagreement on how destructive
Ottoman activities were, and it has been indicated in the literature that
the Ottomans had forestry plans.?* There was some new planting in the
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, especially by Jewish settlers
and Christian religious groups; for example, the German Templars.?!
The impact of the Ottomans’ imperial rule on Palestine’s forests may
best be gauged by its legal and administrative legacy. In 1860, French
foresters drew up laws for forest conservation in the country and
opened a Forest Department. A system was for the first time thereby
set up to conserve and manage forests; guards were employed and
penalties were administered.”? The Ottoman legacy then was not only
one of uprooted and chopped down trees to feed military railways.

The British came to Palestine experienced notably in Indian and
Cypriot forestry.” Palestine’s varied climate, soils and topography, and
its total area of 26,000 square kilometres — 11,000 being climatic desert,
and of the rest, 8,250 (55 per cent) hills, and 6,750 (45 per cent) plains —
together with its agrarian and land regimes, complicated British forestry
plans. The Administration also had to deal with settled and nomadic
populations, and the Arab—Jewish conflict within the Mandatory
Government’s dual obligation. The Hill Country, encompassing half
of the habitable area, was an ‘artificial desert due to over-grazing’, with
the soil being carried off by the winter rains.* Substantial water loss
occurred through torrential flooding, which caused erosion and choked
up estuaries, forming marshes. An estimated 20,000 dunams of agri-
cultural soil was lost annually from the Mediterranean slopes, and a
million tons of soil yearly slid into the Dead Sea.”” Patches of forests
were scattered across village and State Lands. In 1937, the Pee/ Report
remarked that there were ‘no real forests’ in Palestine. Normally, it was
argued, a country should be 15 per cent forested, and Palestine had
only five per cent under forest cover.?

The Forest Service was begun in 1920 within the Department
of Agriculture. The Woods and Forests Ordinance was enacted in the
same year, consolidating British laws made in 1917-18 by the OETA.”
The ordinance was based on a Cypriot one (1898), which itself origi-
nated in Indian forestry legislation and the Ottoman 1870 ‘elaborate
Reglement des foréts’ introduced by the French.”® Its licensing system
protected certain economically important trees, such as the olive, and
‘closed forest’ areas were designated in which trespass was forbidden.
A nucleus conservation staff was also formed, and initial work focused
on alleviating fuel shortages.?”’

In 1922, E.R. Sawer, Director of Agriculture, outlined a nascent
British policy of ‘conservation and development’, aimed at forestry
eventually contributing revenue. ‘Arbor Day’ was also to be observed.
Added to the Forests Ordinance of 1926, was the new principle of
reservation, permitting State Lands and lands of ‘indeterminate
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ownership’ to be quickly proclaimed a ‘Forest Reserve’ and managed
by the Forest Service. Cultivation was pointedly forbidden in order
to avert landownership claims.’® In this ‘constructive phase’ of forestry
policy, plants were distributed gratis from nurseries producing approved
species for afforestation programmes, and to municipalities, schools,
villages and military cemeteries for amenity planting. Also, exotics,
timber, ornamental and fruit trees were introduced.*!

In the 1920s, the Forest Service suffered frequent staff changes and
discontinuity in activities, with staff having to help out in Agricultural
Service-led locust campaigns, and such. Afforestation was mainly experi-
mental and small-scale, and in 1929, the voluntary organisation, ‘Men
of the Trees’, opened an office in Palestine.

Studies on forestry in Ottoman Palestine have been carried out by
Joseph Weitz, René Karschon, Zvi Shilony, Uri Sheffer and Shaul
Ephraim Cohen, who debate the extent of forests in that period and
the impact of Ottoman rule on the country’s forest cover.?* El-Eini,
Garon and Cohen have analysed British forestry policy and activities,
and Biger and Liphschitz reviewed some aspects of these.’* It is
the aim of this chapter to examine British forestry plans and plan
implementation.

POLICY FORMATION, PLANNING AND PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Throughout the 1920s, attempts were made to have an officially
accepted forestry policy. Sawer, Chief Forester and Deputy Director
of the Department of Agriculture and Forests, FJ. Tear (who shaped
policy throughout 1920-35),> and Adviser to Palestine, Sir Ernest M.
Dowson (who first prescribed policy in 1925), set out the major
themes for forestry policy,* adapting, too, the British Empire Forestry
Conferences’ ‘definite forestry policy’ (see, Appendix 30).” Potential
State Forests were to be reserved and protected, emphasising soil
conservation and ensuring wood supplies and pasturage, looking to the
State’s ‘ultimate financial advantages’.’® During the 1930s, forestry
policy was broadened as interest in forestry was painstakingly aroused
in the Central Government, but only confirmed in the last decade of
British rule in Palestine.’

Tear; Dawe and the Foundation of Forestry Policy, 1929-36

The Mandatory’s new economic policy introduced after the 1929
disturbances meant more Government attention was paid to agriculture.
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HMGs lack of interest in forestry was out of step with its guidelines
for the new Development Department. This department was formed
in 1931 to improve land to relieve ‘congestion’ among the Hill fe/labeen
of Judaea, Samaria and the Upper Galilee, and to settle Arabs there
who had been made landless by land sales to Jews.

Undaunted by London’s attitude, however, Tear pushed the case for
forestry at the quarterly meetings instigated in 1932 by High Commis-
sioner Sir Arthur Wauchope to improve District Administration relations
with Government departments.® Tear discussed the problem of the slow
rate of Land Settlement; this had been noticeable since the enactment
of the 1926 Forests Ordinance and necessitated by accurate mapping.*
He wanted to stop both Government spending on land that sometimes
later proved private, and land losses to villagers taking advantage of
uncertain ownership. Tear wanted more Land Settlement (that is, the
settlement of land titles) to be carried out in the Hills since it was
mainly concentrated in the plains and valleys where Jewish purchases
were at their greatest and forest reserves were fewer.* In 1933, Director
of Agriculture and Forests, M.'T. Dawe bitterly compared Palestine’s
meagre Forestry cadre with that of Cyprus, and proposed a plantation
scheme which became the blueprint for the spatial planning of forestry
(see, Table 22 and Map 17).# Dawe also endorsed Tear’s 1931 ‘Note for
an Expanded Programme of Afforestation in Palestine’, and 1933,
‘Memorandum on the Palestine Forest Service’.*

In these policy works, Tear simultaneously concentrated on the land
problem in the context of Palestine’s rapidly increasing population,
demands for forest produce, and water wastage in the hills (see,
Appendix 31). He advocated a policy for soil and water conservation
and timber import substitution, even arguing for the advantages of
forestry before agricultural land use. Tear complained that HMG’s
emphasis on the landless Arabs’ plight led villagers to expect wasteland
to be given to them, ‘regardless’ of whether it was cultivable, and that
this ‘appears to be encouraged by Government officers’. Only quick
and defined forest reservation would help.®

"Tear’s proposal for an expanded Forest Service and scheme for
‘progressive afforestation’ were rejected by Wauchope for being insuf-
ficiently worked out and for failing to include an assessment of its
impact on grazing. The arboretum at Government House, with its
Mediterranean fruit trees, partly assured Wauchope’s personal interest
in forestry but did not diminish his scepticism of the foresters’
plans.* He requested a detailed scheme for 1935-36, asking why
villagers were refused permission to plant fruit trees on unworked
forest reserves.¥
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Table 22. Index to Map 17: Dawe’s Planned Reserves to be Planted, 1936-37

No. of No. of Years
Area of Units to Planting to
Reserve Be Planted Continue in

No. Forest Reserve Sub-District (Dunams) (1936-37) Each Reserve

1. Meirun [Meiron]  Safad 1,500 1 3
2. Jebel Toran

[Turan or Tur‘an] Nazareth 14,000 2 14
3. Jebel Sacha [Sasha] Nazareth 6,000 1 12
4. Wadi Mughara Haifa 7,500 1 15
5. Abu Huran Jenin 1,500 1 3
6. Ras Zeid Nablus 2,000 1 4
7.  Jebel Saradi Hebron 3,800 2 3
8. Mughar Ramle 1,000 1 2
Total 37,300 10

Source: M.'T. Dawe, Director of Agriculture and Forests, to Chief Secretary, confidential, 28
September 1933, and Dawe to Chief Secretary, urgent, 12 August 1934: ISA/CSO2/AF/109/36/
20/Vol.L.

In fact, a ‘favourite ruse’ of villagers was to plant fruit trees on
unworked forest reserves, then claim ownership of the land, especially
if backed by a kushan (title deed) — ‘true or false’ — and an army of wit-
nesses, which courts tended to favour.* The Forest Service defensively
argued that 700,000 dunams of forest reserve and another 700,000 of
unreserved forest were open to grazing: only 18,000 were Closed Forest
Areas in which grazing was forbidden. In the new scheme, plantings
were to be increased from 2,000 to 10-15,000 dunams a year, and
grazing would be forbidden in forest reserves.*’ A provisional five-year
budget for an expanded afforestation programme was drawn up in
1934, with increased votes for nurseries and grafting of wild carobs (a
rich source of food for livestock) in reserves.*

In January 1935, Wauchope informed Colonial Secretary Sir Philip
Caunliffe-Lister (1931-35) of Dawe’s 1934 ‘dual policy’ of afforestation
and conservation and preservation, and the extensive five-year
programme (see, Appendix 32). Setting a pattern for forestry in British
Palestine, Wauchope only ‘approved in principle’ Dawe’s policy;
‘urgent works and social services’ and unstable finances checking the
realisation of the plans. Wauchope preferred to train local staff rather
than hire more expensive colonial foresters. The High Commissioner
condensed forestry policy to three aims, which were henceforth repeated
in all policy statements: first, re-afforesting hills and wastelands,
conserving water, preventing soil erosion, and sheltering agricultural
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Map 17. Dawe’s Proposed Plantation Scheme (read with Table 22).
Source: Dawe to Chief Secretary, confidential, 28 September 1933, and Dawe to Chief Secretary,
urgent, 12 August 1934: ISA/CSO2/AF/109/36/20/Vol.1.
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land; second, curtailing sand dune encroachment; and, third, bringing
into economic use land unsuited to cultivation for the producton of
fuel and other forest output.’!

The Establishment of the Department of Forests in 1936, and Sale’s Influence

No forestry working plans were made until 1936, when Gilbert N. Sale
was appointed Palestine’s first Conservator of Forests and head of the
Department of Forests. Sale and his Assistant Conservator, Amihud
Grasovsky, who had a Ph.D. in Forestry, were well qualified to prepare
working plans. Working plans were detailed and scientific management
schemes set out for the next 10-20 years, and could only be drafted by
professional foresters.?

A Department of Forests was finally established on 1 April 1936.%
The period before the department’s formation was full of attempts to
have policy defined, and the High Commissioner officially recognise (in
contrast to personally, because of his work at the Government House
arboretum) forestry’s importance. On 16 September 1936, Sale presented
his ‘Preliminary Note on Forest Policy’: possibly the single most impor-
tant document on forestry during British rule, it consolidated past policy
recommendations, analysed problems, made new proposals, and set
out working plans for policy implementation to be followed to the end
of the Mandate (see, Appendix 33).** Unlike Tear, Sale had a department
which he could use as a platform — albeit a shaky one — from which to
convey his message about forestry.

Sale argued for a long-term and ‘vigorous’ afforestation policy. He
defined forestry and land policies as Wauchope had, adding that his
department was even ‘expected’ to have the further responsibility of
providing fodder and encouraging plantings of hardy fruit trees. He
took particular aim at grazing practices as the main cause of erosion,
later calling goats ‘highly dangerous beasts’. Forests could not be both
developed and provide fodder, he wrote, and must be separated from
‘grazing grounds’. Sale prepared a plan for the management of grazing
grounds for 1936-50, drawing up a map of an idealised combination
of pasture and cultivated village lands (see, Appendix 34). Titles to
reserves had to be clarified to obviate investment losses to private claims.”
The cheaper, natural, regeneration of forest remnants would also be
encouraged in addition to artificial planting. Furthermore, Sale
emphasised that it was ‘premature’ to have large afforestation schemes
since his staff was untrained, reserves were neither suited in shape nor
in distribution, sylviculture was poorly developed, and data was needed
on topography and soils. Thus, ‘moderate’ afforestation was prefer-
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able. Land Settlement was necessary in reserves, notably in the large
forest of the village of Tur‘an in the Galilee (see, Table 22 and Map 17).
‘Special Areas’, such as steep slopes and river catchments were to receive
urgent treatment.’

To realise his policy, Sale recommended the expropriation of enclaves
in forest reserves, and of steep slopes and village grazing grounds. He
wanted grazing rights extinguished in productive forests, as forest-use
and dairy land-use conflicted. Furthermore, he advocated cancelling
cutting rights in reserves since these inhibited management — wood
being obtainable from planned ‘village forests’. No ‘immediate revolution
in the countryside’ was intended, but a slow reformation of land and
ownership.’” Of the five million dunams of extensive grazing land, half
could be afforested and half managed as grazing grounds, beginning
as follows: one million dunams for forest lands and the same area for
grazing grounds, and 250,000 for protected lands.*

However, Wauchope immediately had misgivings about the possible
impact of Sale’s plans on the grazier, noting Palestine was ‘too poor’
to have 15 per cent of its area forested.’® Sale answered that he simply
recommended extending the reserve closures, and argued for the long-
term advantages of increased fodder production in half of a protected
Closed Area in rotation. His idea of ‘Village Forests’ would ‘gradually
alter [the villagers’] outlook on Forestry’. The ‘imaginary village’
with its managed grazing grounds illustrated how pastures could
be improved in the hills (see, Appendix 34).%° As for the figure of
15 per cent to be forested land, this differed throughout the British
Empire, and was in fact kept as a guideline almost to the Mandate’s
end because it was viewed as suitable for Palestine’s particular conditions
(see, Appendix 35).6!

The Arab Revolt, 1936-39, and the Threat to the Department of Forests

With the outbreak of the Arab Revolt on 18 April 1936, soon after the
founding of the Department of Forests, the latter lost access to many
of its reserves which were in remote hill areas. As with the Agricultural
Department, it saw the destruction of much of its work; licensing was
difficult and over-cutting went uncontrolled. In February 1937, still
unhappy about the potential damage to grazing if Sale’s plan were
applied, Wauchope again ‘approved in principle’ forestry policy.”? The
1937 Peel Commission supported afforestation and its three aims, but
cautioned against ‘expropriating’ land from cultivators.* Although the
Forests Department gave no oral evidence to the Commission, Sale
stated that he did not advocate expropriating agricultural lands.*
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With mounting costs due to deteriorating security conditions,
Wauchope began reducing the country’s overall budget expenses
and prepared for his Administration’s decentralisation by delegating
certain departmental responsibilities to planned Village Councils and
the District Administration. On forestry, he commented that Sale’s ‘is
a dummy Department’, its forests being ‘chiefly non-existent’. The
department was actually scheduled for closure if decentralisation was
fully realised.”

Sale was exacerbated: his department was functioning on a ‘bare
maintenance basis’, and policy aims were reduced to soil erosion pre-
vention, making conservation ‘functionally disproportionate’ in its work.
Forestry became ‘a costly experiment’. Sale therefore regrouped, and
in June 1938 drew up a list for planned forestry activities, in which he
included schemes to change grazing methods gradually from extensive
to intensive. This way, he also hoped to restrict grazing.s

His 1938 scheme, also known as the ‘Interim Plan’, was made up of
two sections of ‘present’ and ‘other’ activities. ‘Present Activities’ were
to centre on the prevention of encroachment on forest land. Also, areas
of dangerous soil erosion were to be identified for prevention work
through afforestation. These areas were catalogued as being mainly in
the Gaza Sand Dunes and the steep slopes south of Nazareth, notably
the heavily eroded Tiberias slope. The seven ‘Other Activities’ consisted
of: guarding and tending Government plantations already set up
during 1925-36; inspecting protected trees on private land for felling
licence applications; and planting village forests, with the department
giving guidance (this was at the experimental stage). In addition, Sale
planned: the experimental fixation of sand dunes in the Beersheba Sub-
District to control inland dunes and produce improved vegetation for
fodder; experimental development to be carried out at the Khreibe
State Forest (or Al Khureiba, Haifa Sub-District) — the only State
Domain allocated to the Forests Department; the reconnaissance of
areas requiring urgent work, such as at Ya‘bad Forest (Jenin Sub-
District) and the ‘Anabta Valley (Tulkarm Sub-District; activities had
been suspended due to the prevailing insecure conditions during the
Arab Rebellion); and, lastly, nursery plants to be issued gratis to other
Government departments and to the public.%®

For the ‘Interim Period’ of Government decentralisation, until
the Village Councils became operative, Sale recommended that staff
be trained in Trans-Jordan, and that all scrub oak areas in reserves be
declared Closed Forest Areas. He felt ‘very much in the air’, and
wanted to see policy implemented.® But his department was too small
to sit on the powerful decision-making Executive Council, instead
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it had to rely on the Agricultural Department to represent it. Sale
had to argue through Chief Secretary William D. Battershill to
Wauchope. Battershill was unimpressed, and wanted the Forests
Department abolished; its costs were slated as ‘largely wasted’.”
Wauchope criticised Sale’s Interim Plan, saying it inferred that he
wanted the department ‘to go full blast’ rather than be minimised as
the High Commissioner had requested.”

The Forests Department survived the Arab Rebellion. Schemes
were now adopted singly, concentrating on soil erosion, Special Areas,
sand dune fixation and grazing control. The Rebellion years witnessed
the destruction of four nurseries by Arabs, including the large one at
Acre (see, Table 23), and ‘left a legacy of encroachments’, causing the
loss of many hill forest reserves, for example, near Kidna in the Hebron
Sub-District (see, Appendix 36). In the place of expensive plantings,
the department was to focus more on vegetation; and the regeneration
of village forests was to be encouraged.”

Changes Instigated during the Arab Revolt, 1936-39

Many fundamental changes occurred during 1936-39, being the period
of the Arab Revolt. Immediately on the department’s foundation,
Palestine was sectioned into two Forestry Divisions, covering nine
ranges to facilitate plans and work. The Northern Division, with its
headquarters in Haifa, included the Acre-Safad, Nazareth-Tiberias,
Jenin-Beisan, Nablus-Tulkarm, Zikhron [Ya’aqov], and Haifa Ranges.
The Southern Division had its headquarters in Jerusalem, and was made
up of the Jerusalem (with Bethlehem, Ramallah and Jericho), Jaffa (with
Ramle and Gaza), and Hebron (with Beersheba) Ranges.”

Sale also introduced four kinds of Closed Forest Areas to enable
their cheaper management and grazing control: experimental, special,
productive and general (see, Appendix 37). During the Revolt, surveying
continued only intermittently, but demarcation work had to be stopped
due to the dangers the staff faced in the countryside.”

The Land Issue

One of the major problems hindering planning was land ownership
and use. In 1936, Sale simplified the forestry land categories into
eight. He wanted land use changes to occur towards the higher categories
(see, Appendix 38).7 The Conservator of Forests initiated a land policy,
emphasising the rapid settlement of titles in order to safeguard
reserves, but Sale came into direct conflict with the local population
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Table 23. Forestry Nurseries in Palestine, 1922-48

No. of Departmental
Year Nurseries Plantations Free Issue Total
1922-23 19 (6 flying) - - 714,000
1923-24 - - - 519,000
1924-25 - - - 622,000
1925-26 - - - 1,011,000
1926-27 - - - 1,027,000
1927-28 - - - 1,030,000
1928-29 21 608,000 778,000 1,386,000
1929-30 14 1,177,000 116,000 1,293,000
1930-31 14 1,088,000 162,000 1,250,000
1931-32 12 845,000 112,000 957,000
1932-33 13 989,000 220,000 1,209,000
1933-34 13 1,000,000 500,000 1,500,000
1934-35 14 1,100,000 400,000 1,500,000
1935-36 14 905,000 345,000 1,250,000
1936-37 10 1,338,000 423,000 1,761,000
1937-38 10 1,152,000 767,000 1,919,000
1938-39 9 144,000 520,000 664,000
193940 9 283,000 738,000 1,021,000
194041 12 926,000 439,000 1,365,000
1941-42 - 968,000 489,000 1,457,000
1942-43 - 806,000 565,000 1,371,000
194344 15 725,000 404,000 1,129,000
1944-45 13 106,000 1,215,000 1,321,000
1945-46 13 110,000 1,400,000 1,510,000
194647 11 1,079,000 1,715,000 2,794,000
194748 15° - - 3,977,000

* Two not yet productive.

Five per cent of plants raised were conifers, 30% were evergreens, and 20% deciduous.
Seventy-five per cent of plants were raised in tins or pots, the remainder in beds or rows.
Source: Compiled from Department of Forests, Annual Report, 1947 (Palestine: Palestine Govern-
ment, 1948), p. 6; and A.Y. Goor, Acting Conservator of Forests, to PJ. Loftus, Chief Secretary’s
Office (CSO), 28 May 1947: ISA/Gp7/F/3/25/1/4164.

and the District Administration, which openly disapproved of his
policy. He disdainfully observed that they tended ‘to regard Forest
Reserves as waste land’ held by his department until required by
another department, agency or person. For example, in 1936, the
5,143 dunams of carob-planted Closed Forest Area of Balad esh Sheikh
near Haifa was alienated from forestry for a housing ‘development’
scheme. This was to alleviate the overcrowding of seasonal labourers

employed in Haifa.”* Encroachments were going to ‘turn [Sale’s] hair
2 77

grey’.
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It was also difficult to convince the Courts of the validity of forest
reserves. In 1936, for instance, 56 forest reserves were not legally recog-
nised. Furthermore, the Arabs suspected that the reserves would be
given to the Jews under Article 6 of the Mandate, which stipulated that
the Government was to ‘encourage’ the close settlement by Jews on State
and waste lands (see, Appendix 1).”* The Arabs fought many Govern-
ment claims of land being State Domain, and often complained of
these claims. A villager from Deir Abu Mash‘al in the Ramallah Sub-
District, for example, strongly contested the Forests Department’s
assertion that 705 dunams of land near the village were State Domain
to be given over to its control.”” Whilst the Arabs mainly contested
land titles, the Jews carried out their own afforestation works and
schemes, backed by the bulwark of the Jewish National Fund. They
kept a close watch on British forestry activities, maintaining records.®
There was a ‘perfect scramble’ for land between the rulers, the Arabs
and the Jews, with many areas claimed as State Domain (see, Maps 18
and 19). In 1942, a policy was at last approved permitting settled State
Domain to be allocated to the Forests Department (see, Appendix 39).
Integral to this policy was that village forests be planted where possi-
ble, even on quite productive land, with the villagers doing the work
in order to keep costs low.®! Closer co-operation with the District
Administration in choosing reserves eventually improved relations
with the department in the 1940s.2 An essential amendment was
sought to the 1926 Forests Ordinance, facilitating the procedure to
declare forest reserves or Closed Forest Areas. The amendment
prescribed that the onus of proof of ownership of land within a forest
reserve now rests with the private claimant. Hitherto, in prosecution
for trespass on land declared by a proclamation to be forest reserve,
the onus of proof of title had lain with the prosecution.®* Both Sale and
the Director of Land Settlement, Maurice C. Bennett, had fought for
this shift in the amendment in order to make it more difficult for
claimants to make a case for ownership.*

In response to Sale’s urgent requests to settle the title of reserves,
the Director of the Land Settlement Department prior to Jardine,
Bennett, extended his programme to include villages with large forest
areas adjoining places most affected by the 1940 Land Transfers
Regulations restricting Jewish land purchases to delimited zones. Land
Settlement was therefore to be notably carried out in the Haifa
Sub-District, the Hills, and those parts of the Gaza District which gave
rise for concern to Sale. Systematic rather than piecemeal settlement
was planned, but a shortage of surveyors meant the process was still
slow.®
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Forest Reserves, 1927
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In protecting forest reserves, Sale, who had to deal with various
authorities and interests, especially the District staff’s parochial
concerns, employed local guards who were loath to act against their
own kin. He also had to make constant allowances for the Arab—Jewish
conflict over land.* The practicality of overseeing scattered reserves
with unsettled titles meant many were cancelled, such as the Tiberias
Sub-District Closed Forest Area of Wadi Tuffah (Al Mughar Village),
which was too narrow and difficult to guard.¥” During the period
1936-39, Sale successfully decided on a forestry policy that became a
guideline, though it was accepted only in principle, and was whittled
away by the Rebellion. But ‘no real development of the Department’
was possible.®

The Second World War, 1939-45

The years of the Second World War presented yet new challenges to
the Forests Department, beginning with an emphasis on policy related
to soil erosion, grazing control, sand dune fixation and the meeting of
wartime wood demands. In August 1939, Colonial Secretary Malcolm
J. MacDonald (1935 and 1938-40) sent a circular around governmental
departments in the British Empire requesting that soil conservation be
given priority.” Sale formulated a soil conservation policy in December
1939, culminating in the creation of the Soil Conservation Board in
August 1940. The Board oversaw the drafting and enactment of the
Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance, 1941.° In January
1940, the Chief Secretary noted that the current financial and political
situation meant that the Forests Department’s activities had to be cur-
tailed. In response, Sale suggested focusing on ‘Special Areas’. After some
initial resistance, fearing local reactions, Lydda’s District Commissioner
R.E.H. Crosbie, who was influential among his peers, supported Sale.”
The Board increased its activities in soil conservation, and helped enforce
the Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance, encouraging
the collection of much-needed basic data.

The Colonial Development Fund Scheme

In May 1940, Sale presented a proposal for a ten-year forestry develop-
ment scheme to remedy the countryside, to be financed by the CDFE.
Though similar to the 1938 scheme, it was more limited in scope. A
two-year preparatory period was required to train staff, build forest
stations and prepare working plans. Land would be bought, its soils
ameliorated and planted, and nurseries and a school built for the follow-
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ing: sand dune plantations (100,000 dunams; thatis, 10,000 planted/year);
plantations along the edge of the Jordan River (5,000 dunams); Carmel
plantations (10,000); mountain plantations (5,000); natural forests under
management (320,000); and terracing (2,000).

However, cutbacks in Government finances and criticisms that the
plan was too ambitious had Sale reapplying for CD&W funding,
although solely for the ‘Sand Dune Fixation Scheme, 1945’ (see, Map
20). Dune fixation was to ‘completely change’ the locality’s appearance,
with up to 350,000 dunams to be fixed, trees and hedges planted as
barriers and stabilisers, and grazing controlled, all providing much
needed employment. But it was only in February 1947 that the scheme
was approved in principle.”

Wartime Wood Supplies

Palestine endured serious wood shortages throughout the Second
World War because of the Mediterranean blockade. Up until then, it
had relied almost entirely on imports, and its major sources included
Romania, Poland, Russia, Turkey, Germany and India.” Its already
exhausted forests and scrubs were therefore more severely exploited
during the War, a situation worsened by increased food demands and
high prices, which led to more clearings and cultivation. The British
Army, stationed in the country, was the biggest timber consumer,
particularly the Royal Engineers; followed by match, then plywood,
factories. To protect and control forest exploitation, a ‘Utilization [‘U’]
Section’ was set up in January 1941. The Army occasionally contracted
with unscrupulous local merchants who got their wood from fellabeen.**
Its members also felled trees illegally, for example, at Bab al Wad for
the officers’ mess. The ‘U’ Section ominously estimated that Palestine’s
forests would be depleted within 18 months, as supplies had to meet
industrial demands, many for the war effort.”

The Forests Department could do little to control wood-cutting.
The inferiority of the country’s wood led to its more intensive exploita-
tion by industries. There was partial success gained by the Forests
Department in supporting the substitution of oil for firewood and
brushwood in lime-kilns, as the number of oil-kilns increased from one
in 1943 to 40 in 1944. In May 1944, the Director of War Production
began encouraging the use of oil burners for the 200-plus bread-ovens
in existence, the latter of which each consumed 35,000 tons of brush-
wood annually. Afforestation activities were hampered because large
amounts of cheaper seeds could no longer be purchased from Syria
(especially) and the Lebanon due to disruptions in relations between
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Sale’s CD&W ‘Sand Dune Fixation Scheme, 1945
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the two countries and Palestine during the War.” The Forests Depart-
ment’s main war record, therefore, remained in protective works.”

Towards the War’s End and the Impact of the War Years

The Sixth Viscount Field Marshal John S.S.P.V. Gort (1944-45), who
replaced Harold MacMichael as Palestine’s High Commissioner in
1944, expressed much interest in forestry. However, this did not
prevent the Forests Department from once again being targeted for
‘considerable decentralization’, and its having to relinquish more of its
functions to improve its efficiency; for example, the District staff was
charged with guarding the reserves, whilst the department was to give
technical advice. Although Sale welcomed decentralisation, he resented
the District Commissioners’ increased power and contested it.”® Sale
seemed isolated within the Administration, his Department’s elimination
was once again mooted, but its functions were scaled down instead.”

From 1944 onwards, more attention went into training forest staff,
and a two-year course was organised to teach basic forestry principles
to selected Arab villagers. “The best type of village lads’ were chosen and
trained, and there was some speculation about having a forestry school.!®
Sale was to prepare a short-term policy on training, and a long-term
one as a major development scheme for the CDE."*" But Gort was
criticised for being too enterprising; for example, it was not a supply
of trees that was required, but pest control. The War forced the Forests
Department on the defensive as it tried to impede forest destruction.
In one instance, most of the Habla State Domain, situated as it was,
close to Haifa, had to be given over to villagers because of irreversible
encroachments and chronic housing shortages; and District Commis-
sioners were reluctant to evict squatters.'” Sale acknowledged that his
plans were complex, requiring time, education and propaganda; but,
he wrote, Mediterranean forests needed land-use control and soil
formation prior to afforestation (see, Table 24). Long-established rural
practices had to be interfered with, and ‘a generation or more’ would
be required to change them.!®

One significant wartime scheme begun was the planting of 4,380
dunams of the badly eroded slopes on the western approaches to
Jerusalem as a Special Area. This was taken as an opportunity to
beautify and improve Jerusalem’s surroundings. Propaganda in the pre-
vious years, and explanations given to the mukbtars of Qaluniya, Beit
Iksa, Deir Yasin and Lifta, which were to be affected by the scheme,
resulted in a ‘favourable attitude’ to the plan. The villages’ built-up
areas were excluded, and planting started in 1945.1%
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Table 24. Comparative Data on Land Use (in Round Figures)

Land Use Dunams
Total land area of Palestine 26,000,000
Climatic desert 11,000,000
Land in use for agriculture, urban and other 9,000,000
Uncultivated land (other than climatic desert) 6,000,000
Forest, natural and planted (approx.) 200,000
Ruined forest 1,300,000
Total forest land 1,500,000
Waste land, that is, grazing grounds 4,500,000
Forest Reserves, that is, land brought under Government
management (by virtue of the Forests Ordinance, 1926) 700,000
Closed Forest Areas, that is, 10 per cent of the Forest Reserves 70,000

Special Areas (Declared under the Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention)
Ordinance, 1941)

Tiberias 7,500
Haifa 23,500
Sand Dunes South of Jaffa 57,000
Total 88,000
Under consideration for Special Areas®

Hillsides around Jerusalem 4,300
Deir ‘Amr School lands [Jerusalem Sub-District] 3,000
Ar Rama, Acre Sub-District 2,200

b

Habla lands [Haifa Sub-District] -

? Soil Conservation Board, n.s., n.d.: see file reference below.

b Small’

Source: Sale, Forestry and Soil Conservation in Palestine, 28 November 1944: ISA/Gp7/F/3/24/
4164/Vol.I.

Summarising in 1945, Sale could write of a ‘laudable improvement’
in the District Administration’s attitude towards forestry; however,
there was still no Government policy on the permanent allocation of
land to forestry. Still, 120,000 dunams of uncultivated State Domain
were given over to forestry, and the Lands Department had expanded
title settlement to include uncultivated areas. Nine places were chosen
as Special Areas (see, Map 21). Production forests were increased from
89 dunams before 1936, to 17,891 by 1945. In sylviculture, an ecologist
was successfully appointed in 1944. But no planned village forest
succeeded, and no grazing grounds had been brought under manage-
ment. Soil erosion prevention remained the Forests Department’s top

priority.!®
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The Post-War Years, 1946—48

Sale was transferred to Trinidad in July 1946, but left a legacy, as shown
in Map 22; Amihud Goor (who had changed his name from Amihud
Grasovsky during the Second World War) replaced him, although he
retained the title of Assistant Conservator to the Mandate’s end. Goor’s
was a fortuitous appointment for the Jews because of his connections
with the Haganah, the underground organisation for Jewish self-defence.
Goor, for example, facilitated the removal to Jewish settlements of Acre
Station’s much-valued irrigation pipes.!% In January 1947, the Special
Areas officially came under the management of the Regional Land
Settlement Officer of each district, or of the District Administration.!?”
A Colonial Secretary circular to all Empire forestry departments
asking them to report officially on the Government’s ‘accepted’ (sic)
forestry policy, belatedly forced the Palestine Government in February
1947 to approve its Forests Department’s policy, which had been
formulated over a period of 27 years.!” Soil erosion prevention, sand dune
fixation, and bringing into economic use land not suited to agriculture
and increasing forest production became official policy.!*

In 1947, a ‘Five Year Forestry Plan’ was prepared to complement
an ‘Ideal Forest Policy’ enthusiastically discussed by the Forests Depart-
ment; this plan concentrated on sand dune and hill afforestation. Three
new nurseries were to be built, increasing plant production by
1,500,000, with the same again for a large new central nursery planned
for Qadima, south-east of Nathanya."® All the Forest Officers who
took a surveying course, which included a forestry course, were Arabs
— deliberately chosen so that they would then teach the significance of
forestry to their communities.""! On-going close ties with Cyprus were
exhibited in the idea for a Cypro-Palestinian School of Forestry in
Cyprus; but this was not realised. It was also Cyprus that represented
Palestine at the 1947 London Empire Forestry Conference.!? The
Forests Department’s 1947 Annual Report reiterated Sale’s 1936 policy,
though it made no mention of the ‘Five Year Plan’ or ‘Ideal Policy’, and
no trace was found of their approval. The reportalso did not seta percent-
age for Palestine’s Forest area due to the lack of a land use survey.!"?

Palestine had a ‘very pitiful’ 0.2 per cent of Closed Forest Reserves
(or potential productive forests); of the 15,000,000 dunams of non-
desert land, 700,000 were reserves and, of that, 80,000 (0.2 per cent)
were Closed Forest Areas. The Department now only wanted suitable
land for forestry.""* Experience and experimentation produced a familiar
British imperial pattern of monocultural planting zones — reminders
of German, French, and Indian planned forests — so that the hills were
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characterised by Pinus halepensis, Pinus pinea and Cupressus sempervirens,
the plains by Eucalyptus sp., and the dunes by Acacia cyanophylla. Exotics
were planted for their economic value and ornamentation, but it was the
local pine that became the ‘standard plantation tree’.!® Where possible,
oaks were regenerated from copices found in the Galilee.

A major post-war development for the future of forestry in Palestine
was the publication of the Draft Forests Ordinance, 1948. The new
law was mainly prepared in order to consolidate the 1926 Forests
Ordinance, which had become so unwieldy that Sale often preferred
looking up the legislation of other Empire dependencies.!'¢ “Waste
lands’ were for the first time included, facilitating their afforestation.
Private forest land was also more tightly controlled, stiffer fines were
imposed, and squatters could be evacuated. The Ordinance was to be
a ‘great assistance’ to implementing the ‘restated’ forestry policy of
1946."7 It was planned to be hurriedly rushed through with a whole
body of legislation by the Executive Council in the final days of the
Mandate to ensure a legal structure for the new Arab and Jewish States;
however, it was not enacted.!'

Conclusion

The Department of Forests staff encountered many hurdles both when
forming policy, and when planning and implementing their plans during
1929-48. In 1947, the Mandatory was, in the end, forced to officialise
policy. Ambitious plans were thwarted by political events and budget
cuts that threatened the Forests Department’s very existence. Forestry
also attracted little interest from higher-level Government. However,
Tear, Sale and the Department continued in their duties. As Table 25
shows, most of the reserves and plantations were in the north where
attention was concentrated on hillside erosion. By 1948, though, the
area of State Forest plantations was only 41,214 dunams (compared to
41,366 dunams of private plantations), and in many cases was still
experimental.!"” Like agriculture, technological transfer from the forestry
stations was very limited; as mentioned in the previous chapter, local
girls who worked at Acre Farm did so purely for monetary gain, and
expressed little interest in their tasks.!?’

SOIL EROSION

The prevention of soil erosion consistently ranked as first of the main
forestry policy aims throughout the Mandate. Sale wrote of it as the ‘most
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Table 25. Formation of Plantations, 1920-47

Northern Southern
Division Division
Year (Dunams) (Dunams) Total
1920-21 90 - 90
1922-23 - 437 437
1923-24 544 980 1,524
1924-25 64 402 466
1925-26 30 2,094 2,124
1926-27 479 2,831 3,310
1927-28 1,559 1,500 3,059
1929-30 1,131 200 1,331
1932-33 316 2,044 2,360
1933-34 621 900 1,521
1934-35 1,157 221 1,378
1935-36 858 - 858
1936-37 - 1,200 1,200
1937-38 - 319 319
1940-41 1,494 1,432 2,926
1941-42 342 1,084 1,426
1942-43 539 700 1,239
1943-44 1,433 980 2,413
194445 1,119 352 1,471
1945-46 1,467 3,537 5,004
1946-47 3,034 3,529 6,563
Total 16,277 24,742 41,019

Source: Enclosed with B.D. Zafiren, for Acting Conservator of Forests, to Public Information
Officer, Public Information Office, Jerusalem, 17 June 1947: ISA/Gp7/¥/3/25/1/4164.

important practical measure’ to restore the ruined hills.!?! Hill forest-
cover was necessary to soften and break up rock, and to make the surface
pervious to water, thereby reducing evaporation and permitting soil
formation.

The Soil Conservation Board

Until the Department of Forests came into existence in 1936, forestry
activities were small-scale and unsystematic, and carried out mainly in
response to disasters such as the 1934 Tiberias landslide. Hillside culti-
vation practices by which thin soils were farmed and grazed aggravated
erosion; the hills were gullied and scoured, with grazing posing the
biggest threat, and in the cereal-growing plains, summer grazing of
stubble exposed the soil to wind erosion. To villagers, Sale commented,
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soil was but a ‘static material’: in the Jenin Sub-District, the Arab
village of Umm al Fahm — meaning, ‘Mother of the Charcoal’ — brought
its charcoal from elsewhere, its oak forests having been cut down to
bare rocks.'??

Sale’s 1936 plans had focused on soil and water conservation, and
when forestry activities were reduced during the Arab Revol, soil erosion
became ‘the only excuse’ for his department’s ‘continued existence’. It
was the Colonial Secretary’s 1938 circular to the Empire directing that
soil conservation be made permanent policy, that gave Sale’s scheme
weight.'? Also, international interest had awakened to soil erosion;
Americans, for example, who had lived through the Dust Bowl in the
1930s were publishing a great deal on the subject.

Sale devised a ‘Soil Conservation Policy’ and measures for its imple-
mentation. He berated the Central Administration for its ignorance
about the Hills (estimated at half of Palestine’s habitable area) being
‘practically a desert’. The Government’s control of land-use was required,
either by purchase or legislation. Almost no legislation existed for the
prevention of flooding and soil erosion. Certain areas needed to be
proclaimed ‘Vegetation Reserves’, forbidding grazing in them whilst
cultivation was permitted by licence only. Timber production plantations
were too costly to begin and run, and had therefore to be postponed for
years; however, legislation was passed to ease planning for such schemes
as those prepared for the important Nablus—Tulkarm Valley and the
Lydda and Tel-Aviv catchment areas, where flooding had damaged
roads and rails, disrupting daily and economic life.'** During the period
of the Arab Revoltin 1936-39, insecurity in the countryside and finan-
cial cutbacks meant that little soil conservation work was done, and
most of the effort went into guarding ‘protection forests’ (Special Areas).
Also, the Agricultural Department did little demonstration work on
improved cultivation methods for hill peasants.'”

In January 1940, a Soil Conservation Board chaired by Sale was set
up to co-ordinate departmental and inter-departmental activities.'** By
1944, its membership was made up of: Sale, who was Chairman; Bennett
(Director of Land Settlement); R.C.H. Grieg (Assistant District
Commissioner, Jerusalem); Henry Kendall (Town Planning Adviser);
ER. Mason (Director of Agriculture and Fisheries); S.H. Shaw
(Government Geologist); FH. Taylor (District Engineer, Palestine
Railways, Lydda); PL.O. Guy (Director, British School of Archaeology);
and Dr. A. Reifenberg (Soil Chemist)."?” The Board was to review all
soil erosion-related problems, flooding, silting, and other causes of
damage, and recommend remedial and preventive measures, incor-
porating legislation, publicity and education. Amelioration work by



Forestry 215

terracing, planting windbreaks, the regeneration of vegetation, and oak
copicing would be carried out. Oak was economically valuable, and
most of the scrub oak grew in forest reserves, for example, at Ya‘bad
and Jalama (Jenin Sub-District).!?8

The Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance, 1941 and Special
Areas

"The Board’s legal weapon was the Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention)
Ordinance, 1941, which it drafted after a series of damaging floods in
Tiberias. By this law, land could be inspected and then proclaimed as
a ‘Special Area’, and restrictions could be imposed for land improve-
ments and the prevention of soil erosion.'” Since landowners stood to
benefit from the improvements, no compensation was to be paid them.'*
Sale ensured that regulations drawn up for Special Areas prohibited
grazing, and that cultivation was only permissible after terracing or other
safeguards were in place. Ab antiquo rights were prohibited under Rule
4 of the Special Area Rules. Building on Special Areas was possible if
it did not cause soil erosion."! ‘Special Area’ schemes were small and
adopted singly, with the Forests Department implementing them at
Government expense and the owners retaining any net profits.
Landowners were then encouraged to use the land according to its
‘nature’, for example, for agriculture if it were so suited. These schemes
were the Soil Conservation Board’s overall concern. Approved by the
Colonial Secretary — who was not to be consulted on the Special Areas
Rules (in contrast to the politically sensitive land laws) — the Flooding
and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance was passed in May 1941.132

Data Collection

There was little data on soil erosion in Palestine, so, in 1932, Tear initi-
ated the methodical collection of information from across the country:
a process which Sale continued to encourage. To help develop the
forestry staff’s knowledge of erosion, during 1936-37 Grasovsky
toured Nigeria, the Sahara, Algeria, Morocco, America, Japan, Java,
Malaya, Ceylon and India, and took a course on erosion and soil forma-
tion at Oxford’s Imperial Forestry Institute.'”> Whilst anti-soil erosion
work was carried out before 1936, with hillsides being planted in
connection with terracing for horticulture, vegetable-growing and
viticulture, only limited references were made to it prior to 1932.
Determined to deal with the problem, Tear asked all forest rangers
in 1932 to report damages caused by rains to terraces, plantations, trees,
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roads, and so on. The Fourth Empire Forestry Conference held in
South Africa in 1935 was specifically devoted to soil erosion:!* that year,
the Mandatory set in motion a preliminary survey of the extent of soil
erosion and water run-off, and Tear included ‘Research on Soil Erosion’
as a new item in the Forest Service’s budget estimates. He also listed
questions for voluntary ‘observers’ living in different parts of Palestine,
and the staff of other Government departments participated in gath-
ering data on soil erosion.' In addition, a complementary scheme of
experiments on erosion was set up.

The most outstandingly consistent reports were those from Lydda’s
Palestine Railways District Engineer, FH. Taylor, who regularly sent
detailed accounts of the devastation caused by flooding to Wadi Sarar
and Wadi Jindas in the Shephelah (Lowlands) region between Jerusalem
and the coast. His abiding interest in the problem earned him a place
on the Soil Conservation Board. Joseph Weitz of the Jewish National
Fund was also made an observer."*¢ Quarterly ‘Forestry Reports’ prepared
by forest rangers supplied more detailed information on weather
conditions, plantation and nursery works, forestry works and forest
offences. Particularly vulnerable places were pinpointed as potential
Special Areas."’

Propaganda and Education on Soil Erosion

The Board used propaganda and formal and informal education to
make farmers aware of soil erosion. Demonstration work at nurseries
and by officers helped urge farmers to ‘plough along contours, to build
contour walls and terraces, to plant windbreaks and hedgerow trees to
protect vegetation from grazing’."*® A booklet by Taylor was published
by the Board in Arabic and English called, Save Our Soil — or SOS.
Despite costs, Taylor succeeded in having illustrations included, argu-
ing that they made up 50 per cent of the book’s value.’*” The first
photograph showed a “Iypical English Countryside’, with gently rolling
hills. Was ‘England’s green and pleasant land’ to be built in Jerusalem?
A map of Palestine’s eroded areas that ‘should be’ planted with trees
was also added (Plate 9). Taylor closed on an evangelical note, urging
the reader to do their ‘part in saving and improving the country’.'*
The Board and Forests Department jointly published educational and
propaganda calendars, too, which let it be known that the pictured
‘typical Palestine hillside is neither beautiful nor useful’, as grazing had
caused soil erosion (Plate 10).
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Plate 9. Taylor’s Booklet on Soil Erosion: Save Our Soil, (Acronym, SOS).
Source: FH. Taylor, Save Our Soil: A booklet explaining the dangers of Soil Erosion which threaten the
prosperity of Palestine and the remedies which can cure it (Jerusalem: Soil Conservation Board, n.d.

[1944?]), p. 18 and opp. p. 34.
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(b) “The Hill Tops are covered with Trees, the slopes are Terraced and the Valley is levelled and
carefully ploughed’.

Plate 10. Was ‘England’s green and pleasant land’ to be Built in Jerusalem?

Source: Soil Conservation Board and Department of Forests Calendar, 1943, enclosed: Sale,
Manuscript Collections, RHL/MSS.Medit.s.23.

The Bodleian Library, University of Oxford, Rhodes House. G.N. Sale, Manuscript Collections,
Mss.Medit.s.23.
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Special Areas Case Study: Tiberias

By 1948, nine Special Areas had been declared under the Flooding
and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance, 1941 (see, Appendices 40 and
41, and Map 21). The first of these was Tiberias Slope, declared on
15 September 1941 (the others were at Jaffa—Rishon—Wadi Rubin,
Haifa [Carmel Section], Deir ‘Amr, Ar Rama, Jerusalem [Western
Approaches], Habla, Khan Yunis, and At Tureibe-Qurnub). Heavy
floods resulted from topographical, meteorological and human factors,
regularly causing severe damage to Tiberias town. High evaporation
from the Sea of Galilee caused heavy rainfall, termed ‘cloudbursts’;'#!
the rainwaters then rushed in torrents down the bare hillsides, deposit-
ing large amounts of soil, stones and boulders — some over two metres
wide — in Tiberias below. Severe cloudbursts occurred in 1929, 1933,
1935, 1936 and 1940, with considerable loss of life and damage: in
1933, for example, 36 people were killed, and houses and agricultural
land were destroyed. The hills formed a wide bay-like depression
above Tiberias, with mud-floods rather than water causing most of the
damage (Plate 11).

All attempts at protecting Tiberias and its main road had failed,
hence Tear’s recommendations for urgent afforestation to stop hillside
erosion, and that the whole Kinneret-Tiberias-Migdal area come
under a flood control scheme. Wauchope accepted Tear’s proposals,
however, land ownership problems delayed their implementation.'#
Experimental plantings were initially made in the area’s six forest
reserves, but Sale wanted control of the entire Tiberias basin to ensure
the success of his plans, so that a larger area had to be purchased. He
argued that in one year, £1,500 was spent on clearing flood debris
‘which afforestation would retain on the slopes’.'# Contour trench
terraces, or ‘gradoni’, were built and planted, and the 7,000-dunam
Tiberias catchment area was divided into five working blocks. The
Forests Department tried convincing farmers to cultivate their land to
form a vegetation cover instead of leaving it fallow, as they sometimes
preferred to do.'*

The steepest slopes were afforested, resulting in an almost total
vegetation cover, and treated areas closed to grazing were unaffected by
heavy rains. The scheme’s main aims were therefore realised, as Tiberias
town was protected, hill soils were restored, and the whole site was
beautified by the plantation; however, guarding it from grazing remained
a problem (Plates 11 and 12).1%
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(a) The Tiberias—Samakh Road. The road’ left side is blocked by boulders; the right part below
the Plantation is clear from boulders.

(c) Acacia cyanophylla, One Year Old, on a ‘Gradoni’ Terrace.

Plate 11. Terracing and Planting the Tiberias Special Area.

Source: Enclosure, file, Flooding and Soil Conservation Scheme, Tiberias Slopes, (1946?):
ISA/CSO2/AF/31/1/41/21.
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Conclusion

The Department of Forests mostly expressed its ‘imagined country’ in
its soil conservation works. The Soil Conservation Board tackled soil
erosion by having the Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention)
Ordinance enacted in 1941 and by starting the Special Areas scheme.
Its works directly influenced the formation, by the Jews in April 1945,
of the Public Committee for Soil Conservation in Palestine.!* In 1945,
Sale put a separate head in the CDF application for hill plantations to
prevent erosion, but as noted, dune fixation became the main focus.'¥
Throughout, the problem of grazing outweighed achievements.

GRAZING

In his booklet, Szve Our Soil, Taylor rather ignominiously declared the
Palestine goat, ‘Public Enemy No. 1.1 Afforestation ‘in a new world’
would permit the ‘substitution of the cow’.'* Palestine had patches of
grassland and no real pasture, since its sub-tropical climate was too dry
for juicy grasses to grow. Goats were the only animals capable of
producing milk from the deeply-rooted rough weeds and twigs that
grew. Large tracts of land were denuded to sheer rock due to ‘uncon-
trolled and injudicious grazing practices’, as overgrazing gave maximum
immediate benefits to livestock owners.!>

The Development of a Policy on Grazing

Dowson stated early on that grazing had to be controlled in order for
forestry to proceed, but until agriculture was improved and fodder
grown, the goat was to be accommodated. Whilst only three per cent
of the Arab population was engaged in animal husbandry, stock-owning
was a material supplement in the rural economy."”! Arab-owned stock
were extensively pastured on poor quality fodder, whilst the Jews raised
mainly high-grade cattle of Friesian crosses, kept under modern
conditions."*? The following section focuses on Arab-owned livestock,
therefore, since the British mainly concerned themselves with this.
Arab goats and sheep supplied meat and milk, and cattle, camels,
mules and donkeys were used for draught, transport, and in agriculture.
"To stave off erosion, Forestry Officers could only issue licences and fine
illegal graziers in forest reserves. In 1934, for instance, about 5,250,000
dunams were open to grazing all year round, of which only 289,155
were reserves. Of the latter, only 8,000 dunams were planted and that
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in the Hill Country. The entire forest reserve area made up less than
six per cent of Palestine’s total grazing grounds.!>:

Sale was the first to concentrate on the problem of grazing. He
argued that vegetation could either be used to build up forests and
improve the soil, ‘07’ (sic) to nourish animals — not both — and that well-
managed grazing grounds could produce at least twice as much fodder
as the current ones."** Sale’s separate plan for fodder production aimed
at protecting existing vegetation and increasing production per dunam,
favouring the nutritious carob and Prosopis. Sale supported the Agri-
cultural Department’s attempts to have mountain goats replaced by
‘well-bred’ ones, and within this context prepared his elaborate plan
for managing grazing grounds (see, Appendix 34). No laws specifically
dealt with grazing, so Ottoman Land Laws were used to interpret
grazing rights.'”

Grazing rights connected to land disputes ‘principally since the
British occupation’ were vague, the most contentious being over
unowned land. These ‘unowned lands’ were prima facie unassigned
State Domain, and described by the Administration as a ‘misnomer for
an alleged [sic] unhampered, unlimited right to feed animals on natural
vegetation growing on any land’, especially unassigned waste lands,
swamps, forests, and so on. Villagers also claimed rights for wood-
cutting, watering and pitching up their tents on such lands. Claimants
alleged that the lands were ‘matruka’, that is, for public use such as
communal pastures and, hence, often won the support of the Civil
Court. Sale strongly disputed the assignment of grazing rights for
matruka and mewat (unoccupied hill, scrub and grazing grounds not
held by title deed) lands, claiming they were State Domain; but he was
unable to sway the Courts.!*

The Bedouins and the Reality of Controls on lllegal Grazing

Despite the existing legislation, it was difficult to control the actual
grazing of animals, as Bedouins and husbandmen moved herds across
international and internal borders, for example to and from Syria,
bringing with them the associated problems of disease and overgrazing.
Although, in October 1937, an Agreement had been signed with Syria
for the control of livestock movement for grazing, it had little effect,
as shown in the previous chapter, as the borders were treacherous and
hard to patrol.’’

Whilst the Bedouin Control Ordinance, No. 18, 1942, was passed
to control nomadic tribes — especially as regards the ‘rapid’ enforcement
of collective responsibility for raids and robberies — it also helped restrict
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their movement and therefore their livestock’s. It took 20 years to impose
official controls on the Bedouins, who were estimated to number
50-60,000. Their flocks ‘roamed ... extensively about Palestine’. Over
time, the Mandatory increasingly restricted their movements."”® The
first of the stipulations in the ordinance gave the District Commis-
sioners the power to restrict the Bedouins’ movement:

Exercise general control and supervision over all or any nomadic
tribes or tribesmen, superintend their movements, and wherever
he considers it necessary direct them to go, or not to go, or to
remain in, any special area for any specified period.'’

International boundaries, the 1942 Ordinance, and forestry activities
therefore combined to disrupt Bedouin migratory habits, confining them
to enclaves — as Ghazi Falah’s study on the Galilee Bedouins illustrates.!s
British land laws in Palestine only recognised ownership after Title
Settlement, and the Administration’s own Cadastral Survey, begun in
1921, which demarcated tribal boundaries on maps, made specific what
had for centuries been oral tradition. The Forests Ordinances and the
forest reserves system also disturbed Bedouin land ownership claims
and use. Falah showed how some Bedouin groups set up new settle-
ments on the edges of Closed Forest Areas from which they had been
forced, as land use conflict increased between forestry and grazing.'®!
The Restriction of Bedouin movement limited their flocks to smaller
grazing areas.

Falah also argued that due to yearly declarations of forest reserves
during 1925-47 — mainly in the Northern Division (52 per cent) —
‘extensive internal boundaries within bedouin grazing pastures’, were
created. The ‘Arab Subaih Bedouin of Mount Tabor, for example,
deliberately settled down to establish ownership to land disputed with
the British. In addition, Falah contended that Government policy
favoured sedentarisation and that the Bedouin Control Ordinance was
applied to contain Bedouin movement, for example, by the Qazaq
Tribe around Tiberias, to safeguard the Tiberias Special Area. He
observed, too, that the District Commissioners supported sedentari-
sation. The British were undoubtedly important in introducing Bedouin
sedentarisation to cope with their mobility in the context of the new
frontiers and the Mandatory Administration.'®?

But Falah does not discuss certain aspects of the reality of controlling
illegal grazing (and therefore Bedouin movement) to any great extent.
The British could not in fact get a handle on illegal grazing and many
conflicts arose between Sale and the District staft over the issue. For
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example, each spring, large numbers of camels would be driven from
around Beersheba to the Jericho area. Sale deprecated the Jerusalem
District Commissioner’s suggestion that the Allenby State Closed
Forest Area, a reserve near Jericho, be opened to grazing. The
Commissioner wrote to him that ‘an Arab will go a long way actually
and metaphysically to save the life of his camel’, and warned against
showing ‘a lack of sympathy’. But Sale held fast to the small 1,300-
dunam Allenby State Forest. “The attitude of the forester towards his
trees closely resembles that of the Arab towards his camel’, he retorted,
and executing forestry policy depended on the District Administra-
tion’s ‘undeviating cooperation’; he added that, in such instances, the
Police should be called.'®®

Attempts at setting up managed grazing grounds in the Beersheba
area remained at the experimental stage, achieving ‘little or nothing’.
Sale complained that schemes approved by the Chief Secretary could
often only be tried out in his officers’ spare time. In 1947, illegal grazing
was still widely reported, even in the Special Areas, such as Tiberias,
where a single ghaffir (guard) was posted to supervise an area of 7,500
dunams.'** Forestry had made some impression on the local populatlon
however, as when one Nasri Issa Juha of Bethlehem asked permission
to cut grass for his cattle, undertaking ‘not to cause any harm’ to the
area’s trees.' But, despite the forest reserves system, illegal grazing was
in the main unchecked.

Animal Enumeration as an Indicator of Grazing Practices

Animal enumeration records show the ‘extreme hardship’ suffered by
herdsmen in drought years, which left District staff apprehensive of
supporting forestry policy against illegal grazing, and the stock-owners’
clear inability to pay the Animal Tax indicates the continued perceived
necessity for illegal grazing. The Animal Enumeration and Animal Tax
(or Aghnam) Government files are thick with examples of the impact
of drought on local livestock, which obliged the British to remit the
tax. Up to 90 per cent of a village’s or individual’s livestock could be
lost in a season; the situation being particularly bad in the hill areas.
In 1933, for example, severe drought caused a 75 per cent loss of village
and nomad livestock in and around Safad, as reported by the mukhtars
who collated data for the Aghnam and Animal Enumeration in the
month before tax assessment (see, Table 26).166

Palestine’s High Commissioners regularly signed tax remissions and
sought credit for hard-hit stock-owners; after the 1933 drought, 75 per
cent of the Aghnam was remitted. Livestock Censuses as part of the
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Table 26. Sheep and Goat Enumeration: All of Palestine, 192643

Date of Enumeration Sheep over 1 Year Goats over 1 Year
1926 (All of Palestine) 290,854 571,289b
1928 - 226,661° 367,730
1932 - 205,478 316,289
1934 . 157,235 321,983
1937 - 177,838 307,316
1942 (Jewish-owned) 19,120 10,774
1943 (Arab-owned)? 190,283 288,523
1943 (Beersheba Sub-District) 34,659° 26,079°
194243 (Combined) 244,062 625,376

* Excluding Beersheba Sub-District.

b Tax Collectors’ figures.

Source: Office of Statistics, Enumeration of Livestock, 1943, Special Bulletin, No. 9, For Official Use
Only (Palestine: Palestine Government, n.d. [1944?]), p. 5; figures are according to owner’s abode
and not to where animals were found at time of enumeration, see p. 1: enclosed in:
ISA/Gp27/G204/2625/Vol.VIL.

World Agricultural Census were held in 1930, 1932, 1934, 1937 - 1936
was missed because of the Arab Revolt. The War delayed the next census
to 1943. Enumeration was carried out because of the Ottoman Aghnam
Law of 1905 making annual stock counts compulsory. Enumerations
were inaccurate, however, since mukbtars sometimes filled in forms
incorrectly, or were reluctant to report on their kin, fearing that they
might have to pay higher taxes.'” Only with ‘strong military escorts’
could more accurate enumerations be ensured.'*

Sale wanted to change grazing practices from extensive to intensive,
as the declared forestry policy was to prevent soil erosion by conserving
grazing ground soils, by increasing fodder, and by improving grazing
stock by substituting sheep and/or cows for goats, and by bettering
goat breeds. Closure sometimes proved effective. The gradual replace-
ment of the humble Palestine goat by its neighbour, the Damascus
goat, was planned, with striking portraits of the latter being published
as the higher grade animal, yielding more meat and milk.'®

Hence, Falah’s assessment that the British partly controlled Bedouin
movement, and pushed for their sedentarisation, must be squared with
the reality of drought and District staff concerns for their plight; also,
locally recruited staft preferred to put kith and kin before Government,
so that illegal grazing continued to be widely practised. Fencing reserves
was ineffectual, as herders broke through to let their animals graze.
Although Government-instigated sedentarisation certainly occurred,
the Bedouins’ sense of being ‘fenced in’ which Falah remarks on,'”
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therefore, was probably more often psychological than actual during
the Mandate when considered against the Forests Department’s
limited strength and the Land Courts’ sympathy for the Bedouins.

The Shepherds (Licensing) Ordinance, 1946

To gain greater control over grazing, it was decided to deal directly
with the herders through the Shepherds (Licensing) Ordinance, 1946.
This provided for a licensing system permitting only ‘fit and proper’
persons aged ten and above to graze goats and sheep. The High
Commissioner was empowered to make rules setting a limit on the
number of animals herded by one shepherd at any one time; fees; and
the validity date for each licence. These licences were applicable solely
to ‘grazing control areas ... especially in areas customarily grazed by
Bedouin tribes’, because it could not be practically applied to the whole
of Palestine. Licences were required for grazing in ‘Grazing Control
Areas’.!"! Sale proposed a scheme for more accurate records of goats,
intending to reduce numbers to 100,000 of better quality stock. On
27 September 1946, it was decided to apply the Shepherds (Licensing)
Ordinance to at least one area in each of the districts, and to have the
goats tagged. On 1 January 1948, the ordinance was finally applied to
the whole of the Galilee District and to one selected area in each of
the other five districts, and shepherds had to wear their licences as discs
in the Control Areas. The number of livestock permitted in each
area was set according to prevailing conditions, but could not exceed
100 sheep, goats, camels, horses, donkeys and cows, which seemed
unrealistic.!”

Although the scheme was ‘strictly’ experimental, the District
Commissioners feared that if the United Nations’ decision to partition
Palestine proved to be ‘unpopular’, then the whole programme would
be seen as yet ‘another infringement’ of liberty, ‘arbitrarily imposed by
a dictatorial Government’.!” But the scheme was continued as the
Forests Department expected by now that it would be met with
the same hostility as other activities of the Mandatory. The tags and
discs were made of weak metal and easily got lost, and shepherds hid
their flocks to avoid enumeration. Around Bethlehem, for example,
3,354 goats in seven villages were tagged, but only 1,260 enumerated,
a difference of 37.5 per cent. It was estimated overall that Palestine
had about 750,000 goats. Help from tax-collectors and other officers
in enforcing the Shepherds (Licensing) Ordinance was not enough,
as many more guards were needed for the new law to have any
impact.'”
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Conclusion

"The Shepherds Ordinance was introduced just before the Mandate’s end
and had no influence. Grazing Control Areas were only suggested and
many were changed, so no definitive list can be made of them or their
size or geography. Artificial pastures remained experimental and only
in Jewish settlements did they have any success. Studies to improve
pastures (including research undertaken at the Hebrew University),
were simply too small-scale and villagers did not co-operate a great
deal. Though the area of intensive cultivation (unrecorded) in the hills
and plains increased through irrigation, terracing and closure, in 1947
Dr R.O. Whyte, who reported on Palestine’s pasturage, could only
note that, ‘there is no evidence that the number of grazing animals is
decreasing’. More animals were feeding on smaller areas, and ‘all
attempts to introduce a scheme’ to reduce the number of goats ‘has so

far failed’.!”s

SAND DUNE FIXATION

Wandering dunes threatened fertile soils, villages, roads, and rail and
telegraph lines, and blocked up estuaries, thus producing marshes. The
Ottomans had earlier attempted to deal with this problem.!”s An analysis
is given here of British dune fixation in the context of forestry policy
and implementation problems.'””

Physical Factors

The dunes covered over 350,000 dunams of much of the coast, from
the Bay of Acre in the north, to Rafah in the south. Their origin was
uncertain, one theory stating that Nile sands were deposited in the
Mediterranean and then shifted north-east to Palestine.'”® Conditions
in the north differed from those in the south. In the north, the sand
belt was narrower, ranging from 40 metres to two kilometres in width,
and the dunes were only two to three metres high, combined with salt
marshes, causing a fragmented pattern of vegetation. The annual rain-
tall of 580 millimetres was also greater than in the south.!” In contrast,
almost all the area from Jaffa to the Sinai had wandering dunes of
‘formidable mass’, producing undulating sand-hills in a north-easterly
direction. Some dunes extended over an area of seven kilometres
inland and travelled 50 centimetres to two metres each year. They
encroached on fertile soils, and ‘overwhelmed’ villagers, who were
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obliged to retreat. Proximity to the south’s desert country ensured an
abundant supply of sand. Low rainfalls, averaging 417 millimetres a
year, and the traditional practice of exploiting dune vegetation for fuel
and pasture, left the area denuded of natural forest. The water-table
was at sea level near the coast, and 25 metres below ground inland.
Vegetation was more varied than in the north, and ‘substantial areas’
of dense plant and grass networks grew. In addition, the southern
coastline was more regular than in the north, and a continuous series
of dune cliffs alternated with unbroken stretches of sandy foreshore.
Foresters claimed from experience that soil movements in Palestine
were ‘largely’ due to overgrazing and the destruction of vegetation
cover: finer soils were blown away, leaving sand residues that became
moving dunes.

Heeding the geographical differences, the Forest Service in 1921
ensured separate dune nurseries at Acre and Gaza. The British saw dune
reclamation as being ‘of considerable economic importance’, and wanted
urgent action to support the country’s growing population and its fuel,
timber and pasture demands, and to deal with rising land values. Being
more costly than normal afforestation, dune fixation was set aside as
mainly State work. In 1922, a policy was quickly formed to stop dune
encroachment on arable land, to thereby return the land to economic
use, and to leave waterways open.'*

The Sand Drift Ordinance, 1922

To implement this policy and ‘compel action’ by villagers threatened
by dunes, the Sand Drift Ordinance, 1922, was enacted. However, by
1946, the ordinance was found to have been invoked only twice, and
with little success. Goor suggested its cancellation, stating that the
Forests Ordinance of 1926 was sufficient, unless the Agricultural
Department wanted to apply it in conditional leases. The ordinance
was mainly aimed at dune reclamation for cultivation: the Chief Forest
Officer was empowered to stop dune drift or reclaim land, and could
operate in any area where he concluded that sand threatened its agri-
culture. Males above 15 years of age had to work a maximum of six
days a year in dune fixation, and the mukhtar was to supply the
labour and monies towards expenses, as requested by the Officer.
Landowners refusing to co-operate risked losing their land to the
State. Land reclaimed by a village was deemed matruka to be set aside
for the village’s benefit, subject to private claims. The Officer was
also empowered to make rules for planting, watering and protection,
for the mukbtars’ duties, and for other matters he judged needed
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regulating. The Government could in this way undertake any works
it saw as necessary, regardless of a village’s, company’s or individual’s
willingness to co-operate.!®!

By 1933, however, the ordinance had become so unpopular that it
drew Tear’s criticism. He pointed out that it had been drafted at a single
sitting, and that the labour and monetary clauses ‘are unworkable in
practice’, as activities were often scheduled during ‘normal cultivation’
when farmers were at their busiest. Furthermore, until Land Settle-
ment was completed, landowners could not be controlled. However,
because of Palestine’s large dune area, the Colonial Office opposed
the redrafting or cancellation of the ordinance. London also felt that the
ordinance could have been invoked more often. The ordinance remained
intact, therefore, as a safeguard for assistance and some funding
from affected villages if needed. It was in any case superseded by the
Flooding and Soil Erosion (Prevention) Ordinance, 1941. Such sand
drift ordinances are recorded as suffering similar fates elsewhere in
the Empire.'®

Dune Fixation in the South

"The 1920s were notable for the experimental plantings done at Acre and
Gaza, and for the works in the north. In the 1930s, attention focused
on the south, as land in the Haifa—Acre area escalated in value while
Haifa Port was being built and completed in 1933. In 1935, forestry
work had to be stopped there so that the land could be handed over to
private ownership in the following year. Railway workshops, oil depots
and industrial and residential buildings were constructed, and Jewish
settlements were built on the dunes, where 610 dunams had been
stabilised mainly with Acacia cyanophylla. Conditional Government-
granted concessions dealt with other northern areas — for example, at
Nathanya.'®

In the south, the Government mainly operated in Jaffa, Gaza—Jabalya,
and the Beersheba—‘Asluj road at KM100. Dune fixation was as essential
as dune reclamation: in 1935, for example, cereal crops were ruined by
encroaching sands in Gaza and Beersheba, and 3,000 dunams of water
melons were destroyed. Prolonged periods of dry east winds necessitated
north—south shelter belts and vegetation cover. Droughts impacted
more intensively on the south because they desiccated the dunes and
caused a desperate search by villagers and Bedouins for pasture and fuel.
Dunes exploited under such conditions would be stripped of vegetation,
at once becoming more mobile.'$*
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Dune Fixation in Gaza and the Town Planning Scheme

By 1936, dune fixation in Gaza had been systematised, and over
8,700 dunams were planted. As noted in the first chapter of this
book, operations here were closely associated with town planning
and are an interesting example of Government inter-departmental
activities. The Gaza Sand Dunes Scheme originated with the Gaza
Development Scheme, which dated back to 1899, and an Ottoman
development plan. The aims then were to construct a jetty, build a
hospital, and ‘indirectly’ urbanise the large stretch of drifting sand
dunes which threatened Gaza at its entrance. In 1908, a parcellation
scheme was prepared and the area was declared mahlul (‘vacant State
Domain’). The town was bombarded during the First World War and
many houses were damaged or destroyed. High Commissioner Sir
Herbert Samuel retrieved the Turkish Scheme, as it was known, and
used it as the basis for the new Development Scheme. Gaza was
declared a Town Planning Area on 15 June 1923. The impracticability
of building a jetty for Gaza town, as approved by Samuel on 5 March
1924, led the Mandatory Government to assign 5,000 dunams of
dunes between the Municipality boundary and the sea to the Gaza
Municipality. Plots were to be sold to develop a new suburb for
Gaza, and a committee was to control the sales, putting the proceeds
towards a Building Loan Fund for residents of Old Gaza town whose
houses had been damaged during the War. While preparing the town
plan, the Government discovered that shifting dunes were stultifying
the town and encroaching on supposed State property; also, potential
buyers demanded easier terms.

The Colonial Secretary approved the scheme in April 1924, but
legal and technical difficulties delayed the final draft purchase agree-
ment to 16 August 1933. The District Administration was given
responsibility for the scheme. Unsettled conditions during 1936-39
and the war that followed made it difficult for buyers to obtain capital
or building materials, so that they were unable to meet pre-agreed
deadlines. This is clearly illustrated by the figures in Table 27.1%

The Gaza Sand Dunes Forest Reserve No. 121 was declared on
1 November 1926, and categorised a Closed Forest Area on 16 March
1927. The Reserve was on mziri land (or ‘State Lands’, where the owner
held the usufruct but not the title'®) in the Daraj Quarter of New Gaza,
and formed part of the town’s westward development. Reclamation
work was begun in 1921, and by a laborious process of trial and error,
a shelter of Tamarix was erected in front of the dunes along the coast,
and the whole area was planted then with various grass and shrub species.
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Table 27. Number of Agreements and Parcels in the Gaza Development Scheme,

1933-39
Year No. of Agreements Parcels Area
Executed Involved (Dunams)
1933 1 1 1.2
1934 271 322 476.6
1935 133 135 167.6
1936 24 25 23.2
1937 23 23 27.8
1938 2 3 4.5
1939 2 1 1.7
Total 456 510 702.6

Source: Gaza Sand Dunes Development Scheme, by (?), 14 February 1941: ISA/Gp22/GP/3/4/
A/3464.

By 1935, most of the surface was ‘practically fixed” except for a few
plots totalling 300 dunams behind dune-cliffs exposed to the wind.
"Technical reports show yearly replantings of 40-90 per cent, depending
on weather conditions. In 1931-32, for example, the majority of the
new plants were discovered to be dead.’” The most successful species
for fixation were found to be Ammophila arenaria, Artemisia monosperma,
Saccharum, Polygonum maritimum and Calligonum spp. The first were
planted behind a belt of Tamarix, which provided shelter from sea spray
and onshore winds. Planting was gradually extended eastwards and
confined to depressions between fixed dunes. Spontaneous natural
vegetation was encouraged, and Retama roetam was especially prized
because it attracted bees that supplied valuable honey. Gaza’s
specialised dune nursery and pottery provided most of the plants, and
500 plants per dunam were planted at two-metre intervals, parallel to
the sea, across prevailing winds. New techniques were constantly tried
out, the most common problem being the inundation of plants by sand.
Information was obtained from the Administration’s Forestry Library,
which stocked updated papers and publications.

Planting and fixation attracted people from all around the area who
then encroached on the dunes south of Gaza; for example, immediately
after the Sand Drift Ordinance was enacted, inhabitants from the Jabalya
area began planting trees to claim land. The Forest Service could not
stop these encroachments, but it tried ensuring technical reclamation
before cultivation in order to prevent more dune drifts. Villagers near
reserves even asked for ‘large quantities of Acacia cyanophylla’ for their
property boundaries, a request Tear readily agreed to, so long as
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reserve lands or trees were not claimed. A symbolic fee was asked from
each of the inhabitants for every 1,000 plants found still alive after six
months.’ In August 1939, schedules for most of the Daraj Quarter
between the Gaza and Jabalya Reserves were published. But the town
plan was delayed because of staff shortages in the Land Settlement
Department during the War, therefore unsettled patches within the
reserves and building permits could not be dealt with.

Sale disapproved of plans to expand the town planning area by
alienating large parts of the southern Gaza Sand Dunes Reserve. He
felt that when the Chief Secretary — for whom, Sale said, dunes were
a ‘waste land’ — had made his decision, he had not evaluated beautifi-
cation, the prevention of drift towards the town, or the provision of
cheap firewood. Nor did the Chief Secretary approach any of the Forests
Authorities in his deliberations. In time, the southern area was occupied
anyway.'® The Conservator preferred the Gaza Sand Dunes Reserve
to be kept as forests, and that Jabalya’s dunes be left blank for the future
growth of Gaza town; Jabalya was subject to the Sand Drift Ordinance,
and it was planned to fix and afforest it by compulsory village labour.
Although Jabalya was at first worked by free labour, by 1934, the Forest
Service found it difficult to enlist village help. Sale accepted the scheme
by the Town Planning Adviser, Kendall, to develop the area between
the two Forest Reserves (see, Appendix 42).

The Gaza Sand Dunes Reserve began showing ‘distinct promise’;
its one access road was to be a ‘pleasant means’ to the sea. Kendall
listed the prevention of dune drift as second in importance in his draft
Town Plan.””® His plan, delineating zones for shopping, schools, and
open spaces, was provisionally approved at the Gaza Town Planning
Commission’s first meeting of 12 September 1939. Locals were to be
encouraged to plant trees on their property boundaries to check sand
drift. In 1940, an agricultural and horticultural zone, in which build-
ing was strictly forbidden, was added to the Outline Scheme for New
Gaza. After many land exchanges and mutations, in 1947 the Gaza
Sand Dunes Forest was successfully consolidated, remaining within the
boundaries of Gaza town.!"!

During the Arab Revolt, an attempt to destroy the Gaza toolshed
failed, such incidents being dealt with by Issa Abdel Hadi, the ‘ener-
getic and devoted’ Forest Gardener who ran both the Gaza and Jabalya
nurseries. The toolshed and nurseries were of primary importance to
Sale’s projects in the south. On 30 May 1940, Sale began planning the
plantation for the Gaza—Jabalya area prior to an application to the
CD&W fund. A windmill from near Jenin was transported to Gaza to
provide water for the afforestation scheme and the increased demand
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for plants from the Gaza Nursery. Dune fixation was continued south
and, in 1944, three new reserves were declared within the Khan Yunis
Town Planning boundaries.!”> Meanwhile, the Gaza Nursery, at one
time almost scrapped for producing ‘very poor’ plants due to its
proximity to the sea, was enlarged by 12 dunams in 1945; a well, motor-
pump, reservoir and building were added to it. The Mandatory’s work
on the Gaza dunes was clearly a legacy. Plantings of two to five dunams
were also made in malaria-infested pools in the Gaza Sub-District area
to drain them and eradicate the disease.!”

The Beersheba—Asluj Road at KM100

In 1934, the 1,000-dunam experimental ‘Asluj Road Plantation was
inaugurated immediately adjoining the Beersheba—‘Asluj road to Egypt
at KM100 to stop disruptions caused by wandering dunes. Plans were
also made to improve grazing and fuel production from shrubs and
naturally and artificially grown trees. An 800-metre fence was put up
and 20-dunam plots were marked out. Where possible, 250 dunams
were to be planted each year; the Jerusalem Nurseries supplied the
plants. Both cultivable and uncultivable land was found in the vicinity
of the ‘Asluj Road Plantation, with barley and natural vegetation grow-
ing on the lower grounds. Artemisia, Lycium arabicum and Argania
sideroxylon were prevalent. The central section was made up of bare
dune where drift partly buried all new plantings. Here, too, trial and
error was invaluable, and it was concluded that Artemisia gave the best
results; and Tamarix and Acacia cyanophylla were also successfully
planted for protection.!*

However, land disputes immediately broke out, and land ownership
claims on the basis that water melons were grown in the plantation soon
halted work. Sale failed in his attempt in 1938 to obtain the plot-owners’
written agreement to the Government continuing activities rent-free
for at least ten years, and the plantation was abandoned and eventually
destroyed. He did, however, revive the scheme in 1944, rating it of
‘considerable importance’. A larger work, covering 1,820 dunams and
called ‘Planting Scheme-Sand Dunes-Beersheba—‘Asluj Road’ was
planned in June 1945. The area was divided up into five blocks, each
to be planted within a year. ‘For propaganda purposes’, the first block
chosen was one of 200 dunams and situated by the road’s south side.
"This was to be followed by two years in which 300 dunams were to be
planted annually, with 440 in the fourth year, and 580 in the fifth. The
sixth and seventh years would then be devoted to replacement plantings,
expected at 40 per cent, with 40 per cent replacement plantings also
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being made during each year of the scheme. The plantings were to
extend south to the ‘Asluj Police Station.'”

Gaza District Commissioner, W.R. McGeagh, argued that the
scheme would save on annual clearings of 20,000 cubic metres of
sand, 600 man-days, and 380 bulldozer working-hours. The District
Administration was to control planting, protection and management,
with the Forests Department giving technical assistance. The Soil
Conservation Board also wanted the major problem of the annual flock
migrations to the north (for example, to the Ramle and Rishon areas)
in search of pasture, to be tackled. Some tribes travelled great distances
for cooking, heating and lighting fuel.'*

The scheme was approved, and planting began after the War. Apart
from land ownership claims, there were the difficulties of transporting
water and plants over long distances. Also, winter rains rendered
the road impassable. The process of Land Settlement was continued
and payments were given ex gratia to local claimants where necessary.
In January 1948, a 100,000-dunam ‘undemarcated’ reserve at At
"Tureibe—Qurnub in the Beersheba Sub-District was declared a Special
Area."” Goor also wanted to have the ‘Asluj Road Plantation declared
a Special Area, but no further reference to this has been found in
the archival sources. An impression of the impact of dune fixation on
the inhabitants is gained from a request made by the Sheikh of the
Intush (Netush) [Sub-]Tribe (of the Tyaha Tribe of the Beersheba
Sub-District) to have his land afforested. Due to departmental princi-
ples and funding shortages, Sale had to reply that the Administration
could only take control of the land, or ‘encourage’ afforestation.'® In
another example, the Huleiqat villagers of the Gaza Sub-District
‘welcomed’ Eucalyptus supplies from the Forests Department for
boundary protection.!”

Ashdod and Khan Yunis Operations

Ashdod and Khan Yunis were also treated for dune fixation. Operations
at Khan Yunis began very late into the Mandate: 1946-47, permitting
only 300 dunams to be planted before the British left Palestine.
Plantings at Ashdod successfully kept the rail-line open, and land was
reclaimed. Built in 1917, the line was often disrupted at KM141.3 and
KM142.5 by sands from a strip of dunes to the railway’s west, near
Isdud village in the Gaza Sub-District. The dunes averaged 155 metres
in width and covered 163 dunams, being bound by the rail-line to the
east and the sleeper fence to the west. In 1917, the dunes were unfit for
cultivation or grazing, and crossed east of the track, rapidly moving
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onto Isdud village lands. A large gang of men laboured to keep the line
open, and in 1917-25, removed a million tons of sand. Plantings of
pine trees and marrow grasses were begun in 1922, attracting illegal
grazing. During the 1930s, dune fixation was continued, and the
foresters reduced the threat to Isdud of encroaching dunes, making the
area east of the rail-line cultivable and figs and vines were planted.?®

The Faffa—Rishon le Zion—Wadi Rubin Sand Dunes

Though plantings were started on the Jaffa—Rishon le Zion-Wadi Rubin
Sand Dunes in the 1920s, little was achieved until 1942 when the dunes
were declared a Special Area, making up 57,000 dunams. This is discussed
in the chapter on the Shephelah.

The Colonial Development and Welfare Fund Scheme

The CD&W funding application for the Fixation of Sand Dunes Scheme
was planned for Palestine’s most extensive dunes area, stretching 100
kilometres from Jaffa to Khan Yunis. Chief Secretary John V.W. Shaw
added to Sale’s reasons for the scheme (see above), saying that dune
advancement, increased Jewish settlement, and Arab population
growth were causing ‘an acute shortage of cultivable land in the area’
and had to be taken into account. Shaw surmised that villages would
be unable to reabsorb men returning from employment in the War-
associated military and agricultural works; the Sand Dunes Scheme was
therefore presented as urgent for the ‘future economic stability’ of the
coastal plain south of Jaffa. The Arab Revolt, followed by the War, had
also caused a backlog of development work.?"!

The Colonial Office was more sceptical, and questioned the availabil-
ity of forestry staff for such a big scheme, and the large proportion (over
a third) it was to take from the £1,000,000 allocated from the CD&W
Fund to both Palestine and Trans-Jordan. Also, the political situation,
in view of the Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry’s investigations
and Palestine’s uncertain future, led some in the Colonial Office to ask
if it was wise to begin funding a long-term project. The plan to fund
the scheme by public bonds had failed. Should not the Mandatory
collect a local levy instead, it asked? However, the Colonial Office
was agreed on the scheme’s importance, and it was felt that Britain
‘obviously could not defend a position in which’ Palestine’s uncertain
future ‘were made a reason for not starting on conservation work’.?*

Because the Colonial Secretary decided in 1946 that it was ‘wrong’
to make a large CD&W contribution to Palestine whilst its future was
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unclear, Sale instead applied for a £P15,000 grant towards the £P350,000,
ten-year sand dune fixation scheme that he prepared in 1945 (see, Map
20). Work had already begun on the scheme’s 100,000 dunams, since
Sale indexed it among the country’s ‘most urgent requirements’.
Conservation activities would ‘not seriously affect local life and customs’,
so that ‘little opposition’ to the scheme was expected. Sale also justified
his scheme on the basis of increased land value.?®’

By April 1947, the long-awaited progress in Land Settlement gave
the following results: of a total of 312,000 dunams, 42,000 were Army
Ranges (partly registered as State Domain), of which 20,000 were State
Domain gazetted as forest reserve; 3,500 dunams were ‘Other’ occupied
State Domain (leases, etc.); 50,000 were other forest reserves (State
Domain); 106,000 were unoccupied State Domain; 87,000 were Private
Property (registered after Land Settlement); and 24,000 were awaiting
the completion of Land Settlement. Of the total, 6,560 dunams were
planted, mainly in reserves near Gaza.

Streams naturally separated the blocks to be treated which made up
the southern coast (see, Map 20). The 57,000 dunams of Block ‘A’
(Rishon le Zion) was bounded by Wadi Rubin; whilst Block ‘B’ (Yibna)
was bounded by Wadi Sukreir, and covered 62,000 dunams. Block ‘C’
(Isdud), made up of 43,000 dunams, was separated off by the cultivated
land of Hamama and Al Majdal; and the smallest block at 22,500 dunams,
Block ‘D’ (Ashkelon), by Wadi Hasi and the Hirbiya lands. The 70,500
dunams of Block ‘E’ (Jabalya—Gaza), made up the largest of the blocks,
and was separated by Wadi Ghazza and Deir al Balah; finally, Block ‘F’
(Khan Yunis—Rafah), in the extreme south, was 56,500 dunams large.

A third of the Yibna block was patch-farmed, cultivators moving
from patch to patch as the ‘soil’ was exhausted. Parts of the central and
inland dune area was fixed. And whilst a quarter of the Isdud block was
cultivated and the dunes were being fixed near the railway, Sale wrote
without further explanation that it was ‘not all that could be desired’.
No work record was given for Ashkelon where good water supplies
allowed for more intensive agriculture — above the usual 50 per cent
associated with dune cultivation.?**

The Army used a section of the Jabalya Forest Reserve for battle
practice. Of the rest, only part was fixed, 4,000 dunams being planted
with Acacia cyanophylla, ‘completely changing the appearance of the
locality’. Almost 2,000 dunams of Acacia were also planted at the Gaza
Sand Dunes Forest Reserve, and 4,500 dunams of loose sands required
urgent fixation. The Khan Yunis—Rafah Block, with its less favourable
climate, had only a narrow strip cultivated near the coast, where date-
palms, other fruit trees and vegetables were grown in many gardens.
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Most of the block’s Rafah section was unallocated State Domain, and
not much planting was undertaken there. This was the sum of British
forestry work in southern Palestine.

The ten-year plan was to begin in 1946-47; reserves would be
progressively demarcated, closed, and grassed,”” although the area was
still ‘riddled with small enclaves of cultivated patches’ whose titles the
cultivators had obtained. A new nursery at Gaza and flying (that is,
temporary or mobile) nursery at Nabi Rubin were fostered for the
scheme. Applying techniques learnt from experience at Gaza and in
South Africa, plantings would proceed in stages: after first planting
Acacias and Tamarix as windbreaks, Artemisia, Retama and other peren-
nials were then to be grown in the spaces between the Acacias for soil
formation. Techniques developed in Palestine permitted the immediate
planting of Acacias into bare sands without prior fixing by sand-binding
grasses and shrubs.?* Larger Acacias were planted in pits halfway into
the sand, this rooted them in the moist layer and the wind had to
displace 60 centimetres of sand before damage could be done to the
plant. Sand in the pits actually served to protect the stems from wind
abrasion. Forestry staff also gained information from visits abroad:
Assistant Conservator of Forests, ].D. Farquhar, studied dune recla-
mation and soil erosion at Aberdeen University, and Goor visited
Tripolitania.”” Palestine also had a Forest Museum.

High Commissioner General Sir Alan Gordon Cunningham
(1945-48) supported Sale’s ten-year plan, seeing in it a source for
relief work for the Beersheba Bedouin who had lost their 194647
winter crop due to drought. But he strongly rejected the suggestion
by the Colonial Office to levy the villagers for the costs. He argued
that, whilst resenting the natural forces that spoilt their crops and
land, the Bedouins would consider roster levies as ‘adding insult to
injury’. The levy would, in any case, likely fall on those ‘least able
to bear it’, making the scheme a ‘tool for political agitators’, ready to
present any land tax ‘as a move to force the Arabs’ to sell their property
to the Jews.

The Colonial Office’s significant backing for the scheme ensured
that dune reclamation work was continued, though paid for from the
Palestine budget, despite the country’s increasing defence costs. The
Office believed the operations to be a ‘progressive measure of develop-
ment’ that would help restore local confidence in the Mandatory
Government’s intentions, and the Colonial Secretary felt obligated to
approve the £P15,000 free grant from the CD&W vote.?®
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Private Works

Concessions to private organisations to lease State Domain land usually
had a development clause attached whereby the lessee agreed to complete
specified works to upgrade the land, thus assuring the Government of
its property’s improvement. Most large concessions went to Jewish
organisations because, as previously shown, they were regarded as better
funded. A typical example of such a lease was for the 30,000-dunam
Casarea dunes, signed in 1922. In another example, a 99-year lease
agreement, made on 4 July 1932 with the Jewish-owned company of
Hanotaiah Ltd, included a Clause 6 that stipulated that the lessee do
works ‘reasonably necessary’ to afforest the land and stop dune drift
within ten years, with the advice of the Government’s Chief Forester.
The lessee could even be charged to do the works. The area consisted
of three small plots totalling 1,051.82 dunams near the village of Umm
Khalid in the Tulkarm Sub-District.?”” The leasehold was apparently
not well supervised, however, because when, in 1938, Pardess Hagdud
Ltd expressed interest in one of the plots, Bennett (then Acting
Commissioner for Lands and Surveys) had to report that the land had
been planted ‘several years’ before and nothing had been done since;
but, the lessees were still obligated to complete the planting.

When a Forest Ranger checked another part of the leased land in
1940, the impact of the agreement could be seen: 40 per cent of the
area was covered by woody species, part natural and part planted. Plants
and trees familiar in departmental dune fixation work were also growing
there: for example, Acacia cyanophylla and Tamarix. Because of the
protection afforded by these plants, the natural vegetation, such as
Pistacia lentiscus, was found to be in very good condition, and the soil
on most of the open spaces was stabilised by natural grasses.?'° Hence,
parts of the Nathanya and other concession areas of dunes were fixed
due to British development policy.

Conclusion

As with plantations in the Hill Country, much of the dune fixation and
reclamation work was experimental, achieving mixed results, only 22,700
of the over 350,000 dunams of dunes being fixed by the Mandate’s end
(see, Table 28, also indicating ‘disturbances’ in 1939-40).2!!

The High Commissioners and Colonial Office seemed more
interested in dune operations than in any other forestry activities. This
also appears true for the local population. Perhaps, due to the more
intense impact of drought in the area, the stark contrast between bare



240 Mandated Landscape

Table 28. Sand Dune Fixation, 1922-47

Dunams

Year Acre  Gaza Jabalya Khan Yunis Rishon Total
1922-39* 610 1,770 808 - - 3,188
1939-40 - —  (‘Disturbances’) - - -
1940-41 - - 759 - - 759
1941-42 - - 864 - - 864
1942-43 - - 500 - - 500
194344 - - 700 - - 825]
1944-45 - - 317 - 6300 [829]
1945-46 - - 2,900 - 130 (3,043]
1946-47 - - 2,000 300 400 2,700
Total 610 1,770 8,848 300 1,160 12,708
Programme for

1947-48 - - 8,000 1,500 500 10,000

* Given as a summary by Goor, probably because there was little annual progress.

b Total plantings before April 1945.

Note: [ ] Reported figures tended to differ sometimes.

Source: Compiled from A.Y. Goor, Sand Dune Fixation in Palestine, Department of Forests,
Annual Report, 1947 (Jerusalem: Palestine Government, 1948), Appendix I, and High Commis-
sioner to Colonial Secretary, Saving, 1 April 1947: PRO/C0O733/492/3/76301/3.

and planted dunes emitted a more powerful message about forestry
works here than in the hills (Plate 13).

Land claims were also strong in the sand areas, and the Arabs feared
that the Government was fixing the dunes to give them over to the Jews.
Illegal plantings were rife, especially in the area south of Jaffa adjoining
the valuable citrus belt. The Arabs would take trees the Forests Depart-
ment distributed gratis, in order to plant disputed land overnight, then
loudly claim it as theirs.?’> Dune fixation, notably around Gaza and after
the War, was one of the Forests Department’s ‘few considerable activities’,
with 500-1,000 dunams being fixed annually near Gaza.?"* Through expe-
rience, new dune fixation techniques were developed that were particu-
larly suited to Palestine’s climate and topography. But here, too, the
Arab Revolt, the War, and staff and budget shortages limited activities.

GENERAL CONCLUSION

The Forest Service and Department of Forests continued in their
works despite the difficulties discussed above. As Deputy Head of the
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(b) Looking North-East across Jabalya Forest Nursery to the Planted Acacia Forest.

=4 S
(c) The Last Area Planted before the Mandate’s End, Khan Yunis, 1947.

Plate 13. The Impact of Dune Mobility and Dune Fixation Plantings.

Source: Enclosure, Sale, Application for Grant, n.d. (1945?), 1 April 1947: PRO/CO733/492/3/
76301/3.

Public Record Office.
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Department of Agriculture and Forests, Tear’s time was divided between
agricultural and forestry needs. In contrast, as head of the Forests
Department alone, Sale concentrated on forestry matters, crystallising
policy formulated by Sawer, Dawe, Tear and others, and applying his
own experience. But Sale’s policy was opposed, from the High
Commissioner down to the Forest Guard, who feared its impact on
traditional livelihoods. Policy therefore became ‘largely defensive’,>'*
and was only finally officialised in 1947 when so forced by a Colonial
Secretary directive. The correspondence shows a minimal interest at
higher Government levels in Palestine’s Forestry: the Pee/ Report only
touched on it, and the Colonial Office discussed it mainly in reference
to the CD&W dune fixation application and soil erosion in the
Empire. This reflected the inter-war shift in planning initiatives away
from the ‘man on the spot’ to the ‘metropolitan experts’, written into
the very influential Empire Forestry Conferences.?’* Nevertheless, the
‘man on the spot’ remained the main interpreter of the conference
policies, and thus an irreducible factor in the equation that could not
be ignored.

Policy continued to be focused on soil and water conservation, the
curtailing of dune encroachment, and on bringing into economic use
land unsuited to agriculture. But the threats of closure, and paltry
support from the Central Administration or the Colonial Office,
undermined the Forests Department’s activities.

Also, the ‘polarising effects of lengthy and exacerbated communal
struggle could not fail to weaken Departmental loyalties’. Reserves were
ploughed up during the Arab Revolt, and many were cancelled. Stations
and plant stock were destroyed and, due to the Administration’s loss
of control of power in the rural areas, forestry court cases fell from
1,717 in 1936-37, to 970 in 1937-38, and 289 in 1938-39.216 Sale
commented that budgetary and staff shortages ‘might have been toler-
able’ if his department had not been ‘stunned at the outset’ by the
disturbances. During the War, extra demands made for new aero-
dromes and military camps led to the further exploitation of forests,
and more grazing licences were given to meet local needs.?’” There is
no data to show the influence of wartime prices on tree planting by
villagers, but for all of the Forests Department’s efforts, the villagers
remained ‘impoverished, indebted, and discontented’.?'® Fellaheen planted
trees given gratis, then usually let them perish.

The Department was more effective in getting legislation passed to
control soil erosion, notably in the nine Special Areas needing urgent
attention, tree protection and grazing. This impacted on the local
population by causing restrictions (psychological and actual) on land-
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use and ownership, and on Bedouin movement. Forest reserves theo-
retically blocked off land to local exploitation, however effective they
really proved. Many plantation reserves died a natural death due to
financial and political reasons, and unsettled titles.?”” Uncertain land
ownership was forestry’s ‘greatest problem’; unsettled titles made for
unsettled forestry activities. Sale had constant altercations with the Lands
Department regarding more Settlement in the Hills and changing
policy towards the allocation of State Domain so that forestry was
assured more State Land. ‘In addition, the excessive lenience of rural
magistrates, unaccustomed to restrictions on peasant practices, and
distrustful of economic reforms, however salutary, took the teeth out
of the penal clauses of the Forests Ordinances’.?*

By the Mandate’s end, 844,191 dunams (5.6 per cent) of Palestine’s
15 million dunams of non-desert land were under reserve, 81,585 dunams
(0.5 per cent) being Closed Forest Areas; however, only 31,911.6 dunams
in all were State Forests. There were 13 nurseries producing four
million plants, with several arboreta. Included in the ‘larger and more
successful’ plantings were those on the Nazareth Hills, Mount Tabor,
Mount Gerizim (south of Nablus), Bab al Wad, Wad al Quft, Allenby
Bridge, and Na‘amein. The main dune fixation work was at Jaffa, Gaza
and Khan Yunis, with notable plantings initiated in the private sector
through conditional leases. Natural forests were also damaged, in
which case management was limited to protection, notably on Mount
Carmel and at Umm Safa (as the Forests Department referred to the
village of Umm al Safa, Ramallah Sub-District). Protection of Forest
Reserves turned them into ‘almost the only green places’, thus attracting
increased illegal grazing, as there were no managed grazing grounds
or village forests. A permanent Government forestry staff of nearly 300
was also created. The last Forests Ordinance, consolidating that of
1926, was drafted and published in 1948, but not enacted.

Some words must be said about Sale who unstintingly tried to keep
the Central Administration’s interests in forestry alive, even at the cost
of being isolated within the Mandatory Government. Despite being
identified by many in the Administration as ‘too cautious and somewhat
lacking in initiative’, he had his supporters in London who were ‘person-
ally, more favourably impressed’.??!

The outcome of British forestry activities throughout the landscape
of Palestine was one of tree-planted hillsides, dunes and rail and road
lines. Work in administration, legislation and planning indicate the
foresters’ imagined country. Embodied in the Forests Ordinances was
a forestry landscape as the Mandatory thought it ‘should’ be. Mono-
cultural bands across the topographical zones of hills, plains and dunes
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are references to British Empire forestry planting patterns. This was
apart from the nurseries, toolsheds, water-pumps, fences and forest
paths, and the plantations imposed upon the landscape — the most
famous being at Bab al Wad at Jerusalem’s entrance, and at Wad al Quff
in the Hebron Sub-District. Even the scramble for land had an effect,
as villagers felt compelled to stake their claims to the precious commod-
ity by planting fruit trees in disputed places, thus expanding the area
under vegetation. Also, terracing and the rehabilitation of hillsides by
forest management, afforestation and the growing of oak copices all left
their mark. But the British did not achieve their ultimate economic aims
in forestry, their activities often hardly going beyond the experimental
initial planting stages. Their forestry ambitions did not come up to
expectations, but then neither did they provoke violent opposition
reminiscent of that in British Imperial India.
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... the extent of land hunger is evident ...!

INTRODUCTION:
THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The land conflict in Mandate Palestine expressed the many-faceted
aspects of the place. The literature about land in Palestine is vast, and
only a few references are used here to illustrate the key points.
Anthropologists have shown how property registration on paper insuf-
ficiently describes the human-land relationship, where the spirits of
the dead may make a different claim to the landscape. The role of land
for religious and secular peoples is poignant.? Land is a commodity, a
natural reserve of ‘irreplaceable value’, with competing interests for
food production and accommodation space.’

The Arabs and Jews made strong religious, historical, political,
economic, social, cultural and traditional claims to the land in Palestine.
Arab claims focused on their continued presence in the country,* whilst
Zionist ideology looked to the Jewish ‘redemption of the land’. ‘Eretz
Israel’, the Land of Israel, was a gift from God to the Jews, linking them
back to their biblical roots. The Zionists were also influenced by the
eighteenth-century French physiocratic school which regarded agri-
culture as a means to improve society’s material lot; by revolutionary
movements in Europe and Russia to better the peasants’ condition; and
by nineteenth-century European agrarian reforms.” The JNF imple-
mented the Jewish Agency’s Zionist ideology, purchasing lands, and
helping Jewish settlements in Palestine. Jewish National Fund literature
still includes the term ‘redemption’, and refers to biblical passages
showing the Jewish attachment to Eretz Israel.®

The Mandatory Government was a third factor in Palestine’s land
equation, however. Land is a visible symbol of power; and the Adminis-
tration’s claims to State Domains (known also as Public Lands), were
strongly disputed, often in lengthy court battles. The British kept the
Ottoman Land Law of 1858, as amended and added to by the 1876
Ottoman Civil Code and the 1912-13 laws, which were all influenced
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by European land legislation.” The 1858 Tabu Law instituted land
registration (the 7zbu was the Ottoman Land Title; it also refers to
the Ottoman Land Register),® and in 186973, cadastral surveying
was introduced into Palestine. The 1858 Code determined five basic
land categories: mulk (freehold); miri (State ownership held by lease);
Waqf (religious endowment); muatruka (for public use, such as thresh-
ing floors); and mewat (‘dead’ or unclaimed State Land that cannot be
or is not cultivated; wasteland). There were many sub-divisions of
these categories, making for a very complex land regime.’ Large estates
were formed in the Middle East, which were often subject to inheri-
tance laws. These large estates could form for a number of reasons,
prominent among which in Palestine, for example, was the practice
whereby peasants, fearful of land registration leading to their conscrip-
tion in the Military, let notables register the peasants’ property
in their names instead. This caused further entanglement in land
rights, especially as the legal framework did not protect the peasants’
entitlements.!°

In 1921, the British initiated a cadastral survey in Palestine.!! They
also tried to limit the problem of Arabs made landless by land sales to
Jews; to establish title rights to State Domain; to control malaria; and
to eliminate the communal land system of mzusha’, which the Mandatory
deemed detrimental to agriculture. So bitter was the Arab—Jewish dispute
over land, that the Colonial Office and High Commissioner dealt with
the issue.

There are numerous studies and commentaries on land in Palestine,
especially that by Kenneth W. Stein on the land issue between the
Arabs and the Jews during 1917-39. Stein also covered British legislative
attempts to safeguard Arab lands. In addition, there are works by
Gabriel Baer (on tenureship and use); W.E. Boustany (on agricultural
land and the Mandate terms); Firestone (on crop-sharing and musha’);
Sami Hadawi (on land categories, quality and politics); David Vital and
Kark (on religious aspects); Tarif Khalidi (on land tenure and other
elements); and Reiter (on Wagf). Hadawi was an Official Land Valuer
and Inspector of Tax Assessments in the Palestine Government, and
his works are especially detailed as regards statistical analyses, giving
data on land distribution and land use. The Bibliography has more
references and further information on the authors’ works mentioned
above. Some of the studies are also referred to in the course of the
chapter below. An analysis is given of the Mandatory Government’s
role in shaping the land laws, in developing State Domains and malarial
swamps, and partitioning the communally-held musha’, thus changing
Palestine’s landscape.
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LAND LAWS

The Mandatory passed several laws to control land transfers to the Jews
and their impact on those Arab farmers most affected by the transfers.
Stein has written about the history of these laws, especially the
Cultivators (Protection) Ordinances (or Protection of Cultivators
Ordinance), covering the years up to 1939. In this section, the spatial
influence of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, are discussed, after
the impact of the Protection of Cultivators Ordinances on the landscape
of Mandate Palestine has been considered.

The Protection of Cultivators Ordinances

The successive Protection of Cultivators Ordinances (POCOs) origi-
nated with the Land Transfer Ordinances (LT'O) of the 1920s, which
aimed at ‘protecting’ tenants from being evicted by determining that
they could keep ‘maintenance land’ to sustain themselves and their
families. The history of these Ordinances showed that their terms for
the transfer of land swung between monetary compensation of tenants,
and legally binding them to the land through the enforced system of
having to retain a ‘maintenance area’ — or, as Hope-Simpson termed
it, the ‘lot viable’. The size of a subsistence area and extent of cultivable
land remained contentious to the Mandate’s end, as these depended on
soil quality and the agricultural techniques used in any given area.
Hope-Simpson had in fact defined two categories in 1930: 130 dunams
necessary for a fellab to sustain his family on unirrigated land, and
40 dunams on irrigated land. The 1933 Protection of Cultivators
Ordinance even determined that subsistence areas where possible be
in the ‘vicinity of the holding from which the statutory tenant is being
ejected’.?

While these laws were constantly circumvented by sellers and
buyers, they did have an impact on the landscape. A patchwork pattern
of artificially formed cultivated ‘subsistence plots’ emerged. The 1934
Amendment to the ordinance also empowered the High Commissioner
to fix the subsistence area. The effect was especially visible because
tenant land ‘holdings’ usually consisted of ‘fragments widely scattered’
about the village area, evidenced by the Statistics Department’s complex
land map, making the identification of maintenance areas difficult.”?
The geographical restrictions on the purchase of subsistence areas
were patently the beginnings of the 1940 Land Transfers Regulations,
much reviled by the Jews. As an examination of the impact of the
creation of the ‘statutory tenant’ category in 1933 shows below, tenants
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began seeking out their rights, also causing qualifiable changes to
the landscape.

The Problem of Statutory Tenancy

Stein wrote about the legislative and tax aspects of the creation of
‘Statutory Tenants’ under the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance,
1933."* An analysis is now presented of the geography of the impact of
the implementation of this Ordinance. Compensation was to be given
to the new category of ‘statutory tenants’ of not less than a year for
disturbances caused them for leaving the land, and for any improve-
ments they may have made to it. Unless they had ‘grossly’ neglected
their holdings, tenants could not be evicted. They were otherwise to
keep a subsistence area if the land were sold. Sub-tenants were also
covered, as were graziers and woodcutters, if they had been on the land
for five consecutive years. Colonial Secretary Philip Cunliffe-Lister
insisted on having the High Commissioner’s prior approval for sub-
sistence areas. In addition, Cunliffe-Lister wanted the Bedouins’ rights
assured for grazing their animals for only one season a year.” By
December 1933, the public was already known to be losing faith in the
ordinance as it was again circumvented, with statutory tenants being
threatened or bribed to withdraw their claims. The Protection of
Cultivators Ordinance was amended on 3 February 1934 to authorise
the installation of a Northern and a Southern District Commission,
respectively, which were to deal with claims in order to cut out lengthy
and expensive court proceedings over disputes.

On 3 February 1934, the ordinance was again amended, empower-
ing the High Commissioner to fix the subsistence area.!® By 29 March
1934, claims had been made under the ordinance’s Section 19 against
120 landlords in the Northern District. Thirty-six were withdrawn,
and 66 were decided; none were adjourned. Eighteen were to be inves-
tigated and three appealed (see, Map 23). The number of claimants in
individual disputes actually varied. It was found that a single dispute
could have from one to 72, or more, claimants. The disputes were
mainly with Arab landlords, since most Jews paid off their tenants to
leave. The public was beginning to ‘realize the advantage’ of the ‘new
law’. Tenants ‘insisted’ on cultivating subsistence areas, placing these
plots on the map. Some tenants thought they were entitled to plough
up any land they chose.

The law had an effect on the landscape. It was reported that most
claims in ‘the Gaza Sub-District concern reduction of area to within the
limits of a “subsistence area”, and not the refusal to lease land to the
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tenant’. District Officers even had to inform tenants of the ‘protection’
given them by the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance when a sale was
impending. The ordinance, however, was said in 1934 to have ‘passed
practically unnoticed in the [Judaean] Hills’."” In the Northern District,
claims were mainly in the plains. The Southern District also received a
high number of claims that, as the period 31.7.36-31.12.45 in Map 23
shows, arose more in the Lydda than in the Gaza District. The map of
claims essentially reflected Jewish land interests; and, tenants contin-
ued leaving the land on payment. The ordinance did not compel land-
lords to permit tenants to cultivate the land, and ‘in many
cases’ landlords preferred leaving their land fallow rather than rent it
out and risk having a sitting tenant. They were especially cautious
on the Coastal Plain, where land was in great demand and tenants
were probably more aware of their rights.!® The ordinance was at once
causing both a reduction in and an expansion of cultivated land,
spatially determinable by the main areas of Jewish land purchases.
The Protection of Cultivators Ordinance, 1933, was opposed by
landowners and even by the Government, as it was thought that
tenants ‘exploited’ landlords by becoming ‘sitting tenants’, and that a
new ‘landless class’ was being formed of trespassers who had been paid
to leave the land." Jewish tenants also applied for statutory rights.* In
1942, a committee was finally appointed, chaired by Lydda District
Commissioner, R.E.H. Crosbie, to prepare for the possible emenda-
tion of the ordinance.?’ However, its recommendations of 23 January
1943 were set aside because of the War.”2 The High Commissioner had
already, in 1939, waved statutory tenants’ rights under the Defence
Emergency (Amendment) Regulations 48A of the principal Regulations
under the Emergency Powers (Defence) Act of 1939 in order to ensure
increased cultivation by landlords for the war effort. The amended
regulation continued in effect until the Mandate’s end.?* This removed
the main objection to the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance, that
tenants or occupiers gained the right to remain on the land after a year,
and followed the Cairo Middle East Supply Centre wartime directive
‘that every available dunam in Palestine which can be cultivated should
be cultivated’.* Since, in 1941, London had refused to approve the
exclusion of State Domain from the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance,
because of criticism that a distinction was being made for Public Lands,
the High Commissioner’s act was carried out under the guise of
‘temporary wartime measures’.”> On 17 December 1942, another
amendment was made, suspending the acquisition of statutory tenancy
rights in the future. The amendment was initially published as a bill,
the Cultivators (Protection) (Amendment) Ordinance, 1941.26 The
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number of disputes in 193645 fell remarkably, possibly indicating the
impact of the Arab Revolt and wartime needs (see, Map 23).

The agricultural landscape was both extended and contracted by the
Protection of Cultivators Ordinances, first giving tenants and squatters
rights, then forcing landlords to leave their fields fallow. This built up
to the sweeping Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, which were intended
to block Jewish buyers from swathes of Palestine, doing on a large scale
what the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance had done locally and in
a patchwork fashion. However, the Land Transfers Regulations had by
then surpassed the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance in land controls,
which became unpopular amongst landowners and with the Mandatory
Government alike, leading to its amendment.

The Formation of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940

During the 1930s, the Jews made increasing demands on the British
to intensify Arab agriculture and revise the definition of the subsistence
area. Accusations were commonly levelled at the Government’s non-
tulfilment of Mandate Articles 6 and 11 ensuring the ‘close settlement’
by the Jews on the land and the ‘promotion’ of intensive cultivation.?’
Arab opposition to sales remained equally strong.?® The Pee/ Report
therefore pressed both for the consolidation of scattered Arab holdings
for development and for the ‘lot viable’.? The Land Transfers Regula-
tions of 1940 were eventually formulated to protect Arab small-owners.

One of the Government’s most controversial pieces of legislation,
the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, was to influence Palestine’s
partitioning. Following the shelving of the 1938 Woodbead Report on
the partition of Palestine, on 17 May 1939, HMG published a White
Paper policy restricting Jewish immigration (to 75,000 in the follow-
ing five years) and land transactions. HMG feared that the problem of
the landless Arabs would lead to unrest across the territory. Turning
Mandate Article 6 on the Jews, the Government used the Article’s
terms to justify the land restrictions, stressing that whilst it was to
‘encourage’ the Jews’ ‘close settlement’ on the land, it also had to do
so ‘while ensuring that the rights and position of other sections of
the population’ were not prejudiced. In addition, it quoted paragraph
16 of the 1939 White Paper, revealing British disquiet about the growth
of the Arab population by natural increase, and ‘steady’ land sales to
the Jews, leaving ‘certain areas’ with ‘no room’ for further transfers.
Other areas had to be restricted to ensure that Arab cultivators main-
tained their living standards, and that the number of landless Arabs
did not escalate.’® The new regulations therefore shifted the focus
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from subsistence patches to the geography of land sales.’!

On 28 February 1940, the Regulations were published, dividing
Palestine into zones, ‘largely based’ on the Woodhead Commission’s
partition plan for Palestine.’? Colonial Secretary Malcolm MacDonald
accepted the Commission’s assumption that the Arabs and Jews needed
the same lot viable because, though the Jews practised intensive
agriculture, they required more land to maintain their higher living
standards, thus balancing the two ‘lots’ out. Also, HMG agreed with
Hope-Simpson that there was only room for new immigrants to settle
on undeveloped Jewish reserve lands (for example, in 1939 estimated
at 111,100 dunams), and also agreed with Peel that the Hills were
already congested.”

Douglas G. Harris, the Commissioner on Special Duty in Palestine,
drew up the initial Regulations, and Stephen E.V. Luke who had served
as Chief Secretary in Jerusalem during 1928-30, suggested dividing
Palestine into three zones of varying land restrictions, ‘following closely’
the Woodbead Report. Zoning was to replace High Commissioner Sir
Harold MacMichael’s proposal that his approval be sought for any
transfer in Palestine, since this would have given rise to a process too
slow and ‘cumbersome’.** Urgent secret correspondence continued
between Jerusalem and London to prepare the Regulations, with
MacDonald and MacMichael actively involved. A ‘Statement’ explain-
ing the Regulations to accompany their publication was also readied.’

The Geography of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940

Central to the Regulations were the geographical zoning of transfer
restrictions, and the inclusion of the term ‘Palestinian Arab’. In 1930,
Chancellor proposed the enactment of the Transfer of Agricultural
Land Bill (TALB) aimed at the ‘non-alienation’ of Arab agricultural
land, subject to the High Commissioner’s discretion. Though it was
not passed, it introduced the idea of legally distinguishing between Arab
and Jewish Palestinians.’¢ Paragraph nine of the Regulations now
defined a ‘Palestinian Arab’ as an Arab ‘ordinarily resident in Palestine’.
Palestinian Arabs could not sell land to non-Palestinian Arabs who
would then sell the land to the Jews. Also, corporations were not inter-
changeable with ‘Palestinian Arabs’. Druze with Palestinian citizenship
were recognised as ‘Palestinian Arabs’, but Armenians and Circassians
with Palestinian citizenship were not (due to being immigrants?).””
The Regulations divided Palestine into three Zones (see, Map 24).
In “Zone A, land transfer, ‘save to a Palestinian Arab’, was prohibited.
The High Commissioner could, however, permit this if: (a) companies
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or societies which he approved of mortgaged the land; (b) a religious or
charitable institute bought the land; (c) the land was transferred to
consolidate existing holdings, or for parcelling village 7zusha’; and (d)
the land was transferred between two persons who were not Palestinian
Arabs. In ‘“Zone B’ also, transfers were only permissible between
Palestinian Arabs, unless approved by the High Commissioner or by a
judgment or order by the Chief Execution or Land Settlement Officers
in execution of a mortgage registered before the Regulations’ enforce-
ment, or undertaken prior to the Regulations. The Regulations were
implemented retroactively for 18 May 1939, a day after the publication
of, and in accordance with paragraph 16 of, the White Paper. All
information on transactions was deposited at the Land Registry
Department.’® The High Commissioner’s permission was not required
for transfers in the third, ‘Free Zone’.

Because of their local knowledge, the District Officers contributed
to the demarcation of the zones. ‘Zone A, which covered much of
Palestine, included the Hill Country and parts of the Gaza and Beersheba
Sub-Districts. “Zone B’ incorporated the Plain of Esdraelon and Valley
of Jezreel, and the Eastern Galilee. The plain between Tantura and Haifa
was transferred from ‘Zone A’ to ‘Zone B’ as HMG did not want a
prohibited area between the Plain of Sharon, with its large Jewish
presence, and the ‘free’ industrial zone around Haifa — despite leaving
certain Hill villages ‘deprived of their most productive asset’ — in case
Palestine became a federation.*

Included in the ‘Free Zone’ were the coastal strip (Plain of Sharon)
from Tel-Aviv to Tantura (also in the Jewish State in the Woodhbead
Report’s Plan C); municipal areas; the Haifa Industrial Zone; and
Jerusalem’s Town Planning Area. This zone incorporated parts of the
Shephelah. At first, MacMichael wanted the Beersheba Sub-District
classified as Zone A because of ‘grave’ objections by the Arabs to Jewish
settlement there, although development prospects were ‘slight’. Still,
at MacDonald’s suggestion that the Negev be included for future
development, it was categorised as Zone B.* The Regulations’ Sched-
ule of place-names was often added to over the years, even if just by a
few parcels. By 1946, Zone A extended over 16,680 square kilometres;
Zone B, 8,348 square kilometres; and the Free Zone, over 1,292 square
kilometres in area (totalling 26,320 square kilometres).* Regulation
8(b) maintained the Government’s right to dispose of State Domain
and waste land at its discretion.

The procedure adopted for the submission of applications for land
transfers was set out and the main steps outlined by the Chief Secretary
after discussions with the High Commissioner. All the District and
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Assistant District Commissioners were informed of the procedure.
A certificate from the Registrar of Lands giving details of the relevant
plotand the application had to be supplied to the District Commissioner.
The District Commissioner then had to carry out a full investigation
and submit a report on this along with his recommendations to
the Chief Secretary. The High Commissioner was then to review the
application.®

MacMichael was loath to consult the Arabs and Jews on the
nature of the Regulations because he thought they would not accept
them. Also, London was nervous about enacting such legislation
during wartime, when the support of both the Arab and Jewish
communities was needed, and HMG felt it could not rely on a ‘gentle-
man’s agreement’ with the Jewish Agency to limit land transfers.
MacDonald even argued with Weizmann that the Regulations
might clarify the geographical division between the Arabs and the
Jews, thus strengthening the case for a federated Palestine.¥ The
Permanent Mandates Commission had already dissented from the 1939
White Paper policy, but war stopped it from reporting this to the
League of Nations Council, leaving HMG a free hand to implement
the law.*

The Arabs and Jews sent numerous complaints to the Government
strongly denouncing the Regulations, and there are several files full of
such correspondence. Some notables, mukbtars and fellabeen even
protested the ‘injury’ they would suffer from not selling their ‘surplus
land’.%

Indeed, during the years of the Arab Revolt, the JNF had received
a ‘considerable increase’ in land offers. The Jews said the Regulations
were racially discriminatory, making them ‘become town-dwellers’.
Jewish settlements railed against the ‘murderous law restricting land
sales’. They were in contradiction to the ‘elementary principles of
justice and human equality’ and the Balfour Declaration; instead of
protecting the fellabheen, the Regulations would in fact ‘only enslave and
subject them to the exploitation of the Arab Feudalizm’ (sic).*” The
official Arab response was to reject the Regulations because they came
‘too late and did not go far enough’. The Arabs demanded a total ban
on transfers to Jews.*® But in the 6 March 1940 House of Commons
debate on an Opposition motion to censure HMG’s policy in Palestine,
MacDonald tried to play down the Regulations’ ‘discriminatory aspect’,
emphasising the Mandatory Government’s dual obligation. The motion
failed to be carried, with Palestine being made eligible for monies
provided under the Statement of Policy on [the] Colonial Development
and Welfare Act.¥
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The Implementation of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940

Mixed results were obtained from the Regulations’ implementation as
they were often by-passed in a ‘legally illegal process’.** On 8 October
1940, the High Commissioner appointed an Advisory Committee on
Land Transfers to assist him in the decision on the applications for
sales made under the Regulations. The District Commissioners had
previously helped on this Committee, but their recommendations
varied too much between the Districts.’! Harris chaired the Committee
and J.N. Stubbs, the Director of Land Registration, was a member.
Neither this Committee nor the State Domain Committee (see below)
were officially announced.”? The District Commissioners, however,
signed the rejections to applications, as they could ‘sugar coat it’ as
necessary. A new policy determined that State Domain, though not
subject to the Regulations, was to be ‘considered in the light of the
regulations’.”

In one report by a District Officer in Nathanya in the District of
Samaria, it was noted that in the 12 months ending February 1940, the
prices of land, ‘especially orange groves transferred from Jews to Jews’
were lower than in the past. This was because the Jews were ‘reluctant’
to invest when the political situation was so unstable. However, the
prices of Arab lands, ‘and particularly those situated in the free zone’
were reported to ‘have gone up’.

The Officer gave the following two explanations for this. In the first
place, ‘an ordinary Arab’ presumed it safer to invest in immovable prop-
erty, ‘subsequently there are a good many prospective Arab purchases’.
In the second place, the Regulations’ restrictions on land-buying by Jews
‘had the natural effect of raising the prices in both the free zone and
zone A as the Arabs who sell their land in the free zone immediately
buy other land in zone “A™. The overall reduced scale of operations
was put down to the ‘lack of Jewish National [sic] capital and to the
general public’s fear to part with cash money in the present circum-
stances’. However, “The Arabs are quite willing to sell their land to Jews’.

Within the area of Nathanya, which was inside the Free Zone, the
Officer wrote, ‘no local racial bitterness’ was noticed. But, ‘the land-
owners in zone “A” are far from being happy’ since they rated the
price rise of land in the ‘Free Zone’ as having been ‘at the expense of
the land in zone “A” where sales were prohibited; and, although
prices had gone up, ‘they do not compare favourably with those
obtainable in the free zone’.** It therefore quickly became apparent
that the overriding local concern was not so much about land alienation,
as for land prices.
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After 17 months of the Regulations’ operations, it was reported that
most of the applications made were for Zone A, under Regulation 3,
proviso 1, clauses (c) and (d), and proviso 2; and for Zone B (Regulation
4).55 Regulation 3, proviso 1, clause (c) stated that the High Commis-
sioner could permit sales to consolidate existing holdings, or effect the
parcellation of village musha’ within the meaning of the Land (Settle-
ment of Title) Ordinance, 1928. Clause (d) allowed transfers between
two persons not being Palestinian Arabs (for example, between Jews).
Proviso 2 permitted transfers: (a) for the execution of a mortgage and
if registered before 18 May 1939; and (b) delivered or made before the
Regulations’ publication. Many loopholes in the Regulations were
highlighted.

Sixty-three per cent of Palestine’s total area was in Zone A, 32 per
cent was was in Zone B, and five per cent in Zone C.** Among the most
effective ways of evading the Regulations was by the execution of
mortagages and foreclosures. For instance, a Jew bought land near
Beisan in Zone A by offering the highest bid at an Execution Officer’s
auction in a mortgage foreclosure between Palestinian Arabs. In
Regulation 3, proviso 1 (a), Zone A land was transferable if the High
Commissioner gave his permission for it to be mortgaged to a company
or society which he approved of. District Commissioners investigated
mortgages to ensure Palestinian Arabs did not enter any mortgages
they would be ‘“forced’ to see foreclosed on by prior arrangement with
Jewish buyers.”?

There were many mortgage circumventions. The first land transfer
to Jews in Zone A was to settle a mortgage registered before 18 May
1939: a 2,250-dunam plot four kilometres east of Gaza, abutting a
Jewish-owned area, was transferred to the JNF in this way. Old judge-
ments were executed on land bought especially for this: the property
would be mortgaged, the mortgage foreclosed on for the non-payment
of debt, and the land taken instead. This was common in the Gaza
District, possibly due to its high number of smallholders. ‘Rackets’
were run involving the exchange of thousands of dunams.’® In 12 months
in the Gaza area alone, the JNF acquired 3,700 dunams in rigged-up
foreclosures with full Arab co-operation.” The Jews also bought larger
areas than required to execute debt judgments.®

Mortgage foreclosures remained the most common method of
evading the Regulations to the end of the Mandate. This was despite
a special investigation into the problem in 1943, in which it was found
that the Regulations did not need amending because the risks were
high for the Jews and the Transfers Committee was keeping close tabs
on the matter.!
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Attempts were also made by Jews to enter into leases with Arabs on
Arab land, to cultivate the land, and then acquire rights under the
Cultivators (Protection) Ordinance.®> The leases were usually up to
three years, and there was nothing preventing the Jews from entering
into annual leases with Arabs, and thus acquiring rights under the
Ordinance. In April 1942, the Acting Chief Secretary wrote that
although he was ‘doubtful whether much advantage is taken of it by the
Jews, there is certainly a loop-hole here for evasion’ of the Regulations.®
The High Commissioner disallowed land speculation involving large
tracts bought but not registered before 18 May 1939, if he concluded
this would prejudice the present holders’ economic position, and that
the ‘spirit’ of the Regulations was transgressed. MacMichael pointedly
asked for proofs of land registrations. This form of land transfer,
however, does not seem to have been practised often, possibly because
of its complexity, and little documentation has been found on it.%*

"Two factors in Regulation 3(c) were much exploited: that transfers
were permissible if the High Commissioner saw this as necessary to
consolidate existing holdings or to effect the parcellation of village
musha’ within the meaning of the Land (Settlement of Title) Ordinance.
The Mandatory was concerned that the Jews were using this regulation
to increase their presence in certain areas. For example, the Jews
acquired numerous isolated parcels in the Beisan Sub-District, and
began asking permission to purchase Arab-owned lands separating the
parcels in order to ‘consolidate’ them, drawing on Harris’ comment
that many of the parcels could not be ‘economically developed’.

"To accept these applications would be to open the way to the Jews even-
tually owning ‘the bulk of Beisan lands’, many being in ‘Zone A’. The
Transfers Committee rejected these applications as HMG believed Beisan
to be important for accommodating part of the ‘surplus Arab population’.
"The operative principle for consolidation was, in fact, that large Jewish
blocks with small Arab blocks in between could be consolidated. Hence,
approval for consolidation was given for a 1,301-dunam transfer from a
Palestinian Arab to the JNF in As Sakhina in the Beisan Sub-District in
Zone B because the Fund owned most of the land.® The High Commis-
sioner preferred encouraging land exchanges for consolidation. An exact
exchange was approved, for instance, of 79,685 dunams each between
an Arab and the JNF in Beit ‘Affa Village in the Gaza Sub-District.®

Similarly, the Mandatory did not intend that Jews who bought
musha’ shares should be able to purchase the remaining shares for
consolidation. Here, the High Commissioner encouraged partitioning
based on exchange, except for shares bought before 18 May 1939, and
where Arab shares were small. The Transfers Committee had therefore
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to be well informed about proposed musha’ transfers, although it is
uncertain how much 7usha’ the Jews held. Partitioning was to be based
on the area and not value of shares, as the Jews tended to stress the
latter, thereby getting larger plots which were representative of the
value of their shares.”

Time favoured the JNF when it applied for 2/16ths of the Arab-owned
musha’ shares of Al Ghazawiya Village in the Beisan Sub-District in
Zone A. The Committee recommended the transfer because the Fund
had already registered 14/16ths of the shares in its name before 18 May
1939.

Jews regularly bid for auctioned State Domain whilst bearing in
mind the Mandatory’s policy regarding this category of land in the
context of the Regulations. For example, a 19-dunam plot of State
Domain in Qalandiya Village, Jerusalem Sub-District, Zone A, was
auctioned because it was too small to maintain. The JNF bid for this
but was rejected despite the fact that it was the highest bid, at double
the reserve price of £P5. The reason was that, although the plot
bordered the Jewish settlement of ‘Atarot, its area was bounded by
Arabs; and the Administration wanted to prevent the Jews from ‘gain-
ing a footing’ in purely Arab areas, and to avoid a repetition of this
situation elsewhere. Since the Government was not obligated to accept
the highest bidder, the Jewish offer was rejected.”

The ‘lot viable’ was also used by the British to oppose transfer appli-
cations. A JNF application for land in Al Malikiya Village, in the Safad
Sub-District, was not recommended due to the fear that the villagers
would have insufficient lots viable. A Lebanese Arab had wanted to
transfer his lands — two-thirds of Al Malikiya’s lands — to the Fund; but
there were no Jews in the village, and the villagers farmed almost all
of its cultivable land. Galilee District Commissioner C.T. Evans,
therefore, strongly opposed the sale.”

The Arabs tried counteracting Jewish land purchases through their
own National Fund (Sunduq al-Ummah), started in 1931 and run by the
Arab Executive Committee, which represented the Arabs in Palestine,”
and had a Lands Department.”” The Fund apparently had little effect
in the 1930s, becoming a joint stock company (The Arab Company for
the Rescue of the Lands in Palestine),” although in the 1940s, it was
revived and received many requests from individuals to buy lands
affected by the 1940 Regulations that were about to fall into Jewish
hands. The Arab National Fund communicated with the Government
about such transactions. For example, in 1943—45, it corresponded with
the Mandatory to stop sales to Jewish buyers in Biriya and Meirun in the
Safad Sub-District, also in the Beisan and in the Gaza Sub-District.
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The Gaza plot alone measured 5,000 dunams.” The Arab National
Fund appears to have been particularly active in Tiberias,” and many
of the lands connected with its operations were in Zones A and B. In
1945, a Central Committee for the Arab Fund to Save Arab Lands
from Jews was also formed, which included Musa al-Alami, member
of a prominent Jerusalem family. The Arab Higher Committee, repre-
sentative of Palestine’s Arabs, ran its own Lands Department, and
contact was maintained with the British Government and across the
world with different Muslim organisations on the problem of land sales
to the Jews — most notably to the JNF (for example, concerning sales
in Safad and Gaza).”® The necessity for this new Committee reflected
the difficulties the Fund encountered in controlling land sales, even
with the existence of, and referral to, the Land Transfers Regulations.”

The Arabs regularly complained to the Mandatory’s Committee
on Lands, founded on 2 June 1945, to look into continued illegal
sales to Jews. The National Fund compiled lists of lands sold, and of
lands ‘saved’, presenting this as evidence of the failures of the 1940
Regulations; the Committee on Lands therefore had access to lists
from the Arabs showing the weaknesses in the Regulations.” The Jews
also organised a campaign against the Regulations, and were bitterly
disappointed when they were enacted. They collated data,” protesting
its amendment, and constantly sought to have them cancelled.®

Conclusion

In 1945, the Government claimed a 50 per cent drop in known land
purchases by Jews from Arabs (1943: 19,418 dunams; 1944: 9,094
dunams).*! The Regulations had become important in shaping the land-
scape of relative Arab and Jewish settlement, but they were evaded in
many ways, and almost 75 per cent of the lands bought by Jews in
194046 were in Zones A and B, as they planned for their own State
(see, Map 25); for example, the JNF began purchasing land in the
[Gush] Etzion area around Jerusalem.®? Of the 2,514 dunams of land
where transfer applications were received and approved in Zone A: 946
were direct exchanges; 924 were approved for the consolidation of
existing Jewish holdings; transactions for 604 were initiated before the
implementation of the Regulations; and 40 were transferred under Regu-
lation 3, proviso 1(b) to religious institutions. In Zone B, of the 10,877
dunams approved for transfer: 1,430 were exchanges; 3,101 were for
the consolidation of existing Jewish holdings; and 6,346 were for trans-
actions initiated before the Regulations. Altogether, 45,021 dunams were
transferred from Arabs to Jews in the Free Zone.®



270 Mandated Landscape

Main Jewish Land-Ownership
by Region, 31.12.46 (in Dunams)
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Map 25. Main Jewish Land-Ownership by Region, 31 December 1946.
Source: Compiled from Palestine Government, Supplement to Survey of
Palestine: Notes Compiled for the Information of the United Nations Special
Committee on Palestine, June 1947 (Jerusalem: Palestine Government, 1947;
henceforth, Supplement: UNSCOP), p. 30; and A Survey of Palestine, p. 245.



Land 271

Despite setting up the Society for the Preservation of Arab Lands in
1932 in Tulkarm, an Arab Fund to Save Arab Lands from Jews (or Arab
Land Fund, the revived National Fund of what was the Arab Executive
Committee) in 1945-46 in Palestine, and the Arab Land Company in
1947 in Cairo (as a Société Anonyme Egyptienne, to which only Arab
League members could apply), the Arabs continued co-operating with
the Jews in land sales, making the Mandatory’s work all the more
difficult. The Arab League had helped finance the formation of the
Arab Development Society in 1945, aimed at assisting Palestinian Arab
peasants repay their debts to moneylenders, on condition that they
turn their properties into (inalienable) family wagfs. Al-Alami, who was
a Palestinian Arab representative at the 1944 Alexandria Protocol talks
in Egypt to set up the Arab League, had argued that the smallholders’
debts caused the fellabeen to sell their lands to the Jews. By then, the
Jews were said to have purchased most of the absentee landowners’
properties. Though not wanting to appear to obstruct the Arab Land
Company’s establishment provided it followed ‘ordinary commercial
practices’, the British were adamant that no land in Zone A be trans-
ferred to any companies, regardless of their shareholders’ ‘national
composition’. This principle was even applied to the Arab National
Fund of Palestine which aimed to safeguard Arab lands from sales to
the Jews.®

A Committee established in June 1945, by High Commissioner Lord
Gort, to investigate Arab complaints about the Regulations’ failures
concluded that, whilst it found no evidence of the contravention of the
Regulations, they were being evaded by the methods discussed above.®
In 1946, proposals were made by the Anglo-American Committee of
Enquiry (‘regarding the problems of European Jewry and Palestine’)
to abolish the Land Transfers Regulations, as its ‘effect has been such
as to amount to discrimination against the Jews; their tendency is to
separate and keep separate Arabs and Jews’. The Committee added
that the Regulations also afforded ‘no protection to the Arab living in
the free zone’. HMG proclaimed support in the same vein for the 1946
Morrison-Grady Plan for the Provincial Autonomy of Palestine, but this
did not materialise as the recommendations were not implemented.®

STATE DOMAIN

The Government was always a powerful factor in Palestine’s land
struggle, as the Ottomans, for example, valued 7277 lands as a major
source of tax revenue. The claim that State Domain was vital, and the
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role that the Mandatory played in the development of these lands, is
therefore addressed here.

Using Ottoman Land Laws, the British classified State Domain, or
Public Lands, under the following categories: mziri which became
mablul; jiftlik or mudawwara, (which were miri lands originally taken
over from Sultan ‘Abdul-Hamid II by the Young Turks Government
after their Revolution in 1908); mines and minerals; forest reserves;
lands and buildings purchased by the State (which were neither
matruka nor mewat, but included, for instance, Government buildings);
mewat; and land and water of the matruka class. Land and water of
the matruka class was open to common use, so that it was considered
as probably better to treat this class separately from the other
main categories, unlike Public Domain proper.®” Statistics on the
extent of each category have not been found. From the beginning
of the British occupation, the Government tried to ensure the actual
registration of all mablul and mewat as miri; this became an on-going
process.

There were many small, scattered plots in the State Domain, vary-
ing in quality and size. Several large areas were leased or made up part
of concessions — some dating from Ottoman times — or were declared
forest reserves. By analysing the terms of the leases, sales and con-
cessions, the policy towards and management of State Domain, and
the Mandatory Government’s interpretation of its dual obligation to
the Arabs and the Jews, a picture may be gained of HMG's slant on
the development of these lands.

The Policy towards and Management of State Domain

Under Articles 12 and 13 of the 1922 Order in Council, all rights of
the State Domain were vested in the High Commissioner in trust for
the Government, enabling him to make grants or leases of the land, or
provide for its temporary occupation. Despite such clear-cut powers,
however, no official policy was formulated for State Domain until
1940.5% Mention has been found of the ‘Government policy’ to lease
rather than sell State Domain when Government properties in Beit
Hanun in the Gaza Sub-District were being considered in 1936. Here,
the Commissioner for Lands and Surveys, F.J. Salmon, supported the
sale of plots of lands that were too small to maintain, such as uncul-
tivable pieces intermingled with village lands.*” But, as will be shown
below, State Domain leases mainly reflected a policy of land develop-
ment that dated from the early 1920s. This finding contrasts with Rachel
Makover’s conclusion, which dated this to 1930.%
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On 11 March 1937, the High Commissioner authorised the forma-
tion of the Committee on State Domain; this was to report on Public
Lands, their development, and any ‘material advantage’ in them for the
Government. The Committee was set up because of delays in settling
the titles of State Domain.”" By then, the Mandatory favoured granting
long-term leases for its land rather than selling it.

The Administration sought to develop its lands through development
clauses and conditional sales and concessions, and in consultation with
the Departments of Development, Agriculture, Forests, Health, and
Public Works, as well as the Town Planning Office. Inter-departmental
co-ordination did not always occur however: for example, Maurice C.
Bennett, Director of Lands, complained that in one town planning
scheme, the Lands and Surveys Department was not informed of the
plans made for the State Domain that was included.” State Domain
was also available for public use and, if necessary, miri lands were
converted to matruka, whilst the Conservator of Forests, G.N. Sale,
fought for more forest reserves.

The Committee on State Domain actively investigated matters
relating to Public Lands, but in 1940 there was still ‘no definite policy’
for the administration of these lands, and control over them became increas-
ingly dissipated by ‘encroachment’.”” In order to frame a ‘comprehen-
sive land policy’, the Committee was charged in December 1939 with
reviewing the policy and legislation on State Domains, and ‘the best
means of utilizing and developing them’. The Committee called for a
revision of the leases to enable the production of a more equitable profit
for the Government and the lessees who improved the land and accentu-
ated development. It also supported the exemption of State Domain
from the Cultivators (Protection) Ordinance;** in addition to which,

State Domain was exempted from the Land Transfers Regulations,
1940 (see above).

Development and State Domain Leases, Sales and Concessions

"To prevent their alienation and assure their productivity, the Ottomans
had miri lands revert back to the State if left uncultivated.” It is essential
to examine the State Domain leases, sales and concessions in order to
understand the importance that the Mandatory Government also
attached to the development of Public Lands. State Domain was
usually leased for three, 49 or 99 years, depending on the size of the plot
and the work needed to bring the land into the required use. ‘Devel-
opment leases’ specified that lessees were, for example, to cultivate the
land, reclaim dunes or marshes, build terraces or plant a forest. Most
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leases that have been examined included a development clause, as
illustrated below.

The 27,491-dunam Shafa ‘Amr State Lands, in the Haifa Sub-
District, came under both development leases and ‘conditional sales’,
the latter of which also incorporated development clauses. In 1947, a
scheme was approved for the Shafa ‘Amr State Domain,” in which, of
12,759 dunams available for disposal: 97.8 were placed on sale; 1,452.4
were set aside for conditional leases; 6,896.8 were to be divided
between the villagers and the four tribes in the area; 3,803.9 were set
aside for a village forest; 477.2 were for ‘special purposes’; and 30.7
dunams for sale or development leases.

The 49-year development leases stipulated that the Agricultural
Department was to be asked for advice. The area for special purposes
was given to the Ar Rujm Housing Scheme, helping to relieve over-
crowding among labourers employed in Haifa.”” Shafa ‘Amr’s Municipal
Corporation was to be given a warrant to control tribes squatting in
the forest reserve, and was made responsible for grazing licenses, with
the Conservator of Forests’ advice. It was more difficult to control the
semi-nomadic ‘Arab Zubeidat tribe squatting in the Closed Forest Area
because members had cultivated the land.”® The different tribes were
eventually resettled outside of the forest reserve.

In conditional sales, buyers had to build terraces according to the
Forests Department’s instructions to ensure soil conservation. Default-
ing on an agreement meant its cancellation, and regular progress
reports were written. The records show that leases were in fact
cancelled due to non-fulfilment of conditions; and that land was sold
to those who could fulfil the development clauses (if a purchase option
was included).”

In another type of example, water was made the salient factor in the
continued cultivation of State Domain. The Jericho Fiftlik was an
extensively cultivated ‘field’ (10,000 dunams), and ‘garden’ area. Of the
garden’s 4,389 dunams of intensively cultivated land, 2,214 were
irrigated. In February 1937 — and in the face of many of the farmers’
ownership claims — the whole area was pronounced as State Land, with
the Settlement Officer’s recommendation that land be sold to those
who had cultivated and improved their holdings. However, land and
water controls were necessary for the area’s ‘rational irrigation’; the
State Domain [Inspection] Committee therefore recommended keep-
ing this ‘valuable property’, and attaching water control to the leases,
in accordance with the draft Surface Water Ordinance. This meant
that claims to water had to be settled because the planned conditional
leases depended on it.'”
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Drainage for the control of malaria was also included in conditional
leases. For instance, the Director of Medical Services recommended
the construction of fish ponds as the best anti-malarial measure for the
miri parcels in Umm Sarisa in the Beisan Sub-District. This would
have been too costly for the Arabs to undertake and, since eradicating
malaria was a priority in this district, the land was conditionally leased
to the better-financed JNF on 18 August 1941. This was despite the
plot being in Zone A of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, which
in any case exempted State Domain under Regulation 8(b).!”!

Similar development clauses were included in State Domain
‘conditional sales’, though the Government generally opposed selling
Public Lands, unless ‘no material advantage’ could be derived. Whilst
the Mandatory thought the Jews more likely to develop State Domain,
there were many exceptions. For instance, it rejected the JNF’s bid,
though the highest, for an isolated 2.5-dunam block in Manshiya
Village, in the Acre Sub-District, in Zone A because of worries that
the sale might prejudice an Arab-controlled irrigation scheme. Also,
the Jews owned no land in the vicinity. Development clauses were
usually included in the conditions of sale for State Domain even if the
land was not scheduled for development. For example, 308 dunams of
miri wasteland in Beit ha-Shitta, in the Beisan Sub-District, was sold
to the JNF on condition that soil conservation measures be carried out,
although the transfer — delayed by the Arab Revolt — was really carried
out to consolidate the Jewish holdings in the village.!®

The Government feared that the eviction of Arabs from one parcel
of State Domain land would swell the ranks of the landless Arabs, who
would then be shifted on to other State Domain lands. The Mandatory
tried, therefore, to take legal steps to enforce development clauses only
where large tracts of State Domain were concerned. Hence, when
Dabburiya villagers in the Nazareth Sub-District divided up a stretch
of State Domain wasteland between themselves and left it uncultivated
and unimproved, the whole matter ended up in court. The Settlement
Officer permitted the villagers to use the land, provided they developed
it for crop production under the Government’s supervision, ‘and make
a living thereby’.!%

Development clauses were also included in concession agreements
and long-term leases as a means to develop large areas of State Domain.
The Government, for instance, gave a 99-year lease to the Jewish-owned
Palestine Land Development Company (PLDC) for 2,086 dunams in
Wadi Rushmiya in the Haifa Sub-District because more time and
investment were needed (than the British surmised the Arabs to have)
to develop the land as a building complex. But the Arab Revolt, and
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shortages and restrictions in building materials during the Second
World War, as well as disputed land titles, made investment hazardous
and development ‘impossible’.!*

The Government’s interests in developing its State Domain were very
apparent in its concession terms, the first of which allowed for ‘time-
limit clauses, in the interests of genuine and expeditious development’.
There were several concessions, including those for mining and the
production of electricity.'” Two examples are cited here. In the first, a
long-term concession lease was given in 1921 to PICA for the Atlit salt
mine, the Kabbara swamp (in the Haifa area), and the Casarea dunes
between Tel-Aviv and Haifa. Although difficulties arose during the
1930s over the interpretation of the original agreement, PICA devel-
oped the land. The problems mainly related to the clause for ‘the use
and cultivation’ of the land in accordance with the Agricultural Depart-
ment, and to clause 20, which mentioned industry, whilst in fact three
types of land were involved: agricultural, mining and industrial. By
1940, the Kabbara swamps had been reclaimed. The Committee on
State Domain urged the Government not to restrict land use in this
concession, as: ‘the more intensively it [land] is developed, the more
[the] Government will benefit by way of taxes’. Separate agreements
were signed for Atlit on 6 August 1943 and, prior to that, for Kabbara
on 19 September 1941, permitting free development.'%

In the second example, a concession for the drainage of the lower
portion of the Huleh Basin and marshes, given in 1918 by the Ottomans
to the Syro-Ottoman Agricultural Company, was sold in 1934 for
£P192,000 to the PLDC because little work had been done. As it was
recognised as potentially ‘one of the most fertile’ tracts in Palestine,
the Mandatory agreed that this highly malarial area could be drained
and irrigated, and a Government clause in the agreement reserved
15,772 dunams for Arab cultivators. The PLDC hired the British
consulting engineers company, Messrs Rendel, Palmer and Tritton, to
prepare a scheme for the area.

Of the 56,939-dunam concession area (the number stated in the orig-
inal document), 18,568 were cultivable, 21,453 were marshes, and 16,919
were lake. The scheme would cost £P93 3,000, of which £P222,600 was
to be paid by the Government. If the whole area of 100,000 dunams
were reclaimed, two-thirds would be Arab-owned, and the rest, Jewish.
Seeing an opportunity for HMG to discharge its dual obligation stated
in the Mandate’s Article 6 to encourage the close settlement of Jews
on the land, the Peel Commission strongly recommended the scheme.
However, negotiations were protracted and delayed by the Palestine
Electric Corporation (PEC), which claimed to have rights over Lake
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Huleh, although it had not used the lake since winning a concession
for the exploitation of water power of the Jordan, including its tributary,
the Yarmug, in 1926.! To the end of the Mandate, the Administration
and Colonial Office steadfastly supported the PLDC, and drew up the
Huleh Concession Ordinance, 1945, ‘to implement and secure the
validity’ of the modified concession to drain the lake and reclaim the
malarial marshes.'®® Government interests in development were there-
fore decidedly evident here.

The consolidation of State Domain was encouraged, and con-
sideration was given to enacting Section 22 of the Land (Settlement
of Title) Ordinance, operative in 1946, which permitted the High
Commissioner to order the regrouping of parcels of land if he found
their distribution ‘not satisfactory to its [the land’s] economic or agri-
cultural development’.!” Taking into account the zoning in the Land
Transfers Regulations, 1940, the Mandatory promoted consolidation
by pre-agreed land swaps between Arabs and Jews. However, disputes
resulting from encroachments hampered the voluntary redistribution
of land parcels. Also, British-planned exchange schemes were often too
rigid, as with that for Samakh Village State Domain in the Tiberias
Sub-District, which was based on the premise that the scheme be
accepted as a whole. When the Arabs and Jews started bargaining, the
State Domain Committee expressed little sympathy for either party, as
it was more concerned in this instance about revenue losses. It was only
at the instigation of Galilee’s District Commissioner, C.T. Evans, who
emphasised the advantages to the public of developing the land, that
agreement was at last reached."”

Article 6, fewish Claims to State Domain, and Settling Landless Arabs

One of the most enduringly contentious points between the British,
the Arabs and the Jews, was that of the interpretation of Article 6 of
the Mandate which stated that the Administration, without prejudicing

.. other sections of the population ... shall encourage ... close
settlement by Jews on the land, including State Lands and waste
land and waste lands not required for public purposes.

Jewish interests in State Domain are well documented,'' and the
Mandatory was often criticised by the Zionists for not fulfilling
Article 6. For instance, in 1935, the Jewish Agency complained
that, whilst the French Report noted that the Beisan Lands could be
further developed, the Government had done little in that way.!”?
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Hope-Simpson had, prior to the French Report, confidentially written
to the Colonial Secretary, Lord Passfield, advising that State Domain
should not be sold, and that it be used instead to settle the Arabs and
Jews, via long-term leases. Claiming to have examined every case of
State Land, Hope-Simpson said that his Reporz of 1930 had ‘exploded’
the myth that the Government held large land reserves, and he
opposed these reserves being made available to the Jews.!* This had
affected the Jews, who went on to complain angrily to the Anglo-
American Committee of Enquiry in 1946, which investigated the
possibility of re-settling Holocaust survivors in Palestine.'"* Land
surpluses existed, the Agency claimed, and unused ‘lot viables’ could
be given to the Jews. It also accused the Mandatory of allotting State
Domain to the Jews that was mostly marsh and dune.'”

As shown above, the Government did prefer giving the Jews large
tracts, evidenced by the Huleh Concession, since they assumed they
were better financed and motivated to develop the land. The Jews
occupied 191 square kilometres of State Domain compared to the
Arabs’ 255 (see, Table 29) — which was quite disproportionate to the
relative population size of each community at that time — but it was
the agricultural land that the Jewish Agency most wanted. The
Government, however, tried to place Arabs on this sort of land, either
through old and existing leases, or by settling landless Arabs — which
was difficult, as their introduction into an area did ‘not always promote
harmony’. In Shafa ‘Amr, this was therefore actually discouraged."

Leases for landless Arabs were characterised by special clauses:
reference was made to ‘settlement schemes’, and the opening clause
stated that the lessor was to supply the lessee with plough animals, forage
seed, agricultural implements, and subsistence for a year. Clause three
obligated the lessee to repay costs in annual installments; clause four,
to follow the Irrigation Officer’s instructions; clause five, not to ‘neglect
the land’ within the meaning of the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance,
1933: that is, not to leave it uncultivated; and clause six, not to sub-let.
The Solicitor-General, L. Lloyd-Blood, opposed the Development
Officer’s ‘ambitious scheme’ of giving 99-year leases to landless Arabs,
for fear of the fragmentation of land through inheritance. Lloyd-Blood’s
three-year lease system, renewable throughout the tenant’s life, was
adopted instead, thereby supporting the permanent settlement of
Arabs as the Government wanted.'"

The leases were tightened further, with the inclusion of clauses to
ensure varied and remunerative cultivation and the personal association
of tenants in the whole scheme. Irrigation, crop rotation, ground-
levelling and ‘good [animal] husbandry’ were to be co-ordinated with the
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Table 29. Distribution of State Domain with Titles Settled under the Land
(Settlement of Title) Ordinance, and Claimed by the Government, 1947

Land Use Kilometres?

1. Settled Public Land

Railways, roads, wadis, rivers, etc. 144
Antiquity sites 5
Public, Government and Army use 86
Leased to:
Arabs 31
Jews 95
Others [undefined] 3
Occupied by Arabs on old tenancies, etc. 112
Forest, marshes, sand dunes, mountains and rocks 4902
Total 966
2. Unsettled Land Claimed by the Government
Occupied on lease, mostly as tenants on jiftlik land, by Arabs 112
Occupied on lease, written or implied, by Jews 96
Army, Government Departments and Forest Reserves 400
Lands in the Jordan Valley 92
Total 700

# Sand dunes were located mainly in the Gaza and southern Lydda Districts (being 81.6 km?), whilst
the rocky area was less than half this. Marshy areas were located around Lake Huleh. Of the
remainder, 10 km? were Beisan District lands (mostly in Hill villages); 10 km? were in the Huleh area;
2.5 km? were in Shafa ‘Amr village plus land reclaimed from the adjacent Na‘amein swamps; and
12 km? were in Arab villages in and near the Carmel Mountain.

Source: Supplement: UNSCOP, p. 32.

Agricultural Department, and the settler was to be given a one-year
‘probationary period’. All of this was aimed at encouraging the tenant,
whom the British supposed would not otherwise ‘make any effort to
improve his holding’. The Mandatory did not want to have to provide
alternative plots for settlers expelled under the Protection of Cultivators
Ordinance (that is, to ensure a lot viable).'® Lloyd-Blood was highly
sceptical of the whole scheme, and condescendingly wrote about suing
the Arab settlers for the non-payment of loans that ‘it is a matter for
consideration whether they are worth the powder and shot as presum-
ably they are men of straw’. There would be no property to attach in
satisfaction if the Government obtained judgment.'?

The Administration was anxious not to lose State Domain to
speculators, however, such as at Ghor Mudawwara in the Beisan, and
tried to prevent tenants from selling their leases to Jews in exchange
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for the payment of debts owed to the Government. The Jews held up
the failures experienced with the Arabs in the Beisan Agreement (1921)
as an example of how the Jews were excluded from State Domain. As
shown in the chapter on Agriculture, it was difficult to settle the land-
less Arabs, and many did not fulfil their lease contracts, forcing the
Government to seek eviction — which only perpetuated the problem —
or to revise the agreements.””” However, although encouragement of
development was an important part of the terms of State Domain
leases, the Arabs believed that the Government’s policy on State
Domain was founded on favouring the Jews rather than based on
development. In 1947, the Arab Higher Committee, representative of
Palestine’s Arabs, wrote that the Mandatory had handed over ‘large
areas of State lands [to the Jews] that were a source of income to the
Arabs’.1?!

Conclusion

The Mandatory did indeed care for the development of its State
Domain, its motives were not entirely based on revenue gains, but also
encompassed such concerns as the settlement of landless Arabs and the
control of malaria and soil erosion. As shown in the chapter on
Forestry, the Government was itself active in the ‘scramble’ for land
in Palestine, and had to prove many of its claims in the Land Courts.
By 1948, approximately 1,000 of Palestine’s 26,000 square kilometres —
about (3.8 per cent) — was settled as State Domain, with a further 700
square kilometres of varied land types being claimed by the Government
(see, Table 29 and Appendix 39). In 1947, UNSCOP expected this area
to be doubled when title settlement was completed, in particular because
of the many communally-used lands in the Hills.

The Government used the leases, conditional sales and concessions
as a means to develop its land and ensure its continued productive use.
How successful it was in achieving development is arguable, as has been
illustrated above and in the chapter on Agriculture, because — in spite
of the Administration’s assistance in providing tools, seed, stock, tech-
nical advice, and even some funding — leases were often not fulfilled.
Evicting offenders put the Mandatory in an awkward position, espe-
cially when it had to contemplate expelling Arabs who had settled on
State Domain because they had already been made landless by selling
their land to the Jews. Jewish complaints that the Government had not
kept to Article 6 of the Mandate were partially countered by the fact
that more State Domain was leased to them than to the Arabs. Also,
the British preferred contracting with the Jews because they were viewed
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as being more able and willing to develop State Domain. In a further
attempt to fulfil Article 6, a 1944 Committee was set up to investigate
the availability of State Domain in the Free Zone to settle Jewish ex-
servicemen; it reported there was little land to lease to Jews there. The
belated formation of a policy on State Domain belied the fact that,
during the 1930s, the Government was more disinclined to sell its land,
and that it established the State Domain Committee to investigate
individual cases concerning Public Land. It also protected State
Domain by exempting it from the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940,
and from the Protection of Cultivators Ordinance.!??

ANTI-MALARIAL WORKS AND LAND RECLAMATION

The British were among the leaders in malarial research, as tropical
diseases threatened imperial expansion. The British expert on malaria,
Dr. Ronald Ross of the Indian Medical Service was one of those who
at the start of the twentieth century discovered that the Anopheles temale
genus of mosquitoes was the malaria vector. Interest thus shifted from
quinine cures to preventative anti-malarial works, for example, drainage
and sanitation schemes were developed across the British Empire.'?

The OETA in Palestine was initially heedful of malaria’s debilitating
effect on the British Army, and anti-malarial works — carried out by
the Health Service, established in 1917-18 — were mainly concentrated
in military camps, for example, around the River ‘Auja estuary north
of Tel-Aviv. Cisterns and wells harboured malaria in urban areas;'?* and,
in the countryside, where over 50 per cent of the population lived, the
seasonal rains caused the largely limestone hill and sand dune topog-
raphy — which had only three major lakes (Huleh, Tiberias and the
Dead Sea) and a few narrow streams — to flood, leaving pools and
blocked-up estuaries that formed malarial marshes. The agriculturalists’
habit of using the same waterlogged irrigation channels also created
malarial breeding grounds.

Government works were quickly extended to civilian areas and, by
1929, were being carried out in several places, for instance, at
Beisan—Jenin, Wadi Kabbani (in the Tulkarm area), Jericho, Qishon
(near Haifa), and at Wadi Rubin.!” Due to the geography of their
settlements, which were mainly in the coastal area, the Jews were espe-
cially active in swamp drainage, partly enforced by the concessions they
held, such as that for the Kabbara coastal swamp of 6,000 dunams at
the Carmel foothills (Haifa Sub-District).? Rates of infection of the
spleen were recognisably reduced during British rule; for example, in
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Jerusalem, the rate decreased from 5.3 per centin 1925 to one per cent
in 1929.1%7

The Mandatory Government’s Anti-Malarial Policy

In 1923, E.R. Sawer, then Director of Agriculture and Forests, estab-
lished the Mandatory Government’s anti-malarial policy of controlling
malaria for health and land reclamation reasons. However, budget
shortages hampered policy and plan implementation, resulting in a
greater involvement of the local population, led by the mukbtars. The
Health Department made a complete appraisal of malarial areas at the
start of the Civil Administration, in conjunction with the Malaria
Research Unit (the MRU: sponsored by the American Jewish Joint
Distribution Committee), and the Malaria Survey Section (sponsored
by the Rockefeller Foundation). A scheme was prepared for both
Government and civilian works.'?® In 1921-23, the Government
Entomologist also made a survey of malarial mosquitoes, and mosquito-
catching stations were set up across Palestine and in 1941, nearly 200
such stations could be counted.'” By 1942, 74 malarial areas had been
identified (see, Appendices 43 and 44). Staff and civilians were trained
to oil and mosquito-proof wells, cisterns, and other potential malarial
centres. This was a huge task: in Jerusalem alone, for example, there
were 7,000 cisterns.'?

Both Hope-Simpson, in 1930, and the 1937 Peel Report, called for
a link between the mainly anti-malarial drainage works, and irrigation
and agricultural development; and the 1939 White Paper also stressed
agricultural and land development, which would have sharpened
anti-malarial policy. In 1934, more emphasis was given to controlling
irrigation to prevent waterlogging.”! But, on a larger scale, drainage
policy was still inadequate, and the Committee on Development and
Welfare Services wrote in 1940 that there were many drainage works
‘crying out for execution’.’’? In 1945, the British Army stationed in
Palestine criticised a policy it concluded had failed to increase civilian
anti-malarial works intended to safeguard the troops.!*

Three types of anti-malarial works influenced Government policy:
the drainage of large swamps; the clearing and regulating of artificial
channels, collections of water, natural streams and seepage areas
(permanent and temporary works); and the annually recurring chemical
controls.”* Policy was based on the Anti-Malarial Ordinance, 1922,
which was eventually embodied in the Public Health Ordinance, 1940,
and the Public Health (Anti-Malaria) Rules, 1941. The key clause stated
that the occupier or landowner through whose land ‘streams or water
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courses pass, or any person with easement’ to such waterways must, if
so ordered by the Director of Medical Services, maintain them to
prevent mosquito breeding. It was difficult to make villagers clean up
wadis from which they obtained ‘no visible benefit’. The Government
enforced its policy of making the villagers pay for initial cleaning, but
subsequent neglect — the main source of the Army’s criticism — meant
that the Administration often underwrote maintenance. Hence the new
1945 policy had the Government also pay for initial cleaning.'*

The Jews also criticised the Government for its policy on malaria,
saying that they only received technical advice, whereas actual anti-
malarial works were concentrated in Arab villages."** George W. Heron,
the Director of Medical Services, denied this, claiming that most of the
Government schemes in 1935 worked for the Jewish settlers’ benefit,
for example, at Birket Ramadan in the Tulkarm Sub-District. The
Government also gave grants for the Hebrew University’s anti-malarial
research at Rosh Pinna, near Safad. The Mandatory, however, rejected
a proposal to turn the university’s facilities into a malarial research
centre for the Middle East because this would have been run by the
Jews and British-backed, and therefore unacceptable to the surround-
ing Arab countries.!’

Palestine continued to maintain contacts with international health
organisations, and the Director of Medical Services supported allotting
monies from the CDF for anti-malarial works; however, the pressing
need for hospitals and other health facilities weakened his case.!*® Still,
British anti-malarial works made an indelible impact on the landscape,
as will be discussed below.

Case Studies and Examples of Implementing the Anti-Malarial Policy

The British engaged in many large-scale and small-scale anti-malarial
works, and examples are given here so as to analyse the problems
encountered in implementing their policy and the anti-malarial laws.

For example, a 1929 Government drainage scheme for the large
8,000-dunam Birket Ramadan swamp (locally known as Basset Umm
al ‘Alaq), took three years to complete and was hindered by land claims.
It was finally adjudicated in 1934 to the Supreme Muslim Council
as Wagqf. The British then became hesitant about leasing it for the
settlement of landless Arabs as originally planned, as the Mandatory
tended to disapprove of Wagf as this was inalienable and thought to
‘retard progress’. The Government therefore preferred using the
nearby State Domain of Wadi Hawarith, which they controlled
completely.'®
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As it was primarily an anti-malarial scheme, Lewis Andrews, the
Development Officer, asked that at least 75 per cent of the area be
made available for cultivation, which High Commissioner Wauchope
approved. The Jewish company, Hanotaiah Ltd, wanted to lease 8,000
dunams of nearby dunes, which lay between Nahr al Faliq (a river) and
Nathanya, from the Government for a resort; in exchange, it would
contribute towards the costs of draining Birket Ramadan, whose
malarial infestation was preventing development. However, this meant
negotiating with the SMC, which neither side wanted to do;'* also, the
SMC was unwilling to pay for the drainage. But the Health Department
did not apply its powers under the Anti-Malarial Ordinance, 1922, to
enforce the reclamation of the marsh since the SMC could beg a lack
of credit, despite the fact that it stood to gain 5,000 dunams of good
agricultural land. After lengthy transactions, Andrews approached the
Nathanya Seashore Development Company, which agreed to pay
£P6,000 towards the drainage costs, while the Government contributed
£P7,500, and the SMC, £P4,500, totalling £P18,000.'#

The Government’s remedial measures were completed in 1936,
placing half of the area under cultivation. But the land almost immedi-
ately fell to neglect and ‘some wilful damage’ during the Arab Revolt,
and semi-nomadic cultivators and squatters dug up the peat soil,
producing malarial water-holes. Government officers failed to serve
notice on the SMC for the damages, so that costs could not be reclaimed
from it. Hence, despite the Nathanya Seashore Development Company’s
annual contribution of £P130 towards maintenance and the SMC’s
‘considerable’ rent-income from the reclaimed land, the latter agreed
to pay only a quarter of the costs of damages, and in 1938-41 the
Government footed a bill of £P3,300."2 The scheme was praised by
the Peel Commission, though, for being one of the few instances of
co-operation between the Government and the inhabitants in such a
scheme, and of the Administration taking control to regulate water-
supplies.'#

In another major drainage scheme, this time involving State Domain,
budgetary problems seriously delayed progress. The Na‘amein River
swamps were fed by the Kurdani Springs that rose in the Coastal Plain,
and the area’s drainage was one of the last remaining major anti-
malarial projects still to be carried out in the 1930s apart from those
of the Huleh and Jordan Valley marshes.'* The swamps were only one
kilometre south of Acre and the centre of malarial infection that extended
over 300 square kilometres. It was proposed in May 1932 to shorten
the route of the Na‘amein River to the sea by draining these swamps,
and to reclaim 2,500 dunams; the value of the land would increase
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significantly, and the Administration could thereby recoup its capital
costs of £P55,000. Since the land value of the neighbouring Arab and
Jewish settlements would also increase, they were expected to
contribute towards costs.'¥ However, no funds were initially available;
although, by 1935, the extension of Haifa finally necessitated the control
of malaria in the Na‘amein swamps.

A scheme was prepared to drain the Kurdani, which was situated
south of Acre, and the nearby smaller area of springs, then fill in the
old river bed and marsh, and reclaim the land. This was an ‘ideal’
scheme because it provided for both health and development. Half of
the land was owned by the JNF and the Haifa Bay Corporation, and
the Government wanted them to contribute 70-80 per cent of the costs.
Although the Jewish Agency agreed, Government financial cutbacks
during the Arab Revolt held the scheme up,'* it was only the impact
of the Second World War which enabled the scheme to advance.

Due to the large build-up of British troops converging on the Haifa
area, the War Office in London offered to pay for work to reduce the
incidence of malaria, and decided on the quicker solution of having the
Army itself canalise the swamps. The whole was to be completed by 1
May 1942." The Medical Service rose to the challenge, and finished
operations on schedule. Fish ponds were also built because the system
was based on levels that left open water, which controlled the drainage
of springs, and thus also produced ‘valuable food products’.'* On 19
February 1943, the area was declared a Drainage Area under the
Drainage (Surface Water) Ordinance, 1942, which ensured the protec-
tion of the channels and entitled the Government to betterment rates
from neighbouring settlements that benefited from the works. In 1943,
a permanent drainage scheme was started, which was almost complete
by 1947 (see, Map 26 and Plate 14).%

Birket ‘Atta near Hadera in the Haifa Sub-District was another
example of joint participation, again involving an increased military
presence. A pump installed in 1930 to drain the pool which formed
every year, and was a malarial centre, was submerged by the excep-
tionally heavy rains of 1944. The Army agreed to dig a channel with
its heavy-duty excavating machinery through the high dunes which
were blocking the water’s path to the sea. A scheme was then devised
by the Health Department in which a pipe would be laid to provide
permanent drainage, thus clearing the area of a ‘dangerous source of
malaria in a highly populated locality’. The Government paid half
of the £P7,000, and the Va’ad Leumi (Jewish National Council), the
local councils and the PICA financed the rest. Over 90,000 cubic
metres of sand were removed and a 1,000-metre drainage pipe laid.'
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In fact, during the Second World War, the Army greatly influenced
anti-malarial operations, thus imposing its presence on the landscape.
Large notices were posted, ‘the whole length and breadth of galvanised
iron’ at specified points reading, for example:

MALARIA - YOU ARE ENTERING JORDAN VALLEY - USE NETS

with the place-name changed as appropriate. ‘Considerable concern’
was expressed about rice-growing — encouraged by the Administration
for war supplies —in the Safad Sub-District where fields were irrigated
without interruption during 20 May—6 June when the Anopheles mosquito
was breeding. This made large reaches of Metulla Road ‘extremely
dangerous’."!

The Huleh Basin became more prone to malaria because of the
increased food production for the War; labourers feared working there
and asked the Government to spray the area with the ‘wonder-working
drug’, DDT; which was used ‘effectively’ by the Army during the War.
DDT had been sold to the Hebrew University, which then experimented
with it in the Huleh Basin, and stories circulated of the American anti-
malarial works with DDT in the Far East campaigns.!”> The Huleh
concessionaires were asked to clear papyrus channels, and Arab villages
in the Huleh district were also sprayed with DDT. The Mandatory felt
certain, however, thatits 30 years of anti-malarial measures in the Galilee
had been successful, quoting falls in the rate of infected spleens among
Arab infants from 80-100 per cent to 35-40 per cent over 1941-45.153

Three further examples illustrate the other main aspects of British
anti-malarial policy and activities. The Administration’s attitude towards
malaria treatment of isolated areas for private enterprise was less sympa-
thetic, as in the instance of the ‘Ein Feshkha Springs on the Dead Sea
shore. Palestine Potash Ltd, which extracted minerals from the Dead
Sea, wanted the springs cleared of malaria because it claimed they
affected its Kallia Camp, seven kilometres away."** However, in 1937, the
Health Department rejected this claim, arguing that the radius of infec-
tion was only three to four kilometres wide. The company then put
forward data showing that malarial mosquitoes could fly 10-12 kilome-
tres. The issue being contested here was whose responsibility it was to
eliminate malaria: the shorter radius would mean the source was within
the company’s Concession Area, and therefore its responsibility.””* The
Government also refused to fund a survey since the company would have
been the only beneficiary of any anti-malarial work there: to which the
company replied that the Kallia Hotel further north would also gain.
After much toing and froing, the Administration finally accepted liabil-
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ity, and in September 1944 began operations.'%

The Mandatory undertook many urban-related works that signifi-
cantly increased the price of drained lands. For example, the 30-dunam
Tob Alti Swamp within Acre’s Municipality boundaries, just north of
Acre new town and south of the Sidney Smith Army Barracks, was
waterlogged half of the year. Numerous land claims delayed anti-
malarial work because the plot had a potentially high value as it was
in the path of Acre’s natural extension.””” (A plot bought in the Acre
Sub-District for £P5,000 in the summer of 1933, was sold for £P27,000
in June 1934.) A drainage scheme was nevertheless prepared by the
Administration. But the land disputes dragged on into 1947, and the
Government was unwilling to do any more work unless part of the area
was settled as State Domain. The Health Department even claimed that
Acre was not affected by the swamp, as the latter dried up before the
Anopheles breeding season, thus leaving matters unresolved in 1948.1%

In a final example, this time in the Safa State Domain Lands, Beisan
Sub-District, the Government was forced into initiating anti-malarial
works. The Jewish village of Tirat Tsevi (or Zvi) protested against the
Administration for granting its neighbours in the Arab village of As Safa
ayear’s rights in October 1945 to graze their animals on the 148-dunam
plot, because it wanted to drain the land for malarial control. Since the
land was in Zone A, as defined by the 1940 Land Transfers Regulations,
the Mandatory could not let it to the Jews, and had therefore to begin
drainage works itself.'’

Conclusion

In 1936, Heron reported that, ‘Geographically great changes have
been effected in the malarious nature of the country’.! Initially driven
by the Army’s urgent needs after the First World War, the British were
responsible for carrying out some of the largest anti-malarial schemes
in Palestine, and numerous medium and small ones. Applying the anti-
malarial laws, the Mandatory also had villagers provide labour and funds
to clear and maintain local wadis and channels, and concessionaires
had to treat malarial areas on leased State Lands. The Government’s
anti-malarial campaign was described as ‘excellent work’ by Dr Tawfiq
Canaan, President of the Palestine Arab Medical Association.'s' Also,
running parallel to this were the anti-malarial works privately carried
out by the Jews.

By 1929, only 15 of the 74 major malarial areas had been drained,
and 16 were still to be drained, so it was reported at least in 1942.1%
However, large tracts of land were reclaimed and their use changed,
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and the heightened military presence during the Second World War
intensified anti-malarial activities; the Army willingly paid for works, thus
changing the landscape. Although many problems arose, for example,
due to Bedouins watering and pasturing their livestock and damaging
regulated channels, by 1946 — despite budget restraints — it was written
that the Health Department had ‘successfully dealt with the malaria
problem in all towns and in most of rural Palestine’. Many areas still
required treatment, for example, the Huleh Basin and Jordan Valley,
but the British had left their mark.

REFORMING MUSHA’ LANDS

Many definitions of the musha’ (or masha’) land system confuse
landownership with land-use, or categorise it as zzulk. Also, much of
the literature perpetuates the various misconceptions of musha’, with
little new information being produced.'® For example, Abdul-Karim
Rafeq defined musha’ as ‘collective ownership’, and Haim Gerber
described it as ‘communal ownership of land’.'** However, David
Grossman and Kark argue that musha’ is a form of land-use.'”
Firestone wrote of musha’ as a ‘land equalization’ system.!é This
section deals with musha’ al-balad, or village musha’, as opposed to other
types of musha’ partnerships.'” Musha’ is referred to in many studies
on the Middle East, but only historical and legal themes are discussed
here to explicate British attitudes towards this land system.

Background Discussion

Musha’ was a complex land system tied in with the agrarian use of
undivided 7ziri land ‘held equally, in common, as the property of the
whole community’.'® In practice, it often consisted of strips of cultivated
land less than 10 metres wide and over 500 metres long, which were
periodically redistributed (every 1-5, or more, years) among the share-
holders, usually by a system of drawing lots. ‘Each individual member
of the community’ had the ‘right by inheritance to plough and to sow
musha’ lands because of the Hak al-Muzara’a, the right of cultivating’.
The literature often depicted the strips — or ‘strip’” holdings — as ‘fairly
homogenous’, in, for instance, the type of soil, terrain and access to
the village, though liable to change in form, which made surveying
difficult for the British.

The number of shares allocated to a person or family also depended
on various factors, such as the number of males in a family.'® Firestone
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differentiated between ‘open-ended’ and ‘quantified share’ musha’
villages: in the first, titles were redistributed among all units ‘qualified
to receive shares’, for example, all adult males; in the second, the number
of shares or title units were fixed, and only the land, not the title, could
be redistributed. This resulted in the fragmentation of the land, often
through inheritance. Firestone also argued that — apart from its being
periodically redistributed — Levant musha’ resembled the European
open-field system. Two types of musha’ were identified, the Sabm (or
Hussa) and the Zukur, corresponding to Firestone’s ‘quantified share’,
and the ‘open-ended’ musha’ village form of partition, respectively.
Women who married out of the community sometimes lost their 7zusha’
rights; and musha’ could be distributed between ‘hundreds of persons’.!”

From interviews carried out, however, it was found that mzusha’ had
a variety of uses. For example, it could be arable, or an orchard (olive,
citrus, etc.).'”’ Even a car park could be referred to as musha’.'”?
Although, as Firestone argued, in the latter case it indicates an error
sometimes made in ordinary speech among Palestinian Arabs. For
instance, ‘a house held from a father and not yet partitioned among his
sons is said to be musha’ among them: “al-dar musha’, the villagers will
simply say’.!” In an apparent reference to such ‘zusha” lands, the Arab
Mayor of Tiberias requested on behalf of the Municipal Council that
the Mandate Government amend its Draft Town Planning Ordinance
in 1935. Among other things, the Council determined that: ‘In the case
of Musha Land, no building permit will be granted to any of the
Owners until the building plan is agreed upon by all of the Owners’.'"*

For musha’ agricultural lands, agreements would be made between
shareholders about tending the soil, harvesting, and financial arrange-
ments. Also, not all ‘partners’ were necessarily active in the operations
of the land, especially when there were large numbers of people holding
shares.!”

Musha’ variants existed throughout the Middle East, and were
portrayed as being prevalent in Palestine, Lebanon, southern Syria,
Upper Egypt, and irrigated parts of Iraq.'” Some scholars argue that
it may have originated when nomadic tribes settled, and common
grazing rights over certain areas were adapted to communally owned
and worked agricultural land, ‘to prevent land alienation to strangers,
and to foster village cooperation’.!”’ The Ottoman Land Code of 1858
focused on the consolidation of miri land rights. Oddly, whilst arguing
that usha’ was not widespread in the Middle East, Gerber nevertheless
notes that the Code also aimed at putting an end to it."”® The 1858
Tabu Law enforcing land registration, led to much local resentment
(as noted above) due to fears of taxation and military conscription, as
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information on individuals was readily attainable from the land registers.
Despite the Ottomans making musha’ illegal, it is believed to have
expanded throughout Palestine during the nineteenth century into the
coastal and inland plains, along with the extension of agriculture.'”

Jacques Weulersse asserted that the musha’ system did not reach
into the Syrian mountain regions, and Scholch argued that it was con-
fined to the lowlands since, for example, vineyards were not redistributed
in the highlands, where individual/familial property and cultivation
forms dominated.'®

During Ottoman rule, fearing taxation, villagers often had their
musha’ shares registered in the name of a local notable, who then kept
the rights to the land. Stein argued that in the latter half of the nine-
teenth century and throughout the Mandate period, the notables gained
many musha’ shares, and that they therefore supported the musha’
system as a form of ‘leverage’ over the peasantry. This may explain both
the fellab’s disposition towards the partitioning of musha’ (ifraz), and
British reluctance to compulsorily partition musha’. Reiter noted that,
starting in 1934, funds from tithe agreements between the SMC and
the Mandatory were invested in land, which the SMC turned into
musha’. "This was done to prevent its sale, since to do so required the
unanimous approval of all the village community members who now
held the musha’. In this way, for example, 6,000 dunams in Taiyiba
(Tulkarm Sub-District) were bought by the SMC and became musha’.
However, Stein commented that, in the 1930s, the decline in the
number of large landowners and continued fe/lah indebtedness made
musha’ the main land source for the Jews,'8! but Stein does not substan-
tiate this. A map published by Hadawi in 1957 indicates that the
Jewish-held ‘shares in undivided land’ in March 1945 were quite small;
though even this information does not identify divided shares (that is,
partitioned rzusha’) of land registered as Jewish due to Land Settle-
ment. Another map, dated 30 June 1947, and prepared for the Jewish
Agency, showed that Jewish shares in undivided land geographically
closely paralleled those lands classified as in ‘full’ Jewish possession.
The purchase of musha’ by the Jews had the important roles of both
extending and consolidating their settlement. Hence, Jewish shares in
undivided lands may be found in such places as the northern Galilee,
in the Arab villages of Hunin, Al Buweiziya and Az Zawiya, these being
close to the Jewish settlements of Kfar Gil‘adi, Kfar Blum and Neot
Mordekhai, respectively. By June 1947, lands in full Jewish possession
and Jewish shares in undivided lands amounted to 1,621,327 dunams
of a total of 1,802,386 dunams of land in Jewish possession. The
remaining 181,059 dunams were held as Concessions.!*?
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The British had much knowledge of and experience in land
systems and their controls gained from their Empire, and recast whole
landscapes through their land policies and legislation. They knew
of many land-share systems, for example, those of the Marri of
Baluchistan, and other systems in many parts of Africa,'® so Palestine’s
musha’ was seen as only a variation. Indeed, Britain’s own land history
contains the example of the enclosures of common fields, and Eric
Kerridge argued that these fragmented fields may have been formed
to give equal access to periodically redistributed land manured by the
common flock."®* The complex change from communal to individual
ownership in Britain lasted from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century,
and was backed by private, public, general and Parliamentary Acts.'®

England’s local and imperial history of enclosures may partly explain
the Mandatory Government’s platitudinous and quickly formed policy
on Palestine’s 7zusha’. Enclosures were associated with the high economic
productivity of the Agricultural and Industrial Revolutions,'® and
Mandate policy was founded on this attitude towards private as opposed
to communal lands, and this may be the reason that officials spoke with
such ease of the threat of musha’ to agriculture.

British Policy towards Musha’

"The British were highly critical of musha’, although a clear-cut policy on
it was not officially stated, it was seen as a hindrance to land registration
and agricultural development. Thin hillside strips of musha’, for
example, were ploughed up and down slopes, and catalogued by the
British as causing and further aggravating erosion (see, Map 27 and
Plate 15)."7 Its redistribution led to ‘much trouble among villagers’,
and the Government argued that this resulted in the cultivator having
‘neither the energy nor the inclination to improve his temporary hold-
ing’, thus leading to diminished productivity and problems in Land
Settlement. Also, when the holdings came into private ownership, they
were seen to further aggravate land fragmentation, as small pockets of
land would be purchased.!*® The progressive abolishment of 7usha’ by
the British largely, therefore, occurred within the context of Land
Settlement.

Many estimates may be found of the extent of musha’ in Palestine:
for instance, it was calculated as making up 70 per cent of the land in
1914; 55 per cent of the cultivated land in 1922; 46 per cent in 1930;
and 25 per cent at the end of the Mandate. During the Jewish land
purchases in the 1930s, a decline in the musha’ area was thought to
have occurred, as it was increasingly partitioned or sold.’®” The British
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Map 27. Es Sammu'i Village Lands, Safad Sub-District, Indicating Musha’.
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officials’ own uncertainty over the extent of musha’ was well illustrated
in Director of Development Lewis French’s Reports.

In December 1931, French wrote that 339, 109 and 131 villages in
the Northern District, Southern District and Jerusalem District, respec-
tively, were partitioned. A further 207, 168 and 23 villages, respectively,
were ‘wholly or partly unpartitioned’; and 31, 31 and no villages,
respectively, had been ‘unofficially partitioned’ (that is, the villagers
effected partition by agreement without recording this in the Land
Registry). These were in fact ‘unverified statistics’” provided from the
Commissioner for Lands.'” French used the figures to show how the
‘evil’ of musha’ was ‘gradually though very slowly breaking down’,
pointing to the ‘disintegration of this primitive land system’. He claimed
that the percentage of unpartitioned villages fell from 56 in 1923 to 46
in 1930, but added that the figure was probably ‘rather less than 40 per
cent’ in December 1931, due somewhat to compulsory partitioning.
French predicted that, “This residue will, of course, present the most
stubborn cases to be handled’.*!

After ten years of ‘uninterrupted and unchallenged’ occupation on land
that had not been officially partitioned, the holder obtained prescriptive
rights to the land. Analysing the reasons for villagers not registering
partitioned land, French reported that it was probably due to the difficul-
ties of gaining the assent of all co-proprietors, especially as absentees
and minors had to be consulted. Furthermore, ‘the exorbitance of the
fees demanded by the State’ to register the partitioned land acted to
dissuade the villagers from so doing. This point had already been
raised in 1923 in the Report of the Musha’ Land Commission. French
was not surprised, therefore, that progress in partitioning mzusha’ was
wanting, he repeated the calls previously made for a revision of the
fees, and suggested a committee be set up to reform the levying system
for unofficial partitions.!”

Recording the existence of musha’ lands was thus difficult and, by
1936, no systematic survey had been made of them, so that the data
can at best be described as conjectural.'” It is not known, for example,
how the transter of 7zusha’ shares by fellabeen to notables to repay debts,
or to Jews for ready cash (as Stein described), influenced British policy
on rmusha’ or the extent of musha’.'**

In 1923, Ernest M. Dowson, the Lands Adviser to the Palestine and
Trans-Jordan Governments (1923-28), strongly advocated the simpli-
fication of Palestine’s land registration and tax systems, to be based on
a national cadastral survey and the settlement of ‘real rights’. He here
gave the example of the success of a similar process in Egypt. Dowson
concluded that the compulsory registration of land titles, which also
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served to secure tenure for the peasantry, was important to stimulate
agricultural output. This was based on the Torrens system, with the
‘recording and passage of real rights on the indestructible immovable
and readily definable unit of land instead of on the ephemeral, mobile
... unit of humanity’. In support of the 1923 Musha’ Land Commission
that surveyed 753 villages, Dowson singled out 7zusha’ as a land system
to be quashed, and recommended its abolishment and permanent
partition.'” He saw it as a ‘serious obstacle’ to economic development,
‘inconsistent with the enacted law’, and noted that without tenure
security, it was difficult for the fellzbeen to get cheap Government agri-
cultural credit.!” This latter point was proven during the 1930s, when
many were refused special relief loans because their land was jointly-
held, offering no collateral.!”’

The 1930 Johnson-Crosbie Committee Report on the Economic
Condition of Agriculturists in Palestine and the Fiscal Measures of Govern-
ment in Relation Thereto also defined musha’ as a major obstacle to
agriculture. Legal transactions were difficult with musha’, it claimed.
Partition was costly and problems always arose in gaining consent
from other shareholders. The partition of 7zusha’ could therefore only
progress slowly.!

French argued in 1931 that due to climatic conditions, land in the
Southern District was of ‘small value’, and partitions were effected
less so than elsewhere. In contrast, as much as 85 per cent of musha’
in the Jerusalem District was partitioned because of the ‘congestion of
the population and the consequently greater value of land in the hills’.
French therefore directly linked population density with the distribu-
tion of musha’. In comparatively sparsely populated areas, where ‘the
land provides the bare requisites of a livelihood without the labour
and expense of tree-planting, manuring, etc., the mesha’a system still
largely prevails’.!”

However, French questioned Hope-Simpson’s and Strickland’s
(Strickland in 1930 wrote on Palestine’s system of agricultural co-
operation) assessment of the drawbacks to yields of some of the musha’
lands they had seen, and concluded that ‘tillage results were not as bad
as indicated on paper’. He backed this up by writing that two adjacent
strips of musha’ he visited, when cultivated as a plough unit, ‘constituted
a respectively shaped field’.> Nevertheless, French continued justifying
the need for partition by stating that ‘it is well known to those familiar
with the countryside’ that partition was ‘attended by a reduction in
crimes of violence, thanks to the removal of fruitful grounds of quarrel’.
Indeed, partition could be ‘educative’. With so little co-operation among
villagers and so many land disputes, the Government could ‘encourage
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a spirit of solidarity and induce’ the villagers themselves to undertake
partitioning their musha’. Partitioning bore in it the ‘germs of self-
government’ and ‘real development and progress’, and reduced the
workload of the Lands Department. It proved successful in some
regions of the Southern District, where an Assistant Settlement Officer
supervised voluntary partition, and French thereby recommended that
special staff be appointed for partitioning.?!

The Jews reiterated Government attitudes towards 7usha’, ‘because
it does prevent serious development, it impoverishes the soil and
prevents ... the development of a bold peasantry’. Dr Maurice B.
Hexter, a member of the Jewish Agency, was asked by the Peel
Commission what recommendations he could suggest ‘for the extinction
of the muasha’a system’, making it sound more like a dangerous pest
than an established land-use pattern. Attempts to obtain the villagers’
‘internal agreement’ had not gone well but, Hexter felt, this was prob-
ably the best method — something the Government had started doing
to advance ‘voluntary parcellation’. Hexter was especially perturbed
about the boundary problems musha’ lands caused, and added that if
compulsory partition would speed up the abolition of musha’, then he
was for it.2%

The Government initially questioned the abolishment of musha’:
it was widely practised; resembled co-operative systems that the
Mandatory encouraged; and it was recognised that its equitable partition
would be a complicated process. By 1930, however, the official policy,
or rather attitude, agreed with that formerly espoused by Dowson.
Partitioning 7usha’ then became intrinsic to Land Settlement, so much
so, that the Commissioner for Lands wanted the process accelerated
in advance of general Settlement, even though this could have made
planned systematic settlement piecemeal .2 Despite this last difficulty,
the Commissioner won the day.

The Musha’ Lands Ordinance

The proliferating reports on land and agriculture after the 1929
disturbances in Palestine reinforced the Government’s increasingly
antagonistic attitude towards musha’. Criticisms of its being an obstacle
to agricultural development and calls for its abolishment were repeated
in the Hope-Simpson, Jobnson-Crosbie, Strickland, and French Reports (as
discussed above); all the arguments of which were repeated in the
Colonial Office by H.F. Downie, who saw land partition as a means to
improve Arab agriculture.”* London thus readily approved the 1933
draft ‘Ordinance to provide for the partition of village Musha’ Lands
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in advance of Settlement’.?” The Musha’ Lands Ordinance, 1933,
empowered ‘Partition Officers’ to investigate 7zusha’ land claims and
settle them ahead of the general Land Settlement process under the
Land Settlement Ordinance, 1928. A ‘Partitioning Committee’ was to
be appointed by the respective District Commissioner, consisting of
reputed owners of the shares to be partitioned. The Partition Officer
settled disputes, then notices were posted allowing for objections, after
which the Commissioner for Lands would give final approval. The
Ottoman Provisional Law of Partition of 1916 relating to partition was
declared inapplicable to musha’, subject to the new ordinance.?

It was thus hoped to circumvent the slow and laborious court and
Land Settlement processes, and the villagers’ own attempts to clear up
ownership, thereby speeding up partitions and dissolving the musha’
system. No further reference to the Ordinance have been found in the
sources however. The Pee/ Report simply echoed the Mandatory’s
attitude towards musha’ as a ‘bar’ to agriculture, and said that efforts
at its abolishment had been only ‘partially successful’.” The Report
also seemed to corroborate findings that musha’ was prevalent in the
Hill area.?”® Whilst some fellabeen sought security of tenure in partition-
ing, many are reported by the Mandatory to have objected to the British
over this as they feared receiving land that was difficult to cultivate.
Major C.H. Ley, the Director of the Survey of Palestine, had, in 1931,
warned against the hasty elimination of 7zusha’ as a ‘positive injury’ to
development, and estimated that as much as 45 per cent of Palestine’s
lands were musha’ >

That same year, French expressed strong doubts about passing
legislation to partition mzusha’; he wrote that he knew of cases where
villagers had agreed to partition their lands, but decided not to ‘when
pressed to abide by too precise official instructions’. Further legislation
would only aggravate such reactions. On the contrary, the transition away
from the centuries-old 7zusha’ system had to be handled ‘very tenderly’,
‘with leniency and sympathy in applying a minimum of rules’. By
appointing special officers to help the expansion of partition, French
suggested, ‘only very simple legislation’ would be required. Clause 51
of the Settlement (of Title) Ordinance, 1928, empowered the High
Commissioner to direct a Settlement Officer to carry out partition within
a Settlement area if ‘deemed to be in the public interest’; this could be
extended to include lands outside Settlement areas.?'® Prior to the enact-
ment of any specific legislation, French preferred that more experience
and knowledge be gained of the difficulties that were likely to arise.?!!

Settlement procedures were slow and difficult. In one case, for
example, inhabitants of Qalansuwa Village in the Tulkarm Sub-District,
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vehemently protested about 7zusha’ being adjudicated as State Domain.
The Settlement Officers decided that the village had areas of uncultivated
lands, including the claimed 7zusha’, and wanted them to be returned
as uncultivated State Domain. During the Second World War, the
Army used this land. In 194647, the State Domain Committee recom-
mended that it be leased to the JNF to settle Jewish ex-servicemen,
since it was contiguous with the Jewish settlement of Ge’ulim — the Jews
themselves owned part of Qalansuwa Village and so were ‘villagers’.
However, the story was deliberately politicised, and the Administration
felt unable to proceed.??

The Arabs also argued that if British Land Settlement were
‘honourable’, it would first start with musha’ areas and places with
constant ‘inheritance and other problems’, and not with the fertile
coastal lands, which the Jews were interested in purchasing, thereby
easing land transfers.?"’ Fearing opposition from Arab notables, the
Administration was ‘reluctant for political reasons’ to annul musha’,
and decided to slow down partition operations.?'* Nevertheless, calls
to abolish musha’ continued into the 1940s. Based on the data of a
survey of five (unnamed) Arab villages (four in the Ramle Sub-District,
and one in the Hebron Sub-District) by the Department of Statistics
in 1944, comments were also written in the Survey of Palestine for the
Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry concerning ‘fragmentation
and co-ownership’ as an impediment to agricultural mechanisation and
irrigation. The number of fragments into which an individual holding
was divided was found to increase with the size of the holdings,
averaging at three co-owners per shared plot.?”®

Musha’ was apparently deemed unlawful under the Ottoman Land
Code,?'¢ and experts in Ottoman and Mandate Palestine laws, Frederic
M. Goadby and Moses J. Doukhan, argued that the 1858 Code did not
accommodate musha’ rights, and that it was legally not possible to
distinguish between musha’ and matruka, the latter of which were lands
held for public use. The Code forbade 7z:7i to be held in whole by the
villagers or their representatives. But, since musha’ existed, Goadby
and Doukhan suggested that the Government apply Article 6 of the
Mejelle, Ottoman Civil Code, AH1285/CE1869, whereby that which
had existed from ‘time immemorial’ was to be left in its ‘ancient
state’ .27

With seemingly no further mention of the Musha’ Lands Ordinance,
1933 — as noted above, no more references have been found — it was
not until the drafting of the Land (Settlement of Title) Ordinance,
between 1944 and 1947, that any attempt was made to place musha’
within a legal construct. Already in 1936, the Lands Commissioner
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could only report that most of the partitioning of #zusha’ had occurred
within Settlement areas. Attempts at partitioning in advance of settle-
ment had not succeeded because of the villagers’ unwillingness to co-
operate. The musha’ legislation was equally ineffective, and gathering
data on the progress of partition was problematic because lands would
be partitioned during sales and transfers, as well as through the more
obvious official Land Settlement process.””® The Courts and the
Settlement Officers were left to manage as best they could with the uncer-
tainties of the Land Settlement Ordinance, 1928, and its numerous
amendments, as exemplified by the case of Miska.

The Case of the Miska Village Lands, Tulkarm Sub-District

A caustic dispute broke out over musha’ land ownership in Miska (or
Miskeh) Village near Qalqilya in the Tulkarm Sub-District, in which
one ‘Abdul Fattah el-Jabr and Others raised a case against one Aron
Mas’ud and Others. The case was interesting since it personally
involved the Attorney-General as the Third Party. The case in the
Haifa Land Court dragged on from 1932 to beyond 1939. The plain-
tiffs accused the defendants of declaring certain musha’ lands in Miskeh
Forest as their own, stating that the many plots in the forest were
fictitiously registered in the names of Miska Village inhabitants accord-
ing to musha’ custom. The three disputed plots were all part of the
musha’ forest lands owned by Miska villagers, and in 1888 the plots had
been recorded in the 7zbu, the Ottoman Land Register, in the names
of several individuals. The defendants mortgaged the plots, register-
ing them as their own; hence the court case, with claimants saying the
land was musha’ Zukur (or Zakur), held in common by Miska Village
adult males.?"’

The Attorney-General personally appeared as the Third Party, and
stated that the Law did not identify musha’. He feared the Court might
recognise the claim, thus creating a new land category that was also
‘contrary to public policy’, leading to revenue losses from registration
and other land fees. However, though legally not recognised, musha’
Zukur land (registered in the name of male villagers, rather than an
individual) was known to exist in many villages, and had been recog-
nised by the Courts in a previous case.’’ In 1939, when the case
was still pending, J.A. O’Connor, Tulkarm’s Settlement Officer,
complained that it was holding up the completion of land registration
in the Tulkarm Sub-District.??! Unfortunately, the files on the outcome
of the trial were not found.
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Musha’ Policy and the Land (Settlement of Title) Ordinance, [1944]

Land transactions in Palestine required a mukhtar’s certificate, and
mukhbtars sometimes distributed the mzusha’ shares among the villagers.??2
During the Mandate period, however, though the British were support-
ive of mukhtars —as has previously been shown — they may have reduced
their role in partitioning 7usha’, since nowhere in the Land (Settlement
of Title) Ordinance drafts of 194447 is their involvement mentioned.??
British land policy in all its different forms (as with the Protection of
Cultivators Ordinances) clearly aimed at ‘binding’ the owner-occupier
and tenant to their land.?** Tentative Mandate policy to abolish musha’
was then also translated into the Land (Settlement of Title) Ordinance.
When drawing up this ordinance to simplify and consolidate the Land
(Settlement) Ordinance, 1928, which was often amended piecemeal, a
section was devoted to musha’ settlement.??s

Partition and parcellation was to be simplified on the basis of
experience gained since the original 1928 ordinance. Part IX of the
Draft Ordinance first prepared in 1944 dealt with ‘Partition and
Parcellation and Minima’. The Mandatory wanted to keep as far as
possible to the boundaries of the blocks that villagers used, and any
owner with a share in 7usha’ could apply to have it separated from the
undivided land and register his own parcel in his name. If two-thirds
of musha’ share-owners in a village applied to have all the village lands
divided, then partition could proceed. To obviate any misunderstand-
ings, the Settlement Officer was to collaborate closely with the
villagers whilst upholding the rights of the individuals concerned.??

More definitions were added for different kinds of musha’. Village
musha’ was defined as land held in undivided ownership by a village
and periodically redistributed among shareholders for cultivation,
whether or not it was registered as undivided shares. Customary musha’
was village land or were sections held or cultivated on the basis of
customary joint tenure of a non-heritable nature. Individual 7zusha’ was
defined as land held by two or more persons in undivided shares, which
was not village or customary zzusha’. This Ordinance applied to all of
Palestine and put musha’ lands into legal focus.?”

Conclusion

The loosely formed Government policy to abolish musha’ seemed
counter-balanced by the Administration’s reluctance to disturb the
relationship between fellab and notable and, by extension, between
notable and the Government. The Land Settlement process constantly
operated and emphasised musha’ partition. Map 28 shows the areas
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settled by the Mandate’s end, and possibly indicates the extent of
musha’ that had been partitioned, or at least affected by Land Settle-
ment (the partitioning of 7usha’ may have parallelled Land Settlement
operations rather than been caused by it). Land Settlement of titles was
very much driven by Arab—Jewish land transactions because of the land
conflict. The British may have inadvertently impacted on musha’
through their Land Transfers Regulations, 1940, by limiting Jewish
land purchases to certain areas of the country.

The Mandatory clearly exhibited preconceived ideas about musha’
as being detrimental to agriculture. Yet, those interviewed for this book
indicated that the Arabs did not regard it badly. Its profitability depended
on its use: a musha’ orchard could be profitable if well maintained.?*
This indicates a more telling picture of musha’, one which the British
may have paid less attention to because of their on-going concern for
the fellah. But even the fellah was not in the financial position to neglect
any land, so the answer to productivity problems associated with
musha’ must be sought elsewhere, for example, in problems related to
upgrading cultivation.

Although musha’ was not legally recognised — the draft Musha’
Lands Ordinance, 1933, having been little invoked — it was an impor-
tant element of landownership in Palestine and hence could not be
ignored — as proven by the Land Courts and multitude of Land
Settlement notices in the Official Gazette. The various Land Settlement
ordinances and amendments had to allow for musha’, and it is specified
in the final Land (Settlement of Title) Ordinance drafted in the
Mandate’s last years.”” Many Government documents concerning
musha’ are missing or obscurely filed under a variety of titles, making
for an incomplete picture. However, it may be concluded that at least
through Land Settlement operations, the British certainly had an
influence on musha’.

GENERAL CONCLUSION

Necessity and legislation produced changes in land-use in Palestine,
as shown above, each measure temporarily or permanently impacting
on the landscape. The land conflict in Palestine underlined the religious,
secular and historical importance of land, it was a practical example of
what had been written on land’s role in society: of how land and the
attachment to land is regarded. Historical and biblical links to the land
in Palestine underpinned Zionist claims, and helped formulate their
land-purchasing policy and sense of geography. However, land was also
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a commodity being traded and developed, and it was the increasing
monetary value of land in Palestine that led the Arabs to sell their
properties, despite their own historical and economic attachment to it.

HMG’s Mandate obligations relating to land, settlement and devel-
opment, ensured that land was kept alive as one of the most contentious
issues during British rule, with the State an active contender. The
Arabs blamed the British for facilitating Jewish land purchases through
their immigration policy; these purchases sometimes led to whole
villages being wiped off the map (for example, Shatta, as the neigh-
bouring Jewish settlement of Beit ha-Shitta developed).?** The Land
Transfers Regulations of 1940 dealt a blow to Jewish land purchasing
and affected the geography of transfers, but the Arabs found the law
weak, and their own Land Funds could not avert the exploitation of
loopholes. The Regulations cut Palestine into blocks, changing the
emphasis from the patch cultivation landscape of the Protection of
Cultivators Ordinances to one of large-scale political and economic
units.

The State actively competed for land, even fighting lengthy court
battles; its gains broke up encroachment patterns, causing land use
changes. But it was less willing to invest in development, seeking a
solution in its conditional contracts, in which clauses for land ameliora-
tion and use were specified. Land was bought by the Service Departments
for the Military, and by private agreement. The State also expropriated
lands for roads and other public needs, and therefore slowly built up
aland reserve, although the overall percentage of land it held was small.
But Government efforts to make its lands available for landless Arabs
were considered by the Arabs to be ‘half-hearted and inadequate’.?*!

Anti-malarial works for health reasons also released lands and
attempts were then made to develop them through contract clauses.
The Anti-Malarial Ordinance obliged citizens to have swamps nearby
their habitations drained, and to contribute either to the costs or to
the labour, or both. Many wadis near villages and Jewish settlements
were in this way cleared of malaria.

The Administration advocated abolishing mzusha’, but, apprehensive
of the Arab notables’ response, did not push this policy. Musha’ partition,
nevertheless, did proceed through Land Settlement operations.

The Mandatory was an agent of change in land-use and the land-
scape. Title settlement and the accompanying ‘piece of paper’ proving
land ownership,”? became part of a larger landscape of Arab and Jewish
nationalist self-determination, with the Land Transfers Regulations,
1940, slowly carving out final partition plans and confirming the power
of land. Land registration and the struggle over land as a commodity, as
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a source of livelihood and for accommodation, with the Government
a full contender, however, belied the on-going spiritual significance of
land in Palestine, as ab antiquo claims remained the true measuring rod.
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The Partition Plans

The force of circumstances.!

INTRODUCTION:
THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Barbara Bender argued that identities may be ‘created and disputed’ in
landscapes.? Inherent in this statement is territoriality, defined by
Aharon Kellerman as people’s attachment to spaces, which, as Robert
David Sack wrote, is more than biologically motivated, and is amply
exemplified by the bitter Arab—Jewish conflict in Mandate Palestine,
and Britain’s role in it. Hence, John A. Agnew’s analysis of political
geography as the study of the uneven distribution of power over the
earth is relevant here. Power is geographically manifested by bound-
aries, by the control of powerful States and empires over the less
powerful, and by the material and emotional connections that people
make between themselves and territories they inhabit, thus limiting
access to them.’ Yi-Fu Tuan has also shown that ‘power is creativity’.*
Gregory’s ‘maps of an intellectual landscape’, give equal prominence
to economics and political economics, as geography is the spatial
expression of its ‘strategic encounters’ with anthropology, sociology
and economics. Specific societies produce specific geographies.’

In this chapter, British power in Mandated Palestine within the con-
text of British imperial hegemony in the Middle East forms the back-
drop to the analysis of HMG’s partition plans. The Arab—Jewish conflict
seemed intractable during the 1936-39 Arab Revolt, which resulted in
the British officially mooting partition for the first time. British interests
in Palestine played a conspicuous role in partition planning, as London
dominated Jerusalem over the matter, but the latter still had its share.

European imperialism was already undermined by American
‘insistence’ that First World War colonial gains be held as Mandated
territories — not colonies — subject to the League of Nations established
in 1920, a ‘sacred trust to civilization’. The Second World War ushered
into the Middle East new competing American and Soviet economic
and political forces, and these — along with rising Pan-Arabism -
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threatened Britain’s position in the region. The USA’s anti-colonial
stance ran parallel to nationalist activities in the different empires.®

US President 'T. Woodrow Wilson’s principle of ‘self-determination’,
stated during the First World War, was enshrined in Article 22 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations which was ‘behind the Mandate’.”
However, this hardly meshed with the many existing and eventual
boundaries of post-colonial countries. As A.I. Asiwaju noted for Africa,
lines were drawn across ‘culture areas’, such as the Masai’s (split by the
Kenya—Tanzania border), or economic or other zones (for example,
pastures).® Few nation-states with ethnic-territorial compositions existed.
Partition thus played a defining role in creating new identities, often
factitiously throwing together different peoples, usually with tragic
consequences — for instance, the Sudan’s Arab north and African south
— giving rise to years of conflict that still remain unresolved.” David
Fromkin saw nationalism in the Middle East as a British replacement
of religion by politics, introducing an ‘artificial state system’.!
As Yehoshua Porath has demonstrated, Palestinian Arab nationalism
and its Islamic strain were determining factors during the Mandate,
influencing Cabinet decisions, as members feared reactions in the Islamic
world, notably from India’s millions of Muslims.!! But, comparing
partition in Ireland, India and Palestine, T.G. Fraser stressed the
centrality of nationalism and economics.'

An impressive number of studies exist on the political history of
British Palestine, and of the Jewish partition plans and Arab political
reactions to British partition plans. Much emphasis has especially
been given to British political and military interests in partition plan-
ning. Some of the writers on the subject, covering a range of aspects,
are here listed to illustrate the points made above: Fawzi Asadi (geog-
raphy); Meron Benvenisti (population aspects); Michael J. Cohen
(history); Shmuel Dothan (history); Samih Khalil Farsoun and
Christina E. Zacharia (historical overview); Itzhak Galnoor (partition);
Sami Hadawi (land); Yossi Katz (Jewish partition plans); Nathaniel
Katzburg (political history); ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Kayyali (political
history); Tarif Khalidi (history); Walid Khalidi (history); Fred J. Khouri
(political history); Aaron S. Klieman (partition and territory);
Ian Lustick (national identity); Nur Masalha (Zionist ideas about
transfer); Muhammad M. Muslih (Palestinian nationalism); Elhanan
Oren (Jewish settlement); Amos Perlmutter (partition); Allen
Howard Podet (Anglo-American Committee); Yehoshua Porath
(Arab nationalism); Shalom Reichman (historical geography); Michael
W. Suleiman (American policy); and ‘Abd al-Qadir Yasin (Palestinian
nationalism)."
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The issue of partition is being currently debated, by Morris and
others, within the context of the Arab—Israeli conflict and is outside of
the scope of this chapter, though it naturally follows on from its subject
matter. For a review of this, see the Introduction. Reichman outlined
the principles of the 1937 Peel Report, but mentioned little about what
influenced their formation. Only Hadawi and Asadi have written on
the economic and land aspects of partition. However, these studies are
on the 1947 UN Partition of Palestine and give statistics for land area
and ownership, and for water allocations to the Arab State and the
Jewish State, Asadi concluding that the data showed the partition to
be ‘grossly unfair’.'* But the population, land and economic issues
behind British partition planning have not been studied.

This chapter analyses the underlying maxims and considerations
relating to population, land, and the economy that informed British
thinking during the preparation of the partition plans and British notions
of what an Arab or a Jewish State ‘should’ include: HMG’s interests
are also discussed.” The milestone plans analysed are: the 1937 Peel
Report; the 1938 Woodbead Report; the 1943 (though less so because it has
already been researched) and 1944 Cabinet Committee on Palestine
Reports; the 1946 Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry Report; and the
Morrison—-Grady Plan; concluding with an examination of British
influence on the 1947 UNSCOP Partition Plan, as Palestine descended
into open civil strife and was handed over to the UN. Lesser proposals
by British officials are also presented. The Mandatory Government’s
role in forming the landscape of partitioned Palestine may then be
better understood.

The roles of the Mandatory and of Douglas G. Harris in partition
planning are the main focus of this study. The reason for this, is that
the Palestine Administration’s function in the planning has either been
neglected in other research, which has concentrated on London’s polit-
ical and strategic interests, or has not been sufficiently emphasised, and
therefore little analysed. Hadawi, for example, only refers to the Admin-
istration’s input of data into the plans without further expanding on this;
and Dothan just mentions Harris. Gavriel Cohen and Katzburg give
more credit to High Commissioner MacMichael’s role, but whilst the
former discusses mainly high-level politics, the latter gives little detail !¢

THE PEEL REPORT, 1937

On 18 April 1936, the Arab Rebellion broke out in Palestine, bringing
widespread demonstrations and disorder, with ambushes a common
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occurrence, and leading for the first time to the political intervention
of the Arab States.!” Village searches and checkpoints caused a breach
in daily life and movement.!® The Arabs strenuously opposed Jewish
immigration and land purchases which had increased dramatically after
Hitler’s rise to power in Germany in 1933. On 5 November 1936, a
Royal Commission chaired by Earl Peel (William Robert W. Peel,
formerly Secretary of State for India in 1922-24, and 1928-29) visited
Palestine to investigate the Mandate’s operations and the causes of
the disturbances. In the final part of its report, the Peel/ Report, the
Commission recommended cantonising or partitioning Palestine, as Arab
and Jewish nationalist aspirations were determined as ‘irreconcilable’.

Cantonisation: Cust, Keith-Roach and Harris

The Commission gave cantonisation short shrift, despite the Mandatory
Government’s two reports on it.!” Cantonisation would have divided
Palestine internally into separate Arab or Jewish autonomous cantons,
while leaving it intact, with the option of a British-ruled federation.?
The foremost British exponent of cantonisation was Sir L.G. Archer
Cust, who had been a member of the Palestine Administration in the
1920s, and the Peel/ Report referred extensively to a plan he submitted
to the Commission.?! Cust proposed dividing Palestine into an Arab
and a Jewish canton, with Jerusalem and Haifa as Mandated ‘enclaves’,
all in a Mandated federation. The Hills were to be an Arab Canton,
possibly linked to Trans-Jordan. The Acre-Gaza Coastal Plain and the
Jezreel and Huleh Valleys would make up the Jewish Canton, which
was where Jewish settlement was already focused in any case, effectively
cantonising Palestine, as Cust argued. A third ‘mixed’ Arab and Jewish
Canton would include Tiberias, Safad and part of the Huleh. This plan
confined Jewish immigration and land purchases to the Jewish
Canton.?? Harris’ map (see Appendix 45), was based on Cust’s. All the
maps have been kept together for convenience in the Appendices of
this book to show the continuities and changes within planning.
Cust’s proposal was much criticised, Cosmo Parkinson of the
Colonial Office calling it ‘impracticable’ and contrary to HMG’s policy
of Arab-Jewish parity.”® Influenced by Edward Keith-Roach, the
Northern District’s District Commissioner, the Palestine Adminis-
tration later rejected cantonisation.?* Calling on his 17 years of expe-
rience in Palestine, Keith-Roach also attacked the cantonisation
scheme prepared by Douglas G. Harris (the Commissioner on Special
Duty and Irrigation Adviser), together with Lewis [Y]. Andrews (the
Officer in charge of the Department of Development, as well as Harris’
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Assistant Commissioner on Special Duty, and, later on, Liaison Officer
to the Palestine Royal Commission, 1936-37) (Appendix 45). The plan
violated Article 6 of the Mandate, whereby the Mandatory’s encour-
agement of Jewish settlement was not to prejudice non-Jewish rights,
Keith-Roach argued. The Jewish Canton gained ‘all the best’ citrus
land and the ‘exceptionally fertile’ Jezreel Valley; also, Keith-Roach
emphasised, many towns and villages were mixed. Using statistics he
had especially commissioned for his secret memorandum, Keith-
Roach wrote that the Northern Jewish Canton of Esdraelon and the
Jezreel included the overwhelmingly Arab Haifa, Nazareth, Jenin and
Beisan Sub-Districts, as well as many large Arab villages, such as Yajur.
The Western Jewish Canton, which included parts of the Tulkarm and
Jaffa Sub-Districts, also had a large Arab population. For example, the
Tulkarm Sub-District had 46,000 Arabs and only 700 Jews.” Twenty-
five-thousand Arabs also resided in villages in the Tulkarm plains, or
in the hills outside of the proposed canton’s boundaries, but derived
over half of their living from, and owned lands within, the proposed
canton (Table 30). The plan was ‘fantastic’, since population pressure
on the land, no longer relieved by compulsory conscription as in
Ottoman times, was producing ‘town dwellers with no resources’ and
a strong sense of nationalism.?

On reading Keith-Roach’s memorandum, Harris made an about-
turn. A federation, he wrote, was the act of pre-existing self-governing
units attaching themselves together for common objectives, connected
by a central federal government; whereas in Palestine, the Government
would be delegating powers to previously non-existent units. Also, a
‘considerable’ part of any Jewish canton would consist of Arab land,
and Jewish land purchases would force Arabs out of the canton, whilst
land shortages in the Arab Canton, and Arab rural-urban migration
would increase the number of landless Arabs. Harris here reiterated
Keith-Roach’s interpretation that this was contrary to Article 6 of
the Mandate, as it placed Arabs under Jewish domination. Different
standards between the cantons would arise, causing financial and legis-
lative difficulties for the central Government, which would be unable
to control Jewish immigration into the Jewish Canton. Despite Jewish
expansion towards Gaza, over 90 per cent of the area’s population was
Arab, and Harris thought it unwise to allot Gaza for potential Jewish
growth. Jewish settlement would be permitted in the Negev, the great
Jewish ‘hope’, but would remain ‘mixed’, due to its overwhelmingly
large Arab population.”’

Both the Mandatory Government and the Pee/ Report therefore
rejected cantonisation, and adopted Harris’ conclusions and wording
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Table 30. Arabs Residing Outside the Boundaries of the Western Jewish Canton but
Wholly or Partly Dependent on Lands Inside the Canton

Comments

Arab Village Arab Population
(Tulkarm S/D) (1931 Census)
Kafr ‘Abbush 360
‘Azzun 994
Kafr Jammal 498
Kafr Zibad 469
‘Attil 2,207
Qalansuwa 1,069

At Taiyiba 2,944

At Tira 2,192
Zeita 1,165
Kafr Sur 559
Kafr Saba 765
Shuweika 1,861
Tulkarm 5,337

Various detachments
(estimated) (Jaiyus,

Dannaba, etc.) 1,000
Total Arabs here
(1931 Census) 21,420

Add estimated 15 per cent
increase since 1931 3,213

Estimated grand total
at present (1936) 24,633

Hill village — detached lands

Lands extended into Canton
Lands extended into Canton;
some also detached

Lands extended into Canton
Hill village — detached lands

Lands extended into Canton
Various detachments

About half the village’s lands
are inside the Canton

Source: LN. Camp, Land Settlement Officer, Statistical Memorandum on Arab Population in
the Two Proposed Jewish Cantons, Haifa, 22 September 1936, enclosed with Edward Keith-
Roach, District Commissioner, Northern District, Recommendation on Future Policy, secret,

30 September 1936: PRO/CO733/316/75528/71.

in noting that the Arabs would oppose the mixed cantons as ‘embryo’
Jewish cantons?® without ‘eventual peace’, thus leaving the three prob-
lems of land, immigration and self-government unresolved. Even the
wording of this was taken from Harris. But the idea of federation did
become important in British geopolitical planning, with cantonisation

being occasionally speculated on.?
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The Peel (Royal Commission) Partition Proposal

The Royal Commission therefore supported partition and the termi-
nation of the Mandate in favour of a new Treaties System based on the
Iraqgi and Syrian precedents, as the only solution to the Arab—Jewish
‘deadlock’. It outlined ten points on: a Treaty system between the Arab
and Jewish States and the new Mandatory Government; a Mandate for
the Holy Places; the frontier; the need for an Inter-State Subvention;
the need for a British Subvention; tariffs and ports; nationality; civil
services; industrial concessions; and the exchange of land and of popu-
lation.** Contrary both to Katz’s conclusion (though he discusses the
role of Dr Chaim Weizmann, head of the Jewish Agency),’' and to
Galnoor’s statement, Professor Reginald Coupland (a Colonial History
specialist at Oxford University and member of the Royal Commission),
did not have such a singular influence on the Commission’s final
partition plan. Input is evident from various sources, including the
Mandatory Government, Arabs and Jews, and shows that Coupland
was open to ideas.*

When discussing the different plans contemplated by the Peel
Commission, one member, Sir Laurie Hammond, even stated that he
had ‘no particular fancy for one scheme more than another since I
know nothing definite about any of them’. This reflected the Commis-
sion’s lack of relevant information on partition, which led to a further
“Technical Commission’, the Woodhead Commission (see below).?
Strategic questions are rarely addressed below because they have
already been dealt with in the literature.’*

The Development of the Peel Partition Plan

HMG?s early planting of the ‘seeds’ for the eventual partition of
Palestine was carried out in 1931, when it aimed to keep the Hill
regions of Judaea, Samaria and the Upper Galilee for landless Arabs.’s
Why the partition option was originally chosen is unclear.’ It is the
aim here to further examine British ideas behind the Peel Plan, and to
analyse British preconceptions and the contribution of the Palestine
Administration, notably that of Harris. These have been overlooked
in previous studies, which concentrated on British political and military
interests. A short survey of those interests is given below.

Strategic issues were discussed at a meeting in London, 1 March
1937, with the Chiefs of Staff. The discussion indicated that there was
no final map at that point, and that the ‘Southern Scheme’ was favoured
(which gave the Jews the Coast and the Negev for expansion) rather
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than the ‘Northern Scheme’ (which allotted them the coast and the
Galilee for growth). The Chiefs of Staff underscored Palestine’s ‘great
strategic importance’ in the Mediterranean: it served as a ‘buffer’ for
the Suez Canal and lay across routes to Iraq and the East. The Navy
valued Haifa as the country’s only deep-water port and was concerned
about the Kirkuk—Haifa oil pipeline. Jerusalem and the Holy Places
were to form a Mandated Enclave for their security — and the security
of the port and pipeline was to be effected.

Preconceptions about the Arabs and the Jews regularly surfaced: for
example, Sir Horace Rumbold, the Royal Commission’s Secretary,
commented that industrial towns would be developed along the shore-
line if the Jews controlled the coast; and Peel justified allocating the
southern Coastal Plain to the Jews because ‘only’ they could have
it irrigated and developed.’’ In the meanwhile, Inter-State Military
Conventions were to ensure strategic interests.’

The Peel Plan would have immediately impacted on the landscape
through increased Jewish immigration into the Jewish State, with
subsequent settlement being mainly in urban areas. Rumbold expected
the Jewish State to be uneconomic, ‘with the bulk of the Jews crammed
into the large towns’.*” He may have been aware of High Commissioner
Sir John Chancellor’s stinging and ‘memorable’ despatch of 17 January
1930 to Colonial Secretary Lord Passfield, in which he predicted the land
and population problems that were to develop in Palestine, and which
the Colonial Office was reluctant to give to the Peel Commission.*

Coupland actually sought the advice of Harris, who, as previously
noted, was Palestine’s Commissioner on Special Duty and Irrigation
Adviser. Harris commanded much respect as one of the British
Empire’s leading Irrigation Engineers and senior colonial officials,
and he had previously worked in the Indian Government, sitting on
various important committees.*!

Harris proposed the Southern Scheme, which was eventually rejected
by the Royal Commission.* He wanted the Arab State to maintain the
services established by the Mandatory Government, which would
necessitate a subvention for both the Arab State and the Mandated
Enclave. Harris referred to the Franchise and Subjects Committees,
which had worked out the details for the proposals made in general
terms — along similar lines to the Peel Partition Plan — in the Montagu—
Chelmsford Report on the Constitutional Reform of India. He
suggested that a Boundary Committee and a Financial Committee be
appointed, the former to delimit the boundaries, ‘possibly field by
field’, basing his proposal on the Montagu—Chelmsford Report. The
Financial Committee would determine the subventions to the Enclave
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and the Arab State, and other arrangements, such as the division of
customs revenue. Harris reasoned that since the Jewish State would
probably be the only one with a surplus, it should defray the deficits
of the poorer economies of the Arab State and the Mandated Enclave.
Palestine’s surplus budgets in the 1930s closely correlated with Jewish
immigration (see, Appendices 2 and 5). Indeed, Rumbold saw any
interference with Jewish immigration as liable to produce an
‘economic crisis’, as most of Palestine’s wealth came from the Jews. In
subsequent data, not then available to Peel, Harris went on to illus-
trate the large differences of estimated revenue for the respective Arab
and Jewish States and the Enclaves, as shown in Table 31.

Table 31. Urban Property Tax in the Peel Plan

Divisions Non-Jews Jews Total

(£P) (£P) (£P)
Arab State 47,178 26,072 73,250
Jewish State 65,053 247,682 312,735
Enclaves 59,632 51,872 111,504
Total 171,863 325,626 497,489

Source: D.G. Harris, Addendum, enclosed with William D. Battershill to Colonial Secretary
William G.A. Ormsby-Gore, secret, 16 November 1937: PRO/CO733/354/75730/4.

A ‘Separation Department’ (later called the Partition Department)
would deal with partition. This, Harris wanted headed by a ‘Separation
Commissioner’, answerable to the High Commissioner, thereby reliev-
ing the already overburdened Chief Secretariat of any additional work.
Partition would be dealt with through three departments: Re-Settlement,
which would locate and develop land to resettle Arabs and Jews
desirous of leaving the Arab or Jewish States; Irrigation, which would
search for and exploit water resources; and Finance, which was
authorised to give Treasury approval for expenditures. In this way, the
‘enormous delays’ caused by referring first to Jerusalem or London
would be averted. Sind’s separation from Bombay, India, was given
as an example here, as the above idea originated with Harris, who
had in fact been a member of the Sind Financial Inquiry Committee
(for separation; 1931). On the difficult issue of the Arab citrus-grove
owners, Harris expected ‘a number’ of them to keep their properties,
suggesting that the Jewish Agency should have a section within it that
could buy the groves at Government-fixed prices.* The Peel Report
therefore incorporated many of Harris’ ideas, such as those on the
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Subventions and land, although it did not include that for the groves.*

Another major contributor to the Peel Partition Plan was Sir Laurie
Hammond, who in his ‘Note on a “Clean Cut™ listed several principles
he thought necessary for partition. A member of the Royal Commission,
he wanted the Jewish State to include as many Jewish settlements, as
much Jewish land, and as few Arabs as possible. The State was also to
include the irrigable land, such as the Beisan and Huleh, since the Arabs
did not ‘appreciate’ it. In contrast to the Jews, the Arabs — except those
near large markets and owners of citrus groves — were disinterested in
intensive cultivation or new technology, Hammond wrote; but, he added,
the Jews had both capital and scientific supervision, and they required
room for industrial and commercial development, and preferably the
‘whole’ of the railway system. Arabs in the Jewish State or Jews in the
Arab State, were to be compensated for land they had to leave, the price
being fixed under supervision by the Mandatory Government. Compul-
sory population transfer would occur only by agreement between the
two States and if it was proven that land was available for the transferred
population. Hammond cautiously argued that there was ‘no evidence to
justify our basing our proposals on a possible transfer of Arab population
to either’.¥

Hammond applied these principles to his three alternative schemes.
The first of these schemes allocated to the Jewish State the Galilee and
the coastal area north of a line from Al Majdal in the Gaza Sub-District,
to the foothills towards Jerusalem, thus including all the Jewish settle-
ments except Beersheba’s, ‘all the best land’, and a substantial Arab
population.* Regarding the allocation of ‘all the best land’ to the Jews,
Hammond commented, ‘we are assigning land to those who can make
the best use of it’, which was a recurrent theme in British partition
planning. In the second of his schemes, the Jewish State was to be given
much of the Jewish lands and the Huleh, north of the Gaza—Beersheba
road for development. The third scheme resembled the Northern
Scheme but retained the Negev under Mandate, thus ensuring devel-
opment and relieving Trans-Jordan of its allotted role of absorbing
Arabs from the Jewish State. Trans-Jordan was considered as poor in
land and precipitation, so it would have been difficult for it to equal
the revenues that were ‘pumped’ up by the Mandatory from the plains
to the hills of Palestine.*’

Harris remained deeply involved throughout the planning discussed
above, and his continued influence was palpable in the schemes produced.
Harris therefore became a predominant figure in partition planning
by the Peel Commission, and was often consulted. He was, in turn
influenced by Keith-Roach — from within the Palestine Administration
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—1in his decision to renege on the Cantonisation Plan (or Cantonisation
Scheme, as it was also known). Harris put forward ideas, sometimes even
pushing them through, and used his own experience of working in the
British Empire to solve problems that arose. Many of Harris’ proposals
were, sooner or later, incorporated in Peel’s final Partition Plan.

Substantiating the Peel Partition Plan

In detailed correspondence, Coupland discussed the situation before
the publication of the Pee/ Report.* The Arab State and Trans-Jordan
were to be integrated to make unity with Syria also possible, and to
help Trans-Jordan through its experienced Syrian officials.* In addition,
there seemed to be more chances of irrigation in Trans-Jordan than in
the Negev.®

Coupland gave several reasons for the final choice of the Northern
Plan, although it left almost 50 per cent of the Jewish State in Arab
hands. He wrote that there was not ‘much’ in this population difference
between the two schemes.”! Furthermore, the Zionists opposed the
Southern Plan and preferred the Galilee to the Negev; unlike in the
Maritime Plain, the Galilee Arabs lived separately from the Jews, and,
it was argued, the Jews could not irrigate the hills. Also, the Jews had
‘old’ traditional contacts with the Galilee, and were interested in main-
taining links with the Lebanon for political and commercial reasons.
The Arab State would therefore have a ‘good stretch of seaboard’. The
Jews were to be compensated for losing the Rutenberg Power Station
on the Jordan River. To ensure security between the Arabs and Jews,
the ‘Mixed Towns’ of Haifa, Acre, Tiberias and Safad would be admin-
istered by the Mandatory Government (see, Appendix 46);’? this was
to ‘soften the blow of Partition to the Arabs’. Both Coupland and the
Peel Report are vague about the final status of Tiberias and Safad, they
are referred to as ‘holy cities’, and though not specified, this really
categorised them as ‘Holy Places’ to be under the new Mandate. But
they are also mentioned as part of the Jewish State.”® In a population
arithmetics of swings and roundabouts, suggestions were originally
made whereby the Jews would not be allocated Safad (7,000 Arabs,
2,500 Jews), but would instead gain Tiberias, the other Jewish Holy
City (3,100 Arabs, 5,400 Jews), and so on.**

Due to Arab forebodings about the future of Acre and Haifa and
the region around the two towns, reference to these was deliberately
omitted by the British Cabinet, which was considering recommendations
to retain Haifa permanently.” After ten years under the Mandate, the
subject of the environs of Acre and Haifa were again to be discussed.*
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The “Transition’ period to independence was expected to be about
three years. The Royal Commission attacked the economic absorptive
capacity criterion for Jewish immigration,” proposing instead the
‘political high level’ for the next five years until statehood, with 12,000
Jews being permitted annually if partition were opposed.’® The Arabs,
however, contested this criterion as inadequate.”

An Irrigation and Development Scheme for Trans-Jordan and the
Negev was planned for the Arab State, to be funded by HMG and the
Jewish State to ‘gild the pill for the Arabs’.% Indeed, going by the corre-
spondence, much ‘pill-gilding’ was to occur. If the Arabs accepted
partition, the Jews could later be permitted to develop the Negev.!
Ironically, the very population seen as incapable of development and
lacking in funds and initiative, was allotted the areas most needing
development and investment. HMG would grant two million pounds
to the Arab State for development, whittled down from Coupland’s
original five million, to ‘assuage’ the Arabs: a ‘small’ price for Britain’s
strategic interests.

As ‘third party’ in the Enclaves and Corridor, the Mandatory Govern-
ment would forestall criticism associated with obvious comparisons to
the Polish Corridor, that is, that the areas concerned were being run
by two peoples recently at war — hence the Mandatory retaining
control. A Mandated Enclave west of ‘Aqaba, apparently ensuring Arab
and Jewish access to the Red Sea, would also be of ‘great value to the
Empire’, though this latter point was not stated in the Pee/ Report.s
The arterial Jaffa—Jerusalem road and the rail lines would be enclosed
within the Jerusalem Enclave, separating Arab Jaffa from Jewish Tel-
Aviv, and keeping the Holy Places, Christian Bethlehem, and the
Shephelah’s Military bases British. The Mandatory Power would also
hold the Sea of Galilee and Nazareth for the Christians, all legitimised
by Article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant (where the Palestine
Mandate was a ‘sacred trust to civilization’) and Article 13 of the Mandate,
which obligated the Mandatory Government to protect the Holy Places
and to ensure free access to them.®

The League of Nations and the USA were to decide on the termi-
nation of the new Mandate. No provisions applied here for the Jewish
National Home and the immigration quotas. In the Jerusalem Enclave,
the only economic opening for the Jews was expected to be commerce
in the Jewish suburbs.** Most Jews were thought to want to settle in
the Jewish State. Jaffa was to be an Arab Enclave, governed by the
Arab State, but it was hoped to have a joint Arab-Jewish port,
controlled by the Mandatory; access to ports was then to be assured
by the Treaties.® Coupland also wanted a halt during the transition
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period to the expansion of the Jewish-run jetty at Tel-Aviv, built in
response to the Arab Rebellion when Jewish access to Jaffa Port
became dangerous. Because of the inadequate facilities at the Tel-Aviv
Jetty, the Jewish Agency wished to keep the option of using Jaffa Port.*

Due mainly to the high number of Arabs left in the Jewish State,
land and population exchanges were to be affected, based on the 1923
Turkish-Greek precedent whereby population exchanges were made to
resolve the problem of the large minorities in Turkey and Greece, thus
the “ulcer’ was ‘cut out’ (see, Table 32).5 Coupland was in fact criticised
for being ‘inclined to be hasty in his conclusions and to deal in rather
cavalier fashion with the political aspects of the Palestine situation’.s®

Table 32. Estimated Population (in Thousands) of Proposed Peel Partition Areas

Muslims
& Others  Total
(Including Non-

Total Jews Christians Bedouins)  Jews

All Palestine 1,384 391 110 883 993
Jerusalem Corridor

Urban 158 76 38 44 82

Rural 74 1 4 69 73

Total 232 77 42 113 155
Nazareth 10 ) 6 4 10
Arab State

Jaffa State 71 16 13 42 55

Excluding Jaffa 478 2b 11 465 476

Total 549 18 24 507 531
Jewish State

Tel-Aviv 140 140 € € €

Haifa, Acre, Safad

and Tiberias Towns 132 624 24 46 70

Rural 321 94 14 213 227

Total 593 296 38 259 297

? Fewer than 100.

b Estimated at 2,400 and composed as follows: Settlements in the Gaza Sub-District (850);
settlements near Jerusalem (214); Palestine Potash (200); and Settlements over Jordan (Tiberias
Sub-District) (1,136).

¢ Fewer than 500.

4 Includes Haifa suburbs (5,000).

Source: An Indication of the Possible Financial Effects of Partition, Office of Statistics, enclosed

with F.G. Horwill, Treasury, Jerusalem, to High Commissioner, 28 September 1937: PRO/

CO733/355/75733.
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Coupland predicted that the Jews would ‘bribe’ the Arabs to leave
the Jewish State; compulsory exchange was to be a last resort only.”
Regarding the Arab-owned citrus groves in the Jewish State, he coyly
commented that the owners were an influential group, but, he added
dismissively, ‘fortunately some of them have not been doing well’.”
This sensitive issue of the groves was deliberately only hinted at in the
Peel Report in the context of the general sale of ‘land and any planta-
tions and crops’,’! though citrus occupied a large area of Palestine’s
Coastal Plain (Plate 16). Acknowledging that the Jews would get the

Plate 16. Citrus Groves around Jaffa.
Source: 10 December 1944: RAF/PS2/6122, Aerial Photographic Archive, Department of
Geography, The Hebrew University.



328 Mandated Landscape

‘best land’, and again using Harris’ suggestion based on Burma and
India, a Jewish subvention to the Arab State was proposed, especially
as the latter would lose the benefit of higher Jewish tax contributions.
During the transition period to statehood, land transfers to Jews within
the Arab Area, and to the Arabs within the Jewish Area, were to be
forbidden, immigration being based on the ‘economic absorptive
capacity’.”? Britain was therefore to maintain her control over strategic
areas and the Holy Places, and the main land and population problems
were to be resolved by forced transfer in the last resort, with a Treaty
System and Military Conventions replacing the original Mandate.

Reactions to the Peel Partition Plan

The Foreign Secretary, R. Anthony Eden (during the Mandate: Foreign
Secretary, 1935-38; War Secretary, 1940; Foreign Secretary, 1940-45),
led an assault on the partition proposals because he feared its impact
on the millions of Muslims in the British Empire, whilst the India Secre-
tary (1935-40), Lord Zetland, called the arrangements for Jaffa Port a
‘new Danzig’.” Indeed, Britain had much first-hand experience in the
German—Polish Borderlands’ negotiations on the establishment of
Danzig as a Free City, and the workings of small states and enclaves after
the First World War.”* However, the Cabinet agreed to the partition
of Palestine in principle, but requested more information. Though
the Peel Partition Plan was based on the three principles of: being
‘practicable’, of conforming to HMG’s obligations, and of doing
‘justice to the Arabs and the Jews’, it lacked detail. After the 21 July
1937 House of Commons debate on the Peel Report, several ‘pro-Arab’
Members of Parliament called for boundary changes based on existing
ethnic divisions.”

Whilst the Zionist leadership accepted partition in principle as an
opportunity for sovereignty,”® ‘most of the Arabs’ received the Pee/
Report ‘with deep indignation’. Messengers were sent ‘even to remote
villages to explain’ the evils of partition.”” Feelings against the Mandate
as ‘impracticable’ were already high; the Pee/ Report was seen as having
a ‘bias’ towards the Jews, ‘stripping Arabs of a large area of their
most fertile and developed land’, with the Mandate Enclave a ‘selfish’
inclusion.”

Many Arabs opposed the Report and protested to the High Commis-
sioner.* One group of Galilee Arabs wrote that they ‘detested’ the
declaration contained in it, that the Galilee villages do not object to
Jewish influence.®' The Arabs objected to their being allotted the ‘barren
mountains’,* and as with the Arab Higher Committee, the President
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Table 33. Arab Protests about the Allocation of Cultivable and Uncultivable Land in
the Five Plains

Areas Allotted to Jews in the

Area Total Area Uncultivable  Proposed Partition Scheme
Maritime Plain 3,218,000 555,000 2,218,000*
Acre Plain 450,000 171,000

Marj Ibn ‘Amir® 400,000 28,000 400,000
Al Huleh 191,000 65,000 191,000
Jordan Valley 1,365,000 511,000

Safad and Tiberias Districts 2,191,000

? Less the Gaza area.

b Arabic name for the Plain of Esdraelon.

Source: Collated from Shukri Tagi Farouki, President, Arab Committee of Citrus Fruits Industry,
Jatfa, to High Commissioner, President, League of Nations, President, Permanent Mandates
Commission, and Colonial Secretary, 29 July 1937, enclosed with Wauchope to Ormsby-Gore,
4 August 1937: PRO/CO733/351/75718/6B.

of the Arab Committee of Citrus Fruits Industry, Shukri Tagi Farouki,
was outraged at the loss of the cultivable lands to the Jews, and
presented statistics to back up his claim (see, Table 33 and compare to
Appendix 47). The whole proposal was ‘scandalous’.®* Farouki’s statistics
were, in fact, comparable to those produced by Harris later on for the
Woodhead Commission, showing the frequency distribution of villages
in each region according to the percentage proportion of uncultivable
land they contained (see, Table 34). The Jerusalem Arab Chamber of
Commerce also wrote against partition.** There was already a stand-
ing Arab complaint that their petitions were going unanswered by
the British,* and George Antonius, a leading Christian Arab, angrily
felt that the Royal Commission had ‘abruptly’ wound up proceedings,
not giving him the chance to fully express himself. He now expected
the whole Mandate system ‘to crumble to earth’. It was only a matter
of time.*¢ By autumn 1937, violence once again escalated, and on
26 September, Andrews, the Development Officer who had served in
Palestine since 1918, was murdered by the Arabs in Nazareth, as the
Arab Revolt gathered momentum into 1938.%

The Peel Partition Plan became imperative because it set up parti-
tion as a firm option to Palestine’s impasse, and structured further
partition plans, which also always served British interests. This all
entailed a significant potential rearrangement of the landscape, as
populations and lands were to be exchanged, producing new political,
economic, social and cultural dynamics, with new boundaries being
drawn up.
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Table 34. Frequency Distribution of Regional Villages by Percentage of Uncultivable
Land they Contained

Number of Villages
Interval Acre Maritime Galilee Central
(%) Plain Plain Hills Hills
0-9.9 3 63 - 5
10-19.9 2 15 1 4
20-29.9 4 6 3 19
30-39.9 1 2 7 17
40-49.9 3 2 15 23
50-59.9 - - 12 30
60-69.9 - 1 9 22
70-79.9 - 1 11 22
80-89.9 - 1 11 5
90-99.9 - - 1 1
Total 13 91 70 148

Source: The Proportion of Uncultivable Land, Village by Village, Eric Mills, Commissioner
for Migration and Statistics, Memorandum, 2 December 1937, Enclosure I, Wauchope to
Ormsby-Gore, 14 December 1937: PRO/CO733/354/75730/4.

Conclusion

In seeking to resolve the inter-communal conflict in Palestine through
the principle of Partition, the Peel Commission’s perspicacity, shown
in the body of its Report, seems to have been tested in its tacked-on
Partition Plan. This was especially so where the Arabs’ economic
conditions and agricultural development problems were implicated.
Furthermore, the Plan was presented despite the failure of the devel-
opment scheme at Beisan (see the chapter on Agriculture), which was
acknowledged by Hammond, who wrote that, “The Arab ... as at
Beisan, does not readily take to irrigation even where facilities exist’.
The Royal Commission also went ahead with its proposal for the
Partition Plan — founded on weak data for the boundaries — as its key
solution to the Arab—Jewish predicament.®

The recommended solutions for the looming problems of population
and landownership imbalances in the proposed States, and the Arabs’
ramifying economic and agricultural difficulties, were demanding and
sweeping. Yet, the Peel Partition Plan was based on the large-scale
agricultural development of arid and semi-arid lands for hundreds of
thousands of Arabs who would be displaced and forced to live in
locations that were practically alien to them.” Peel’s Plan was anything
but a ‘clean-cut’ solution.
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Whilst apparently solving one acute crisis, partition was to produce
another, underwritten by deep-seated Arab resentment and a sense of
irretrievable loss, with few lessons learnt from the Turkish—-Greek
exchange.” The Jews would have the doors left but narrowly ajar for
them, as only 8,000 could enter to March 1938, the figure afer that still
to be determined: they would have to await independence to control
Jewish immigration into their state — whilst Nazi persecution contin-
ued on its grisly path.”’ Perhaps the Peel Commissioners in fact showed
considerable foresight concerning where Palestine was headed by the
force of circumstances (as they argued), towards the geographical sepa-
ration of Arabs and Jews, accompanied by large population move-
ments. The Peel Partition Plan indeed appeared destined to mete out
‘rough justice’.”

The Peel Plan proved to be the master partition plan, on which all
those that followed were either based, or to which they were compared,
ushering in a fundamental change in the British outlook on Palestine’s
future. The new boundaries were to redraw the country’s landscape,
producing new places with new characteristics, and an imposed
expansion of settlement into the Negev, Beisan, the Jordan Valley and
Trans-Jordan. The import of the Peel Partition Plan, simplistic as it
seemed, was in its being over-ambitious in the extreme for the future
of Palestine and the Middle East.

THE WOODHEAD PARTITION COMMISSION REPORT, 1938

The Woodhead Report

In the White Paper of 4 January 1938, HMG appointed a Technical
Commission to recommend the partition boundaries and to examine the
economic and financial aspects of Peel’s Plan. With the British Cabinet’s
rejection of compulsory population transfers, the Commission was to
propose ‘a detailed’ partition scheme.” Though the Jews presented their
own plans to the Commission and spoke before it, no Arab did.** The
Jews felt bitter about British ‘vacillation’ deepening Palestine’s economic
crisis, the economy having already been hit hard by the Arab Revolt.”
The Commission, headed by Sir John A. Woodhead of the
Indian Civil Service,” was supplied information especially prepared by
Jerusalem for the purpose. Many protests were received against the
Commission on its arrival;’” and, resentful of its members’ aloofness,
High Commissioner MacMichael was soon complaining of its ‘clam-
like attitude’.”® The Commission was in fact operating under adverse
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pressure from London, as Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden bent
HMG?s policy away from partition. Fearing an Italian attack in the
Middle East, HMG laid down plans for troops at the Suez Canal in
case of war in Europe. This required stability in Palestine and Arab
goodwill. Porath argued that the Foreign Office had the Commission’s
terms so construed as to make partition unworkable, for instance, by
debarring the option of forced transfer.” The Colonial Office and the
Cabinet could hardly ignore High Commissioner Wauchope’s previous
warning, relayed by Harris, that the forced transfer en muasse of Arabs
from the rain-fed Galilee to the arid Jordan Valley or Beersheba could
not be done ‘without force or bloodshed’.!® Whilst military determinants
suffused the Commission’s report (the Woodhead Report), its members
were told that their recommendations could by no means ‘freely
indent’ on the British tax-payer.'”! The Treasury had had its say.

Just prior to its departure for Palestine, Colonial Secretary, William
G.A. Ormsby-Gore (1936-38) impressed on the Commission the need
for a workable scheme with an ‘umbrella’ of ‘effective machinery’ as a
‘practical’ rather than ‘political’ necessity for the Arab, Jewish and British
units to co-operate. He added that Jerusalem was to remain perma-
nently Mandated and not be divided administratively, whilst Haifa was
to be Mandated ‘at least temporarily’. Also, the Acre Sub-District, the
Commissioners were advised, was best excluded from the Jewish State
due to security reasons brought on by its overwhelmingly large Arab
population. Ormsby-Gore also recommended that the Negev be
retained as a Mandated territory because the Arabs could not develop
it. The region was strategically important for the frontiers of Palestine
and Trans-Jordan vis-a-vis their neighbours, including Saudi Arabia
and Egypt, in addition to the oil pipeline to ‘Aqaba and the Dead Sea
Salts Concession.!”? The Colonial Secretary’s words must have influ-
enced the Commission’s deliberations, as their plans reflected them.

However, a Foreign Office attempt to send the Commission a
damning memorandum against partition, in which everything from the
Jewish State’s potential economic problems to security drawbacks were
covered, was blocked by the new Colonial Secretary, Malcolm J.
MacDonald (1935 and 1938-40). MacDonald curtly retorted that it was
not an appropriate procedure for the Foreign Office to present such a
document.!®

During the Colonial and Foreign Offices’ relentless maneouverings
to influence the Cabinet in its policy on partition, the Palestine
Administration once again proved to be the forceful undercurrent. The
Mandatory Government collected and interpreted data, often at the
Colonial Office’s instigation, which was later used to form the nuts and
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bolts of the Woodhead Commission’s planning. The Colonial Office’s
requests to Jerusalem point firmly towards its desire to obtain infor-
mative statistics, rather than make a case for partition.!** Jerusalem,
again led by Harris, produced statistics not previously available: on
population; land availability by classification; and finances. These were
all within the bounds of Peel’s proposed Mandated Enclaves and Arab
and Jewish States. Harris was therefore to examine their areas’ current
revenue contributions and, therefore, their viability and possible Sub-
ventions.'” The classifications used were the basis of the published Village
Statistics, which gave land categories.'” For the financial statistics, Eric
Mills, the Commissioner for Migration and Statistics, referred to the
two principles of preventing population transfer and migration from
the Arab into the Jewish State.!”

An ‘enormous amount of labour’ was needed for the research carried
out for the Woodhead Commission, with three separate investigations
required into: the possibilities of development in Southern Palestine,
the Jordan Valley and Trans-Jordan; the economic condition of the Arabs;
and the distribution of Urban Property Tax (missing from the Pee/ Report)
and Rural Property Tax, and revenue from and expenditure by towns
and Sub-Districts. A preliminary period of provisional governments
under Mandatory control was also to be reckoned. By September 1937,
statistics were already in hand,'®® with early suggestions being made by
Wauchope, for instance, about Jewish claims to Jerusalem.!® Information
on all the villages, except for those of the Beersheba Sub-District was
presented in a level manner, and duly forwarded to the Commission,
emerging as the statistical backbone to which the final Woodhead Report
was to attach its arguments. !

The Woodbead Commission’s Proposals

The Woodhead Commission did not produce a unanimous report.
It suggested three new partition plans, and a majority opinion, and
two minority opinions. One of the opinions was against partition,
exposing the chasms in the Peel Plan. With Woodhead’s legal experi-
ence as Sessions Judge in India, the Commission sharply enunciated
that HMG, and not itself, was responsible for reporting on the ‘equity
or practicality’ of partition. The Commission pointed out that, accord-
ing to its terms of reference, it was charged with producing the ‘best’
partition scheme it could, but if this was not possible, then it was to
say so, and why; also, it was not to query the ‘equity and morality’ of
partition in principle.!!
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Comparisons: The Peel Plan and the Woodhead Commission’s Plan A

"The Woodhead Commission devised three plans: A, B and C. It criticised
the Peel Plan for underrating defence, which the local Military authori-
ties in Palestine advised be based on boundaries suitable for defence
against rifles and machine guns (and not modern warfare), due to the small
size of the country. The Commission used the new data presented to it by
the Mandatory (lacking details for Trans-Jordan) to noticeable effect.!?

Plan A narrowly modified the Peel Plan. The Jerusalem Enclave was
so shaped as to safeguard the Holy Places and Bethlehem, its northern
boundary being shifted to include: Ramallah; the Qalandiya landing-
ground; the strategic Ramallah-Latrun road; the Beitunya height for
defence; and the Palestine Broadcasting Station. The Enclave’s shape
paralleled information and ideas from Harris (see, Appendix 48),'"* and
its southern boundary remained the same as in the Peel Plan."'* The
Nazareth Enclave was limited to Nazareth’s village lands. However, the
Woodhead Commission opposed the Mandated separation area between
Jaffa and Tel-Aviv because of defence and administration difficulties,
and proposed keeping Jaffa town as part of the Arab State. A straight road
driven through the two towns was suggested instead, involving popu-
lation transfers of 15,700 Jews and 2,000 Arabs (due to the geography
of the route) from Jaffa to Tel-Aviv, and 5,400 Jews from Tel-Aviv to
Jaffa (see, Appendix 49).'* An Arab scheme for Jaffa was rejected because
it meant shifting the boundaries, causing an actual increase in the
Jewish population there.

Henry Kendall, Palestine’s Town Planning Adviser, gave evidence
before the Partition Commission concerning the re-planning of the
Jaffa—Tel-Aviv boundaries. Kendall described the arterial road in the
Commission’s map for the towns as an ‘excellent developmental road’
in its town planning aspect: it had the potential to open up an almost
inaccessible area, necessitating the demolition of four blocks of slum
dwellings, ‘vastly’ improving sanitary conditions and general ameni-
ties. The Commission’s map even followed block plans.!'¢

The Maritime Plain’s eastern boundary between Tulkarm and the
Jerusalem Enclave was drawn up within the foothills, giving the Jewish
State a defensible border. North of Tulkarm, the boundary kept to
Peel’s line, as it was adjudged defensible and the railway was thus safe-
guarded. The Jezreel boundary ran over the crest of the hills, with defen-
sible borders for the Jewish State. As in Peel’s Plan, Beisan remained
outside of the Jewish State. The Jewish settlements east of the Sea of
Galilee and the Palestine Electric Corporation lands were included in
the Jewish State.
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However, Plan A left a distinctive Arab population and land area
inside the Jewish State, including citrus lands valued at the highest
Rural Property Tax (see, Table 35), the Commission concluding that
‘no scope’ existed for land and population exchanges.!”” Unfortunately,
due to the time pressure under which the statistics were produced, and
the crudeness of many of the data categories, entailing a whole new
structure for its collection, the information provided to the Commis-
sion was inconsistent. Standardised tables could not therefore be
drawn up here.

Expected development in Beersheba, Beisan, the area south of
Gaza, the Jordan Valley, and Trans-Jordan — on which the Peel Plan
and Plan A hinged - proved very doubtful. Though the Water Survey
suggested by Peel for deep bores, shallow wells, springs and flood irri-
gation, was almost completed by the Government for the Woodhead
Partition Commission, it had to be abandoned because of attacks on
the survey parties (see, Appendix 50). However, it served its ‘political
[sic] objective’, producing ‘definite’ but ‘disappointing’ conclusions.!*
Contrary to expectations, random borings did not obtain sweet water.
But, even with large-scale irrigation, Arab farming would have had to
be transformed from extensive to intensive, and also required markets
for the expensively irrigated produce.

The Woodhead Commission heeded the Peel Commission’s own
advice on the difficulties to be expected in changing Arab agriculture
more so than did the Peel Commission itself in its Plan, when it left
out this element and proposed Arab population transfers to arid and
semi-arid areas. Though the Agricultural Director and Harris reduced
the recommended ‘lot viable’, the latter by accounting for supple-
mentary income to agriculture, the Woodhead Commission dismissed
this as ‘speculative’. Harris, it was noted, had assumed ‘future’ cultiva-
tion methods and markets. The Commission, therefore, remained with
Peel’s definition of the ‘lot viable’.""” The Peel Report had in turn backed
up the Shaw Report that stated Palestine could not support or maintain a
larger agricultural population unless its farming underwent a ‘radical
change’.'* Also, only 49,000 Arabs could be settled in the Jordan Valley,
and 4,000 in the Beisan Plain. There was ‘little scope’ for intensive
settlement in Trans-Jordan, and the introduction of wide-scale intensive
farming in the Gaza Sub-District would be ‘slow’.!?!

The Woodhead Commission rejected Zionist demands to be given
at least the modern Jewish section of Jerusalem, as it would have resulted
in an inter-state boundary through the centre of the city, with all the
attendant administrative and services problems (reasoned as being more
problematic than the proposed Jaffa—Tel-Aviv division)."? Also, the
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Arabs were expected to object, making their own claims. Though
Wauchope produced a map for a Jewish ‘bloc’ (Wauchope’s emphasis),
allocating potential Jewish development focused on Jewish Beit
ha-Kerem and Arab Deir Yasin (see, Appendix 51), he agreed with
Harris’ rejection of sectioning off part of Jerusalem to the Jews, or of
having a two-municipality arrangement, with the whole city under
Mandate. There would be a duplication of services and ‘great loss of
revenue’ from the Jewish sector, Harris remarked.!?

John M. Martin, of the Colonial Office, flinched at having ‘enclaves
within enclaves’, and giving the Jews the south-east quarter of the Old
City with its many synagogues, and assigning the Haram esh Sharif
(Temple Mount) to the Muslims.'** The Commission therefore decided
to keep Jerusalem whole, under Mandate, since inter-municipal friction
and financial differences and difficulties would probably arise.'” There
was thus to be no Zion in Zion.'? The Jewish State would have 295,000
Arabs and 305,000 Jews, and 3,855,000 dunams of Arab land of the
State’s total 4,995,000, thus failing to fulfil the Commission’s term of
reference to include the fewest possible Arabs in the Jewish area.
Voluntary transfer was also not expected to occur because of the Arab
population’s ‘deep attachment to the land’, and resentment of the Jews.
In addition, development difficulties for the Arabs were expected,
resulting in the rejection of Plan A and the presentation of Plan B.'”

Comparisons: The Woodbead Commission’s Plan B

Plans B (especially) and C reveal a close similarity to Harris’ ‘alternative’
plans,'?® and excluded Trans-Jordan (see, Appendices 52 and 53). As
with Harris, the Woodhead Commission argued that for Plan B the
Galilee should not be included in the Jewish State due to the region’s
large Arab population, which also had a high natural increase, demanded
more land, and was regarded as hostile to the Jews. The Jewish State
was also severed south-west of the Jerusalem Enclave (see, Appendix
52). The Galilee would be Mandated to ensure security for the Jews,
which could not be done if it were in the Arab State, despite risking
Arab anger at the region not granting independence. As a mixed town
and Palestine’s only deep-water port, Haifa was also to be Mandated so
that neither the Arab nor the Jewish community dominated. The area
inside the Jewish State from Haifa to east of Beisan and to the fronter
was only 24 per cent Jewish. But, above all, the ‘problems created by
the Galilee’, discussed above, were ‘considered fatal’ to Plan B. Plan C
was therefore introduced, each new plan successively whittling away
at Peel’s, and enlarging the Mandated area.
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Comparisons: The Woodbead Commission’s Plan C

Plan C was the ‘majority plan’, accepted by two of the four Commission
members. Now, the whole of the Galilee and the area from Haifa and
just north of Tantura, east to the frontier, was to be Mandated because
of its population imbalances, thus doing ‘justice’ to the Arabs and the Jews
within it. The Negev would also be Mandated, since allocating it to the
Arabs would condemn it ‘to perpetual poverty’, because the Arabs, even
with British help, were unable to develop it, as the Woodhead Commis-
sion had already reasoned. To give it to the Jews would violate the
Commission’s terms due to its being essentially Arab, whilst it was ‘unfair’
to the Jews if the Arabs received it, thus denying them the chance to
develop it. Only the centre was to be partitioned as in Plan B, except for
a boundary between Khan Yunis and Rafah, with the latter in the South-
ern Mandated Territory, giving it access to the sea (see Appendix 53).1%°
The Jews, then, were permitted to develop the Negev. This again
resembled Harris’ ‘alternative’ scheme, its author writing that the Jewish
State would probably become the ‘manufacturing centre and market
of the Near East’, so that there was space for their industrial develop-
ment in the coastal towns. Agriculturally, however, ‘the Negev was a
land for development by Jews and not Arabs’ and was therefore to be
Mandated.”® The Jews produced their own development schemes for
the Negev, but these were set aside by the Colonial Office as the
Cabinet turned away from partition.”! Despite a sizeable reduction in
the number of Arabs in the Jewish State in Plan C, there still remained
alarge Arab minority. The statistical outcome of Plan C was summarised
(see, Table 36), with the Woodhead Commission forced to resort to
‘voluntary transfer’. Noting, however, that there would be insufficient
land to resettle the number of Arabs thus transferred, a solution was
sought in placing them in the Northern Mandated Territory, and the
Jews’ ‘definite undertaking’ to finance the transfer and resettlement.
The Arabs of the Northern and Southern Mandated Territories
could only be placed under Jewish rule with their consent, but the
Jerusalem Enclave, Nazareth and the Sea of Galilee would be perma-
nently Mandated. Under a ‘negative policy of control’, Jewish land
purchases in the Galilee would be prohibited, thus determining Jewish
immigration and settlement into this area. In actuality, the conditions
and geography set for land purchasing by the Jews was similar to those
of the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940. Government approval was
required in the rest of the Northern Mandated Territory, though it
was not necessary for land buys in the Jerusalem Enclave or Haifa’s
urban area. The Southern Mandated Territory was to be divided into
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Table 36. Woodhead Plan C, the ‘Majority Plan’: Statistical Outcome of Population
and Land Distribution for All of Palestine

Arabs Jews Total

Arab State

Population 444,100 8,900 453,000

Land 7,329,700 63,800 7,393,500
Jewish State

Population 54,400 226,000 280,400

Land 821,700 436,100 1,257,800°
Mandated Territory
1. Jerusalem Enclave

Population 211,400 80,100 291,500

Land 1,485,200 78,700 1,563,900*
2. Northern Territory

Population 231,400 77,300 308,700

Land 2,730,500 677,300 3,407,800
3. Southern Territory

Population 60,000 - 60,000

Land 1,944,500(?) 55,500 2,000,000(?)*"
Total Mandated Territory

Population 502,800 157,400 660,200

Land 6,160,200 811,500 6,971,700%"

* Excluding roads, railways, lakes and rivers.

b Excluding 10,577,000 dunams of desert in the Beersheba Sub-District.
Source: Woodhead Report, p. 109.

Cabinet Office, Her Majesty’s Stationery Oftfice.

an ‘Unoccupied’ and an ‘Occupied’ area, delineated by the five-inch
(12.5-cm) rainfall contour. In the first area, Jews would be able to
develop land, and this could possibly have led to independence; but in
the second, where the Bedouins lived, the Government was to help
develop the area, permitting Jewish settlement later on to ‘improve’
the Bedouins’ living standards, independence being granted only if
there were no opposition from the minority population.

The ‘negative policy’, however, was to be offset by a ‘constructive
policy of development’. This was elaborated as the continuance of British
financial assistance aimed at ‘facilitating Jewish settlement’ and, where
possible, ‘undertaking an active programme’ to benefit Arabs and Jews.
This was to be through agricultural development, including drainage
and land reclamation, and road and bridge construction; and agricultural
research and education. In all, this added up to the continuation of what
the Mandatory Government did anyway, often with only shreds of success,
as shown in the chapter on Agriculture; but, with partition, there would



340 Mandated Landscape

be the added urgency of settling a recently displaced population.

In Plan C, immigration into the Mandated Territories was to be
allowed at the Government’s discretion, and the Balfour Declaration
would not apply: now ‘political, social, and psychological as well as
economic considerations’ were to be made for immigration.'? Rejecting
the idea of a Jewish Subvention to the Arab State —as it would ‘provoke
resentment and humiliation on both sides’ — the Commission did, how-
ever, propose that HMG pay towards the Arab State (see, Table 37).
The Commission had to suggest boundaries that left the Arab and
Jewish States ‘self-supporting’,’”* and data from Palestine Treasury’s
F.G. Horwill on the economic viability of the Jewish and Arab sectors
(see, for example, his figures for the Peel Plan, Table 38, and compare
to Table 39), showed the extreme differences between the Jews’ high
taxable capacity and the Arabs’ low financial prospects.’** This was in
addition to Harris’ bleak comment that it was uncertain if the Arab State
would be ‘living at subsistence or starvation level’."*> The Commission
could only conclude that no partition plan whatsoever would produce
a ‘self-supporting’ Arab State.!*

The Woodhead Commission members, therefore, fell back on Peel’s
concept of installing inter-State financial arrangements to remedy the
situation. A customs union was suggested to facilitate markets for the
Arab State — attached to Trans-Jordan — and to ease trade in the post-
partition transition period of about ten years, with the proceeds being
equally divided between the Arab and Jewish States and the Mandatory.
The Jewish State would thus contribute towards the Arab State by
absorbing only a third of the overall revenue, though its own revenue
was expected to be higher. Proposals on minority rights and numerous
other points were also put forward for Plan C. Jewish partition pro-
posals published in the Woodbead Report were rejected as this plan was
a reversal of Plan C, with the Northern Mandated area now Jewish,
and the southern section enlarged to extend east to ‘Ein Karim and the
Jewish part of Jerusalem, all of which had the effect of narrowing down
the Corridor to Jaffa (the Jerusalem—Jaffa Corridor). The Arabs were
centred around Nablus and linked to Trans-Jordan, with a horseshoe-
shaped area around Beersheba (see, Appendix 54)."

Though having the ‘majority’ support for Plan C, the Commission
was aware of its many drawbacks, most importantly the political ones,
which would lead to partition being rejected. The Commission also
took other factors into consideration in its planning, such as the accom-
modation of natural population growth, and the problem of providing
part-time employment to supplement agricultural earnings in the Arab
State, as emphasised by Harris."*
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Table 37. Comparison between HMG’s Financial Costs under the Peel Partition

Plan and Woodhead Plan C
Peel Partition Plan Woodhead Plan C
Capital Recurrent Capital Recurrent
® ® ® ®
1. Capital grant-in-aid of
Arab State (on account
of Trans-Jordan) 2,000,000 - - -

2. Capital grants on account
of development in Arab
State to provide for
transfer of Arab
minorities, say 4-5.,000,00014

3. Capital grants on account
of development in
Mandated Territories - - 1,000,000 -

4. Annual grants on account
of development in
Mandated Territories
and of cost of settlement
survey - - - 75,000

5. Annual grants on account
of deficit in Mandated
Territories® - 267,000

460,000

6. Annual grants on account
of deficit in Arab State®
(including Trans-Jordan)

614,000
7. Expenses of partition (say) 250,000° - 250,000 -
Total:

Capital 6-7,250,000 - 1,250,000 -
Recurrent - 267,000 - 1,149,000

* For 10 years.

b For the Jerusalem Enclave only.

¢ Excluding cost of defence.

4 Estimates are uncertain because of lack of data, but costs may be halved because of the proceeds
from land sales by transferee owner-cultivators.

¢ Including the cost of diverting the railway at Tulkarm, and of the Jaffa—Tel-Aviv boundary.

Source: Woodhead Report, p. 200.

Cabinet Office, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.
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In fact, it was weaknesses connected to such points that divided the
Commission’s final opinion. Sir Alison Russell wrote a ‘Note of
Reservation’, in which he supported Plan B for its being ‘equitable
and practicable’, more ‘likely to secure peace’, and returning to a
modified version of Peel’s reasonings. But another Commission
member, Thomas Reid, rejected partition completely, arguing that the
Arabs and Jews did not consent to it, and that it was in fact Jacking in
equity, security and solvency. Partition was a ‘disintegrating policy’,
dismembering Palestine into ‘strange’ administrative and physical
blocs."*” Reid had support from within the Jerusalem Government, as
when questioned in camera for two-and-a-half days, the Officer
Administering the Government, Sir William D. Battershill, opposed
partition mainly on economic grounds and because it was not possible
to devise any state, he noted, that ‘could be properly administered’.
Battershill added that ‘even the Bedu’ of Beersheba rejected partition,
since they would be unable to range in the Jezreel as some tribes were
in the habit of doing. He was actually acquainted with Reid and held
his report to be the best of the Partition Commission’s, having the most
‘realistic approach’.'*

Conclusion

The Woodbead Report presented impressive statistics to detail the Peel
Plan’s weaknesses. However, it was Peel’s proposal that became the
main reference point for future British partition planning. The Woodbead
Report’s minutely argued substitute plans, though referred to, attracted
less interest in subsequent partition planning, and were even mocked
(see, Appendix 55).1* Nevertheless, by presenting three plans and by
exposing serious differences of opinion between its authors, it high-
lighted the innate fragilities of the Peel Plan. Also, as shown previously,
the Woodhead Report became the primary guide for the Land Transfers
Regulations, 1940, creating new geographies, as it enforced restrictions
on Jewish land purchasing patterns. MacMichael had already in April
1938 reported to Woodhead that although the Arabs were ‘utterly
opposed’ to partition, many, including headmen and fellaheen seemed
resigned to it.!¥

However widespread this sense of resignation was among the Arabs,
they officially remained opposed to partition, and hence to the Woodhead
plans." With the Report’s much reduced Jewish State, the Jewish Agency
also rejected it as a ‘basis for any negotiations’.'* But the Report’s fate
was anyway sealed by Britain’s mindfulness of Muslim support with
war approaching in Europe.'* On receiving the Report, the Cabinet,
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swayed by Foreign Office reasoning, had it published on 9 November
1938, along with a White Paper rejecting partition.'#

"The Arabs approved of Reid’s opinion, and modern historian Walid
Khalidi reproduced it as testimony against partition.'¥” Jamal al-Husseini,
a prominent Arab Palestinian leader, offered the Jews communal
autonomy.'*® The more radical National Defence Party (which had
split from the generally representative Arab Higher Committee) main-
tained its stand after the Pee/ Report, that the Arab—Jewish population
ratio should not be altered.'®

In Palestine, a silent symbol of partition appeared when stairs were
cut through Safad’s Old Town in 1938-39 during the Arab Revolt,
physically separating the Arabs and the Jews due to the grievous inter-
communal strife. A searchlight was constantly trained on the stairs
from atop the Public Works Department building immediately facing
them (Plate 17)."%°

THE WAR CABINET AND THE 1943 AND 1944 PARTTTION PLANS

A British-instigated ‘Round-"Table Conference’ — for which Harris had
been especially recalled to London because of his technical expertise on
land and population data, and on catonisation — opened on 7 February
1939 in London, failed to produce a compromise between the Arabs
and the Jews. On 17 May 1939, the British Government published the
White Paper restricting both Jewish immigration (to 75,000 in the next
five years), and land transactions, the latter elaborated in the Land
Transfers Regulations of 1940. Numerous plans were suggested to
HMG between 1939 and 1943.55! In 1943, with the Allies victorious in
North Africa, and the Jewish immigration quota period set to end on
31 March 1944, the British once again scrutinised partition. The War
Cabinet appointed a Ministerial Committee on Palestine which was to
formulate long-term policy on the Mandated territory, to be put into
effect after the War. In its Terms of Reference, the Committee was
specifically requested to ‘start by examining the Peel Commission’s
Report, and considering whether that scheme, or some variant of it,
can now be adopted’. The Palestine Committee went on to prepare
two reports on partition, in 1943 and 1944, the latter being initiated
in order to work out ‘the details of the scheme recommended in the
first of the reports’. Douglas G. Harris, who temporarily held the post
of Commissioner for Reconstruction and Development in Palestine
and was made MBE in 1942, was called back to London especially to
advise on the planning during the First Report of 1943.152
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Several studies have been done on these reports, though mainly
from the political angle, for example, by Gavriel Cohen, Katzburg,
Michael J. Cohen and Porath.'* In the following section, an analysis
is made of the less-researched influence of High Commissioner
MacMichael on the Cabinet Committee on Palestine’s Second Report,
1944. Other factors influencing HMG, such as the part played by
the British Middle East Ambassadors have also been discussed in
the literature and will not be examined here. Katzburg wrote on the
differences between the First and Second Report, looking at general
themes, and on MacMichael’s influence, but mainly examined the High
Commissioner’ basic ideas on the Jerusalem State and the geographical
divisions proposed. Here, other aspects of MacMichael’s proposals will
be analysed, following a note on the Second Report, and more details
are given about the geographical aspects.

The Cabinet Committee on Palestine Second Report, 1944

The First Report, which was made ready on 13 December 1943 and
endorsed by the Cabinet on 25 January 1944, squarely returned British
policy to a modified Peel Plan, the most notable difference being the
proposal to have an ‘association of Levant States’, made up of a Jewish
State, a British protected Jerusalem Territory, the Lebanon and a
Greater Syria (the latter consisting of Syria, Trans-Jordan, a small part
of the Lebanon and the ‘Arab residue of Palestine’) (see, Appendix 56).
The Second Report was submitted to the Cabinet by the Palestine
Committee on 16 October 1944, and was again aimed at maintaining
the Peel principle of partition based on the spatial distribution of existing
Arab and Jewish settlements.”"* High Commissioner MacMichael sent
detailed responses to the questions on partition posed to him by the
Colonial Secretary.

The Second Report and MacMichaels Influence on it

MacMichael and the Palestine Administration had a significant impact
on the Second Report through his ‘Replies’ of 24 March 1944 to
Colonial Secretary Oliver Stanley’s ‘Questionnaire’ to him earlier on.
"This subject has not been considered in any depth in previous research:
for instance, Katzburg only mentions the religious value that MacMichael
attributed to Jerusalem.'s Unlike the Woodhead Report, no reams of
statistics were produced. Large sections of the Second Report read
almost verbatim like the High Commissioner’s ‘Replies’. MacMichael
was asked 24 questions on a full gamut of issues related to partition,
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from the boundaries of the Jerusalem Territory, to minority rights. The
Second Report is here analysed in terms of MacMichael’s replies.

MacMichael answered Stanley’s Questionnaire according to the three
‘primary needs’ that he identified. First, that a Jerusalem State and an
Arab State be founded from the start in the ‘interests of finality’, pre-
venting the Jews from taking ‘two bites at a cherry’. Second, for the
survival of the Jewish State, barriers should be abolished, tariffs unified,
and a co-operative spirit induced, permitting trade with neighbouring
states. And third, British strategic interests in the region had to be
maintained.!*

Recognising that the ‘largely indeterminate’ criterion of the economic
absorptive capacity was failing to control immigration, and that a bi-
national State could not succeed because of the question of Jewish
immigration, the Cabinet Committee agreed with Peel on the point of
partition as the long-term policy for Palestine. MacMichael therefore
had to respond in the context of partition and, as with the Woodhead
Commission before him, he was not to query partition per se.

MacMichael attached great importance to the Jerusalem State as a
‘religious metropolis’ for Christians, Muslims and Jews, and success-
fully argued that it transcended the status of crown colony to that of
‘Sovereign State’, similar to the Vatican. It was thus to be a ‘diarchy’, with
the High Commissioner acting both as HMG’s representative before the
world and as constitutional head of an autonomous territory.

Geographically, this State was to include the road and rail lines
between Tel-Aviv and Jerusalem, permitting Jewish access without pass-
ing through the Arab State. Jerusalem, Bethlehem, the broadcasting
station at Ramallah, Lydda airfield (‘likely to be an important centre of
post-war Empire air communications’) and Jerusalem’s water source at
Ras al ‘Ein were incorporated into this state. A common tariff with
Southern Syria was to facilitate free passage for Arabs travelling through
the Jersusalem State, and ‘substantial’ HMG grants-in-aid were to be
provided in its early years.

"The population of this State would be 300,000, of which its urban
Arabs (numbering over 100,000) were expected to be more educated
than their Syrian and Lebanese counterparts, and also to be politically
conscious. This was a rather poor assessment by MacMichael of Syrian
and Lebanese ‘political consciousness’, considering that Syria and the
Lebanon had produced some of the most prominent Arab nationalists
up to that point in time."”” An elected legislature was to operate, with
an additional two members nominated by the High Commissioner.
Arab and Jewish residency would be controlled,'® as there was to be a
‘definite Jerusalem State nationality’, thus avoiding the creation of
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‘a glorified cockpit’. MacMichael even complained about the High
Commissioner’s minimal role, as the Legislative Council was to have a
‘very real measure of self-government’.’”* This in effect would have
decreased British influence on the country, and therefore on planning,
though the High Commissioner was portentously still to have ‘the power
of the purse-strings since the grants-in-aid can always be discontinued’.

In adopting Peel’s Plan for the Jewish State, the Second Report did,
however, exclude the Galilee with its 98 per cent Arab population and
land. ‘Important additions’ to the State were made though: the
‘valuable’ area east of the Jordan at the southern end of Lake Tiberias
(Sea of Galilee); the southern portion of the Beisan Sub-District,
containing one of Palestine’s few tracts with large perennial springs that
permitted gravity irrigation; Jaffa town and the ‘rich lands’ to its east;
and an extension of the area south of Tel-Aviv—Jaffa (see, Appendix 57).
MacMichael tried unsuccessfully to have Jaffa’s Municipality made
autonomous within the Jewish State, thus virtually creating an Arab
enclave —a geographical feature that the Cabinet Committee was trying
to avoid. Peel’s Jewish State was now reduced by the Committee from
3,105 to 2,349 square kilometres, mainly because of the Galilee’s exclu-
sion. But, the Ministers argued, much of the omitted land was ‘barren
hillside’ and ‘on the contrary’, the areas added were fertile and ‘mainly
suitable for intensive cultivation’. The Jewish State envisaged by the
Ministers was ten per cent more valuable in taxable capacity than that
in the Peel Report, and contained 33,280 more Jews, and 76,000 extra
dunams of Jewish land. For the Arab State, the Galilee was to be
included as an island appendage to Southern Syria, thus obviating the
necessity for a corridor and the concomitant transfer of 1,260 Jews and
119 square kilometres to the Jewish State. This also reduced French,
Syrian and Lebanese influence.

Other points were discussed, the first being the consolidation and
development of the Jewish State. The Committee clearly expected a
continued Jewish economic shift away from agriculture and towards
industrialisation. The Second Report refuted claims that the Jewish
State would be too small to absorb ‘a considerable number of new
immigrants’, saying that 64 per cent of the Jews in Palestine lived in
Jerusalem, Haifa, Tel-Aviv and Jaffa, 18 per cent in the smaller towns,
and ‘only’ 18 per cent in the rural settlements. Thus, rounding off the
decimals, it was estimated that about 82 per cent lived in an area of under
145 square kilometres, which included the rural area farmed by the
inhabitants of the smaller towns. Hence, the Report continued, there
was ample space in the proposed ‘nearly 1,500 square miles’ (2,414
square kilometres) for ‘a further substantial increase of population by
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way of immigration, if employment for further immigrants can be
found’.!®

Conditions in Palestine, it was stated in the Second Report, were
such that there were now ‘practical limits’ to the realisation of the
Zionist ideal ‘of a people “rooted in the soil”. Woodhead’s criterion
for the rural economic absorptive capacity, it argued, had already
‘exactly’ been met on Jewish rural land: development on any land
allotted to the Jews could not ‘in the main’ be agricultural. It had to
be based on a high population density, and ‘depend upon industry,
transport and the like’.!! In addition, Arab rural land was carrying
double its capacity in population, thus limiting the number of Arabs
that could be added to it from the Jewish State, especially in the Hill
Country, and the Hebron Sub-District within it (see, Table 40). Eighty
per centand 77 per cent of all Arab and Jewish cultivable lands, respec-
tively, were under cereals, which were costly to produce in Palestine,
imported cereals were therefore suggested in order to release more
land. The Jewish State could thus exploit the economic advantages of
having Haifa, Tel-Aviv and Jaffa, and almost all of the Jewish industries,
except for the Dead Sea Potash works. It would also contain most of
the Arab industries, though the Committee did not specify if these
were to be bought out by the Jews, so (presumably) the Committee
was thinking of the taxable advantages. This State was also to contain
81 per cent of the Jewish population (the remainder being mainly in the
Jerusalem State), and 88 per cent of Jewish land, as well as Palestine’s best
quality land, which included 99 per cent of Jewish-owned citrus and
82 per cent of all citrus in the country. Arab grievance was expected
and unavoidable, the Committee surmised, since with Arab and Jewish
groves inextricably intermixed, it was the only way to allocate Jewish
settlements to the Jewish State. The State would thus have land with a
property tax valued at almost two-and-a-half times more than the rest
of Palestine’s.

Haifa was included in the Jewish State as it had a Jewish majority
(88,398 Jews to 64,220 Arabs), and because Jewish industrial develop-
ment there outstripped that of the Arabs. Further to this, the Second
Report contended, it would be inadvisable to divide the two industrial
centres of "Tel-Aviv and Haifa, and to place them under different tariff
systems. British strategic requirements could in the meanwhile be
assured by treaty. The inclusion of the Huleh Salient in the Jewish State
was justified on the basis that the Jews held a concession to drain Lake
Huleh and its neighbouring marshes, and that they were the only ones
who had the enterprise and capital to develop it (they planned to settle
3,000-3,600 families in the area).
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Table 40. Lot Viable in the Hill Country (Hebron Sub-District), Based on Rural
Property Tax Ordinance Land Categories and Used as the General
Index by Woodhead, and in the Cabinet Committee Second Report

Lot Viable
Category Description (Dunams)
1. Citrus - 10
3. Bananas - 10
5. First-grade irrigated land and 1st-grade fruit plantation 50
6. Second-grade irrigated land and 2nd-grade fruit plantation 57
7. Third-grade irrigated land and 3rd-grade fruit plantation 67
8. First-grade ground crop land, 4th-grade irrigated land and
4th-grade fruit plantation 80
9. Second-grade ground crop land, 5th-grade irrigated land and
Sth-grade fruit plantation 100
10. Third-grade ground crop land, 6th-grade irrigated land and
6th-grade fruit plantation 111
11. Fourth-grade ground crop land, 7th-grade irrigated land and
7th grade fruit plantation 133
12. Fifth-grade ground crop land, 8th-grade irrigated land and
8th-grade fruit plantation 167
13. Sixth-grade ground crop land, 9th-grade irrigated land and
9th-grade fruit plantation 250
14. Seventh-grade ground crop land (untaxable), 10th-grade
irrigated land 400
15. Eighth-grade ground crop land (untaxable) 400
16. Forest, planted and indigenous and uncultivable land 400

Source: Woodhead Report, pp. 67-8.
Cabinet Office, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.

Equitable treatment of the large Arab minority in the Jewish State
had to be ensured, especially with the Arabs distributed as follows:
30 per cent (338,980) in the Jewish State; 19 per cent (210,370) in the
Jerusalem State; and 51 per cent (567,810) in the Arab State.'”> With
only a small Jewish presence and minority landownership in the Arab
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State, population exchange was now no longer an option. MacMichael
was not disconcerted by references to Government failures in schemes
to resettle Arabs, nor by what he and the Administration in Palestine
regarded as the Arabs’ spendthrift attitude towards monies gained from
land sales. He also seemed to overlook the Arabs’ desire ‘to remain in
situ’ despite offers for better quality lands, as well as their population
growth (the Arab population within the Jewish State was expected to
rise to 750,000 in 25 years). MacMichael instead concluded that the
Arabs should be induced to leave the Jewish State, with assistance given
through development projects and not direct grants. The eastern Jordan
Valley and the terracing of Southern Syria’s foothills could then serve
as an increase in the land available for Arab resettlement.'s

As regards the practicality of the scheme, the Jerusalem State was
expected to be poor and funded from grants-in-aid, but the Committee
nevertheless aimed for equal facilities for all its citizens. Though
pointedly noting that there was literally no room for tourists, since
most hotels and hostels were used as Government offices, the Second
Report placed heavy reliance on developing tourism through intensive
planning and clearance works of potential sites. Palestine’s Arab popu-
lation mainly consisted of small cultivators who contributed no income
tax and little in customs duties. The Arab State was classified a ‘deficit’
area, with a property tax assessment valued in 1944 as less than ten per
cent of all of Palestine’s.'s* Since specific figures of the predicted prop-
erty tax were not produced for the Second Report in 1944, those
prepared by the Colonial Office in its ‘Study of Partition’ in April 1947
relating to the Peel Plan, the 1944 Cabinet Committee Report Plan
(which the Colonial Office called the ‘First Revision’ and erroneously
referred to as the 1943 Cabinet Committee Plan), and its own 1947
Plan, are used here as indicators of the potential financial problems the
Arab State would have faced. In its April 1947 ‘Second Revision’ Plan,
as the Colonial Office named it, the Arab State in the north now had
a boundary drawn across the Sea of Galilee, giving it the upper third
of the lake. The Arab State in the south was additionally extended to
include Jaffa. The Second Revision Plan was, in fact, a refashioned
version of the 1943 Cabinet Committee Plan, and was symptomatic of
the use of old ideas then current among British officials as they sought
to resolve the situation of attrition in Palestine. The ‘Study’ was aimed
at showing how the ‘difficulties inherent in the drawing of boundaries’
could be ‘at least diminished’ if not surmounted; and data from the
Palestine Government’s published Village Statistics was used in order
to give sufficiently detailed figures for each plan (which included the
Jewish Agency’s Plan), so that variants could also be determined. It is
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in this context that the Study’s findings are referred to here for the
Second Report.

In the Peel Plan, Arab property taxation would amount to £117,926
in the Arab State, whilst in the 1944 Second Report Plan, it would be
£91,901. In the Peel Plan’s Jewish State, Arab taxation would come to
£114,534, compared to £137,286. And, finally, in the Mandated Enclaves,
Arab property taxation would make up £98,586 in the Peel Plan, in
contrast to £101,859 in the Second Report. The amount paid by the
Arabs in property taxation in the Colonial Office’s Second Revision
Plan would have accrued as follows: £135,761 in the Arab State;
£93,845 in the Jewish State; and, significantly, £101,440 in the Jerusalem
(Mandated) Enclave. This would thereby have shifted the balance
in favour of the Arabs in their own State, though still leaving the
Mandatory with a substantial amount of Arab revenue. As for the
important 281,448 dunams of citrus area (of which the Arabs owned
140,283 dunams; the Jews, 139,728 dunams; and 1,437 were Public
Land), the ‘Study of Partition’ revealingly gave detailed figures for
their relative distribution, including for the Peel Plan, whose authors
had deliberately shied away from the subject. The distribution would
have been as follows. In the Peel Plan, 29,037 dunams would have been
in the Arab State; 216,598 in the Jewish State; and 35,813 in the
Jerusalem Enclave: making the loss of Arab citrus land ‘a valid Arab
grievance’. In the Second Report Plan, 29,231 dunams would have
accrued to the Arab State; 231,114 to the Jewish State; and 21,103 to
the Jerusalem Enclave: a third of Arab citrus lands in this Plan would
have been in the Galilee, which produced an ‘inferior’ quality of citrus,
‘in general, unsuitable for export’. The citrus lands would have been
divided thus in the Second Revision Plan: 53,039 dunams to the Arab
State; 207,337 to the Jewish State; and 21,072 to the Jerusalem Enclave.
Due to Arab and Jewish-owned groves being ‘inextricably intermixed’,
any transfer of citrus lands from the Jewish to the Arab State would
have been ‘impossible without mutilating’ Jewish-owned groves.!®

MacMichael commented that Trans-Jordan could not be expected
to sustain the Arab State’s population, which would in fact be larger
than its own. Hence, the return to Peel’s proposal that an HMG grant
of two million pounds be given, though now for a period of over eight
years. The Jewish State had Palestine’s highest taxable capacity; to
secure regional markets, however, it would probably have required
customs agreements with its neighbours, granting lower duties than it
would otherwise impose. !

The Jewish population was distributed thus in the Second Report:
80.9 per cent (391,725) in the Jewish State; 18.5 per cent (89,480) in the
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Jerusalem State; and 0.6 per cent (3,210) in the Arab State. The areas

excluded from the Jewish State because they were wholly or almost
wholly Arab are set out in Table 41.

Table 41. Arab Areas Excluded from the Jewish State in the Second Report

Population Land Holdings in Sq Km
Area Arabs Jews Arabs Jews
Galilee 108,910 2,210 893 18
Central Judaea 305,760 300 3,915 13
South Gaza and
North-West Beersheba 153,140 700 2,325 56
Total 567,810 3,210 7,133 87

Source: Report of the Committee (henceforth, Second Report), Committee on Palestine, War
Cabinet, P.(M)(44)14, top secret, 16 October 1944: PRO/PREM4/52/1.

Despite Palestine’s larger Arab population, the Cabinet Committee
laid down the condition that ‘as much land, Arab and Jewish, as possible’
be in the Jewish State. This statement was made with attention to the
requisite to exclude wholly or almost wholly Arab areas from the Jewish
State, resulting in the following statistics: of a total area of 2,347 square
kilometres in the Jewish State, 834 were Jewish-owned lands; 1,463
were Arab-owned lands; and 50 were roads, rivers, and so on.!¢’

Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden, however, pointed out that there
was disagreement in the Committee on this issue because it placed so
much Arab land in the Jewish State. In the Colonial Office ‘Study of
Partition’, it was noted that compared with the Peel Plan, which would
have spelt out the ‘division’ of 14 villages by boundary lines, the 1944
Report Plan had only three villages intersected.'®® The built-up sites
of villages were to remain on one or the other side of the boundary.
"This way, the Peel Plan directly affected the morphology of the villages
of Zir‘in, Ti‘innik, Zububa, Rummana, Umm al Fahm (all in the Jenin
Sub-District), ‘Ar‘ara (Haifa Sub-District), Tulkarm (rural), Irtah,
Far‘un, Taiyiba, Qalgilya (all in the Tulkarm Sub-District), Majdal
Yaba, Muzeiri‘a (both in the Ramle Sub-District), and Kafr ‘Ana
(Jaffa Sub-District); whilst the 1944 Report Partition boundaries inter-
sected Zir‘in, Tulkarm, Irtah, Far‘un, Taiyiba, Shafa ‘Amr (rural)
(Haifa Sub-District), ‘Ajjur (Hebron Sub-District), and Yahudiya (Ramle
Sub-District). The 1947 Second Revision Plan by the Colonial Office
would have seen eight villages intersected by partition boundaries:
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those of Zir‘in, Tulkarm (rural), Irtah, Far‘un, Taiyiba, Shafa ‘Amr
(rural), Yahudiya and Rishon le Zion (rural). The Colonial Office
document thus helped define the manner in which village partition was
to be carried out. Again, the Study could be used as an indicator for
the Second Report, since more specific information relating to it was
not produced in 1944.'%

After a reconnaissance of the southern limit of the Negev’s barley
lands, the boundary was redrawn, the greatest divergence being west
of ‘Asluj, where the land was found to be part of the peneplain but with
heavy sands and uncultivable. The divergence to the east of ‘Asluj was
carried out as, in places, cultivation extended up the valleys and across
the gentler slopes of the counterscarp (see, Appendix 58)."7° The
Bedouin barley lands were thereby included in Southern Syria, though
after a survey they were found to be lacking in subsoil and the region
to be deficient in rains. Echoing the First Report, the Cabinet
Committee decided not to allot the remainder of the Negev to the
Jewish State. Also, oil concessions, the only concessions for the Negey,
were to be safeguarded.'” So sensitive had the issue of the Negev
become, that many nervous deliberations were made over permitting
Robert R. Nathan and Oscar Gass, of the Zionist-leaning American
Palestine Institute to visit Palestine in order to investigate development
possibilities, including those in the Negev.!”

Joint Boards for the three States were to facilitate certain services,
such as the railways, currency and customs; and treaties would define
relations, including strategic, between the States. The possibility of
calling in a UN-based International Body to supervise the discharge
of the Treaty obligations was also presented. The transition period was
to last until the death of King ‘Abdullah of Trans-Jordan.

Conclusion

The partition scheme in the Second Report was presented as the
‘minimum practicable’,'”® but contained many points underlying future
Arab and Jewish grievances, especially those regarding the allocation
of the best lands to the Jews and the continued population imbalances,
with the Jews making up a slim majority within their own State. Since
the pressure valve of compulsory exchange was ruled out in this plan,
as compared to Peel’s, only voluntary transfers could be hoped for. But,
MacMichael’s ‘Replies’ to the Colonial Secretary’s ‘Questionnaire’
helped the Cabinet circumvent many of the thornier problems. In its
dissent from the Second Report, the Foreign Office, as it had repeatedly
argued, warned that the Arabs, unable to accept partition, would await
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their opportunity to recover the ‘terra irridenta’ temporarily occupied
by the Jewish State.' Still opposed to partition, the Foreign Office
aimed its old criticisms at the new Second Report Plan, which it
defined as ‘consistently against the Arabs’, the Jewish State having
nearly twice as much Arab as Jewish land.

Though apparently ‘clear-cut’, the plan was riddled with many diffi-
culties and threatened British interests in the region.'”” The scheme
was no more than a ‘variant’ on Peel’s."”* Eden attacked the Report on
its economics (the Arab State was a ‘deficit area’); its geography (as
enclaves, such as the Galilee and Jerusalem State, were now viewed
with disfavour following the ‘ominous precedents’ of Danzig, the Polish
Corridor, the autonomous Memel Territory, and the Saar); and on
administration (because of the long and complicated frontiers proposed).

Within the Mandate Administration, retiring High Commissioner
MacMichael still supported partition, notably for its geographical
focusing of Jewish immigration into one area of Palestine,'” whilst
District Commissioner, EW.G. Blenkinsop opposed it as it ‘bewilders
the inhabitants’.'’® The new factor of the Arab League, established in
Alexandria, Egypt, in October 1944 (the League’s Covenant was signed
in March 1945), now also had to be taken into account in any planning
for Palestine.

Prime Minister Winston L.S. Churchill’s (1940-45) political appre-
hensions about the timing of the announcement of the partition
scheme contained in the Second Report — he preferred to await the
end of the War and the impending General Election in Britain —
compounded with Lehi’s (a Jewish group) assassination in Cairo of the
Minister Resident in the Middle East (since January 1944), Lord
Moyne, on 6 November 1944, led to its being put aside, three days
after it was made ready for the War Cabinet’s deliberations.'”” On 26
July 1945, the Labour Party won the General Election in Britain, and
ended partition as HMG's policy ‘in principle’, but the White Paper
policy of 1939 was left standing. However, the Report was referred to
in subsequent discussions on Palestine, forming a bridge with the Peel
Plan across the Woodhead Report which had so condemned partition.'®

GRIGG’S TRUSTEESHIP PLAN AND THE RETURN TO HARRIS’
CANTONISATION SCHEME

Britain emerged from the War financially drained; its Empire, along
with the European Empires, were waning, and America was scouring
the colonies for potential markets. Palestine watched as the Labour
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Party came to power, confirmed in its policy to grant India independence,
which it did on 15 August 1947. In the spring before Britain’s General
Election, two long-term plans prevailed for Mandate Palestine: that of
the Second Report, and the other by the Minister Resident in the
Middle East, Sir Edward Grigg, who had replaced Moyne in Egypt.
Grigg proposed a trusteeship for Palestine — originally MacMichael’s
‘non-territorial’ scheme from 1938 based on District boundaries, by
now couched in the language of UN international ‘trusteeships’.

The Trusteeship system replaced the former League of Nations
Mandates. Under UN Charter Article 76, the progressive development
of Trusteeships were to lead to self-government, in readiness for inde-
pendence.'® MacMichael’s plan conferred on each community a large
degree of self-administration based on 38 councils, under British
control (Figure 2), with a population distribution as shown in Table 42.
Grigg (who opposed partition) criticised the dual function of the
Jerusalem State as a religious and military base, which made it less of
a truly religious enclave. He argued that his plan would preclude the
need for treaties for vital communications situated in the Jewish State
as under a partition scheme.'®? But Grigg’s Plan was rejected because
it left ‘British troops alone to face the consequences’, and ‘quickly
became anachronistic in the emerging cold war pattern’, since it meant
bringing the Soviets into the Trusteeship.

The Colonial and Foreign Offices then produced other plans. The
latter was for a ‘federal union’ of Palestine and Trans-Jordan under an
Arab king, with one Jewish and one Arab unit, having similar boundaries
to those of the Second Report Plan (already discussed in the literature).
As previously noted, the Colonial Office produced its Second Revision
Plan in April 1947. These proposals were superseded, however, by the
advent of UNSCOP’s own schemes later that August (see below).!*?

The new Colonial Secretary, George H. Hall (1945-46), circulated
a ‘Scheme for Local Autonomy’, which was really Harris’ 1936 canton-
isation plan recycled (Harris had been invited back post-haste to
London from Cyprus, where he was Chairman of the Development
Committee, to his new appointment as Secretary of the Ministerial
Committee on Palestine'®). Hall applied his suitably interpreted
version of Peel’s principle, and stated it as giving ‘each race the largest
practicable measure of control over its own affairs’, whereas in fact,
partition was intended to give sovereign control for each race.

Harris’ scheme had a material impact on further geopolitical
planning for Palestine. It designated to the provinces local autonomy
over their internal affairs, including the control of land settlement. A
central Mandated Government would have powers of superintendence,
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Table 42. Population Distribution among Local Councils, Proposed by MacMichael
as a ‘Non-Territorial’ Alternative to Partition, 1938

No. of Class of Population
Bodies Body Arabs Jews Total

1. City Councils

2 Mixed City Councils (Jerusalem and Haifa) 100,090 124,000 224,090
1 Arab City Council (Jaffa) 56219 4,028 60,247
1 Jewish City Council (Tel-Aviv) 2,200 152,600 154,800
Total: City Councils 158,509 280,628 439,137

2. Urban Councils
2 Mixed Urban Councils (Safad & Tiberias) 12,208 8,162 20,370?

17 Arab Urban Councils 160,429 472 160,901
5 Jewish Urban Councils 1,752 36,836 38,588
Total: Urban Councils 174,389 45,470 219,859
3. Rural Councils
5 Arab Rural Councils 589,058 7,042 596,100
5 Jewish Rural Councils 5,305 59,137 64,442
Total: Rural Councils 594,363 66,179 660,542
Total: All Councils 927,261 392,277 1,319,538
38 Nomads and ‘miscellaneous groups’ 13,986 61 14,047
Total Population of Palestine 941,247 392,338 1,333,585

* Original had probable typing error: 23,370.

Source: Outline of a Scheme of Local Autonomy for Palestine, MacMichael to Colonial Secre-
tary, 25 October 1938, enclosed as Appendix, Palestine, Memorandum by Foreign Secretary
Anthony Eden, War Cabinet, W.P.(45)229, top secret, 10 April 1945: PRO/PREM4/52/1.

and over matters of ‘all-Palestine importance’, such as foreign
relations. Accordingly, the Colonial Office’s August 1945 Plan for the
‘Distribution of “Subjects” between the Central Government and the
provincial administrations’, was presented under four main headings.
First, the ‘International and Inter-Provincial Subjects’, gave the
Central Government control of defence, foreign relations and immi-
gration, and left the Provincial Administration with control over
‘residential qualifications’ and land sales. Second, under ‘Law and Order’,
the Central Government was expected to oversee the Court of Appeal,
whilst the Provincial Administration was given the District and
Magistrate Courts, the Police and Prisons, and Probation. Third, the
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structure of the Central Administration allotted the Central Adminis-
tration to the Central Government, with the Provincial Administration
being in charge of itself and the District and Municipal Administrations.
And fourth, ‘Departmental Activities’ were so divided as to give the
Central Government responsibility for Antiquities, Audit, Broadcasting,
Civil Aviation, Customs, Harbours, Posts and Telegraphs, Railways,
Statistics and Surveys. In contrast, the Provincial Administration was
apportioned the more practical departments of Agriculture, Building,
Co-operative Societies, Development, Education, Excise, Fisheries,
Forests, Irrigation, Land Registration and Land Settlement, Printing
and Stationery, Public Health, Roads, and Trade and Industry.

Jerusalem as a religious metropolis would be a separately admin-
istered enclave. Here, again, the boundaries proposed in the Second
Report Plan were to be used for the provincial, though ‘purely
administrative’ borders, ‘their somewhat tortuous nature’ now no
longer a ‘disadvantage’. The Negev was to be subject to the same
conditions as those set out in the Ministerial Plan (meaning the Second
Report), and, would come under Central Government control. It was
optimistically conjectured that opposition to ‘islands’ would ‘disappear’,
as was supposed to have happened in India, where different provinces
administered detached areas.

Hence, the Galilee — and especially Jaffa — would be part of the Arab
Province. Unlike the partition plan, development schemes would not
be constricted by boundaries. India was again cited for having inter-
provincial irrigation schemes, where water was used as payment for its
transfer through one province by another. The two changes to the
boundaries recommended in the Second Report Plan markedly affected
the Jerusalem State — now truly diminished — and Jaffa, and therefore
the Shephelah, setting a precedent which was later used in the final
partition of Palestine. A severe population imbalance still remained in
Harris’ Plan: the Arab Province would have 830,000 persons, 815,000
being Arabs; however, the Jewish Province would have 752,000 persons,
with 451,000 Jews, and 301,000 Arabs. The Jerusalem Enclave’s popu-
lation of 198,000 would be equally divided between Arabs and Jews.

Hall recommended that the Mandatory control immigration but
direct it to the Jewish Province, which it was thought would exercise
its own caution. This was to be done with the ‘economic absorptive
capacity’ replacing the ‘political high level’ as the deciding criterion, as
wartime industries began winding down due to increased competition
from imports in the post-war era. The structure of the federal constitu-
tion would ensure ‘parity’ in communal representation. This, then, was
to be the ‘New Policy for Palestine’.!®



360 Mandated Landscape

This plan, too, was rejected, with High Commissioner Lord
Gort claiming it had all the drawbacks of partition, leaving over
300,000 Arabs in the Jewish Province.' The plan also took little
account of the very real inter-communal hostility that was gaining
momentum in Palestine, combined with the pressing needs of the
Jewish concentration camp refugees. The new Cabinet Committee on
Palestine, set up in the summer of 1945, and again chaired by Herbert
S. Morrison (Secretary of State for Home Affairs, 1945-51), therefore
decided to continue with the 1939 White Paper policy in the short
term.'¥’

THE ANGLO-AMERICAN COMMITTEE OF ENQUIRY AND
THE MORRISON-GRADY PLAN

Detailed studies have been made on the Anglo-American Committee
of Enquiry and its history, notably by Michael J. Cohen, Amikam
Nachmani and Michael W. Suleiman. Hence, only aspects of the asso-
ciated economic planning will be discussed here.'® On 13 November
1945, the establishment of the Committee, with equal American and
British representation, was announced by Foreign Secretary Ernest
Bevin. This was done ostensibly to involve the United States in
Palestine, as Britain was finding it increasingly difficult and expensive
to handle, especially in view of HMG’s ongoing part in the settlement
of the concentration camp survivors of the Holocaust, an issue that had
become integral to the Jewish vote in the New York mayoral elections
and American President Harry S. Truman’s (1945-53) role in them.
In one of their most harrowing hours during the Second World War,
the Jews of the Lodz Ghetto had sung the refrain: ‘T am going to Pales-
tine,/ That is a golden land./.../Good-bye Jews, I'm going home’. The
destruction by the Nazis in Europe of six million Jews and their families
and communities in the Holocaust, had added a new dimension to
negotiations on the partition plans.”® Also, as with other Mandates,
Palestine was to come under the UN’s superseding Trusteeship system.
The Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry was required to examine
the issue of settling the Jewish Displaced Persons in Palestine (with
discussions revolving around the country’s capacity to absorb 100,000
DPs) and Europe, as well as the ‘political, economic and social conditions
in Palestine as they bear upon the problem of Jewish immigration and
settlement therein and the well-being of the people now living
therein’.'® Both the Arabs'! and the Jews tried to influence the
Committee and those connected with it.!”
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A ‘compromise document’, the Report of the Anglo-American
Committee of Enquiry, which was produced in April 1946, included
Recommendation 2: that 100,000 immigration certificates be autho-
rised immediately. Recommendation 3 stated that Palestine’s future
constitution should be such that neither the Arabs nor the Jews could
dominate the other. And Recommendation 4, stated that neither an
Arab nor a Jewish State should be established, and that Palestine should
remain under the Mandate (later a Trusteeship) until hostilities abated,
when a state system could be set up. Both recommendations were looked
upon as vague, lacking in practical suggestions.'”” Recommendation 7
rescinded the Land Transfers Regulations, 1940. A large-scale economic
development programme was proposed in Recommendations 5, 8 and
9, which also aimed at bringing Arab education and health and social
services up to the standards of those of the Jews in Palestine, with the
Americans contributing $50 million towards this.!**

At a Cabinet meeting of 11 July 1946, during which the Report was
endorsed, Harris’ Plan (which had also been submitted anonymously
to the Anglo-American Committee and rejected by it in January), was
presented by the Colonial Secretary, Hall, as a ‘remedy’ for Recom-
mendation 3 which gave no ‘practical suggestions’ on how it should be
carried out.'”” This plan — with its insistently demarcated Jewish-owned
lands demonstrating the fundamental guidance of its creators — was
accepted by the Cabinet and the experts appointed to provide more
details and planning for the Report’s implementation. Attempts to
increase the Arab Province to include Jaffa within it, and not as an
island, were disapproved of by the Americans. The plan, commonly
known as the Morrison, or Morrison—Grady Plan was then presented
to Parliament by Morrison on 31 July 1946 (see, Appendix 59) (Henry
F. Grady was the diplomat who headed the American group of
experts).'%

An examination of the budget of each of the proposed provinces
shows the continued economic precariousness of the Arab areas, which
appeared throughout British partition planning (see, Table 43). It was
uncertain what real effect the Americans’ $50 million would have,
considering the British experience in development in Palestine, espe-
cially as this money was to go to raising Arab living standards to that
of the Jews, which was a complex task.!”” Also, the Foreign Office
doubted the neighbouring Arab States’ willingness to participate in the
development plans. American financial involvement in the area was,
nevertheless, initiated through this plan (although it was not imple-
mented), a step which needs to be stressed in the understanding of
British-US relations in the context of the Mandatory’s planning for
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Table 43. Revenue, Expenditure and Budget, According to the Divisions in the

Morrison—Grady Provincial Plan

Jewish Arab Jerusalem
Province Province Enclave
(£ million) (£ million) (£ million)
1. Estimated Revenue
Income tax 2.100 0.230 0.450
Animal tax 0.085 0.150 0.015
Property taxes 0.720 0.375 0.175
Land registration fees 0.660 0.185 0.155
Road transport 0.165 0.050 0.039
Fees and taxes 0.836 0.218 0.156
Other receipts 0.133 0.148 0.035
Total 4.699 1.356 1.025 (7.080)
2. Estimated Expenditure
Public Debt 0.230 0.230 0.032
Administration 0.141 0.152 0.022
Agriculture, fisheries and forests ~ 0.200 0.282 0.011
Co-operative societies 0.007 0.008 0.002
Education 0.460 0.625 0.127
Local authorities 0.900 0.108 0.087
Health and social welfare 0.463 0.582 0.113
Income tax 0.074 0.074 0.074
Labour 0.140 0.140 0.070
Land registration and settlement  0.093 0.162 0.021
Miscellaneous 0.089 0.120 0.036
Public Works Department 0.450 0.910 0.215
Supreme Muslim Council - 0.040 -
Town planning 0.009 0.009 0.009
Total 3.256 3.442 0.819 (7.517)
3. Budget Revenue (£) Expenditure (£) Surplus (£)
Central Government 11,920,000 11,483,000 437,000
Jewish Province 4,699,000 3,256,000 1,443,000
Arab Province 1,356,000 3,442,000 [-12,086,000
Jerusalem 1,025,000 819,000 206,000

Source: Palestine, Statement of Policy, Appendix D, Final Report by the Finance Sub-Committee,
strictly confidential, n.s., n.d. [c. 25 July 1946]: General Sir Alan Gordon Cunningham, Private

Papers Collection, MEC/Cunningham/BoxV/File2/f.104.

Cunningham Papers, Private Papers Collection, Middle East Centre, St Antony’s College,

Oxford University.
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Palestine and its impact on the future. Indeed, the Anglo-American
Committee signalled the United States’ entry into the arena of the
Arab-Jewish conflict at the highest political level at Britain’s request.
One tangible outcome of the Morrison—Grady Plan was the immedi-
ate and calculated building and consolidation of Jewish settlements in
regions that the plan intended to close to them.'® In response to the
Anglo-American Committee’s suggestion that administrative areas be
formed to encourage Arab and Jewish ‘civic responsibility” and foster ‘self-
government’, Robert Scott, of the Palestine Administration proposed
a ‘Scheme for the Mutated Development of Self-Government’. Scott
‘discarded’ the ‘principle of geographical re-organization on a community
basis’, and put in its stead a system of ‘counties’, based on two principles:
devolution on regional local government bodies (‘county councils’), based
on the ‘lowest common denominator’ interests of the communities
(undefined); and that each county have wholly Arab or Jewish populations,
or equally balanced populations, and be given ‘politically attractive
names’.!”” The counties were to be divided as shown in Table 44.
Scott’s Scheme, which was reminiscent of MacMichael’s Plan, was
considered by the Colonial Secretary alongside Harris’ Cantonisation
Plan, but did not see the light of day.?*® It was worth mentioning here,
though, as an illustration of the ongoing planning that continued
behind the scenes in the Palestine Administration. Another, more hair-
brained, scheme was by Brigadier Sir John Baggott Glubb (‘Pasha’) of
Trans-Jordan’s Arab Legion, who sent memorandums to the Anglo-
American Committee with different suggestions for partition, including

Table 44. Scott’s Scheme for the ‘Mutated Development of Self-Government’

Approximate Distribution of Population (Thousands)

Jews Muslims Christians Others
1. Upper Galilee 3 77 16 10
2. Nazareth 139 153 40 3
3. Sharon 274 13 - -
4. Jaffa and Samaria 1 380 26 -
5. Jerusalem 100 100 51 -
6. Shephelah 39 80 - -
7. Hebron 1 192 2 -

Source: Robert Scott, A Scheme for the Mutated Development of Self-Government in Palestine,
Scott to Richard H.S. Crossman, MP, secret, 1946: Richard H.S. Crossman, Private Papers
Collection, MEC/Crossman/File5/2/£.88.

Crossman Papers, Private Papers Collection, Middle East Centre, St Antony’s College, Oxford
University.
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that Haifa become a large ‘Charing Cross Station’ so that no Arab or
Jew need traverse the other’s territory.2”! The Colonial Office quickly
dispensed with Glubb’s plan of over 100 pages with the remark: “To be
read in times of greater leisure’.?*

The Morrison—Grady Plan became the basis of negotiations for
the London Conference that the British organised with the Arabs
and the Jews, beginning on 1 October 1946.2% But the Conference
failed, as the Arabs rejected the plan, suspecting it would lead to parti-
tion: indeed, the British had tagged it as ‘transitional’. The Arabs
also argued that they wanted to keep the ‘oriental characteristics’ of
Palestine, compounding what the Arab Higher Committee had
written to the Anglo-American Committee, that the country’s geogra-
phy and history were ‘inescapably part of the Arab World ** At the
Zionist Congress in Basle in December 1946, the Jews voted not to
attend the Conference. Perhaps symptomatic of the acute situation,
political positions were interchanged as if in some unchoreographed
dance, as Bevin drifted towards pro-partition, against all Foreign
Office precedents, and Harris reneged on his disagreement with his
own cantonisation plan.2® A final attempt was made with the presen-
tation of a new Bevin Plan (7 February 1947) that combined provin-
cial autonomy with the Arab idea of a unitary state and the basic Jewish
demands on immigration, under a five-year British Trusteeship until
independence; but this was rejected by both the Arabs and the Jews.
On 18 February 1947, exasperated by seriously deteriorating condi-
tions in Palestine and the deadlock at the Conference, Britain referred
Palestine to the UN without recommendations in order to safeguard
its relations with both sides.

On 22 July 1946, the Jewish underground group IZL had bombed
the section of the King David Hotel in Jerusalem that housed the Chief
Secretary’s Office, the British Military headquarters and the Criminal
Investigation Department (CID), killing 92. Even during negotiations,
conditions worsened, with Britain planning to send out 900 police
recruits.”” Imminent Indian and Pakistani independence encouraged
Arab and Jewish nationalist aspirations, and in 1947-48, Britain ‘lost
control’ in Palestine with a series of humiliating kidnappings of its offi-
cers by the Jews, mounting British casualties, and the intensification
of the Arab—Jewish conflict. The running down of Jewish refugee ships
off Palestine’s coast — particularly highlighted by the Exodus episode
— worsened Britain’s case and its image around the world, and on
26 September 1947, HMG announced its withdrawal from Palestine
to the UN.27
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BRITISH PLANNING AND THE UNSCOP AND
UN PARTITION PLANS

On 28 April 1947, the UN set up an Ad Hoc Committee on Palestine.
The UN General Assembly adopted the Committee’s recommendation
that a United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) be
set up to find a solution to the problem of Palestine. In proposing
partition, the UNSCOP Report of 31 August 1947 to the United
Nations General Assembly covered many of the points raised by Peel
concerning development and economics, and applied Peel’s basic
principles on population and land for guidance. UNSCOP’s Jewish
State in the Minority Proposal Plan of Federation resembled the Peel
Plan without the Western Galilee, but included the eastern Negev and
the territories in the Morrison-Grady Plan. The Majority Proposal
Plan for Partition with Economic Union allotted the whole of the
Negev to the Jews, giving Jaffa to the Arabs as an enclave, and desig-
nating a City of Jerusalem that was sectioned off within the minimal
role of a religious centre and incorporated Bethlehem (see, Appendix
60).2%® The Negev, therefore, which the British consistently avoided
immediately assigning to the Jews, was to be in the Jewish State. This
was despite British scepticism as to its intrinsic agricultural value, and
their assessment that it was more important as a strategic and political
possession. Harris was especially active in writing about the Negev’s
lack of agricultural potential; to quash Jewish claims on this, he wrote
that in 77 per cent of the Beersheba Sub-District, agriculture ‘is not
only non-existent but is virtually impossible’.2*

Even the Majority Plan’s title hinted at the terms embodied in Peel’s
Plan. Britain closely followed the deliberations concerning the possi-
bility of it continuing to govern Palestine, whichever way the terms
were still to be defined. Then, on 26 September, HMG announced its
withdrawal from Palestine, as increasing casualties gave rise to angry
calls in Britain to bring the troops home:** the Colonial Office
received hundreds of letters and petitions, and kept a large number of
newspaper cuttings in this vein. One letter (in this case dated 1948),
typified Britain’s mood, with Mrs E. Kidd writing, ‘If we wait any
longer there will be nobody to bring home’.?!!

The Arabs spoke out against partition,’'? whilst the Jews looked
to extending their settlements in the Negev.?”* On 29 November 1947,
the UN adopted the Majority Plan with small adjustments, and voted
for Palestine’s partition in a form which incorporated the in-built
population imbalances of Peel’s principles (see, Table 45 and Appendix
61). The next day, the Israeli War of Independence — also called the
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Arab-Israeli War — broke out; the State of Israel was declared on 14 May
1948; and the period of 1947-49 became known in Palestinian
historiography as ‘4/-Nagba’, or “The Catastrophe’.?'*

The War had begun long before, though, as both sides measured
up their needs and activated underground organisations, such as the
Futuwa Arab Secret Army and the Haganah.?" This was not only
reflected in the protagonists’ armament and military capabilities, but
also in their long-term economic needs. Irrigation pipes owned by the
Mandatory, for instance, were lifted by both sides:*'¢ the Haganab, for
example, organised the removal of pipes from Acre Station. Also, a
great effort was made to enter into Government services in order to
gain information, work experience, and access to equipment, which
could be required for the new Jewish State.?” So, to the end, the British
remained conductors of change, even if at times unwittingly so.

In a last Statement declared in the Termination of the Mandate, 15th
May, 1948 in defence of HMG’s policy in Palestine, the Colonial Office
and Foreign Office reiterated the words of the Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs’ speech of 18 February 1947 in the House of Commons,
that there was an ‘irreconcilable conflict of principles’ between the Arabs
and the Jews in Palestine. HMG ‘had no power, under the terms of the
Mandate, to award the country either to the Arabs or to the Jews, or
even to partition it between them’. It was for this reason that Palestine
was handed over to the UN. The Statemnent added that although most
of the Jews accepted the UN Partition Plan, the Arabs rejected it,
support to resist it being given by Egypt, the Lebanon, Syria, Saudi
Arabia, the Yemen, Iraq and Trans-Jordan. With 338 British casualties
(not all soldiers) counted since 1945, HMG emphasised that it would
not enforce partition unless it had Arab and Jewish agreement, hence
its declaration on 11 December 1947 that it would end the Mandate
on 15 May 1948 — a decision welcomed by the Arabs, the Jews and the
UN.28 Although the Mandate for Palestine was terminated on that
date, the impact of the British partition plans remained.

GENERAL CONCLUSION

The ascendant role of members of the Palestine Administration, notably
Harris and MacMichael, and of British-held preconceptions about
Arab and Jewish economies in partition planning, emerge from the
study presented above. It was not only political and military interests
and distractions, therefore, that determined these plans. Statistics and
information provided by the Mandatory Government undoubtedly
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influenced British planning. The statistical imbalances in Palestine’s
Arab and Jewish population and landownership and the proposed
restructuring initially expressed in Cust’s and Harris” Cantonisation
schemes, were not just footnotes but at the core of the partition plans,
along with strategic considerations. Peel’s Plan required the movement
of communities across imposed boundaries, producing new economies
and political dynamics in the Middle East.

The Peel Commission deduced that the Arab—Jewish conflict would
become almost congenital, centred on the struggle for land, space and
territory, with communities hurtling towards inter-communal war, so
that no political or legislative solution would be satisfactory; this pointed
towards the need for physical separation. The Jews, an exiled and
persecuted people had come to reclaim their ancient homeland. British
partition planning was the distilled expression of the conflict, if not the
catalyst which, by the mere mapping of possible solutions to the dual
claims to Palestine, precipitated the country’s actual partition. HMG’s
imperial interests throughout partition planning played a weighty and
consistent role in shaping the borders, producing ‘enclaves’, ‘corridors’
and ‘Mandated’ areas. Contrary to their purpose, these planned enclaves,
corridors, islands and areas then became facilitators for Jewish settle-
ments, especially in the Negev, which were quickly established to stake
out territory in anticipation of partition.

The British, as elsewhere in their Empire, were therefore pivotal to
boundary-formation in Palestine. They overrode population and land
ownership distribution, a reminder of the many boundaries they drew
up in Africa and other regions in the world. Partition was resorted to
as a means to prise apart geographically intermixed and mutually
hostile communities, sometimes at a great cost to human lives, as with
the independence of Pakistan from India in 1947, when communal
wars resulted in at least 200,000 deaths, and the movement of six
million people from Pakistan to India and eight million from India to
Pakistan.?"”

Artificial lines cut across villages, and communal, tribal, traditional
and economic zonings, as well as landownership patterns, producing a
new map and landscape. This new landscape further crystallised
nationalistic identities in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, realising
Bender’s theories on landscape and identity. That Britain could draw
up such boundaries as those in the Peel Plan, shows the extent of its
imperial power in determining the region’s geography, and exemplifies
Agnew’s theory on the uneven distribution of power. Gregory’s writings
on the importance of the economic and political factors are also illus-
trated, both in Britain’s economic definitions of the Arabs and Jews
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underlying its decisions on what ought to make up each community’s
state, and in HMG’s own persistent interest in maintaining a presence
in Palestine.

Those Arabs who opposed partition, led by the Mufti of Jerusalem,
Hajj Amin al-Husseini, could not accede to partition, because they
refuted the Jewish People’s right to return to the Holy Land.?*® The
Nashashibis, the Mufti’s rivals, tried to gain better conditions for
the Arab State, although rejecting population transfers of Arabs. All
knew, however, that when speaking of partition, this entailed ‘giving the
fertile part of Palestine to the Jews’, and they listened with scepticism
to British proposals to help fund Arab development in their new state,
as HMG came out of the Second World War ‘poor’.?! The Jews,
traumatised by the Holocaust, also began arming themselves after the
War, as did the Arabs, in preparation for the inevitable struggle over
Palestine for each side to fulfil their own plans.???

Harris became more important in partition planning, actually attend-
ing Cabinet Committee meetings and being appointed in 1945 to the
post of Secretary of the Ministerial Committee on Palestine; he was
indispensable to HMG deliberations on partition, his scheme being
the last one presented by the British.??® Harris had come a long way
from being Irrigation Adviser to the Palestine Government.

In giving expression to the disturbed situation in Palestine in 1936-37,
Peel had set down certain principles, most notably concerning land
and population, which became the basis for subsequent partition plans
that changed like pictures in a flipbook: Woodhead’s A, B and C Plans;
the War Cabinet Committee’s 1943 and 1944 Reports; Grigg’s Trustee-
ship Plan; the Anglo-American Committee’s Recommendations; the
Morrison-Grady Plan; and in all the other and often unsolicited plans
submitted; leading up to the UNSCOP and UN Plans.

The UN’s final partition plan for Palestine evidenced the importance
of British partition planning, not only by its borrowing from the almost
evolutionary process discernible in the different British maps — which
sliced up the country to the left and to the right — but also in the UN’s
partition terms and turns of phrase in its Partition Resolution 181 of
29 November 1947, a Resolution Britain chose to abstain from.2* The
Armistice lines of 1949 thus confirmed the imposition of the basic prin-
ciples of British partition planning on the landscape (see, Appendix 62).
Through its plans, Britain was to leave its greatest and most enduring
mark on the landscape of the country it had ruled for but 31 years,
before evacuating it at midnight on 14 May 1948. On their departure,
the now-divided country was already caught up in violent turbulence,
as British Mandated Palestine was no longer on the map.
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